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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document is a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) prepared in accordance with 
the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing 
regulations, 6 NYCRR Part 617. The FEIS provides responses to public comments received by 
the lead agency on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The lead agency for this 
action pursuant to SEQRA is the Town of New Windsor Planning Board, to which a Site Plan 
Application has been made. SEQRA prescribes that the lead agency is responsible for the 
adequacy and accuracy of the FEIS. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement consists of this volume, including appendices, 
accompanying maps, and referenced technical data, and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, which is hereby incorporated by reference into this FEIS. 

Martin's Foods of South Burlington, Inc., (the Applicant) prepared the DEIS for this application 
based on a written Scope accepted by the lead agency on May 23, 2001. The lead agency 
reviewed the DEIS, dated revised July 25, 2001, for adequacy with respect to its scope and 
content for the purpose of public review, and issued a Notice of Completion of the DEIS and a 
Notice of Joint SEQRA and Site Plan Public Hearing on July 25, 2001. The lead agency held a 
public hearing on the DEIS and Site Plan on August 22, 2001, at which time the hearing was 
closed. The lead agency received written comments during the public comment period, which 
extended for fourteen (14) days following the close of the public hearing. 

In accordance with SEQRA, this FEIS provides written responses to substantive and relevant 
comments on the DEIS received by the lead agency during the public review period, including 
oral comments made at the public hearing. Complete copies of all written comments received 
on the DEIS are included in FEIS Appendix C. The Town's transcript of the public hearing is 
included in FEIS Appendix D. 

The FEIS is arranged in sections, with comment summaries and responses arranged by subject 
area similar to the DEIS. A comment summary, in some cases, may incorporate more than one 
individual comment on the same subject, followed by a response to that comment. The sources 
of each comment are referenced. The format of the comments and responses is as follows: 

Comment # (Source): Comment summary text. 

Response #: Response text. 

Page numbers cited in comment references refer to pages in the Town's public hearing 
transcript, FEIS Appendix D. Substantive and relevant comments from the hearing are 
underlined and marked with references to the FEIS comment/response numbers in the margins 
of the transcript. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment 2-1 (Mary Fernandez. Letter #2): I was at the hearing last Wednesday and was 
disappointed that so many people were against Hannaford. They seem to blame Hannaford for 
the mess on Five Corners. Why don't we give them a chance, maybe it will work out. ... We 
could use another supermarket, competition is good. 

Response 2-1: Comment noted. 

Comment 2-2 (James G. Sweeney. Letter #4): You are correct in your observation that 
ordinarily, indeed for the most part, when a use is permitted by the underlying zoning law a 
planning board would be hard pressed to deny site plan approval because of adverse 
environmental factors. However, there are some times when the overall "public health, safety 
and welfare" of the community as well as "the comfort and convenience of the public in general" 
(see Zoning Law §48-19[A] "Objectives") override the individual interests of the developer and 
the Board would be well within its jurisdiction to deny an application in such a circumstance. 
This project, even though facially permitted by the Zoning Law, does not "fit" and your Board 
would be justified in denying the site plan approval. The evidence is overwhelming in this 
regard and it is backed up by sound scientific data supplied by Bila's traffic engineers and the 
NYS DOT. As such it is not unreasonable to deny the application on traffic grounds alone. The 
legal failure is another. CF. Gilchrist v. Town of Lake George Planning Board, 255 A.D.2d 791, 
680 N.Y.S.2d 320 (3d Dept., 1998). 

Response 2-2: The Planning Board will take into consideration the "the comfort and 
convenience of the public in general", consistent with the objectives outlined in Section 
48-19A of the Zoning Code, as well as compliance with all applicable provisions of the 
Town Zoning Law. The Planning Board has spent considerable time reviewing and 
assessing traffic and access considerations of the application and coordinating its 
review with the NYSDOT and soliciting input from its own experts, the public and the 
NYSDOT. 

Comment 2-3 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board. Letter #6): The Town of Cornwall 
Planning Board respectfuljy requests that we be included as an Interested Agency in the SEQR 
review of the Hannaford Supermarket application on Route 32. 

Response 2-3: The Town of Cornwall Planning Board Chairman is included on the 
distribution list for the DEIS and FEIS. 

Comment 2-4 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Randazzo. pp. 26. 27. and 28): 
[The] bottom line is everyone does have a right to use their property for a reasonable use, 
reasonable purpose. The property in that neighborhood, certainly they have a right to develop 
it, but perhaps the circumstances that exist now do not permit them to use the property in a way 
that maybe it had been zoned, maybe that's what they thought they wanted to do, but they 
haven't gotten in there before these problems. The real problems exist with traffic, so the 
bottom line is while they have a right to use their property, perhaps this traffic project generates 
too many traffic movements to be accommodated by the infrastructure that exists there right 
now. At sometime in the future if improvements are made, maybe they can build a project that 
they want to but perhaps New Windsor has to start looking at what the zoning is in 
particular areas and basically based on whatever infrastructure's available maybe you're going 
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to have to start limiting the projects that can go into various areas so they don't allow the types 
that would generate 10,000 cars a day, whatever it is. But I think there are limits that have to 
go on there and I think it's up to local government to continually look at it you do have 
zoning but the point is maybe right now, something that generates 10,000 cars a day just 
doesn't work because in reality if they're proposing something else that had far fewer cars in 
and out and less activity, maybe it would fit in there. All I'm saying at this point in time this 
place, that project is not the right project for the Five corners in Vails Gate the project 
does not fit because the Five Corners and the roads in that area will not handle it 

Response 2-4: Refer to response to comment 2-2. 

Comment 2-5 (Public Hearing, August 22. 2001. Richard Randazzo, pp. 27 and 28): When 
you do the environmental studies isn't one of the purposes quality of life issues? Isn't that really 
one of the factors, is it going to impact the quality of life of the people that live and work in the 
area When you really look at all the information, you evaluate all the facts that are there, 
you can reach a conclusion that based on traffic alone, that it will diminish the quality of life for 
everyone that has to use the area. 

Response 2-5: Quality of life, as embodied in the visual resources, ambient noise, 
cultural resources, and traffic conditions of the area, has been addressed in the SEQRA 
review. Where impacts have been identified, the applicant has proposed mitigation 
measures to address the potential impacts. For the traffic conditions in particular, which 
would most likely be most noticeable to most people, the applicant has proposed 
mitigation measures which are proposed to be incorporated into the project proposal, 
and have submitted those proposed improvements to the NYSDOT, who has jurisdiction 
over the involved public roadways. 

Comment 2-6 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Jim Sweeney, p. 29): you're 
searching for an answer, you have a guideline in your code in the state Law, it's in any zoning 
ordinance, any zoning procedure, you act for the benefit of the community and you must in that 
aspect look for the health, safety and welfare of the community. The property is zoned for what 
it's zoned for no question about it. You're here for a reason, to take a look at what's zoned and 
what people want to use their property for, individuals. You've got to look at in a higher light, in 
the community light and you must measure it against the health, safety and welfare of the 
community. Rarely, rarely does it come a point where you deny something because .... the 
health, safety and welfare of the community [are] jeopardized, but this is a situation which I 
think warrants it. It just doesn't fit. 

Response 2-6: Refer to response to comment 2-2. 

Comment 2-7 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. William Preston, pp. 31 and 32): Why 
must you fellows have to make a decision? Why couldn't it be a referendum and let the 
residents of New Windsor vote on it? 

Response 2-7: In accordance with the New Windsor Zoning code, the proposed action 
requires approval of the New Windsor Planning Board, among other agencies. A public 
referendum is not the legal forum for this approval under the applicable laws. 
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3.0 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment 3-1 (Richard Malec, Letter #1): The DEIS restates the Level of Service for the 'Five 
Corners' intersection for existing, No Build, Build without improvements, Build with 
improvements, and a Build sensitivity analysis. Therefore, the results for the overall 
intersection LOS remain at LOS F (98.4 sec.) for Build with improvements (PM Peak Hour) and 
F (108.5 sec.) under the Build sensitivity analysis. This confirms the statement by NYSDOT 
(Letter of November 27, 2000 to Town of New Windsor Planning Board Engineer) that "the 
Level of Service at the Vails Gate 'Five Corners' intersection will be F during the peak traffic 
periods even with the incorporation of the mitigation measures." This analysis also 
corroborates the NYSDOT statement that "there is not sufficient or available traffic capacity at 
this intersection, nor are there 'reasonable' improvements which can be undertaken". The 
NYSDOT further emphasizes their position (letter of December 29, 2000 to CME, LLP) stating 
that "even with improvements, the forecast operational Level of Service at the 'Five Corners' will 
remain 'F, with delays during the peak periods which are considered unacceptable and there 
are no 'reasonable' improvements, which can be undertaken as part of the development, which 
would correct the condition". 

Response 3-1: The comment is correct in stating that the Five Corners intersection 
currently operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour, and will continue to operate at 
LOS F under the No-Build, Build, and Build with mitigation conditions. This level of 
service indicates that the traffic flow demand through this intersection exceeds the 
capacity of the intersection to process this demand. 

Levels of service represent a range of conditions within certain thresholds measured by 
the amount of delay that a driver may experience. Therefore drivers can experience 
different operating conditions within the same level of service. As shown in DEIS Table 
3.3-15, the existing intersection delay at the Five Corners intersection is approximately 
220 seconds per vehicle. This delay will increase to 240 seconds of delay per vehicle 
with the completion of other approved/pending projects in the area. With the traffic 
generated by the proposed Hannaford project, and the proposed improvements 
associated with it, the intersection delay at the Five Corners intersection will be reduced 
to approximately 98 seconds per vehicle. Therefore, while overall LOS F will continue to 
prevail during peak periods, overall vehicular delays will be less. 

Comment 3-2 (Richard Malec, Letter #1): The DEIS restates that the project impacts are 
mitigated - however, the 'Five Corners' intersection will nevertheless operate at LOS F. The 
mitigative measures proposed at this intersection do not improve the above noted 'lane group' 
LOS. As a result of this project, the unsignalized intersections at Route 300/Old Temple Hill 
Road, Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road and Route 32/Jacqueline Street will experience 
increases in delay for three movements. Also, the introduction of a new signal at Route 32/Site 
Driveway, intersection will increase delays along Route 32. 

Response 3-2: See response to comment 3-1. While the overall LOS at the five 
corners intersection will remain at LOS F, the average vehicular delay will be 
significantly reduced thereby fully mitigating potential impacts resulting from the 
proposed project. The resulting mitigation is a reduction in the overall signal delays of 
approximately 3 minutes per vehicle. Lane group levels of service will not degrade at 
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the five corners intersection. Nor will lane group levels of service degrade at the Route 
300/Old Temple Hill Road intersection, or the Route 32/Jacqueline Street intersection. 

Comment 3-3 (Richard Maiec, Letter #1): Another issue that has not been adequately 
addressed is the effect of vehicle queue or spill back from the 'Five Corners' intersection. The 
DEIS presented vehicle queue lengths at the approaches of the 'Five Corners' intersection 
under the existing, no-build, build, and build with improvements scenarios. These values were 
generated from a macroscopic analysis of the intersection. Traffic queue length for Route 32 
Northbound under the Build with improvement (PM Peak Hour) condition indicate the following 
queues: 

• Rte. 32 NB left movement to Rte. 300 - 23 vehicles (575') 
• Rte. 32 NB through/right movement to Rte. 32/ Rte. 94 - 24 vehicles (600*) 

These maximum queue lengths can be expected to occur during 5% of the signal cycles within 
the peak hour. Queue lengths during the remainder of the peak hour will be shorter but can still 
be comparable in magnitude. 

Response 3-3: There is nearly 700 feet of storage available to accommodate these 
design condition vehicular queues. 

Comment 3-4 (Richard Maiec, Letter #1): Projecting the queue lengths over the next 10 
years (build + 10 yr.) yields queue lengths of 28 vehicles (Rte. 32 NB left movement to Rte. 
300) and 30 vehicles (Rte 32 NB through/right movement to Rte. 327 Rte 94). A queue of 30 
vehicles would extend 750' from the 'Five Corners' intersection, thus blocking the proposed Rte. 
32/Site Driveway signalized intersection which itself is located 750' from the 'Five Corners' 
intersection. When considering a potentially critical - and possibly unsafe - scenario of 
intersection blockage and interference, it is well to note that traffic projections and simulations 
are not infallible. Actual real life conditions may be better or worse than those predicated. 
Should they be worse, it would only require a slight increase to result in serious and possibly 
intractable problems in the operation of the driveway intersection. It must also be borne in mind 
that the 10-year projection assumes a slow but steady rate of growth in background traffic. If a 
major new development were to be sited to the south, it is possible that the results projected for 
a 10-year horizon could be experienced within a much shorter time frame. 

Response 3-4: Comment noted. Traffic operations may continue to degrade in the 
future with or without the project. Future signal timing adjustments can be implemented 
at the site driveway traffic signal to prevent vehicles from the "five-comers" intersection 
from queuing into the site driveway intersection. There is no state or local requirement 
that the project must mitigate unrelated background traffic growth over the next ten 
years. 

Comment 3-5 (Richard Maiec. Letter #1): The traffic queue length for Route 94 Westbound 
under the Build with improvement (PM Peak Hour) condition indicate the following queues: 

• Rte. 94 WB left movement to Rte 32 SB -10 vehicles (250') 
. Rte. 94 WB through/right movement to Rte 94/Rte 300 - 21 vehicles (525') 

The existing queues extend past the Rte. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. intersection as would the 
projected queues under the Build with improvement scenario. The proposed Rte. 94 / Site 
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Driveway, located approximately 150 feet from the 'Five Corners' intersection, would also be 
affected. WB Rte. 94 left turn movements into the site driveway and left turn movements out of 
the site driveway to WB Rte. 94 would be difficult maneuvers. The intersection would most 
likely function under restricted conditions of right turn maneuvers only. This intersection and 
the 'Five Corners' intersection should therefore be reanalyzed to reflect a redistribution of traffic 
volume. 

Response 3-5: With the completion of the project and the proposed mitigation, 
vehicular queue lengths on Route 94 westbound will be less than they are today. Left 
turning vehicles entering the site from Route 94 will experience LOS A with minimal 
queuing. Probability calculations show that there is a 95 percent probability that these 
left turning vehicles will enter the site without delaying westbound through traffic on 
Route 94. 

The left turning traffic volume from the site driveway is approximately 30 vehicles (one 
vehicle every two minutes) during the PM and Saturday peak hours. Supplemental 
calculations were conducted to redistribute this volume of traffic to the Route 32/Site 
driveway in the event that a left turn exiting turn prohibition is implemented on the Route 
94 site driveway. The results are provided under Appendix E. 1 and show that no LOS 
degradation's will occur. Based on the analysis, the implementation of the turn 
prohibition will not affect the conclusion of the previous studies that the proposed 
mitigation fully mitigates the project impacts. 

Comment 3-6 (Richard Malec, Letter #1): The long range traffic impacts (Build + 10 yr. 
horizon) are presented for the 'Five Corners' intersection. The statement "future delays at the 
'Five Corners' intersection will be less than today with overall delays under three minutes' is 
misleading. Although the overall delay is less than existing delay, approximately 50% (5 out of 
11) of the approach movement operations will degrade (increase in delay) under the long range 
conditions when compared to existing conditions. 

Response 3-6: The comment is correct. In ten years, with the completion of the project 
and the proposed mitigation, five of the 11 lane groups at the five corners intersection 
will experience increased delay as compared to existing conditions. The overall 
intersection delay however will be less than today. This increased delay cited is 
associated with general background growth in the area and is not directly related to the 
proposed development. 

Comment 3-7 (Richard Malec, Letter #1): The DEIS presented a project site trip summary 
table which indicates approximately 10,000 daily trips are generated by this site for a typical 
Saturday. This is 10 times as many trips than the 1,000 (approximately) daily trips currently 
generated by the Friendly's restaurant. The impact of this significant increase in daily trips to 
this location was not addressed. 

Response 3-7: The traffic impact of the proposed supemiarket is addressed under 
DEIS section 3.3 Traffic and Transportation. This section identifies the daily and peak 
hour trip generation volumes and compares the operating conditions with and without 
the proposed project. The analysis methods developed for determining the operations 
of signalized and unsignalized intersection utilize the peak hourly conditions of both the 
adjacent street traffic and the proposed development. The impact and mitigation of 
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such impact is iilustrated in DEIS Table 3.3-15. Section 3.3-14 and Table 3.3-17 of the 
DEIS address off-peak traffic impacts and show that the proposed mitigation will provide 
operational improvements during all hours of the day. 

Comment 3-8 (Mary Fernandez. Letter #2): I don't think there are 4 or 5 corner intersections 
that you don't have to wait for 2 or 3 lights to get through, for example: 17K and Union Avenue, 
Union Avenue and 300, and Route 32 and Union Avenue. 

Response 3-8: Comment noted. These intersections are outside the study area. 
Within the study area, the proposed improvements at the "five-corners" intersection will 
reduce overall motorist's wait times at the intersection. 

Comment 3-9 (Mary Fernandez. Letter #2): Try getting out of Temple Hill Road and past 
Wash and Foam onto Route 32. 

Response 3-9: Levels-of-service for turning movements onto Route 32 from Old 
Temple Hill Road are not projected to change from existing in the 2002 No-Build, 2002 
Build, or 2002 Mitigation scenarios. They are currently LOS C or better (see DEIS Table 
3.3-15). 

Comment 3-10 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board. Letter #3): The Cornwall Planning 
Board would like to go on record as opposing the construction of the Hannaford Supermarket at 
Vails Gate. We have previously voiced concerns about the affect the increased traffic would 
have on a heavily populated neighborhood. Both Ardmore and Jacqueline Streets intersect 
with Rt. 32 less than V* mile from the proposed entrance to the project. Although Hannaford 
included Jacqueline St. in its traffic study, the count was not done during the peak hours of 4 - 6 
p.m. Monday - Friday. 

Response 3-10: The turning movement count for the Route 32/Jacqueline Street 
intersection was conducted from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on Wednesday, April 4, 2001, and 
from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM on Saturday, April 7, 2001, and is contained under DEIS 
Appendix C, pages C1-13 and C1-14. The analysis of the Jacqueline St. intersection 
shows no level of service impacts from the project. 

Comment 3-11 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board. Letter #3): The proposed solution to the 
problem, another traffic light, would only exacerbate the problem at these intersections. The 
net result would be extending the traffic tie up which frequently extends at least a mile south of 
the present light at least a least a few hundred feet further. It would also create an 
unmanageable snarl between the present and the new light. 

Response 3-11: The proposed traffic signal located at the intersection of the proposed 
site driveway and Route 32 is designed to provide a break in the traffic flow on Route 32 
to allow the ingress and egress of site generated traffic. The traffic volumes entering 
and exiting the site driveway are minor compared to the through volumes on Route 32, 
therefore the green time required to serve the site driveway movements is considerably 
less than the green time that will be allocated to Route 32. The priority movements at 
this intersection are the northbound and southbound approaches. Signal timing will be 
implemented to minimize northbound and southbound delays at the expense of the site 
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driveway. Overall northbound vehicular queuing and delay on Route 32 will be 
comparable to or less than current conditions. 

Comment 3-12 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board. Letter #3): There have been frequent 
accidents at the Jacqueline St. / Rt. 32 intersection because of the dangers created in trying to 
enter or exit. 

Response 3-12: Crash history reports were obtained from the Department of Motor 
Vehicles. This information was presented in the DEIS in Table 3.3-12 and showed that 
three (3) accidents occurred at the Jacqueline Street intersection between January 1, 
1996 and December 31, 1998. Updated crash reports were obtained for this FEIS for 
the most recent three-year period on record, October 1, 1996 through September 30, 
1999, and no new accidents were reported. Safety deficient locations are identified 
through accident rate calculations. The accident rate in the DEIS at the Jacqueline 
Street intersection was reported to be 0.12 accidents per million vehicles entering 
(acc/MVE) which is less than the statewide average for similar intersections which is 
0.19 acc/MVE. The accident rate at Jacqueline Street is now calculated to be 0.08 
acc/MVE based on the most recent accident reports which confirms the rate to be below 
the statewide average. Sight distances were also measured and compared to State 
guidelines and were determined to be adequate. This evidence indicates that there are 
no apparent safety problems at this location. 

Comment 3-13 (James G. Sweeney. Letter #4): The legal issue involving the Rt. 94 access is 
very real. This narrow (25 feet wide overall) entrance way is no mere "shared driveway" as 
termed in the DEIS (at pg. 2-8). It is a full fledged street that is open to the general public (it is 
longer than the length of nearby Old Temple Hill Road between Routes 32 and 94) and will be 
used by hundreds of cars each day and thousands upon thousands each year., Yet it cannot 
even meet the Town's design standard for a minor private road (24 feet of pavement plus 
gutters and shoulders on a 50 foot wide ROW). This major roadway barely meets common 
driveway standards. Since this is a "street" as defined by the Town's Code (§38-2) and open to 
the general public it must meet Town standards regardless of whether they are privately owned 
(Town Code §38-7). It can't and since it is vital to the entire project, I do not see how you can 
approve the project in light of that serious legal defect. 

Response 3-13: The width of the driveway throat (25 feet) exceeds the Town standard 
for access to parking (two ten-foot lanes) based on "ZONING Chapter 48 From the 
CODE of the Town of NEW WINDSOR". Also, Hannaford Bros. Co. will obtain a 
Highway Work Permit from the NYSDOT for all driveway entrances and off-site highway 
improvements within the State's ROW. The driveway entrances will comply with all 
required standards. 

Comment 3-14 (James G. Sweeney. Letter #4): Although it was not fully explored at the 
public hearing you can imagine how motorists will use this road and the parking lot as a bypass 
to and from Rt. 94 and Rt. 32 in order to avoid the light at "Five Corners". This realization 
emphasizes its categorization as a street and not a "shared driveway". 
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Response 3-14: Supplemental calculations were conducted to determine the impact of 
traffic that might pass through the site to avoid five corners. The results of these 
calculations are contained under Appendix E.2 and indicate that the levels of service at 
the site driveways will be adequate and the operations at the five-corners intersection 
would improve slightly. Nevertheless, traffic passing through the site is expected to be 
minimal and can be deterred by traffic calming measures, if it is determined to be 
necessary upon project completion. 

Comment 3-15 (NYSDOT. Letter #5): It should be understood that the Level of Service at the 
Vails Gate "Five Corners" intersection will be F during the peak traffic periods even with the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures. Simply, there is not sufficient or available traffic 
capacity at this intersection, nor are there "reasonable" improvements that can be undertaken. 
If this development, including the proposed mitigation measures, is built, there will be no 
perceived improvement to the traffic conditions at "Five Corners". However, since the Town is 
responsible for land use control, the status of this application is strictly a local issue. 

Response 3-15: The comment is correct in the statement traffic volumes at the Five 
Corners intersections exceed the capacity. While there may be no "reasonable" 
improvements that can be made to increase the capacity of this intersection 
substantially below LOS F, there are signal and lane designation improvements that will 
reduce existing delays and mitigate the impact of the proposed development. 

Comment 3-16 (NYSDOT, Letter #5): Improvements proposed as part of this project 
(modifications to the lane geometry, signal phasing changes, construction of turning lanes and 
installation of new traffic signal), safety related issues and the proposed location of driveways 
would be reviewed in detail by our Traffic Engineering and Safety Group as part of highway 
work permit process. 

Response 3-16: Comment noted. 

Comment 3-17 (NYSDOT. Letter #5): We would like to remind you that a State Highway work 
Permit will be required for any curb cuts and / or work within the Routes 300, 94, and 32 
right-of-way. An application and final site plans should be forwarded to this Department's local 
residency office, as soon as possible to initiate the review process. 

Response 3-17: Comment noted. Upon approval of the project by the New Windsor 
Planning Board, Hannaford Bros. Co. will initiate the State Highway Work Permit 
process with the NYSDOT. 

Comment 3-18 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board. Letter #6): Traffic conditions are 
extremely congested in the Vails Gate area during peak periods, and our concern is that this 
major traffic generator located so close to the existing 5-way intersection will worsen these 
already difficult conditions, to the detriment of emergency services delivery as well as routine 
traffic. New York State Route 32 is the second most heavily traveled two lane highway in this 
area, after Route 9W. Already the PM peak traffic backs up to points between the Ardmore 
Street and Holleran Road intersections of Route 32, creating traffic bottlenecks on the side 
streets and many driveways fronting on the highway. The concern is that the proposed 
supermarket will only make things worse. 
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Response 3-18: Without any improvements, the traffic from the proposed project would 
create an impact, as will the additional traffic generated by other developments in the 
area. The concern that traffic conditions would worsen is understandable. The 
proposed improvements will mitigate the impacts of both the proposed development and 
from "other development" such that delays will be less upon project completion than 
they are today. This overall operational improvement has been confirmed by NYSDOT: 
"the Department concurs with the findings of the report and of the future operational 
forecasts without and with development." (NYSDOT, letter Nov. 11, 2000). 

Comment 3-19 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board, Letter #6): The New Windsor Planning 
Board may recall that there is a pending 32-lot subdivision ("ADC Orange") in the Town of 
Cornwall whose traffic would exit on Jacqueline or Ardmore Street and Route 32. There is no 
other outlet for land uses in the Town of Cornwall on the east side of the highway due to the 
presence of the Monday Creek and steep slopes adjoining the same. Traffic conditions are 
already quite hazardous in the area of Jacqueline and Ardmore Streets and Route 32 due to the 
heavy traffic on Route 32 combined with limited gaps in traffic and the absence of a left turn 
lane at Route 32 and Jacqueline Street. 

Response 3-19: Comment noted. See response to comment 3-12. Also, as part of the 
development of the 32-lot subdivision, Jacqueline Street will be widened to provide two 
approach lanes - separate left and right turn lanes. Jacqueline Street will also be 
raised at the Route 32 intersection to minimize the gradient. These improvements have 
been accounted for in the traffic analysis contained in the DEIS. 

Comment 3-20 (Town of Cornwall Planning Board, Letter #6): In addition to the accidents 
that have already occurred there, in the area of Jacqueline and Ardmore Streets and Route 32, 
there have been several near misses reported to us. The effect on traffic safety for the entire 
corridor from Vails Gate to Quaker Avenue and Route 32 should be considered in your Board's 
SEQR analysis, because traffic safety and conditions on that section of highway are clearly 
linked to conditions at Vails Gate. 

Response 3-20: The accident history reports contained in the DEIS have been updated 
for this FEIS as contained under Appendix E.3. This accident history table summarizes 
all accidents that occurred within the study area for the most recent 3-year period on 
record. Accident rate calculations were conducted which confirm the trends reported in 
the DEIS. The accident rate at the five corners intersection is 0.56 acc/MVE which is 
less than the state average of 0.64 acc/MVE. The accident rate at Jacqueline Street is 
0.08 acc/MVE which is less than the statewide average of 0.19 acc/MVE, and the 
accident rate for the segment of Route 32 south of five-corners is 5.34 accidents per 
million vehicle miles (acc/MVM) traveled which is greater than the statewide average of 
3.94 acc/MVM. One benefit of the access management improvements proposed as part 
of this project is that the number of right angle accidents experienced along this section 
of roadway should be reduced 
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Comment 3-21 (NYSDOT, Letter #7): The average delay for the "Five Corners" intersection is 
shown to be 98.7 seconds, with individual movements as high as 180.2 seconds, with 
improvements. So, with the existing L.O.S. being "F" and the L.O.S. with improvements being 
"F" it may be difficult for the motorists to see the improvements as he observes the traffic signal 
cycling from his vantage point in a queue of vehicles on one of the intersection approaches. It 
will remain the Town's responsibility to determine if the measures proposed are satisfactory. 
We wish to emphasize that, even with improvements, the forecast operational Level of Service 
at the "Five Corners" will remain "F", with delays during the peak periods which are considered 
unacceptable and there are no "reasonable" improvements, which can be undertaken as part of 
the development, which would correct this condition. 

Response 3-21: See response to comment 3-1. The comment is correct in stating that 
the Five Comers intersection currently operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour, and 
will continue to operate at LOS F under the No-Build, Build, and Build with mitigation 
conditions. With the proposed improvements by the Hannaford project, the intersection 
delay at the Five Corners intersection will be reduced to approximately 98 seconds per 
vehicle. Therefore, while overall LOS F will continue to prevail during peak periods, 
overall vehicular delays will be less. 

Comment 3-22 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Jim Sweeney, pp. 9-12): I'm talking 
about the, what's called the secondary entrance way, secondary route or road from Route 
94 I thought that that was a street, a street as defined by your Town Code and 
should at least comply with the street regulations that have been promulgated by the Town 
Board over the years it was called in the DEIS a shared driveway I want to take issue 
with that and I want to put on the record some indications of why I do feel that this way [which] 
really amounts to a small alleyway is a street and needs to conform with your street 
standards and street specifications and it really can't what is this particular facility? Is it a 
street? That's the issue. If it is a street you have to treat it as a street Any street, even 
your private street regulations call for a right-of-way of at least 50 feet. Your private 
roads, call for a paved improvement of I believe 25 feet with roads and gutters. And 
additionally, your suburban streets, ones that carry a modicum of traffic paved way 30 feet, 
streets and gutters, major streets paved right-of-way 60 feet paved way 30 feet street and 
gutters. That can't even make private road specs, that's the bottom line and is it important? 
You bet it's important when you look at your street ordinance, it says that even 
privately owned maintained streets that you approve in this type of a process must conform to 
the subdivision regulations, rules and regulations, that's the bottom line you can't get 30 
feet of pavement on 25 feet. 

Response 3-22: See responses to comments 3-13 and 3-14. 

Comment 3-23 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Jim Sweeney, pp. 12 and 13): 
strangely, there were three or four letters not included in the DEIS and I don't understand 
why, One is the DOT letter that we heard about, actually two DOT letters, there's a 
letter from your supervisor, then there is a letter from the planning board of the Town of 
Cornwall, your adjoining town. I want to read three quotes from the DOT letter that we heard 
about before concerning acceptance and compliance and so forth. Let me read from 
the letter of November 27, 2000, the level of service at the Five Comers intersection will be F 
during the peak traffic [period] even with the incorporation of the mitigation measures. From [the 
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letter of] November 27, 2000, again, there is not sufficient or available traffic capacity at this 
intersection nor are there reasonable improvements which can be undertaken even with the 
improvements, the forecast operational level of service at the Five Corners will remain F, with 
delays during peak periods which are considerably unacceptable and there are no reasonable 
improvements which can be undertaken as part of the development which will correct the 
conditions I don't mean to indicate that this project has caused the level F. The 
level F is there and it's only going to exacerbate the level F and make it worse. That's the point 
of my comment. 

Response 3-23: See response to comment 3-1. 

Comment 3-24 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Richard Malec. p. 15): although the 
[DEIS] consultant had indicated the this intersection would be improved. Nevertheless, there 
are movements that will [remain] at level of service [F] , even after the improvements 
are in place there's seven out the eleven movements, lane groups at this intersection that 
will still operate at level [of] service F. In addition to the focus on this intersection, there are 
other intersections that were analyzed and there are still movements that still operate on level 
[of] service F and there are no improvements at Old Temple Hill Road and State Route 94, 
Jacqueline Street - Route 32 and Route 300 and Old Temple Hill Road, no mitigation 
improvements, they are intersections that are operated at low service, they'll remain at level 
[of] service F. 

Response 3-24: See response to comment 3-2. 

Comment 3-25 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Malec. pp. 15 and 16): The 
development of the proposed additional signal that can only increase delays along Route 32, as 
you add another signal, you can expect delays. What this particular [table in the DEIS] shows 

is what we call vehicle queuing for backup at an intersection. With the build, with 
the improvements, they project that there will be a 23 vehicle backup along northbound 
Route 32 headed towards Route 300 with the new lane arrangement in place. They also 
anticipate 24 vehicles will back up headed towards Route 94. Currently there's a backup of 
about 42 vehicles destined for Route 94 and Route 300. With the improvements they have 
shortened that, but the point here is that when they [Hannaford's] open, you'll have backups 
almost to the new site driveway, it will not be long before those backups will reach this 
intersection. 

Response 3-25: See responses to comments 3-3, 3-4 and 3-5. 

Comment 3-26 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Malec. p. 16): They did an 
analysis with the ten year long range projection and found out that you'll have approximately 30 
vehicles backed up where you now project 24 and that's within the ten year horizon. If the 
development goes on sooner than that, that condition will appear much earlier than the 
10 year horizon and we feel that that's a concern. What will happen is that vehicles will not be 
able to exit from the driveway. 

Response 3-26: See response to comments 3-4 and 3-6. 
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Comment 3-27 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Richard Malec. p. 16): The other queue 
is around Route 94. Now, the existing queue backs up past Old Temple Hill Road. With the 
development in place, build with mitigation, it will still back up through Old Temple Hill Road. 
These are the figures out of the DEIS. We feel that there will be difficulty in negotiating a left 
turn into the site driveway number 2 and [a] left turn exiting the site driveway because of the 
queue backup. Vehicles will have difficulty maneuvering. 

Response 3-27: See response to comment 3-5. 

Comment 3-28 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Malec. p. 16): [There was a] 
statement in the DEIS that said that future delays at the Five Corners intersection will be less 
than today with overall delays under three minutes. Somewhat misleading, although it is true 
overall when you have the entire intersection and it's just a mathematical volume with the 
delays for each vehicle on each approach that there will remain 5 out of 11 or nearly 50 % of 
the movements will still be degraded and they will have a longer delay now, I mean, after the 
build condition, than they do now. 

Response 3-28: See response to comment 3-6. 

Comment 3-29 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Malec. pp. 16 and 17): [T]he last 
issue is that a comparison was made and its in the DEIS, of trips to and from the site on a 
typical Saturday and projected daily traffic, not peak hours, just on a whole day, of 
about 10,000 cars will enter and exit the site currently, you have the Friendly's 
Restaurant and on a typical Saturday we projected that [it] has a traffic volume of about 1,000 
cars. So we're concerned there's a ten fold increase in the number of cars that will be 
generated by this particular site. 

Response 3-29: See response to comment 3-7. 

Comment 3-30 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Jeff Rosenberg, p. 17): I'm here 
representing [the] Bila Family, we own Big V Town Center. I'm really here for my tenants, 
including K-Mart, that's going to open up in November, they're concerned that their 
customers [will be] impacted by the proposed development of Hannaford. 

Response 3-30: Traffic generated by the modifications of the nearby Big V Town 
Center as well as the other developments in the area will contribute to the existing traffic 
congestion at the Five Comers intersection. The proposed Hannaford mitigation will 
reduce delays, which will benefit all motorists in the area including tenants and 
customers of the Big V Town Center. 

Comment 3-31 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Ron Roberts, p. 31): ....if they want to 
build a supermarket, Miron's is a perfect place. Newburgh does not have a supermarket. This 
place, Miron's is empty right now, it would be a great revenue generator for New 
Windsor, [the] parking lot's already paved, people will walk to your store That's 
something that should be considered because we have a couple of projects that have just 
started, I'm quite sure everybody's aware [of] Mt. Airy Road housing, that development there, 
you're projecting 400 families. What do we get out of that 400 families, two car families 
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800 plus cars, Where's 800 cars going to go unless they're lucky enough to be able to use 
public transportation and go to Salisbury Mills, they're going to through Five Corners 

The other issue we've got the sports complex that's going to be a great thing for New Windsor, 
but that's also going to bring a lot of people from the east end of New Windsor over to 94 to 
take advantage of this new town benefit that's being provided to them. What do you figure the 
kids with their cars coming [o]ut of school, the Cornwall High School, that's definitely going 
to come on line, that's more buses through that area. And I don't know how you guys count 
these things, but my car, a bus is three cars. If I have to sit behind a bus [it's like] I'm sitting 
behind three cars. You get three school buses, I never get through the light, 

Response 3-31: The applicant's proposal is a permitted use on the parcel of land on 
which it is proposed. This project does not need a variance of any type to build this 
store on this property. At a prior Planning Board meeting, it was suggested to 
Hannaford that there was another more appropriate site for the store that is already 
approved for a shopping mall, on Union Avenue, and that they should go visit that site. 
That site was investigated by the applicant and rejected since it did not meet the 
applicant's criteria for the Hannaford store. 

Future traffic from the proposed Cornwall High School was specifically included in the 
traffic analysis. Traffic from the 400 units was implicitly included as normal background 
growth and as the production end of many of the other development trips and site trips. 

Comment 3-32 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Ron Roberts, p. 20): it's [the traffic 
light] a wonderful idea, you put the traffic light up that effectively, just backs the traffic up 
on 32 further down to the bridge. You're going to have people coming out of 218 from 
Cornwall who can't even get on the road now with the traffic backups. It's going to be like 
a traffic accident there every single day if you add that light. 

Response 3-32: The Route 32/site driveway intersection will operate below capacity at 
LOS C during the PM peak hour and LOS B during the Saturday peak hour. 96™ 
percentile northbound vehicular queue lengths will be less than 25 vehicles during both 
peak hours which translates into 600 feet or less. The bridge and Route 218 are more 
than a mile to the south and will not be impacted. 

Comment 3-33 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Bernard Sussman. p. 22): I would like to 
take a minute and to read what the DOT said long after the November 29th letter. These are 
quotes, March 26th, Five Corners, one traffic light, I'm going to quote the man who said 
that, too much neighboring commercial development flushes too many cars into an 
overburdened intersection, said Bill Fitzgerald, DOT Director of Traffic, Engineering and Safety, 
not exactly a model plan for development and [as] Fitzpatrick put it, you have a demand, we do 
not have a capacity to handle that demand. If we can't handle the demand, that should be 
sufficient reason to turn them down. 

Response 3-33: See response 3-18. 

Comment 3-34 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Sandra Kassam. p. 22): I believe that you 
have a handle here with which to oppose this project and I believe that that handle is to force 
the applicants to look at the cumulative traffic impacts because according to environmental law, 
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you're supposed to look at, within a reasonable distance of a project, cumulative traffic impacts 
particularly since there are stores, major stores, that are under construction now within a 
quarter of a mile or less of this project. And so I feel that you could take these folks to court 
and insist that they look at cumulative traffic impacts and cumulative traffic figures for this area 
around the Five Corners. 

Response 3-34: The cumulative impacts of approved and or projects currently under 
construction is included in the traffic analysis and described under section 3.3.5 of the 
DEIS. 

Comment 3-35 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Curt Atway, p. 23): I'd like to know how 
many of you here in the past ten years have eaten in Friendly's once, twice, three times for the 
main reason that we could never get in the place. I have eaten there twice in ten years. And I 
think that that's an important factor to show you that the people do not like having to make a 
left-hand turn when they're going south, even though you are going to have a nice little cut 
across. This afternoon, I came up 32 and the traffic light you're talking about will be exactly at 
the spot where the road branches out into three lanes. I waited five minutes before I could get 
to the Five Corners. And I think that's an important factor. I'm against the fact of Hannaford's 
coming in because of the traffic situation. I have lived here 34 years so I'm not a 
newcomer, and I have seen Five Corners change over and over again. And I think it's 
important that we consider the whole flow of traffic. We do not need them coming out onto 94 
with the new car wash and other buildings that are there. I just think that Hannaford's ought to 
look for another place. 

Response 3-35: See responses to comments 3-18 and 3-31. 

Comment 3-36 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Randazzo, p. 25): there's no 
more capacity for the Five Corners the way it currently exists. I don't care whether it's 
Hannafords or what business it is for that particular area over there, to generate more traffic, to 
add to the confusion that's already there to the delays that are there, To me, the traffic 
situation in Five Corners which is confirmed by DOT is at a point where if you continue to add 
anything to that particular area without making any improvements to it, it's going to be 
absolutely impossible to get through there. 

Response 3-36: See response to comment 3-18. 

Comment 3-37 (Public Hearing, August 22. 2001. Richard Randazzo. p. 25): The bottom 
line is that they [Hannaford's] cannot go in the Five Corners area. And if there's only one 
reason you need, in all honesty, it's simply the traffic, this traffic continues to build. Five 
Corners is a commuter area where people go through on 94, they go 32 north, south, east, 
west. So it's not just serving businesses that are there on top of the people that want to 
frequent and go to the businesses that are there, you've got a lot of commuter traffic, people 
just moving through with Stewart, West Point on the other end. So I think that I'm asking this 
board to really look closely at the capacity of the Five Comers. And if you make a 
determination based on the facts that you have, whatever studies you have, DOTs input and 
everybody else's input [then] I think it's reasonable for New Windsor to say that until 
improvements are made to substantially move traffic more freely in the Five Comers area, that 
you cannot allow anymore development there. 
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Response 3-37: See response to comment 3-18. 

Comment 3-38 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Steve Rivera, p. 28): I think public safety 
is an important factor with the buildup of traffic. We have a firehouse right on 94, as you all 
know, and response time in the impact study doesn't show anything as far as how much time a 
fire engine [takes] to respond to an emergency, how much time it will be delayed before it can 
respond to an emergency. Emergencies can happen anytime, anywhere, 24 hours a day, 
Saturday peak hours, whatever it will be. And I'm with the firehouse there and I feel [response] 
time is delayed somewhat. So this, if that's an issue, I'd like to see if you guys address 
that impact in the impact study. Does it show anything for the public safety? 

Response 3-38: The firehouse is located on the north side of Route 94 east of the site. 
Under the proposed build conditions with improvements, the delay on the westbound 
approach to the Five Corners intersection is expected to decrease by approximately 30 
seconds per vehicle for the left turn lane and approximately a minute and a half per 
vehicle for the through/right turn lane as compared to existing PM peak hour delays. 
This suggests that emergency response times through the five-corners intersection will 
actually be improved. 

Comment 3-39 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Joan Marvel, p. 29): I can't get a 
left-hand turn out of Cannon now I have to go to the stoplight, go out Forge Hill and go to 
the stoplight and get the left-hand turn. I'm never going to be able to move, I mean it's a terrible 
situation, 94 is going to be miserable, absolutely miserable. 

Response 3-39: See response to comment 3-18. 

Comment 3-40 (Public Hearing, August 22, 2001, Sandra Kassam. pp. 29 and 30): A 
highway is a form of [infrastructure] in a community, infrastructure has its limitations, a 
sewer line is infrastructure, a water line is infrastructure, all of these are public services, a 
highway is a public service. If you were overloading a sewer system and the sewage was 
flowing out into the street or flowing out into a river untreated because it was overloaded, the 
DEC would require that you had a moratorium. So essentially if you're overloading your 
infrastructure highway system, you should in effect be able to protect that infrastructure by 
forbidding any additional usage. 

Response 3-40: The project as proposed includes improvements to fully mitigate 
project impacts. The traffic studies indicate that motorists will experience shorter delays 
with the project and with the improvements, than they currently experience today. See 
also responses to comments 3-1, 3-2, 3-15, and 3-18. 

Comment 3-41 (Public Hearing. August 22, 2001. Bernard Sussman, p. 30): The thing is 
that the DOT passed the buck to you, perhaps you ought to just pass it back it them and say 
listen, we must get a ruling from you, if you tell us that the road is incapable of having any more 
traffic, then you must deny any more traffic. And since they're going to provide more traffic, 
then the DOT must say to them we have no more capacity. And we do not have any more 
capacity according to the DOT. And I would suggest that you go to them and say listen, this is 
the problem, you've dropped it on us, we have perhaps thinner [less] capacity to stop it, but 
they have [DOT has] the capacity to stop it. 
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Response 3-41: NYSDOT acknowledged the overall operational improvement under 
the mitigation measures proposed by Hannaford: "the Department concurs with the 
findings of the [DEIS] report and of the future operational forecasts without and with 
development." (NYSDOT, letter Nov. 27, 2000). The traffic assessment establishes that 
the mitigation measures incorporated into the project will not have an adverse effect on 
the local roadway network, but rather can be expected to improve existing traffic 
conditions. The Department responded in a letter dated January 22, 2002 (Letter #11 
herein). For further explanation see Comment and Response Nos. 60 through 71. 

Comment 3-42 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Marilyn Maisonet p. 36): What do you 
propose for that [the project access] road on 94? Is that right where people try to turn into the 
road to go to the Vails Gate post office, which is always backed up and you can hardly get there 
at that time How are they going to get out there onto 94, how are they going to make a 
turn, you're certainly not going to put a light that close? 

Response 3-42: Unsignalized access onto Route 94 is proposed adjacent to the Monro 
Muffler shop. Left turns onto Route 94 from this driveway may be prohibited. See 
response to comment 3-5. 

Comment 3-43 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Jeff Rosenberg, p. 37): I'd like to know if 
they can redo the traffic study after K-Mart opens because I think that will have a significant 
impact on the Five Corners to have additional traffic coming through the K-Mart? 

Response 3-43: The cumulative impacts of approved and or projects currently under 
construction is included in the traffic analysis and described under section 3.3.5 of the 
DEIS. Future K-Mart traffic is included in the analysis. 

Comment 3-44 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Richard Randazzo, p. 37): the 
question I have [concerns how] the traffic improvements that Hannaford proposes for 
the Five Corners will improve the traffic flow and decrease waiting times. Now that's excluding 
the turning lane in and out of the property where the light is going to be but at the Five Corners 
it's rearranging, reconfiguring of the arrows and all, if that is such a logical solution to 
easing the traffic problem, why does DOT throw its hands up in the air and not adopt those 
proposed changes that they have? You know what I'm saying? Without Hannaford's there, if 
those changes will ease the traffic, why doesn't DOT do it? 

Response 3-44: Department of Transportation projects are selected based on various 
factors including physical condition, participating agencies, accident history, traffic 
volumes, functional classification, funding and competing projects. Hannaford's 
proposed mitigation is not on the DOTs five-year Transportation Improvement Plan, and 
thus will not be completed by the Department in the foreseeable future in the absence of 
the Hannaford project. 
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Comment 3-45 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 9): In updating the Traffic Study (June 7, 
2001), a more reasonable Design Year of 2002 was utilized. However, the resulting Year 2002 
traffic volume projections have not changed from the previous Year 2001 traffic volume 
projections since a 1 % per year growth rate was used in the updated Study when the previous 
Study (June 26, 2000) used a growth rate of 2% per year. 

Response 3-45: Updated traffic counts conducted at the Jacqueline Street intersection 
during Year 2001 indicated that the original traffic projections were conservative and 
that a 1% per year growth rate was appropriate to extend the design year to 2002. 

Comment 3-46 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 9): It should be noted that the "Five 
Corners" intersection is currently operating at capacity (Level of Service "F") and will continue to 
operate at a Level of Service "F". As shown on Tables 3.3-7 (NO-BD) and 3.3-10 (BD), with the 
additional supermarket traffic, the intersections overall delay will increase from approximately 4 
minutes to approximately 5 minutes (without improvements). Furthermore, while the Traffic 
Study recommends re-striping and signal phasing improvements and indicates that the 
intersection's overall delay will be improved, the intersection will still operate at capacity (LOS 
"F") as noted in the NYSDOT Review Letter dated November 27, 2000. In addition, the 
re-striping and signal improvements recommended could be completed under existing and 
No-Build Conditions. An analysis of No-Build Conditions with these improvements should be 
conducted and compared to the Build Condition to determine the true impact of the Project with 
these improvements. Therefore, we have conducted an analysis of the No-Build Condition with 
these improvements. Based on the results of this analysis, during the weekday Peak PM Hour, 
all movements will remain the same from No-Build to Build Conditions; however, the overall 
intersection delay would increase from an 86.6-second delay to a 98.4-second delay. During 
the Saturday Peak Hour, the Route 32 northbound left turn will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS 
"F", the Route 32 northbound through will drop from a LOS "D" to a LOS "E", and the Route 32 
southbound through will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS "F", with the overall intersection delay 
increasing from 83.2 seconds to a 98.7-second delay. Note that the CME Study indicates that 
the proposed supermarket would add some 240 vehicles to this intersection during the weekday 
Peak PM Hour and would add some 254 vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the 
proposed supermarket would increase traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%, which is 
considered significant. 

Response 3-46: See response to comments 3-1 and 3-2. The proposed improvement 
to the "five-corners" intersection is not currently planned or programmed by others, as 
evidenced by NYSDOT in it's January 22, 2002 letter. (See Comment 3-71.) The 
improvement is proposed by Hannaford Bros. Co. as mitigation for the 7% traffic volume 
increase and resulting operational impacts. The studies indicate that this improvement 
project will fully mitigate the "significant" 7% traffic volume increase as evidenced by 
reduced overall delay with the project, as compared to existing conditions. 

Comment 3-47 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 9): How were the queues shown on Table 
3.3-11 determined? The Synchro analysis contained in Attachment 2 (Appendix C) should 
show the calculated queue lengths. In reviewing Table 3.3-11, it appears that the queues 
lengths at the Route 94/Route 32/Route 300 intersection (even with the proposed re-striping) 
would extend past the proposed Route 32 and proposed Route 94 driveways. 
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Response 3-47: The design vehicular queue lengths were calculated based on the 
following formula: 

Design Queue (Vehicles) = {(1-G/C)*[Volume/(Cycle Length/3600)]}*2 

The appropriateness of this formula is demonstrated in the Table contained in Appendix 
E.4 which compares the queue lengths reported in the DEIS with the queue lengths 
predicted by the Syncho Model. This table shows that the Synchro queue lengths are 
comparable and that the Route 32 northbound approach to the "five-corners" 
intersection will not queue into the site driveway intersection. 

Comment 3-48 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 9): The CME Study [Tables 3.3-6 (No-BD) 
and 3.3-9 (BD)] indicates that the unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple Hill 
Road will operate at capacity (LOS "F") under future conditions with a drop in Level of Service 
from "E" to "F" during the Saturday Peak Hour. The Traffic Study does not recommend 
improvements to this location other than noting that this intersection is influenced by the 
capacity constraints at the "Five Corners" intersection and by improving the "Five Corners" 
intersection, this intersection will be improved. However, as indicated above, the "Five 
Corners" intersection will continue to operate at a Level of Service "F" with the recommended 
improvements. Note that the CME Study indicates the proposed supermarket would add some 
95 vehicles to this intersection during the weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 101 
vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the proposed supermarket would increase 
traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%-8%, which is considered significant. 

Response 3-48: The proposed improvement will reduce vehicular queuing and delay on 
the Route 94 westbound approach to the "five-corners" intersection as documented in 
the DEIS tables 3.3-15, and 3.3-16. Thus, the queue spill back that blocks the Old 
Temple Hill Road intersection today will be less frequent with the project, thereby 
improving the operation of this intersection. This improvement is not captured in the 
standard isolated highway capacity analysis. Nevertheless, should the NYSDOT 
determine that the unsignalized LOS operation is justification for traffic signal control at 
the Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road intersection, then Hannaford Bros. Co. will take 
responsibility for installation of the signal. 

Comment 3-49 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 9): The Traffic Study [Tables 
3.3-6(NO-BD) and 3.3-9 (BD)] indicates that the unsignalized intersections of Route 300 / Old 
Temple Hill Road and Route [32] / Jacqueline Street will operate at capacity (LOS "F") under 
Future Conditions. While the Levels of Service remain the same from No-Build to Build 
Conditions, the Traffic Study does not recommend any improvements to this location. With the 
above-noted Level of Service "F", the Traffic Study incorrectly states that "adequate capacity 
will continue to exist" at the Route 32 / Jacqueline Street intersection. Possible improvements 
to this intersection should be addressed. 

Response 3-49: See Response No. 3-19. Intersection improvements at the Jacqueline 
Street intersection are being completed by others, including widening Jacqueline Street 
to provide separate left and right turn lanes. Also, adequate capacity will ^x/sr at 
Jacqueline Street as per the LOS worksheets contained in Appendix C.2 of the DEIS. 
These worksheets show that adequate capacity can exist at LOS F. That is, level of 
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service is a measure of the quality of traffic flow and is not directly related to capacity. 
LOS F can exist when there is ample reserve capacity at the intersection to process 
additional traffic. Notwithstanding, Hannaford will monitor the intersection for the need 
for a traffic signal, and will install the signal if warranted and approved by the NYSDOT. 
The monitoring will take place one year after completion of the project. 

Comment 3-50 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 9): The location of the proposed Route 94 
site driveway is approximately 150 feet east of the "Five Corners" intersection and, as shown on 
Table 3.3-11 - Vehicle Queuing Summary, the Route 94 westbound queue would extend past 
the site driveway under Build Conditions (even with the recommended CME improvements). 
Based on this, it is recommended that left turns out of the site be prohibited- and possibly 
prohibiting entering left turns should also be considered because of queuing problems. Note 
that this would increase the left turns at the critical "Five Corners" intersection and left turns at 
the Route 32 driveway. Based on this and the conditions at the "Five Corners" intersection, the 
Applicant should examine the possibility of developing this access driveway further to the east, 
possibly opposite Old Temple Hill Road or the Firehouse. 

Response 3-50: See response comment 3-5. If a left turn egress turn prohibition is 
required by the Town and/or the NYSDOT, then additional traffic will travel through the 
Route 32/site driveway intersection and the "five-corners" intersection. Additional LOS 
calculations were performed as contained under Appendix E. 1 and show that the turn 
prohibition will have a negligible impact on the operations at these two intersections. 
Individual lane group levels of service will remain unchanged as compared to the Build 
with improvement calculations contained in the DEIS for the project. Therefore, 
implementation of a turn prohibition will not change the conclusions of the traffic impact 
evaluation for the project. That is, the proposed mitigation will continue to provide 
significant benefits and that the lane group levels-of-service will remain unchanged. 

A left turn ingress turn prohibition is not considered necessary for the following reasons 
-1) Projected LOS A for the left turn entering maneuver; 2) Low opposing traffic volume 
on Route 94 eastbound metered by the "five-corners" traffic signal; 3) Minimal queuing 
for left turns entering the site; 4) Trip distribution patterns that show nearly 20 percent of 
the site traffic projected to arrive from points east; and 5) Low probability (5 percent) that 
a westbound through vehicle will be delayed by a left turning vehicle entering the site. 
This translates into a 95 percent probability that a westbound through vehicle on Route 
94 will pass by unrestricted (See Appendix E.5). 

With regard to the possibility of developing the access driveway further to the east, this 
is not considered feasible. The properties immediately to the east of the site are active 
businesses. Hannaford does not control the properties in question. This alternative 
driveway alignment can not be pursued without the State or Town exercising eminent 
domain property taking. 

Comment 3-51 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 9): While sight distances at the proposed 
site driveway are shown on Table 3.3-12, sight distance should graphically be shown on a plan 
to determine the point where sight distance is controlled. Also, the adequacy of the length of 
southbound left-turn lane for traffic into the site should be determined, since it appears that 
queues would extend beyond the length shown. Furthermore, it should be determined if there 
is sufficient Right-of-Way available to build this improvement. 
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Response 3-51: The sight distance looking left from the Route 94 driveway is 
unrestricted to the "five-corners" intersection. The sight distance looking to the right 
from this driveway is adequate and may not be a factor if a left turn egress turn 
prohibition is implemented. The sight distances at the Route 32 site driveway are also 
adequate as documented in Table 3.3.11 of the DEIS. It is the crest vertical curve south 
of the site that controls the sight distances. 

Table 3.3-16 of the DEIS indicates that the design queue length for the southbound left 
turn lane on Route 32 at the site driveway is three (3) vehicles, or 75 feet. The 
conceptual improvement plans show a 100 foot turn lane which is adequate. 
Preliminary research (NYSDOT Record Plans (D253224)) indicates that the ROW in the 
vicinity of the site driveway is approximately 95 feet wide. The ROW transitions to 
approximately 65 feet in width south of the site and will be documented in detail as part 
of the State Highway Work Permit application. 

Comment 3-52 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 10): In updating the Traffic Study (June 7, 
2001), a more reasonable Design Year of 2002 was utilized. However, the resulting Year 2002 
traffic volume projections have not changed from the previous Year 2001 traffic volume 
projections since a 1% per year growth rate was used in the updated Study when the previous 
Study (June 26, 2000) used a growth rate of 2% per year. 

Response 3-52: See response to comment 3-45. 

Comment 3-53 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 10): Accident history is provided in the 
Traffic Study and includes an accident summary Table for the Five Comers and Jacqueline 
Street intersections as well as for the section of Route 32 south from the Five Corners 
intersection. Based on a review of this summary Table, during the three-year period of 
1996-1998 there were 3 reported accidents at the Jacqueline Street intersection, 15 reported 
accidents at the Five Corners intersection and some 52 reported accidents of which many 
appear to be a result of uncontrolled intersections (driveways) to Route 32 and their proximity to 
the Five Comers intersection. In addition accident frequency (accident rates) were calculated 
for these two intersections as well as for the section of Route 32 south from the Five Corners 
intersection. The calculated accident rates were then compared to State averages. While it is 
noted that the accident rate for the Five Corners intersection is less than the State average, as 
indicated above many of the accidents along Route 32 south of the Five Corners intersection 
are in effect a result of their proximity to the Five Comers intersection. The calculated accident 
rate for the section of Route 32 from the Five Corners intersection to Jacqueline Street is 
significantly higher (6.09 accidents per MVE) than the State average of 3.94 accidents per 
MVE. Again, this is in effect a result of uncontrolled intersections (driveways) to Route 32 and 
their proximity to the Five Corners intersection. In addition, the above accident data was not 
provided for the other area intersections or roadway segments including the section of Route 94 
from the Five Corners intersection to Old Temple Hill Road. This is important due to the 
potential conflicts that will be caused by the proposed driveway to this section of Route 94. 
(See also Comment 5). Also, more recent accident data (1999 and 2000 data if available) 
would be helpful. 
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Response 3-53: An updated accident table is provided under Appendix E.3-1 of the 
FEIS for the most recent three-year period available and for all study area intersections. 
Updated accident rates were also calculated and are summarized in the response Nos. 
3-12 and 3-20 of the FEIS. This new data confirms the trends identified in the above 
comment and in the DEIS. Accident rates on the section of Route 32 south of the 
"five-comers" are higher than statewide averages for similar intersections. The access 
management improvements proposed as part of the project should reduce the number 
of right angle accidents in this area, because four uncontrolled full-access driveways 
would be eliminated, and channelized access would be provided to a new traffic signal. 

Comment 3-54 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 10): It should be noted that the "Five 
Corners" intersection is currently operating at capacity (Level of Service "F") and will continue to 
operate at a Level of Service "F". As shown on Tables 3.3-7 (NO-BD) and 3.3-10 (BD), with the 
additional supermarket traffic, the intersections overall delay will increase from approximately 4 
minutes to approximately 5 minutes (without improvements). Furthermore, while the Traffic 
Study recommends re-striping and signal phasing improvements and indicates that the 
intersection's overall delay will be improved, the intersection will still operate at capacity (LOS 
"F") as noted in the NYSDOT Review Letter dated November 27, 2000. In addition, the 
re-striping and signal improvements recommended could be completed under existing and 
No-Build Conditions. An analysis of No-Build Conditions with these improvements should be 
conducted and compared to the Build Condition to determine the true impact of the Project with 
these improvements. Therefore, we have conducted an analysis of the No-Build Condition with 
these improvements. Based on the results of this analysis, during the weekday Peak PM Hour, 
all movements will remain the same from No-Build to Build Conditions; however, the overall 
intersection delay would increase from an 86.6-second delay to a 98.4-second delay. During 
the Saturday Peak Hour, the Route 32 northbound left turn will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS 
"F", the Route 32 northbound through will drop from a LOS "D" to a LOS "E", and the Route 32 
southbound through will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS "F", with the overall intersection delay 
increasing from 83.2 seconds to a 98.7-second delay. Note that the CME Study indicates that 
the proposed supermarket would add some 240 vehicles to this intersection during the weekday 
Peak PM Hour and would add some 254 vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the 
proposed supermarket would increase traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%, which is 
considered significant. 

Response 3-54: See response to comment 3-46. 

Comment 3-55 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 10): While sight distances at the proposed 
site driveway are shown on Table 3.3-12, sight distance should graphically be shown on a plan 
to determine the point where sight distance is controlled. Also, the adequacy of the length of 
southbound left-turn lane for traffic into the site should be determined, since it appears that 
queues would extend beyond the length shown. Furthermore, it should be determined if there 
is sufficient Right-of-Way available to build this improvement. 

Response 3-55: See response to comment 3-51. 
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Comment 3-56 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 10): The location of the proposed Route 94 
site driveway is approximately 150 feet east of the "Five Corners" intersection and, as shown on 
Table 3.3-11 - Vehicle Queuing Summary, the Route 94 westbound queue would extend past 
the site driveway under Build Conditions (even with the recommended CME improvements). 
Based on this, it is recommended that left turns out of the site be prohibited and possibly 
prohibiting entering left turns should also be considered because of queuing problems. Note 
that this would increase the left turns at the critical "Five Corners" intersection and left turns at 
the Route 32 driveway. Based on this and the conditions at the "Five Corners" intersection, the 
Applicant should examine the possibility of developing this access driveway further to the east, 
possibly opposite Old Temple Hill Road or the Firehouse. 

Response 3-56: See response to comment 3-50. 

Comment 3-57 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 10): It is indicated in the Traffic Study, the 
proposed driveway to Route 32 would not operate adequately under stop sign control (this 
analysis should be provided). Therefore the proposed site driveway was analyzed assuming a 
traffic signal. While it is shown that traffic signal warrants will be met, the NYSDOT position on 
the installation of a traffic signal should be determined. Based on the queues shown in Table 
3.3-16, it appears that the Route 32 northbound queues would extend beyond the proposed 
Route 32 driveway. In addition, the adequacy of the length of the proposed southbound left 
turn lane for traffic into the site should also be determined. Furthermore, it is important that a 
plan showing the proposed left turn lane, right-of-way and other preliminary design details be 
provided to determine if the improvements are feasible. 

Response 3-57: The unsignalized level of service analysis for the Route 32/site 
driveway intersection is contained in Table 3.3.9 of the DEIS, and shows LOS F for the 
side street left turn maneuver with the completion of the project. Based on this LOS 
result and a preliminary signal warrants analysis, traffic signal control is recommended 
to provide adequate access to and from the site. The traffic control plan has been 
discussed with, and reviewed by the Department and no objection has been indicated. 
NYSDOT conceptually approved the plan in their letter dated November 27, 2000, and 
again in its letter dated January 22, 2002. In fact, the NYSDOT has acknowledged the 
potential access management benefits that would be realized by the proposed traffic 
signal. 

Based on Table 3.3-16 of the DEIS, the design queue length northbound on Route 32 
will be 600 feet and will not extend back into the Route 32/site driveway intersection. 

The plan showing the proposed widening and preliminary design details is contained in 
Appendix C, Attachment 4 of the DEIS. 

Comment 3-58 (John Collins Engineers, Letter # 10): The CME Study [Tables 3.3-6 (No-BD) 
and 3.3-9 (BD)] indicates that the unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple Hill 
Road will operate at capacity (LOS "F") under future conditions with a drop in Level of Service 
from "E" to "F" during the Saturday Peak Hour. The Traffic Study does not recommend 
improvements to this location other than noting that this intersection is influenced by the 
capacity constraints at the "Five Corners" intersection and by improving the "Five Comers" 
intersection, this intersection will be improved. However, as indicated above, the "Five 
Corners" intersection will continue to operate at a Level of Service "F" with the recommended 
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improvements. Note that the CME Study indicates the proposed supermarket would add some 
95 vehicles to this intersection during the weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 101 
vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the proposed supermarket would increase 
traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%-8%, which is considered significant. 

Response 3-58: See response to comment 3-48. 

Comment 3-59 (John Collins Engineers. Letter #10): The Traffic Study [Tables 
3.3-6(NO-BD) and 3.3-9 (BD)] indicates that the unsignalized intersections of Route 300 / Old 
Temple Hill Road and Route 94 / Jacqueline Street will operate at capacity (LOS "F") under 
Future Conditions. While the Levels of Service remain the same from No-Build to Build 
Conditions, the Traffic Study does not recommend any improvements to this location. With the 
above-noted Level of Service "F", the Traffic Study incorrectly states that "adequate capacity 
will continue to exist" at the Route 32 / Jacqueline Street intersection. Possible improvements 
to this intersection should be addressed. 

Response 3-59: See response to comment 3-49. 

Comment 3-60 (NYSDOT, Letter #11): As we have previously stated in our December 28, 
2001 letter to Creighton Manning Engineers, (with copy to the Planning Board), the existing 
highway system, which includes the "Five Corners" intersection and Routes 32 and 94 in the 
proposed development area, operates at a Level of Service 'F* during peak traffic periods and is 
considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. The traffic study prepared by Creighton 
Manning does identify the existing conditions properly, as well as the proposed mitigation 
measures, which we will address on a location basis. 

Response 3-60: We concur. It is noted that the "Five Corners" intersection currently 
operates at LOS F, and that the traffic study properly represents this condition. (See 
DEIS Figure 2.8) 

Comment 3-61 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): The improvements proposed as the "Five Corners" 
intersection, which would modify the lane use arrangements for Route 32, northbound, and 
modify the traffic signal operation, does appear to mitigate the impacts created by the 
construction of the new food market. However, the Level of Service would remain 'F\ as 
identified in the analysis, and the queuing problems will remain. 

Response 3-61: Comment noted. The improvements proposed at the "Five Corners" 
intersection will reduce the overall vehicular delay significantly, thereby mitigating the 
project's traffic impacts. The proposed improvements will also significantly reduce the 
queue lengths at the "Five Corners" intersections (see also Response Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
3-4, 3-5, 3-15, 3-18, 3-21, and 3-40). 

Comment 3-62 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): The installation of a new traffic control signal at the 
proposed site access drive to Route 32 will provide for an acceptable overall Level of Service 
for the new intersection and appears to mitigate the traffic impacts acceptably, while providing 
better access to the property opposite the site on Route 32. It also reduces the number of 
uncontrolled access drives. 
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Response 3-62: Comment noted. The proposed traffic signal will mitigate traffic 
impacts at the site driveway. In addition, access management improvements are 
proposed along Route 32 that will improve access and reduce the number vehicular 
conflicts in the area (see also response Nos. 3-11, 3-32, and 3-53). 

Comment 3-63 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): The access to Route 94 proposes to convert an 
existing access for [Monro] Muffler to a joint access to serve Hannaford and [Monro]. We 
concur with the proposed Level of Service, based upon the analysis. Due to this driveway's 
proximity to the "Five Corners" intersection and the problem of traffic queues extending past 
this driveway, we will not allow full vehicle movements and will require the prohibition of left 
turns out of this joint access. 

Response 3-63; Comment noted. The turn prohibition will result in an acceptable 
driveway configuration and acceptable traffic operations. This driveway configuration 
was analyzed and is contained in Appendix E. 1 of this FEIS. See also Response Nos. 
3-5, 3-42, and 3-50. 

Comment 3-64 (NYSDOT, Letter #11): Another adjacent intersection which will be impacted 
by the increase of traffic associated with this development is: 

• Route 32 at Jacqueline Street - delays will increase for traffic exiting this street, 
with no mitigation measures proposed. 

Response 3-64: Side street left turning vehicles will experience long delays, which is 
common along arterials during peak hours. It should be noted that the new traffic signal 
proposed at the site driveway intersection will have the added benefit of creating 
platoons of vehicles on Route 32, which will create additional gaps at the Jacqueline 
Street intersection. Notwithstanding, the applicant will monitor the intersection for the 
need for a traffic signal one year after completion of the project. If a signal is warranted 
and meets DOT approval, then the applicant will install the signal. See also Response 
No. 3-19 and 3-49. 

Comment 3-65 (NYSDOT, Letter #11): Another adjacent intersection which will be impacted 
by the increase of traffic associated with this development is: 

• Route 94 at Old Temple Hill Road - The study properly forecast an increase in 
delays and queuing on the approach to this intersection, which may compromise 
emergency vehicle response time to some areas of Vail's Gate. Because of this 
increase in emergency response time, we would pursue a review of signalization of 
this intersection by the applicant, for the purpose of coordination and emergency 
preemption, if the project were approved by the Planning Board. 

Response 3-65: The data and analysis in the DEIS does not support the assertion that 
emergency response times will be impacted. The increased queuing cited in the 
NYSDOT comment is only one vehicle. Also, the firehouse is located on the north side 
of Route 94 east of Old Temple Hill Road. Tables 3.3-15 and 3.3-16 show that the 
vehicular queue lengths and delays on Route 94 westbound will be less with the project 
than they are today. This analysis demonstrates that emergency response times from 
the firehouse through the "Five-Comers" intersection will not be impacted if the 
intersection were to remain unsignalized. In fact they will be improved. Nevertheless, 
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the applicant will install a traffic signal with emergency preemption at the Route 94/Old 
Temple Hill Road intersection, if so directed by the Department The supplemental level 
of service calculations contained in Appendix E.6 of this FEIS show that this intersection 
will operate at LOS B under traffic signal control. Installation of a traffic signal would 
mitigate the unspecified potential increased emergency response time cited by the 
NYSDOT (see also Response Nos. 3-38 and 3-48). 

Comment 3-66 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): Another adjacent intersection which will be impacted 
by the increase of traffic associated with this development is: 

• Route 300 at Old Temple Road - delays will increase, with no mitigation proposed. 

Response 3'66: No capacity improvements are proposed because the impact from the 
project is not significant and no mitigation is necessary. No level of service 
degradations will occur and adequate capacity will exist to accommodate all side street 
traffic. Trimming and clearing of vegetation is recommended within the sight distance 
triangle to maximize the available sight distance (see DEIS page 3.3-11, and FEIS 
Response No. 3-49). 

Comment 3-67 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for 
this project will address some of the impacts identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast 
period, although the improvements proposed for the "Five Corners" should be considered only a 
"bandaid". 

Response 3-67: The mitigation measure proposed for this project will address al[ 
significant impacts identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, as measured by 
the capacity and level of service analysis. The DEIS analyzed more than 50 individual 
peak hour and lane group levels of service. Of the 50+ locations analyzed, only a single 
lane group was projected to degrade as a result of the project. This lane group was the 
unsignalized southbound left turn from Old Temple Hill Road onto Route 94 during the 
Saturday peak hour. As per Comment and Response No. 3-65, the traffic signal will be 
included as mitigation, if so directed by the NYSDOT 

The proposed improvement at the "Five-Corners" intersection is not considered a 
"bandaid". On the contrary, it represents a real long term capacity improvement for the 
area. Transportation agencies including local, state and federal governments recognize 
the benefits of signal improvement projects as a means to maximize the capacity and 
efficiency of the existing highway network. As an example, based on the Volume to 
Capacity ratios contained in Appendix C.2 of the DEIS, the capacity at the 
"Five-Comers" intersection will be increased by nearly 50 percent. That is, the 
intersection is currently capable of processing approximately 2100 vehicles per hour. 
This capacity will be increased to approximately 3100 vehicles per hour with the 
completion of the project. 

Comment 3-68 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): Everyone appears to agree that the Level of Service 
at the "Five Corners" will be an 'F\ with or without the Hannaford project, and is unacceptable. 
However, without providing a bypass route for this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed 
to move through this intersection (by restricting turning movements, restricting the direction of 
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traffic, removing an approach, etc.). no real relief is available and, as the area develops, 
conditions will only degenerate. 

Response 3-68: It is agreed that the peak hour Level-of-Service at the "Five-Corners" 
intersection will be LOS F with or without the Hannaford project However, as a point of 
clarification, the proposed mitigation greatly improves the LOS F condition. See Figure 
2.8 of the DEIS which shows that the average delays at the "Five-Corners" intersection 
will be reduced by approximately three minutes per vehicle. While this reduction in 
delay is considered "real relief, it is agreed that a significant change involving a bypass, 
turn restrictions, reconstruction, etc., would be necessary to improve the operations 
substantially better than LOS F. 

Comment 3-69 (NYSPOT. Letter #11): The control over land use remains with the Town, 
along with the responsibility to determine if the mitigation measures proposed are satisfactory. 
We concur with the mitigation measures proposed and with their forecast that adjacent 
intersection Levels of Service will degrade, due to increase in traffic. 

Response 3-69: The comment suggests that levels of service will degrade for multiple 
lane groups at adjacent intersections, which is not true. In fact, only a single 
unsignalized lane group is projected to degrade during a single peak hour as a result of 
the project. The DEIS and FEIS have analyzed more than 50 individual peak hour and 
lane group levels of service, and if the NYSDOT requires a traffic signal at the Route 
94/Old Temple Hill Road intersection, then none of the 50+ lane groups will be degraded 
by the project. The improvements include one new traffic signal, one modified traffic 
signal, roadway construction to provide left turn lanes on Route 32, access management 
improvements in the area, and a commitment to provide two additional traffic signals if 
required by the Department. 

Comment 3-70 (NYSDOT Letter #11): A problem may develop with motorists trying to avoid 
the "Five Corners" intersection by cutting through a new Hannaford parking lot if it is 
constructed. 

Response 3-70: See Response No. 3-14. 

Comment 3-71 (NYSDOT Letter #11): If the Town accepts the project with the measures 
proposed, we are prepared to work with Hannaford in order to achieve the best possible access 
with the least amount of interference with the existing traffic flow. It should be understood that 
the Department currently has no projects scheduled for improvement along these affected 
routes. 

Response 3-71: The DEIS and the additional analysis conducted as part of this FEIS 
has shown that if the Town accepts the project with the measures proposed, then there 
will be no significant interference with existing traffic. If the Town accepts the project 
with the measures proposed, then the applicant will apply for a Highway Work Permit 
with the Department. As part of the Highway Work Permit process, the design details of 
the improvements will be developed. 
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Comment 3-72 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 12): As we previously noted, while the 
Traffic Study recommends restriping and signal phasing improvements and indicates that the 
intersections overall delay will be improved, the intersection will still operate at capacity (LOS 
"F"). The NYSDOT has also expressed concern regarding the existing and future operation of 
this intersection in their review letters dated November 27, and December 29, 2000. 

Response 3-72: It is acknowledged that the intersection currently operates at LOS F 
and will continue to operate at LOS F with the development and with mitigation. 
However, the overall average delay experienced per vehicle will be reduced by the 
project. Most recently, the Department stated in their letter dated January 22, 2002, that 
the improvement project "does appear to mitigate the impacts created by the 
construction of the new food market....". See also Response Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 
3-5, 3-15, 3-18, 3-21, 3-40, 3-60 and 3-61. 

Comment 3-73 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 12): Based on conversations with the 
NYSDOT, it appears that they will allow a traffic signal to be installed at the proposed Route 32 
site driveway. If this traffic signal is allowed, this new traffic signal will have to be coordinated 
with the associated signal timing/phasing modification proposed at the "Five-Corners" 
intersection. In addition, the adequacy of the conceptual left turn lane located at this 
intersection will have to be reviewed by the NYSDOT. 

Response 3-73: In the Department's most recent letter, it stated that "The installation 
of a new traffic control signal at the proposed site access driveway to Route 32 will 
provide for an acceptable overall Level of Service for the new intersection and appears 
to mitigate traffic impacts acceptably....". The detailed design of the roadway 
improvements and the new traffic signal will be reviewed with the Department as part of 
the Highway Work Permit process, including the left turn lane, the location and type of 
detectors, and signal coordination. See also Response Nos. 3-16, 3-17, and 3-62. 

Comment 3-74 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 12): We are still concerned with the 
expected future queues along Route 94 specifically with respect to the location of the proposed 
site driveway as well as with the driveway to the Firehouse. 

Response 3-74: The Department is requiring the prohibition of left turns exiting the site 
driveway onto Route 94. Left turns entering the site from Route 94 are being allowed by 
the Department and will operate at LOS A. The data and analysis in the DEIS (Tables 
3.3-15 and 3.3-16) show that the vehicular queue lengths and delays on Route 94 
westbound will be less with the project than they are today. This demonstrates that 
emergency response times from the firehouse through the "Five-Comers" intersection 
will be improved by the project. See also Response Nos. 3-5, 3-38, 3-50, 3-63, and 
3-65. 

Comment 3-75 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 12): As we previously noted, the 
unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road will operate at capacity (LOS F) 
under future conditions with a drop in Level of Service from "E" to "F" during the Saturday Peak 
Hour. Based on this, a traffic signal should be considered at this location and will need to be 
addressed with the NYSDOT. 
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Response 3-75: The applicant will install a traffic signal with emergency preemption at 
the Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road intersection, if so directed by the Department. 
Supplemental calculations show that this intersection will operate at LOS B during both 
peak hours under traffic signal control. (See FEIS Appendix E.6.) See also Response 
Nos. 3-48 and 3-65. 

Comment 3-76 (John Collins Engineers. Letter # 12): While the FEIS indicates that the 
unsignalized intersection of Route 32/Jacqueline Street will operate at the same Level of 
Service under the No-Build and Build Conditions (Level of Service "F"), the left turn delay will 
increase by some 28.0 seconds during the Weekday Peak Hour and by some 24.0 seconds 
during the Saturday Peak Hour. With this intersection operating at a Level of Service "F", we 
question the wording of the statement that "adequate capacity will continue to exist" at this 
intersection. 

Response 3-76: The referenced statement "adequate capacity will continue to exist" is 
factually correct. Level of Service is a measure of the quality of traffic flow, and is not 
directly related to the quantity of traffic flow. LOS F can exist when there is ample 
reserve capacity at the intersection to process additional traffic. As an example, the 
DEIS shows that there is a capacity to process more than 40 left turning vehicles and 
over 200 right turning vehicles at the Jacqueline Street intersection during the PM peak 
hour. The demand during this time period is only 12 left turns and 15 right turns. The 12 
left turning vehicles will experience LOS F, which is not uncommon for side streets and 
driveways during peak periods. It should be noted that the new signal being installed at 
the site driveway intersection will have the added benefit of creating platoons of vehicles 
on Route 32 which will create additional gaps at the Jacqueline Street intersection. 
Notwithstanding, the applicant will monitor the Route 32/Jacqueline Street intersection 
for the need for a traffic signal approximately one year after completion of the project. If 
a signal is warranted and meets DOT approval, then the applicant will install the signal. 
See also Response No. 3-19 and 3-49. 
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4.0 NOISE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment 4-1 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001. Caroline Jaczko. p. 24): Our house is 
directly behind the proposed building and our concern is the noise. We visited the supermarket 
that's in the Town of Wallkill and the refrigeration seems to go all day, all night and it seemed 
noisy and that was during the day. 

Response 4-1: According to the Sound Impact Study prepared by Cavanaugh Tocci 
Associates, Inc., for the proposed action, sound in the community surrounding the 
project site is dominated by traffic noise from Route 94 and Route 32. Sound monitoring 
was conducted at the site to measure the level of background existing sound. The 
sound monitoring program (detailed in DEIS Appendix E) used continuous measurement 
techniques at a point approximately at the center of the south property line. The traffic 
noise is most significant during daytime hours (6:00 AM to 10:00 PM) when typical 
background sound levels range between 45 and 55 dBA. During the early morning 
hours when traffic is light, background sound levels drop to as low as 43 dBA. 

Section 48-17.5 of the New Windsor Code defines acceptable limits for environmental 
sound produced by development projects such as the proposed supermarket in the 
residential zoning districts of the town: 

(1) From 8:00 AM to 9:00 PM: 65 dBA 

(2) From 9:00 PM to 8:00 AM: 56 dBA 

Store mechanical equipment for refrigeration and ventilation will operate continuously 
throughout the day and night. Due to the proximity of the residences located east and 
south of the facility, the applicant has specified that sound controls for building 
mechanical equipment will meet an acoustical design goal of 53 dBA at the nearest 
residential property lines. This design goal is 3 dBA lower than the most restrictive limits 
required by the New Windsor Code. 

Specifically, the applicant proposes the following measures to control noise from the 
stationary mechanical equipment: use of acoustical louvers for the compressor room 
ventilation opening located at the rear of the store; use of low speed fans and variable 
speed drives for roof top air-cooled condensers; installation of a sound barrier wall on 
the south side of the air condensers (which will extend from the roof to at least four feet 
above the top of the condensers); and the addition of a parapet wall extending four feet 
above the top of the roof on the east side of the building. Air handling units will be 
located a minimum of 30 feet from the edge of the roof These provisions will be 
indicated on the final site plan and would be confirmed by the building inspector at 
completion of construction and prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

Post-construction noise evaluation studies, performed by a qualified acoustical 
consultant, will be undertaken to establish conformance with the New Windsor Code. 
The post-construction noise survey will be performed at the south and east property 
lines. The general test procedure will involve measuring background sound levels with 
and without facility mechanical equipment operating to demonstrate facility compliance. 
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In order to reduce the noise from truck unloading activities at the south side of the 
building, the loading dock for tractor-trailer receiving will be enclosed and will be 
equipped with hydraulic dock levelers for tractor-trailer unloading. These provisions 
would also be confinned by the building inspector upon completion. Deliveries from 
tractor-trailer trucks (not small vendor vehicles) at the receiving dock will be limited to 
daytime hours (8:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.). All truck engines and refrigeration equipment 
will be shut off while trucks are unloading as a standard operating procedure. These 
hour limitations and standard procedure regarding deliveries at the rear receiving dock 
will be noted on the final site plan. 

Comment 4-2 (Public Hearing. August 22. 2001, Bob Jaczko. pp. 39 and 40): [The] 
refrigeration unit where it's at and where the one is at in the Middletown store is exactly the 
same. The landscaping here, the houses here are exactly the same as in Middletown, 
however, there are no houses in Middletown. The refrigeration unit in Middletown, if it's the 
same as the one you are proposing is noisier than five tractor trailers idling and that will 
probably run 24 hours a day, am I right? I understand that there's a retaining wall in 
Middletown as well Is there any possibility to have the refrigeration unit on a highway side 
where all these houses over here won't hear it at night Most grocery stores in our area and 
around our area, there are no houses within 2, 3, 400 feet. Their units really don't matter. But 
here, it will, so if you can look into it, there's a possibility to move it on the highway side, 
maybe it would help a lot of people sleep at night. 

Response 4~2: See response to Comment 4-1. The Middletown store has no 
residential neighbors so no sound controls were implemented at that facility. Given that 
there are adjacent residences at the New Windsor location, the applicant has 
incorporated sound controls into the project proposal. 

The applicant proposes sound controls for building mechanical equipment that will meet 
an acoustical design goal of 53 dBA at the nearest residences. This design goal is 3 
dBA lower than the most restrictive limits required by the New Windsor Code. With the 
installation of a sound barrier wall on the south side of the rooftop air condensers, and 
other mitigation measures installed as proposed, this goal is achievable without the 
need to locate the rooftop equipment to another side of the building. 
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Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553-6196 
Telephone: (845) 563-4618 

Fax: (845) 563-4695 

"•> Office of the Planning Board 

August 6, 2001 

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board, as SEQRA Lead Agency, hereby 
circulates the enclosed Notice of Completion of Draft EIS and copy of the complete 
DEIS for the Hannaford Food and Drug project located in the Town of New 
Windsor, Orange County, New York. 

The Planning Board requests you forward comments on the DEIS, if any, to the 
Board at the above address before expiration of the SEQRA public comment 
period. Your cooperation in this regard is greatly appreciated. 

A Public Hearing is scheduled for August 22,2001 at 7:30 pm at New Windsor 
Town Hall. Comments on the site plan and DEIS will also be heard at that time. 

Very truly yours 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 



NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF DRAFT EIS 
and NOTICE OF JOINT SEQR AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL HEARINGS 

Lead Agency: Town of New Windsor Planning Board 

Address: 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553 

Date: July 25,2001 

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 
of the Environmental Conservation Law. 

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been completed and accepted for the proposed 
action described below. Comments on the Draft EIS are requested and may be submitted in 
writing to the Planning Board. Comments on the Draft EIS will continue to be accepted by the 
Planning Board until 10 days after the close of the public hearing. A joint public hearing on the 
Draft EIS and site plan approvals for the principal and related actions will be held on August 22, 
2001, at 7:30P.M. or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard at the New Windsor Town 
Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553. The purpose of the hearing is to allow 
all members of the public, involved and interested agencies to personally appear before the 
Planning Board to provide comments on the DEIS and site plan applications. 

Name of Action: Hannaford Food & Drug 

SEQR Classification: Unlisted Action 

Description of Action: Construction of a 55,200 SF food and drug store and related 
parking facilities; proposed parking and site access improvements at Monroe Muffler and 
proposed site access improvements at Long John Silver's. 

Location: Near and around New York State Routes 32 and 94, Town of New Windsor, 
Orange County, New York. 

Potential Environmental Impacts: 

Significant environmental impacts addressed in the DEIS include: water resources, geology and 
soils, traffic, utilities, cultural resources, noise and visual resources. 

A copy of the Draft EIS will be on file for review at the Planning Board office at the New 
Windsor Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553. For information on 
how copies of the Draft EIS may be obtained, please contact: Myra Mason, Planning Board 
Secretary, Town of New Windsor Planning Board, 845-563-4615. 



Additional Information can be obtained from: 

Contact Person: Contact Person: Mark J. Edsall, P.E. - Planning Board Engineer 
Address: McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C. 

33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite 202 
New Windsor NY 12553 
Phone No.: 845-567-3100 

A Copy of this Notice Has Been Sent To: 

Commissioner 

Regional Director NYSDEC 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Region III, 21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

Hon. George J. Meyers 555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

New York State Department: 
of Transportation 

Environmental Notice Bulletin 

Orange County Department of Health 

Orange County Department of Planning 

Martin Foods of South Burlington Inc. 

4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie.NY 12603 

625 Broadway 4th Floor 
Albany, NY 12233-1750 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 



DISTRIBUTION OF FEIS 
Hannaford Food & Drug 

d) 
George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(7) 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Attn: Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(D 
McGoey Hauser & Edsall 
Consulting Engineers PC 
Attn: Mr. Mark J. Edsall, PE 
45 Quassaick Avenue 
New Windsor NY 12553 

(1) 
John Collins Engineers, PC 
Attn: Mr. Philip J. Grealy, PE 
11 Bradhurst Avenue 
Hawthorne NY 10532 

(D 
Andrew Krieger, Esq. 
219 Quassaick Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

d) 
Deborah Green, Town Clerk 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

d) 
Town of New Windsor Water Department 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

d) 
Town of New Windsor Sewer Department 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(D 
Orange County Department of Health 
Attn: Mr. Matthew Schiffler 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

(1) 
Orange County Planning Department 
Attn: Mr. Peter Garrison 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

(1) 
Town of Cornwall Planning Board 
Attn: Lorraine Benett, Chairman 
183 Main Street 
Cornwall, NY 12518 

(1) 
Newburgh Free Library 
Attn: Ms. Muriel Verdibello 
124 Grand Street 
Newburgh, NY 12550 

(D 
NYS Department of Transportation, 
Region 8 
Attn: Mr. Robert Dennison, Regl. Director 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

(1) 
NYS Department of Transportation, 
Region 8 
Attn: Mr. Thomas Myers 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

(D 
NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
Attn: Mr. John Cahill 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233-3505 

(D 
NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation, 
Region 3 
Attn: Mr. Alexander F. Ciesluk, Jr. 
21 South Putt Comers Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561-1696 
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fc, Town of New Windsor 
KfflBSJ 555 Union Avenue 
WF!? New Windsor, New York 12553-6196 
-/V\ Telephone: (845) 563^615 
IJr Fax: (845) 563-*695 

17*3 

7 September 2001 

Mr. Robert A. Dennison HI, P.E., Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94 - T/NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison: 

I am writing this letter pursuant to the Public Hearing held on 22 August 2001 for the Site Plan 
application and SEQRA DEIS for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug Project. The project is 
proposed for construction at the Vails Gate Five Corners, with access from NYS Routes 94 and 
32. 

The Town has received a significant amount of comment and correspondence with regard to 
traffic concerns, both concerning existing conditions and as may result should the Hannaford 
project be constructed as proposed. Information was placed on the record with regard to 
comments and/or opinions of representatives of your Department, which were not previously on 
formal record via correspondence to the Town Planning Board. Previous comments by NYSDOT 
personnel indicating that the intersection is maximized and no additional improvements are 
possible; improvements to the poor conditions at the intersection must be accomplished by land 
use control have been noted. In contrast, the applicant's traffic engineer has indicated, to the 
Board, that the DOT is in agreement that their proposed improvements will mitigate the impacts 
of the project. 

Since the Town Planning Board, as Lead Agency, has corresponded with your Department 
directly, and has coordinated the SEQRA review via a transmittal of the DEIS document, the 
Board will await your formal written response to the Town to understand your determinations 
with regard to the traffic study and DEIS. We request that communication to the applicant's 
consultants or other interested parties be limited so as not to cause confusion as to the 
deliberations under the SEQRA process. 



Mr. Robert A. Dcnaison III, P.£. , - 2 - 7 September 2001 

{i e We have received correspondence from the Town of Cornwall Planning Board in opposition to 
--'isro tffe JH-qject; based on significant traffic concern. New Windsor Supervisor George J. Meyers, in a 
0 1 1 letter to you dated1 January 24,2001 noted the New Windsor Town Board's concern regarding 

this matter. Concern was raised in the public hearing regarding the proximity, of the Vails Gate 
Fire Department firehouse to the 5 corners, and the problems additional traffic volume and traffic 
movements may cause for emergency vehicle responses. 

- I am requesting that your Department take all information received by the Planning Board 
(regarding traffic) into concern before you render a determination and correspond with the 
Planning Board under SEQRA Toward this goal, we will be forwarding a package of the 
correspondence, as well as the minutes from the Public Hearing, to the DOT representatives 

- listed below, in the very near future. The Planning Board has retained a traffic consultant (Phil 
Grealy) to assist the Planning Board in reviewing this matter, and we may request that he contact 
you to discuss the information before the Planning Board. 

"?" We are hopeful that the above is acceptable. If you have any questions regarding the above, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

Cc: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor 
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 
Tom Myers, NYSDOT 
Adrienne G. Bautista, NYSDOT 
Mr. Phil Grealy, P.E. 
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Index of Comment Letters Received on the DEIS 

Letter 
# 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Author 

Lockwood, Kessler & Bartlett / Richard Malec, PE 
Mary Fernandez 
Town of Cornwall Planning Board / Lorraine Bennett, Chairman 
James G. Sweeney, Esq. 
NYS DOT / Akhter Shareef 
Town of Cornwall Planning Board / Lorraine Bennett, Chairman 
NYS DOT / Thomas Myers 
Town of Windsor / George J. Myers, Supervisor 
John Collins Engineers, PC / Philip J. Grealy, PE 
John Collins Engineers, PC / Philip J. Grealy, PE 
NYS DOT / Thomas Myers 
John Collins Engineers, PC / Philip J. Grealy, PE 

Date 

08/17/01 
8/27/01 
9/4/01 
9/6/01 

11/27/00 
10/3/00 
12/29/00 
1/24/01 
7/2/01 
9/13/01 
1/22/02 
1/22/02 
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August 17,2001 
LKB #0620-01 

James G. Sweeney, P.C. 
One Harriman Square 
P.O. Box 806 
Goshen, NY 10924 

Re: Hannaford Food Store 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, NY 

Dear Mr. Sweeney: 

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed the DEIS documents relating to traffic issues. 
The following is a summary of our review. 

Some of the issues raised previously, such as AADT, accident history analysis and signal 
warrant analysis have been included in the DEIS. However, the traffic analysis presented 
in the DEIS did not provide different results from the initial Traffic Impact Study dated 
June 26,2000 or the subsequent sensitivity analysis dated December 26,2000. The DEIS 
restates the Level of Service for the 'Five Corners' intersection for existing, No-Build, 
Build without improvements, Build with improvements, and a Build sensitivity analysis. 
Therefore, the results for the overall intersection LOS remain at LOS F (98.4 sec.) for 
Build w/ improvements (PM Peak Hour) and F (108.5 sec.) under the Build sensitivity 
analysis. 

As stated in prior correspondence, this confirms the statement by NYSDOT (letter of 
November 27, 2000 to Town of New Windsor Planning Board Engineer) that "the Level 
of Service at the Vails Gate 'Five Corners' intersection will be F during the peak traffic 
periods even with the incorporation of the mitigation measures," This analysis also 
corroborates the NYSDOT statement that "there is not sufficient or available traffic 
capacity at this intersection, nor are there 'reasonable' improvements which can be 
undertaken". The NYSDOT further emphasizes their position (letter of December 29, 
2000 to CME, LLP) stating that "even with improvements, the forecast operational Level 
of Service at the Five Corners' will remain 'F\ with delays during the peak periods 
which are considered unacceptable and there are no 'reasonable' improvements, which 
can be undertaken as part of the development, which would correct the condition". 

LETTER #1 
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Furthermore, the traffic analysis as presented in the DEIS still indicates Level of Service 
F at the following intersections: 

- under the "2002 (PM Peak) Build Sensitivity Analysis" scenario: 
• 'Five Corners' Intersection (7 out of 11 lane groups - 64%) 

Rt. 94 EB left turn movement 
Rt. 94 EB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 94 WB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 32 NB (to Rt. 300) left turn movement 
Rt. 32 SB through movement 
Rt. 32 SB right turn movement 
Rt. 300 SB through/right turn movement 

- under the "2002 (PM Peak) Build" scenario: 
• Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

WB left/right turn movement 
• Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

SB left turn movement 
• Rt. 32 / Jacqueline Street 

WB left turn movement 

In addition, the DEIS restates that the project impacts are mitigated — however, the 'Five 
Corners' intersection will nevertheless operate at LOS F. The mitigative measures 
proposed at this intersection do not improve the above noted 'lane group' LOS. 

As a result of this project, the unsignalized intersections at Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd., 
Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. and Rt. 32 / Jacqueline St. will experience increases in delay 
for the above noted movements. Also, the introduction of a new signal at Rt. 32 / She 
Driveway, intersection will increase delays along Rt. 32. 

Vehicular Queuing 

Another issue that has not been adequately addressed is the effect of vehicle queue or 
spillback from the 'Five Corners' intersection. The DEIS presented vehicle queue 
lengths at the approaches of the 'Five Corners' intersection under the existing, no-build, 
build, and build with improvement scenarios. These values were generated from a 
macroscopic analysis of the intersection. Traffic queue length for Route 32 Northbound 
under the Build with improvement (PM Peak Hour) condition indicate the following 
queues: 

Rte. 32 NB left movement to Rte. 300 23 vehicles (575') 
Rte. 32 NB through / right movement to Rte. 32 / Rte. 9 4 - 2 4 vehicles (600') 

2 
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These maximum queue lengths can be expected to occur during 5% of the signal cycles 
within the peak hour. Queue lengths during the remainder of the peak hour will be 
shorter but can still be comparable in magnitude. 

Projecting the queue lengths over the next 10 years (Build +10 yr.) yields queue lengths 
of 28 vehicles and 30 vehicles respectively. A queue of 30 vehicles would extend 750* 
from the 'Five Comers' intersection, thus blocking the proposed Rte. 32 / Site Driveway 
signalized intersection which itself is located 750' from the 'Five Corners' intersection. 
When considering a potentially critical - and possibly unsafe - scenario of intersection 
blockage and interference, it is well to note that traffic projections and simulations are not 
infallible. Actual real life conditions may be better or worse then those predicted. 
Should they be worse, it would only require a slight increase to result in serious and 
possibly intractable problems in the operation of the driveway intersection. It must also 
be borne in mind that the 10-year projection assumes a slow but steady rate of growth in 
background traffic. If a major new development were to be sited to the south, it is 
possible that the results projected for a 10-year horizon could be experienced within a 
much shorter time frame. 

The traffic queue length for Route 94 Westbound under the Build with improvement (PM 
Peak Hour) condition indicate the following queues: 

Rte. 94 WB left movement to Rte. 32 SB 10 vehicles (250') 
Rte. 94 WB through / right movement to Rte. 94 / Rte. 300- 21 vehicles (525') 

The existing queues extend past the Rte. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. intersection as would 
the projected queues under the Build with improvement scenario. The proposed Rte. 94 / 
site driveway, located approximately 150 feet from the 'Five Corners' intersection, would 
also be affected. WB Rt 94 left turn movements into the she driveway and left turn 
movements out of the site driveway to WB Rte. 94 would be difficult maneuvers. The 
intersection would most likely function under restricted conditions of right turn 
maneuvers only. This intersection and the 'Five Comers' intersection should therefore be 
re-analyzed to reflect a redistribution of traffic volume. 

Other traffic issues include: 

Long Range Traffic Impacts 

The long range traffic impacts (Build + lOyr horizon) are presented for the 'Five Comers' 
intersection. The statement "'future delays at the 'Five Corners' intersection will be less 
than today with overall delays under three minutes" is misleading. Although the overall 
delay is less than existing delay, approximately 50% (5 out of 11) of the approach 
movement operations will degrade (increase in delay) under the long range conditions 
when compared to existing conditions. See attached table. 
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Build Traffic Volumes 

The DEIS presented a project she trip summary table which indicates approximately 
10,000 daily trips are generated by this site for a typical Saturday. This is 10 times as 
many trips than the 1,000 (approximately) daily trips currently generated by the 
Friendly's restaurant. The impact of this significant increase in daily trips to this location 
was not addressed. 

This summarizes the major outstanding issues. Should you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to call. 

Very truly yours, 

LOCKWOOD, KESSLER & BARTLETT, INC. 

£^^/^a^z 
Richard Malec, P.E. 
Project Manager 

RM/rjm 
Attachment 

LOCKWOOD, 
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TABLE 1 
Intersection Delay at "Five Comers" Intersection 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 
(ToRt94) 
(ToRt300) 

Route 300 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 
WB-L 

WB-TR 
NB-L 
NB-L2 
NB-L1 
NB-TR 
SB*T 
SB-R 
SB-L 

SB-TR 
Overal 

PM Peak Hour 

2000 Existing 

126.6 
1002 
82.4 
180.9 
>300 

-
-

45.3 
132.5 
194.3 
55.9 
1202 
220.4 

2002 Build 
Sensitivity Analysis 

160.5 
80.5 
59.3 
118 

-
56.5 
96.2 
34.2 
161.8 
180.4 

57 
152 

108.5 

Long Range 
Condition 

(BuM + IOYr) 

263.4 
99.6 
97.7 
148.3 

-
178.4 
110.9 
38.1 

250.3 
123.7 
195.1 
178.4 
143.9 

Delay Increase 
(Long Range 

Condition vs. 2000 
Existing) 

136.8 

1S.3 

117* 

139.2 
58.2 

Delay = sec/veh. 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L * left, T * through 

Source: Hanaford Food & Drug DEIS, June 2001 
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LETTER # 3 

Cornwall, New York 12511 

Town of Cornwall 

September 4,2001 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Dear Board Members: 

The Cornwall Planning Board would like to go on record as opposing the construction of 
the Hannaford Supermarket at Vails Gate. 

We have previously voiced concerns about the effect die increased traffic would have on a 
heavily populated neighborhood. Both Ardmore and Jacqueline Sts. intersect with Rt 32 
less than Vi mile from the proposed entrance to the project Although Hannaford included 
Jacqueline St in its traffic study, the count was not done during the peak hours of 4 - 6 
p.m., Monday - Friday. 

The proposed solution to the problem, another traffic light, would only exacerbate the 
problem at these intersections. The net result would be extending the traffic tie up which 
frequently extends at least a mile south of the present light at least a few hunched feet 
further. It would also create an unmanageable snail between the present and the new light 

There have been frequent accidents at the Jacqueline St/Rt. 32 intersection because of the 
dangers created in trying for entrance or exit A recently approved sub-division of 30 
houses off of these streets will add to the present problem. 

When decisions are being made that effect both the lives and welfare of our residents, we 
would hope that our concerns would carry some weight with our neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Bennett, Chairwoman 
For: Town of Cornwall Planning Board 

Planning Board 

\ZUAywJA 
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JAMES G. SWEENEY, P .C 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

ONE HARRIMAN SQUARE 

P.O. BOX 8 0 6 

GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 
(845) 291-1100 

September 6, 2001 

via Fax & Regular Mail (563^695) 
James Petro 
Chairman, Planning Board 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford (00-15) 

Dear Mr. Petro: 

I do not wish to burden the SEQRA record on this matter as I believe you have 
heard and understood the numerous comments and objections to this project. My purposes 
here is simply to focus you and the members of the Board upon the issues I brought up on 
behalf of the Bila Family Partnership at the public hearing of August 22, 2001. 

The legal issue involving the Rt. 94 access is very real. This narrow (25 feet 
wide overall) entrance way is no mere "shared driveway" as termed in the DEIS (at pg. 2-8). 
It is a full fledged street that is open to the general public (it is longer than the length of 
nearby Old Temple Hill Road between Routes 32 and 94) and wil l be used by hundreds of 
cars each day and thousands upon thousands each year. Yet it cannot even meet the Town's 
design standard for a minor private road (24 feet of pavement plus gutters and shoulders on 
a 50 foot wide ROW) and falls way short of the design standards for a suburban street (30 feet 
of pavement plus gutters and shoulders on a 50 foot wide ROW). This major road way barely 
meets common driveway standards. Since this is a "street" as defined by the Town's Code 
(§38-2) and open to the general public it must meet Town standards regardless of whether 
they are privately owned (Town Code §38-7). It can't and since it is vital to the entire project 
I do not see how you can approve the project in light of that serious legal defect.1 

1 Although it was not fully explored at the public hearing you can imagine how motorists will use this 
road and the parking lot as a by pass to and from Rt. 94 and Rt. 32 in order to avoid the light at five comers. 
This realization emphasizes its categorization as a street and not a "shared driveway". 
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James Petro 
September 6, 2001 
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The extensive adverse comments on traffic need no repetition by me. It suffices 
to say that the NY DOT, the entity that controls ail the roads through the five corners, notes 
several times that no matter what is done by Hannaford it will make an already intolerable 
situation worse. The expert data submitted by Bila's traffic engineers backs that up 100%. 

You are correct in your observation that ordinarily, indeed for the most part, 
when a use is permitted by the underlying zoning law a planning board would be hard 
pressed to deny site plan approval because of adverse environmental factors. However, there 
are some times when the overall "public health, safety and welfare" of the community as well 
as "the comfort and convenience of the public in general" (see Zoning Law §48-19[A] 
"Objectives") override the individual interests of the developer and the Board would be well 
within its jurisdiction to deny an application in such a circumstances. This is one of those rare 
circumstances. This project, even though facially permitted by the Zoning Law, does not "fit" 
and your Board would be justified in denying the site plan approval. The evidence is 
overwhelming in this regard and it is backed up by sound scientific data supplied by Bila's 
traffic engineers and the NY DOT. As such it is not unreasonable to deny the application on 
traffic grounds alone. The legal failure is another. Cf. Gilchrist v. Town of Lake George 
Planning Board, 255 A.D.2d 791, 680 N.Y.S.2d 320 (3d Dept., 1998). 

I submit to you and the members of the Planning Board that this is one of those 
rare cases when site plan approval should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration in this regard. 

Sincerely, 

/ / James G. Sweeney 

JGS/aa / 

cc: 
Tim Miller Associates 
Andrew Krieger, Esq. 
Jeff Rosenberg 



LETTER #5 I 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

4 BURNETT BOULEVARD 

POUGHKEEPSiE, N . Y 1 2 6 0 3 

Roawrr A. DCNNISON III, F.E. JOIEPM H. BOARDMAN 
HCGIONAL DIHECTOR COMM«»«ONBII 

November .27,2000 

Mr.MarkJ.Edsall,P.E. 
Pteasmg Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York ! 2553 

Re: Full Envtronantalal Assessment Form 
Hsnuaford Food A Drug Site 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

We have completed our review of the traffic andtrarjaportatioi impacts contained hi the Environmental Assessment 
Form for the referenced project and have the following conrneota to offer 

1) The methodology utilized In die traffic impact study including the existing traffic volume*, trip 
jpaicnrfon rates, trip diatribu&m rates, 
is acceptable. The analysis of traffic condition*, identification of impacts and conrfuaiau 
contained in the Traffio Impact Study were reviewed by the Regional TrafBo and Saftty group. 
The Department concurs with the findings of the report and of the {inure operational forecast 
without and with mitigation measures. However, it should b« understood thtf the Level ofService 
at the Vails Gate "Five Comers" intersection will be F during me peak trafScpcriodf even with 
the incorporation of the nritfeaflon measure*. Simply, mere » not sufficient or available traffic 
capacity at this intersection, nor are mere '"reesoriable* improvements w m ^ ca^ 
If this development, Including the propped mitigation measures, i* built, there will be no 
perceived Uiiprovcment to the traffic oond tioo* at me "Five Comers7'. However, since the Town 
is responsible for land use control, the status of this application ia strictly a local issue. 

2) Improvement proposed as part cjftb^ 
change*, construction of turning lanes and installation of new traffic signal), safety related issues 
aridtterjroposedtocrftwofdrfvev^w 
and Safety Group as part ofhighwsy wori: perniit process. 

3) WewouldHketorHnindyoutfataStstetfighv?^ 
and/or work whhra the Routes 300,94 4id32 right-of-way. An application and final she plana 
shotud be nxwardod to mis Depirtn^ 
review process. 

If you have any questions or need additional Informatics v« can be reached at (B45)431-5793. 

Veryj 

AkhterA/Saxeef * 
Civil Engineer I 

cc: Hon. William J. Larkin, JrM Senator, 39* District 
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Co /"-, ;l FILE JPT LETTER # 6 
) 

TOWN OF CORNWALL 
PLANNING BOARD 
. TEL. (914)534-9429 

FAX (914)534-4342 

October 3,2000 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Town Hall 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford Supermarket SEQR review 

Dear Board Members: 
The Town of Cornwall Planning Board respectfully requests that we be 

included as an Interested Agency in the SEQR review of the Hannaford 
Supermarket application on Route 32. We would also like to express our specific 
concerns regarding the proposed land use, and specifically ask that these be 
evaluated as part of any SEQR review study performed on the site: 

• Traffic conditions are extremely congested in the Vails Gate area 
during peak periods, and our concern is that this major traffic 
generator located so close to the existing 5-way intersection will 
worsen these already difficult conditions, to the detriment of 
emergency services delivery as well as routine traffic. New York State 
Route 32 is the second most heavily travelled two lane highway in this 
area, after Route 9W. Already the PM peak traffic backs up to points 
between the Ardmore Street and Holleran Road intersections of Route 
32, creating traffic bottlenecks on the side streets and many driveways 
fronting on the highway. The concern is that the proposed 
supermarket will onry make things worse. 

• In addition to the previously stated traffic concern, the New Windsor 
Planning Board may recall that there is a pending 32-lot subdivision 
(" ADC Orange") in the Town of Cornwall whose traffic would exit on 
Jacqueline or Ardmore Street at Route 32. There is no other outlet for 
land uses in the Town of CornwaB on the east side of the highway due 
to the presence of the Moodna Creek and steep slopes adjoining the 
same. Traffic conditions are already quite hazardous in the area of 
Jacqueline and Ardmore Streets and Route 32 due to the heavy traffic 
on 32 combined with limited gaps in traffic and the absence of a left 
turn lane at Route 32 and Jacqueline. In addition to accidents that have 
already occurred there, there have been several near misses reported to 

TOWN HALL, 183 MAIN STREET, CORNWALL. NY 12518 



us. The effect on traffic safety for the entire corridor from Vails Gate to 
Quaker Avenue and Route 32 should be considered in your Board's 
SEQR analysis, because traffic safety and conditions on that section of 
highway are clearly linked to conditions at Vails Gate. 

We thank you, in advance, for your careful consideration of these 
concerns, and look forward to receiving future SEQR notices and documentation 
addressing these matters. 

Sincerely yours, 

Lorraine Bennett, Chairwoman 



liDEfflM 
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ROBERTA, PENNISON III, P.e. 
REGIONAL. DIRECTOR 

December 29 , 2000 

S T A T E o r N E W Y O R K 

D E P A R T M E N T O F T R A N S P O R T A T I O N 

4 BURNETT BOULEVARD 
POUGHKEEPSIE, N.Y. 1 2 6 0 3 

WILLIAM D. FITZPATRICK. P.E. 
REGIONAL THAFFIC ENGINEER 

<845) 575-6040 

JOSEPH M. BOARDMAN 
COMMISSIONER 

John M. Tozzi, P.E. 
Creighton Manning Engineering, LLP 
4 Automation Lane 
Albany, NY 12205-1683 

Dear Mr. Tozzi: 

Re: Access Request, Route 02 (011 42) 
Hannaford Supermarkets 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County 

This is an acknowledgment of your December 6, 2000 letter to Mr. Akhter Shareef, concerning his 
comments regarding the Traffic Impact Study for the subject development. Mr. Shareef has referred 
your letter to the Regional Traffic Engineering and Safety Group for reply. 

The Highway Capacity Manual defines the various Levels of Service for Signalized Intersections as is 
quoted in your report. A designation of L.O.S. " F " is used to describe an intersection operating with 
delays in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle. This level, considered to be unacceptable to most drivers, 
often occurs w i th oversaturation. That is, when arrival f low rates exceed the capacity of the 
intersection. The average delay for the "Five Corners" intersection is shown to be 98.7 seconds, with 
individual movements as high as 180.2 seconds, wi th improvements. So, with the existing L.O.S. 
being "T" end the L.O.G. wi th improvements being T " , it may be difficult for the motorist to see the 
improvements as he observes the traffic signal cycling from his vantage point in a queue of vehicles 
on one of the intersection approaches. It wil l remain the Town's responsibility to determine if the 
measures proposed are satisfactory. We wish to emphasize that, even wi th improvements, the 
forecast operational Level of Service at the "Five Corners * will lemain "F " , with delays during Hie 
peak periods which are considered unacceptable and there are no "reasonable* improvements, which 
can be undertaken as part of the development, which would correct this condition. 

We trust that the foregoing cla/ifies uui pusiiiun in ihis mal le i . 

Very truly yours, 

WOT^O £*\ fh, 
T.A. Myers 
Civil Engineer I 

TAM/lml 

~ylSO 

cc: Town of New. Windsor Planning Board 
A. Shareef, .Planning, Reg. 8 
T. Tobin, R.E., Res. 8-4 



*OWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4610 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISOR 

George J. Meyers 
Town Supervisor 

January 24, 2001 

Mr. Robert A. Dennison ny .E. , Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsic, N.Y. 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94- T/ NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison; 

Hannaford Food & Drug has made application to the Town Planning Board for a site plan approval of a 55,200 s.f. 
retail store on a 5.4 - acre parcel located off NYS Routes 32 and 94 within the Town of New Windsor. I have 
received copies of correspondence from Akhter A Shareef and T.A. Myers of your Department in connection with 
this application. 

I am writing to express the Town Board's significant concern regarding traffic congestion in the "Five Comets" area 
of the town. Existing traffic conditions in that area are already extremely congested and significant backups and 
delays are encountered in several directions during morning and afternoon peak periods. This poses not only a level 
of service concern to our residents and die general public but also a safety concern in this congested area. Access to 
adjoining commercial establishments and town roadways, is severely compromised during these periods. Access 
for emergency vehicles is also a major concern. 

I am writing to note, for the record, our concern that the existing inadequate conditions will be further exacerbated 
by approval of mis project We ask that the NYSDOT ensure that a complete and proper review be made in 
cooperation with our Planning Board, and that any and all possible off-site improvements be required before your 
agency considers the issuance of any permits for this project 

SOR 

Cc: T/wn BoajifMembcrs 
J«*rtPetro, Planning Board Chairman 
Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer 
Chief Koury, N.W.P.D. 



JOHN COLLINS 
C I H V X i n i C C t l O j r » V # » TBAFFIC-rRANSrORTAJION ENGINEERS 

11 B R A D H U R S T A V E N U E • H A W T H O R N E , N.Y. « 10532 • <?14) 347-7500 • FAX (914) 347-7266 •: 

July 2, 2001 

Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E. 

McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C. 

45 Quassaick Avenue (Route 9W) 

New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Review of DEIS Traffic and Transportation Section 

Proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 

Town of New Windsor, New York 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

The following is our review of the DEIS Traffic and Transportation 

Section dated June 7, 2001 for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 

prepared by Creighton Manning Engineering (CME). 

Based on the May 18, 2001 Scoping Document, the following are 

issues affecting completeness: 

l. It is not known if actual accident reports were obtained for 

Route 94, Route 32 and Route 300 from the New York State 

Department of Motor Vehicles between the Years 1996 and 1998. 

The Traffic and Transportation Section should provide a 

summary table of the number of accidents along each road as 

well as at each of the study area intersections and should 

include information such as date and time of accident, number 

of vehicles involved, manner of collision, traffic control, 

weather conditions as well as apparent contributing factors 

(which can be found on the NYSDMV accident reports)- This 

information is important to allow a complete review of the 

proposed access as well as safety considerations on the 

surrounding roads. Also, more recent accident data (1999 and 

2000 data if available) would be helpful. 
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2. Sight distances were provided for the proposed site driveways. 

Sight distances should also be provided at the unsignalized 

intersections of Route 94/01d Temple Hill Road, Route 300/Old 

Temple Hill Road and Route 32/Jacqueline Street. 

3. The Weekday Peak AM Hour was not qualitatively evaluated. A 

comparison of the combined effect of the Existing Traffic 

Volumes (a AM count should be conducted at the critical 

intersection of Route94/Route 32/Route 300) and trip 

generation for the Peak AM Hour and Peak PM Hour should be 

compared to make sure that the "Weekday Peak AM Hour is not the 

critical condition and if a more detailed evaluation of the 

Weekday Peak AM Hour should in fact be completed. (This would 

also be important in determining if the improvements to this 

intersection would improve the AM condition). 

4. While Level of Service Summary Tables are provided for 

Existing, No>Build and Build conditions with and without 

improvements, for ease of review a Table summarizing all 

conditions should be provided (as was previously summarized 

in the June 26, 2000 Traffic Study). 

The above comments should be addressed before the document is 

considered complete. In addition to the above, the following are 

our initial "technical" comments on the Traffic and Transportation 

Section. 

1. In updating the Traffic Study (June 7, 2001), a more 

reasonable Design Year of 2002 was utilized. However the 

resulting Year 2002 traffic volume projections have not 

changed from the previous Year 2001 traffic volume projections 

since a 1% per year growth rate was used in the updated Study 

when the previous study (June 26, 2000) used a growth rate of 

2% per year. 
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It should be noted that the "Five corners" intersection is 

currently operating at capacity (Level of service "F*1) and 

will continue to operate at a Levels of Service "F". As shown 

on Tables 3.3-7 (NO-BD) and 3.3-10 (BD), with the additional 

supermarket traffic, the intersections overall delay will 

increase from approximately 4 minutes to approximately 5 

minutes (without improvements). 

Furthermore, while the Traffic study recommends restriping and 

signal phasing improvements and indicates that the 

intersections overall delay will be improved, the intersection 

will still operate at capacity (LOS "F") as noted in the 

NYSDOT review letter dated November 27, 2000. 

In addition the restriping and signal improvements recommended 

could be completed under existing and no-build conditions. 

An analysis of No-Build Condition with these improvements 

should be conducted and compared to the Build Condition to 

determine the true impact of the Project with these 

improvements. Therefore, we have conducted an analysis of the 

No-Build Condition with these improvements. Based on the 

results of this analysis, during the Weekday Peak PM Hour all 

movements will remain the same from No-Build to Build 

Conditions however the overall intersection delay would 

increase from a 86.6 second delay to a 98.4 second delay. 

During the Saturday Peak Hour, the Route 32 northbound left 

turn will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS "F", the Route 32 

northbound through will drop from a LOS "D" to a LOS "E" and 

the Route 32 southbound through will drop from a LOS "E" to a 

LOS "F" with the overall intersection delay increasing from 

83.2 seconds to a 98.7 second delay. 
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Note that the CME study indicates that the proposed 

supermarket would add some 240 vehicles to this intersection 

during the Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 254 

vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus the proposed 

supermarket would increase traffic at this intersection by 

approximately 7% which is considered significant. 

How were the queues shown on Table 3.3-11 determined. The 

Synchro analysis contained in Attachment 2 (Appendix C) should 

show the calculated queue lengths. In reviewing Table 3.3-11, 

it appears that the queues lengths at the Route 94/Route 

32/Route 300 intersection (even with the proposed restriping) 

would extend pass the proposed Route 32 and proposed Route 94 

driveways. 

The CME Study (Tables 3.3-6 (NO-BD) and 3.3-9 (BD)) indicates 

that the unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple 

Hill Road will operate at capacity (LOS F) under future 

conditions with a drop in Level of Service from "E" to "F" 

during the Saturday Peak Hour. The Traffic Study does not 

recommend improvements to this location other than noting that 

this intersection is influenced by the capacity constraints at 

the "Five Corners" intersection and by improving the "Five 

Corners" intersection this intersection will be improved. 

However as indicated above, the "Five Corners" intersection 

will continue to operate at a Level of Service "F" with the 

recommended improvements. 

Note that the CME Study indicates the proposed supermarket 

would add some 95 vehicles to this intersection during the 

Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 101 vehicles during 

the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus the proposed supermarket would 

increase traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%-8% 

which is considered significant. 
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The Traffic Study (Tables 3.3-6 (NO-BD) and 3.3-9 (BD)) 

indicates that the unsignalized intersections of Route 300/Old 

Temple Hill Road and Route 94/Jacqueline street will operate 

at capacity (LOS F) under future conditions. While the Levels 

of Service remain the same from No-Build to Build Conditions, 

the Traffic study does not recommend any improvements to this 

location. With the above noted Level of Service "F", the 

Traffic Study incorrectly states that "adequate capacity will 

continue to exist" at the Route 32/Jacqueline Street 

intersection. Possible improvements to this intersection 

should be addressed. 

The location of the proposed Route 94 site driveway is 

approximately 150 feet east of the "Five Corners" intersection 

and as shown on the Table 3.3-11 - Vehicle Queuing Summary, 

the Route 94 westbound queue would extend pass the site 

driveway under Build Conditions (even with the recommended CME 

improvements) . Based on this it is recommended that left 

turns out of the site be prohibited and possibly prohibiting 

entering left turns should also be considered because of 

queuing problems. Note that this would increase the left 

turns at the critical "Five Corners" intersections and left 

turns at the Route 32 driveway. 

Based on this and the conditions at the "Five Corners" 

intersection, the Applicant should examine the possibility of 

developing this access driveway further to the east possibly 

opposite Old Temple Hill Road of the Firehouse. 
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1. While sight distances at the proposed site driveway are shown 

on Table 3.3-12, sight distance should graphically be shown on 

a plan to determine the point where sight distance is 

controlled. 

Also, the adequacy of the length of southbound left turn lane 

for traffic into the site should be determined since it 

appears that queues would extend beyond the length shown. 

Furthermore, it should be determined if there is sufficient 

Right-of-way available to build this improvement. 

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to 

contact us. 

CC: Mark Sargent, Creighton Manning Engineering 



JOHN COLLINS 
K Z I ^ I V 3 I I I H C C l l O ) r . V i TRAFFIC<Tn«NSrORTATION ENGINEERS 

11 B R A O H U R S T A V E N U E . H A W T H O R N E , N. Y. • 10532 - (914) 347-7500 • FAX (914) 347-7266 ~ 

September 13, 2001 

Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E. 

McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.c. 

33 Airport Center Drive - Suite 202 

New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Review of DEIS Traffic and Transportation Section 

Proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 

Town of New Windsor, New York 

Dear Mr- Edsall: 

The following is our technical review of the DEIS Traffic and 

Transportation Section (Traffic Study) dated July 25, 2001 for the 

proposed Hannaford Food & Drug prepared by Creighton Manning 

Engineering (CME). 

1. In updating the Traffic Study (June 7, 2001), a more 

reasonable Design Year of 2002 was utilized. However the 

resulting Year 2002 traffic volume projections have not 

changed from the previous Year 2001 traffic volume projections 

since a 1% per year growth rate was used in the updated Study 

when the previous Study (June 26, 2000) used a growth rate of 

2% per year. 

2. Accident history is provided in the Traffic Study and includes 

a accident summary Table for the "Five Corners" and Jacqueline 

Street intersections as well as for the section of Route 32 

south from the "Five Corners" intersection. Based on a review 

of this summary Table, during the three-year period of 1996-

1998 there were 3 reported accidents at the Jacqueline Street 

intersection, 15 reported accidents at the "Five Corners" 
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intersection and some 52 reported accidents of which many 

appear to be a result of uncontrolled intersections 

(driveways) to Route 32 and their proximity to the "Five 

Corners" intersection. 

In addition accident frequency (accident rates) were 

calculated for these two intersections as well as for the 

section of Route 32 south from the "Five Corners" 

intersection. The calculated accident rates were then 

compared to State averages. While it is noted that the 

accident rate for the "Five corners" intersection is less than 

the State average, as indicated above many of the accidents 

along Route 32 south of the "Five Corners" intersection are in 

effect a result of their proximity to the "Five Corners" 

intersection. 

The calculated accident rate for the section of Route 32 from 

the "Five Corners" intersection to Jacqueline street is 

significantly higher (6.09 accidents per MVE) than the State 

average of 3.94 accidents per MVE. Again, this is in effect 

a result of uncontrolled intersections (driveways) to Route 32 

and their proximity to the "Five Corners" intersection. 

In addition, the above accident data was not provided for the 

other area intersections or roadway segments including the 

section of Route 94 from the "Five Corners" intersection to 

old Temple Hill Road. This is important due to the potential 

conflicts that will be caused by the proposed driveway to this 

section of Route 94. (See also Comment 5). 

Also, more recent accident data (1999 and 2000 data if 

available) would be helpful. 
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It should be noted that the "Five Corners" intersection is 

currently operating at capacity (Level of service "F") and 

will continue to operate at a Levels of Service WF". As shown 

in the Level of Service Summary Table (Table 3.3-15) , with the 

additional supermarket traffic, the intersection overall delay 

will increase from approximately 4 minutes to approximately 5 

minutes (without improvements). 

Furthermore, while the Traffic Study recommends restriping and 

signal phasing improvements and indicates that the 

intersections overall delay will be improved, the intersection 

will still operate at capacity (LOS "F"). It should also be 

noted that the NYSDOT has expressed concern regarding the 

existing and future operation of this intersection in their 

review letter dated November 27, 2000. 

Since the restriping and signal improvements recommended could 

be completed under existing and no-build conditions, an 

analysis of No-Build Condition with these improvements should 

be conducted and compared to the Build Condition to determine 

the true impact of the Project with these improvements. 

We have conducted an analysis of the No-Build Condition with 

these improvements. Based on the results of this analysis, 

during the Weekday Peak PM Hour all movements will remain the 

same from No-Build to Build Conditions however the overall 

intersection delay would increase from a 86.6 second delay to 

a 98.4 second delay. During the Saturday Peak Hour, the Route 

32 northbound left turn will drop from a LOS "En to a LOS *'FW, 

the Route 32 northbound through will drop from a LOS "D" to a 

LOS "E" and the Route 32 southbound through will drop from a 

LOS ME n to a LOS "F" with the overall intersection delay 

increasing from 83.2 seconds to a 98.7 second delay. While it 

is noted that the intersection overall delay will be improved, 
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a review of the Table 3.3-15 indicates that even with the 

recommended restriping and signal phasing improvements, there 

are many movements operating with delays between 2 and 3 

minutes. 

Note that the CME Study indicates that the proposed 

supermarket would add some 240 vehicles to this intersection 

during the Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 254 

vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the proposed 

supermarket would increase traffic at this intersection by 

approximately 7% which is considered significant. 

While sight distances at the proposed site driveways are shown 

on Table 3.3-11, sight distances should graphically be shown 

on a plan to determine the point where sight distance is 

controlled. 

The location of the proposed Route 94 site driveway is 

approximately 150 feet east of the "Five Corners" intersection 

and as shown on the Table 3.3-16 - Vehicle Queuing Summary, 

the Route 94 westbound queue would be some 10 cars (a queue of 

approximately 250*) during the Weekday Peak PM Hour and some 

13 cars (a queue of approximately 325*) during the Saturday 

Peak Hour and would extend beyond the location of the proposed 

site driveway under Build Conditions (even with the 

recommended CME improvements) . Based on this it is 

recommended that left turns out of the site be prohibited. In 

addition because of the potential conflicts with left turn 

movements to Route 32, from a safety standpoint it is also 

recommended that entering left turns be prohibited. This is 

recommended even though this would increase the left turns at 

the critical "Five Corners" intersections and left turns at 

the Route 32 driveway. 
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Based on this and the conditions at the "Five Corners" 

intersection, we believe that the Applicant should examine the 

possibility of developing this access driveway further to the 

east possibly opposite Old Temple Hill Road of the Firehouse. 

It is indicated in the Traffic Study, the proposed driveway to 

Route 32 would not operate adequately under stop sign control 

(this analysis should be provided). Therefore the proposed 

site driveway was analyzed assuming a traffic signal. While 

it is shown that traffic signal warrants will be met, the 

NYSDOT position on the installation of a traffic signal should 

be determined. 

Based on the queues shown in Table 3.3-16, it appears that the 

Route 32 northbound queues would extend beyond the proposed 

Route 32 driveway. In addition, the adequacy of the length of 

the proposed southbound left turn lane for traffic into the 

site should also be determined. 

Furthermore, it is important that a plan showing the proposed 

left turn lane, right-of-way and other preliminary design 

details be provided to determine if the improvements are 

feasible. 

The Traffic study (Table 3.3-15) indicates that the 

unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road 

will operate at capacity (LOS F) under future conditions with 

a drop in Level of Service from "E" to "FM during the Saturday 

Peak Hour. The Traffic Study does not recommend improvements 

to this location other than noting that this intersection is 

influenced by the capacity constraints at the "Five Corners" 

intersection and by improving the "Five Corners" intersection 

this intersection will be improved. However as indicated 

above, the "Five Corners" intersection will continue to 

operate at a Level of Service "F" even with the recommended 

improvements. (See also Comment 3). 



Page 6 

Note that the CME Study indicates the proposed supermarket 

would add some 95 vehicles to this intersection during the 

Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 101 vehicles during 

the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the proposed supermarket would 

increase traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%~8% 

which is considered significant. 

8. The Traffic Study (Table 3.3-15) indicates that the 

uneignalized intersections of Route 300/Old Temple Hill Road 

and Route 94/Jacqueline Street will operate at capacity (liOS 

F) under future conditions. While the Levels of Service remain 

the same from No-Build to Build Conditions, the Traffic Study 

does not recommend any improvements to this location. With 

the above noted Level of Service "F", the Traffic Study 

incorrectly states that "adequate capacity will continue to 

exist" at the Route 32/Jacqueline Street intersection. 

Possible improvements to this intersection should be 

addressed. 

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to 

contact us. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN COLLINS^ENGINEERS, P.C. 
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S T A T E O F N E W Y O R K 
D E P A R T M E N T O F T R A N S P O R T A T I O N 

4 B U R N E T T B O U L E V A R D 
P O U G H K E E P S I E , N . Y . 1 2 6 0 3 

R O B E R T A . DENNISON III, P.E. WILLIAMD.FITZPATRICK.P.E. JOSEPH H. BOARDMAN 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR REGIONAL TRAFFIC ENGINEER COMMISSIONER 

(845) 57&6O40 

January 22, 2002 

Mr. Mark J. Edsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553-6196 

Re: Access Request, Route 32 (SH 42) 
Hannaford Supermarket 
Town of New Wndsor 
Orange County 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

This is in reply to your letter of September 7, 2 0 0 1 , to Mr. Robert Dennison, Regional Director, asking 
for a formal response to the Town Planning Board's request for our comments concerning the Traffic 
Impact Study portion of the DEIS for the subject development and our determination regarding the 
suitability of the proposed mitigation measures. 

As we have previously stated in our December 29, 2001 letter to Creighton Manning Engineers, (with 
copy to the Planning Board), the existing highway system, which includes the "Five Corners" 
intersection and Routes 32 and 94 in the proposed development area, operates at a Level of Service 
'F ' during peak traffic periods and is considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. The traffic study 
prepared by Creighton Manning does identify the existing conditions properly, as well as the proposed 
mitigation measures, which we will address on a location basis. 

The improvements proposed at the 'Five Corners' intersection, which would modify the lane use 
arrangements for Route 32 , northbound, and modify the traffic signal operation, does appear to mitigate 
the impacts created by the construction of the new food market. However, the Level of Service would 
remain 'F ' , as identified in the analysis, and the queuing problems wil l remain. 

The installation of a new traffic control signal at the proposed site access drive to Route 32 will provide 
for an acceptable overall Level of Service for the new intersection and appears to mitigate the traffic 
impacts acceptably, while providing better access to the property opposite the site on Route 32 . It 
also reduces the number of uncontrolled access drives. 

The access to Route 94 proposes to convert an existing access for Midas Muffler to a joint access to 
serve Hannaford and Midas. We concur wi th the proposed Level of Service, based upon the analysis. 
Due to this driveway's proximity to the 'Five Corners' intersection and the problem of traffic queues 
extending past this driveway, we will not allow full vehicle movements and will require the prohibition 
of left turns out of this joint access. 

Other adjacent intersections which wil l be impacted by the increase of traffic associated wi th this 
development are: 

-Route 32 at Jacqueline Street - delays will increase for traffic exiting this street, wi th no 
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mitigation measures proposed. 

-Route 94 at Old Temple Hill Road - The study properly forecast an increase in delays and 
queuing on the approach to this intersection, which may compromise emergency vehicle response time 
to some areas of Vail 's Gate. Because of this increase in emergency response t ime, we would pursue 
a review of signalization of this intersection by the applicant, for the purpose of coordination and 
emergency preemption, if the project were approved by the Planning Board. 

-Route 300 at Old Temple Hill Road - delays wil l increase, wi th no mitigation proposed. 

In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for this project will address some of the impacts 
identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, although the improvements proposed for the 'Five 
Corners' should be considered only a 'bandaid'. Everyone appears to agree that the Level of Service 
at the 'Five Corners' will be an 'F ' , wi th or without the Hannaford project, and is unacceptable. 
However, without providing a bypass route for this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed to move 
through this intersection(by restricting turning movements, restricting the direction of traff ic, removing 
an approach, etc.), no real relief is available and, as the area develops, conditions wil l only degenerate. 

The control over land use remains with the Town, along wi th the responsibility to determine if the 
mitigation measures proposed are satisfactory. We concur wi th the mitigation measures proposed and 
wi th their forecast that adjacent intersection Levels of Service will degrade, due to increase in traff ic. 
A problem may develop wi th motorists trying to avoid the 'Five Corners' intersection by cutting through 
the new Hannaford parking lot if it is constructed. If the Town accepts the project wi th the measures 
proposed, we are prepared to work with Hannaford in order to achieve the best possible access wi th 
the least amount of interference with the existing traffic f low. It should be understood that the 
Department currently has no projects scheduled for improvement along these affected routes. 

We trust the foregoing clarifies our position in this matter. 

Very truly-yours, 

T.A. Myers f 1 
Civil Engineer I ^-» 

TAM/lml 

cc: J . Petro, Chairman, T/New Windsor Planning Board 
A. G. Bautista, Planning, Region 8 
P. Grealy, John Collins Engineers 
M. Sargent, Creighton Manning 



LETTER #1 

JOHN COLLINS 

11 BRAOHURST AVENUE • HAWTHORNE, N. Y. • IflSM • (914} 3477S00 • FAX <«4) 347-73K »r 

January 22, 2002 

Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E. 

McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.c. 

33 Airport Center Drive - Suite 202 

New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Review of FEIS - Revised January 8, 2002 

Proposed Hannaford Food ft Drug 

Town of New Windsor, New York 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

We have reviewed the FEIS (revised January 8, 2002) specifically 

with respect to our previous comments which were outlined in our 

review letters dated July 2, 2001 and September 13, 2001 and note 

the following: 

1. As we previously noted, while the Traffic Study recommends 

restriping and signal phasing improvements and indicates that 

the intersections overall delay will be improved, the 

intersection will still operate at capacity (LOS MF"). The 

NYSDOT has also expressed concern regarding the existing and 

future operation of this intersection in their review letters 

dated November 27, and December 29, 2000. 

2. Based on conversations with the NYSDOT, it appears that they 

will allow a traffic signal to be installed at the proposed 

Route 32 site driveway. If this traffic signal is allowed, 

this new traffic signal will have to be coordinated with the 

associated signal timing/phasing modification proposed at the 
wFive-Cornersw intersection. In addition, the adequacy of the 

conceptual left turn lane located at this intersection will 

have to be reviewed by the NYSDOT. 
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3. We are still concerned with the expected future queues along 

Route 94 specifically with respect to the location of the 

proposed site driveway as well as with the driveway to the 

Firehouse. 

4. As we previously noted, the unsignalized intersection of Route 

94 and Old Temple Hill Road will operate at capacity (LOS F) 

under future conditions with a drop in Level of Service from 

"E* to "F" during the Saturday Peak Hour. Based on this, a 

traffic signal should be considered at this location and will 

need to be addressed with the NYSDOT. 

5. While the FEIS indicates that the unsignalized intersection of 

Route 94/Jacqueline Street will operate at the sane Level of 

Service under the No-Build and Build Conditions (Level of 

Service " F H ) , the left turn delay will increase by some 28.0 

seconds during the Weekday Peak Hour and by some 24.o seconds 

during the Saturday Peak Hour. With this intersection 

operating at a Level of Service "F", we question the wording 

of the statement in the FEIS that "adequate capacity will 

continue to exist" at this intersection. 

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to 

contact us. 

sincerely, 
JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS, P.C. 

CC: Mark Sargent, Creighton Manning Engineering 



APPENDIX D 

Public Hearing Transcript 



August 22, 2001 1 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

• PLANNING BOARD -•.-

AUGUST 22, 2 001 

MEMBERS PRESENT: JAMES PETRO, CHAIRMAN 
JIM BRESNAN 
RON LANDER 
JERRY ARGENIO 
THOMAS KARNAVEZOS 

ALSO PRESENT: MARK EDSALL,:P.E. 
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MICHAEL BABCOCK 
BUILDING INSPECTOR 

ANDREW KRIEGER, ESQ. 
PLANNING BOARD ATTORNEY 

MYRA MASON 
PLANNING BOARD SECRETARY 

HENRY KROLL 
HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT 

REGULAR MEETING 

MR. PETRO: I'd like to call the August 22, 2000 Town 
of New Windsor Planning Board meeting to order. Pleas 
stand for the Pledge of Allegiance. 

(Whereupon, the Pledge of Allegiance was 
recited.) 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES DATED: JUNE 13. 2001 

MR. PETRO: Motion to approve the minutes dated June 
13, 2001, I'll entertain a motion. 

MR. ARGENIO: Make a motion we approve those minutes. 
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MR. BRESNAN: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion-has been made and seconded that.; the 
New Windsor Planning-.Board approve the minutes dated . 
June 13, 2001. Is there any further discussion? If 
not/ roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO.: AYE 
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PUBLIC HEARING: 

HANNAFORDS FOOD & DRUG STORE (00-15) 

MR. PETRO: Public hearing for the Hannaford Food and 
Drug Store on Route 32 and Route 94. It's represented 
by Tectonic Engineering. Proposed construction of 
55,300 square feet of building for retail. This 
application was previously reviewed at the 13 
September, 2000 meeting, 15 November, 2000 meeting, 24 
January, 2001 meeting, 14 February, 2001 meeting, 14 
March, 2001 meeting, 28 March, 2001 meeting, 25 April 
2001 meeting, 23 May, 2001 meeting and 25 July, 2001 
planning board meetings. So, if anybody thinks we're 
moving too quick, read that again. Now, we're just 
waiting up here for the attorney to show up. I'll 
explain to the people because obviously, there's people 
here for the public hearing, our procedure here is that 
we're going the call'upon Hannafords to make a 
presentation to the board, we'll review the plans and. . 
Then at some time during that presentation, we'll open 
it up to the public .for their, input and their comments. 
And you would be recognized by the Chair, come forward, 
state your name and address and then we'd move forward 
with the hearing, thereafter, with the public hearing, • 
we'll then close it to the public and the board would 
then review it again. And I'm stalling here as best I 
can, I don't know what we're going to do. We'll start 
and if we come to a point where we need our attorney, 
then we'll hold up. We can at least have the 
presentation started so we can move things along. So 
first on tonight's agenda is Hannafords, might as well 
come up and get set up. ! 

MS. SHAIN: We pretty much have what we need here. I'm 
Melinda Shain representing Hannaford Brothers, pretty 
much I'm going to get our consultants to speak briefly. 
I know you're familiar with the project based on all 
the times we have been before you. I will hand it 
right over to Tim Miller so we can get started. 

(Whereupon, Mr. Krieger entered the room:) 

MR. PETRO: Let the minutes show that the planning 
board attorney is now with us. 
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MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, members of the planning 
boardT. members of the public/ my name is Tim Mille.r, . 
with Tim Miller Associates. We're a planning and 
environmental consulting firm in Cold Spring and we 
represent Hannaford, having been the primary authors of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This is a 
public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and site plan application, as well as 12 
proposed site plan amendments that have all been filed 
with this planning board. Just procedurally, so you 
understand where we are in the process, we have been 
reviewing the plans with the planning board for some 
time, as the Chairman indicated. The draft 
environmental impact statement was a result of a 
positive declaration made by this board some time ago.. 
The contents of the draft EIS were largely established 
based on a scope that was also developed by the 
planning board in consultation with planning board.. 
staff, town engineer and subject to a public hearing. 
So the draft EIS was done in response to comments.from 
interested public, the board and the consultants to the 
board. After tonight's public hearing, the comments 
that are made will be responded to in writing and 
•provided-to the board and to the same agencies and the, 
same parties that had been recipients of the draft EIS. 
We have a stenographer tonight that will be recording 
all of your comments. There will be also a period 
sometime after the close of the public hearing in which 
if you wish to make comments you may do so. We'll be 
responding to those comments in the final EIS, 
submitting that to the board for a determination of 
adequacy and acceptability that will be circulated and 
all this will take place prior to any final decision on 
this application. Hannafords is proposing a 55,200 
square foot state of the art supermarket. It will be 
situated on 5.443 acre site located on New York State 
Routes 32 and 94 near New Windsor. The facility is 
proposed on a property that is currently designed 
Shopping Center C zone in the town and that is, that 
does allow for supermarket use on the property. For 
those of you that live in the neighborhood, this is a 
site where the existing Friendly's is. The Friendly's 
would be removed as part of this proposed action. As I 
indicated, there are two proposed site plan amendments 
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in connection with the application, one of the 
amendments involve improvements to a secondary access 
.drive that would go out to Route 94. This is the Five 
Corners. 

MR. PETRO: Normally, you give the presentation to us 
and then we open it up to the public. Does anybody 
object to the way we do this, Mark, is there a problem? 

MR. ESDALL: I don't think so, let them finish the 
presentation. 

MR. MILLER: Everybody see this? All right, okay, so 
one of the site plan amendments involves existing 
facility which is the Monro Muffler and extension of 
the secondary access drive out to Route 94 as 
indicated, this is Five Corners intersection and 
there's Route 32. A second site plan amendment 
involves the improvements to the access to I guess it 
was formally the Long John Silver's Restaurant and the 
reason that is being proposed is to allow for this 
driveway to align with the proposed primary driveway 
into the supermarket and this intersection will be 
signalized. The project shows 304 parking spaces. As 
indicated, primary access is about 800 feet south of 
Five Corners intersection. Part of the application the 
applicant is proposing improvements to the Five Corners 
intersection. This is an intersection that operates 
with long queues, long delays and we recognize that 
from the very beginning and we have spoken to the board 
about this. We have retained, the applicant's retained 
the trafficking firm of Creighton Manning to address 
potential improvements to the intersection in order to 
reduce delays. And Mark Sargent, who's with Creighton 
Manning firm is here tonight and he will be talking 
about some of the proposed improvements to the 
intersection. With this application and with the draft 
EIS is a very detailed landscaping plan that shows 
proposed landscaping around the perimeter of the 
project site. One of the things that Hannaford 
requested that we do is reach out to residential 
abutters to discuss the landscaping plan and try to 
address their preferences and concerns which we have 
done. This site will be provided with public water, 
public sewer. I think at this point, Mr. Chairman, I'm 
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going to ask Mr. Sargent to speak a little bit about 
the intersection improvements and that will conclude 
o u r p r e s e n t a t i o n . •-.• , .-•- -'•"'••••';:-f!f-*i.-.-..*.?:.̂..« 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. SARGENT: Is this difficult to see from where you 
are? Can everybody make out what's on this pie chart 
here? Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the planning 
board, with your permission, I will turn my back to the 
board and present to the members of the public. I will 
briefly describe traffic impact evaluation that we 
completed for the project as well as the status of your 
discussions with the Department of Transportation. 
We analyzed a number of intersections in the area and 
probably no surprise to you that really the only 
intersection with any significant ̂ operational problems 
is the Five Corners intersection. .v,What we found is 
from our data and analysis is. that,the average motorist 
driving through the Five Corners . intersection .today 
during any given peak hour experiences about three 
minutes of delay, that level of delay depicted here— 

MR. PETRO: Continue. 

MR. SARGENT: Thank you. I respect that input because 
we do understand that there's a variability in 
trafficking and does change from day-to-day, but 
overall average, ths average motorist will experience 
on any given approach is on the order of three minutes. 
We have also estimated that if no additional 
improvements are completed at the intersection that 
over the course of time, 'delays will continue to 
increase as due to our projects in the area that have 
already been approved or are pending. As they become 
constructed or occupied, delays will increase and we 
estimated that in a year from now, those increases will 
be 25 percent greater than they are today and you'll be 
waiting four minutes. The proposed Hannafords project 
would generate about 500 trips during p.m. peak hour 
and if that project is approved without any off-site 
highway improvements at all, then we estimate again 
that the build condition would see delays at that 
intersection under five minutes per vehicle during the 
peak hour. Obviously, that represents an impact. So 
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we evaluated the signal to try to identify some 
improvements or improvement "that can, will fully 
mitigate that. What we have come up with and 
identified is an improvement, it involves implementing 
some efficiencies into the traffic signal as well as 
modifications to the lane arrangements on Route 32 
northbound and with those modifications, we can expect 
significant improvement reduction in the level of delay 
that the average motorist will experience traveling 
through the intersection and this, going through a 
little bit of detail about what the improvement 
consists of and what it is is when you're traveling on 
Route 32 northbound today, the left most lane is a 
shared lane which takes people to Route 94 westbound as 
well as 300 northbound. We're proposing to make that' 
an exclusive left turn lane to Route 94. I-will show, 
this will be north, north is up. Now, this lane here 
is a shared lane, it accommodates through movement to 
Route 300 northbound, as well as left turns. We're 
proposing to make that an exclusive left turn lane. .-. 
The center lane here currently is designated for Route 
32 northbound and we're proposing to realign this 
approach slightly and to allow that traffic to go 
exclusively to Route 300 northbound, what that allows 
at the signal is to implement what we call an 
overlapping controller so Route 32 northbound and 3 00 
southbound can operate on the overlap and 
simultaneously traffic will flow and subsequent phase 
will allow this approach to flow. The intersection can 
process a lot more traffic during a peak hour than it 
is now. And with that improvement, we would expect 
some delays substantially reduced even with the 
completion and construction and occupancy of the 
Hannaford project. In addition to this improvement, we 
have or the project includes, it's not shown on this 
diagram, this is really a site plan but there's an 
off-site highway improvement board on the side of the 
room which I should bring up, let me just grab that 
board. This board shows again north is up on this 
figure, shows a widening of the Route 32 in this area, 
construction of the southbound left turn lane for 
access into the Hannaford property, northbound left 
turn lane provision of traffic signal and as shown on 
this plan, there would be access management 
improvements in this area reducing the number of curb 
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cuts and providing access by this single driveway to 
reduce all the vehicular conflicts in this area. That 
is essentially the conclusion of the traffic impact •••:•-•:• 
study. We submitted the study on the DEIS to the 
Department of Transportation for review, two different 
offices within "the department have reviewed the study, 
the Planning Group as well as Traffic Engineering and 
Safety Group and in a joint letter that we received 
back from the department from both groups, the Planning 
Office signed off on and agreed with the methodology of 
the study, all the traffic forecasts in the study and 
essentially, the process and the trip generation 
estimates that we have estimated for the project. The 
Traffic Engineering and Safety Group has concurred with 
the operational forecast and the findings of the study 
as indicated in a letter dated November 27, 2000, both 
with and without the project. So, essentially, what .... 
this means is the other, the Department of 
Transportation has jurisdiction over the highway 
concurs with this and .that this general bar chart.that 
you see-here represents an accurate depiction of what 
we can expect at the Five Corners intersection in terms 
of reduced delay with the completion of the project, and 
with the completion of the improvements that are 
proposed. Thank you..•••*.-

MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, that concludes our 
presentation. Just so the public understands, tonight 
is a public hearing, we'll be taking your comments, 
we'll be responding to them in writing, unless 
instructed by the board, it's not our intention to 
engage in dialogue or interaction with you. Every 
comment will be recorded'and responded to in writing. 

MR. PETRO: I don't have a problem with that process 
but sometimes I'd like to hear an answer right away and 
I'm sure some of the people would. 

MR. MILLER: We'd be happy to do so. 

MR. PETRO: I don't want to get into a bunch of 
redundant questions and go over the same thing over and 
over, but I'd like a few questions answered, if I can. 

MR. MILLER: We'll wait for your instruction. 
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MR. PETRO: Thank you. 

MR. ARGENIO: Would you put the other board up on the 
easel, please, the traffic board? 

MR. PETRO: All right, folks, on 8/9/01, 35 addressed 
envelopes containing attached notes of public hearing 
were mailed. So if you're here and would like*to speak 
on behalf of this application, please be.recognized by 
the Chair, come forward here, state your name and 
address and" speak clearly and address myself and the 
board first and then if so; direct it to the correct 
corresponding person. Jim? 

MR. SWEENEY: .Thank you, Mr.: Chairman. For the record,-. 
;.- :. my name is Jim-Sweeney, I'm? an .attorney with offices in 

«•"- Goshen, New'.York and I'm here on behalf of the Bila v . 
"*• ••«*-- •••*•• • Family-Partnership, you know that, I have been before .*•. 
..•?'*:•'.' you before on the rebuilding of .the New Windsor- Town •-.••. 
-:~- .•!..- Center and other matters involving at. Bila Family 

Partnership. 

MR. PETRO: Bila Family Partnership owns? 

:•...'.-•. MR. SWEENEY: Owns and maintains the Shop Rite in New v 
Windsor, the Nfew Windsor Town Center, the Shop Rite 
Shopping Center. I also have with me Richard Malec 
from the engineering firm of LKB along with Harris 
Fischer also of that firm and we have Jeff Rosenburg, 
too, who is the primary principal partner of the Bila 
Family Partnership and they'd all like to address you a 
little bit. Let me lead'off on a, I don't want to be 
redundant on traffic matters, that's why Mr. Malec and 
Mr. Fischer are here, I want to talk about legal 
matters that I think is important. And one that really 
hasn't been addressed in the DEIS or otherwise and it's 
a matter that I brought up to you in my early 
correspondence and has been before the board for a 
while and I'm not sure in all of the other issues that 
it has really been recognized or treated effectively 
and I think it's important. So let me go right to the 

^*5^"^» board and talk about it. fl'a talking about the, what's 
*7>*.£&C called the secondary entranceway, secondary route or " 

road from Route• 9 4̂ aTid you see it here fairly well 
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detailed into the main site. I indicated early on in 
C ,5̂ 'Z'-2- the process thatQb thought that that was a street, a 

T****̂ f»-' •• street^as/defined by your Town Code and should at .JLê st, 
£ca'v^^i comply with the street regulations that have been • T^ 

promulgated by the frown BoaToT^over the yearsj £nd the 
response in the DEIS that no, It wasn't a street,pt 
was called, in the DEIS ar shared driyewaylj Wellj^xva 
to take issue with that and I want to put on 'the reco 
g,ome indications of why i do feel that this wayji 

lit 
ord 

xs 
(really^what (jbnjpjmtstoasmall alleyway is . a street and 
needs to conform with your street standards and street 
specifications and it really can't.1 The accessway is 
only 25 feet wide and it's about, I would say, roughly, 
half the size the width of this room. It's about 240,; 
maybe 23 5 or some odd feet long from the edge of Route 
94 to the edge of the property. As it^s built, it v.,,.; 
really., comes in as a, almost as a potential-ring. road :̂ ^ 
and is much longer, but I'm talking about its tail-
point here. Now>Cwhat is this particular f acility>?.,:, Js 
it a street? That's the issue. If it is a streetf ..,,.,.. 

.Well, you have .a.:. . you've got to treat it as 
definition of-~sTre^F'Trryour^col 
/ 36, which is your street regulations and defines a 
street as an area designated by any developer to be 
used as a public right-of-way upon any.map survey or 
plans which have been or are heretofore submitted for .-... 
approval to the planning board. Well, certainly, this ... 
is a way that's going to be used by the general public 
to get in and out of this facility. It appears to me 
to fall right in line with what that definition is. 
Now, beyond that, you have the definition of what the 
folks who put that right-of-way together called it 
themselves and I'm going{to read from the document that 
created that right-of-way and for the record, it's an 
easement document dated January 11, 1995 between House 
of Apache Properties and the Slepoy Family, I don't 
know if I pronounced that right, I apologize if I 
haven't and the document recites the 25 foot 
right-of-way describes it and so forth and goes on to 
indicate that it is non-exclusive and that means open 
to anyone for the purpose of vehicular ingress egress, 
for access to and from New York State Route 32 and 
Highway number 94. Now, in the second paragraph of 
this document, the authors of the easement describe the 
strip as a roadway, indicating that the right or the 
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obligation to maintain and repair as follows and 
according, and which will keep the roadway sufficiently 

• clear of ice and snow to permit the passage there over 
and to maintain the surface of the roadway in a 
reasonably safe, unobstructed condition. So, the 
fellas and the folks and lawyers and all who put this 
together to begin with call it a roadway, not a 
driveway. Now, there's some other indications that 
will help you understand the difference between 
driveway and roadway— 

MR. PETRO: Before you go any further, please, I'm sure 
you did a lot of work on this. 

MR. SWEENEY: I did. .:. 

- MR-;̂  PETROt But-other than to be obstructive, excuse, my 
frankness, what's the bottom line here, whether: it's a 
roadway, driveway? We understand it's going to be 

: built to the specs that are approved by the town* Ifi 
you can call-it a rose by any other name, it's still a .-
rose. So what's the point? Let's get to the point. 

MR. SWEENEY: \Any street, even your private street 
regulations call- for a right-of-way of at least 50 
feet.: Your private roads J that is the four houses, by 
the way, theyjca11 for a paved improvement of I believe 
25 feet with roads and gutters. And additionally, your 
suburban ̂ ^t^eetSj, ones that carry a modicum of traffic 
paved way, 3 0 feet, streets and gutters, major streets 
paved way right-of-way' jOJleet_J?ayed^ way 3 0 feet 
streets and gutters. That can't even make private road 
specs, that's the Bottom'-line and is it* important? You 
bel It's important^ This roadway is going to carry a 
significant amount of traffic. As I read the DEIS, I 
may be wrong, but as I read it from the building, if it 
carries about 100, maybe 120, maybe 150, let's see, I 
have 94 in and 100 out, 194 vehicles peak hour Saturday 
in and out, that's a lot of cars, that's a lot. 
Shouldn't it be built to at least specifications of a 
private road that you guys require for subdivisions for 

C
private roads? I think it should. And there's a link 
when you look at your street ordinance, it says that 
even, privately owned main tained streets that_you_ 
approve in this-type of a process "must conform to the 
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subdivision regulations, rules and regulations, that's 
the bottom line. 

MR- LANDER: I think, Jim, you're leaning more .to the 
width of the road. 

MR. SWEENEY:' Width and pavement. 

MR. LANDER: More than how the road's going to be 
constructed. 

_^MR. SWEENEY: Well, I don't think 25 feet,(^you can't 
get 3 0 feet of pavement on 25 feet.""-i 

MR.: LANDER:. That's the crulx of the whole thing. Even 
if they built it to town specifications, road .. 
specifications, it still/ as youpsay,.wouldn't;meet the 
criteria. •-• -.:..- : r.i--<. :.•.> ..-;.. :«-.-- •.-;.•-. , • .--

MR... SWEENEY: No, it wouldn't. 

MR. LANDER:- If it's a street. 

MR. SWEENEY: I think you've got a legal impediment to, 
— and Andy's going to have to talk to you,*-you have a 
*'•-••"-:----v-*r real legal impediment. Let me cut to the. real chase, 

we'll go on to the traffic issue; that's what Mr. Malec 
C-2-5 is here for, but before I do that, I want to read 
T^fcf&C something,Pstrangely there were three or four letters 

that were not included in_ the DEIS and_I don't 
understand whyT) I 7!! just assume cause I know Tim's a 
great guy, puts together terrific material, I'll just 
assume he missed them or!they weren't available, rone 
is the DOT letter that we heard about, actually two DOT 
JL^.^£^^^lS£Sl^..guX§.ttex ,from, y,Qu,r„ sup^r yj sor, .th e.n 
there's a letter from the planning board of the yoyn of 
Cor nwa 1 l~y°^Jillg iRlW^JiWU^^—^Ms^L^ fcp_reaiL^thX£B 
quojtes^ from^the DOT' letter that, we .heard about before 
concerning acceptance and compliance and so forth- Let 
me read from their, this is from Ijthe 1. e11er_p_f„J^p.yember 
27, 2000, the level of service at the Five Corners 
intersection will be F during the peak traffic even 
with the incorporation of the mitigation measures. 
From November 27, 2001, again, there is not sufficient 
or available traffic capacity at this intersection nor 
' *• • in . i n " " " 1 i i m m i i • i i i » mmmmur • ,%mmm mm -jBfcj 'ii • » , » . • • m i w u . i, i .1,1 j . j - a a t s - n s a w ^ «<»^>«-»ra».CMC3THii«».i « • . , f 'WE 
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are there reasonable improvements which can be 
undertaken .^xDecember 2 9,2 0 0 0, DOT--

'MR.' PETRO: You should finish the end of the sentence. 

MR. SWEENEY: I'm going to give you the letters. 

MR. PETRO: Where it says that the applicant is not the 
cause of those deficiencies. 

MR. SWEENEY: I didn't mean t o — 

MR. PETRO: We can look at part of any sentence; make 
it fit to what we're trying to do. 

MR. 'SWEENEY: You bet but the purpose of my comment is 
that"-this is" the straw that breaks the camel's/back. I 
think1 -theDOT agrees with thaty^let me read>the'last• 
sentence because I think it's : -important ,-reven -with; the 
improvements, the forecast operational level-of' service 
a-tl_t:he;_Fiye Corners will remaxn F> with delays during < 
peak periods which are cor^iderajbl^jana^c^ptajb^^and 
there a^e^rTo^reasonable^^improvements which can be 
undertaken as part of the development which wpul.4 
correct the conditions?!. I don't think, if you read 
^ t t l S f f l - - ! ! !'.__ -—<**; ' •"••'*"'" ""' "'*••-••••"*•••**-.*.. -/ 

MR. PETRO: I read them but I have read them in their 
entirety.and you're leading us and the audience to an 
end which is not the complete whole of the letter. 

MR. SWEENEY: [l don/jt^mean; to^Jjidi^cate _that this _ 
project has caused the A^YgL F- T n e level F is there 
and it's only going; to exacerbate the level F and make 
it worse. That's the point of mv commentri 

MR. LANDER: Why didn't the DOT in their letter 
strictly turn down Hannafords' application? 

MR. SWEENEY: Because I don't know if they have the 
right to do that. 

MR. LANDER: They can deny anybody access, if they feel 
so strongly that this project is a, cannot, they cannot 
mitigate the traffic at this corner, they can deny it. 
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MR. SWEENEY: The law is such that this is not a 
limited access highway, it's hot like an 84 or Thruway 
where they control absolutely who can get on and off, 
this is an unlimited access highway and people have 
under normal and good conditions and circumstances the 
right to access it. Those highways, it's up to you 
folks to decide and that's what really that letter 
says, that you folks to decide whether they should get 
in and out. 

MR. LANDER: My feeling about the DOT is this they were 
under the impression, to me, that letter says to me 
that have, well, let's leave it to local determination 
let Hannafords sue them, meaning the town planning 
board, okay, if they feel that .they didn't mitigate 
that traffic, 'let them take :*>n the fight, DOT's not 
gonna get involved,: make it local determination. 

MR. SWEENEY: They: left, it ..in- your., ballpark. :. 

MR. LANDER:.. They sure did." ..-..-. 

MR. SWEENEY: No question about it. 

MR. LANDER: But my point.is DOT should of, if it 
wasn't going to make it, if it was going to make it at 
all, he should of denied it and they'll deny a permit. 

MR. PETRO: And once we had read those letters for the 
first time in nine years we went along and did a 
positive dec and because of the traffic situation and 
this is the result of that which I don't think they put 
together in a week. If anybody wants to read this and 
they have two or three days, they're welcome to one of 
them. 

MR. SWEENEY: Okay, I'm gonna move on, I'm sure you're 
aware of the Supervisor's letter, I'm sure you're aware 
of the letter from Cornwall. If not, I'll hand them 
out to you. 

MR. PETRO: We're aware of everything, Jim. 

MR. SWEENEY: I thought you were. With that, let me 
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introduce, Mr. Malec, he'll go over the details of the 
traffic as we see it from our view and Mr. Malec is 
with LKB, it's a fairly, it's more than fairly, it's a 
very reputable company out of Syossett, 180 people, 
been around a long time, done a lot of traffic work 
around the Mid Hudson. Rich, why don't you come up 
here? 

MR. MALEC: Richard Malec from Syossett, Long Island. 
We have reviewed the DEIS, the document that you had 
just mentioned in reference to traffic issues. 

MR. SWEENEY: This is Mr. Malec's .letter. 

MR. PETRO: Try to keep it somewhat brief because this 
is a public hearing, we have 75 people here that want 
to talk. Be recognized by the Chair-if you'd like to 
speak but I'm as much interested as you. 

-MR. MALEC: I'll make it b r i e f . I t ' s basically the -
same things in the letter,^although the consultant had 
indicated that the intersection would be improved. 
Nevertheless, there arefc they don't, I'm sure you're 
all familiar with levels of service, ("movements that 
will^befjit level of service, even after the 
improvements are in place"] and not wasting the time to 
go through all of them but/there's seven out of the 
eleven.movements, lane groups at this intersection that 
wi 1 JL,_-SJBJS 11 operate on level, service F. In addition to 
the focus on this intersection ̂ there^are.jojthg r 
intersections that were analyzed and there are 
movements that still operate on level service F and 
there are no improvements at Old Temple Hill Road and 
State_Rpute_ 94 c JTabjjueline Street-Route 3 2 and Route 
3 00 and* Old Temple Hill Jggad.c, P° ro^A?a^J-on ~"~ 
improvements, they are intersections that are_opera± ed 
at ~1 ow :~sBrvTcB tFhey^^rexttain% jit l̂ yj*Xj?eXY-!:.££, J*"„» JUphe 

development of the proposed additional signal thaF^an 
onlyincrease delays along Route 32, as you add another 
signal, you can expect delays. What this particular 
panel showsjthls informationp.sjextracted from the 
DEIS, ["what we call vehicular queuing for backup at an 
intersection. With the build, with the improvements, 
they project that there will be a] you may not be able 
to see the numbers here,{2 3 vehicle backup along 
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northbound Route 32 headed towards Route 3 00 with the 
new lane arrangement in place. They also anticipate 24-
vehicles wili back-up headed towards Route 94 .,..•,.., .... .., 
Currently, there's backup of about 42 vehicles, destined 
for Route, ̂ jj^ar^Rou^t^^OOU With the improvements / 
they have shortened that, but the point here ls~"that 
when they open, you'll have backups almost to the new 
^ite. driveway, it will not be lojff before those backups 

£ -J —"2-A will reach this intersectionJanc«they did an analysis 
~[1*£&C wit*1 the ten year long range projection and found out 

that you'll have approximately 3 0 vehicles backed up 
where you now project 24 and that's within the ten year 
horizon. If the development [that(goes on sooner_.tha-n 
that, that]' s a |1pondi1;ionl which fwill appear much earlier 
than the ten year horizoii and wek feel that that's a 
concern. What will^happen is that people, vehicles 
will hot::be able .to exit from the drivewayCllfThe other ., 

C- -> "" •* / F̂oeu-fl-.'.jjSi: along Route -94, Now, the existingrqueue bacfcs 
~TV©-£6c up passed Old Temple Hill Road. With the development 

in:. place,. build with mitigation, it will, still back up . 
through Old .Temple Hill. Road. JThese are the figures..,,. 
out of" the"" DEIS. IfTleel It hat* there Villi be "difficulty. 
in negotiating a left turn into the site driveway 
number 2 and left turn exiting the driveway because of 
the -queue backup. Vehicles will have difficulty . 
maneuveringn Another issue and there was a .statement . 
as you mentioned earlier, I will try to keep a 

r 'X^'TJZ -statement in hold was that long range impacts and 
-p pr- /statement in the DEIS that said that the future delays 
Jir&,TVcC at the Five Corners intersection will be less than 

today with overall^drelays under three minutes 
Somewhat misleading, Ĵ î i?,?̂ ??} it i s true oyer all when 
you have the intersection and it's just a mathematical 
volume with the delays for each vehicle on each 
approach that there will remain 5 out of 11 or nearly 
50% of the movements will still be degraded and they 
will have a longer delay now, I mean, after the build 

~ « -v o. condition than they do nowT| Anoflthe last issue is that 
™ comparison was made and it's -in the DEIS, of trips 

"TWf&C from the site on_ a ^p^ical Sajturd 
traffic^ I'm talking, {jio£] talking fpeak hours, lust on a 
whole day of about 10,000 cars will enter and exit the 
siteT\ And on a typical Saturday,fcurrently, you,have a 
Fr iendly' s restaurant and. on,a .typica 1 _£a_tur_day^._ua~ 
p r ojected that ha.s a traff ic _vnlpjne_of_ about 1,000 
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cars. So we're concerned) "there is that,|^there's a -hen 
fold increase in the number of .car&Jihat.win h^ 
generated by this particular siteT] And those;.are the 
issues that we found in the DEIS. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. 

MR. SWEENEY: Jeff Rosenburg would like to say a word 
and we're done. 

MR. ROSENBURG: Mr. chairman, planning board, ladies 
/" *Z-&o a n d g e n t l e m e n^r j [ / m here representing .Bila Familyf we 

*r~C£l( own Big V Town CenterTl Our concern/I'm really here 
/ \AJFrtU for my tenants, including K-Mart, that's going to open 

up in November, they're concerned^ just making,sure 
. thatvthere- is traffic flow to the tenants and/that_:.. 

their customers}aren'tQmpacted by the proposed ...: •':•'• 
""-•"'- development of HannafordJ You know, that's really.all 

I'm here for. Thank you for your time. * 

MR. PETRO: Thank you, Jeff. 

MR. ROBERTS: I'm Ron Roberts, I live in Washington . 
Green and had a couple of questions. But one for this 
gentleman, when K-Mart opens up, do you project,.. what, 
another 2, 300 cars a day rolling into the shopping 
mall? 

MR. ROSENBURG: I think it will be significantly more 
that that. Jim may have a better idea. 

MR. SWEENEY: I don't have the figures, it's more than 
that, but I don't have the figures. 

MR. ROSENBURG: K-Mart expects the store to be a very 
strong volume store. 

MR. ROBERTS: Same thing like if this is anything like 
Caldors, there's going to being volumes of traffic 
going in and out of there. As it is, commuting from 
Orange County going down to Rockland County and having 
to use 3 2 when I worked in Highland Falls, Highland 
Mills, I had to come back up 32. Regretably, people 
have tendencies to have minor little accidents at the 
Five Corners. I have sat there hour, 40 minutes just 

file:///AJFrtU
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with a fender bender, not with an additional thousand 
cars rolling out of Hannafords. if that's the case, I 
may have to sleep in Central Valley .and not come-home. 
The other issues are real basic. I think we've opt 

C 3 ^ l other options available for the these gentlemen,[_if 
T * * ^ ^ c they want to build a supermarket, Miron's is a perfect 

place. Newburgh does not have a supermarket. This 
place, Miron's isjsitting there, it's[empty right now, 
it would be a great revenue generator for New Windsor, 
parking lot's already paved, people will walk to your 
store'.**) You've got Lakeview Apartments,, you've got 
Mullins Apartments, you've got a lot of people who 
don't have transportation who need to get to and from 
your store, city transport can pick up some extra 
dollars bringing people to and from Hannafords located 

•••-;.•.-•. at Mir on fcunber. (That's something that should, be.. 
.:.::• considered because we have^ a couple of^ projects..; that 

have just started, I'm guite~sure-everybody's.,aware,.. • 
Mt.'Airy Road housing, that development .there*-.-you're • 
projecting 400 families. What do . we get out, of.-the. 4 00 
families f two,., car f amiliesj man, nobody can. live ;̂ in.... .-, 
Orange County-without two cars unless your .wife's, gonna -; 
be locked in the house for 24-7, you've got to have two 
cars, IftOO plus cars, Where's. 8 00 cars croi-ng tg gn 
un,les^Jth^y^'re ̂ re^luc^^^,^ 
public -transportation and to go to Salisbury Mills. 

• I-- r - i i n i , i m a * i. i i . j - » r — ^ — — — — • • • •>• - * * — • — * • - * * * w w M I N I M I ^ • » J M w w r i n - l j - ^ ' 1 • M * * * f f w f i i » 

ĴL̂ YJL££--3HJJ1<? *-P. JT° through f IY.Q cpr^prs] because 
they've^got to pay the mortgage. 

[The other issue we've got the sports complex 
that's going to be a great thing for New Windsor, but 
that's also going to bring a lot of people from the 
east end of New Windsor over to 94 to take advantage of 
this new town benefit that's being provided to them. 
What do you figure the kids with their cars coming put 
oT"~school, the Cornwall High School that's^going to be, 
that's/definitely going to come on line, that's more 
buses coming through that area. And I don't know how 
y°u guys count these things^ but my car,.a bus is three 
cars. If I' have to sit behind a bus, I'm sitting 
behind three cars. You get three school buses, I never 

- • — i - i IL mo "J,,,— i II •—••Vna—iii i I I > ' • r T h T i i l l l i f T f l f r f " Bif-iir-*-r^—' '• T ~ - * — - ^ — — — ^ " ^ — , ^ ^ ^ — 

get through the lightj\ never get through the light, sit 
at that light. 

MR. PETRO: Let me bring up a point because you 
mentioned it and I .wanted to respond to it anyway, 
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sooner or later. And that is that Hannafords likes 
this spot that they're going to and they like it for 
reasons, they're business people, it's.a major 
business. Back maybe a year and a half ago, when they 
first approached the town, they sat with the Supervisor 
and myself and they said this is what they wanted to do 
and the Supervisor basically asked them to please 
leave, maybe not quite that friendly and don't, we 
don't want to go there, we don't want anything there of 
that nature because of the traffic problems and that 
basically was it for a few months. Well, Hannafords 
had come back with an application and by the law, we 
have to look at that application and, let me finish now 
because this is, this is very, very important why we're 
at this point. They have a piece of land that's a .".-,•-.• 
- permitted use on that piece of land, their use is a: •'••. 
permitted use by law and again for everybody in; the r.::-: 
audience,-Hannafords does not need a single variance of 
' any type to build this on that property;. We then had..; 
another meeting, I had asked them maybe;with•the 
clearing-down hereon Union Avenue, it's a nice site"; • 
it's already approved down there as a shopping mall, 
maybe go visit that site. Again, this is getting back 
to what you said, maybe something in Newburgh, other 
sites. They want that site, okay, they: don^t want to;-,. 
go down there and have people milling around; They:•.;•• 
want to go over there. It's not up to you to say that, 
sir, there's laws, that's what we're trying to do, I 
may feel the same way as you, but I have to take a 
different path sitting here. 

MR. ROBERTS: I can definitely empathize with 
Hannafords, no doubt they have invested quite a bit of 
money into the studies and all the rigamarole that's 
necessary in order to get any type of building project 
off the ground. It seems to me that most of these 
large businesses make one major mistake when they come 
into any area, they never ever ask the people, do you 
want a supermarket in your town, do you need another 
supermarket? Anybody, did anybody in here get asked 
that question? Big question, the answer to the 
question is automatically no and regrettably, the 
response is we don't need another supermarket here, you 
know, Hannaford may be great, but the prices aren't 
going to be significantly different than anybody else. 



August 22, 2001 20 

It's not going to make a difference, I'm not driving to 
Hannafords to save two cents. It's more convenient for 

"'•••:. v.- me to go to Shop Rite. •;.I like-Shop? Rite, for one 
• ••••*\ ••*• " reason I don't even have to cross the Five Corners. I 

••-••.- used to go over to Price' Chopper at; least twice a 
month, I don't go there. You know why, when you come 
out of, what's the road that runs behind the new Shop 
Rite and Wendy's, takes you down to 300? 

MR. PETRO: Old Temple. Hill. 

MR. ROBERTS: You can't make a left out of there now 
because we've got so much traffic and so you cannot 
make a left and go to Price Chopper. So, I don't go 

. .: • because that way, I. avoid the Five .Corners. I hate the 
;::;*;;£ Five Corners with a;ipassion, and you- guys are seriously 

: •;,t'L?-,:V:. going to jeopardize^me'isusihg• it.-wi-th your traffic 
•£?&£%£;?: light,Qlt's a wonderful idea,- vou;put the traffic light 

upJTJ what's^that effectively, just backs "the traffic up 
on 32 further down to the] dbcr-crdne(,bridge. • You^re - .-• • 
going to have people-coming out ;of 2;L8 from Cornwall • 
who can't even get on^the^ldog-gone(road now vHh.i-hft 
traffic backups. It's going to be like a-traffir 
accident there every single day if you add that light7) 

MR. PETRO: Thank you very much. .K 

MR. ROBERTS: Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: Someone else? Try to keep your comments to 
a question, please. Bernie? 

MR. SUSSMAN: My name is'Bernard Sussman and I'm a 
resident of Cornwall and I happen to be the Vice 
President of Orange Environment and I think the 

. question is I'm not afraid of them moving in, the 
question is maybe it's not a question, I'm afraid you 
won't turn them down, that's my fear because they're 
slipping and sliding in a couple of directions when 
they talk about the driveway in on 94, that's a problem 
now, we know it backs up to, I can tell you it backs up 
to Temple Hill Road.. When we're talking about going 
south on Route 32, there's going to be cross traffic 
going passed that light and going across Route 32. 
They said this, they're going to take two minutes off 
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the intersection at Five Corners, they haven't said how 
much time we're going to back up at that intersection 
that crosses 32 at the McDonald's site. I know I 
haven't had a question, but I tell you my question is 
why are we going any further, let's turn them down now, 
when will you turn them down, how long will it take for 
you to turn them down? 

MR. PETRO: I'm not going to answer that, there's not 
an answer for it. If you could sit here and I asked 
you that, what would you say, what would your reasoning 
be? 

MR. SUSSMAN: Well, I understand you have a problem. 
My concern i s — 

MR. PETRO: Give me an answer. I'm asking you a 
question. Everybody out here has the answers. I'm 
asking the questions. 

MR. SUSSMAN: I don't have to answer the question and 
you don't have to answer the question. The problem is 
we don't want them. We don't need them. All of these 
people probably, bar none, except a few of them over 
there. •.-.--. 

MR. PETRO: Let me ask you this, too, when I come from 
Newburgh to go over to Price Chopper, you think I fly 
over that corner? Sometimes I've got to shave when I 
get to the other side. But that doesn't change 
anything for me sitting here. I have to have a reason, 
this is the State of New York and the Town of New 
Windsor, it's nice for you to come up and yell and say 
I don't want to it, I don't want to see this, we don't 
want them. 

MR. SUSSMAN: I can give the reason, the reason is I 
understand your problem, but the reason is we have six 
or seven houses that are about to be built within a 
mile. 

MR. PETRO: There's thousands more going to be built, 
there's tens of thousands. 

MR. SUSSMAN: We have a high school being built and 
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we've got to be concerned with that. We're your 
neighbors and we've got to be concerned with that high 

g ^^W school and there's- no.reason to make the situajtionrfi;.. 
-j- *r would like to take a minute and to read what the DOT 
^r*"^^^ said long after the November 29th letter. These are 

quotes, March 26, Five Corners, one^traffic lights r^m 
going to quo^e the man who said that) you know Bill 
Fitzgerald,[too much neighboring, commercial 
development flushes too many cars into an overburdened 
intersection, said Bill Fitzgerald, DOT Director of 
Traffic, Engineering and Safety, not exactly a model 
plan for development and Fitzgerald put it, you have a 
demand, we do not have a capacity to handle that 
demand. If ye can^t handle l̂ie demand, that should be 
sufficient reason to turn them downT] Thank youV 

MR; : P.ETRO: • All right," . Thank you. ,->..... -.:--. 

MS; KA3SAM: -Mr. Petro, ray name is Sandra Kassam, I • 
live, in the Town of Newburgh and I have to tell you 
that I:feel that you do not have "a right to limit our. . 
comments to questions. This a public hearing and I 
challenge you to show me a document that says that the 
only way that people can speak is if they put a 
question mark at the end of a sentence. So I'm7going. 
to make a statement- and I'm within my rights to make.-

C *i~54- ^" fl b e l i e v e that you have a handle here with which 

T rr to oppose this project and I believe that this handle 

^^ is to force the applicants to look at the cumulative 
traffic impacts because according to environmental lawr 

you're supposed to look at within a reasonable distance 
of a project cumulative traffic impacts, particularly 
since there are stores, major stores that are under 
construction now within a quarter of a mile or less of 
this project. And, so I _feel that Y.QU_̂ cou 1 d tflkfi t.hftfifl 
folks to court and insist that they look at, ou,m.yi *fcl ve 
traffic impacts and cumulative traffic figuresfor this 
area around'^the Five Corners.! That's all I have to 
. . V J - J D ^ J O W ifinriir*T»Ww«*»<-in,i • i I mi MI B ' U r n . m i i • am^^ 

say. 

MR. PETRO: That was very informative and you put me in 
my place coming up here and you had a valid point but 
being you're against everything, it kind of makes me 
suspect. 

http://rn.mii
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MS. KASSAM: I resent that remark, I'm not against 
everything. I'm for good planning and I'm for a 

J reasonable amount of clarity in terms of traffic in the 
town and I am for the community. I am not against 
everything and I — 

MR. PETRO: We all have our opinions, same as you did 
when you came and— 

MS. KASSAM: I don't want you to characterize me as 
being against everything, that's not right and that's 
not correct. 

MR. PETRO: Fine* Yes, sir? 

MR. OTWAY: Kurt Otway (phonetic), Rocky Lane, New 
•f Windsor. I have' spoken once before here when they had 

,,:.. •>.-.- t n e SCoping meeting. T would like to know from 
Hannafords' committee if they ever didra survey on the 
number of people who have-frequented on good occasions 

"/* S—^ST ~ o f eating at Friendly's./I'd like to know how many of 
" "f~ _£f you here in the past'ten years have eaten in 
b I V*4*T*C** Friendly's, once, twice, three times for tĥ g, main 

reason that w"e could never get in the) damn^place. I 
have eaten there twice in ten years. And I think that 
that's an important factor^to show you that the people* 
do not like Having to make a left-hand turn when 
they're going south, even though you're going to have a 

i M m i ii mi ii m i i I - « I » > r . « ! • • i »r -—•- - - ii • •in—» M i n i l • n i l !••• i n» ii m i i • i — » - ^ — — « — — — » — — — m . 

nice little cut across. This afternoon^ Icame up 3 2 
and the traffic light that you're talking about will be 
exactly at the spot where the road branc^^ gp^ infep, 
three lanes. I waited five minutes before T poiild get: 
to the Five Corners. And I think that's an important 
factor. I'm against the fact of Hannaforris nn-ming- \r\ 
because of the traffic situation. I have liyed here 34 
years Vand I'm not,(so I'm not a newcomer, and I have 
seen Five Corners change over and over again. And I 
think it's important that we consider the whole flow of 
traffic. We' do not need them coming out onto 94 with 

n - w -. _ — — --- - — • - — •••• . . a i in • 

the new car wash and other buildings that are there. I 
just think that Hannafords ought to look for another 
il* i i i • — M m i i i n II i " — T T ' ' 

place. 'J.And I go along with the gentleman who had 
mentioned earlier had said why not go to Miron's and at 
lease serve the community of Newburgh as well as New 
Windsor. Thank you. 
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MRS. JASKO: Caroline Jasko, I live at 18 Haight Drive. 
(^ ^cY ^ v:-^Qur housed is directly behind the proposed building and 
fu^-*- ::'- "'*" our concern is noise. We_Tyjsit ed_the„supermarket. .«• 

* >: that's in the Town of Wallkill and the refrigeration ... 
seems to go all day, all night and it seemed noisy and 
that was during the davT] At night, when the community 
is relatively quiet and sleeping.. 

MR. PETRO: Can somebody address that, the noise? 

MR. MILLER: We don't have anyone here to address that 
right now. We did do a noise study in the DEIS, 
basically, the mitigation measures that are proposed 

-->-: result in baffling of noise, attenuation of noise so as.. 
• - v ; , to not create noise beyond the property line, that . .:.-..•,• 

exceeds;'.-you know, typical outside and indoor. living.?..>..? 
standards* Certainly willing to take anotherlook -at.•.& 
that, I can/1 give you^- ...........:.; :-.... ... ,_ ,̂  .•... 

MR. PETRO:-; Why. don't you take a look .at it,-:,we'.11 have ? 
our own. engineer look at that, too. -; .•.;•...... 

MRS. JASKO:..Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: We'll get. a letter from you;.--.right, and ..;..:: 
Mark, you can give us a memo Caroline and Myra will 
have it? 

MR. EDSALL: We've got the entire EIS to review. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, someone else like to speak? 
i 

MR. RANDAZZO: Thank you. Members of the board, 
Richard Randazzo from Cornwall. As you know, I served 
as Town Supervisor for 16 years involved in a lot of, 
you know, obviously government business, town business 
and I don't envy your position. They are tough 
decisions that we deal with. It's nice to hear from 
the engineers and the traffic people and everything 
else, but I think what's most important here, Jimmy, is 
really we're talking about the quality of life for the 
people in this part of the county. And I'm standing 
here as an individual who's lived in this area all my 
life and I will tell you that I get frustrated when I 
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have to go through the Five Corners and I've gotten to 
the point where I'll try to avoid it at any price. The 

""-.•".' ~--.* bottom line is in my opinion, I'm not an engineer, but 

C
JC truthfully don't need the engineers to tell me this'/ 
there's no more capacity for the Five Corners the way 

JVi44£c it currently exists. I don't care weather it's 
Hannafords or what business it is for that particular 
area over there",to gejier^tfe^ mor e t r at tic, to add" to 
the confusion that's already tHere'^^o" the" delays that 
are thereT) it^s just not the way that we should want to. 
live in.New Windsor, Cornwall and Blooming Grove, this; 
entire area here. You have an opportunity, I know you 
need good reason if you're going to turn down a 
project,! understand that, (_Po me, the traffic 

"••-'• situation in Five Corners which is confirmed by DOT is 
- •'••at a point where if you continue to add anything; to . 
: v •---.. ••••. that: particular area without making_._any.-_ imgrQyemen.ts_.tLo. 
"' It',; it's going to be absolutely impossible to get 
-*•''••' '* through there.""] I was on Long island this morning and . I 

will tell you"as crazy as we all know Long Island is, I 
was at a major intersection that moved in shorter time 
than I did at the Five Corners. And, I mean,, that's, 
the reality, Jimmy. So, what I'm asking the board to 
do is not, I'm not saying Hannafords should not go 

--••••""•-•• Jt^here, it doesn't matter to me where Hannafords goes. 
C 'Z^T**! [The bottom line is that they cannot go in the Five . 

<*r~ tti " Corners area. And if there's only one reason, that you 
I \nArr*C need, in all honesty, it's simply the traffic, this 

traffic continues to build. .,Fiy_e.Corners is a cgmi^iiter 
area where peop 1 e go through on 94, they go 32 north, 
south, eastj west. ~So^"Tt's not, -just^ 
businesses that are there on top of the people who want 
to frequent and go to the businesses that are" there,"' 
you've got a lot of commuter traffic, people just 
moving through with Stewart. West Point on the other 
end. So I think that I'm asking this board to really 
look closely at the capacity of the Five Corners. And 
if you make a determination based on the facts that you 
have, whatever studies you havef DOT'S input and 
everybody else's inputTjthat^T think it's reasonable for 
New Windsor to say that until improvements are made to 
substantially move traffic more freely in the Five 
Corners area, that you cannot allow any more 
development there.J I just think that's a reasonable 
basic approach .that New Windsor should take and I hope 

http://ing_._any.-_
http://Qyemen.ts_.tLo
file:///nArr*
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for the sake of everyone who lives in this area who's 
forced to use the Five Corners area that you will make 

•••'-•:•;->.•.-./•-:-•:-. that decision. I know1;it;..: . ,:.. • .;.,>.. .-...,... 

MR. PETRO: I'm going to have a response, I don't want 
to respond to everybody/ but you should have a good 
answer for this because this is one of the things that 
bothers me and some of the other members, who most of 
them, I have already spoken to some of the people about 
this that that property there is zoned for commercial. 
You say no more building in the Five Corner area. What 
do we tell the people who own that property who have 
been paying taxes for 4 0 years on a commercial site? 
Now they have a tenant, they want to build now, they 

•-..-" »••• didn't build before Shop Rite, they didn't build before 
-..-•.:•'-- Price Chopper, they are not the first guy to build when 

•£•-.->: ••-. -•:--;••• it's not a problem, now. they want-to build. They come 
v^:,v-:- -.:,.!• to you and you're still. -the; Supervisor and they, say 

C. •..••'.•-.-. what, do you think and .,1 want to know, what's your, word, 
what are you going to tell them?. 

-i:•••:•. •:' •"*'•••• MR. RANDAZZO: I'll tell you. exactly what I'll tell 
Q: 2r-^- them because I believe it's the right answer. (̂ Bottom . -
fn»i. P**o- .line is everyone does have a right to use their 

iv?; property for a reasonable use, reasonable purpose. The 
property In that neighborhood, certainly they have a 
right to develop it, but perhaps the cirmmsi-anr-w t-*a+-
exist right now do not permit them to use -fche property 
in a way that maybe it has been zoned, maybe that's ^ ^ 
what they thought they wanted to do, but they haven/t 
gotten there before these problems. The rsai pmhipffc 
exist with traffic, so the bottom line is while they 
have a right to use the property, perhaps this traffic 
project generates too many traffic movements to h P 

accommodated by the infrastructure that exits ricfht 
now. At some time in the future/ if improvements are 
made, maybe they can build a project that they wanted 
toJ The other thing, I would never suggest how you 
should conduct business,fbut perhaps New Windsor hgs to 
start looking at what the zoning is in particular areas 
and basically based on whatever infrastructure's 
available, maybe you're going tohave to start^limiting ,, 
the projects that can go into various areas so they 
don't allow the types that would generate 10,000 cars a 
day, whatever it is. But I think there are limits that 
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have to go on there and I think it's up to local 
government to continually look at itrj 

MR. PETRO: One step further, that's just what we did 
and they came back and said we're going there/ okay. 
Now, what's your answer now? So, in other words, we go 
through this step, what we're doing, they have been 
here 9 times, we're having scoping sessions, positive 
dec, public hearing, okay, and if- we say no for 
whatever reason I can say no, I'm not quite sure what 
that reason may be, and we wind up in the courtroom, 
what do you think would happen? 

MR. RANDAZZO: What do I think would happen? You would 
have, Jimmy, what I believe, truthfully, they had a 
right to come back, I believe you would have the . 
support of the people of the community,if they sued, 
you'd defend yourself and defend on behalf of the 
people of the area, whether New Windsor or you defend 
it on the basis that reality says that that. 
intersection will not handle anymore,:traf f ic the way 
it's configured..-

MR. PETRO: I don't think reality and the law are the 
•same-. • -. ••.: * •••',/. 

MR. RANDAZZO: I do because when you d o — 

MR. PETRO: All the time. 

MR. RANDAZZO: fohen you do the environmental studies, 
isn't one of the purposes quality of life issues? 
Isn't that really one of'the factors, is it going to 
impact the quality of life of the people that live in 
the area, work in the area."1 "~ ~ ~ 

MR. PETRO: But it's a fine line because where do you 
draw that line? Do we say we're going to put a school, 
we don't want this, put a convenient store, where do 
ou draw the line? That's why you have zoning. 

MR. RANDAZZO: Absolutely, you do have zoning, but the 
— v « . . . ——• 

point is maybe right now, something that generates 
10,000 cars a day just doesn't work because in reality 
if they're proposing something else that had far fewer 
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cars in and out and less activity, maybe it W Q » I H fi> 
in there. All I'm saying at this point in time this 
place, that project is not_.-the right project for tfre 
Five Corners in Vails GateT\ And T hnn^fiy believe 
every, and I know that you hopefully will make the 
right decision, honestly believe that if you draw that 
conclusion, that given the current circumstances,Cthe 
project doesn't fit because the Five Corners and the 
roads in that area will not handle itj if they decide 
to sue you, which I think would be a mistake and I 
would encourage them not to sue the town for doing 
that, this community will support you in your decision 
because I believe it's the right decision and if you 
ask the average person on the street, I think they'll 
tell you exactly the same thing. 

MR. PETRO: I don't disagree. ...J... agree with you, but we 
still have a job to do and. a. d.ufcy. to perform. 

MR. RANDAZZO:. I respect that and J believe that will 
happen, I have not .se.en all the information. . I'nu-a. 
private citizen who.has to use the intersection, fWhen. 
you really look at all the information,, you evaluate 
all the facts that are there, you can reach Ja "~' 
conclusion that, based_qntraf fijc_ al. onje, that it will 
li^ijli^Ljy?JLJ3H!lli£X_9.?-1A£e...?9J5L everyj3M„£.ha-tL__lia_s, £a 
use the area."! Thank you very much. 

MR. PETRO: Jim, I want to take the newer people first, 
please. 

MR. RIVERA: Steve Rivera. I want to address public 
safety, talking about drawing a linet[l think public 
safety is an important factor with the buildup of 
traffic. We have a firehouse right on 94, as you all 
know, and response time and the impact study doesn't 
show anything a_s far as. how much tiweja fire engine to 
respond to an emergency, how much timefxt will be 
delayed before he can respond to an emergency. 
M»M—»-N«t^>'«»w»<^»«««-»iii''iiii»i>«»«Biin»w»i^^iii«rMlc^a-,ai»<;ii •nrxyin.'itr" _» • i ^ n w ran—«n«——Cfc—KWBKt-Bi-

Emergencies can happen anytime, anywhere 24 hours a 
day, Saturday peak hours, whatever it; will be. An/ 
with the firehouse there and I feel time! to responi 
delayed .somewhat,, So this, if that/_s afT issue, I/.d..__. 
like to see if vou cmvs arirfrBss that imnar.t in t.hp. _ 
impact study. Does it show anything fpr public safety? J 
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Thank you. 

MS. MARVEL: My name is Joan Marvel, I live on 25 
Continental Drive. My question, well,;my statement is 

I'm never going to be able to move, I mean it's a 
terrible situation, 94 i's™'oThg to be miser&ttle"T~ 
absolutely miserable^ So that's all 1 have to say. 

MR. PETRO: Anybody else before I take the other fella 
here again? Is there something new? 

MR. SWEENEY; I'll give you an answer,(you're searching 
C?2*"k» for an answer, you have a guideline in your code in the 
v̂$Jw:.̂ ££c**' state law, it's in any zoning-ordinance, any zoning 

: »: - .:.'.: ..,•• : procedure, vyou act for the., benefit of the community and 
...;.:: ; z.\. :.-..-• you must- in that aspect look . for the health, safety anri 
.;.-.:•: - ..•*„• •-•:.. welfare of the community. :The ...property is zon e6_ for 

• --.. - what it's zoned for,-jrfoo question .about it. You're here 
-••-•-!,; ..i, for a reason, you're'here for a reason, to take a look 

at what's zoned and wliat people want to ygfi t^eir 
property for, individuals. You've got to look at it in 
a higher light> in the community light and you must 
measure it against the health, safety and welfare of 
the community. Rare'ly, rarely does it come to a point 
where you deny something because of the health, safety/ 
and welfare of the community is jeopardized, but this 
Ts~~a~sTfcuairr6~n~w^^ it. it "Tilst 
doesn't fit.H. 

MS. KASSAM: Sandra Kassam. I have another piece of, 
M^ another piece of information which might help you.f^JL 

O 4 ~^w highway is a form ofjinf oraation, a structure fTn a 
Tut^k^* community, infrastructure has its limitations t a sewer 

line is infrastructure, a water line is infrastructure, 
all of these are public services, a highway is a public 

%*&?• service. If you were overloading a sewer system and 
""***"• the sewage was flowing out, into the street or Rowing 

out into a'river untreated because it was oYprfnade^r 
the DEC would require that you had a moratorium. So 
essentially, if you're overloading you infrastructure 
highway system, you should in effect be able to from 
protect that infrastructure by forbidding any 
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additional usage.} 

*;•••.%.::-•-MRi.-iPETRO:"»».:-i-would agree. And one of the? first things 
-• that we did was sent this to New York State DOT for •• • 
their comment and we did receive two letters as was 
stated and in both of those letters, the way I read and 
understood it was that it's a big mess, but we don't 
know what to do about it and the applicant is the sole 
cause. Good luck. 

MS. KASSAM: Well, let me say something. 

MR. PETRO: There's your moratorium. 

MS. KASSAM: Let me say something about the DOT, they 
are not a very great agency and they do not take very 
much-responsibility for the problems that: they.-.• create•.-..:.•• 

. and they pass the buck.whenever they can. But you guys 
: are- m.indihg.the store for. the folks who live here; so; -. .-. 
" "if.--.they/re going to pass the buck to you, then.by.; ,••.-..•_,} 

--•- golly; you .should take; .the buck should stop there.-

MR. PETRO: Bernie? - . - • • - - .--" 

•. -. MRv -.-. SUSSMAN: I just want to publicly apologizevfor .-:_;;. 
•'.- hollering but I was very frustrated when you said we •.: ;. 

can only ask questions but the thing i s — 

MR. PETRO: I didn't want to get into an auditory 
because I'm out of control. I have to have some 
control. 

^ . . MR. SUSSMAN: [The thing is that the DOT has passed the 
r? buck to youf perhaps you ought to just pass it back to 

T^v^Jr^^ them and say listen, we must get a ruling from you, if 
you tell us that the road is incapable of having 
anymore traffic, then you must deny anymore traffic. 
And since they're going to provide more_ traffic, then, 
the DOT must say to jthem we^ have no more capacity. _ And 
we do not have any more capacity according to the DOT. 
And I would suggest that you go to them and say listen, 
this is the problem, you've dropped it on us, we have 
perhaps thinner capa'cjty_jio ,s£ap it, frut they have the 
capacity to stop it?l 
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MR. PETRO: Keep in mind I sent a second letter because 
the first one was exactly what we had just said and we 
did exactly what you just said, said look, it's riot ah 
answer, that we know it's a mess arid take care of it 
and we did. So you're saying send a third letter? 

MR. SUSSMAN: What did they say? 

MR. PETRO: Exactly what I just said, they said we know 
that the Five Corners is a major problem, we do not 
know how to fix it, but the applicant is not the sole 
cause of the problem. Good luck. 

MR. LANDER: Local determination. 

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. ;.v.•---.• 
• • • •" '"tj; • 

MRI P E T R O : B u t maybe we'll try a third letter. Any ; 

different subjects? : v 

MR. RIVERA': Is it possible to get an answer from, the 
impact study if they did anything about public safety' 
and addressing the emergency vehicles? - " • 

MR. EDSALL: All these, Jim, I think it's important Vo;: 

understand that all'the comments are being taken down' 
by two stenographers. There will be a written response 
to not only the public comments, the board's comments, 
responses from agencies that received the document, it 
will all be incorporated into a written response. I 
think we can probably be here till next Thursday trying 
to respond to everything, but we need to understand 
that there's going to be written responses. 

MR. PETRO: All right, Steve? 

MR. PRESTON: My name is Preston, I have lived in, 
Preston, P-R-E-S-T-O-N, William, I'm a 44 year resident 
of New Windsor, I remember when Five Corners didn't 
have a traffic light and the little Ciccone station was 
the post office. My question is with all this going 
on, traffic kazoo, fire department problems and 
everything else, I'm not a lawyer, legally,(why must 
you fellas have to make a decision? Why couldn't it be 
a referendum and, let the residents nf New win^nr vote 
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on it?] 

-;- :••:•• MR. PETRO: Andy? -̂  ;;. 

MR. -KRIEGER: However good an idea that may be, there's 
no provisions for it. 

MR. PRESTON: Why should you fellas do it? If you ask 
how many people wanted it, you'd get a pretty good 
negative vote, I believe. 

MR. PETRO: Well, the state law has procedure that is 
the procedure they're following that they did come to 
the planning board for the Town of New Windsor, if they 
had needed a variance. ! 

.•P>î -:i;>;.:...:, MRv" P R E S T O N : Is it possible it;'cduld 'go t o : h ^ " 0 . ; : r. 

•^•'•y*"!'*--'- • referendum? ' :-:'--: • •"•--•''".'- -v« .••-":.-- ; «>:.•=;: •:-. -r. - ..; 

-•-. =:•,; -.-•*...;•. - MRv KRIEGER: There's no provisioft for that. T h e r e ' s -

..-̂.-?if;»̂> no- p i e c e . •'-' :- -• ••"•" ' - •' /"•.-.-•••?;.-.•- •-•-"..-̂ r:.-r;:-/:.--• . 

MR. PRESTON: That's not fair, I mean, our future rests 
in the hands of two, four, five members. 

*-""•" MR.-KRIEGER: However much the board as individuals 
agree1 with you, the fact of the matter is they're bound 
by the state laws the Legislature in Albany gives it to 
them in these circumstances and in all circumstances 
governing their behavior and they have to operate 
within that law, whether you like it or not, that's the 
nature of the law. 

MR. PRESTON: I'm curious because locally you see 
different things up for referendum. Come election day 
when everybody's got their back against the wall and 
they decide they had a referendum in the City of 
Newburgh at one time and different things come up, why 
can't— 

MR. KRIEGER: Referendums are, when they occur in the 
law, are specifically provided for in individual issues 
and there's no provision in state law for referendum on 
this issue. 
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MR. PRESTON: Can't cut red tape? 

MR. PETRO: Sir, also keep in mind this is five people 
here and you've lived her 44 years, I haven't lived 
here that long b u t — 

MR. PRESTON: Didn't even have a traffic light then. 

MR. PETRO: My father used to wait an hour to see a car 
go through there so I know. 

MR. PRESTON: I know you know but it seems unfair that 
so few decide the future of the whole New Windsor area. 

MR. PETRO: It's not less important to me than"you, I 
have two sons that go to Vails Gate School, which is, 
ybu:know where the proximity of that is, and I live on 
32. S6> I mean, it's not that we're making a decision 
lightly, it's taken a long time and I've heard a few 
good comments that I can hang my hat on, some comments 
I can't, I can't. 

MR. PRESTON: Very interesting the fireman from the 
fire department came, he beat me to it, I mean, I sit 
there sometimes the traffic goes back to the fire 
department. How do you get out, how do these guys get 
out if they get a call and they have to go out Temple 
Hill Road road, 300? You've got double lane coming in, 
you've got cars coming from the other direction because 
the, what are they going to do, they don't even have a 
button to make all the lights go red, which they said 
they were going to do. Okay, I'm finished. 

MR. SCHLESINGER: Neil Schlesinger, I'm a businessman 
in the area. I've lived in the area and I've heard 
what everybody has to say and I think that you all have 
very valid points, whether it be for business or your 
your own personal reactions. But I think that the 
planning board is like between a rock and hard place 
because here on one side, they have DOT and all the 
other reports that they have to respond to and yet, 
these people who have businesses have a constitutional 
right to free enterprise. So it's little bit of a 
conflict. And it's not an easy thing. I think 
everybody has valid points and I think you just ought 
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to pay a little bit more regard to, you know, the 
planning board being in such a position and they just 
can't say yes, no or right "or̂ rjwrong, there's rules and 
regulations and laws and also, these people have a 
constitutional right. It's not an easy issue. 

MS. KASSAM: Like you guys are there, so you got to do 
the dirty work. 

MR. RITZ: Ferdinand Ritz. I know you all have lived 
here at least as long as I have and I have a feeling 
deep down you feel the same way these people do and you 
feel that you just don't have the right to say no to 
these people because their constitutional rights, but 
everybody else besides Hannafords that wants to get 
from one place to another has ̂ constitutional right to 
do that and what .they want, to.,,do., is going to infringe 
upon that right and it/.seems that you'. re afraid of 
being sued. Well,: anybody can- sue anybody for any 
reason, it doesn't mean they '• re agoing to win. 

MR. PETRO: Not necessarily, you bring up a good point, 
not necessarily being afraid of being sued.- We really 
want to do the right thing too and it's easy, everybody 
has an idea of how to do it .but it's easy to do it, he 
didn't say we'll go do this/ but you still have to be 
here and do it so we'll do the best that we can. 

MR. SUSSMAN: It's simple, I have the simple solution, 
I really do, I have a very simple solution, just 
occurred to me, I think Hannafords should do the right 
thing and say folks, we made a mistake, we really don't 
want to impact the community as we will do if we go 
ahead and so we'll take your suggestion and drop our 
proposition. Simple solution. 

MR. MILLER: I wish the world was as simple as the 
gentleman suggests. Unfortunately, it's not. 
Hannaford was well aware coming in the traffic was 
going to be an issue in connection with this 
application, they were advised by your board, advised 
by the Supervisor, certainly they have taken a hard 
look at traffic. I'm not sure if the former Supervisor 
of Cornwall was here when we made the presentation, 
we're making a significant improvement to the Five 
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Corners intersection that will significantly reduce 
delays at that intersection from what it is today after 
the Hannafords store is open. So I want to make sure 
that the gentleman understood that. One person brought 
up the issue of infrastructure and water capacity and 
sewer capacity. The improvement that Hannaford is 
proposing will increase the capacity of that 
intersection beyond what it presently is operating at 
today. And I think it's important that everyone 
understand that Hannaford, myself included, has heard 
all the comments, we're not surprised by them. 
Hannaford has an obligation to its, to this community 
by making the proposed improvements to the intersection 
as planned, that's part of the fulfillment of that 
obligation. It's obviously not easy for an applicant 
to sit here and get the sense that they're going to be 
creating a problem in the community. Hannaford has 
also an obligation to its investors, it's a publicly 
owned "corporation, they're not going to come into a 
site if they don't believe that there's a market and a, 
that the site is going to be successful and people 
cannot get in and out of the property. That's why they 
did the studies, that's why they did the due diligence, 
that's why they're here today. I just wanted to make 
those comments. I'm not here to argue for or against, 
we're going to respond to all the comments in the final 
Environmental Impact Statement, we've heard what 
everyone has said and we're concerned, certainly 
committed to working with the town to resolve the 
issues to the greatest extent that we can. The letter 
from the New York State DOT acknowledged that the 
intersection did have lengthy delays. DOT I think is 
frustrated because there's no additional right-of-way 
out there, but I do want to acknowledge that the 
improvements proposed by this applicant will improve 
the operation of the Five Corners intersection, whether 
it's this applicant or anyone else, we believe that 
that is a benefit to the community. We believe that 
that's what makes this project work. So, as I said, 
we'll respond to all your comments in writing in the 
final Environmental Impact Statement. I guess that's 
really all we have at this moment in time. We'd like 
to get started on the final EIS, you need to establish 
a time period for receiving written comments after the 
close of the, of.this public hearing so we'll put this 
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back in your board's hands. 

MR. PETRO:.. Hearing's.still open, I want to ask is -:,-
there anything unusual that we have so many people 
speaking solely on just tonight, obviously, is the 
traffic, is anybody interested in landscaping or 
anything that's more under the control of the board? 
No? Right back to the traffic. Yes, ma'am? 

MS. MAISONET: I'm Marilyn Maisonet, I live on Rocky 
Lane. First of all, this is nothing personal against 
Hannafords. My son lives in Pine Bush and he's 
ecstatic that you people are building out there. But 
I've heard about everything on 3 2 and the traffic light 
coming out onto 94, that access road, when we had Grand 
Union in Washingtonville, I never went into it, but •!_;.;.• 
remember driving, out -9A , seeing people sitting forever^... 
there was no traffic^Jight onto 94,,trying to get out.•-.:.:• 

C "S-~4~) onto 94 frpm there..:^What do you propose for that roads^ 
on 94?. Is. that righr^where,people try to turn into the. 

"fVjdf^^C road to.go to the Vails .Gate post office, which, is x, 
tlvay^ backed UP and vou can hardly get there at that 
time. 

MR. PETRO: ..- It's closer, to the Gate, it's on the. side. :. 
of the old, to Vails Gate, it's on the side of the old 
ambulance building. 

^\MS. MAISONET: [jiow are they going to get out; there onto. 
^9 4 , how are they going to make a turn, you're not 
certainly going to put a light that c1nsa?**7 

MR. PETRO: There's not a light. 

MR. LANDER: It's too hard to make lefts anywhere in 
Vails Gate or New Windsor, so you have to make a right. 
I don't, I'm not answering your question. 

MR. PETRO: Is that right-hand turn only? 

MR. MILLER: That's a full operation, rights and lefts. 

MS. MAISONET: I have trouble getting out of my road 
and Rocky Lane making a left now. 
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MR. PETRO: I think what they mean is at 3 o'clock in 
the morning, if you want to go left, you can go left. 
That's the bottom line. 

MR. ROSENBURG: Members of the planning board, just on 
C ^"-^"3 question for the applicant, fl'd like to know if they 

can redo the traffic study after K-Mart opens because. .: 
think that will have a significant impact on the Five 
Corners that vou have additional trafflo coming thrmiy 

TV#tC 

a the K-Mart?, 

MR. PETRO: Jeff, you have to understand in theory 
that's okay, but again, should we wait after the 
school, should we wait until Mount Airy Estates are 
built? I know you want to wait 37 years, but where do 
you draw that line? I don't think that's fair to ask 
the applicant. 

MR. ROSENBURG: Okay.: ,* 

MR^ PETRO:- Somebody different? Okay, Mr. Randazzo. 

t^fc—^A- M R- RANDAZZO: I'm not here to debate again but^the 
^^r- /r ^ question that I have~]is the indication is that ("the 

^*" "• traffic improvements that Hannaford proposes for-the.-
Five Corners will improve the traffic flow and decrease 
waiting times* Now that's excluding the turning lane 
m and out of the property where the light is going to 
be but at the Five Corners it's rearranging, 
reconfiguring of the arrows and all, if_ that's such a/7 
I can't, don't want to say ̂ logical solution to easing 
the traffic problem, why does DOT throw its hands up in 
the air and not adopt th6se proposed changes that they 
have? You know what I'm saying? Without Hannafords 
there, if those changes will ease the traffic, why 
doesn't DOT do it?^| I'd like to know if DOT has said 
that's a great idea, they have because if they have, my 
question to them is why aren't they doing it to improve 
the traffic because it's already an overburdened 
intersection, so if they can improve it by making 
changes suggested by Hannaford, then that would ease 
the burden on a lot of people traveling through there, 
hopefully, not have to dump out 10,000 cars. 

MR. PETRO: I th;Lnk it will help a little bit, you 
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know, that's like if you've got a sinking rowboat and 
you're sitting there with this cup, it's going to help 
a little bit but it's not doing anything. ,-_.-. 

MR. LANDER: Let the applicant go through all the 
paperwork, all the money while DOT'S just sitting back 
and does absolutely nothing. I've dealt with DOT, I 
understand, even all the improvements that they say is 
going to happen, we have the bar graph up and down, 
forget it, it's just going to add. 

MR. PETRO: I don't want to say that because they have 
spent a lot of money. 

MR. RANDAZZO: My point is that the bar graphs are nice 
but they're not going to ease the burden that the 
people have. 

MR. PETRO: When the sewer capacity.is complete, they 
tell me we're going to stop infiltration and all of a . 
sudden, they have enough sewer for 20 more houses, 
baloney, that's enough, in reality, it's nothing but on 
paper, it looks okay. 

MR. RANDAZZO: When you make your decision, I hope that 
you take into consideration on paper it looks good what 
your, in relation to when you're in the car driving 
through the intersection, it doesn't ease the burden. 
Thank you. 

MR. JASKO: Bob Jasko, 18 Height Drive. Just 
something different, I just want to go back to 
refrigeration, can someone point out where the 
refrigeration unit would be on the map on your 
building? 

MR. BOYCE: Douglas Boyce from Hannaford Stores. 
Refrigeration equipment is enclosed in a modular that's 
adjacent to the rear wall of the building, which is at 
grade level. 

MR. JASKO: The rear wall is here and we're here. I 
have an impact study on noise and I believe it was 
tractor trailers weren't allowed to idle after certain 
hour at night, is that correct? 
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MR. LANDER: I believe so. 

MR. JASKO: I can't remember whether it was 11 o'clock 
9 o'clock, whatever it was, Hrefrigeration unit where 
it's at and where the one is at in Middletown store is 
exactly the same. The landscaping here, the houses 
here are exactly the same as in Middletown. however. 
there are no nouses in Middleitown. The refrigeration 
un it in Middletown, j-fj-t' s the same as the one you're 
proposing is nbis"3Ter than""flye tractor, trailers j.£lj,i\g 
and that will probably run 24 hours a day, am I rightTT 
refrfgera:£To1tr^nir£1'^C ' "-"•""~w'-"̂ —̂ —- - - ™ — -

MR. PETRO: There's a large retaining wall in the back. 

MR.- JASKO: [5 understand that there's a retaining wall 
in Middletown as wel^jand I visited that-. 

MR. PETRO: Tim maybe you can address that?. . -

MR. MILLER: A noise study was done and submitted in 
the-draft-£IS and just for your information, the New 
Windsor Code establishes acceptable limits for noise 
and it has a set of standards for noise in residential... 
areas and set of standards for noise in non-residential 
areas. The minimum noise level which is a nighttime 
noise in residential areas is 55 decibels and in 
non-residential areas, it's 70 decibels and this is 
nighttime type situation. The design guidelines for 
the refrigeration units have been established to keep 
noise below 53 decibels during nighttime periods so the 
noise emanating from the'refrigeration units would 
comply with your Town Code as far as noise is 
regulated. Moreover, the applicant has made a 
commitment that all truck engines will be shut off 
while trucks are unloading, so there will be no idling 
trucks, after the trucks pull up to the docks, the 
loading docks are enclosed, deliveries will be limited 
to between 8 a.m. and 9 a.m. so, and I know there was a 
technical supplement that was included in the draft 
EIS, I'd be happy to provide a copy to the gentleman if 
he wants to study it further. 
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refrigeration unit on the highway side where all th*^* 
houses over here won't near it at niqht?^"-^ 

'' '• *' *.[.. *' ** ' - " ' ~ ~^ 

MR. MILLER: Certainly it's something we can take a 
look at. I'm not sure how that relates to the store 
layout and the interior design of the store, but that's 
a good comment. 

MR. JASKO: (Most grocery stores in our area and around 
our area, there are no houses within 2, .3 f 40Q f̂ eî -
Their units really don't matter. But here, it u i n , 
so,3you know, fif you can look into it, there's a 
possibility to move it on a,highway side, maybe it 
would help a lot of people sleep at night. [ 

MR. MILLER: We'll certainly take a look at that. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you... • : . , > . 

MR. SMITH: Everet Smith, Vascello. Road.:..- For . the life, 
of= me, I.cannot understand what the Planning Board of, 
New: Windsor is doing trying to make a-decision on.a,... 
traffic problem .on state, road. I. have been at. a lot. of 
planning board meetings and a lot of meetings over the 
last 40 some odd years and seems.to. me-.that..when, if. ... 
little Joe Blow is going to build a store on Route 94 . 
or 32 or whatever, the DOT would be right on him for 
all kinds of studies, permits and everything else. As 
soon as a multi-million dollar corporation comes in 
with a project of this size, suddenly, the DOT wants 
nothing to do with it. And they have already said they 
can't do anything with Five Corners but they want you 
guys to make a decision on something that's their 
decision to make. And I think that they should be 
called to task for it. I don't quite understand it. 
I'm going to do some looking into it, find out why they 
can't make this decision. You guys shouldn't be making 
this decision. You're not traffic experts, it's the 
DOT's job and what, they're not here as far as I know, 
they should be, because this is their problem, not 
yours. Just something I wanted to put on the record. 

MR. PETRO: Can you repeat that? okay, anybody else? 
I'll entertain a motion to close the public hearing. 
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MR. ARGENIO: So moved. 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it. 
ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. PETRO: Again, folks, we're going to take all these 
comments tonight, we're not voting tonight, we're not 
making any decision. Our planning board engineer is 
going to review the complete DEIS and all the comments 
that were made tonight. There's a few couple that 
we're going to definitely check into, may not agree 
with Jim a hundred percent but we'll look into the road 
business about being 25 or 50 foot, I'm going to look 
into that myself with the engineer, traffic, the safety 
by the firehouse, there were a few good comments 
tonight I have think that we can at least grasp on a 
little bit and do some work with Tim. Now, this 
application is still open now, the board is reviewing 
this again. 

MR. MILLER: Do you want to set a timeframe for receipt 
of any further written comments? The State guidelines 
call for a minimum of ten days. You're certainly free 
to accept that default value or two weeks, whatever you 
feel is a reasonable timeframe. 

MR. EDSALL: I would think that you'd want to have at 
least two or three weeks only because of the size of 
the project and two weeks would seem reasonable. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. EDSALL: For receipt of written comments to the 
planning board, for those people who may not want to 
decide to speak tonight but would care to write a 
letter, add additional information to the record. And 
again, I will repeat that all the comments were made 
have been taken down by the stenographer, it's the 
applicant's responsibility to respond to all those 
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comments for review by the planning board. In 
addition, we'11 be receiving comments from the DOT 
notwithstanding the fact that DOT might of responded. ,v 
separately and previously, they have an obligation 
under the State Environmental Quality Review Act to 
respond to the document we sent them as part of this 
procedure so we're waiting for that response now. 

MR. PETRO: Is there, do any of the board members have 
any comments on the application at this time? 

MR. ARGENIO: Nothing at this time. 

MR. PETRO: I thank you. for coming in and we'll be in 
touch. Thank you. 

; .... .t -.-

ti">"i oo-ir 
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from Site Driveway onto Route 94 
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HCS2000m Copyright 9 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4. la 



Appendix E.3 

Updated Accident Analysis 



Reference Marker No. 

. - L--E-.-J-. : - -' •- - - - ^ , 

Route 32 
Rt 32 @ Jacqueline 

1099 
1099 

Route 32 
1100 
1100 
1101 
1101 
1106 
1106 

1107 
1109 

1109 

1110 
1110 
1111 

1111 

1111 

1112 
1112 
1113 
1115 

1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 

1115 
1115 

1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 

1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 

Date 

. - - - - • • - - . 

10/22/97 
3/25/98 

8/18/97 
2/23/98 
11/13/96 
2/20/97 
3/21/98 
6/11/98 

9/6/97 
12/4/96 

6/26/99 

9/26/97 
1/20/99 
10/2/96 

4/18/97 

10/15/97 

4/9/99 
8/29/99 
10/25/96 
10/1/96 

10/4/96 
11/20/96 
2/18/97 
3/27/97 
5/1/97 
5/30/97 
6/2/97 
6/3/97 
7/22/97 
7/26/97 

9/4/97 
10/21/97 

12/22/97 
1/9/98 
1/29/98 
3/20/98 
3/20/98 
6/24/98 
9/16/98 
9/23/98 
9/26/98 
10/9/98 

10/13/98 

11/4/98 
11/14/98 
11/25/98 
12/18/98 
12/18/98 

. • • . : " . - f Table E.3-1 
Accident Summary Table 
Time 

6: 
8: 

17: 
9: 
10: 
18: 
17: 
13: 

5: 
20: 

12: 

16: 
13: 
12: 

18: 

11: 

14: 
12: 
6: 
— 

15: 
17: 
11: 
16: 
3: 
10: 
17: 
13: 
3: 
24: 

14: 
15: 

18: 
18: 
13: 
9: 
8: 
7: 
23: 
13: 
8: 

22: 
16: 

21: 
13: 
13: 
15: 
10: 

No. 
Veh 
:- -.-" 

1 
2 

3 
2 
3 
2 
1 
2 

2 
1 

1 

2 
4 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
4 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Manner of 
Collision 

Other 
Rear End 

Other 
Left Turn (3) 

Other 
Rear End 

Other 
Signal 

Other 
Animal 

Collision 
w/Sign 

Rear End 
Other 

LeftTum(3) 

Rear End 

Intersection 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 

Other 
Intersection 

Intersection 
Rear End 

Intersection 
Rear End 
Rear End 

Other 
Intersection 
Intersection 
Left Turn (3) 
Overtaking 

Rear End 
Left Turn (3) 

Overtaking 
Intersection 
Rear End 

Overtaking 
Rear End 

Overtaking 
Intersection 
Intersection 
Intersection 
Intersection 
Intersection 

Intersection 
Left Turn (0) 
Intersection 

Right Turn (5) 
Left Turn (3) 

•-10/96 to 9/99 
No. 
Inj 

0 
1 

2 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 

1 

0 
1 
1 

1 

2 

0 
0 
1 
1 

4 
1 
2 
1 
0 
1 
2 
2 
1 
0 

1 
5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

Traffic 
Control 
-T -.=-'----- . 

None 
Signal 

Other 
None 
Signal 
Signal 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 

No Pass 
Zone 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
None 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 

Unknown 
None 
None 
None 

Signal 
No Pass 

Zone 
Signal 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
Signal 
Signal 
None 
None 
Other 

None 
None 
None 
None 
None 

Weather 

Clear 
Clear 

Clear 
Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Sleet 

Cloudy 

Clear 
Clear 

Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 
Rain 

Rain 

Rain 

N/A 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 

Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Rain 
Rain 
Rain 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 
Cloudy 

Cloudy 
Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Rain 

Cloudy 

Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 

Apparent Contributing 
Factor 

. . - . - . . . . . - . . - . , • - . - . _ . - - • 

N/A 
Other Human 

Following too Closely^ 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Following too Closely 

Driver Inattention 
Pavement Slippery 
Driver Inattention 

N/A 
Animal Action 

Driver Inattention 

Following too Closely 
Driver Inattention 

View Obstructed/Limited 

Following too Closely 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Slippery Pavement 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Following too Closely 

Other Human 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Driver Inattention 

View Obstructed/Limited 
Driver Inattention 

Other Human 
Unsafe Speed 

View Obstructed/Limited 
View Obstructed/Limited 

Turning Improperly 
Passing or Lane Usage 

Improperly 
Other Environmental 

Other Human 

Driver Inattention 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Passenger Distraction 
Unsafe Lane Change 

Driver Inattention 
Improper Lane Usage 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Traffic Control 
Disregarded 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 

View Obstructed/Limited 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 



1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 

1115 
1115 
1115 

1115 
Rt 32 @ 5 Corners 

1115 

1115 

1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 
1115 

Route 32 
1116 
1116 

Rt 32 @ Old Temple 
Hill Rd. 

1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 
1116 

Route 94 
1290 

1291 
1291 
1291 

1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 

4/16/99 
5/21/99 
6/1/99 
6/30/99 

8/2/99 
8/12/99 
8/20/99 

9/5/99 

10/18/96 

11/22/96 

7/2/97 
7/17/97 
10/2/97 
11/18/97 
1/26/98 
7/21/98 
7/31/98 
10/6/98 

11/19/98 
1/15/99 
3/26/99 
8/13/99 

12/21/97 
11/22/99 

11/13/96 
2/7/98 
2/14/98 
2/18/98 
4/9/98 
4/15/98 
4/23/98 
5/16/98 
6/5/98 
6/8/98 
7/15/98 
10/9/98 
5/11/99 
5/27/99 
8/27/99 

2/5/98 

10/28/96 
5/1/98 

6/13/98 

10/12/96 
1/15/97 
217197 
8/13/97 
9/27/97 
12/7/97 
1/10/98 
1/28/98 
4/8/98 

19: 
19: 
11: 
7: 

17: 
11: 
11: 

15: 

2: 

8: 

15: 
16: 
15: 
20: 
12: 
13: 
15: 
11: 
18: 
8: 
7: 
11: 

14: 
22: 

8: 
15: 
10: 
8: 
16: 
12: 
18: 
11: 
17: 
9: 
12: 
17: 
11: 
8: 
17: 

13: 

7: 
18: 
13: 

16: 
17: 
21: 
16: 
16: 
17: 
17: 
7: 
18: 

2 
2 
2 
1 

2 
2 
2 

2 

3 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

1 
2 
2 

2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Overtaking 
Left Turn 

Overtaking 
Pedestrian 
Collision 
Left Turn 

Overtaking 
Rear End 

Left Turn 

Other 

Rear End 

Rear End 
Intersection 
Right Angle 
Right Angle 
Rear End 
Left Turn 
Rear End 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 

Overtaking 
Rear End 

Right Angle 

Left Turn 
Left Turn 

Rear End 
Left Turn 
Left Turn 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 
Rear End 
Left Turn 
Bicycle 
Other 

Left Turn 
Rear End 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 
Left Turn 

Overtaking 
• . : - - - - . - . - " - = . 

Rear End 

Other 
Left Turn 
Rear End 

Left Turn 
Other 

Left Turn 
Right Angle 
Right Angle 

Left Turn 
Left Turn 
Left Turn 
Rear End 

0 
0 
0 
1 

1 
0 
0 

0 

1 

1 

1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
2 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 

2 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
• " • ' - ' \ 

2 

1 
0 
1 

1 
1 
2 
0 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 

None 
None 
None 
None 

Signal 
Signal 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 

Flashing 
Light 

No Pass 
Zone 
Signal 
Signal 
None 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 

None 
No Pass 

Zone 

Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
None 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 
Signal 

...--.- -

RR X-ing 
Sign 
None 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 
Other 
Signal 
Signal 
Other 
None 
None 
None 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 

Rain 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 

Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Clear 

Clear 

Rain 
Cloudy 
Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Sleet 
Clear 
Rain 

Clear 
Rain 

Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Rain 
Rain 
Rain 
Rain 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Cloudy 
Clear 
Rain 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 

.,--• 

Cloudy 

Cloudy 
Rain 
Rain 

Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Rain 

Unsafe Lane Change 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Other 
Pedestrian Not at 

Crosswalk 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Unsafe Lane Change 

N/A 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 

Driver Inattention 

Pavement Slippery 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 
Other (Human) 

Backing Unsafely 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Following too Closely 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Following too Closely 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Disregard of Signal 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Driver Inattention 

N/A 
View Obstructed 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Driver Inattention 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Driver Inattention 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Unsafe Lane Change 

Driver Inattention 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Backing Unsafely 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Improper Lane Usage 

Following too Closely 

Lost Consciousness 
Pavement Slippery 

Unsafe Speed 

View Obstructed 
Pavement Slippery 
View Obstructed 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Pavement Slippery 



1293 

1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 
1293 

1293 
1294 
1294 
1294 

1294 
1295 
1296 

1296 
1296 

1296 

1296 
1296 
1296 
1296 
1296 

Rt 94 @ 5 Corners 
1296 
1296 
1296 
1296 
1296 

Route 94 
1297 
1297 

Rt 94 @ Old Temple 
Hill Rd. 

1297 
1297 
1297 
1297 
1297 
1297 

Route 300 
Rt 300 @ Old Temple 
Hill Rd 

1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 
1122 

Route 300 
1123 
1123 

5/4/98 

6/17/98 
6/17/98 
9/22/98 
11/5/98 
11/25/98 
5/21/99 

9/18/99 
1/10/97 
1/5/99 
1/28/99 

7/2/99 
9/7/98 

11/19/96 

4/10/97 
9/25/97 

10/16/97 

12/31/97 
9/10/98 
10/30/98 
9/12/99 
9/16/99 

4/15/97 
3/29/98 
10/8/98 
10/9/98 
6/9/99 

3/4/97 
9/1/99 

4/27/97 
11/17/97 
11/22/97 
2/17/98 
5/5/98 
5/20/99 

1/3/97 
2/13/97 
4/2/97 
8/21/97 
12/17/97 
2/10/98 
5/26/98 
11/6/98 
11/16/98 
11/20/98 
11/30/98 
7/20/99 
8/17/99 

6/20/98 
1/19/99 

10: 

15: 
12: 
17: 
8: 
18: 
17: 

11: 
8: 
15: 
17: 

14: 
11: 
18: 

18: 
15: 

4: 

10: 
15: 
19: 
20: 
16: 

10: 
16: 
8: 
16: 
N/A 

17: 
18: 

17: 
14: 
13: 
16: 
18: 
17: 

14: 
16: 
14: 
16: 
12: 
19: 
11: 
17: 
8: 
15: 
15: 
12: 
6: 

2: 
15: 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
1 

4 
3 

2 

2 
3 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
2 

Right Turn 

Right Angle 
Right Angle 
Right Turn 
Rear End 
Head On 
Left Turn 

Left Turn 
Rear End 

Right Angle 
Rear End 

Right Angle 
Rear End 

Collision with 
Pedestrian 
Left Turn 

Not Reported 

Left Turn 

Overtaking 
Other 

Rear End 
Animal 

Rear End 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 
Left Turn 
Head On 

Not Reported 

Left Turn 
Rear End 

Other 
Right Turn 
Left Turn 

Right Angle 
Overtaking 
Rear End 

, - : , = _ ; • • 

Rear End 
Right Angle 

Other 
Right Turn 
Right Angle 
Right Turn 
Rear End 
Rear End 
Rear End 
Rear End 

Right Angle 
Rear End 

Right Angle 

Other 
Rear End 

1 

0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
1 

0 
3 

2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
2 
0 
0 

1 
0 

2 
0 
3 
2 
0 
1 

1 
0 
6 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
2 

1 
0 

No Pass 
Zone 
Signal 
None 
None 
Signal 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
Signal 
Other 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
Signal 
Other 

None 
No Pass 

Zone 
No Pass 

Zone 
N/A 

None 
None 
N/A 

None 

Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 

N/A 

None 
Signal 

Stop Sign 
None 

Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 

None 

Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 

None 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 

None 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 
Stop Sign 

None 
Other 

None 
RR X-ing 

Clear 

Clear 
Cloudy 
Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Rain 

Rain 
Rain 
Clear 

Clear 
Clear 

Clear 

Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
N/A 
Rain 

Clear 
Clear 
Rain 
Rain 
N/A 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Cloudy 
Rain 
Sleet 
Rain 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Passing or Lane Usage 
Improperly 

Unsafe Lane Change 
Failure to Yields ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Glare 
Driver Inattention 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Brakes Defective 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Other (Human) 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Pavement Slippery 
Backing Unsafely 

Making Left Turn 
Making Left Turn 

Driver Inexperience/ 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Changing Lanes 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 
Animal Action 

Backing Unsafely 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Glare 

Turning Improper 
Backing Unsafely 

Parked 

Driver Inattention 
Driver Inattention 

View Obstructed 
Turning Improper 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Driver Inattention 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Driver Inattention 

Following too Closely 
View Obstructed/Limited 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 
Unsafe Speed 

Following too Closely 
Driver Inattention 

Failure to Yield ROW 
Other 

Alcohol Involvement 

Backed into Parked Car 
Following too Closely 



1123 
1123 
1123 

1124 
1124 
1125 
1125 

1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 

RL 300 @ S Corners 
1126 
1126 
1126 
1126 

6/9/99 
6/10/99 
8/14/99 

5/1/98 
2/9/99 
5/28/98 
11/16/98 

12/9/96 
12/12/96 
1/2/97 
1/3/97 

2/28/98 
4/24/98 
5/5/98 
6/25/98 
3/27/99 
4/5/99 
9/1/99 
9/4/99 
9/15/99 

10/22/98 
12/24/98 
6/26/99 
8/20/99 

14: 
19: 
14: 

20: 
2: 
12: 
22: 

9: 
15: 
7: 
4: 
19: 
11: 
14: 
15: 
12: 
8: 
11: 
21: 
13: 

21: 
10: 
18: 
10: 

2 
1 
1 

2 
1 
2 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Right Angle 
Overturned 
Collision w/ 

Wall 
Left Turn 
Animal 

Left Turn 
Animal 

Right Angle 
Right Angle 
Sideswipe 

Animal 
Other 
None 
Signal 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 

Right Angle 
Right Angle 
Right Turn 
Head On 

Right Angle 
Left Turn 

Right Angle 
Overtaking 

0 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Sign 
None 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
None 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 
Signal 
None 
None 
None 
None 
Signal 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
Other 

None 
None 
None 
Signal 

Cloudy 
Clear 

Cloudy 

Rain 
Cloudy 
Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 
Rain 
Clear 
N/A 
Rain 
Rain 
Rain 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Clear 
Rain 

Clear 
Clear 
Clear 

Cloudy 

Backing into Car 
Unsafe Speed 

Fell Asleep 

Driver Inattention 
Animal Action 
Improper Turn 
Animal Action 

Improper Turning 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Unsafe Lane Change 

Animal Action 
Failure to Yield ROW 

N/A 
Driver Inattention 

Improper Lane Usage 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Improper Lane Usage 

Driver Inattention 
Failure to Yield ROW 
Failure to Yield ROW 

N/A 

F:\projects\ 00-002\accktent table3.doc 



Appendix £.4 

Vehicular Queuing Analysis 



• • • 

TABLE E.3-1 
Vehicle Queuing Comparison - DEIS Formula vs. Synchro Model 

Intersection 

Rt. 94/Rt 32/Rt 300 
NB L2 

L 
TR 

SB T 
R 

SE L 
R 

WB L 
TR 

EB L 
TR 

PM Peak Hour 
Existing 

DEIS 

— 
42 
36 
29 
30 
11 
33 
16 
32 
26 
30 

Synchro 

'• — 
50 
26 
25 
28 
9 

32 
12 
29 
24 
24 

No-Build 

DEIS 

— 
44 
38 
32 
34 
11 
29 
17 
35 
31 
33 

Synchro 

— 
53 
28 
29 
33 
9 
35 
13 
30 
30, 
29 

Build 

DEIS 

— 
48 
41 
38 
34 
12 
38 
17 
37 
31 
37 

Synchro 

— 
59 
30 
35 
33 
9 
38 
12 

,33 
30 
35 

Build with Imp. 

DEIS 

11 
23 
24 
23 
21 
10 
25 
10 
21 
19 
23 

Synchro 

11 
22 
33 
24 
22 
11 
26 
8 
21 
22 
21 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Existing 

DEIS 

— 
44 
38 
33 
30 
12 
41 
22 
30 
23 
29 

Synchro 

— 
45 
24 
28 
28 
9 

40 
19 
25 
20 

,25 

No-Build 

DEIS 

--
48 
43 
35 
33 
12 
43 
23 
32 
26 
32 

Synchro 

. : • • — ' 

51 
28 
31 
33 
9 

42 
20 
27 
24 
28 

Build 

DEIS 

— 
54 
47 
40 
34 
12 
46 
22 
34 
26 
36 

Synchro 

— 
58 
30 
38 
33 
9 
46 
19 

. 30 
24 
33 

Build with Imp. 

DEIS 

11 
21 
23 
26 
22 
9 
29 
13 
20 
16 
23 

Synchro 

12 
18 
21 
26 
22 
9 
31 
7 
10 
18 
23 

- Values in table refer to design queue length in terms of the number of vehicles in queue. 
DEIS Formula - Design Queue in Vehicles for Signalized Intersections = {(1-G/C) * [Volume / (Cycle Length / Hour)]}* 2 
Synchro Model Formula - Design Queue in Vehicles for Signalized Intersections based on Synchro Model for Each Condition = (X feet/25 feet = #Vehicles in Queue) 



Appendix E.5 

Route 94 Left Turn Ingress Queue Probability 



.Wm LEFT TURN LANE WARRANT ANALN 

Route 94/Hannaford Site Driveway - New Windsor, NY 

Location 

Rt 94/Site WB LT 
Rt 94/Site WB LT 
(total Va) 

Time 
Per. 

PM 
Sat 
PM 

App. 
Vol. 
Va 

506 
527 

0 

#Left 
turns 

VI 

64 
67 

0 

Opp. 
Vol. 
Vo 

433 
395 

0 

Oper. 
Speed 

V 

30 
30 
0 

L 

12.6% 
12.7% 

#DIV/0! 

Variables 

P 

2.5% 
2.5% 
4.0% 

in Harmelink Equation 

Tu 

2620 
2703 
3569 

u 

873 
901 

1190 

tw 

1.8562 
1.6609 

#DIV/0! 

te 

1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

Vx 

355 
370 

#DIV/0! 

Pc 

/ 5 . 1 % 

C 5,3 
#ETv70! 

VARIABLES 
Inputs 
Va: Approach Volume (L+T+R) (Vehicles per hour) 
VI: Left turn volume (Vehicles per hour) 
Vo: Opposing traffic volume (Vehicles per hour) 
v: Operating speed (mph) 

Outputs 
L: Proportion of left turns in approach volume 
p: Highest acceptable probability that a through vehicle will be stopped to wait for a left turning vehicle 

Tu: Unblocked time per hour in seconds 
u: Service rate per hour for left turns 

tw: Average waiting time for a suitable gap for a vehicle turning left 
te: Average time for a left-turn to exit from the advancing lane 
Vx: Maximum allowable volume (Va) without left turn lane 
Pc: Probability that a through vehicle will be stopped to wait for a left turning vehicle if no left turn lane exists 

Source : Equations were taken from the report "Volume Warrants For Left 
Turn Lanes At Unsignalized Intersections" prepared by M.D. Harmelink for 
the Ontario Department of Highways. These equations form the basis of 
Table IX-15 in the AASHTO handbook. 

•*"*» 



Appendix E.6 
Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road Signal Analysis 



SHORT REPORT 

Analyst MDN 
Agency or Co. CME, 940THbupm 
Date Performed 1/28/02 
Time Period PM Peak Hour 

Num. of Lanes 

Lane group 
Volume (vph) 
% Heavy veh 
PHF 
Actuated (P/A) 
Startup lost time 
Ext. eff. green 
Arrival type 
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 
Lane VMdth 

Parking/Grade/Parking 
Parking/hr 
Bus stops/hr 
Unit Extension 
Phasing 

Timing 

EBOnly I 
G= 6.0 
Y = 3.0 r 

Duration of Analysis (hrs) 

Adj. flow rate 

Lane group cap. 

v/c ratio 

Green ratio 

Unif. delay d1 

Delay factor k 

Increm. delay d2 

PF factor 

Control delay 

Lane group LOS 

Apprch. delay 

Approach LOS 

Intersec. delay 

EB 
LT 
1 

L 
111 
2 

0.90 
A 
2.0 
2.0 
3 

12.0 

N 

0 
3.0 

EWPerm 
G= 28.0 
Y = 3.0 
= 0.25 

TH 
1 

T 
351 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 

12.0 
0 

0 
3.0 

RT 
0 

N 

03 
G = 
Y = 

Intersection 
Area Type 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

WB 
LT 
0 

0 

N 

TH 
1 

T 
464 

2 
0.90 

A 
2.0 
2.0 
3 

12.0 

0 

0 
3.0 

04 
G = 
Y = 

RT 
1 

R 
159 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 
0 

12.0 
N 

0 
3.0 

Route 94/Old Temple Hi 
All other areas 

New Windsor, NY 
2002 Build 

NB 
LT 
0 

0 

N 

TH 
0 

SB Only I 06 
G= 16.0 G = 
Y = 3.0 |Y = 

RT 
0 

N 

II 

SB 
LT 
1 

L 
166 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 
0 

12.0 
N 

0 
3.0 

07 
G = 
Y = 

TH 
0 

0 

RT 
1 

R 
42 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 
0 

12.0 
N 

0 
3.0 

08 
G = 
Y = 

ICycle Length C = 65.0 

EB 

123 

436 

0.28 

0.60 

7.6 

0.11 

0.4 

1.000 

7.9 

A 

390 

1118 

0.35 

0.60 

6.6 

0.11 

0.2 

1.000 

6.8 

A 

7.0 

A 

13.2 

WB 

516 

803 

0.64 

0.43 

14.6 

0.22 

1.8 

1.000 

16.3 

B 

177 

682 

0.26 

0.43 

11.9 

0.11 

0.2 

1.000 

12.1 

B 

15.2 

B 

NB 

Intersection LOS 

SB 

184 

436 

0.42 

0.25 

20.6 

0.11 

0.7 

1.000 

21.3 

C 

47 

390 

0.12 

0.25 

19.0 

0.11 

0.1 

1.000 

19.2 

B 

20.8 

C 

B 

HCS2000m Copyright© 2000 University of Florida, AH Rights Reserved Version 4.1a 



SHORT REPORT 
WBSBtfKBBBBK^tKK^BK^KKKKKKKK^ 
Analyst MDN 
Agency or Co. CME, 940THbusat 
Date Performed 1/28/02 
Time Period Saturday Peak Hour 

Num. of Lanes 

Lane group 
Volume (vph) 
% Heavy veh 
PHF 
Actuated (P/A) 
Startup lost time 
Ext. eff. green 
Arrival type 
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 
Lane Wdth 
Parking/Grade/Parking 
Parking/hr 

Bus stops/hr 
Unit Extension 

Phasing 

Timing 

EB Only 
G= 6.0 
Y = 3.0 

EB 
LT 
1 

L 
85 
2 

0.90 
A 
2.0 
2.0 
3 

12.0 
N 

0 

3.0 

EWPerm 
G= 28.0 
Y= 3.0 

Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 

TH 
1 

T 
355 
2 

0.90 
A 
2.0 
2.0 
3 

12.0 
0 

0 
3.0 

RT 
0 

N 

03 
G = 
Y = 

Intersection 
Area Type 
Jurisdiction 
Analysis Year 

Route 94/Old Temple Hill 
All other areas 

New Windsor, NY 
2002 Build 

\NB 
LT 
0 

0 

N 

TH 
1 

T 
304 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 

12.0 

0 

0 
3.0 

04 
G = 
Y = 

RT 
1 

R 
156 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 
0 

12.0 
N 

0 
3.0 

NB 
LT 
0 

0 

N 

SB Only 
G= 16.0 
Y= 3.0 

Adj. flow rate 

Lane group cap. 

v/c ratio 

Green ratio 

Unif. delay d1 

Delay factor k 

Increm. delay d2 

PF factor 

Control delay 

Lane group LOS 

Apprch. delay 

Approach LOS 

Intersec. delay 

EB 

94 

541 

0.17 

0.60 

6.5 

0.11 

0.2 

1.000 

6.6 

A 

394 

1118 

0.35 

0.60 

6.6 

0.11 

0.2 

1.000 

6.8 

A 

6.8 

A 

11.8 

VvB 

338 

803 

0.42 

0.43 

12.9 

0.11 

0.4 

1.000 

13.2 

B 

173 

682 

0.25 

0.43 

11.8 

0.11 

0.2 

1.000 

12.0 

B 

12.8 

B 

TH 
0 

RT 
0 

N 

06 
G = 
Y = 

SB 
LT 
1 

L 
121 
2 

0.90 
A 

2.0 
2.0 
3 
0 

12.0 
N 

0 
3.0 

07 
G = 
Y = 

TH 
0 

0 

RT 
1 

R 
87 
2 

0.90 
A 
2.0 
2.0 
3 
0 

12.0 

N 

0 
3.0 

08 
G = 
Y = 

Cycle Length C = 65.0 

NB 

Intersection LOS 

SB 

134 

436 

0.31 

0.25 

20.0 

0.11 

0.4 

1.000 

20.4 

C 

97 

390 

0.25 

0.25 

19.7 

0.11 

0.3 

1.000 

20.0+ 

C 

20.2 

C 

B 

HCS2000[M Copyright© 2000 University of Florida, AH Rights Reserved Version 4.1a 



Robert W. Jaczko Sr. 
Carolyn S. Jaczko 

Josephine J. DiMiceli 
PO Box 231 

Vails Gate, NY 12584 

RECEIVED 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

OCT 1 6 2003 

ENGINEER & PLANNING 

CC 

Certified # 7099 3400 0004 1677 0252 

October 15,2003 

Tim Miller Associates, Inc 
10 North Street 
Cold Spring, NY 10516 

Re: Hannaford Food & Drug Store site 
Route 32 Vails Gate 

Gentlemen: 

As you are the engineers for the Hannaford Construction site, we need to address a potential 
hazard with you. We own the property adjacent to the Hannaford site to the south on Route 32 
(map # 70-1-17.1 and 70-1-17.2). Our driveway enters from Route 32 very close to where the 
proposed traffic light seems to be planned. 

Our concern is where the stop line for the traffic will be placed. If the line is put north of our 
driveway it will be impossible to get in or out, as the line of stopped traffic will block our drive. 
In addition, since the turning lane will be in front of our driveway we fear a dangerous situation 
will exist since we will be crossing over moving traffic to get into the north bound lane. 

We would like the opportunity to discuss with you the possibility of putting the stop line to the 
south of our driveway. This would create an opening for us to get in and out safely. 

At the onset of this project, you met with us soliciting our concerns in order to become good 
neighbors. Please address this problem so we can remain good neighbors. We await your call to 
discuss it further. 

Sincerely, 

Robert W^Jaczko Sr. 

Sincerely, 

(ILr^LA OOAA^/ 
Carolyn S. J 

Cc: I'Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Sincerely, 

//Josephine J. liiMiceli 

NYS Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

Certified #7099 3400 0004 1677 0221 Certified #7900 3400 0004 1677 0191 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

4TS FEE 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

-DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2002 2%OF 985,646.00 INSP FEE CHG 

10/24/2002 REC. CK. #1877254 PAID 

TOTAL: 

19713.00 

19713.00 19713.00 0.00 
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AS OF: 10/24/2002 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

PAGE: 2 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

06/19/2002 POSTAGE FOR FINDINGS MAIL CHG 

10/22/2002 P.B. ENGINEER FEE CHG 

10/24/2002 REC. CK. #1877255 PAID 

TOTAL: 

6.18 

20974.94 

^7500^62, 

21750.62 21750.62 0.00 

\o Uj) & 

X 
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PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/07/2000 REC #1459341 - HANNAFORD PAID 750.00 

09/13/2000 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

09/13/2000 P.B. MINUTES CHG 76.50 

11/15/2000 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

11/15/2000 P.B. MINUTES CHG 18.00 

01/24/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

01/24/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 36.00 

02/14/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

02/14/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 40.50 

03/19/2001 ADDITIONAL ESCROW - CK155 PAID 3500.00 

05/23/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

05/23/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 9.00 

07/25/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

07/25/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 18.00 

08/22/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

08/22/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 180.00 

04/24/2002 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 

04/24/2002 P.B. MINUTES CHG 22.50 

06/12/2002 P.B. MINUTES CHG 54.00 

06/12/2002 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00 



%mm^ 

Hannaford Bros. Co. 

VIA FAX (845) 563-4695 and OVERNIGHT MAIL 

February 12, 2002 

Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford New Windsor 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

Per your request, this letter summarizes all traffic related improvements that Hannaford 
proposes to undertake in connection with its pending application to construct a supermarket. It 
also lists the many other benefits this project will afford both the Town of New Windsor and 
community at large. 

I. Traffic Improvements: 

A. Signalized Intersections: 

1. Five Corners: Five Corners currently operates at a level of service F with existing 
delays during the peak hours of approximately 220 seconds per vehicle. This 
delay will increase even if the supermarket is not built, as a result of background 
growth, to about 240 seconds per vehicle by 2002. If the supermarket is built and 
no improvements to Five Corners are undertaken, the delay would further increase 
to approximately 300 seconds per vehicle. Consequently, the Supermarket's 
impacts without improvements are in the order of 60 +/- seconds. 

Hannaford will undertake a modified lane arrangement and signal phasing at the 
Five Comers intersection. These improvements will be fully installed before the 
store opens for business. With these improvements, delays will be decreased at 
Five Comers by over two minutes resulting in overall delay dropping to 98 +/-
seconds per vehicle. Therefore, these improvements not only mitigate 
Hannaford's impact of 60 seconds but also fully mitigate background growth and 
reduce existing delays by approximately 122 +/- seconds. Although the 
improvements do not change the level of service from its existing level of service 
F designation, NYSDOT has stated that there are no reasonable further 
improvements that can be undertaken by this development that would correct the 
current level of service condition. Hannaford has therefore, done all it can 
reasonably can do. 

P.O. Box 1000 PORTLAND, MAINE 04104 TELEPHONE 207-883-2911 



Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
February 12,2002 
Page 2 

2. Main Access Driveway: Hannaford will construct a signalized intersection at 
Route 32 that will serve as the main access drive. This will eliminate the two 
existing Friendly's driveways. As part of this improvement, Hannaford is also 
constructing a new road across the Street that will enable future businesses at that 
location to utilize the signalized intersection for ingress/egress. Upon completion 
of these improvements that intersection will operate at a level of service B/C. 
These improvements will be undertaken before opening of the supermarket and 
will result in better vehicle operating conditions along that portion of Route 32. 
For example, three unsignalized full access driveways will be completely 
eliminated and a fourth will have left turning movements restricted along Route 
32, which will significantly decrease the merging, diverging and crossing 
conflicts in this area. 

B. Unsignalized Intersections: 

1. Secondary Access Driveway: This access driveway will be located at Route 94 
and will encompass the full service access drive at Monro Muffler. Hannaford 
will widen and improve this access drive so that it is suitable to serve both Monro 
and Hannaford. The NYSDOT has indicated that left turn exiting movements that 
are presently allowed will be prohibited at this location. The NYSDOT has 
recommended that left turns into the driveway be permitted but will continue to 
monitor that movement. With these improvements and the left turn prohibition, 
this driveway access will operate at a level of service A/B. 

2. Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road: This unsignalized intersection currently 
operates at a level of service E. Without the proposed supermarket the 
intersection will operate at a level of service F by 2002. With the proposed 
supermarket the level of service will continue to be F. Hannaford is willing to 
address this intersection by installing a traffic signal before opening of the 
supermarket, provided NYSDOT approves such installation. In the event 
NYSDOT does not approve such installation, Hannaford will commit to monitor 
the intersection. Such monitoring will entail the preparation of a traffic study one 
year from opening of the store the purpose of which will be to further assess the 
need for a signal. If based on this study NYSDOT, authorizes the installation of a 
signal, Hannaford will, at its sole cost and expense, cause it to be installed. Once a 
signal is installed at this intersection, it would operate at a level of service B. 
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3. Route 32 and Jacqueline Street: This unsignalized intersection currently operates 
at a level of service E. Without the project this intersection will operate at a level 
of service F by 2002. With the proposed supermarket the intersection will 
continue operate at a level of service F. Hannaford will commit to monitor this 
intersection. Such monitoring will entail the preparation of a traffic study one year 
from opening of the store the purpose of which will be to assess the need for a 
traffic signal at this location. If based on this study, NYSDOT authorizes the 
installation of a signal, Hannaford will, at its sole cost and expense, cause it to be 
installed. Once a signal is installed at this intersection, it's expected to operate at a 
level of service B. 

C. Miscellaneous Improvements 

1. Signal Override Equipment - Emergency service personnel have indicated to 
Hannaford there is no equipment-related impediment to getting through the 
five corners intersection in an emergency. The Fire Department confirmed 
that existing emergency equipment has signal override to facilitate emergency 
vehicle flow through signalized intersections. All signal improvements 
installed by Hannaford will also contain override equipment compatible with 
the equipment on existing signals. 

2. Future Local Highway Improvements - In the event the Town undertakes 
future local highway improvements at the Five Corners Intersection, 
Hannaford agrees to pay its fair share to help fund those improvements, 
provided the Town enacts a legal mechanism requiring other commercial 
traffic generators to also pay their fair share. 

3. Signal Coordination - All new and modified traffic signals will be designed to 
operate as efficiently as possible. Coordinated signal timing parameters will 
be reviewed with the Department and will be implemented as appropriate to 
minimize vehicular stops. The resulting signal timing will provide the 
greatest probability that motorists can pass through several signals without 
stopping. 

D. Effect of Improvements 

All improvements at signalized intersections not only mitigate the supermarket's 
projected traffic impacts but also create additional intersection capacity and 
resolve conflicts on the Route 32 roadway. Treatment at unsignalized 
intersections, including monitoring and potential signal installation, constitute 
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measures that go above and beyond Hannaford's legal mitigation requirement. In 
summary, Hannaford has agreed to take whatever feasible steps that its own 
consultants, the town's consultants and the NYSDOT have recommended to 
improve existing conditions. 

II. Project Benefits: 

The many benefits that this project will create for the Town of New Windsor and the 
community at large include: 

1. A total expenditure of approximately $640,000 dollars in highway 
improvement costs, which not only mitigates Hannaford's traffic impact 
but also creates additional capacity in the roadway network. 

2. An approximate $81,198.00 net real property tax revenue gain for the 
Town of New Windsor. (Based on 2002 rates) 

3. An approximate $125,332.00 net real property tax revenue gain for the 
school district. (Based on 2002 Rates) 

4. 150-200 retail and management jobs created. 

5. Significant contributions to and participation in volunteer efforts for local 
community organizations by management and employees. For example 
last year Hannaford in all of its markets contributed $250,000 to local 
schools; $200,000 to the Salvation Army; over $1 million to the United 
Way; and $275,000 to the Red Cross for the victims of 9/11. 

6. Elimination of existing drainage problems in the residential area adjacent 
to the site by collecting all of the parking lot and driveway drainage and 
diverting it away from the residential area. 

7. Protection of the neighboring residential area from nuisance pedestrian 
traffic presently accessing Friendly's site across private property. 

8. A contribution of up to $50,000 (exact amount to be determined) to assist 
in correction of sewage collection line problems in the area of the project 
site. 
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III. Conclusion: 

It is respectfully submitted based on all of the above, that the project's benefits far 
outweigh its detriments. 

The traffic problems are real but so is the offered mitigation. Hannaford has committed to 
mitigate beyond its project's impacts for both signalized and unsignalized intersections. Its 
promise to monitor and, if authorized, install signals at unsignalized intersections is out of the 
ordinary since increased delay at unsignalized intersections is not uncommon and is frequently 
tolerated by motorists and permitted without further improvements. Our attorney has spoken 
with your traffic consultant Phil Grealy about our offer to monitor and mitigate if authorized at 
these intersections and Mr. Grealy said that he is satisfied with that offer. Please confirm that 
with him. 

As you are aware, the traffic problems at Five Corners existed years before Hannaford. 
Yet, as far as we can tell, Hannaford is the first business to make a substantial investment in 
traffic improvements at that intersection. Believe me, if Hannaford could do more to improve the 
situation, we would look to do so. That is the kind of company we are. We have gone above and 
beyond what we are required to do under SEQRA and current zoning. I therefore implore you 
and the other members of the Board to base your decision on the substantial benefits of this 
proposal and the evidence in the record, rather than any unsupported perceptions. Hannaford has 
worked hard to ensure that this project will benefit the Town of New Windsor and its citizens 
and the record clearly supports that conclusion. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and attention. 

Sincerely, > 

Melinda Shain 
Associate Real Estate Representative 



Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4615 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 
OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

October 22, 2002 

Hannaford Food and Drug Superstore 
145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, ME 04074 

ATTENTION: DOUGLAS S. BOYCE, P.E. 
CIVIL ENGINEER/PROJECT MANAGER 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD SITE PLAN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD FILE #00-15, #00-21, #00-22 

Dear Mr. Boyce: 

The following is a summary of fees due to close out three projects associated with Hannaford 
Food and Drugs located in* the Town of New Windsor: 

PROJECT #00-15 - HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUGS 

Site Plan Approval Fee 
Inspection Fee (2% of total cost estimates) 
Amount due over escrow posted 

PROJECT #00-21 - LONG JOHN SILVER 

Site Plan Approval Fee 
Remainder of escrow to be returned to applicant 

PROJECT #00-22 - MONROE MUFFLER 

Site Plan Approval Fee 
Remainder of escrow to be returned to applicant. 

.Please remit in five separate checks as noted above made payable to the Town of New Windsor. 
Once the checks are received, the plans will be stamped and signed approved. If you have any 
further questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

Myfa Mason, Secretary to the Planning Board 

$ 100.00 (check 1) 
$19,713.00 (check 2) 
$17,500.62 (check 3) 

$ 100.00 (check 4) 
$ 443.00 (no check due) 

$ 100.00 (check 5) 
$ 399.00 (no check due) 

MLM.mlm 
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Key Public Checking 24873226 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
CONCENTRATION ACCT 

Beginning balance 9-30-02 
28 Additions 
4 Subtractions 

$226,399.03 
+961,786.54 
-1,060,933.32 

Ending balance 10-31-02 $127,252.25 

Additions Deposits Date Serial # Source X 
10-1 
10-1 
10-2 
10-2 
10-4 
10-7 
10-7 
10-9 
10-9 
10-9 
10-9 
10-11 
10-15 
10-15 
10-16 
10-18 
10-18 
10-21 
10-22 
10-23 
10-24 
10-24 
10-25 360 
10-28 
10-29 
10-30 

ATM Key Route 32 
ATM Key Route 32 
Customer Deposit 
ATM Key Route 32 
ATM Key Route 32 
ATM Key Route 32 
Customer Deposit 
Customer Deposit 
ATM Key Route 32 
Customer Deposit 
ATM Key Route 32 
ATM Key Route 32 
Customer Deposit 
ATM Key Route 32 
ATM Key Route 32 
ATM Key Route 32 
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Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4615 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 
OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

October 22, 2002 

Hannaford Food and Drug Superstore 
145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, ME 04074 

ATTENTION: DOUGLAS S. BOYCE, P.E. 
CIVIL ENGINEER/PROJECT MANAGER 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD SITE PLAN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD FILE #00-15, #00-21, #00-22 

Dear Mr. Boyce: 

The following is a summary of fees due to close out three projects associated with Hannaford 
Food and Drugs located in* the Town of New Windsor: 

PROJECT #00-15 - HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUGS 

Site Plan Approval Fee 
Inspection Fee (2% of total cost estimates) 
Amount due over escrow posted 

PROJECT #00-21 - LONG JOHN SILVER 

Site Plan Approval Fee 
Remainder of escrow to be returned to applicant 

PROJECT #00-22 - MONROE MUFFLER 

Site Plan Approval Fee 
Remainder of escrow to be returned to applicant, 

.Please remit in five separate checks as noted above made payable to the Town of New Windsor. 
Once the checks are received, the plans will be stamped and signed approved. If you have any 
further questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

Myra Mason, Secretary to the Planning Board 

$ 100.00 (check 1) 
$19,713.00 (check 2) 
$17,500.62 (check 3) 

$ 100.00 (check 4) 
$ 443.00 (no check due) 

100.00 (check 5) 
399.00 (no check due) 

MLM:mlm 



CAVANAUGH 
TOCCI 
ASSOCIATES, INCORPORATED 

327 F BOSTON POST ROAD, SUDBURY, MA 01776-3027 TEL: (978) 443-7871 FAX: (978) 443-7873 c-MAIL: cta@cavtocci.com 

SENIOR PRINCIPALS 

WILLIAM J. CAVANAUGH, FASA, Emeritus 
GREGORY C. TOCCI, PE, FASA, PRESIDENT 

PRINCIPALS 

DOUGLAS H. BELL, INCE 
LINCOLN B. BERRY, ASA 
TIMOTHY J. FOULKES, FASA, INCE. Bd. Cert. 
K. ANTHONY HOOVER, INCE. Bd. Cert. 
MATTHEW J. MOORE, ASA 

SENIOR AND STAFF CONSULTANTS 

ANDREW C. CARBALLEIRA 
JOHN T. FOULKES 
BRIONG.KONING 
BRIAN L. MAS1ELLO 
ERIC L. REUTER 
CHRISTOPHER A. STORCH 
ROSE MARY SU 

MARKETING MANAGER 
PATRICIA A. CASASANTO 

ASSOCIATED CONSULTANTS 

NICHOLAS BROWSE, SMPTE 
RICHARD G.CANN.PE 
DAVID H. KAYE, FASA. FAES 
STEWART RANDALL, C7S 

ADMINISTRATOR 
DONNA L. RAFUS 

July 11,2005 

Mr. Douglas Boyce 
Hannaford Bros. Co. 
P.O. Box 1000 M/S 6100 
Portland, ME 04104 

Subject: Hannaford Supermarket - New Windsor, NY 
Post-Construction Sound Survey 

Dear Mr. Boyce, 

At your request, Cavanaugh Tocci Associates, Inc. has conducted a survey of environmental 
sound levels at the new Hannaford Supermarket in New Windsor, New York. The objective of 
the sound survey was to assess the impact of environmental sound produced by the new facility, 
and to determine if sound emissions are in compliance with noise limits defined by the Town of 
New Windsor noise regulation. The following report presents the results of the sound survey. 

Town of New Windsor Noise Regulation 

Section 48-17.5 of the New Windsor Code defines limits for environmental sound produced by 
the supermarket. The general performance standards in this regulation are listed below: 

D. Maximum sound levels; measurement standards. 

(J) Except for noise emanating from the operation of motor vehicles on 
public highways and private roads, the permissible intensity of noise 
for the foregoing between the hours 8:00 a.m. to 10:00p.m. and 
10:00p.m. to 8:00 a.m., respectively, whether, such noise is 
intermittent, impulsive, sporadic or continuous, is as follows (the 
maximum sound pressure level, i.e. A-scale reading of standard 
calibrated sound meter, instrument calibration frequency of 
1,000 cycles per second (hertz)): 

MEMBER FIRM, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANTS 

mailto:cta@cavtocci.com


Mr. Girish Behal, June 7, 2005 Page 2 
Glenbrook Substation STATCOM 
Post-Construction Sound Studies 

(a) In the residential zoning districts of the town: 

(1) From 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.: 65 decibels 
(2) From 9:00p.m. to 8:00 a.m.: 56 decibels 

(b) In the nonresidential zoning districts of the town: 

(1) From 8:00 a.m. to 10:00p.m.: 80 decibels 
(2) From 10:00p.m. to 8:00 a.m.: 70 decibels 

Sound Measurements 

To quantify sound emissions associated with the completed project, measurements were 
conducted on May 10,2005 between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon. During this 
period, all store mechanical equipment was operated at maximum capacity. This represents a 
"worst case" scenario for sound emissions from the site. The measurements were conducted 
with a CEL Instruments 593 CI sound level analyzer outfitted with a VS-inch electret microphone 
and windscreen. The instrument was calibrated before and after each use with a CEL 
Instruments 284/2 acoustical calibrator. During all measurements the meter was mounted on a 
tripod with the microphone situated approximately 5 feet above the ground. This instrument 
conforms to ANSI SI.4 for Type 1 precision sound measurement instrumentation. 

Figure 1 is a site plan that indicates the five measurement locations that were selected for this 
study. Figures 2-6 present the results of the post-construction sound measurements. The plots 
are one-third octave band spectra of the L90 sound level. The legends of each plot present the 
measured A-weighted L90 sound level. The L90 metric is the sound level exceeded for 90 percent 
of the measurement interval and is often referred to as the background sound level and is most 
appropriate for evaluating steady-state sources such as those found at the supermarket. These 
data indicate that sound levels measured on the east and south property lines range between 46 
and 53 dBA. These levels are at least 3 dBA below the most stringent requirement of the New 
Windsor Code. 

Based on our review of the sound measurements, it is our opinion that sound produced by the 
new Hannaford Supermarket is in full compliance with the Town of New Windsor noise 
regulations. 

Yours sincerely, 
CAVANAUGH TOCCI ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Douglas H. Bell 
DHB/dhb/02376 Post-Construction Sound Survey 
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Figure 1 



Background Sound at Location 1 

Hannaford Supermarket - New Windsor, NY 05/10/05 

1/3 Octave Band Center Frequency (Hz) 

•Background Sound at Location 1 46 dBA 

Figure 2 
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Background Sound at Location 2 

Hannaford Supermarket - New Windsor, NY 05/10/05 
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•Background Sound at Location 2 49 dBA 
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Background Sound at Location 3 

Hannaford Supermarket - New Windsor, NY 05/10/05 
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Background Sound at Location 4 

Hannaford Supermarket - New Windsor, NY 05/10/05 
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Background Sound at Location 5 

Hannaford Supermarket - New Windsor, NY 05/10/05 
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Partners 
Charles W. Manning, P.E. 
John M. Tozzi, P.E. 
Edward V. Woods, P.E. 
Donald G. Sovey. P.L.S. 

June 27, 2005 
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Don Adams, RE., PTOE 
Karl H. Detrick 
Thomas R. Johnson, P.E., PTOE 
Shelly A. Johnston, RE. 
Edwin C. Lawson 
Jeffrey W. Pangbum, P.E. 
Mark A. Sargent, P.E. 

Mr. Douglas Boyce 
Hannaford Bros. Co. 
P.O.Box 1000 
Portland, ME 04104 

RE: Traffic Signal Warrants Analysis, 2005, Hannaford New Windsor, Town of New Windsor, 
New York; CME Project No. 00-002 

Dear Mr. Boyce: 

Creighton Manning Engineering (CME) has completed the traffic monitoring and signal warrant analysis 
required after one year of operations of the Hannaford supermarket in the Town of New Windsor. The 
following excerpt summarizes the requirement contained in the Town's Finding Statement for the project, 
dated February 25, 2002: 

Traffic monitoring shall be conducted at the conclusion of the applicant's first year of 
operation, its second year of operation and its third year of operation of the supermarket 
at the following intersections: Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road (if no signal is already 
installed); Route 300 and Old Temple Hill Road and Route 32 and Jacqueline Street. In 
the event monitoring at any of these intersections discloses the need for a traffic signal 
during the three-year monitoring period, the applicant shall, at its sole cost and expense, 
cause such signal to he installed provided NYSDOT authorizes its installation. If at the 
end of the three-year monitoring period, NYSDOT determines that no traffic signal will he 
permitted, the applicant shall he released of any further obligation to install a signal. The 
applicant's obligation to conduct traffic monitoring shall be bonded prior to its receipt of 
a building permit for the project. 

CME collected traffic count data at the intersections noted above during March of 2005. Using this data, 
preliminary signal warrant analyses were performed at the required intersections. Warrant 11 - Peak Hour 
Volume of the New York State Codes, Rules, and Regulations, Title 17 - Transportation (NYCRR) were 
reviewed based on the traffic volume data collected. To satisfy Warrant 11, the peak hour volumes on the 
main road and side road must exceed the threshold for the applicable lane geometry shown on Figure 271-
3, which is included under Attachment B. Below is a summary of the findings: 

A. NYS Route 300 and Old Temple Hill Road 

The 2005 peak hour traffic volumes on each road are summarized on Attachment A and compared to the 
2001 Build traffic forecasts contained in the Traffic Impact Study conducted for the project, dated June 26, 
2000. Based on a review of the traffic volumes and comparison to the warrants, the volumes on Route 300 
and Old Temple Hill Road appear to be sufficient to meet the minimum traffic volume thresholds for 
warrant 11. However, meeting of a warrant in-itself is not justification for the installation of a traffic 
signal, engineering judgment should also be applied when reviewing the appropriateness of a signal 
installation. First, the 2005 traffic volumes are lower than that which was projected at this intersection 
after completion of the project. Secondly, based on the traffic counts contained in the Traffic Impact 

Engineers, Planners and Surveyors 

17 Computer Drive West, Albany. NY 12205 
phone 518-446-0396 • fax 518-446-0397 

tvww.cmellp.com 100 Glen Street, Suite 3B, Glens Falls. NY 12801 
phone 518-761-4655 • fax 518-792-0477 

http://tvww.cmellp.com


Mr. Douglas Boyce 
June 27, 2005 
Page 2 of 2 

Study, approximately 94% of the traffic volume exiting Old Temple Hill Road turns right. These drivers 
need only to merge with one lane of traffic. Because a majority of the side street traffic volume turns right, 
a movement that generally does not require a traffic signal to complete, the side street volumes may be 
reduced when comparing them to warrant thresholds. By eliminating the right turn volume, the peak hour 
volume warrant is not met. Furthermore, the intersection is located immediately adjacent to a railroad 
crossing. Given these conditions, a traffic signal is not recommended at the subject location. 

B. N YS Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road 

The 2001 projected traffic volumes and the 2005 actual volumes on each road are summarized on 
Attachment B and compared to the signal warrant threshold. These volumes indicate that the intersection 
was not a candidate for a traffic signal based on 2001 forecasts, and the current 2005 level of traffic is less 
than predicted and remains below the signal warrant threshold. This intersection is approximately 450 feet 
from the Route 300/32/94 intersection, thus signal spacing is also a concern. Based on these factors, no 
signal is recommended at this location at this time. 

C. NYS Route 32 and Jacqueline Street 

The 2001 projected traffic volumes and the 2005 actual volumes on each road are summarized on 
Attachment A and compared to the signal warrant threshold. Based on a review of the data, traffic 
volumes at this intersection are lower than projected in the Traffic Impact Study and are below the 
minimum volume threshold for warrant 11. Therefore, a traffic signal is not warranted. 

D. Summary 

Based on this analysis, the 2005 peak hour traffic volumes at all three intersections are less than projected 
in the Traffic Impact Study. Traffic volumes and conditions at the intersections of Route 300/Old Temple 
Hill Road, Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road, and Route 32/Jaqueline Street do not satisfy the requirements 
for installation of a traffic signal. Therefore, no changes to the existing traffic control are recommended. 

If you have any questions regarding this analysis, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Creighton Manning Engineering, LLP 

Kenneth Wersted, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

Attachments 
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Attachment A 
Figure 271-4 

Reduced Peak-Hour Volume Warrant 
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Attachment B 
Figure 271-3 
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Mr. Douglas Boyce 
Hannaford Bros. Co. 
P.O.Box 1000 
Portland, MR 04104 

RE: Traffic Signal Warrants Analysis, 2006, Hannaford New Windsor, Town of New Windsor, 
New York; CME Project No. 00-002 

Dear Mr. Boyce: 

Creighton Manning Engineering (CME) has completed the traffic monitoring and signal warrant analysis 
required after two years of operations of the Hannaford supermarket in the Town of New Windsor. The 
following excerpt summarizes the requirement contained in the Town's Finding Statement for the project, 
dated February 25, 2002: 

Traffic monitoring shall be conducted at the conclusion of the applicant's first year of 
operation, its second year of operation and its third year of operation of the supermarket 
at the following intersections: Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road (if no signal is already 
installed); Route 300 and Old Temple Hill Road and Route 32 and Jacqueline Street. In 
the event monitoring at any of these intersections discloses the need for a trajfic signal 
during the three-year monitoring period, the applicant shall, at its sole cost and expense, 
cause such signal to be installed provided NYSDOT authorizes its installation. If at the 
end of the three-year monitoring period, NYSDOT determines that no traffic signal will be 
permitted, the applicant shall be released of any further obligation to install a signal. The 
applicant's obligation to conduct traffic monitoring shall be bonded prior to its receipt of 
a building permit for the project. 

CME collected traffic count data at the intersections noted above during June of 2006. Using this data, 
preliminary signal warrant analyses were performed at the required intersections. Warrant 11 - Peak Hour 
Volume of the New York State Codes, Rules, and Regulations, Title 17 - Transportation (NYCRR) were 
reviewed based on the traffic volume data collected. To satisfy Warrant 11, the peak hour volumes on the 
main road and side road must exceed the threshold for the applicable lane geometry shown on Figures 271-
3 and 4, which are included under Attachments A and B. Below is a summary of the findings: 

A. NYS Route 300 and Old Temple Hill Road 

The 2006 peak hour traffic volumes on each road are summarized on Attachment A and compared to the 
2001 peak hour traffic forecasts contained in the Traffic Impact Study conducted for the project, dated 
June 26, 2000. Based on a review of the traffic volumes and comparison to the warrants, the volumes on 
Route 300 and Old Temple Hill Road appear to be sufficient to meet the minimum traffic volume 
thresholds for warrant 11. However, meeting of a warrant in-itself is not justification for the installation of 
a traffic signal, engineering judgment should also be applied when reviewing the appropriateness of a 
signal installation. First, the 2006 traffic volumes are lower than that which was projected at this 
intersection after completion of the project and a signal was determined not to be necessary under those 

Engineers, Planners and Surveyors 

17 Computer Drive West. Albany, NY 12205 
phone 518-446-0396 • fax 518-446-0397 
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phone 518-761-4655 • fax 518-792-0477 

http://www.cmellp.com


Mr. Douglas Boyce 
July 12. 2006 
Page 2 of 2 

higher volume traffic conditions. Secondly, based on the current traffic counts approximately 99% of the 
traffic volume exiting Old Temple Hill Road turns right. ITiese drivers need only to merge with one lane 
of traffic. Because a majority of the side street traffic volume turns right, a movement that generally does 
not. require a traffic signal to complete, the side street volumes may be reduced when comparing them to 
warrant thresholds. By eliminating the right turn volume, the peak hour volume warrant is not met. 
Furthermore, the intersection is located immediately adjacent to a railroad crossing. Given these 
conditions, a traffic signal is not recommended at the subject location. 

B. NYS Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road 

The 2001 projected traffic volumes and the 2006 actual volumes on each road are summarized on 
Attachment B and compared to the signal warrant threshold. These volumes indicate that the intersection 
was not a candidate for a traffic signal based on 2001 forecasts, and the current 2006 level of traffic is less 
than predicted and remains below the signal warrant threshold. This intersection is approximately 450 feet 
from the Route 300/32/94 intersection, thus signal spacing is also a concern. Based on these factors, 
installation of a traffic signal is not recommended at this location. 

C. NYS Route 32 and Jacqueline Street 

The 2002 projected traffic volumes and the 2006 actual traffic volumes on each road are summarized on 
Attachment A and compared to the signal warrant threshold. Based on a review of the data, traffic 
volumes at this intersection are currently lower than projected in the Traffic Impact Study and are below 
the minimum volume threshold for warrant 11. Therefore, a traffic signal is not warranted. 

D. Summary 

Based on this analysis, the 2006 peak hour traffic volumes at all three intersections are less than the 
projected traffic volumes in the Traffic Impact Study. Traffic volumes and conditions at the intersections 
of Route 300/Old Temple Hill Road, Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road, and Route 32/Jaqueline Street do 
not satisfy the requirements for installation of a traffic signal. Therefore, no changes to the existing traffic 
control are recommended. 

If you have any questions regarding this analysis, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Creighton Manning Engineering, LLP 

Kenneth Wersted, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

Attachments 
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Attachment A 
Figure 271-4 

Reduced Peak-Hour Volume Warrant 

• Rt 300 & OTH Rd (Minor St. Vol., Major St. Vol.) 
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Attachment B 
Figure 271-3 
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W/12/02 

Ofi/18/02 

TIME 

TIME 

f itt 
TM. 

MJE 
MJE 
NJE 
MJf 

MC 
MC 
MM 
MC 

BILL 00-1147 

MONRO MUFFLER 

MONRO HUFFI ER 7M 

Monroe 5/P AM MlAPi ' 

MONROE CK I'ML RESGt. 

88.00 

88.00 

88.00 

88.00 

0.50 

0.50 

0.10 

0.40 

9fi-00 

44.00 

44.00 

8.80 

35.20 

132.00 

44 00 

44.00 

316.00 

-56.00 

S6.00 

0.00 

-132.09 

132.00 

-228.00 88.00 

GRAND IOVAL 0.00 228.00 88.00 

TOTAL P.Q3 



CCT-21-2002 11:52 MC GOEY HAUSER EDSALL PC 845 567 3232 P. 02 

CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS KLI'ORI 

AS OF: 10/21/2002 

JOB: 87-S6 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable to Applicant) 
TASK: 0- 21 
fOR UORK lONE PRIOR 10. 10/21/2002 

TASK-NO KtC -DATE-- TOM W L ACI DESCRIPTION- RAIL HRS. 

PAKE; 1 

CLitMf: MEVWIN TOWN 01' NLtf WINDSOR 

TIMF. 
UW.IAK5 

LXP. BI1LED BALANCE 

0-?l 
0-?l 
on 
0 ?\ 

0 21 

o a 
0-21 

0 -21 

163318 
163#? 

163827 

161436 

l*&i$9 

2042Z9 
209901 

71 am 

11/13/01) 

11/1:5/00 

11/L4/W) 

12/01/00 

12/14/00 

04/24/02 

06/12/02 

Ob/18/02 

1IKE 

IIHE 

n* 
TIME 

TIMF 

xm 
TINE 

MJE 

Kit 

MJE 

Hit 

toC 
MJL 

MJE 

MC 
MC 

MC 

HC 

MC 

MM 

MC 

LONG JOHN SILVER 

LONG JTJIIM SILVER RVW 

LONG .JOHN SILVER RVW 

L/A COORD 

BILL CO-1147 

LONG JOHN SILVER 

Long J.>hn Cari APPL 

IOMG JOHN (X TINAL 

80.00 
80.00 

80. (JO 

80.00 

B8.00 
8H.n() 

88.00 

0.30 

0 30 

0.20 

0.40 

OiO 

010 
0 40 

24.00 

24.00 

16.00 

32.00 

96.00 

44.00 
8.80 

35. 20 

0-21 2U968 OB/01/02 RILL V2-3y/ 

88.00 

!0492 09/09/02 1 INK 

W / 5 10/21/02 TIME 

MJE 
MJE 

MC CLOSEOUT COMMENTS 

MC Closcoirt. 

88.00 O.bO 

88.00 0.50 

TASK IDIAL 

44.00 

44.00 

2/2.00 

96.00 

-96.00 

0.00 

-88.00 

-88.00 

•184.00 88.00 

GRAND TOTAI 0.00 184.00 88 00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/22/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

4% FEE 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-22 
NAME: MONROE MUFFLER AMENDED SITE PLAN 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2002 SEE 00-15 FOR INSP FEE CHG 0.00 

TOTAL: 0.00 0.00 0.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/22/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

APPROVAL 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-22 
NAME: MONROE MUFFLER AMENDED SITE PLAN 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2002 SITE PLAN APPROVAL FEE CHG 100.00 

TOTAL: 100.00 0.00 00.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/22/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD PEES 

4% FEE 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-21 
NAME: LONG JOHN SILVERS AMENDED S.P. 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2002 SEE - 00-15 FOR INSP FEE CHG 0.00 

TOTAL: 0.00 0.00 0.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/22/2002 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

4% FEE 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID 

10/22/2002 2%OF 985,646.00 INSP FEE CHG 19713.00 

TOTAL: 19713.00 0.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/22/2002 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

APPROVAL 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID 

10/22/2002 SITE PLAN APPROVAL FEE CHG 100.00 

TOTAL: 100.00 0.00 



AS OF: 10/22/2002 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

PAGE: 1 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER 
NAME 

APPLICANT 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
ESCROW 

0-15 
HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 
MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

-DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/07/2000 REC #1459341 - HANNAFORD PAID 750.00 

09/13/2000 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

09/13/2000 P.B. MINUTES 

11/15/2000 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

11/15/2000 P.B. MINUTES 

01/24/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

01/24/2001 P.B. MINUTES 

02/14/2 001 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

02/14/2001 P.B. MINUTES 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

03/19/2001 ADDITIONAL ESCROW - CK155 PAID 

05/23/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

05/23/2001 P.B. MINUTES 

07/25/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

07/25/2001 P.B. MINUTES 

08/22/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

08/22/2001 P.B. MINUTES 

04/24/2002 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

04/24/2002 P.B. MINUTES 

06/12/2002 P.B. MINUTES 

06/12/2002 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

3 5 . 0 0 

7 6 . 5 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

1 8 . 0 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

3 6 . 0 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

4 0 . 5 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

9 . 0 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

1 8 . 0 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

1 8 0 . 0 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

2 2 . 5 0 

5 4 . 0 0 

3 5 . 0 0 

3 5 0 0 . 0 0 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/22/2002 PAGE: 2 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

06/19/2002 POSTAGE FOR FINDINGS MAIL CHG 6.18 

10/22/2002 P.B. ENGINEER FEE CHG 20974.94 

TOTAL: 21750.62 4250.00 17500.62 



Mason/Myray; : 4 -• A^:--AAA}'A ̂ AAA A ;AA~. AAA-'.;.. A:AA':;/,:'_"jy-;\ ̂ AA.. 
From: Mark J. Edsall [mje@mhepc.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2002 11:14 AM 
To: Ross A. Winglovitz 
Cc: dboyce@hannaford.com; mje@mhepc.com; mje@mhepc.com; 

mmason@town.new-windsor.ny.us 
Subject: RE: New Windsor Cost Estimate. 

NW00-15-HannafordC 

ostEst101802... 

Estimate was fine. Thank you. 

By copy of this email to Myra, I am forwarding her a copy of the estimate and 
advising the estimate is fine. 

Myra, the estimate is in three pages, one each covering the 3 applications. The 
total of all three cost estimates is $985,646. Based on a 2% field inspection fee, a 
fee of $19,713 must be paid. As we discussed, all site improvements are an 
obligation of the parent application (00-15) so all fees are paid against that app. 
Only standard fees apply to other two applications, no inspection fees. Double 
check the fee amount when closing out. 

I will fax a copy of our time printouts for all 3 applications (which includes all John 
Collins time to review traffic) to you so you can close out our fees and all three 
applications. 

Call any Qs. 

Mark 

At Friday, 18 October 2002, "Ross A. Winglovitz-
<RAWinglovitz@tectonicengineering. com> wrote: 

My apologies here are the revised estimates. 

Original Message 
From: dpovce@hannafoixl.com fmaitto:dbovce@hannaford.coml 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2002 12:01 PM 
To: mie(S)mhepc.com 
Cc: Ross A. Winglovitz; Jay Samuelson 
Subject: Re: New Windsor Cost Estimate. 

ATT00006.txt 

Ross, 

Mark, thanks for letting me know this. I will have Tectonic email that 
to 

mailto:mje@mhepc.com
mailto:dboyce@hannaford.com
mailto:mje@mhepc.com
mailto:mje@mhepc.com
mailto:mmason@town.new-windsor.ny.us
mailto:dpovce@hannafoixl.com


TECTONIC 
WO. NO. 
2586.01 

COST ESTIMATE 
WORKSHEET 

DATE 
10/18/02 SHEET 1 OF 3 

PROJECT TITLE 
HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 

LOCATION 
NYS ROUTE 32 - NEW WINDSOR HANNAFORD SUPERMARKET 

OWNER 
HANNAFORD BROTHER FOODS 

ESTIMATED BY 
PG 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

DESCRIPTION 

GENERAL SITE WORK 
CONCRETE CURB 

6' HIGH WOODEN STOCKADE FENCE 
6' HIGH FENCE WITH WOODEN GUIDERAIL 

HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 
LIGHT DUTY PAVEMENT 

HANDICAP SIGN AND STRIPING 
TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGN 

TOP SOIL AND SEED 
CONCRETE SIDEWALK 

PARKING SPACE STRIPING 
GUIDE RAIL 
STOP BAR 

LINE STRIPING 
MSE RETAINING WALL 
LANDSCAPING TREES 

LANDSCAPING SHRUBS 
MULCHED SURFACE 

LAMPS 
BLDG MOUNTED LIGHTING 

DRAINAGE 
12" HDPE PIPE 
15" HDPE PIPE 
18" HDPE PIPE 
24" HDPE PIPE 
72" HDPE PIPE 

CATCH BASINS 
CONNECT TO EXISTING CB 

MANHOLES 
STORMCEPTPOR 

SANITARY SEWER 
8" PVC SEWER MAIN 

MANHOLES 

WATER 
12" CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON MAIN 

6" CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON MAIN 
12" GATE VALVES 
8" GATE VALVES 

HYDRANTS 

EROSION CONTROL 
EROSION CONTROL 

TOTAL 

APPROVED BY 
JS 
ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY 

2,723 
347 
705 

5,870 
8,778 

8 
22 

3,500 
650 
304 
180 
12 

700 
11750 
276 
422 

2000 
29 
2 

288 
101 
794 
326 
1450 

14 
1 
2 
1 

313 
3 

948 
60 
5 
1 
3 

5 

UNIT 

LF 
LF 
LF 
SY 
SY 
EA 
EA 
SY 
SY 
EA 
LF 
EA 
LF 
SF 
EA 
EA 
SY 
EA 
EA 

LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 

LF 
EA 

LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 

EA 

UNIT PRICE 
MAT.& LAB. 

$10.00 
$8.00 

$18.00 
$14.00 
$10.00 

$125.00 
$100.00 

$1.00 
$35.00 

$8.00 
$10.00 
$10.00 

$0.40 
$20.00 

$125.00 
$25.00 

$3.00 
$900.00 
$300.00 

$20.00 
$20.00 
$25.00 
$30.00 
$65.00 

$1,000.00 
$500.00 

$1,300.00 
$15,000.00 

$25.00 
$1,300.00 

$35.00 
$25.00 

$1,400.00 
$700.00 

$1,400.00 

$2,500.00 

ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT 

$27,230.00 
$2,776.00 

$12,690.00 
$82,180.00 
$87,780.00 

$1,000.00 
$2,200.00 
$3,500.00 

$22,750.00 
$2,432.00 
$1,800.00 

$120.00 
$280.00 

$235,000.00 
$34,500.00 
$10,550.00 

$6,000.00 
$26,100.00 

$600.00 

$5,760.00 
$2,020.00 

$19,850.00 
$9,780.00 

$94,250.00 
$14,000.00 

$500.00 
$2,600.00 

$15,000.00 

$7,825.00 
$3,900.00 

$33,180.00 
$1,500.00 
$7,000.00 

$700.00 
$4,200.00 

$12,500.00 

$794,053.00 



9 

TECTONIC 
WO. NO. 
2586.01 

COST ESTIMATE 
WORKSHEET 

DATE 
8/6/02 SHEET 2 OF 3 

PROJECT TITLE 
HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 
LOCATION 
NYS ROUTE 32 - NEW WINDSOR MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE 

OWNER 
HANNAFORD BROTHER FOODS 
ESTIMATED BY 
PG 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

DESCRIPTION 

GENERAL SITE WORK 
CONCRETE CURB 

HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 
LIGHT DUTY PAVEMENT 

6* HIGH FENCE 
LINE STRIPING 

TOP SOIL AND SEED 
HANDICAP SIGN AND STRIPING 

TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGN 
STOP BAR 

PAINTED STRIPED ISLAND 
DUMPSTER ENCLOSURE 

MSE WALL 
DRAINAGE 

12-HDPEPIPE 
15"HDPEPIPE 
18-HDPEPIPE 
30" HDPE PIPE 

CATCH BASINS 
CONNECT TO EXIST. CB 

MANHOLES 
OUTLET STRUCTURE 

STORMCEPTOR 

WATER 
12" CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON MAIN 

12" GATE VALVES 
8" GATE VALVES 

WET TAP 

EROSION CONTROL 
EROSION CONTROL PER ACRE 

TOTAL 

APPROVED BY 
JS 
ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY 

783 
1,027 
552 
184 
160 

2,500 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

360 

116 
232 

6 
1542 

5 
2 
6 
1 
1 

235 
1 
1 
1 

UNIT 

LF 
SY 
SY 
LF 
LF 
SY 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
SF 

LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 

LF 
EA 
EA 
LS 

ACRE 

UNIT PRICE 
MAT.& LAB. 

$10.00 
$14.00 
$10.00 

$8.00 
$0.40 
$1.00 

$125.00 
$100.00 

$10.00 
$30.00 

$1,500.00 
$80.00 

$20.00 
$25.00 
$30.00 
$35.00 

$1,000.00 
$500.00 

$1,300.00 
$4,000.00 

$15,000.00 

$35.00 
$1,400.00 

$700.00 
$2,500.00 

$2,500.00 

ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT 

$7,830.00 
$14,378.00 

$5,520.00 
$1,472.00 

$64.00 
$2,500.00 

$250.00 
$100.00 

$20.00 
$30.00 

$1,500.00 
$7,200.00 

$2,320.00 
$5,800.00 

$180.00 
$53,970.00 

$5,000.00 
$1,000.00 
$7,800.00 
$4,000.00 

$15,000.00 

$8,225.00 
$1,400.00 

$700.00 
$2,500.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$148,759.00 



TECTONIC 
WO. NO. 
2586.01 

COST ESTIMATE 
WORKSHEET 

DATE 
10/18/02 SHEET 3 OF 3 

PROJECT TITLE 
HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 

LOCATION 
NYS ROUTE 32 - NEW WINDSOR LONG JOHN SILVERS 

OWNER 
HANNAFORD BROTHER FOODS 

ESTIMATED BY 
PG 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

DESCRIPTION 

GENERAL SITE WORK 
CONCRETE CURB 

12" GRAVEL ROADWAY 
HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

STEEL GUIDE RAIL 
LINE STRIPING 

TOPSOIL AND SEED 
STOP BAR 

DRAINAGE 
12" HDPE PIPE 

CATCH BASINS 
FLARED END SECTIONS 

RIP-RAP 

EROSION CONTROL 
EROSION CONTROL 

TOTAL 

APPROVED BY 
JS 

ESTIMATE 
QUANTITY 

662 
1,458 
1,107 
593 
560 

1,800 
2 

68 
2 
4 
20 

0.5 

UNIT 

LF 
SF 
SY 
LF 
LF 
SY 
EA 

LF 
EA 
EA 
CY 

ACRE 

UNIT PRICE 
MAT.& LAB. 

$10.00 
$4.00 

$14.00 
$10.00 

$0.40 
$1.00 

$10.00 

$20.00 
$1,000.00 

$250.00 
$65.00 

$2,500.00 

ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT 

$6,620.00 
$5,832.00 

$15,498.00 
$5,930.00 

$224.00 
$1,800.00 

$20.00 

$1,360.00 
$2,000.00 
$1,000.00 
$1,300.00 

$1,250.00 

$42,834.00 
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13 
HANNAFORDS FOOD & DRUGS SITE PLAN (00-15) 

MR. PETRO: This is right in Vails Gate, it's where 
Friendly's presently is, goes back a little ways. And 
it goes all the way over to the old ambulance building 
on 94 which I believe they are going to demolish and 
make an exit on 94, in that direction. 

MR. COUCH: My name is Andrew Couch, Director of Real 
Estate Development for Hannaford Brothers. 

MR. PETRO: Before you start, Andrew, two things I want 
to mention, one is I presently have a mortgage on the 
old ambulance building, which is to be demolished, but 
I have no connection to this site plan, this company, 
and I presently do not own that building either. I 
just hold the mortgage. I want to get it into the 
minutes. Secondly, we did meet, me being myself, Mike 
Babcock, Town of New Windsor Supervisor some time ago 
with these gentlemen and on this project, just let them 
know the Supervisor and the Town Board and let them 
know that they had a very, very strong concern about 
the traffic in the area. So we want to recognize that 
fact that it's very, very important to the Town and to 
the Planning Board, although we don't have direct 
control of it, we're going to be cognizant of the fact 
that it is a major factor here, but we also don't want 
to be negative on anything. If you meet the proper 
setbacks, you meet the proper conditions that you need 
to meet through Town or state law, then we're going to 
review this in that light. Nothing other than that. 

MR. LANDER: Before we get going, can you put one of 
these plans up on the board here? Point us where 
Friendly's and Mr. Petro's building location is. 

MR. COUCH: Mr. Petro's building is here, Friendly's is 
located right here, McDonald's is right here, there's 
an old fish and chips building right here and then it 
becomes kind of grass or trees. 

MR. PETRO: Before you go on, according to this plan, 
you're not going to be touching that building then? 

MR. COUCH: We'll probably demolish the building to 



September W , 2000 U 17 

allow better visibility of the site, we're planning to 
buy it, we have, we're in contract to purchase it, we 
intend to do that bring the building down for the 
visibility of the site. 

MR. PETRO: Before we get going, as the plan appears 
now, will you require any variances from the local 
zoning board? 

MR. COUCH: No. 

MR. EDSALL: Not that I'm aware of. 

MR. PETRO: Not that I'm doubting your word, but I want 
to get it on the record. In the back of the property 
we're going to build a large retaining wall, is that 
still— 

MR. COUCH: Yes, we are. 

MR. PETRO: Why don't you give us a whole overlay of 
your presentation and then we'll go on from there? 

MR. COUCH: Also, I'd like to submit an application for 
the building permit, which is required, we learned 
about this recently. My name is Andrew Couch with 
Hannaford Brothers and I have with us several of our 
consultants we retained, Doug Boice, our project 
manager, civil engineer, Hannaford Brothers, Mark 
Sargent, traffic engineer with, he's with Crayton 
Manning Engineering, we have with us Ross Winglovitz 
and Jeff Schiller with Tectonic Engineering and 
attorney Larry Wolinsky with Jacobowitz & Gubits so 
we're ready to answer any questions you might have. We 
can go as deep as you'd like with the site. If you're 
not familiar with Hannaford Brothers, we operate 2 3 
stores in the State of New York, right now, closest 
stores are in Middletown and Kingston. We also 
received approvals in Wappingers. We plan to build 
there first, in our strategy, part of our strategy for 
putting more stores in the Hudson Valley. We're based 
in Portland, Maine, part of a company called Dell Hayes 
America (phonetic), which is a 14 billion dollar 
company and operates on the eastern seaboard. Our 
project overview is basically as you see it, this is 
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our site plan, the aerial photo helps to show the 
surrounding properties. We propose to build a 55,200 
square foot building with entrances on Route 32 and 
traffic signal here, entrance on Route 94 and we're 
very sensitive to concerns raised at the meeting about 
traffic and other issues regarding drainage and we're 
very attentive to that. Project is in the C zone, 
permits supermarkets or food and drugstore, which is 
what they are. Three parcels involved, four acres LLC 
which are located in a sort of an L-shaped and 
Friendly's parcel and then the other parcel which is 
right here which is third parcel. What we intend to do 
is to combine those into one parcel for the 
development. We have 304 parking stalls which yield 
parking ratio of 5 1/2 spaces per thousand square feet, 
no variances are needed. 

MR. PETRO: Nine by nineteen, what we had discussed? 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Yes, correct. 

MR. COUCH: It's a permitted use and we have designed 
the screening in accordance with the code, setbacks, 
building height, things of that nature. As far as some 
other details we have submitted to the Town are site 
plans, long form environmental assessment form, the 
traffic study, applicant proxy statements, flood hazard 
area statement, we're not in a flood zone, we'll use 
public water and public sewage systems to service the 
site, site has no wetlands, it's 4/100 of an acre 
wetlands, so virtually no wetlands. We propose the 
traffic mitigation, the four major measures that we 
propose for traffic mitigation are to install a traffic 
signal here on Route 32 to have some revised lane 
designations on Route 32 and I believe also on Route 94 
slightly, Mark, is that correct, no lane designations 
there? We'll have revised signal facing at this 
intersection and we'll have a new lane that will be an 
entrance lane as you come up Route 3 2 to come into the 
site right here. All told, comparing our traffic study 
the build versus no build situation, there's generally 
no degradation of service, in fact, an improvement of 
service in many aspects, what it yields is reduced 
intersection delays and reduced queue lengths and major 
means of doing that is by retiming this light down here 
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to be more sensitive to what the traffic movements 
actually are. 

MR. PETRO: You have a regular traffic light at your 
intersection, do you mean a normal— 

MR. COUCH: Yes, DOT. 

MR. PETRO: —red, yellow green timed with the one at 
the corner? 

MR. COUCH: That's correct, yes, these are full service 
access points at both intersections. 

MR. PETRO: Nothing at the 94 one, though? 

MR. COUCH: No traffic light there, no. 

MR. PETRO: And no entrance or exit lane? 

MR. COUCH: Not coming in. 

MR. PETRO: Just one northbound on 32? 

MR. COUCH: That's right, there will be a lane coming 
in there, there's a lane here now on the 94 approach. 

MR. PETRO: If I'm coming on, you said northbound on 
32, if I'm coming from Cornwall and coming in, I'm 
going north, that's what you're saying and south from 
the light, I'd be on the other side of the road. 

MR. COUCH: There will be a lane. 

MR. PETRO: If there's traffic going, the car would 
have to stop, you'd have the light. 

MR. COUCH: You'd have the light as well, yes. 

MR. LANDER: That light's going to help out right there 
tremendously, not only for them but for McDonald's, you 
can't make a left to get out of McDonald's. 

MR. PETRO: If you have traffic stopped at the light 
somebody will have to let you in. 
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MR. LANDER: At least traffic will be stopped up. 

MR. COUCH: We propose also to have an opening over 
here and we have plans to show a driveway leading into 
that lot so when this reveal is opened, that traffic 
can use this traffic signal and we have eliminated one 
fish and chips piece, did we eliminate both or one curb 
cut? 

MR. PETRO: You're purchasing that piece? 

MR. COUCH: We're not, but the owner also owns four 
acres LLC so they're being cooperative. 

MR. PETRO: Are you going to take the fish and chips 
lot and line up the new curb cut that you're going to 
build opposite your light? 

MR. COUCH: That's right, they'll be, it will go like 
this in that fish and chips lot, so that they can tie 
into this light, so they won't have the issues that 
McDonald's has with trying to make a left out. 

MR. LANDER: So you'll eliminate the other curb cuts? 

MR. COUCH: I can't recall if we eliminate one. 

MR. BOICE: One will be eliminated. 

MR. PETRO: This is all very nice, except I don't know 
how we'd enforce this through this application because 
that is on the other side of the street, it's not part 
of this parcel unless we made an absolute condition of 
approval at some point you're just telling us that that 
might happen in the future. 

MR. COUCH: You can make that a condition of approval. 

MR. PETRO: Why don't you look into that. 

MR. WOLINSKY: It's going to, we're looking at a 
package of traffic mitigations as part of the SEQRA 
process and that would be one of the mitigating 
measures that you incorporate as an approval into the 
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plan and before you grant the approval, we can give 
you, if you want to see it on a plan, on our site plan, 
we can give you the design for that. 

MR. PETRO: You follow what I'm saying? Down the road, 
we're going to do this* 

MR. EDSALL: We should include it now because the 
parcel is under an ability to control it, if we have it 
constructed now, we've got the alignment the way it's 
desired. 

MR. WOLINSKY: We already have it designed, so it's 
just how you want to present it. 

MR. PETRO: Show it and incorporate it into the 
language. 

MR. COUCH: We can do that and it's fine with the 
landowner, we have no problem with that at all. Other 
elements of the plan as far as storm water detention 
what we're going to do here is to have an underground 
storm water detention under the parking field, which 
is, which works very well for us, we have done that in 
the Town of Wallkill and the system we have used in 
quite a few locations, kind of a tight setting like 
this, it works very well. It will drain to an existing 
pond which is located in this area, it will go under 
Route 3 2 through an existing pipe that's used today by 
Friendly's and the DOT. We'll also drain to 94 and 
because of the underground storage detention system, 
we'll have no net increase in flows from the site. 

MR. LANDER: To 94? 

MR. COUCH: To either off-site in total. 

MR. PETRO: Underground detention detaining the water, 
not dispersing it, contain it and take it off the site? 

MR. COUCH: That's right, I don't know if you'd like 
to — 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: It would detain it on site, provide a 
volume of storage on site underneath the pavement with 
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large diameter pipes, the water will be released slowly 
through a controlled outlet structure. 

MR. PETRO: I can appreciate this kind of system 
better, something that's letting it filter out through 
sand or gravel, you know what I'm talking about, and 
over the years, it gets silted up and doesn't work 
anymore and they say this, you're taking the water off 
at just a slower pace. 

MR. COUCH: That's right. 

MR. PETRO: It can't fail. 

MR. LANDER: Monro Muffler had a similar system 
installed because Route 94 storm water wouldn't take it 
all at once. 

MR. BABCOCK: That's correct. 

MR. LANDER: I like that, get rid of the mosquitoes at 
the same time. 

MR. PETRO: No water leaving the site on it would be 
the south side or what is it, the east side? 

MR. COUCH: Yeah, that's one of the nice features about 
this plan, everything sheets, right now, you've got 
flows that go onto these properties so we're going to 
control all that by the underground. 

MR. PETRO: That's going to be a question for you 
because it's a major problem back there. 

MR. COUCH: This is going to direct the water, I know 
it was mentioned at the meeting we had a while ago, 
we're trying to be responsive to the concerns. other 
approvals we think we'll need for this project are the 
Orange County Planning Department, and the New York 
State Department of Transportation work permit from the 
state DOT. 

MR. PETRO: Have they seen your plan? 

MR. COUCH: Yes, yes, we've had quite a few meetings 
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with them, we've submitted the traffic study and so 
forth, discussions are encouraging with them. 

MR. LUCAS: I don't know if we're way ahead of this but 
is part of the study taking into consideration the 
Cornwall High School that they're going to be building, 
is that still on? 

MR. PETRO: Where the old Rancho Grande used to be. 

MR. LUCAS: Did they mention anything about that? 

MR. SARGENT: The proposed high school is in the 
background traffic, there are actually four other 
development projects that are pending, included in the 
background traffic, the Big V project that's under 
construction, the Cornwall High School, the demolition 
of the Friendly's and the reoccupancy of the fish and 
chips. In addition, we included about an IS percent 
seasonal adjustment factor to account for peak summer 
conditions so we're really looking at the worst case 
traffic volume condition when all these developments 
are complete in addition to peak, summer traffic. 

MR. COUCH: This is, we're abutting a residential 
neighborhood and before the public hearing we'd be 
happy to meet, we'd like to meet with the neighbors 
just to talk about buffering and ways that everyone— 

MR. PETRO: We'll get to that, the screening, we're not 
going to do that tonight, screening and landscaping. 
The exit onto 32, whatever the scale is, the staging 
for cars exiting your site, how many parking spots? 

MR. COUCH: 304 parking spots. 

MR. PETRO: How many cars can you stack, can you stack 
sufficient cars to exit the site in that small amount 
of space going from your parking area here out? 

MR. COUCH: Some stacking, Mark, you're better equipped 
to answer that question than I am, stacking as you go 
onto 32. 

MR. SARGENT: I don't have a designed queue length for 
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that right now, I can come up with one pretty quickly. 

MR. COUCH: We can get an answer for you. 

MR. PETRO: Obviously wasn't a major concern of yours 
that it would be a problem, Mark, can you make a note 
of that? 

MR. EDSALL: I'm doing that right now. 

MR. COUCH: Cars could queue back through this area. 

MR. PETRO: When you do that, you block off parking 
spots. 

MR. COUCH: That's something we have actually thought 
about is what we have thought about doing is 
designating these as employee parking spots so they're 
not moving in and out. 

MR. PETRO: 94 side looks like you've got more than 
enough. 

MR. LANDER: Thirty foot fire lanes around the 
building, I see 28, 30 in the rear. 

MR. LUCAS: There's a bar right there on the border 
there right in front of the cheese store. 

MR. COUCH: If you're facing Leonardo's, it's just to 
the left. 

MR. PETRO: Did you get a copy of Mark's comments? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Yeah, I've got them. 

MR. PETRO: I'm not going to go over the minor 
housekeeping stuff, you can take care of that. 

MR. LUCAS: Biggest thing is screening in the back. 

MR. PETRO: You need to I guess come up with a 
landscaping plan for the east side of the property, I 
know there's a big retaining wall on the south side, 
correct, extending a little bit around the corner here 
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or not? 

MR. COUCH: I'm not sure how far does it extend over 
here, I think it goes all the way back. 

MR. BOICE: Retaining wall height, the height, Doug 
Boice, the height of the retaining wall is going to 
vary as you go, traverse the property, it starts just a 
couple feet high and increases to a maximum height of 
probably in the 15 to 20 foot range. We haven't got it 
designed yet, 15 right back in here and drops back down 
again you're back even with grade, you're level and as 
you come out into the parking lot, you're actually 
going to a fill condition, elevating the ground from 
what it is today and there's a retaining wall along 
this area because the parking lot at that point is 
higher than the adjacent ground, so the retaining wall 
goes from being in a hole to being higher. 

MR. LANDER: Your point is screening on that end and 
the east side to a certain point. 

MR. PETRO: It's going to help but he still should 
design something for the top, see the houses on the top 
are going to be looking at your rooftop units. Also, 
you're going to need some fencing along the top of the 
wall which would probably be Mark will go over it with 
you, 4 foot or 6 foot, I'm not sure, maybe it's got to 
be slated with some three foot something, come up with 
a plan. 

MR. BOICE: We do have some challenges. 

MR. PETRO: I'm not concerned about looking out but as 
these houses on the high side of the wall looking down 
on the rooftop units, just looks like a big--

MR. LANDER: On the east side, how much room do they 
have, 30 foot from the wall to the property line? 

MR. BOICE: This is 30 feet on this side, this side's 
probably 15 here, 10 here. 

MR. PETRO: You've still got plenty of room for 
vegetation plus the fence. 
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MR. PETRO: What's the wall being built out of? 

MR. BOICE: Probably modular block, keystone type or 
several trade name products that are the same thing but 
we don't have the design done. 

MR. PETRO: When you design that, from experience and 
very good comment that Mr. Argenio made on the side 
that you only have ten feet and you're going up high, 
you need the geogrid to hold the wall back and you're 
not going to have that luxury because you can only go 
ten feet to your property line. 

MR. BOICE: In this case, we're in fill, so the geogrid 
will go back. 

MR. PETRO: Over here on the high side, you would have 
enough to go, I'm just giving you an idea, think about 
it a little bit, we had one that came in and they had 
nowhere to put the geogrid. 

MR. ARGENIO: Grid is usually my experience about the 
width of the grid, horizontal plain usually about 70 
percent of the height of the wall. 

MR. BOICE: This wall is most apt to be the modular 
block, this one we're going to continue to look at. 

MR. PETRO: That's not a Planning Board issue, I don't 
know why we got on it. 

MR. COUCH: It's a design issue for us because it's a 
pretty steep wall, but we think we can engineer it. 

MR. PETRO: The point I was making for the landscaping 
is not only for your site looking out but for the 
people looking in on that side. 

MR. COUCH: Absolutely. 

MR. PETRO: Are you going to make the landscaping plan? 

MR. COUCH: Well, yes. 
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MR. PETRO: Lighting plan also showing the curves? 

MR. COUCH: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: The drainage, obviously planned the design 
of it, I like that and I know Ron does and probably 
other members, that system, is it going to sheet flow 
from the rear of the building around or going to be, 
that's pretty far to go all the way around a 55,000 
square foot building. 

MR. BOICE: It will be piped. 

MR. PETRO: I'm doing a lot of talking, anybody else 
want to ask him questions from the board members? Then 
we'll go to Mark. 

MR. LANDER: I think you've covered it all, Mr. 
Chairman. Anybody get a word in edge-wise here? 

MR. PETRO: Mark, what do you want to add other than 
housekeeping? 

MR. EDSALL: I made some initial comments. As the 
applicant's indicated, they have a lot more planning to 
do, they have more plans to prepare. I'll look at 
those in detail. One we have, I would just direct your 
attention to comment number 4 which would kick off the 
SEQRA process, we've got a full EAF with some 
attachments, I would suggest that we ask for additional 
copies and have the board authorize lead agency 
coordination letter so we can get that out. 

MR. PETRO: We'll do that now, you can go ahead with 
that. I want to read this one comment from the fire 
department so you can attend to it. Site plan does not 
show proposed underground utilities, such as sprinklers 
which obviously going to have to be sprinklered, 
domestic water service or on-site hydrants, provide 
stop bars at all side parking lanes at intersections 
with main driving lanes, if shopping cart return 
centers are to be used, where will they be located. 
You want a copy of this? 

MR. COUCH: We have one. 
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MR. PETRO: I don't have anything else. 

MR. ARGENIO: Actually, I think this is more 
conceptual. 

MR. PETRO: Just trying to save you a step, think about 
it next time you come in, one less thing we have to do. 
Where are you bringing your water in from, just out of 
curiousity? 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Two options, off of Route 32 or 94, we 
have to meet with the water department to decide. 

MR. PETRO: Domestic and sprinkler system? 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Do you have anything else to ask the board 
tonight? 

MR. COUCH: I don't think so, except that we'd ask if 
you'd make a motion to become lead agency under SEQRA, 
that's the only thing. 

MR. PETRO: We're sending out the lead agency 
coordination letter which is, they have 3 0 days to 
respond, once you do all the work, if no one responds 
at all, then we'll do that. 

MR. COUCH: Okay. 

MR. PETRO: We have to do, the 30 days has to be done 
properly so we'll do that, I can assure you we're going 
to have a public hearing, so don't come in looking to 
waive the public hearing under discretionary judgment, 
I think I'd be shot, probably. 

MR. COUCH: We think you'd be shocked if we asked you 
to waive it. 

MR. PETRO: It's not a convenient store. 

MR. ARGENIO: Have you heard back from the DOT? 
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MR. SARGENT: Mark Sargent. We met with DOT in June 
and went over the preliminary traffic analysis. Since 
that time, we incorporated their comments, we expanded 
the study area, we revised our analysis, included more 
background traffic. But one of the things they were 
most concerned with is the design and how to actually 
accomplish the mitigation. We have proposed, 
apparently this is a concept or idea the Town has been 
in favor of in the past and specific improvement is 
taking the center northbound lane on Route 32 and 
designating that as being oriented toward 300 
northbound and that lane right now there are two 
northbound lanes on 32 that both go to 32 northbound 
the Five Corners intersection, so there's a change in 
the geometry proposed. What that requires is a change 
in the signal and because there isn't real good 
positive driver guidance at that intersection, it's 
just kind of difficult to drive through. The 
department is concerned about the placement of the 
signal heads and how that signal will actually operate. 
We have submitted some plans to them, two iterations of 
plans showing the precise location of the signal heads, 
exactly how they would phase and where they would hang 
in relation to the lanes, how the lanes would be 
oriented and redesignated so we're working with them 
more than a conceptual level, so that they can be 
comfortable that this can be implemented. The concept 
is great, it reduces the delays at the intersection 
significantly over what's there today, even with all 
this additional traffic so the idea is a good idea and 
the department is in favor of it but making sure that 
we can implement it is where we're working with the 
department right now. 

MR. ARGENIO: They agree that you can achieve that by 
just relocating the signal heads and retiming the 
signals? 

MR. SARGENT: What it does, it allows us to introduce 
an overlapping phase where 3 2 northbound and 3 00 
southbound can go simultaneously, and right now, that 
traffic or to 300 north on 32 northbound today is in a 
shared left through lane and that's really the problem 
with the intersection, that one backs up significantly 
when you get one or two cars turning onto 94 westbound, 
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then that queue extends a quarter of a mile or more 
down the road and we're proposing that that lane become 
an exclusive left turn lane to 94 center lane be 
oriented to 300 and the right-most lane direct traffic 
to 32 and 94 eastbound so by changing that lane 
arrangement then we have to redesign the traffic 
signaling. 

MR. ARGENIO: You're building a better mouse trap. 

MR. SARGENT: Absolutely, hopefully, absolutely we are. 

MR. ARGENIO: Again, the original question was the 
state agrees that this can be done and this will work? 

MR. SARGENT: They are looking at it in concept, they 
agree with it, they have their initial concern was how 
would you run the emergency preempt, what would you 
flash at that intersection when power goes out, that's 
probably a problem today but they are looking at it at 
that level of detail to be comfortable before they buy 
into the concept, they want to know that it can be 
engineered properly so we're doing the engineering. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. BOICE: I have one comment, DOT has been gracious 
in working with us on a conceptual basis so that we can 
try and identify the improvement that we think will 
make this project viable because we understand that 
traffic is the key to make this site a viable one for 
us and as well as the community and department, but 
they have also acknowledged that they recognize we're 
going to be in the SEQRA process and have not yet 
entered the SEQRA process, so they aren't going to give 
us any written comments or written approvals or stated 
approvals or anything else until the whole SEQRA 
process gets going. 

MR. PETRO: You need to get the coordination letter 
going. 

MR. BOICE: So we have had discussions with them, but 
we wouldn't be holding up any letters written by them. 
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MR. ARGENIO: I just wanted to get a feel for the 
flavor that DOT was sending back to you, that's all 
cause traffic in that intersection is a big issue with 
me, too, huge issue. 

MR. BOICE: We're encouraged, we started dialogue with 
them early knowing that it would take a long time to 
work through, as Mark indicated, there was some 
iterations already and we're anxious to get the SEQRA 
process and work that through to fruition. 

MR. COUCH: We have been talking to DOT on this 
probably since May or June of this year. 

MR. PETRO: All right, just a couple things, one, 
across the street on that fish and chips site, you're 
going to get that wording done properly and show us on 
the plan exactly where it's going to be. Secondly, I 
want you to check into the staging coming, leaving the 
property, Ron did it just quickly, looks like 110, 20 
feet which may be ten cars or so, seems like it might 
be a little tight there, I don't know what you can do, 
you're the expert, I'm bringing it to your attention, 
the plan looks good, we've got to make everything work 
and that's it, I don't have anything else. Anything 
else important that we haven't gone over? 

MR. COUCH: When do we decide on when the next meeting 
should be? 

MR. PETRO: Whenever you're ready, I would take Mark's 
comments, correct what you can by housekeeping 
corrections and getting the lead coordination letter 
out. Once you get that out, then we have a response 
we'll set up a public hearing, get that going. 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Mark will handle the coordination 
letter? 

MR. EDSALL: We'll take care of it. I suggest they 
work through the workshop process as much as possible. 
We've got a 30 day clock that's going to start as soon 
as we get the package out to all the potential lead 
agencies and in that time, you can use the workshops 
which are held twice a month, roughly every two weeks 
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and try to come up with a full package of drawings. 

MR. PETRO: Use the workshop a lot because we as a 
board, we have a lot of faith in our engineer, Mark, 
who's excellent and if he comes in here and has it 
black and white and we hold up his sheet and see no 
further comments, somebody might have something or he 
possibly missed something, but not very often, so you 
can get a lot done with Mark and Mike and the fire 
inspector at the workshops and when there's nothing on 
the sheet, it's time to go home. 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: We went to the workshop last month and 
we'll continue to do that. 

MR. PETRO: I think it looks good. Everybody is on the 
right path. Good luck. Having nothing further, motion 
to adjourn? 

MR. LUCAS: So moved. 

MR. LANDER: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO 
MR. BRESNAN 
MR. LUCAS 
MR. LANDER 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By 

Fr*j*ces Roth 
Stenographer 
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REGULAR ITEMS: 

HANNAFORDS FOOD STORE (00-15) 

Mr. Jeff Schiller appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: Application involves development of 55,200 
square feet retail store on 5.5 acre site. This 
application was previously reviewed at the 13 September 
planning board meeting. 

MR. SCHILLER: Thank you. We had following last 
month's meeting, we met with the Town's engineer, Mark 
Edsall, and we have made some changes to our plans and 
to our process based on that meeting, based on the last 
meeting of the planning board. Basically, what we have 
done, we have submitted two additional applications, an 
application for what we call the, we refer to it as the 
Long John Silver's Restaurant piece, which is over here 
across Route 32 and we have submitted an application 
for the Monro Muffler Brake parcel down here, it's an 
amendment to both those previously approved plans and 
we have also resubmitted our application for the four 
pieces here across the Friendly's parcel and the main 
parcel. So, we have resubmitted those and we have, we 
talked to Mark about having coordinated review of the 
three applications reviewing them as one project, 
although they have three separate applications. 
Tonight, what we'd ask the planning board to do is to 
recirculate the SEQRA notice and declare its intent to 
become the lead agency under SEQRA. We have also along 
with those applications we have submitted our long form 
EAF's for the two new applications and revised the long 
form EAF for the original application. We have 
submitted proxy forms for all the parcels that are 
involved and was requested at the last planning board 
meeting that we meet with the abutters and we intend to 
do that as of a public meeting, public hearing is 
scheduled for the project. So in summary, we believe 
we have submitted all applications and documentation 
for the project. The project is a permitted use in the 
district as we propose to use the project to develop 
the project, no variances are needed under our proposal 
and I do want to emphasize we realize this is a very 
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busy area in New Windsor and we propose extensive 
traffic mitigation measures to accommodate the 
supermarket in the area. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, it would seem to me we're really here 
for one purpose, just to authorize lead agency 
coordination circulation for the other two parcels. 

MR. EDSALL: We're actually going to send out a 
supplement to what's already been circulated to make it 
clear to those agencies who have already received the 
documentation that in fact this board is looking at 
three different parcels and intends to coordinate all 
three applications as a single potential impact to the 
area. So yes, we're just recirculating SEQRA for the 
initial application and creating two additional 
circulations to identify the two additional parcels 
that are involved in those two additional applications. 

MR. PETRO: Andy, would you feel comfortable with that? 

MR. KRIEGER: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Accept a motion to circulate the additional 
two properties with the one that already was circulated 
for the Hannafords Food Store. 

MR. LUCAS: Make it. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board authorize a lead agency 
coordination circulation letter to include the other 
two properties that Mark has mentioned to the necessary 
agencies and a lead coordination letter be sent out. 
Is there any further comments? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. LUCAS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
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MR. PETRO: As far as reviewing the plan, Mark, we have 
reviewed this as we see it now we're still waiting for 
other information, correct? 

MR. EDSALL: Right, I did provide some initial comments 
to the applicant and as part of the discussions at the 
workshop, in fact, we found out that these other, the 
two parcels, although they have a common principal in 
ownership, they are different corporations that own the 
three parcels, so we felt that they should come back to 
take care of this, even though we're still working on 
the corrections and adjustments to the plan. So again, 
we're only here for SEQRA tonight and they do have 
other comments that we're still working on. 

MR. PETRO: But we don't need to review the plan again 
any further tonight? 

MR. EDSALL: That's not the intent. 

MR. PETRO: You're satisfied with what we have done? 

MR. SCHILLER: Yes, that's what we expected. 

MR. KRIEGER: Before they go, I see their attorney is 
in the audience, maybe I should address my question 
properly to him and that is does the applicant, is the 
applicant now taking the position that the time within 
which the planning board is required to act has 
expired? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Action for what purpose, approval o r — 

MR. KRIEGER: Approval. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Not at all. My understanding of the law 
is that an application is not complete until a, either 
a negative dec is issued are a DEIS is accepted for the 
project, so I think the timeframes haven't commenced. 

MR. KRIEGER: Meter hasn't begun to run yet. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Okay. 

MR. KRIEGER: I wanted to make sure we're on the same 
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HANNAFORD'S FOOD STORE (00-15) ROUTE 94 

Mr. Andy Couch, Mr. Ross Winglovitz and Larry Wolinsky, 
Esq. appeared before the board for this proposal. 

MR. PETRO: Regular items tonight we have Hannaford's 
Food Store on Route 32 and Route 94 represented by 
Tectonic. This is for the construction of a grocery 
store with associated site improvements. This 
application involves development of 55,200 square foot 
retail store on the 5.5 acre site. This application 
was previously reviewed at the 13 September, 2000 and 
15 November, 2 000 planning board meetings. Somebody 
want to talk about this? 

MR. COUCH: Good evening, I'm Andy Couch, I'm the 
Director of Real Estate Development with Hannaford's 
Brothers here to talk about our application for 
Hannaford's Food and Drug at the intersection of 94 and 
Route 32. We submitted our, on January 18, we 
submitted revised site plans and full environmental 
assessment forms with addendums, addendum information 
includes storm water, storm water report, site 
sections, which includes photo simulations of the views 
from various adjoining properties, phase one 
-. archeological investigation report, traffic study, 
sound impact assessment and New York state DEC letter 
on significant natural communities. Under the SEQRA, 
Town of New Windsor in early December sent its notice 
of intent to all involved agencies to become lead 
agency under SEQRA and tonight, we just want to confirm 
that the Town will be the lead agency and to just, if 
the board will allow the Planning Board chairman to 
schedule a publico hearing when the consultants deem the 
application to^be sufficiently complete. So that's 
what we're here for tonight. 

MR. PETRO: Have you changed anything on the plan since 
the last meeting? I know what you're doing. 

MR. COUCH: Most of the changes have involved this area 
of the Monro Muffler right out in this vicinity, moving 
the driveway over in this direction, away from the 
current Monro Muffler building and changing some of the 
parking stalls back in this area and adding the 
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driveway around Monro. I think other than that, the 
changes are relatively minor. 

MR* WINGLOVITZ: Supplemental landscaping has been 
added, there's a lot more detail than previously have 
seen, but the concept is basically the same. There are 
no substantial changes to the concept, where the entry 
drives are, backing space sizes and locations, none of 
that has changed. 

MR. PETRO: I notice on the new plan, the small 
building, old ambulance building is not on this plan, 
it was on the other plan, did you move the driveway 
further to the north? 

MR. COUCH: That's correct, it was down in this 
vicinity and we moved it up into this area. 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: That building will be removed as part 
of the plan. 

MR. PETRO: Andy, for the minutes, I want to note that 
I own, I have a mortgage on the building, the ambulance 
building, I don't own it, obviously, I just have a 
mortgage on it, but I have no relationship with these 
applicants whatsoever. What about up in the other 
intersection across from the Long John Silver? 

MR. COUCH: That's really unchanged. 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Correct, that's unchanged, that's the 
new entry into Long John Silver's showing as it was an 
originally plan note detail regarding grading, drainage 
and so forth on the plan. 

MR. PETRO: Tell me what correspondence have you had 
with the DOT, I mean, we've received a couple letters, 
do we have the same two letters that you received dated 
November and December? 

MR. COUCH: Yeah, I think those are the two we have. 
Mark Sergeant, our traffic engineer is here. 

MR. SERGEANT: There's nothing to add. 
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MR. PETRO: Nothing to add? 

MR. SERGEANT: No. 

MR. LANDER: Can you, just for the record, can you tell 
us, I know it's in this book here, this booklet what 
the DOT, what correspondence, what did they, what kind 
of feedback did you get back from them with your 
traffic study, what did they feel about that? 

MR. COUCH: I think they, DOT basically agreed with our 
methodology and our findings and felt that our 
mitigation efforts would resolve, I believe their words 
were no negative impact to the intersection and I'll 
ask for a correction from our team if that's not it. 

MR. LANDER: I tried to find it in here tonight so that 
I could read it back to you, but in your findings here, 
you said you would improve the traffic flow by changing 
the signal times and different, other changes, it seems 
to me when I read that, that the State didn't feel that 
you were going to improve anything, if anything, it was 
going to stay status quo, wouldn't get any worse, but 
wouldn't get any better. 

MR. COUCH: I think Mark Sergeant is probably best 
equipped to answer those questions. 

MR. SERGEANT: I'd be happy to address them. My name 
is Mark Sergeant, I work with Craig Manning 
Engineering, our office prepared the traffic impact 
study. There is I guess a difference of 
interpretation, what we generally are guided by in 
traffic analysis .are the levels of service threshholds 
A, B, C, D, E and F, F representing the worst case 
condition or delays greater than 80 seconds. In this 
case, the existing delays at the Five Corners 
intersection are well in excess of 80 seconds, they're 
only predicted to degrade further with other 
developments that are pending in the area. And again, 
with the proposed project, if there are no improvements 
completed, delays would be on the order of four to five 
minutes on average per vehicle. What our analysis has 
shown is that if these improvements are completed we 
will essentially cut the delays in half, the average 
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motorist won't be waiting four or five minutes, waiting 
on the order of a minute and a half to two minutes. We 
believe that that does demonstrate an improvement and 
clearly mitigates all impacts but the department's 
position or interpretation is in that sense we're still 
in the level of service F threshold,, there hasn't been 
a documented improvement in the level of service, so it 
is a technicality, we have delays that we have 
mitigated on the order of two minutes, but we haven't 
gotten down below 8 0 seconds with the improvements. So 
that's the difference. 

MR. KOLINSKY: The only thing I would add is that the 
comment from the letters is that it is just totally 
impracticable, there is no measure that can be done 
short of kind of demolishing that entire intersection, 
starting over again that could make the better than the 
level of service F. 

MR. WINGLOVITZ: In the document, Mark has prepared a 
little graph to show you what the delays are, what the 
level of service is and how we're improving the delays 
that would be projected without the project and with 
the project and to how we're improving that, that helps 
clarify it, if you want to take a look at it, it's in 
the package. 

MR. LANDER: I think I read the State did disagree with 
you in one letter and in another correspondence with 
them, they agreed that it would improve the traffic 
flow, two different, they were contradicting themselves 
from one to the other. And the last one is one where 
they didn't. 

MR. SERGEANT: ./In the first letter, they used the term 
no perceived improvement and that was something that 
Larry had pointed out to us that it's not up to the 
Department of Transportation to be determining whether 
a given motorist can perceive an improvement or not, 
what the issue is is are we mitigating the project 
impact. All the data that we presented clearly 
demonstrates we have not only mitigated and brought the 
delays down to the pre-existing condition but 
significantly. 
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MR. PETRO: Word perceived is the little gray area. 
Mark, you're going to have somebody go over this data 
with you, correct, an expert in traffic study. 

MR. EDSALL: The traffic study will be reviewed by John 
Collins Engineers, I have brought them on board to 
review the traffic aspect also. 

MR. PETRO: Also, we have just received these books not 
too long ago, some of the members picked them up 
tonight, Ron and I may have looked through them, we're 
going to review the EAF that you supplied us and we'll 
have you back at that meeting and we'll move on with 
the SEQRA process at that point. One way or the other, 
what we can do tonight is take a lead agency, I think 
we're prepared with that, Mark, because I have noticed 
we have sent out everything that had to go out. With 
that, I'll take a motion to assume the position of lead 
agency. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion's been made and seconded that the 
Town of New Windsor^ Planning Board assume lead agency 
position on the Hannaford's Food Store. Roll roll. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. BRESNSN AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO .. ^ AYE 

MR. PETRO: I really think this is as far as we're 
going to go tonight, we can discuss the public hearing, 
obviously, we're going to have a public hearing. Mark, 
should we schedule a public hearing or Andy, either one 
can answer the question before we actually decide on 
adopting the EAF or if we're going to go further? 

MR. EDSALL: I would wait until you reach the 
determination as to the adequacy of the SEQRA 
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submittal. As far as the necessary information, I 
would wait till that point before you decide when 
you're going to have the public hearing. 

MR. PETRO: I agree, we move very quickly at the next 
meeting, if we get everything taken care of, the public 
hearing could be as soon as you can get everything 
done. So it's not months off, so it would be, you 
know, maybe two meetings, maybe, so that's where we're 
at. 

MR. COUCH: So about a month from now? 

MR. PETRO: I would think so, if we accept the EAF, if 
the traffic study, I mean, if this board accepts that, 
and then we want to schedule a public hearing at the 
next meeting, I would say within that, within two 
meetings of that scheduling, we won't hold you up, as 
long as you have your paperwork you'll be on the 
meeting and ready, if not, and we have to go further 
with the SEQRA process then that would take its due 
course. Okay? 

MR. KRIEGER: Before you close, because I see the 
project's attorney is here, so I want to ask him a 
question on the record, I know we discussed timeframe 
before the last meeting you were here and you had told 
me that it was the applicant's position that the time 
had not yet started to run yet. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Correct. 

MR. KRIEGER: Would the applicant's position now with 
respect to that, the time period started to run. 

MR. WOLINSKY: ' Timeframe for what are we talking about? 

MR. KRIEGER: For approval. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Default approval, no, I think the case 
law is pretty clear until a negative dec is issued or a 
draft environmental impact statement is accepted, the 
time period does not begin to run because the 
application is not deemed complete until that time. So 
we gave the board a pretty thick submission, the board 
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is going to need time to digest that and, you know, we 
have tried to anticipate all the environmental issues 
in advance and we think that we've done that so we'll 
wait for the normal process to roll and the Chairman 
said, you know, we'll let it take it's due course and 
go from there. 

MR. KRIEGER: Very good. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. 
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HANNAFORD'S FOOD & DRUG STORE (00-15) 

Larry Wolinsky, Esq. appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: This involves development of a 55,2 00 
square foot retail store on the 5.5 acre site. This 
application was previously reviewed at the 13 
September, 2000, 15 November, 2000, 24 January, 2001 
Planning Board meetings. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the 
board, as you know, my name is Larry Wolinsky, I'm a 
partner at the law firm of Jacobowitz & Gubits. I'm 
functioning as the attorney for Hannaford's in 
connection with this application. With me this evening 
is Andy Couch, who you have met before, the director of 
real estate development for Hannaford's and is 
responsible for this project, Doug Boyce is an engineer 
with Hannaford's and is the principal engineer 
responsible for the project, Ross Winglovitz from 
Tectonic Engineering is the local engineer and we have 
Mark Sargent from Craton Manning (phonetic), who's our 
traffic engineer. As the board is aware, we're here 
tonight for a SEQRA determination of significance. I 
transmitted a letter to the board at the good 
suggestion of your engineer laying out the options of 
what the board can do at this point in time. Just 
briefly to review those, the board can issue a positive 
declaration which would require Hannaford's to prepare 
an environmental impact statement for its project 
proposal and in order to do that, the board must find 
that the application demonstrates a potential for at 
least one adverse significant environmental impact. 
Second option is to issue a negative declaration as the 
board has done already for at least one other project. 
Tonight, in order to make that determination, the board 
must find that the project as proposed will not result 
in at least one potential significant adverse impact 
and because this application is classified as an 
unlisted action under SEQRA, as opposed to a Type I 
Action, the board has a third option, which is the 
conditioned negative declaration, the conditioned 
negative declaration recognizes that there have been 
items that have been incorporated into the project plan 
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both on the part of the applicant and at the suggestion 
and from working with the municipality which are 
essentially conditions that result in project changes 
that mitigate the impacts. The distinctive thing about 
a conditioned negative declaration is that there's 
notice to the public and a 30 day public comment period 
established in which members of the public and the 
involved agencies are permitted to comment on your 
negative, your conditioned negative declaration. When 
you receive those comments, you're then able to assess 
whether there's new information or different 
information or something was addressed inadequately and 
then you have the option of going forward and requiring 
a positive declaration and again, preparation for an 
environmental impact statement. I think you're all 
aware because we have been here a number of times 
already, our philosophy and approach in putting this 
whole project together was to try and anticipate with 
using the greatest possible scrutiny what the impacts 
of this project would be on at its location and on the 
surrounding community. Consequently, we did not come 
to you with a SEQRA submission until we felt that we 
had addressed all the areas of environmental concern 
and incorporated measures into our design and plan 
which treated those areas of environmental concern and 
brought them down to a level where the impact could not 
been classified as something adverse. So, having done 
that, it's our opinion that we have put before you a 
record that would justify the board in issuing a 
negative dec or a conditioned negative declaration. 
Just briefly, again, to put on the record to the areas 
of environmental concern and the specific items we have 
addressed, they are filling in 4/100 of an acre of 
wetland, which is regulated by the Army Corps of 
Engineers, but it's covered by a nationwide permit and 
we have a right to fill that up to 1/10 of an acre 
without notice to the Corps and the Corps and the EPA 
have legislatively determined that such a fill is not 
significant. Once you get passed 1/10 of an acre, 
that's a different classification. With regard to our 
water impacts, we have designed a project so it will 
comply with the SPDES general permit for drainage 
discharge, that means there will be no increase in the 
peak storm water discharge rate pre and post 
development, it further means that we're treating the 
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first flush, it also means that there is a detailed 
erosion control plan and measures incorporated into the 
plan and it also means that we have prepared a very 
detailed landscape plan for re-vegetation of the 
disturbed site. With regard to visual impacts, we have 
been very sensitive to that and you know from the books 
we handed out and the cross-sections that have been 
prepared which are depicted all on one board here that 
we have done a tremendous amount of screening from 
adjoining residents. We have over 160 trees and hedges 
to be planted, and the elements of our screening are 
basically comprised of fencing in that vegetative 
buffer and some additional architectural details on the 
building, such as parapets which will further screen 
roof equipment. With regard to transportation, which 
is probably the largest single area of environmental 
concern, not only have we demonstrated that our project 
as designed and with the adjoining property 
improvements that are running concurrently with this 
project not only have we demonstrated that they 
mitigate or do not result in a significant impact from 
the traffic from our project, but those proposed 
improvements will actually reduce the overall delay at 
Five Corners by two minutes compared to the no-build 
conditions. So I think that's very firmly established 
in the record and again, that's the bar chart that's in 
the book which effectively demonstrates that. In terms 
of noise and lighting which are always a concern with 
supermarket facilities, we hired an acoustical 
engineer, who's an expert in noise assessment, a study 
has been prepared and measures are incorporated into 
the operation and plans of the project which reduce or 
fully mitigate the noise impacts from stationery 
equipment and also from the circulation conditions on 
the site and as you saw in the last go around, we have 
prepared a very extensive lighting plan analysis which 
demonstrates that there's virtually no spillage onto 
adjoining properties. The minor amount of spillage 
that there is is very minor and is at an extremely low 
light level. Last item that we spoke about was 
cultural resources. We're not near the closest 
designated historic site, which is in the Town of 
Cornwall, but not remotely near this particular piece 
of property, we did advise you that we identified an 
area of potential cultural resource sensitivity on the 
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site. We can't get to that until the, we can't cross 
that off completely until the snow melts, but we have 
committed not to disturb that area until we can 
demonstrate to you that is, that that is in fact not a 
sensitive site. So having said all that, again, I 
think we have presented the appropriate record 
justifying it, you know, in the worst case a 
conditioned negative dec, at the same time, I recognize 
and Hannaford's recognizes that this is the 
determination of the significance is within the 
jurisdiction of this Planning Board and we're happy to 
answer any additional questions you may have at this 
time and we'll see where we land. 

MR. PETRO: All right, Larry, listen, originally I was 
going to stop you from going through all that because 
my mind is pretty well made up, I'm going to get to the 
point of it in a second, but I thought it would be a 
good idea to get everything that you just said into the 
minutes so in the future, anybody can look at that and 
say they've done a lot of work, it's good work and you 
have made a nice presentation to the board. 

MR. WOLINSKY: We appreciate that. 

MR. PETRO: That you have on record but with that, I 
•have been on the board for a little over ten years and 
Chairman for nine years and when I go around Town as 
other members do, I have never heard such an outcry 
from everybody saying how can you possibly be having 
such a large commercial building and project go into 
this site with the traffic the way it is, the traffic 
this, the traffic that, my answer usually is it's a 
permitted use and it's the function of the Planning 
Board we have to.follow the law and we're going to 
review everything. We also feel very strongly that 
this board in particular and I know everybody sitting 
here usually goes along with my line of thinking that 
we're not here to say yes or no, but how, that's just a 
personal way that we feel and we try to do that. But 
on this particular application, there would be no way 
that I could feel comfortable without going through 
every step of the procedure at all without giving every 
opportunity for you to prove to us or for us to review 
the necessary steps to know for sure that we have done 
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everything that we possibly could to understand what 
the traffic would be and the drainage, I think 
everybody else has pretty well done nicely, I don't 
think anybody has a real concern, other than those two 
major, major ones, obviously, the traffic being number 
one. So with that, I'm going to suggest to the board 
and if anybody wants to stop me at any time that they 
determine of significance would be the Type C which 
this project may result in one or more large or 
important impacts that may have a significant impact on 
the environment, therefore, a positive dec would be 
repaired. And with that, you know what that means, 
we're going to need a full EIS that we anl(|he people 
of thm(New Windsor can review and there are people who 
work for the board, whether it's attorneys, engineers, 
anybody who would want to review it and at such time 
when we're done with the reviewing it there can be no 
further steps that this board could have possibly taken 
and that we can move forward from there. But I want to 
leave no stone unturned, that's the way to go for you 
as well as for us. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Okay, I'm the first to acknowledge that 
you have every legal right to do that, I can understand 
your rationale, all I would ask is that if we're down 
essentially to two principal issues, traffic and 
•drainage, that the board entertain a scoping document 
from the applicant. 

MR. PETRO: Talking about a narrow scope? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: I don't think that's unreasonable, if you 
can work that out with Mark to his liking or 
understanding the rest of the board we rely highly on 
Mark and his company, as long as you can work that out, 
I don't see why we couldn't do that. We don't have a 
problem with lighting, we don't necessarily have to go 
over that. 

MR. EDSALL: I think the point is Larry's done probably 
more of these than I have but there may be other issues 
that will be acknowledged so it's a complete document, 
we'll deal with sewer cause we've got sewer issues that 
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they've looked at, we'll include that in there, but 
you're right, the main, the volume in the EIS would 
likely be those two issues, but I don't think we should 
eliminate other issues they have already looked at, 
roll all the issues they have taken into account 
already into the EIS so when the public comes in, 
they've got one binder that they can get all their 
answers, so I think that it's probably the same work 
they've already done, it will be presented with some 
alternatives that the EIS requires that you look at 
other alternatives for build, no-build, other 
alternatives for access, but the key is I think the 
main issues you have already worked on. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Is the board interested in conducting a 
public scoping session on this? 

MR. EDSALL: It's optional, I mean. 

MR. PETRO: Why don't you start with Mark first on the 
EIS and we can do—you need to know that immediately. 

MR. WOLINSKY: We can't write the EIS without that 
happening because procedurally, we just can't. 

MR. PETRO: . I want it to be as much as we can do so if 
that's part of the procedure then I would say yes, I 
don't want to leave any stone unturned. 

MR. WOLINSKY: If your principal concern from what I am 
hearing is making sure that there's full public 
disclosure and that everybody, applicant, public and 
board knows that we have done everything we possibly 
can to address the potential impacts of this project, 
then I think we probably ought to scope this in a 
public session. That doesn't mean the public will show 
up and do it, but, I mean, and comment on it, but we 
ought to give them the opportunity to do that so 
normally, what would happen at this point in time i{( 
the board would prepare a positive declaration and as 
part of that positive declaration, it would submit a 
date for a scoping session, so maybe we can identify 
something that would work for you guys while we're here 
tonight. 
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MR. EDSALL: Well, assuming that we have the positive 
dec circulated and we ask the applicant to submit a 
draft scope when would you have a scope available? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Probably we could have it fairly 
quickly. And one of the things that we're going to 
have to do just so you know is that we're going to have 
to retain a consultant to prepare and an EIS, it's just 
not, it's just not a matter of taking all the documents 
that we prepared already and putting a cover on it and 
calling it an EIS. Basically, we have to cull the 
information out, summarize it and those documents 
become appendices to the EIS itself, so maybe what we 
should, maybe what we should do is let us get our house 
in order a little bit and then we can get back to you 
as quickly as possible and you guys meet every two 
weeks anyway so. 

MR. EDSALL: If acceptable, why don't we just leave it 
that way and we'll do it through the workshop, normal 
process once a draft scope has been submitted and we 
have had an opportunity to work it out at the workshop, 
that the next available meeting they can. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Mr. Couch says we'll be prepared to have 
something submitted for the board's consideration in 
two weeks, so why don't we then two weeks after that we 
can all be scoping, yeah, about a month from now. 

MR. PETRO: That's fine with us. Also, you'll never 
not be put on an agenda, if you're ever ready, you're 
going to be on, so if you're prepared with what you 
need to do, we're not trying to physically hold you up. 

MR. WOLINSKY:. Two other things I'd ask the board to 
help us out, one would be to allow me to work with Andy 
and Mark directly on resolutions and stuff like that so 
we can make sure we go forward as fast as we can that 
way and second to allow us to proceed with Mark on the 
technical design issues. Obviously, we know we do that 
at our own risk, but we feel fairly confident going 
forward and(we therefore would like to accomplish. 

MR. PETRO: Normal site plan issues? 
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MR. WOLINSKY: Yeah? 

MR. EDSALL: Just for the record, so you know where we 
are, there's been a preliminary review done of the 
drainage study that was submitted, therefore, some 
comments that would be available very shortly and as 
well, I had suggested to the board that they retain 
Phil Greely from John Collins Engineers, traffic 
consultant, to look at the traffic issue as an 
additional engineer that I thought that was beneficial 
and he's done a preliminary review. If the board has 
no objection, we'll start to share that information. 

MR. PETRO: Sure. 

MR. WOLINSKY: In addition, if there are, I guess I 
direct this to Mark and Myra, if there are any public 
comment letters that come in that we can get copies of 
as they come in so we can address those issues as part 
of our impact statement here, it will knock items off 
the list as they come in. So other than t h a t — 

MR. PETRO: Roll call. 

MR. EDSALL: I think you need one. 

MR. PETRO: Motion to declare a positive dec for the 
Hannaford's Food on New York State Route 3 2 and 94. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board declare positive dec for the 
Hannaford's Food and Drug site plan on Routes 3 2 and 
94. Any further comments from any of the board 
members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
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MR. PETRO: I have already made note that the type of 
determination of significance would be C and the 
comments that you have made with working with Mark and 
Myra and Andrew are fine. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Okay, great, thank you very much, that 
takes care of us. 

MR. PETRO: Do you have any other site plan issues you 
want to mention quickly on the site plan itself? 

MR. COUCH: No, I just want to thank you. We 
appreciate all you're doing and we'll work hard to make 
it something that's good for the Town. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you very much. 
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CORRESPONDENCE 

HANNAFORD'S FOOD & DRUG STORE (99-15) 

MR. PETRO: Mark, you want to go over the Hannaford's 
Food and Drug? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes, I think all of you received 
correspondence, got a copy myself from Jacobowitz and 
Gubits relative to Hannaford and attached to the letter 
was a positive declaration notice that they suggest we 
circulate as well. They have attached a proposed 
circulation for a draft scope for the EIS in their 
correspondence. They are suggesting that the public 
scoping session similar to a public hearing be held 
tonight which obviously is not the case and I think 
that was kind of pushing things a little bit. But the 
bottom line of this is I have also given you a copy of 
what used to be Appendix D in the SEQRA regulations 
which is a scoping checklist. We need to prepare a 
scope and then circulate that scope. My suggestion 
would be that number one, we do circulate the intent to 
prepare and EIS document, I believe that the section 
that says reasons supporting this determination they 
say just traffic and drainage, I think it's more than 
traffic and drainage. You have heard concerns about 
visual aspects, impacts on the neighbors, I think we 
need to make sure that that's expanded a little bit and 
then circulate it and then I would believe that maybe 
over the next— 

MR. PETRO: Put the emphasis on that but we want to go 
a little bit further. 

MR. EDSALL: Yeah. The second thing would be is that 
if all the board members could look at their proposed 
scope then look at the DEC checklist, if you believe 
anything's missing from their list, maybe just jot it 
down on a piece of paper, get it back to Myra, I will 
take everybody's comments and try to come up with one 
scope and then that could be something we could go 
ahead and circulate and at the next meeting, we can 
approve it and set the date of the public meeting and 
move forward. 
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MR. PETRO: Okay, everybody review that, what they have 
and cone up with your comments. 

MR. KRIEGER: Mark, I have a number of comments, you 
want me to go over them with you? 

MR. EDSALL: On the scope? 

MR. KRIEGER: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: Probably when this thing's prepared 
between Myra, Andy and you and I, we were going to have 
to make sure we get one combined document and then 
we'll get it to the board. 

MR. KRIEGER: Yeah, I was just thinking whether you 
wanted know share my comments with you because you're 
going to wind up talking to somebody. 

MR. EDSALL: Why don't you fax over a markup and we'll 
get that taken care of. 

March 14, 2001 
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HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG STORE (99-15) 

MR. PETRO: I see some, obviously, there's some people 
in the audience. This is a scoping session for the 
Hannaford Food and Drug Store. This is not a public 
hearing but what we're going to do is we're going to 
have a presentation by the Hannaford people and explain 
to us what we're doing, we're here to understand the 
SEQRA scoping session and after they're done making a 
short presentation, what we decided to do, I'm going to 
field some questions. Obviously, there's some people 
here, if you'd like to say something, but keep in mind 
that I'm going to read you this one paragraph for the 
people, it's important that the public understand that 
the purpose of this meeting is to discuss the scope of 
the environmental review. They should raise topics in 
areas of concern at this meeting and not pose specific 
questions nor expect answers to the questions at this 
meeting. Keep in mind later on during the planning 
board process, we'll have a normal public hearing for 
the entire planning review. Okay, I'll call on someone 
from Hannafords to represent this. I know that's a 
silly question just state your names, please and your 
functions. 

MR. COUCH: My name is Andy Couch, Director of Real 
Estate Development for Hannaford Brothers and we're 
here tonight to just give a brief overview of our 
project. Hannafords, for any of you who don't know, 
we're a supermarket company, we're located in Portland, 
Maine, we operate in five states, we have 110 stores 
and 3 0 of those are located in the State of New York. 
We entered New York in 1989, our nearest store to New 
Windsor is located in Middletown, New York. Just some 
brief overview of the project. The supermarket we 
propose to build is 55,200 square feet. It's located 
in the C zone, supermarket and drug store is a 
permitted use in that zone. We designed the plan for 
the store in accordance with the ordinance and the 
project does not require any variances. As the Chair 
mentioned, tonight's purpose really is to discuss the 
scoping document for SEQRA and the draft scoping 
document we have submitted to the planning board. 
There will be public hearings during the site plan 
review process, there will be an extensive period of 
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time for you to comment on the plans and ask any 
questions regarding the specifics of our proposal. The 
project itself is located as many of you know where the 
Friendly's is located, now, this is the lot where 
Friendly's currently is located and there's a Monro 
Muffler building out here. Our store is proposed in 
this location, so it will be parallel with Route 32 and 
facing toward Route 94. We propose to install a 
traffic light on Route 32 and we'd construct an access 
road into what was the former seafood restaurant over 
here and would access that by that road. We have 
public water and sewer servicing the site, they are 
available in that area. There are no wetlands on the 
site, it's virtually no wetlands, it's .04 acres. As 
far as storm water goes, storm water runoff, there 
would be no net increase in flows from our site over 
what exists today. Our storm water detention system is 
located beneath the parking field, it's located in this 
vicinity and in some area out in here, as well, and 
that storm water, so that it doesn't overly discharge 
into the system that exists, and as I mentioned there 
is no net increase in the storm water discharge. As 
far as traffic goes, we have submitted our traffic 
study and our scheduled proposed improvements to the 
DOT and they have agreed with the methodology in our 
study and our study results and they agree with our 
proposed improvements that we plan to make. And the 
improvements we plan to make, they're quite extensive, 
we'll spend in six figure range here to improve 
conditions in this area and we know that traffic is of 
concern to many people. Some of the things we plan to 
do are to revise some of the turning lane designations 
on Route 32, as you approach the five points 
intersection. We'll also propose, as I mentioned, to 
install a new traffic signal on Route 32 in this 
location, we would add a left turn lane into the site 
in this, I'm sorry, left-turn lane in this area of the 
site into the driveway and we would revise the signal 
timing at this traffic signal and we would close off a 
curb cut in this area here, which serves the seafood 
restaurant. We realize it's a busy area and we're 
committed to making the improvements and addressing any 
impact that our project may have and really make it a 
better situation for the Town than what currently 
exists and we're confident we can do that. Our study 
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shows that and DOT agrees with us that we cannot 
degrade the current conditions and in fact, reduce que 
times and que lengths at the intersection. And that's 
what we have for the proposal or what we have for a 
presentation on the proposal. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. Does anybody else in the group 
want to make any form of a talk about anything? You 
would like to speak? 

MR. SWEENEY: Give me three minutes? 

MR. PETRO: You got it. 

MR. SWEENEY: As you know, my name is Jim Sweeney, I'm 
here on behalf of the Bila Family Partnership, 
Rosenburg family and the owners of the New Windsor Town 
Center, better known as the Shop Rite Shopping Plaza. 
I have been here many times before you in the past. I 
don't intend to make a long presentation. I have here 
a document which I think in the form of a letter which 
identifies the items that I think should be in the DEIS 
and should be included in the scope of the DEIS and the 
scope is nothing more than a table of contents for the 
DEIS. And I must tell you that part of this document 
that I am handing to you is a commentary letter from 
the traffic engineers known as L. K. B., Lockwood, 
Kessler and Bartlet, who we have retained, they are 
traffic engineers out of Syosset, Long Island, and have 
a nationwide recommendation and they raise some very 
serious questions in terms of traffic, which is the 
most notable issue here and also in terms of the most 
revised plans that were presented to you within the 
last few months. Beyond that, I raise again legal 
issues that I brought to your attention very early in 
the process back in the fall, I think they're 
substantive, I think they're what I will call a 
priority, they're in the beginning, you can't even get 
to some of this unless you get beyond those legal 
issues and they too should be addressed in the DEIS. 
So what I'm going to do is hand this document to you, 
it's explanatory, there are plenty of copies for 
everybody and hopefully, when the scope is produced, it 
will include the materials that I think on behalf of my 
client are important. 
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MR. PETRO: Keep in mind people that this is not a 
public hearing but again, as Mr. Sweeney just came up 
and was very brief and mentioned a few items that deal 
with the SEQRA process and the scoping of this project, 
would anybody else like to say something along those 
lines? 

MRS. BENNETT: Lorraine Bennett. Hi, Mr. Petro, I'm 
Lorraine Bennett from the Cornwall Planning Board, and 
I think it's important to remember that approximately a 
third of a mile or less from where this store is to be 
built there are now 84 houses, each of them having 
approximately two cars or more. There have just been 
32 more approved and at the present time to get out of 
Jacqueline Street onto 3 2 is almost impossibility. And 
I think because we're in the Town of Cornwall doesn't 
mean that we should be a stepchild. I live a mile from 
the Vails Gate light and consistently, the traffic is 
backed up to my house almost every single night between 
4 and 6 and because of that, I think any traffic study 
should be extended into our area. In addition, I just 
want to read something to you, and this is from Town 
Law, and it talks about protection, promotion of the 
public health, safety and welfare and it states nothing 
about assessed valuations. 

MR. PETRO: Is that Cornwall Town Law, New Windsor Town 
Law? 

MRS. BENNETT: No, this is State Town Law. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you for keeping that brief and to the 
point, definitely to the point. 

MRS. BENNETT: Well, I really think that you do need a 
study at least a mile and a half because we have been 
refused traffic lights many times at the corner of 32 
and Jacqueline, there have been at least 20 recorded 
and probably at least ten other accidents that I know 
of that were not reported that has happened at that 
intersection. And we have been trying to improve the 
intersection with the new project that we have just 
approved but people just can't get across the road. 
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MR. PETRO: Jacqueline is where? 

MRS. BENNETT: Jacqueline to Garland to Ardmore. 

MR. EDSALL: Opposite from Russo's. 

MR. LANDER: Across from A & R? 

MRS. BENNETT: It is. 

MR. LANDER: And you've asked for a traffic signal 
there? 

MRS. BENNETT: Yes, we have. 

MR. LANDER: Contacted DOT? 

MRS. BENNETT: Right and if another light is put in for 
Hannafords, that only means that the traffic is going 
to back up further on 32, it isn't going to help 
anything. 

MR. LANDER: Let me ask Mr. Couch or your traffic 
people, how far did we extend this traffic study? How 
far did it reach into Cornwall or did it go to the Town 
line? 

MR. COUCH: Let me defer that question to Mark Sargent 
of Crayton Manning Engineering. 

MR. SARGENT: The existing traffic study that we have 
done analyzed the site driveway and the draft scoping 
document actually includes the intersection of 
Jacqueline, so we haven't actually analyzed it yet but 
it's been included in the document. 

MR. EDSALL: Just as clarification, the comments that 
we returned to the applicant, comment 4D added 
Jacqueline and Route 32 as to one of the intersections 
to be studied. 

MR. PETRO: Someone else? 

MR. OTTWAY: As a resident of 3 4 years living right 
off, Kurt Ottway, I live, we live right off of 94, 
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Rocky Lane, New Windsor, I have experienced on numerous 
times difficulty going through the Vails Gate corner. 
Mr. Vail put a toll gate up back when he established 
that corner for the reason that it has been the busiest 
intersection in Orange County since its inception and I 
think that as we look at this, it would be far greater 
if Hannaford would consider other sites, one of them 
ideally located would be the old Miron store which 
would give them an influx of people from the City of 
Newburgh as well as those who live in New Windsor that 
want to travel up towards Newburgh. There are other 
areas that could be considered, but looking at the 
corner Five Corners, I can only foresee and agree with 
the woman who's talking from Cornwall further 
accidents. Let me illustrate. On Sunday, we had to 
make an emergency run for a woman who I'm caretaker for 
in Washingtonville, it was Sunday, a quarter to four in 
the afternoon, it took me two traffic lights before I 
could get through the Five Corners. Coming from my 
house going towards Washingtonville, I had to wait two 
traffic lights. Fortunately, the ambulance was meeting 
me coming down the road as I was going up 94. I think 
that it has to be, we have to give very serious 
consideration to the location of Hannafords on this 
corner. A traffic light at the point of making a 
left-hand turn from 32 going into the area is not going 
to be the answer for us, it's going to only create 
further congestion at the Five Corners and it's going 
to create more accidents. And I just would like them 
to give some serious thought. We live in the area, we 
know what it's like, it's very easy to look at 
somebody's project and say this is what's going to 
happen. But it's not going to happen as they feel. 
Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: You know, I want to touch on a couple 
things that you've said there. There's no one I think 
in the area that's going to disagree with anything that 
you've said and you have to understand this is my 
opinion, okay, my opinion, that Hannafords Food Store 
would have been, the reasons why they want to be in 
that location is because of everything you said, so 
keep that in mind. You follow what I'm trying to say? 
They want to be there because they don't want to go 
where Miron's is where it's not as congested and not as 
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many people going by. This is what we're trying to 
deal with. They're not going to change their mind and 
go somewhere else. This is where they want to be. And 
also, you would have to keep in mind all the time that 
the land that they're using is permitted by right of 
the law for that use, they don't need any variance 
whatsoever, no relief from any law to do what they want 
to do on that site. And also keep in mind and I'm not 
siding one way or the other, just giving you the facts 
the way I see them that they have every right to any 
road, the same as you do, my father did and my sons are 
going to have. And if there's too many cars, it's not 
necessarily their problem, is it the DOT's problem, is 
it the State's problem, it becomes our problem. I 
drive through there two or three times a day, it's a 
pain in the you know what. I can't get through any 
faster than you did. I understand and everybody 
understands what you're saying. But suggesting to 
Hannafords as our Supervisor did a year ago to go 
somewhere else and look and they're here again and I 
have nothing against Hannafords or any of the people 
here, this is my opinion why they're here and they like 
the congestion there and I'm sure they went back to 
their headquarters and they sat down and said this is 
the car count on that corner, everybody got excited. 
So that's my opinion. 

MRS. BENNETT: Can I just add one more thing about the 
safety factor? Doesn't your board have to consider 
whether or not this store will exacerbate the safety 
problems at that corner? 

MR. PETRO: We're looking into that, that's why they've 
done a traffic study, we've hired our own people to do 
a traffic study and we've had three correspondences 
with the DOT for them to study it also and they came 
back a number of times with a local determination 
and/or they know it's a problem there but that's it, 
but, there's nothing after the but. 

MRS. BENNETT: I guess I'm sort of reacting to your 
attitude and your attitude seems to be that by divine 
right, they can come there whether it causes more 
safety problems for the rest of us or not and I don't 
believe that that's written in the law anyplace. 
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MR. PETRO: Well, I think you went a little bit further 
than my intention was. I believe 7 5 percent of what 
you just said is the way I feel that they have a right 
to that property but that's why we're here tonight. If 
we felt a hundred percent the way what you just said, 
there would be no scoping session because we would have 
been far along the process already so being that we're 
doing this we're looking into every avenue that we 
possibly can and no decisions. 

MRS. BENNETT: Just asking that you keep an open mind. 

MR. PETRO: We're definitely keeping an open mind. And 
if we didn't have an open mind, I think they'd have a 
building permit, especially since it's a permitted 
right in the zone. Somebody else? 

MR. EBERWINE: Lawrence Eberwein. I just wanted to 
question these about going, making a left turn and 
going into this place, how do you do this when you're 
going south on 32? How are you going to enter this 
store when you're coming south on 32 from Vails Gate 
going to make a left turn off 32? I understand coming 
north you can make a left turn and go through the fish 
store there by McDonald's. 

MR. SARGENT: The map is oriented north to the right, I 
hope that's clear to everyone and there's a proposed 
widening of Route 3 2 right where the driveway is shown 
there and there would be opposing left turn lanes, 
there would be a northbound left turn lane for access 
into that little collector distributor road that will 
provide access to the fish and chips and southbound 
left turn lane on Route 32 for access into Hannaford, 
also be a full access driveway proposed on Route 94. 

MR. EBERWEIN: If anything, I'm not really a Jersey 
person, but if they put a jug handle in there instead 
of making a left turn across 32 in the middle of the 
daytime in traffic, even if you have a light there, 
people don't know how to read the light situation as it 
is now in Vails Gate, you know, you come up and see 
arrows, you see a light, one points this way, one 
points this way, everybody's going to be in the left 
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lane to go on 300 straight and make the left turn on 94 
and the traffic line is all the way back to that lady's 
house. I can verify that because I live there, I see 
it every day. Number 2, when you're coming down 3 2 or 
you're coming off 94 making a left going to 32, it's 
total chaos with McDonald's as it is there already, 
people are going to get more confused driving into 
McDonald's, people head-on coming out with the french 
fries in their hands, unless you can loop it around the 
back of McDonald's and do something like that, maybe it 
will work. But the way it's drawn up, I don't think 
it's going to work, it's going to cause more stress 
than ever. There has to be a big study on the traffic. 
They're having a hard time trying to figure out what 
they're going to do with the new car wash that they 
just put in on 94. Foam and Wash, they've had a 
problem on the side street by the post office, they had 
traffic backing up, people trying to get their cars 
washed, they put the new car wash, they had a new lube 
place there, Quick Lube or something like that, and 
they have traffic all jammed up with cars coming this 
way and that way, nobody knows where they're going. 
Whoever planned that planned that backwards. I think 
that's all I have to say. But I think there should be 
a bigger study on the traffic. If my kids want to go 
to McDonald's, I have to take my kids by the hand or 
drive them there because I can't let them walk to 
McDonald's and it's like you putting a gun to me, 
saying play in traffic, kid. 

MS. FREIDA CAOILI: We live off of Marshall, have you 
considered, I'm Freida Caoili, we just moved from 
Rockland County to be here, we just bought a house off 
Truex, have you considered the noise factor? And we 
just feel that we're surrounded with so many 
supermarkets that do we need another one? And also, 
the noise factor, they can promise us that the trucks, 
we want a 90 foot, if it's a progress thing we'll have 
the 90 feet, you know, we want the 90 feet buffer zone. 
But still we have the noise factor and we have kids, 
we're a neighborhood that's paying enough taxes, high 
taxes as high as Harth Drive and people with, we have 
bad streets from there and it's come to a point where 
if you compare the taxes that we're taxed at its the 
same as better neighborhoods lake Harth and Willow and 
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we don't even get any kind of benefits and now to just 
put more, we're going to have the supermarket backing 
us up and it's literally in our back yards. We already 
have Friendly's, we have other supermarkets that we can 
see and it's a big neighborhood, I'm sure there's a lot 
of people from Marshall and Truex right now sitting 
here who have an objection. 

MR. PETRO: Andy, can you touch upon the noise study? 

MR. COUCH: Yeah. Actually, let me defer that to Tim 
Miller. 

MR. MILLER: Tim Miller, I'm the planning consultant, 
we're going to be preparing the draft EIS for 
Hannaford. We have no objection to doing a noise 
evaluation and including it into the draft DEIS and if 
the board would so like to amend the scope that it 
already has to include an evaluation of noise, we would 
be pleased to evaluate that and include it into the 
document. 

MR. PETRO: If you don't have an objection, we'd 
appreciate it. 

MS. CAOILI: Just have a question, Shop Rite promised 
that to Forge Hill people, too, and they said noise 
factor would be, and if you go behind Shop Rite, they 
have houses in there that are, you know, too much 
noise. 

MR. LANDER: New or old? 

MS. CAOILI: New Shop Rite as well as Fortune Road and 
there are some houses and the value of the houses have 
gone down, but if you do title work, I represent the 
title company and I see that their taxes are the same 
and they have the noise factor and value of the house 
is not that much, just because things have to be 
considered. We pay as much and we own our properties 
and, you know, we would like at least that much for you 
guys to consider this. 

MR. LANDER: Yes, they'll address the noise, also the 
viewing from where you live, if you're above, I'm sure 
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Truex Drive is above. 

MS. CAOILI: It's backing. 

MR. LANDER: It's backing to it but this property is 
going to be lower than yours. 

MS. CAOILI: The promises are made but with the trucks 
coming, are we going to every day check up on that? 

MR. LANDER: It's not only promises will be made, they 
have to meet all these things, they have to do the 
study and if our engineer tells us the study's not 
adequate or it's wrong, then they have to confront 
that. 

MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, I think your comments, Mr. 
Lander, on the visual are correct, we have actually 
sent letters to all of our neighbors that back up to 
us, my landscape architects have met with most of them 
already at this point in time to show them our plans. 
We have provided cross-section and descriptions of the 
landscape treatment behind the property. I intend to 
continue to work with those neighbors to try to reach a 
satisfactory solution to the relationship between the 
rear of the store and the back yards that are also in, 
this happen to be in the C zone back there. So we 
understand that as a planning issue and we fully intend 
to address it. 

MR. PETRO: I want to address one comment that you 
made, this will be for everybody. A lot of times I 
hear when we're out, somebody will say, you know, you 
have a gas station on that corner, that corner, a 
convenient store there, we don't need another 
convenient store, why are you letting this in or in 
your case, you just said why are we letting another 
food store in. We're not letting, they have to meet 
the law and get through the whole process, but it's not 
a planning board issue of an individual use, as long as 
it's part of the bulk table in the zoning law of the 
Town. In other words, if a shopping center is an 
approved use for the zone and there's four of them in a 
row, the planning board cannot say no, you cannot have 
another one of these, we already have too many. In 
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other words, it's by the law is stating that that use 
for the property is okay, it's a hundred percent, so we 
can't so yeah, we have too many shopping centers, we 
don't need it. 

MS. CAOILI: I'm saying what about the location, they 
can, I'm sure there are plenty of locations around, I 
mean, we already have Tarkett out there who's making a 
noise and that's a noise issue that hasn't been 
approached, we have come to the planning board and like 
he said, he's approached the neighbors, I was never 
approached by you. One neighbor might have been 
approached, I'm sorry. 

MR. LANDER: Are you an adjoining property owner, 
that's maybe the people they're talking to. 

MR. MILLER: All the abutters. 

MS. CAOILI: I'm, well, I am one of them and I was 
never approached. 

MR. LANDER: Would you give this gentleman your 
address? 

MR. MILLER: We'd be happy to meet with you if you abut 
our property. 

MS. CAOILI: Thank you. 

MR. OTTWAY: I have another question. Has the scoping 
committee considered the fact that there's going to be 
an additional flow of traffic coming out of Cornwall 
with the new school being built on 94? 

MR. PETRO: Yes. 

MR. OTTWAY: You're aware of this? 

MR. PETRO: Yes. 

MR. OTTWAY: That's all I'm curious about, thank you. 

MR. PETRO: I think we looked into the new houses on 
Mt. Airy Road, Mark? 
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MR. EDSALL: Those and the ones Mrs. Bennett had 
mentioned. 

MR. PETRO: We've looked into that also. 

MR. EDSALL: Well, just a reminder is that the scope is 
not complete, the point of tonight's meeting is to 
receive input such that any issues that the board may 
not have added on March 28 can be added at this point 
based on the input from the public so the scope is not 
complete. 

MR. PETRO: Like we just did with the noise. 

MR. EDSALL: Exactly. 

MR. BARTON: I'm Tom Barton, I met with one of their 
people and he showed me the layout and what they had 
proposed with the buffer between our house and the, 
where they're building back there, 49 feet is only a 
stone's throw and they have these big lights come down, 
we want them off the night. Plus the fact that they 
are going to build a retaining wall, he said, and a 
fence, he's telling me the fence is going to be 6 feet 
high. Now, 6 feet high, these kids are coming in 
through Knox Village will knock out a couple of the 
things and they'll be running through that property 
like crazy down there so we do meet, the planning board 
does meet, we would like to have it amended higher and 
further. 

MR. PETRO: You're talking about the fence? 

MR. BARTON: The fence we want higher and we would like 
to have at least 75 feet to the property line, the 
buffer. 

MR. PETRO: We're getting off the subject of tonight 
for the environmental, when we have the public hearing, 
you certainly should be recognized, come forward with 
that kind of information. We're going to write it down 
now and take note of it because you've just said it, 
but during the normal public hearing is when we look at 
size of the fence. 
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MR. PETRO: Any other issues with the environmental? 

MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, I think, you know, this 
gentleman's comment about the treatment of the area 
behind the store is a comment that we can and are happy 
to respond to. It relates to how the project is 
ascribed and what we're proposing to do so we'll 
provide illustrative information that indicates how we 
propose to do it and if a higher fence is something 
that is desirable, that's an alternative that we can 
also take into consideration. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, I think anything over 6 foot has to 
go to the zoning board, correct? 

MR. BABCOCK: Depends on the location to the property 
line, it could be over ten foot or over 6 foot if it's 
a distance from the property line. I can go over that 
with them. 

MR. PETRO: But again, the fence is not part of what 
we're doing tonight, correct? 

MR. EDSALL: ! Correct. 

MR. BARTON: That fence by Friendly's that's about ten 
feet because I know when we were having trouble with 
the kids coming through them woods up Truex Circle, 
they busted a hole into the fence over there because 
the fence is high and they got through there anyway. 

MR. LANDER: What type of fence is that? 

MR. BARTON: One of the cyclone fences. 

MR. LANDER: Did they cut a hole in it? 

MR. BARTON: They cut a hole into it. 

MR. LANDER: I can believe it. 

MR. PETRO: Any other comments that we can utilize to 
help us through with the environmental process? Okay, 
we're going to go back to the board here, any of the 
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board members would like to say anything or address any 
of the people? 

MR. ARGENIO: Yes, Mrs. Bennett, how many lots are 
approved in the Town of Cornwall on Jacqueline Court, 
that subdivision that you were referring to? 

MRS. BENNETT: Between Jacqueline and Ardmore, going as 
far as the Moodna, there are 31 lots with the 
possibility of a 32nd lot being improved within a year, 
construction probably will start within the next couple 
of months. 

MR. ARGENIO: None of them are developed? 

MRS. BENNETT: Not yet, no, sir, the 8 4 houses that I 
am talking about and I did neglect to mention that some 
of them are duplexes are the ones that are already 
existing on Jacqueline, Garland and Ardmore. 

MR. ARGENIO: Did you require that developer to install 
a signal light or investigate the possibility of 
installing a signal light? 

MRS. BENNETT: What actually the developer agreed to as 
part of the subdivision plan was to make a right 
turning lane at the top of Jacqueline where it 
intersects with Route 32 to ease the traffic in because 
it backs up so far from the light. However, the 
existing problem is still if you're trying to pull out 
and go southbound or where people come over that hill 
and don't realize that people are stopped to make a 
right into Jacqueline and rear end cars constantly. 
And as a matter of fact, on my way to get here tonight 
trying to pull out of my driveway, I sat there for 7 
minutes and I don't consider 7 o'clock at night a real 
busy time. 

MR. ARGENIO: Thank you. 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: No comments. 

MR. LANDER: Mrs. Bennett, let me go back to the 
traffic light situation, only because I have met with 
the people that are doing a study two years ago on 
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that, the northbound side of Route 3 2 where the Foam 
and Wash is because really when you look up, you're 
saying who goes where, and I asked him, I says well, 
why don't they put signage on the pavement so that 
people know whether this is a left turn, a straight or 
what and he said he was only there for, the study would 
take him a year and it would take the State another 
year before they did any of the improvements, that's 
even the markings on the pavement, it would take two 
years. And as far as you going to the State to put a 
traffic light there, it will be ten years there. 
Wheels move very slowly. 

MRS. BENNETT: The reason I'm here tonight is because 
of these very factors and because of the safety factor, 
you know. And the other issue is when you get to the 
Vails Gate light, unless you're a local, you have no 
idea that it's a delayed green to go left onto 94. I 
mean, I sit there and waiting to go left on 94 while 
the people in front of me go no place because there's 
nothing to indicate it's a delayed green so I mean 
and— 

MR. LANDER: My point being— 

MRS. BENNETT: What we're talking about is exacerbating 
what's already there. 

MR. LANDER: My point is the State moves very slowly, 
you can ask for a traffic light, they can agree to it 
ten years down the road. 

MRS. BENNETT: They've said no. 

MR. LANDER: But why won't they put a traffic light 
there? 

MRS. BENNETT: Because they say that the traffic volume 
and Mark can back me up on this does not require a 
traffic light at that intersection, regardless, 
irregardless of how many accidents. And the other 
thing is if you try to, if you're in the middle lane by 
Jim Russo's and you try to make a left into Jacqueline 
or even over the hill to make a left into Ardmore 
because of northbound traffic, your life is in your 
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hands. And this only makes things worse because it 
backs it up further, it's even a matter of, one of the 
things that we did in the new development is we're 
hoping to make some of the streets one way and required 
them to have both exits, two exits and entrances just 
for the simple standpoint of emergency vehicles and the 
health.and welfare of the people that would be living 
in those houses and, you know, I just see this as 
making the situation that we tried to do something 
positive about made much worse. 

MR. LANDER: Again, let me stress that we have hired 
traffic consultant and if this traffic consultant tells 
us Hannafords' plan doesn't work, then they have to go 
back to the drawing board again. 

MRS. BENNETT: Well, I hope that they won't forget to 
come into the Town of Cornwall because Pushman's is the 
line. 

MR. EDSALL: Just so the minutes reflect some 
additional information, just to confirm what Mrs. 
Bennett indicated when the what's now called the ADC 
subdivision was considered years ago as the Trifam and 
Trisil Subdivision, DOT indicated that the warrants 
were not met at Jacqueline and 32 and they question 
whether or not they'd even permit a center left turn 
lane for southbound traffic to get into Jacqueline but 
they were agreeable to allowing an upgrade of the 
intersection on the Jacqueline, the Town road side to 
raise the elevation so effectively, you're on the same 
playing field to get out onto the highway and allow 
turning lanes to it would be a left and right turn lane 
exiting the Town road, but they were not at all 
agreeable to any improvements on Route 3 2 itself and 
again, just to reiterate, that intersection is listed 
in the comments that this board has mandated be 
included in the EIS. 

MRS. BENNETT: Just to add to what Mark said, they are 
willing to have the upgrade done but not at their 
expense. The Columbo family when they built the office 
on the corner of Jacqueline and 3 2 dedicated the 
property to the Town needed for that right-hand turn 
and ADC Orange is paying for the upgrade, so we have 
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tried to with their help solve our own problems but the 
State is not willing to put any money in it. 

MR. ARGENIO: I didn't want to beat it to death, if we 
have included it in the Jacqueline intersection in the 
study, then I think that covers it, but I was curious 
how many houses were in there. 

MR. PETRO: Anyone from Hannafords want to wrap it up, 
anything to say? 

MR. SARGENT: I had a question of clarification, did 
you say that the improvement of Jacqueline then is 
already paid for in the program, someone is actually 
going to construct that? 

MRS. BENNETT: Yes, well, actually, that project is not 
bonded yet, but my understanding is the improvement 
will be in the bond, the Town already has had the 
dedication of the needed property but it won't be done 
at State expense. 

MR. EDSALL: Right, and again, that's only an 
improvement to Jacqueline, which is the Town road, 
bring it up to level elevation and provide widening and 
turning lanes. If it's appropriate that there be any 
improvements to 32, as of yet, DOT has not authorized 
that nor is that going to be included in the bond 
amount for the public improvements for the subdivision 
since DOT didn't authorize it. 

MR. SARGENT: What's the schedule for the completion of 
that? 

MR. EDSALL: I would suspect ADC will have the bond 
posted within the next month to month and a half, 
construction, as Mrs. Bennett indicated, probably 
starting within the next two to three months and I'd 
look probably at a year at the most year and a half 
buildout. 

MRS. BENNETT: Yeah, they have a timetable of 16 C.O.'s 
before that construction has to be done. 

MR. PETRO: Andy, anything else from your group? 
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MR. COUCH: No, I don't think we have anything else. 

MR. PETRO: This session is over and we're going to go 
on to other business. 

MR. COUCH: I guess we have a question procedurally. 

MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, just to wrap up, we heard a 
number of comments, Mr. Sweeney submitted a letter, 
there's a comment asking that other sites be considered 
in the alternative section. We have no objection to 
doing that. Obviously, this is the site we own, this 
is the site we control. There was obviously concern 
about the traffic, we think that that's already been 
dealt with in the scope that the board has developed to 
date. We have agreed to include a noise evaluation in 
the scope. We have agreed to address the relationship 
between the rear of the property and the residences in 
a sort of a buffer visual landscape lighting type of 
evaluation, I didn't hear any other comments, Mark, I 
don't know if there was anything else that you picked 
up on, we're interested in having this board adopt a 
scope and in doing so with those items added as a 
condition so that we can finish the draft EIS and 
submit it. 

MR. EDSALL: What I think is appropriate is that we 
have the minutes prepared and forwarded on and then you 
take those minutes, Mr. Sweeney's letter which 
apparently at this point is the only correspondence we 
have received and the comments that we have already 
provided to you and have you resubmit a scope and the 
board will review that scope and determine if it's 
complete relative to the issues that were raised here 
by Mr. Sweeney and any other correspondence that might 
be in the mail and received within the next day or two 
and the board's comments. 

MR. MILLER: Okay. 

MR. PETRO: How detailed are you going to be with the 
lighting because this gentleman asked about lighting, 
obviously, when we do the site plan further along, 
we're going to have a lighting plan. Are you going to 
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include, how much lighting detail are you going to 
include in the scope? 

MR. MILLER: We'll include a landscape plan and a 
lighting plan in the project description material in 
the EIS, we have no objection to that. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. MILLER: Ideally, when the draft EIS public hearing 
is open, we want to have the site plan public hearing 
open simultaneously, which is consistent with the law 
so we want the board and Town to have the appropriate 
information necessary for both of those hearings to run 
simultaneously and concurrently. 

MR. PETRO: You don't want to do it twice? 

MR. MILLER: We don't. 

MR. LANDER: For the gentleman that spoke about the 
fence also they have in one of their proposals I read 
that their trucks will only, can't idle more than 15 
minutes there when they're unloading, you have, they 
have to shut them down, I think it's a State Law now 
that they can't idle more than 15 minutes. So that 
should cut down on the noise when the trucks are back 
there unloading. I don't know the difference in 
elevation off the top of my head but fumes shouldn't be 
a problem running for 15 minutes, then they have to 
shut them off. I think that was in the first 
presentation that they had. 

MR. BARTON: If they don't? 

MR. LANDER: Call the building inspector, Mike Babcock, 
just give him a call, day or night. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you everybody. 
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REGULAR ITEMS: 

HANNAFORD'S FOOD & DRUGS (00-15) VAILS GATE 

Larry Wolinsky, Esq. appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: This application involves development of 
55,200 square foot retail store on 5.5 acre site. This 
application was previously reviewed at the 13 
September, 2000, 15 November, 2000, 24 January, 2001, 
14 February, 2001, 14 March, 2001, 28 March, 2001 and 
25 April, 2001 planning board meetings. Someone here 
to represent this? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Mr. Chairman, members of the board, 
we're here tonight simply to conclude the scoping 
process. The board recalls there was a public scoping 
session and some additional comments came in. We have 
modified our scoping document to include those comments 
and we just need to have the board acknowledge that the 
scope as modified is now final and we'll see you 
shortly, if that's okay. 

MR. PETRO: Well, we have a recommendation from the 
planning board engineer that the comments have been 
attended to in the scoping session, you did a good job, 
it's his recommendation that this board accept the 
scope as written and that you proceed with the DEIS. 
Mr. Argenio, do you have anything contrary to that? 

MR. ARGENIO: No, I don't but I did have one question 
from Mr. Edsall, who is the interested party's 
engineer? 

MR. EDSALL: That was the letter we received from Mr. 
Sweeney with an attached evaluation from an engineering 
traffic consultant. 

MR. ARGENIO: No, I've got nothing else, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. BRESNAN: No. 

MR. KARNAVE ZOS: No. 
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MR. LANDER: No. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, I guess we have nothing over there, 
I'll take a motion. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board approve the Hannaford Food 
and Drug site plan scope as submitted by the applicant, 
the DEIS. Is there any further discussion from any of 
the board members? 

ROLL CALL 

MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

ARGENIO 
BRESNAN 
KARNAVEZOS 
LANDER 
PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
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PROJECT LOCATION: 
PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

CLOSEOUT REVIEW COMMENTS 

MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE SITE PLAN AMENDMENT 
NYS ROUTE 94 
00-22 
5 SEPTEMBER 2002 

I have been asked to close out the Monro Muffler Brake approval. Some items require correction on the plans 
submitted for final review and stamp of approval. Note the following: 

/. There are two versions of this sheet, one as part of application 00-15 (Hannaford, Sheet 5 of 15) and one as 
part of application 00-22 (Monro Muffler* Sheet 1 of 1). Please make these sheets identical with the 
exception of the sheet numbering and add a note on both drawings indicating that "The improvements 
shown hereon are an off-site obligation of the Hannaford Site Plan, ami ail wurk shall be complete prior lo 
the request for a Certificate ofOcwpamy at the Hannaford building ". 

2. Easement referenced in note #4 on drawing should be submitted to Planning Board Attorney and Planning 
Board Engineer for review. After approval, this must be properly filed. 

3 The two way traffic aisle on the west side of the building (shown as I9'on one version of the plan) must be 
changed to a minimum 20' as required for two way traffic in the code. Replace curb as necessary. 

4 Regarding the Bulk Tabic: 
• Correct number of provided parking spaces in bulk table. 
« Reference area variance grained on bulk table. 
• Abo note that only one of the two versions of 102A had a bulk table. Insure the final drawing has a 

complete and correct bulk table. 

5. A reference is made to an easement to the Town for a watcrmain on one version of 102 A, but not the other. 
No continuation easement is shown on the Hannaford site plan. First, we will need to verify that a Town 
easement is required then the proper easements must be depicted, if needed. As appropriate., the easements 
must then be filed. 

PlantihW Board Engineer 

MJEA1 NW00.22-Cto*s4rt C<mun**t 090SO2.<toc 

http://mhenyQrrtwpc.com
http://mhepaQmhapc.com
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T O W N O F N E W W I N D S O R 
PLANNING B O A R D 

C L O S E O U T R E V I E W C O M M E N T S 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 7 0 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
5 SEPTEMBER 2002 

I have been asked to close out the Hannaford's approval. Numerous items have not been corrected on the plans 
submitted for final review and stamp of approval. Note the following: 

1. Approval Resolution Condition #3 required a site improvement cost and public improvement cost estimate. 
These have not been submitted and are necessary for a final review. Also see wording of condition with 
regard to DOT issue. 

2. Bulk table on drawing C-l 02, side yard provided values, still need correction. 

3. Sheet C-102, Hannaford Site plan, must depict compliance with fire lane requirements of Town Code. Add 
notes, sign details, pavement marking details, ete. as required. 

4. Detail 15 on drawing C-l 12 (Handicapped Parking Space) does not meet State Code. AH striping must be 
blue in color, and a third sign in front of cross-hatched zone ("No Parking") must be added. 

5. Detail 5 on drawing C-112 (sign detail) does not comply with State Code Height of bottom of sign in 
mounted position must be between 5' and 7 \ 

6. A reference is made to an easement to roe Town for a watermam on one version of 102A. No continuation 
easement is shown on the Hannaford site plan First, we will need to verify that a Town easement is 
required, then the proper easements must be depicted, if needed. As appropriate, the casement must then be 
filed 

7. Drawing 102 should include another large "boxed" note that stales the following 
" Approvals granted for the Hannaford Site Plan are subject to mitigation requirements noted in the 
SEQRA Findings Statement adopted by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board, and 
compUance with all the mitigation measures and requirements axe hereby deemed a condition of 
the site plan approval" 
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8 Drawing C-102 should include a note stating that no work will be performed on site until the Highway 
Work Permit or an site access permit is obtained from the NYSDOT. 

9. Drawing C-102 should include a note stating: 
" All off site work on the related Long John Silver Site Plan Amendment and Monro Muffler Site 
Plan Amendment, as well as other off site impact mitigation measures shall be complete before a 
Certificate of Occupancy is requested." 

10. Contribution for off-site sewage pump station and force main improvements should be paid to the Town at 
time of stamping of the plan 

Respectfully Submitted, 

n Edsall, P.E, P.P. 
ig Board Engineer 

MJEtt 
NW(MM?«CJtf*o«t CunsiNfKs U9!)502,*X' 
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DISCUSSION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG STORES (00-15) REVIEW OF DEIS 
SCOPE 

Mr. Larry Wolinsky, Esq. appeared before the Board for 
this proposal. 

MR. PETRO: This is a review of the DEIS scoping. 
Mark, I'm going to turn it over to you. We can start 
the ball rolling on the discussion part of it and bring 
us up to date. 

MR. EDSALL: Larry Wolinsky from Jacobowitz & Gubits 
representing the applicant had written to the Board 
with a letter dated March 27th and attached 
correspondence. I'm sorry, that's not the correct 
date. Myra, what's the date that the transmittal with 
the proposed scope? 

MS. MASON: I think it's the 23rd. 

MR. WOLINSKY: I'm being told it's the 28th. That we 
transmitted the scoping document? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. WOLINSKY: February 28th. 

MR. EDSALL: February 28th they wrote to the Board and 
proposed a scope. That document was circulated 
following the meeting on the 14th. Since that time, 
the Board members have contacted me and provided input 
as to any revisions or additions that they care to have 
included in the proposed scope. Based on all the input 
from the Board members, I've prepared a listing of the 
comments, and each Board member has a copy, Items 1 
through 5. And at this point I would suggest that the 
Board adopt these comments and ask the applicant to 
include these into the scope and prepare a revised 
scope for purposes of holding a public meeting, public 
scoping meeting at the Board's convenience. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, are you going to simply hand your 
comments or this list to their attorney for the 
applicant? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: And the attorney for applicant is going to 
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read this and say, Okay, we're going to put it into our 
scoping paperwork and have it ready for whatever date 
we choose after we're done here today? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, it actually should be available as 
part of a circulation that I've discussed with Mr. 
Wolinsky, and it should be available for public review 
prior to the meeting. So as soon as they can get it 
prepared and get it in, we'd post it, and then you'd 
have the public scoping meeting at a date determined by 
the Board. 

MR. PETRO: Just to clarify this one step further. 
This is going to be a requirement of the New Windsor 
Planning Board to be added to the documents, or are we 
asking them to do it? What if they say no? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, you as Lead Agency you have the 
ability to require that this be added into the scope. 
And obviously all the Board members have contributed, 
and that's where this came from. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Mr. Chairman, we've already reviewed it 
and there's no problem, we'll add everything. I'll 
have it done tomorrow morning. 

MR. PETRO: We're going to do probably a motion on this 
to adopt it. And also, Mark, the date for the scoping 
session itself, we've talked briefly about it. We've 
come up with a date that we thought would be fine. 

MR. EDSALL: Based on what information we got from Myra 
and the current applications before the Board, I 
believe you had suggested the 25th of April which would 
be the second meeting of next month. 

MR. PETRO: And also I'd like to kind of keep that 
meeting light if we can, which I will do since I make 
the agenda. We'll just keep it light and keep it kind 
of dedicated for that purpose. So it will be the 
second meeting in April. Any objection to that? 

MR. EDSALL: Just one thing that maybe you could make 
clear to the applicant, whether or not you believe it 
would be appropriate at that meeting to not only have a 
discussion of the scope but also a presentation, 
because you surely will have a number of members of the 
public, and better to have them understand the correct 
information rather than any rumors that may be 
circulating. So you may want to let them know that 
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you're looking for a presentation at the start of the 
meeting. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Presentation being basically just an 
explanation of the project? 

MR. PETRO: Overview. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Want us to get into the summary of the 
impacts that we're looking at at this point? 

MR. EDSALL: I would think that it would be of benefit 
to give an overview of the entire project, and for then 
all the apparent potential impacts, just in general 
indicate what the impact is and in general how you 
believe you're going to mitigate the problem. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Okay. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, are they, the applicants, and/or this 
board going to field questions from the public at this 
scoping session? 

MR. EDSALL: I think you can control the meeting to the 
point that you only ask for input as to what should be 
added to the scope for the DEIS rather than get into a 
long drawn out public hearing on the site plan which 
obviously --

MR. PETRO: That comes later. 

MR. EDSALL: -- you may have an additional public 
hearing with a detailed site plan at a later time. 
It's going to be a little tricky to control the content 
of the comments. 

MR. PETRO: People are going to be raising their hands, 
trying to get up here to speak. 

MR. LANDER: If you're going to do that, you're going 
to have to post that you're looking for public input on 
this. Because if you don't post it, then there will be 
a problem. 

MR. PETRO: Isn't that the intent of the scoping 
session? 

MR. EDSALL: You're looking for public input on the 
scope, but I don't believe you're looking for a 
detailed critique of the site plan or any other issues. 
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You're looking as to what should be considered in this 
scope. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Mr. Chairman, normally what we do is the 
applicant in the very beginning of the presentation we 
explain to the public what the purpose of the scoping 
session is and that the purpose being to find out from 
the public what the public believes should be addressed 
in this document and that it has no, that the project 
has no standing beyond that and that there will be an 
additional opportunity for public hearing after the 
document is written to address the comments and submit 
it. Usually that helps, that explanation at the onset. 

MR. EDSALL: You may want to try to avoid getting into 
the position of trying to answer questions. Really the 
purpose is to receive comments or concerns. 

MR. PETRO: That's a very good idea. Just say thank 
you and move on. Any other comments? 

MR. KRIEGER: Yes, Mr. Chairman. As I previously told 
you, I won't be here at that meeting, and of all the 
comments that came in I have only one additional 
thought about the Notice of Intent, the document, and 
that's based on a prior experience we had here. And 
that is it should specify that erosion controls have to 
be in place before any construction is done. Sometimes 
they sort of let that portion, they put the erosion 
controls in after the construction has started. It's a 
little like barring the gate after the cow has left the 
barn. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Mr. Chairman, do you want us to mail 
notices to the abutters, the adjoiners? 

MR. PETRO: For the scoping session? 

MR. WOLINSKY: For the scoping session. There's no 
fixed rule in the SEQRA regulations, and we can either 
do that or it just gets published in the newspaper. 

MR. PETRO: Why not put it in the Sentinel as is 
required. I think that's what's required by law and I 
think that should suffice. I mean the abutting 
neighbor has the chance to buy the paper the same as 
anybody else does. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Okay. 
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MR. PETRO: See anything wrong with that, Andy? 

MR. KRIEGER: No, I don't. 

MR. PETRO: Jerry, any other comments? 

MR. ARGENIO: No. I think - - n o . I think Mr. 
Wolinsky has got a handle on this. 

MR. PETRO: Jim? 

MR. BRESNAN: No. 

MR. PETRO: Ron? 

MR. LANDER: No. 

MR. PETRO: I'm going to take a motion to accept the 
comments of the scoping document to be handed over to 
the applicant to be added to his documents. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: Second. 

MR. PETRO: And I have to extend that motion to 
actually set the date of April 25th for the scoping 
session of the New Windsor Planning Board. We have a 
motion and seconded. Any further discussion from the 
board members? 

MR. LANDER: We want to add Andy's comment to this 
document. 

MR. PETRO: That the erosion control measures be 
implemented before the construction starts. Okay? 

MR. WOLINSKY: That's agreed. 

MR. PETRO: Anything else? Roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. WOLINSKY: Thank you. 
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MR. PETRO: Mike, do you have anything else for 
tonight? 

MR. BABCOCK: No. 

MR. PETRO: Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: No. 

MR. PETRO: Andy? 

MR. KRIEGER: No. 

MR. PETRO: Mr. Bresnan? 

MR. BRESNAN: No. 

MR. PETRO: Mr. Argenio, anything else for tonight? 

MR. ARGENIO: No. 

MR. PETRO: Tom? 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: No. 

MR. LANDER: No. 

MR. PETRO: Myself no. Motion to adjourn. 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: So moved. 

MR. LANDER: Second. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

Lespectfully Submitted By: 

Denise M. Provnick 
Stenographer 
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HANNAFORDS FOOD & DRUG STORE (00-15) 

Larry Wolinsky, Esq. appeared before .the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Good evening, Mr. Chairman, Larry 
Wolinsky from Jacobowitz & Gubits. I'm here for 
Tectonic tonight and on behalf of the applicant, 
Hannaford Food and Drug and we're here this evening for 
the consideration of the board's determination of 
completeness for the draft environmental impact 
statement that was submitted. As you know, 
completeness is nothing more than a determination that 
the document that was submitted is adequate for public 
comment and circulation to the involved and interested 
agencies. 

MR. PETRO: Is that the end of your spiel? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Short and sweet. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, why don't you bring us up to date and 
give us a little instruction what we need to do, bring 
us up to date. 

MR. EDSALL: Comment 1 just notes the history as far as 
the steps that have been taken so far. I won't repeat 
them, unless someone has a question. Comment 1 notes 
some minor corrections that I'm suggesting be 
incorporated into the DEIS before it's circulated and 
in fact, the comments that are attached from John 
Collins Engineers, the traffic consultant retained by 
the town to review the EIS is, it's my understanding 
that they have shared with the applicant and those 
changes have already been incorporated into a current 
document they have on file. So, my suggestion would be 
exactly what Larry said, you're not agreeing or 
disagreeing with the specifics listed in the EIS, 
you're merely acknowledging that they have submitted an 
EIS which you believe is complete enough and acceptable 
form to be circulated for public review and comment and 
for the scheduling of the public hearing. And I would 
agree and as I list in my comments, it's my 
recommendation that you vote that it is acceptable on a 
completeness basis request, that they incorporate the 
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changes I've noted and then submit copies to the town 
for circulation. I want to make sure the town 
Circulates them because we have been advised recently 
that the DOT will not review something unless it comes 
from the municipality. So I want to a make sure that 
we do the circulation, other than that, short and 
sweet. 

MR. WOLINSKY: The only other thing that I would add to 
the shortness and the sweetness is if we could target 
the public hearing date with the understanding that it 
would only go forward at this point subject to those 
minor modifications. 

MR. PETRO: Second meeting in August. 

MR. WOLINSKY: That would be great. 

MR. PETRO: You'll have to do your due diligence. 

^MR. WOLINSKY: Just so you know,, we have a workshop 
session scheduled in August, first Weill be prepared to 
sho*/ the revision on August 1st, really they're minor; 
very technical and minor s o — 

MR. PETRO: Looks like August 22 is the target date. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Yes, thank you. 

MR. BABCOCK: Will you have enough time from the 
workshop for August 2 2nd? 

MR. WOLINSKY: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: Applicant has also prepared a proposed 
notice relative to the DEIS being deemed complete and 
adequate for public review and I have reviewed that, I 
have no objection to it so I'll work with them on 
getting that packaged up and sent out. 

MR. PETRO: I don't mind, Mark, I can the target date 
the 2 2nd of August but if you miss it, it's not urgency 
on your part, in other words, you have to be prepared 
to have it complete. 
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MR. KOLINSKY: I understand. 

MR. PETRO: Any other comments from the board members 
before I give a little direction here? 

MR. ARGENIO: Nothing, no. 

MR. LANDER: No. 

MR. PETRO: We're going to have a motion that the board 
is going to accept and determine that the DEIS is 
complete with the few subject-to's and the revisions 
above which Mark has already discussed and this is only 
a recommendation by this board to accept the DEIS as 
complete as written. Anything else? 

MR. EDSALL: It's fine. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board accept the DEIS for the 
Hannafords Food and Drug Store as written with the 
number of subject-to'sf the revisions that Mark Edsall 
had mentioned earlier. Mark, those revision, how do we 
get them to be tied in with these minutes? Can I use 
t h e — 

MR. EDSALL: They'll be attached to my comments. 

MR. PETRO: Any further discussion from the board 
members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. WOLINSKY: We should really have a resolution 
setting the target date as well because if we go 
forward, you should have a resolution setting that, 
just a motion. 
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MR. EDSALL: I would suggest that you have a motion 
authorizing the public hearing for the 22nd of AugustJ?-
subject to the applicant meeting. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Complying with the completeness 
requirements. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board target the date of August 
22nd for a public hearing for the Hannafords Food and 
Drug Store as Mark noted as long as the applicant is 
ready to go forward at that point. Is there any 
further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call; 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
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PUBLIC HEARING; 

HANNAFORDS FOOD & DRUG STORE (00-15) 

MR. PETRO: Public hearing for the Hannaford Food and 
Drug Store on Route 32 and Route 94. It's represented 
by Tectonic Engineering. Proposed construction of 
55,300 square feet of building for retail. This 
application was previously reviewed at the 13 
September, 2000 meeting, 15 November, 2000 meeting, 24 
January, 2001 meeting, 14 February, 2001 meeting, 14 
March, 2001 meeting, 28 March, 2001 meeting, 25 April 
2001 meeting, 23 May, 2001 meeting and 25 July, 2001 
planning board meetings. So, if anybody thinks we're 
moving too quick, read that again. Now, we're just 
waiting up here for the attorney to show up. I'll 
explain to the people because obviously, there's people 
here for the public hearing, our procedure here is that 
we're going the call upon Hannafords to make a 
presentation to the board, we'll review the plans and. 
Then at some time during that presentation, we'll open 
it up to the public for their input and their comments. 
And you would be recognized by.the Chair, come forward, 
state your name and address and then we'd move forward 
with the hearing, thereafter, with the public hearing, 
we'll then close it to the public and the board would 
then review it again. And I'm stalling here as best I 
can, I don't know what we're going to do. We'll start 
and if we come to a point where we need our attorney, 
then we'll hold up. We can at least have the 
presentation started so we can move things along. So 
first on tonight's agenda is Hannafords, might as well 
come up and get set up. 

MS. SHAIN: We pretty much have what we need here. I'm 
Melinda Shain representing Hannaford Brothers, pretty 
much I'm going to get our consultants to speak briefly. 
I know you're familiar with the project based on all 
the times we have been before you. I will hand it 
right over to Tim Miller so we can get started. 

(Whereupon, Mr. Krieger entered the room.) 

MR. PETRO: Let the minutes show that the planning 
board attorney is now with us. 
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MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, members of the planning 
board, members of the public, my name is Tim Miller 
with Tim Miller Associates. We're a planning and 
environmental consulting firm in Cold Spring and we 
represent Hannaford, having been the primary authors of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This is a 
public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and site plan application, as well as 12 
proposed site plan amendments that have all been filed 
with this planning board. Just procedurally, so you 
understand where we are in the process, we have been 
reviewing the plans with the planning board for some 
time, as the Chairman indicated. The draft 
environmental impact statement was a result of a 
positive declaration made by this board some time ago. 
The contents of the draft EIS were largely established 
based on a scope that was also developed by the 
planning board in consultation with planning board 
staff, town engineer and subject to a public hearing. 
So the draft EIS was done in response to comments from 
interested public, the board and the consultants to the 
board. After tonight's public hearing, the comments 
that are made will be responded to in writing and 
provided to the board and to the same agencies and the 
same parties that had been recipients of the draft EIS. 
We have a stenographer tonight that will be recording 
all of your comments. There will be also a period 
sometime after the close of the public hearing in which 
if you wish to make comments you may do so. We'll be 
responding to those comments in the final EIS, 
submitting that to the board for a determination of 
adequacy and acceptability that will be circulated and 
all this will take place prior to any final decision on 
this application. Hannafords is proposing a 55,200 
square foot state of the art supermarket. It will be 
situated on 5.443 acre site located on Mew York State 
Routes 32 and 94 near New Windsor. The facility is 
proposed on a property that is currently designed 
Shopping Center C zone in the town and that is, that 
does allow for supermarket use on the property. For 
those of you that live in the neighborhood, this is a 
site where the existing Friendly's is. The Friendly's 
would be removed as part of this proposed action. As I 
indicated, there are two proposed site plan amendments 
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in connection with the application, one of the 
amendments involve improvements to a secondary access 
drive that would go out to Route 94. This is the Five 
Corners. 

MR. PETRO: Normally, you give the presentation to us 
and then we open it up to the public. Does anybody 
object to the way we do this, Mark, is there a problem? 

MR. ESDALL: I don't think so, let them finish the 
presentation. 

MR. MILLER: Everybody see this? All right, okay, so 
one of the site plan amendments involves existing 
facility which is the Monro Muffler and extension of 
the secondary access drive out to Route 94 as 
indicated, this is Five Corners intersection and 
there's Route 32. A second site plan amendment 
involves the improvements to the access to I guess . it 
was formally the Long John Silver's Restaurant and the 
reason that is being proposed is to allow for this 
driveway to align with the proposed primary driveway 
into the supermarket and this intersection will be 
signalized. The project shows 3 04 parking spaces. As 
indicated, primary access is about 800 feet south of 
Five Corners intersection. Part of the application the 
applicant is proposing improvements to the Five Corners 
intersection. This is an intersection that operates 
with long gueues, long delays and we recognize that 
from the very beginning and we have spoken to the board 
about this. We have retained, the applicant's retained 
the trafficking firm of Creighton Manning to address 
potential improvements to the intersection in order to 
reduce delays. And Mark Sargent, who's with Creighton 
Manning firm is here tonight and he will be talking 
about some of the proposed improvements to the 
intersection. With this application and with the draft 
EIS is a very detailed landscaping plan that shows 
proposed landscaping around the perimeter of the 
project site. One of the things that Hannaford 
requested that we do is reach out to residential 
abutters to discuss the landscaping plan and try to 
address their preferences and concerns which we have 
done. This site will be provided with public water, 
public sewer. I think at this point, Mr. Chairman, I'm 



August 22, 2001 6 

going to ask Mr. Sargent to speak a little bit about 
the intersection improvements and that will conclude 
our presentation. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. SARGENT: Is this difficult to see from where you 
are? Can everybody make out what's on this pie chart 
here? Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the planning 
board, with your permission, I will turn my back to the 
board and present to the members of the public. I will 
briefly describe traffic impact evaluation that we 
completed for the project as well as the status of your 
discussions with the Department of Transportation. 
We analyzed a number of intersections in the area and 
probably no surprise to you that really the only 
intersection with any significant operational problems 
is the Five Corners intersection. What we found is 
from our data and analysis is that the average motorist 
driving through the Five Corners intersection today 
during any given peak hour experiences about three 
minutes of delay, that level of delay depicted here— 

MR. PETRO: Continue. 

MR. SARGENT: Thank you. I respect that input because 
we do understand that there's a variability in 
trafficking and does change from day-to-day, but 
overall average, the average motorist will experience 
on any given approach is on the order of three minutes. 
We have also estimated that if no additional 
improvements are completed at the intersection that 
over the course of time, delays will continue to 
increase as due to our projects in the area that have 
already been approved or are pending. As they become 
constructed or occupied, delays will increase and we 
estimated that in a year from now, those increases will 
be 25 percent greater than they are today and you'll be 
waiting four minutes. The proposed Hannafords project 
would generate about 500 trips during p.m. peak hour 
and if that project is approved without any off-site 
highway improvements at all, then we estimate again 
that the build condition would see delays at that 
intersection under five minutes per vehicle during the 
peak hour. Obviously, that represents an impact. So 
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we evaluated the signal to try to identify some 
improvements or improvement that can, will fully 
mitigate that. What we have come;up with and 
identified is an improvement, it involves implementing 
some efficiencies into the traffic signal as well as 
modifications to the lane arrangements on Route 32 
northbound and with those modifications, we can expect 
significant improvement reduction in the level of delay 
that the average motorist will experience traveling 
through the intersection and this, going through a 
little bit of detail about what the improvement 
consists of and what it is is when you're traveling on 
Route 3 2 northbound today, the left most lane is a 
shared lane which takes people to Route 94 westbound as 
well as 300 northbound. We're proposing to make that 
an exclusive left turn lane to Route 94. I will show, 
this will be north, north is up. Now, this lane here 
is a shared lane, it accommodates through movement to 
Route 3 00 northbound, as well as left turns. We're 
proposing to make that an exclusive left turn lane. 
The center lane here currently is designated for Route 
32 northbound and we're proposing to realign this 
approach slightly and to allow that traffic to go 
exclusively to Route 300 northbound, what that allows 
at the signal is to implement what we call an 
overlapping controller so Route 32 northbound and 300 
southbound can operate on the overlap and 
simultaneously traffic will flow and subsequent phase 
will allow this approach to flow. The intersection can 
process a lot more traffic during a peak hour than it 
is now. And with that improvement, we would expect 
some delays substantially reduced even with the 
completion and construction and occupancy of the 
Hannaford project. In addition to this improvement, we 
have or the project includes, it's not shown on this 
diagram, this is really a site plan but there's an 
off-site highway improvement board on the side of the 
room which I should bring up, let me just grab that 
board. This board shows again north is up on this 
figure, shows a widening of the Route 32 in this area, 
construction of the southbound left turn lane for 
access into the Hannaford property, northbound left 
turn lane provision of traffic signal and as shown on 
this plan, there would be access management 
improvements in this area reducing the number of curb 
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cuts and providing access by this single driveway to 
reduce all the vehicular conflicts in this area. That 
is essentially the conclusion of the traffic impact 
study. We submitted the study on the DEIS to the 
Department of Transportation for review, two different 
offices within the department have reviewed the study, 
the Planning Group as well as Traffic Engineering and 
Safety Group and in a joint letter that we received 
back from the department from both groups, the Planning 
Office signed off on and agreed with the methodology of 
the study, all the traffic forecasts in the study and 
essentially, the process and the trip generation 
estimates that we have estimated for the project. The 
Traffic Engineering and Safety Group has concurred with 
the operational forecast and the findings of the study 
as indicated in a letter dated November 27, 2000, both 
with and without the project. So, essentially, what 
this means is the other, the Department of 
Transportation has jurisdiction over the highway 
concurs with this and that this general bar chart that 
you see here represents an accurate depiction of what 
we can expect at the Five Corners intersection in terms 
of reduced delay with the completion of the project and 
with the completion of the improvements that are 
proposed. Thank you. 

MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, that concludes our 
presentation. Just so the public understands, tonight 
is a public hearing, we'll be taking your comments, 
we'll be responding to them in writing, unless 
instructed by the board, it's not our intention to 
engage in dialogue or interaction with you. Every 
comment will be recorded-and responded to in writing. 

MR. PETRO: I don't have a problem with that process 
but sometimes I'd like to hear an answer right away and 
I'm sure some of the people would. 

MR. MILLER: We'd be happy to do so. 

MR. PETRO: I don't want to get into a bunch of 
redundant questions and go over the same thing over and 
over, but I'd like a few questions answered, if I can. 

MR. MILLER: We'll wait for your instruction. 
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MR. PETRO: Thank you. 

MR. ARGENIO: Would you put the other board up on the 
easel, please, the traffic board? 

MR. PETRO: All right, folks, on 8/9/01, 35 addressed 
envelopes containing attached notes of public hearing 
were mailed. So if you're here and would like to speak 
on behalf of this application, please be recognized by 
the Chair, come forward here, state your name and 
address and speak clearly and address myself and the 
board first and then if so, direct it to the correct 
corresponding person. Jim? 

MR. SWEENEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the record, 
my name is Jim Sweeney, I'm an attorney with offices in 
Goshen, New York and I'm here on behalf of the Bila 
Family Partnership, you know that, I have been before 
you before on the rebuilding of the New Windsor Town 
Center and other matters involving at Bila Family 
Partnership. 

MR. PETRO: Bila Family Partnership owns? 

MR. SWEENEY: Owns and maintains the Shop Rite in New 
Windsor, the New Windsor Town Center, the Shop Rite 
Shopping Center. I also have with me Richard Malec 
from the engineering firm of LKB along with Harris 
Fischer also of that firm and we have Jeff Rosenburg, 
too, who is the primary principal partner of the Bila 
Family Partnership and they'd all like to address you a 
little bit. Let me lead-off on a, I don't want to be 
redundant on traffic matters, that's why Mr. Malec and 
Mr. Fischer are here, I want to talk about legal 
matters that I think is important. And one that really 
hasn't been addressed in the DEIS or otherwise and it's 
a matter that I brought up to you in my early 
correspondence and has been before the board for a 
while and I'm not sure in all of the other issues that 
it has really been recognized or treated effectively 
and I think it's important. So let me go right to the 
board and talk about it. I'm talking about the, what's 
called the secondary entranceway, secondary route or 
road from Route 94 and you see it here fairly well 
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detailed into the main site. I indicated early on in 
the process that I thought that that was a street, a 
street as defined by your Town Code and should at least 
comply with the street regulations that have been 
promulgated by the Town Board over the years. And the 
response in the DEIS that no, it wasn't a street, it 
was called in the DEIS a shared driveway. Well, I want 
to take issue with that and I want to put on the record 
some indications of why I do feel that this way is 
really what amounts to a small alleyway is a street and 
needs to conform with your street standards and street 
specifications and it really can't. The accessway is 
only 25 feet wide and it's about, I would say, roughly 
half the size the width of this room. It's about 240, 
maybe 23 5 or some odd feet long from the edge of Route 
94 to the edge of the property. As it's built, it•..-•---. 
really comes in as a, almost as a potential ring road 
and is much longer, but I'm talking about its tail 
point here. Now, what is this particular facility? . Is 
it. a street? That's the issue. If it is a street, 
you^ve got to treat it as a street. Well, you have a 
definition of street in your code and it's in chapter 
36, which is your street regulations and defines a 
street as an area designated by any developer to be 
used as a public right-of-way upon any map survey or 
plans which have been or are heretofore submitted for 
approval to the planning board. Well, certainly, this 
is a way that's going to be used by the general public 
to get in and out of this facility. It appears to me 
to fall right in line with what that definition is. 
Now, beyond that, you have the definition of what the 
folks who put that right-of-way together called it 
themselves and I'm going•to read from the document that 
created that right-of-way and for the record, it's an 
easement document dated January 11, 1995 between House 
of Apache Properties and the Slepoy Family, I don't 
know if I pronounced that right, I apologize if I 
haven't and the document recites the 2 5 foot 
right-of-way describes it and so forth and goes on to 
indicate that it is non-exclusive and that means open 
to anyone for the purpose of vehicular ingress egress, 
for access to and from New York State Route 3 2 and 
Highway number 94. Now, in the second paragraph of 
this document, the authors of the easement describe the 
strip as a roadway indicating that the right or the 
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obligation to maintain and repair as follows and 
according, and which will keep the roadway sufficiently 
clear of ice and snow to permit the passage there over 
and to maintain the surface of the roadway in a 
reasonably safe, unobstructed condition. So, the 
fellas and the folks and lawyers and all who put this 
together to begin with call it a roadway, not a 
driveway. Now, there's some other indications that 
will help you understand the difference between 
driveway and roadway— 

MR. PETRO: Before you go any further, please, I'm sure 
you did a lot of work on this. 

MR. SWEENEY: I did. 

MR. PETRO: But other than to be obstructive, excuse my 
frankness, what's the bottom line here, whether it's a . 
roadway, driveway? We understand it's going to be 
built to the specs that are approved by. the town. - If . 
you can call it a rose by any other name, it's still a :-. 
rose. So What's the point? Let's get to the point. 

MR. SWEENEY: Any street, even your private street 
regulations call for a right-of-way of at least 50 
feet. Your private roads, that is the four houses, by 
the way, they call for a paved improvement of I believe 
25 feet with roads and gutters. And additionally, your 
suburban streets, ones that carry a modicum of traffic 
paved way 3 0 feet, streets and gutters, major streets 
paved way right-of-way 60 feet paved way 3 0 feet 
streets and gutters. That can't even make private road 
specs, that's the bottom;line and is it important? You 
bet it's important. This roadway is going to carry a 
significant amount of traffic. As I read the DEIS, I 
may be wrong, but as I read it from the building, if it 
carries about 100, maybe 120, maybe 150, let's see, I 
have 94 in and 100 out, 194 vehicles peak hour Saturday 
in and out, that's a lot of cars, that's a lot. 
Shouldn't it be built to at least specifications of a 
private road that you guys reguire for subdivisions for 
private roads? I think it should. And there's a link 
when you look at your street ordinance, it says that 
even privately owned maintained streets that you 
approve in this type of a process must conform to the 
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subdivision regulations, rules and regulations, that's 
the bottom line. 

MR. LANDER: I think, Jim, you're leaning more to the 
width of the road. 

MR. SWEENEY: Width and pavement. 

MR. LANDER: More than how the road's going to be 
constructed. 

MR. SWEENEY: Well, I don't think 2 5 feet, you can't 
get 3 0 feet of pavement on 2 5 feet. 

MR. LANDER: That's the crux of the whole thing. Even 
if they built it to town specifications, road 
specifications, it still, as you say, wouldn't meet the 
criteria. 

MR. SWEENEY: No, it wouldn't. 

MR. LANDER: If it's a street. 

MR. SWEENEY: 1 think you've got a legal impediment to, 
and Andy's going to have to talk to you, you have a 
real legal impediment. Let me cut to the real chase, 
we'll go on to the traffic issue, that's what Mr. Malec 
is here for, but before I do that, I want to read 
something, strangely there were three or four letters 
that were not included in the DEIS and I don't 
understand why, I'll just assume cause I know Tim's a 
great guy, puts together terrific material, I'll just 
assume he missed them or they weren't available. One 
is the DOT letter that we heard about, actually two DOT 
letters, there's a letter from your supervisor, then 
there's a letter from the planning board of the Town of 
Cornwall, your adjoining town. I want to read three 
quotes from the DOT letter that we heard about before 
concerning acceptance and compliance and so forth. Let 
me read from their, this is from the letter of November 
27, 2 000, the level of service at the Five Corners 
intersection will be F during the peak traffic even 
with the incorporation of the mitigation measures. 
From November 27, 2001, again, there is not sufficient 
or available traffic capacity at this intersection nor 
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are there reasonable improvements which can be 
undertaken. December 29, 2000, D O T — 

MR. PETRO: You should finish the end of the sentence. 

MR. SWEENEY: I'm going to give you the letters. 

MR. PETRO: Where it says that the applicant is not the 
cause of those deficiencies. 

MR. SWEENEY: I didn't mean t o — 

MR. PETRO: We can look at part of any sentence, make 
it fit to what we're trying to do. 

MR. SWEENEY: You bet but the purpose of my comment is 
that this is the straw that breaks the camel's back. I 
think the DOT agrees with that, let me read the last 
sentence because I think it's important, even with the 
improvements, the forecast operational level of service 
at the Five Corners will remain F, with delays during 
peak periods which are considerably unacceptable and 
there are no reasonable improvements which can be 
undertaken as part of the development which would 
correct the conditions. I don't think, if you read 
them— 

MR. PETRO: I read them but I have read them in their 
entirety and you're leading us and the audience to an 
end which is not the complete whole of the letter. 

MR. SWEENEY: I don't mean to indicate that this 
project has caused the level F. The level F is there 
and it's only going to exacerbate the level F and make 
it worse. That's the point of my comment. 

MR. LANDER: Why didn't the DOT in their letter 
strictly turn down Hannafords' application? 

MR. SWEENEY: Because I don't know if they have the 
right to do that. 

MR. LANDER: They can deny anybody access, if they feel 
so strongly that this project is a, cannot, they cannot 
mitigate the traffic at this corner, they can deny it. 
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MR. SWEENEY: The law is such that this is not a 
limited access highway, it's not like an 84 or Thruway 
where they control absolutely who can get on and off, 
this is an unlimited access highway and people have 
under normal and good conditions and circumstances the 
right to access it. Those highways, it's up to you 
folks to decide and that's what really that letter 
says, that you folks to decide whether they should get 
in and out. 

MR. LANDER: My feeling about the DOT is this they were 
under the impression, to me, that letter says to me 
that have, well, let's leave it to local determination 
let Hannafords sue them, meaning the town planning 
board, okay, if they feel that they didn't mitigate 
that traffic, let them take on the fight, DOT'S not 
gonna get involved, make it local determination. 

MR. SWEENEY: They left it in your ballpark. 

MR. LANDER: They sure did. 

MR. SWEENEY: No guestion about it. 

MR. LANDER: But my point is DOT should of, if it 
wasn't going to make it, if it was going to make it at 
all, he should of denied it and they'll deny a permit. 

MR. PETRO: And once we had read those letters for the 
first time in nine years we went along and did a 
positive dec and because of the traffic situation and 
this is the result of that which I don't think they put 
together in a week. If anybody wants to read this and 
they have two or three days, they're welcome to one of 
them. 

MR. SWEENEY: Okay, I'm gonna move on, I'm sure you're 
aware of the Supervisor's letter, I'm sure you're aware 
of the letter from Cornwall. If not, I'll hand them 
out to you. 

MR. PETRO: We're aware of everything, Jim. 

MR. SWEENEY: I thought you were. With that, let me 
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introduce, Mr. Malec, he'll go over the details of the 
traffic as we see it from our view and Mr. Malec is 
with LKB, it's a fairly, it's more than fairly, it's a 
very reputable company out of Syossett, 180 people, 
been around a long time, done a lot of traffic work 
around the Mid Hudson. Rich, why don't you come up 
here? 

MR. MALEC: Richard Malec from Syossett, Long Island. 
We have reviewed the DEIS, the document that you had 
just mentioned in reference to traffic issues. 

MR. SWEENEY: This is Mr. Malec's letter. 

MR. PETRO: Try to keep it somewhat brief because this 
is a public hearing, we have 75 people here that want 
to.talk. Be recognized by the Chair if you'd like to 
speak but I'm as much interested as you. 

MR; MALEC: I'll make it brief. It's basically the 
same things in the letter, although the consultant had 
indicated that the intersection would be improved. 
Nevertheless, there are, they don't, I'm sure you're 
all familiar with levels of service, movements that 
will be at level of service, even after the 
improvements are in place and not wasting the time to 
go through all of them but there's seven out of the 
eleven movements, lane groups at this intersection that 
will still operate on level service F. In addition to 
the focus on this intersection, there are other 
intersections that were analyzed and there are 
movements that still operate on level service F and 
there are no improvements at Old Temple Hill Road and 
State Route 94, Jacqueline Street-Route 3 2 and Route 
300 and Old Temple Hill Road, no mitigation 
improvements, they are intersections that are operated 
at low service, they'll remain at level service F. The 
development of the proposed additional signal that can 
only increase delays along Route 32, as you add another 
signal, you can expect delays. What this particular 
panel shows this information is extracted from the 
DEIS, what we call vehicular queuing for backup at an 
intersection. With the build, with the improvements, 
they project that there will be a, you may not be able 
to see the numbers here, 2 3 vehicle backup along 
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northbound Route 3 2 headed towards Route 3 00 with the 
new lane arrangement in place. They also anticipate 24 
vehicles will back up headed towards Route.94*. 
Currently, there's backup of about 42 vehicles destined 
for Route 94 and Route 300. With the improvements, 
they have shortened that, but the point here is that 
when they open, you'll have backups almost to the new 
site driveway, it will not be long before those backups 
will reach this intersection and they did an analysis 
with the ten year long range projection and found out 
that you'll have approximately 30 vehicles backed up 
where you now project 2 4 and that's within the ten year 
horizon. If the development that goes on sooner than 
that, that's a condition which will appear much earlier 

'•'.-:".."- than the ten year horizon and we feel that that's a 
concern. What will happen is that people^ vehicles 

• v will not be able to exit from the driveway. The other 
queue is along Route 94. Now, the existing queue backs 
up passed Old Temple Hill Road. With the development 

. in place, build with mitigation, it will-still back up ; 
through Old Temple Hill Road. These are the.figures 
out of the DEIS. We feel that there will be difficulty 
in negotiating a left turn into the site driveway 
number 2 and left turn exiting the driveway because of 

.-::•• the queue backup. Vehicles will have difficulty 

maneuvering. Another issue and there was a statement 
as you mentioned earlier, I will try to keep a 
statement in hold was that long range impacts and 
statement in the DEIS that said that the future delays 
at the Five Corners intersection will be less than 
today with overall delays under three minutes. 
Somewhat misleading, although it is true overall when 
you have the intersection and it's just a mathematical 
volume with the delays for each vehicle on each 
approach that there will remain 5 out of 11 or nearly 
50% of the movements will still be degraded and they 
will have a longer delay now, I mean, after the build 
condition than they do now. And the last issue is that 
a comparison was made and it's in the DEIS, of trips 
from the site on a typical Saturday and projected daily 
traffic, I'm talking, not talking peak hours, just on a 
whole day of about 10,000 cars will enter and exit the 
site. And on a typical Saturday, currently, you have a 
Friendly's restaurant and on a typical Saturday, we 
projected that has a traffic volume of about 1,000 
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cars. So we're concerned there is that, there's a ten 
fold increase in the number of cars that will be 
generated by this particular-/s-it.e.. And those are the 
issues that we found in the DEIS. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. 

MR. SWEENEY: Jeff Rosenburg would like to say a word 
and we're done. 

MR. ROSENBURG: Mr. Chairman, planning board, ladies 
and gentlemen, I'm here representing Bila Family, we 
own Big V Town Center. Our concern, I'm really here 
for my tenants, including K-Mart, that's going to open 
up in November, they're concerned, just making sure 
that there is traffic flow to the tenants and that 
their customers aren't impacted by the proposed 
development of Hannaford. You know, that's really all 
I'm here for. Thank you for your time. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you, Jeff. 

MR. ROBERTS: I'm Ron Roberts, I live in Washington 
Green and had a couple of questions. But one for this 
gentleman, when K-Mart opens up, do you project, what, 
another 2, 300 cars a day rolling into the shopping 
mall? 

MR. ROSENBURG: I think it will be significantly more 
that that. Jim may have a better idea. 

MR. SWEENEY: I don't have the figures, it's more than 
that, but I don't have the figures. 

MR. ROSENBURG: K-Mart expects the store to be a very 
strong volume store. 

MR. ROBERTS: Same thing like if this is anything like 
Caldors, there's going to being volumes of traffic 
going in and out of there. As it is, commuting from 
Orange County going down to Rockland County and having 
to use 3 2 when I worked in Highland Falls, Highland 
Mills, I had to come back up 32. Regretably, people 
have tendencies to have minor little accidents at the 
Five Corners. I have sat there hour, 40 minutes just 
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with a fender bender, not with an additional thousand 
cars rolling out of Hannafords. If that's the case, I 
may have to sleep'inrCentral Valley and not come home. 
The other issues are real basic. I think we've got 
other options available for the these gentlemen, if 
they want to build a supermarket, Miron's is a perfect 
place. Newburgh does not have a supermarket. This 
place, Miron's is sitting there, it's empty right now, 
it would be a great revenue generator for New Windsor, 
parking lot's already paved, people will walk to your 
store. You've got Lakeview Apartments, you've got 
Mullins Apartments, you've got a lot of people who 
don't have transportation who need to get to and from 
your store, city transport can pick up some extra 
dollars bringing people to and from Hannafords located 
at Miron Lunber. That-f's something that should be 
considered because we have a couple'of projects that 
have just started, I'm quite sure everybody's aware, 
Mt. Airy Road housing,- that development there, you're 
projecting 400 families; What do we get out of the 400 
families, two car families,., man, nobody can live .in 

• ••:•••• Orange County without two cars unless your wife's gonna 
be locked in the house for 24-7, you've got to have two 
cars, 800 plus cars, where's 800 cars going to go 
unless they're are lucky enough to. be.able to use 
public transportation and to go to Salisbury Mills, 
they're going to go through Five Corners because 
they've got to pay the mortgage. 

The other issue we've got the sports complex 
that's going to be a great thing for New Windsor, but 
that's also going to bring a lot of people from the 
east end of New Windsor over to 94 to take advantage of 
this new town benefit that's being provided to them. 
What do you figure the kids with their cars coming put 
of school, the Cornwall High School that's going to be, 
that's definitely going to come on line, that's more 
buses coming through that area. And I don't know how 
you guys count these things, but my car, a bus is three 
cars. If I have to sit behind a bus, I'm sitting 
behind three cars. You get three school buses, I never 
get through the light, never get through the light, sit 
at that light. 

MR. PETRO: Let me bring up a point because you 
mentioned it and I wanted to respond to it anyway, 
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sooner or later. And that is that Hannafords likes 
this spot that they're going to and they like it for 
reasons, they're business people, it's a major -: 
business. Back maybe a year and a half ago, when they 
first approached the town, they sat with the Supervisor 
and myself and they said this is what they wanted to do 
and the Supervisor basically asked them to please 
leave, maybe not quite that friendly and don't, we 
don't want to go there, we don't want anything there of 
that nature because of the traffic problems and that 
basically was it for a few months. Well, Hannafords 
had come back with an application and by the law, we 
have to look at that application and, let me finish now 
because this is, this is very, very important why we're 
at this point. They have a piece of land that's a 
permitted use on that piece of land, their use is a 
permitted use by law and again for everybody in the 
audience, Hannafords does not need a single variance of-, 
any type to build this on that property. We then had 
another meeting, I had asked them maybe with the 
clearing down here on Union Avenue, it's a nice site, 
it's already approved down there as a shopping mall, 
maybe go visit that site. Again, this is getting back 
to what you said, maybe something in Newburgh, other 
sites. They want that site, okay, they don't want to 
go down there and have people milling around. They 
want to go over there. It's not up to you to say that, 
sir, there's laws, that's what we're trying to do, I 
may feel the same way as you, but I have to take a 
different path sitting here. 

MR. ROBERTS: I can definitely empathize with 
Hannafords, no doubt they have invested quite a bit of 
money into the studies and all the rigamarole that's 
necessary in order to get any type of building project 
off the ground. It seems to me that most of these 
large businesses make one major mistake when they come 
into any area, they never ever ask the people, do you 
want a supermarket in your town, do you need another 
supermarket? Anybody, did anybody in here get asked 
that question? Big question, the answer to the 
question is automatically no and regrettably, the 
response is we don't need another supermarket here, you 
know, Hannaford may be great, but the prices aren't 
going to be significantly different than anybody else. 
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It's not going to make a difference, I'm not driving to 
Hannafords to save two cents. It's more convenient for 
m e t o g o t o Shop Rite. I like Shop Rite, for ?one; : 
reason I don't even have to cross the Five Corners. I 
used to go over to Price Chopper at least twice a 
month, I don't go there. You know why, when you come 
out of, what's the road that runs behind the new Shop 
Rite and Wendy's, takes you down to 3 0 0? 

MR. PETRO: Old Temple Hill. 

MR. ROBERTS: You can't make a left out of there now 
because we've got so much traffic and so you cannot 
make a left and go to Price Chopper. So, I don't go 
because that way, I avoid the Five Corners. I hate the 
Five Corners with a passion and you guys are seriously 
going to jeopardize me using it with your traffic, 
light, it's a wonderful idea, you put the traffic light 
tip, what's that effectively, just backs the traffic up 
on 3 2 further down to the dog-gone bridge. You're 
going to have people coming out of 218 from Cornwall 
who can't even get on the dog-gone road now with the . 
traffic backups. It's going to be like a.traffic 
accident there every single day if you add that light. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you very much. 

MR. ROBERTS: Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: Someone else? Try to keep your comments to 
a question, please. Bernie? 

MR. SUSSMAN: My name is-Bernard Sussman and I'm a 
resident of Cornwall and I happen to be the Vice 
President of Orange Environment and I think the 
question is I'm not afraid of them moving in, the 
question is maybe it's not a question, I'm afraid you 
won't turn them down, that's my fear because they're 
slipping and sliding in a couple of directions when 
they talk about the driveway in on 94, that's a problem 
now, we know it backs up to, I can tell you it backs up 
to Temple Hill Road. When we're talking about going 
south on Route 32, there's going to be cross traffic 
going passed that light and going across Route 32. 
They said this, they're going to take two minutes off 
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the intersection at Five Corners, they haven't said how 
much time we're going to back up at that intersection 
that crosses 32 at the McDonald's site if: I know, I . i 
haven't had a question, but I tell you my question is 
why are we going any further, let's turn them down now, 
when will you turn them down, how long will it take for 
you to turn them down? 

MR. PETRO: I'm not going to answer that, there's not 
an answer for it. If you could sit here and I asked 
you that, what would you say, what would your reasoning 
be? 

MR. SUSSMAN: Well, I understand you have a problem. 
My concern is--

MR. PETRO: Give me an answer. I'm asking you a 
question. Everybody out here has the answers. I'm 
asking the questions. 

MR. SUSSMAN: I don't have to answer the question and,. 
you don't have to answer the question. The problem is 
we don't want them. We don't need them. All of these 
people probably, bar none, except a few of them over 
there. v 

MR. PETRO: Let me ask you this, too, when I come from 
Newburgh to go over to Price Chopper, you think I fly 
over that corner? Sometimes I've got to shave when I 
get to the other side. But that doesn't change 
anything for me sitting here. I have to have a reason, 
this is the State of New York and the Town of New 
Windsor, it's nice for you to come up and yell and say 
I don't want to it, I don't want to see this, we don't 
want them. 

MR. SUSSMAN: I can give the reason, the reason is I 
understand your problem, but the reason is we have six 
or seven houses that are about to be built within a 
mile. 

MR. PETRO: There's thousands more going to be built, 
there's tens of thousands. 

MR. SUSSMAN: We have a high school being built and 
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we've got to be concerned with that. We're your 
neighbors and we've got to be concerned with that high 
school and there's no reason:, to lake the situation—I 
would like to take a minute and,to read what the DOT 
said long after the November 29th letter. These are 
quotes, March 26, Five Corners, one traffic light, I'm 
going to quote the man who said that, you know Bill 
Fitzgerald, too much neighboring, commercial 
development flushes too many cars into an overburdened 
intersection, said Bill Fitzgerald, DOT Director of 
Traffic, Engineering and Safety, not exactly a model 
plan for development and Fitzgerald put it, you have a 
demand, we do not have a capacity to handle that 
demand. If we can't handle the demand, that should be 
sufficient reason to turn them down. Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: All right. Thankyou. .•'.-

MS. KASSAM: Mr. Petro, my name;is Sandra Kassam, I 
live in the Town of Newburgh and I have to tell you 
that I feel that you do not have a right to limit our 
comments to questions. This a public hearing and I 
challenge you to show me a document\that says that the 
only way that people can speak is if they put a 
question mark at the end of a sentence. So I'm going 
to make a statement and I'm within my rights to make 
it. I believe that you have a handle here with which 
to oppose this project and I believe that this handle 
is to force the applicants to look at the cumulative 
traffic impacts because according to environmental law, 
you're supposed to look at within a reasonable distance 
of a project cumulative traffic impacts, particularly 
since there are stores, major stores that are under 
construction now within a quarter of a mile or less of 
this project. And so I feel that you could take these 
folks to court and insist that they look at cumulative 
traffic impacts and cumulative traffic figures for this 
area around the Five Corners. That's all I have to 
say. 

MR. PETRO: That was very informative and you put me in 
my place coming up here and you had a valid point but 
being you're against everything, it kind of makes me 
suspect. 

file:///that
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MS. KASSAM: I resent that remark, I'm not against 
everything. I'm for good planning and I'm for a 
reasonable amount of clarity in terms; ;of traffic in the 
town and I am for the community. I am not against 
everything and I--

MR. PETRO: We all have our opinions, same as you did 
when you came and--

MS. KASSAM: I don't want you to characterize me as 
being against everything, that's not right and that's 
not correct. 

MR. PETRO: Fine. Yes, sir? 

MR. OTWAY: Kurt Otway (phonetic), Rocky Lane, New 
Windsor. I have spoken once before;here when they had 
the scoping meeting. I would like to know from 
Hannafords' committee if they ever did a survey on the 
number of people who have frequented on good occasions 
of eating at Friendly's. I'd like to know how many of 
you here in the past ten years have eaten in ,:.. 
Friendly's, once, twice, three times for the.main 
reason that we could never get in the damn place. I 
have eaten there twice in ten years. And I think that 
that's an important factor to show you that the people 
do not like having to make a left-hand turn when 
they're going south, even though you're going to have a 
nice little cut across. This afternoon, I came up 32 
and the traffic light that you're talking about will be 
exactly at the spot where the road branches out into 
three lanes. I waited five minutes before I could get 
to the Five Corners. And I think that's an important 
factor. I'm against the fact of Hannafords coming in 
because of the traffic situation. I have lived here 34 
years and I'm not, so I'm not a newcomer, and I have 
seen Five Corners change over and over again. And I 
think it's important that we consider the whole flow of 
traffic. We do not need them coming out onto 94 with 
the new car wash and other buildings that are there. I 
just think that Hannafords ought to look for another 
place. And I go along with the gentleman who had 
mentioned earlier had said why not go to Miron's and at 
lease serve the community of Newburgh as well as New 
Windsor. Thank you. 



August 22, 2001 24 

MRS. JASKO: Caroline Jasko, I live at 18 Haight Drive. 
Our house is directly behind the proposed building and 
our concern is noise. We visited the supermarket 
that's in the Town of Wallkill and the refrigeration 
seems to go all day, all night and it seemed noisy and 
that was during the day. At night, when the community 
is relatively quiet and sleeping. 

MR. PETRO: Can somebody address that, the noise? 

MR. MILLER: We don't have anyone here to address that 
right now. We did do a noise study in the DEIS, 
basically, the mitigation measures that are proposed 
result in baffling of noise, attenuation of noise so as 
to not create noise beyond the property line that 
exceeds, you know, typical outside and indoor living 
standards. Certainly willing to take another look at 
that, I can't give you--

MR. PETRO: Why don't you take a look at it, we'll have 
our own engineer look at that, too. 

MRS. JASKO: Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: We'll get a letter from you, right, and 
Mark, you can give us a memo Caroline and Myra will 
have it? 

MR. EDSALL: We've got the entire EIS to review. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, someone else like to speak? 

MR. RANDAZZO: Thank you. Members of the board, 
Richard Randazzo from Cornwall. As you know, I served 
as Town Supervisor for 16 years involved in a lot of, 
you know, obviously government business, town business 
and I don't envy your position. They are tough 
decisions that we deal with. It's nice to hear from 
the engineers and the traffic people and everything 
else, but I think what's most important here, Jimmy, is 
really we're talking about the quality of life for the 
people in this part of the county. And I'm standing 
here as an individual who's lived in this area all my 
life and I will tell you that I get frustrated when I 



August 22, 2001 25 

have to go through the Five Corners and I've gotten to 
the point where I'll try to avoid it at any price. The 
bottom line is in my opinion/ I'm not an engineer, but 
I truthfully don't need the engineers to tell me this, 
there's no more capacity for the Five Corners the way 
it currently exists. I don't care weather it's 
Hannafords or what business it is for that particular 
area over there, to generate more traffic, to add to 
the confusion that's already there to the delays that 
are there, it's just not the way that we should want to 
live in New Windsor, Cornwall and Blooming Grove, this 
entire area here. You have an opportunity, I know you 
need good reason if you're going to turn down a 
project, I understand that. To me, the traffic 
situation in Five Corners which is confirmed by DOT is 
at a point where if you continue to add anything to 
that particular area without making any improvements to 
it, it's going to be absolutely impossible to get 
through there. I was on Long Island this morning and. I 
will tell you as crazy as we all know Long Island is, I 
was at a major intersection that moved in shorter time 
than I did at the Five Corners. And, I mean# that's : 
the reality, Jimmy. So, what I'm asking the board to 
do is not, I'm not saying Hannafords should not go 
there, it doesn't matter to me where Hannafords goes. 
The bottom line is that they cannot go in the Five 
Corners area. And if there's only one reason that you 
need, in all honesty, it's simply the traffic, this 
traffic continues to build. Five Corners is a commuter 
area where people go through on 94, they go 32 north, 
south, east, west. So it's not just serving the 
businesses that are there on top of the people who want 
to frequent and go to the businesses that are there, 
you've got a lot of commuter traffic, people just 
moving through with Stewart, West Point on the other 
end. So I think that I'm asking this board to really 
look closely at the capacity of the Five Corners. And 
if you make a determination based on the facts that you 
have, whatever studies you have, DOT'S input and 
everybody else's input that I think it's reasonable for 
New Windsor to say that until improvements are made to 
substantially move traffic more freely in the Five 
Corners area, that you cannot allow any more 
development there. I just think that's a reasonable 
basic approach that New Windsor should take and I hope 
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for the sake of everyone who lives in this area who's 
forced to use the Five Corners area that you will make 

- that decision. I know it. ••?• .*;>*•:••.-•;-,-.. . r 

MR. PETRO: I'm going to have a response, I don't want 
to respond to everybody, but you should have a good 
answer for this because this is one of the things that 
bothers me and some of the other members, who most of 
them, I have already spoken to some of the people about 
this that that property there is zoned for commercial. 
You say no more building in the Five Corner area. What 
do we tell the people who own that property who have 
been paying taxes for 40 years on a commercial site? 
Now they have a tenant, they want to build now, they 
didn't build before Shop Rite, they didn't build before 

''.'-•>*•".• Price Chopper, they are not the first guy to build when 
it's not a problem, now they want to build. They come : 
to you and you're still the Supervisor and they say : 
•What do you think and I want to know what's your word, 
what are you going to tell them? 

MR. RANDAZZO: I'll tell you exactly what I'll tell 
them because I believe it's the right answer, Bottom 
line is everyone does have a right to use their 
property for a reasonable use, reasonable purpose. The 
property in that neighborhood, certainly they have a 
right to develop it, but perhaps the circumstances that 
exist right now do not permit them to use the property 
in a way that maybe it has been zoned, maybe that's 
what they thought they wanted to do, but they haven't 
gotten there before these problems. The real problems 
exist with traffic, so the bottom line is while they 
have a right to use the property, perhaps this traffic 
project generates too many traffic movements to be 
accommodated by the infrastructure that exits right 
now. At some time in the future,. if improvements are 
made, maybe they can build a project that they wanted 
to. The other thing, I would never suggest how you 
should conduct business, but perhaps New Windsor has to 
start looking at what the zoning is in particular areas 
and basically based on whatever infrastructure's 
available, maybe you're going to have to start limiting 
the projects that can go into various areas so they 
don't allow the types that would generate 10,000 cars a 
day, whatever it is. But I think there are limits that 
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have to go on there and I think it's up to local 
government to continually look at it. 

MR. PETRO: One step further, that's just what we did 
and they came back and said we're going there, okay. 
Now, what's your answer now? So, in other words, we go 
through this step, what we're doing, they have been 
here 9 times, we're having scoping sessions, positive 
dec, public hearing, okay, and if we say no for 
whatever reason I can say no, I'm not quite sure what 
that reason may be, and we wind up in the courtroom, 
what do you think would happen? 

MR. RANDA2Z0: What do I think would happen? You would 
have, Jimmy, what I believe, truthfully, they had a 
right to come back, I believe,you would have the 
support of the people of the community if they sued, 
you'd defend yourself and defend on behalf of the 
people of the area, whether New Windsor or you defend 
it on the basis that reality says that that . 
intersection will not handle anymore traffic, the way 
it's configured. 

MR. PETRO: I don't think reality and the law are the 

same. .--•-.••-.•.;•;•••....••.•• 

MR. RANDAZZO: I do because when you d o — 

MR. PETRO: All the time. 
MR. RANDAZZO: When you do the environmental studies, 
isn't one of the purposes quality of life issues? 
Isn't that really one of the factors, is it going to 
impact the quality of life of the people that live in 
the area, work in the area. 

MR. PETRO: But it's a fine line because where do you 
draw that line? Do we say we're going to put a school, 
we don't want this, put a convenient store, where do 
you draw the line? That's why you have zoning. 

MR. RANDAZZO: Absolutely, you do have zoning, but the 
point is maybe right now, something that generates 
10,000 cars a day just doesn't work because in reality 
if they're proposing something else that had far fewer 
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cars in and out and less activity, maybe it would fit 
in there. All I'm saying at this point in time this 

^ place, that project :is not the right project for the 
Five Corners in Vails Gate. And I honestly believe 
every, and I know that you hopefully will make the 
right decision, honestly believe that if you draw that 
conclusion, that given the current circumstances, the 
project doesn't fit because the Five Corners and the 
roads in that area will not handle it, if they decide 
to sue you, which I think would be a mistake and I 
would encourage them not to sue the town for doing 
that, this community will support you in your decision 
because I believe it's the right decision and if you 
ask the average person on the street, I think they'll 
tell you exactly the same thing. 

MR. PETRO: I don't disagree. I agree.with you, but we 
still have a job to do and a duty to perform. 

MR. RANDAZZO: I respect that and I believe that will 
happen, I have not seen all the information. I'm a 
private citizen who has to use the intersection. When 
you really look at all the information, you,evaluate 
all the facts that are there, you can reach a 
conclusion that based on traffic alone, that it will 
diminish the quality of life for everyone that has to 
use the area. Thank you very much. 

MR. PETRO: Jim, I want to take the newer people first, 
please. 

MR. RIVERA: Steve Rivera. I want to address public 
safety, talking about drawing a line, I think public 
safety is an important factor with the buildup of 
traffic. We have a firehouse right on 94, as you all 
know, and response time and the impact study doesn't 
show anything as far as how much time a fire engine to 
respond to an emergency, how much time it will be 
delayed before he can respond to an emergency. 
Emergencies can happen anytime, anywhere 2 4 hours a 
day, Saturday peak hours, whatever it will be. And I'm 
with the firehouse there and I feel time to respond is 
delayed somewhat. So this, if that's an issue, I'd 
like to see if you guys address that impact in the 
impact study. Does it show anything for public safety? 
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Thank you. 

MS. MARVEL: My name is Joan Marvel, I live on 25 
Continental Drive. My question, well, my statement is 
I can't get a left-hand turn out of Cannon now, what, I 
mean, I have to go to the stop light, go out Forge Hill 
and go to the stoplight and get the left-hand turn. 
I'm never going to be able to move, I mean it's a 
terrible situation, 94 is going to be miserable, 
absolutely miserable. So that's all I have to say. 

MR. PETRO: Anybody else before I take the other fella 
here again? Is there something new? 

MR. SWEENEY: I'll give you an answer, you're searching 
for an answer, you have a guideline in your code in the 
state law, it's in any zoning ordinance, any zoning 
procedure, you act for the benefit of the community and 
you must in that aspect look for the health, safety and 
welfare of the community. The property is zoned for 
what it's zoned for, no question about it. You're here 
for a reason, you^re here for a reason, to take a look 
at what's zoned and what people want to use their 
property for, individuals. You've got to look at it in 
a higher light, in the community light and you must 
measure it against the health, safety and welfare of 
the community. Rarely, rarely does it come to a point 
where you deny something because of the health, safety 
and welfare of the community is jeopardized, but this 
is a situation which I think warrants it. It just 
doesn't fit. 

MS. KASSAM: Sandra Kassam. I have another piece of, 
another piece of information which might help you. A 
highway is a form of information, a structure in a 
community, infrastructure has its limitations, a sewer 
line is infrastructure, a water line is infrastructure, 
all of these are public services, a highway is a public 
service. If you were overloading a sewer system and 
the sewage was flowing out into the street or flowing 
out into a river untreated because it was overloaded, 
the DEC would require that you had a moratorium. So 
essentially, if you're overloading you infrastructure 
highway system, you should in effect be able to from 
protect that infrastructure by forbidding any 
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additional usage. 

JfR; PETRO: I would agree.; And one of the first things 
that we did was sent this to New York State DOT for 
their comment and we did receive two letters as was 
stated and in both of those letters, the way I read and 
understood it was that it's a big mess, but we don't 
know what to do about it and the applicant is the sole 
cause. Good luck. 

MS. KASSAM: Well, let me say something. 

MR. PETRO: There's your moratorium. 

MS. KASSAM: Let me say something about the DOT, they 
are not a very great agency and they do not take very 
much responsibility for the problems that they create 
and they pass the buck whenever they can. But you guys 
are minding the store for the folks who live here, so 
if they're going to pass the buck to you, then by 
golly, you should take, the buck should stop there. 

MR. PETRO: Bernie? 

MR. SUSSMAN: I just want to publicly apologize for 
hollering but I was very frustrated when you said we 
can only ask questions but the thing is--

MR. PETRO: I didn't want to get into an auditory 
because I'm out of control. I have to have some 
control. 

MR. SUSSMAN: The thing is that the DOT has passed the 
buck to you, perhaps you ought to just pass it back to 
them and say listen, we must get a ruling from you, if 
you tell us that the road is incapable of having 
anymore traffic, then you must deny anymore traffic. 
And since they're going to provide more traffic, then 
the DOT must say to them we have no more capacity. And 
we do not have any more capacity according to the DOT. 
And I would suggest that you go to them and say listen, 
this is the problem, you've dropped it on us, we have 
perhaps thinner capacity to stop it, but they have the 
capacity to stop it. 
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MR. PETRO: Keep in mind I sent a second letter because 
the first one was exactly what we had just said and we 
did exactly what you just said, said-; look, it's not an 
answer, that we know it's a mess and take care of it 
and we did. So you're saying send a third letter? , 

MR. SUSSMAN: What did they say? 

MR. PETRO: Exactly what I just said, they said we know 
that the Five Corners is a major problem, we do not 
know how to fix it, but the applicant is not the sole 
cause of the problem. Good luck. 

MR. LANDER: Local determination. 

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. 

MR. PETRO: But maybe we'll try a third letter.-: Any 
different subjects? :; : ; 

MR. RIVERA: Is it possible to get an answer from the . 
impact study if they did anything about public safety : 

and addressing the emergency vehicles? 

MR. EDSALL: All these, Jim, I think it*s important to 
understand that all the comments are being taken down 
by two stenographers. There will be a written response 
to not only the public comments, the board's comments, 
responses from agencies that received the document, it 
will all be incorporated into a written response. I 
think we can probably be here till next Thursday trying 
to respond to everything, but we need to understand 
that there's going to be 'written responses. 

MR. PETRO: All right, Steve? 

MR. PRESTON: My name is Preston, I have lived in, 
Preston, P-R-E-S-T-O-N, William, I'm a 44 year resident 
of New Windsor, I remember when Five Corners didn't 
have a traffic light and the little Ciccone station was 
the post office. My question is with all this going 
on, traffic kazoo, fire department problems and 
everything else, I'm not a lawyer, legally, why must 
you fellas have to make a decision? Why couldn't it be 
a referendum and let the residents of New Windsor vote 
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on it? 

MR. PETRO: Andy? -y , . ; } ; - ; v.: ; 

MR. KRIEGER: However good an idea that may be, there's 
no provisions for it. 

MR. PRESTON: Why should you fellas do it? If you ask 
how many people wanted it, you'd get a pretty good 
negative vote, I believe. 

MR. PETRO: Well, the state law has procedure that is 
the procedure they're following that they did come to 
the planning board for the Town of New Windsor, if they 
had needed a variance. 

MR. PRESTON: Is it possible it could go to a 
referendum? 

MR. KRIEGER: There's no provision for that. There's 
no piece. •;..-• .. • - ••• 

MR. PRESTON: That's not fair, I mean, our future rests 
in the hands of two, four, five members. 

MR. KRIEGER: However much the board as individuals 
agree with you, the fact of the matter is they're bound 
by the state laws the Legislature in Albany gives it to 
them in these circumstances and in all circumstances 
governing their behavior and they have to operate 
within that law, whether you like it or not, that's the 
nature of the law. 

MR. PRESTON: I'm curious because locally you see 
different things up for referendum. Come election day 
when everybody's got their back against the wall and 
they decide they had a referendum in the City of 
Newburgh at one time and different things come up, why 
can't— 

MR. KRIEGER: Referendums are, when they occur in the 
law, are specifically provided for in individual issues 
and there's no provision in state law for referendum on 
this issue. 
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MR. PRESTON: Can't cut red tape? 

MR. PETRO: Sir, also-keep in mind this is five people 
here and you've lived her 4 4 years, I haven't lived 
here that long but--

MR. PRESTON: Didn't even have a traffic light then. 

MR. PETRO: My father used to wait an hour to see a car 
go through there so I know. 

MR. PRESTON: I know you know but it seems unfair that 
so few decide the future of the whole New Windsor area. 

MR. PETRO: It's not less important to me than you, I 
have two sons that go to Vails Gate School, which is, 
you know where the proximity of that is, and I live on 
32. So, I mean, it's not that we're making a decision 
lightly, it's taken a long time and I've heard a few 
good comments that I can hang my hat on, some comments 
I.can't, I can't. 

MR. PRESTON: Very interesting the fireman from the 
fire department came, he beat me to it, I mean, I sit 
there sometimes the traffic goes back to the fire 
department. How do you get out, how do these guys get 
out if they get a call and they have to go out Temple 
Hill Road road, 300? You've got double lane coming in, 
you've got cars coming from the other direction because 
the, what are they going to do, they don't even have a 
button to make all the lights go red, which they said 
they were going to do. Okay, I'm finished. 

MR. SCHLESINGER: Neil Schlesinger, I'm a businessman 
in the area. I've lived in the area and I've heard 
what everybody has to say and I think that you all have 
very valid points, whether it be for business or your 
your own personal reactions. But I think that the 
planning board is like between a rock and hard place 
because here on one side, they have DOT and all the 
other reports that they have to respond to and yet, 
these people who have businesses have a constitutional 
right to free enterprise. So it's little bit of a 
conflict. And it's not an easy thing. I think 
everybody has valid points and I think you just ought 
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to pay a little bit more regard to, you know, the 
planning board being in such a position and they just 
can't say yes, no or right or wrong, there's rules and; 
regulations and laws and also, these people have a 
constitutional right. It's not an easy issue. 

MS. KASSAM: Like you guys are there, so you got to do 
the dirty work. 

MR. RITZ: Ferdinand Ritz. I know you all have lived 
here at least as long as I have and I have a feeling 
deep down you feel the same way these people do and you 
feel that you just don't have the right to say no to 
these people because their constitutional rights, but 
everybody else besides Hannafords that wants to get 
from one place to another has a constitutional right to 
do that and what they want to do is going to infringe 
upon that right and it seems that you're afraid of 
being sued. Well, anybody can sue anybody for any 
reason, it doesn't mean they're going to win. 

MR. PETRO: Not necessarily, you bring up a good point, 
not necessarily being afraid of being sued. We really 
want to do the right thing too and it's easy, everybody 
has an idea of how to do it but it's easy to do it, he 
didn't say we'll go do this, but you still have to be 
here and do it so we'll do the best that we can. 

MR. SUSSMAN: It's simple, I have the simple solution, 
I really do, I have a very simple solution, just 
occurred to me, I think Hannafords should do the right 
thing and say folks, we made a mistake, we really don't 
want to impact the community as we will do if we go 
ahead and so we'll take your suggestion and drop our 
proposition. Simple solution. 

MR. MILLER: I wish the world was as simple as the 
gentleman suggests. Unfortunately, it's not. 
Hannaford was well aware coming in the traffic was 
going to be an issue in connection with this 
application, they were advised by your board, advised 
by the Supervisor, certainly they have taken a hard 
look at traffic. I'm not sure if the former Supervisor 
of Cornwall was here when we made the presentation, 
we're making a significant improvement to the Five 
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Corners intersection that will significantly reduce 
delays at that intersection from what it is today after 
the Hannafords store is open. So I want to.make.sure 
that the gentleman understood that. One person brought 
up the issue of infrastructure and water capacity and 
sewer capacity. The improvement that Hannaford is 
proposing will increase the capacity of that 
intersection beyond what it presently is operating at 
today. And I think it's important that everyone 
understand that Hannaford, myself included, has heard 
all the comments, we're not surprised by them. 
Hannaford has an obligation to its, to this community 
by making the proposed improvements to the intersection 
as planned, that's part of the fulfillment of that 
obligation. It's obviously not easy for an applicant 
to sit here and get the sense that they're going to be 
creating a problem in the community. Hannaford has 
also an obligation to its investors, it's a publicly 
owned corporation, they're not going to come into a 
site if they don't believe that there's a market and a, 
that the site is going to be successful and people 
cannot get in and out of the property. That's why they 
did the studies, that's why they did the due diligence, 
that's why they're here today. I just wanted to make 
those comments. I'm not here to argue for or against, 
we^re going to respond to all the comments in the final 
Environmental Impact Statement, we've heard What 
everyone has said and we're concerned, certainly 
committed to working with the town to resolve the 
issues to the greatest extent that we can. The letter 
from the New York State DOT acknowledged that the 
intersection did have lengthy delays. DOT I think is 
frustrated because there's no additional right-of-way 
out there, but I do want to acknowledge that the 
improvements proposed by this applicant will improve 
the operation of the Five Corners intersection, whether 
it's this applicant or anyone else, we believe that 
that is a benefit to the community. We believe that 
that's what makes this project work. So, as I said, 
we'll respond to all your comments in writing in the 
final Environmental Impact Statement. I guess that's 
really all we have at this moment in time. We'd like 
to get started on the final EIS, you need to establish 
a time period for receiving written comments after the 
close of the, of this public hearing so we'll put this 
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back in your board's hands. 

MR. PETRO: Hearing's still open, I .want to ask is. ,: 
there anything unusual that we have so many people 
speaking solely on just tonight, obviously, is the 
traffic, is anybody interested in landscaping or 
anything that's more under the control of the board? 
No? Right back to the traffic. Yes, ma'am? 

MS. MAISONET: I'm Marilyn Maisonet, I live on Rocky 
Lane. First of all, this is nothing personal against 
Hannafords. My son lives in Pine Bush and he's 
ecstatic that you people are building out there. But 
I've heard about everything on 32 and the traffic light 
coming out onto 94, that access road, when we had Grand 
Union in Washingtonville, I never went into it, but-I: 
remember driving out 94 seeing people sitting forever, . 
there was no traffic light onto 94,: trying to get out 
onto 94 from there. What do you propose for that.roads 
on 94? Is that right where people try to turn into.the : 
road to go to the Vails Gate post office, which is 
always backed up and you can hardly get there at that .. 
t i m e . .":.-. --.v.. •••.-•:-.---•'.•'••-...,.;-.•.... 

MR. PETRO: It's closer to the Gate,. it' s on the. side 
of the old, to Vails Gate, it's on the side of the old 
ambulance building. 

MS. MAISONET: How are they going to get out there onto 
94, how are they going to make a turn, you're not 
certainly going to put a light that close? 

MR. PETRO: There's not a light. 

MR. LANDER: It's too hard to make lefts anywhere in 
Vails Gate or New Windsor, so you have to make a right. 
I don't, I'm not answering your question. 

MR. PETRO: Is that right-hand turn only? 

MR. MILLER: That's a full operation, rights and lefts. 

MS. MAISONET: I have trouble getting out of my road 
and Rocky Lane making a left now. 
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MR. PETRO: I think what they mean is at 3 o'clock in 
the morning, if you want to go left, you can go left. 
That's the bottom line. ';••<•%'•::-

MR. ROSENBURG: Members of the planning board, just one 
question for the applicant. I'd like to know if they 
can redo the traffic study after K-Mart opens because I 
think that will have a significant impact on the Five 
Corners that you have additional traffic coming through 
the K-Mart? 

MR. PETRO: Jeff, you have to understand in theory 
that's okay, but again, should we wait after the 
school, should we wait until Mount Airy Estates are 
built? I know you want to wait.37 years, but where do 
you draw that line? I don't think that's fair to ask 
the applicant. 

MR. ROSENBURG: Okay. 

MR; PETRO: Somebody different? Okay, Mr. Randazzo. 

MR. RANDAZZO: I'm not here to debate again but the 
question that I have is the indication is that the 
traffic improvements that Hannaford proposes for the 
Five Corners will improve the traffic flow and decrease 
waiting times. Now that's excluding the turning lane 
in and out of the property where the light is going to 
be but at the Five Corners it's rearranging, 
reconfiguring of the arrows and all, if that's such a, 
I can't, don't want to say logical solution to easing 
the traffic problem, why does DOT throw its hands up in 
the air and not adopt thdse proposed changes that they 
have? You know what I'm saying? Without Hannafords 
there, if those changes will ease the traffic, why 
doesn't DOT do it? I'd like to know if DOT has said 
that's a great idea, they have because if they have, my 
question to them is why aren't they doing it to improve 
the traffic because it's already an overburdened 
intersection, so if they can improve it by making 
changes suggested by Hannaford, then that would ease 
the burden on a lot of people traveling through there, 
hopefully, not have to dump out 10,000 cars. 

MR. PETRO: I think it will help a little bit, you 
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know, that's like if you've got a sinking rowboat and 
you're sitting there with this cup, it's going to help 

va little bit but it's not doing anything. .•••... 

MR. LANDER: Let the applicant go through all the 
paperwork, all the money while DOT'S just sitting back 
and does absolutely nothing. I've dealt with DOT, I 
understand, even all the improvements that they say is 
going to happen, we have the bar graph up and down, 
forget it, it's just going to add. 

MR. PETRO: I don't want to say that because they have 
spent a lot of money. 

MR. RANDAZZO: My point is that the bar graphs are nice 
but they're not going to ease the burden that the 

- • people have. 

MR. PETRO: When the sewer capacity is complete, they 
tell me we're going to stop infiltration and all of a 
sudden, they have-enough sewer for :20. more houses, 
baloney, that's enough, in reality, it's nothing but on 
paper, it looksrokay. 

MR; RANDAZZO: When you make your decision, I hope that 
you take into consideration on paper it looks good what 
your, in relation to when you're in the car driving 
through the intersection, it doesn't ease the burden. 
Thank you. 

MR. JASKO: Bob Jasko, 18 Height Drive. Just 
something different, I just want to go back to 
refrigeration, can someone point out where the 
refrigeration unit would be on the map on your 
building? 

MR. BOYCE: Douglas Boyce from Hannaford Stores. 
Refrigeration equipment is enclosed in a modular that's 
adjacent to the rear wall of the building, which is at 
grade level. 

MR. JASKO: The rear wall is here and we're here. I 
have an impact study on noise and I believe it was 
tractor trailers weren't allowed to idle after certain 
hour at night, is that correct? 
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MR. LANDER: I believe so. 

MR. JASKO: I can't remember whether it was 11 o'clock, 
9 o'clock, whatever it was, refrigeration unit where ......-• 
it's at and where the one is at in Middletown store is 
exactly the same. The landscaping here, the houses 
here are exactly the same as in Middletown, however, 
there are no houses in Middletown. The refrigeration 
unit in Middletown, if it's the same as the one you're 
proposing is noisier than five tractor trailers idling 
and that will probably run 2 4 hours a day, am J right, 
refrigeration unit? 

MR. PETRO: There's a large retaining wall in the back. . 

MR. JASKO: I understand that there's a retaining wall 
in Middletown as well and I visited that. 

MR. PETRO: Tim maybe you can address that? 

MR. MILLER: A noise study was done and submitted in -
the draft EIS and just for your information, the New-•_•. 
Windsor Code establishes acceptable limits for noise 
and it has a set of standards for noise in residential v. 
areas and set of standards for noise in non-residential 
areas. The minimum noise level which is a nighttime 
noise in residential areas is 55 decibels and in 
non-residential areas, it's 70 decibels and this is 
nighttime type situation. The design guidelines for 
the refrigeration units have been established to keep 
noise below 53 decibels during nighttime periods so the 
noise emanating from the;refrigeration units would 
comply with your Town Code as far as noise is 
regulated. Moreover, the applicant has made a 
commitment that all truck engines will be shut off 
while trucks are unloading, so there will be no idling 
trucks, after the trucks pull up to the docks, the 
loading docks are enclosed, deliveries will be limited 
to between 8 a.m. and 9 a.m. so, and X know there was a 
technical supplement that was included in the draft 
EIS, I'd be happy to provide a copy to the gentleman if 
he wants to study it further. 

MR. JASKO: Is there any possibility to have the 



\ 

August 22, 2001 40 

refrigeration unit on the highway side where all these 
houses over here won't hear it at night? 

MR. MILLER: Certainly it's something we can take a 
look at. I'm not sure how that relates to the store 
layout and the interior design of the store, but that's 
a good comment. 

MR. JASKO: Most grocery stores in our area and around 
our area, there are no houses within 2, 3, 400 feet. 
Their units really don't matter. But here, it will, 
so, you know, if you can look into it, there's a 
possibility to move it on a highway side, maybe it 
would help a lot of people sleep at night. 

MR. MILLER: We'll certainly take a look at that. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. 

MR.':SMITH: Everet Smith, Vascello Road. For the life 
of me, I-cannot understand what the Planning Board of. 
New Windsor is doing trying to make a decision on a: . 
traffic problem on state road. I have been at a lot of 
planning board meetings and a lot of meetings over the 
last 40 some odd years and seems to me that when,, if 
little Joe Blow is going to build a store on Route 94 
or 32 or whatever, the DOT would be right on him for 
all kinds of studies, permits and everything else. As 
soon as a multi-million dollar corporation comes in 
with a project of this size, suddenly, the DOT wants 
nothing to do with it. And they have already said they 
can't do anything with Five Corners but they want you 
guys to make a decision on something that's their 
decision to make. And I think that they should be 
called to task for it. I don't quite understand it. 
I'm going to do some looking into it, find out why they 
can't make this decision. You guys shouldn't be making 
this decision. You're not traffic experts, it's the 
DOT'S job and what, they're not here as far as I know, 
they should be, because this is their problem, not 
yours. Just something I wanted to put on the record. 

MR. PETRO: Can you repeat that? Okay, anybody else? 
I'll entertain a motion to close the public hearing. 
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MR. ARGENIO: So moved. 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it. -̂, , 
ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. PETRO: Again, folks, we're going to take all these 
comments tonight, we're not voting tonight, we're not 
making any decision. Our planning board engineer is 
going to review the complete DEIS and all the comments 
that-were made tonight. There's a few couple that 
we're going to definitely check into, may not agree ;. 
with Jim a hundred percent but we'll-look into the road 
business about being 25 or 50 foot, I'm going to look 
into that myself with the engineer, traffic, the safety 
by the firehouse, there were a few good comments 
tonight I have think that we can at least grasp on a 
little bit and do some work with Tim. Now, this 
application is still open now, the board is reviewing 
this again. •-<" •:••.• ̂:..-: .•••••-.-. t_ -•... 

MR. MILLER: Do you want to set a timeframe for receipt 
of any further written comments? The State guidelines 
call for a minimum of ten days. You're certainly free 
to accept that default value or two weeks, whatever you 
feel is a reasonable timeframe. 

MR. EDSALL: I would think that you'd want to have at 
least two or three weeks only because of the size of 
the project and two weeks would seem reasonable. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. EDSALL: For receipt of written comments to the 
planning board, for those people who may not want to 
decide to speak tonight but would care to write a 
letter, add additional information to the record. And 
again, I will repeat that all the comments were made 
have been taken down by the stenographer, it's the 
applicant's responsibility to respond to all those 
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comments for review by the planning board. In 
addition, we'll be receiving comments from the DOT 
notwithstanding the fact that DOT might of responded 
separately and previously,^they have an obligation 
under the State Environmental Quality Review Act to 
respond to the document we sent them as part of this 
procedure so we're waiting for that response now. 

MR. PETRO: Is there, do any of the board members have 
any comments on the application at this time? 

MR. ARGENIO: Nothing at this time. 

MR. PETRO: I thank you for coming in and we'll be in 
touch. Thank you. 
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HANNAFORD'S 

MR. EDSALL: Everyone got a copy of the proposed FEIS. 
We've got to understand that we have to live with the 
state law, state law tells us that we have to respond 
within a fixed timeframe. Technically, we're already 
over the timeframe. The applicant is working with us, 
I need to hear if anyone has an opportunity to finish 
their review, if you've got comments, get them to me by 
next Wednesday. This step is not to say you agree or 
disagree with what the report says, the FEIS says, it's 
whether or not it's complete. The bottom line is did 
they respond to all the questions, later on, when we 
say if we agree or disagree with the response and our 
findings, for now, we have to say yes or no, it's 
complete, and I need to forward based on what Jim and I 
worked out, I need to get them comments, so they can 
been at the January meeting s o — 

MR. PETRO: Let everybody understand too that the EIS 
although we're going to say probably is complete, 
you're going to say well, why would you say that, Jim, 
that it's complete if you're disputing the fact that 
DOT has never even given you an answer, in their mind, 
they have given us an answer, their mind being DOT and 
Hannaford's we're not going to accept that answer, I 
would assume that it's either positive or negative, 
therefore, we're going to accept the EIS as being 
complete, we're then later not going to agree with what 
they're saying. Follow what I'm saying? 

MR. ARGENIO: They being the DOT. 

MR. PETRO: DOT, we still do not have an approval. 

MR. EDSALL: This step is that as I believe the wording 
is it's complete and it's acceptable for public review, 
that's all we're doing. If DOT never responds and 
states clearly that they're potential impacts have been 
mitigated by what they're proposing, you may not have 
the ability to reach findings that it's been taken care 
of. But for now, we've got to take this next step. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, that's it. Motion to adjourn. 
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MR. ARGENIO: So moved, 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it 

ROLL CALL 

MR. BRESNAN 
MR. KARNAVEZOS 
MR. ARGENIO 
MR. LANDER 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By 

es Roth 
Stenographer 
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DISCUSSION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG STORE (00-15) 

MR. PETRO: Someone here to represent this? 

Mr. John Capella and Ms. Melinda Shane appeared before 
the board for this discussion item. 

MR. CAPELLA: I'm John Capella with Jacobowitz and 
Gubits, I'm pitch hitting for Larry Wolinsky and I have 
Melinda Shane with me from Hannaford. My understanding 
tonight is that we have a comment letter from your 
consultant and we have also received a comment letter 
from DOT. What we'd like to do is arrange a meeting 
with the consultant and any representative from the 
board to go through these comments, discuss and clarify 
them, also receive any comments your board might have 
tonight so we can move forward towards the completion 
of the final environmental impact statement. 

MR. EDSALL: As John indicated, the application is 
before you procedurally under SEQRA tonight and the 
next step in the procedure is to determine if the FEIS 
is complete and acceptable for circulation. Under 
comment 2, I provided some input in that regard, I 
reviewed the document relative to all the 
correspondence that I was aware of and as well to the 
public hearing minutes and it's my belief that the 
applicant has responded to all of the comments. Now, 
I'm not saying if we agree or disagree with the 
answers, I believe they have identified all the 
comments and they have responded from a completeness 
standpoint. Some additional items which lead to the 
recommendation that they make some revisions is the 
fact as John indicated we have received a letter dated 
January 2 2 from the New York State DOT and it would be 
appropriate in my opinion and I spoke with Larry 
Wolinsky that that be included into the FEIS and they 
can incorporate some responses to the comments made by 
Mr. Meyer. Last but not least, comment 3 I have listed 
some suggested revisions to several of the responses 
and in one case, a typo for one of the comments, the 
gist of most of the recommended revisions is the belief 
that the FEIS responses should be provided as responses 
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or identification of the, what the studies submitted 
have indicated, rather than conclusions, conclusions 
should be included in the findings and I'm looking to 
have this document be less of a conclusion than rather 
it should be responses and identification information. 
So I have noted several corrections that I believe that 
should be made. Larry Wolinsky contacted me today and 
we agreed that it would be very appropriate to get 
together to discuss these revisions once they have had 
a chance to look at them. Tentatively, I believe we 
set something up for next Wednesday and we were going 
to see if the Chairman or some of the board members, 
one or two could attend, if possible. 

MR. LANDER: Wednesday, what time, Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: We haven't set a time, we're waiting to 
see if that was acceptable and if anyone was available. 

MR. PETRO: What Wednesday is this? 

MR. EDSALL: Next Wednesday, probably in the early 
afternoon in the morning, we have a meeting with the 
town attorney on some zoning issues, probably 2 o'clock 
or something of that sort. 

MR. LANDER: Contact us with the time. 

MR. EDSALL: Two o'clock unless we hear otherwise. 

MR. PETRO: Here? 

MR. EDSALL: We can have it here or in the Supervisor's 
side office. 

MS. MASON: Don't you have that thing with Crotty? 

MR. BABCOCK: It's in the morning. 

MR. EDSALL: So 2 o'clock on the 3 0th. Again, we're 
looking to have one or two board members, if possible, 
as representatives so we don't constitute a meeting and 
the applicant should have an opportunity to review all 
the comments then. 
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MR. PETRO: Nark, did you touch on the comments where 
they're giving us the findings and we feel that we 
should be making our own findings, how did you word 
that? 

MR. EDSALL: What I have done is I have, and again, I 
discussed this with Larry Wolinsky, I didn't care to 
change the intent of the response, but more identify 
the response and where in a study they may have 
identified the impacts or how the impacts are proposed 
to be mitigated, but not necessarily include the final 
determination of the conclusion that would be normally 
included in the SEQRA findings. So again, I have 
proposed some revisions, I'm sure they'll have an 
opportunity to look at them, if they agree or disagree, 
we can work it out next week and propose something new 
to the board. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, John, I have been talking with 
Melinda Shane a few times and maybe Larry once or twice 
about the DOT, that's always been pretty much our 
holdup is not so much the site plan itself, but the 
impact of the traffic and we have been trying to get a 
response from DOT as to an approval or disapproval, 
very simply put that way, none of these fancy letters 
and we have to decipher what they're trying to say. 
And January 22, 2002, we received another letter from 
Mr. Dennis in DOT and again, it's very well written, 
he's done a wonderful job. The bottom line of this 
letter, as far as I can see, is that the conditions 
will only degenerate and this is a quote but the 
applicant isn't causing the problem and that's the way 
I see this letter. And again, he says patrol overland 
uses remains with the town along with the 
responsibility determined if the mitigation measures 
proposed are satisfactory. So, I guess the ball is 
back in our court and I want to review this again, I 
want to talk to some Town Board members, the board 
members here, our engineer and the town attorney and 
see exactly which way to go from this. I just frankly 
I'm at a loss myself which is the best course of action 
so I'm going to look to get some input from other 
people. 

MR. EDSALL: Mr. Chairman, as you may recall, we 
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retained because of the complexity of this issue and 
the sensitivity of all the general public, we did 
retain John Collins Engineers, Phil Grealy as a special 
traffic consultant, so he is aware of this letter and 
obviously, we can proceed even if we don't reach a 
conclusion on the impacts and how they're mitigated, we 
could proceed with the determining it complete and 
between that point and the time you have to reach 
findings, we'll have to pin down Mr. Grealy and try to 
decipher where it stands and whether or not in fact the 
impacts are really mitigated. I think that's our goal 
between determining it complete and preparing our 
findings. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, any other comments from the board 
members? John, do you have anything else you want to 
say? 

MR. CAPELLA: No, although I'd be more than happy to 
give my input onto what the solution should be. 

MR. PETRO: But I think that can wait till Wednesday. 
We look forward to working this out. 

MS. SHANE: I just wanted to make sure that the board 
got a copy of the FEIS, I wasn't sure what the timing 
was, and if you had a chance to look at it because any 
input from you as soon as possible so we can 
incorporate it, that's all we want. I do plan on being 
in that meeting next week so whatever time I can be 
here. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, I guess that's all we're going to do 
tonight. 

MR. CAPELLA: Thanks very much. 
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HANNAFORD 

MR. PETRO: Discussion is Hanaford's on Route 94 and 
Route 32, someone here to represent this? 

Larry Wolinsky, Esq. appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Yes, Mr. Chairman, Larry Wolinsky, law 
firm of Jacobowitz & Gubits. Happy to report to you 
that we were successful in obtaining our variance from 
the Zoning Board on Monday evening. We therefore 
believe we have accomplished most of everything that 
needs to be accomplished with respect to site plan 
subject to whatever outstanding technical details are 
necessary through the engineering department and we're 
hoping tonight that the board would be in a position to 
entertain a conditional final site plan approval. 

MR. PETRO: Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: I spoke with Mr. Wolinsky earlier this 
evening just to verify status wise his comfort level 
that procedurally we have properly adopted our findings 
and that we're in a, now that they have obtained this 
ZBA action, we're in a good position to adopt the 

i conditional final approval and based on that 
discussion, I feel comfortable that you could adopt the 
resolution of approval that's before you, which has 
conditions, some of the standard conditions relative to 
bonding numbers for the site improvements, payment of 
fees, final review of the plans and other related 
items. 

MR. PETRO: Prepared resolution. 

MR. EDSALL: Yes, it's basically a resolution which 
states the fact that the board had done a full 
environmental review and had adopted findings and had 
dealt with SEQRA issues such as traffic, access, 
circulation and parking, landscaping and screening and 
itemizes the conditions of approval and if you're 
comfortable with the resolution that's before the 
board, we can put it into the record. 
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MR. PETRO: But are there any additions to that that we 
should make in it such as the comments from the zoning 
board being placed onto— 

MR. EDSALL: That's one of the conditions to reference 
the ZBA action on the final plans. 

MR. PETRO: That's correct. 

MR. EDSALL: Actually, you have three applications to 
deal with tonight since we have Hannafords, Monro 
Muffler and Long John silver's, so we should act 
separately. We addressed SEQRA as a single action for 
all of the site plans but each one is a separate 
application before the board, so my suggestion is that 
you individually adopt the conditional approvals. 

MR. PETRO: First one would be for Hannaford's itself. 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Which would be on Route 94 and Route 3 2 and 
it would be subject to your looking over any further 
comments and accepting them all as written? 

MR. EDSALL: Right. 

MR. PETRO: We're going to just adopt the conditional 
approval as it's been written with I guess there's no 
other additions just they're there. 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. ARGENIO: The plans haven't changed, Mr. Wolinsky, 
since the zoning board? 

MR. WOLINSKY: No, they have not. Please keep in mind 
that everything is subject to the conditions that are 
set forth in the Statement of Findings. 

MR. ARGENIO: Right. 

MR. WOLINSKY: And there are many conditions there that 
we have to fulfill before we're entitled to get a 
building permit, not the least of which is the highway 
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work permit from the DOT. 

MR. ARGENIO: I read them. 

MR. PETRO: All right, so we just need a motion for 
final approval for the Hannaford's site plan. 

MR. BRESNAN: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: This would be, we're going to accept the 
Statement of Findings as written and also basically I'm 
going to just say subject to your comments, Mark. 

MR. EDSALL: The resolution that's on file and will be 
put into the minutes. 

MR. PETRO: Any further discussion from the board 
members? 

MR. ARGENIO: It's also to Mark's review. 

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, one of the conditions I'm going to 
do a final review of the plans, I'm going to make sure 
that the proper cross references exist and so on. 

MR. ARGENIO: Great. 

MR. PETRO: Any further discussion? 

MR. LANDER: No. 

MR. BRESNAN: No. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
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RESOLUTION OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 

WHEREAS, Martin's Foods of South Burlington, 
Inc. (the "applicant") , pursuant to authorization from 
the affected property owners (4 acres, LLC, Terry Scott 
Hughs, and Apache Properties, Ltd.) submitted an 
application for site plan approval to the Town of New 
Windsor Planning Board (the "Planning Board") to permit 
construction of a 55,200 SF food and drug store and 
related parking improvements on property located near 
and around New York State Routes 3 2 and 9 4 (the 
"Project"); and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board conducted a full 
environmental review of the Project under the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA") which 
culminated in the issuance of a Findings Statement and 
Certifications of Findings to approve the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has thoroughly 
reviewed the application for the site plan approval 
pursuant to 48-19 of the Zoning Code of the Town of New 
Windsor; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning 
Board hereby makes the following findings and 
determinations with respect to the site plan: 

1. The Project is a permitted use in the Design 
Shopping C Zoning District. 

2. The Project meets the objectives set forth in 48-19 
A of the Zoning Code as follows: 

Traffic Access: The Project's proposed traffic 
accessways are adequate in number and properly designed 
to permit safe ingress and egress to the site. The 
Project accessways intersect with NYS Roads and must 
also be approved by NYS DOT. 

Circulation and Parking: The site plan provides 
adequate off-street parking and loading in accordance 
with the requirements of the Zoning Code. Internal 
traffic circulation has been designed to provide safe 
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accessibility to parking areas within the Project so 
that traffic can circulate with minimum conflict. 

Landscaping and Screening: The site plan 
provides adequate screening to adjacent residential 
areas. Screening is accomplished by a combination of 
fencing, planting and maintaining a distance buffer 
between commercial buildings and residential property. 

3. The site plan has been reviewed by the 
Planning Board's consulting civil and traffic engineers 
who have advised the Planning Board that the site plan 
meets the Zoning Code's requirements for site plan 
approval. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the 
Planning Board hereby grants site plan approval to the 
Project subject to the following conditions: 

1. Satisfaction of any outstanding technical 
review comments and subject to a final 
plan review by the Planning Board 
Engineer, prior to stamp of approval. 

2. Implementation and compliance with all the 
mitigation measures and conditions 
contained in the SEQRA Statement of 
Findings for the Project which are 
incorporated by reference herein and made 
a part hereof. 

3. Bonding of key site and off-site 
improvements in accordance with Chapter 19 
and other pertinent sections of the Town 
of New Windsor Code. 

4. Payment of all applicable approval and 
review fees. 

By a vote of 5. in favor and 0. against the 
Planning Board Chairman declared this resolution 
adopted. 

Dated: June 12, 2002 
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MONRO MUFFLER 

MR. PETRO: We're going to do the exact same thing for 
the Monro Muffler site plan. This is the one that went 
to the ZBA and of course, you're going to again have to 
have all the comments put on the plan and as properly 
spelled out in the condition of findings anyway so with 
that, any other discussion from the board members? 
Well, I need a motion for final approval for the Monro 
Muffler site plan. 

MR. BRESNAN: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion's been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the 
Monro Muffler site plan amendment. Any further 
discussion from the board members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

RESOLUTION OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL 

MONRO MUFFLER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT 

WHEREAS, Martin's Foods of South Burlington, 
Inc. (the "applicant"), pursuant to authorization from 
the affected property owners (House of Apache 
Properties, Ltd. and Terry Scott Hughs), submitted an 
application to the Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
(the "Planning Board") to amend a previously approved 
site plan for MOnro Muffler so as to permit 
construction of an access driveway within an existing 
access easement which will serve as a secondary access 
for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug Supermarket; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed site plan amendment will 
alter the existing access to and within Monro Muffler 
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as well as relocate the dumpster and several parking 
spaces; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board conducted a full 
environmental review of the Project under the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRAM) of the site 
plan amendment as part of Hannaford Food & Drug's 
application which culminated in the issuance of a 
Findings Statement and Certifications of Findings to 
approve the site plan amendment as a related action of 
the Hannaford project; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has thoroughly 
reviewed the application for amendment of the site plan 
approval pursuant to 48-19 of the Zoning Code of the 
Town of New Windsor; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning 
Board hereby makes the following findings and 
determinations with respect to the site plan: 

1. The site plan amendment is a permitted use in the 
Design Shopping C Zoning District. 

2. The site plan amendment meets the objectives set 
forth in 48-19 A of the Zoning Code as follows: 

Traffic Access: The altered traffic accessway 
traffic continues to provide adequate and safe ingress 
and egress to the site. 

Circulation and Parking: The amended site plan 
continues to provide adequate offstreet parking and 
loading in accordance with the requirements of the 
Zoning Code. Internal traffic circulation has been 
improved by permitting greater access around the 
existing building. 

Landscaping and Screening: The site is not 
adjacent to a residential neighborhood. Nevertheless, 
it takes advantage of the landscaping and screening to 
be provided as part of the Hannaford project. 

3. The site plan amendment has been reviewed by 
the Planning Board's consulting civil and traffic 
engineers who have advised the Planning Board that the 
proposed amendment meets the Zoning Code's requirements 
for site plan approval. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the 
Planning Board hereby grants amended site plan approval 
for the Monro Muffler property subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Satisfaction of any outstanding technical 
review comments and subject to a final 
plan review by the Planning Board 
Engineer, prior to stamp of approval. 

2. Implementation and compliance with all the 
mitigation measures and conditions 
contained in the SEQRA Statement of 
Findings for the Project which are 
incorporated by reference herein and made 
a part hereof. 

3. Bonding of key site and off-site 
improvements in accordance with Chapter 19 
and other pertinent sections of the Town 
of New Windsor Code. 

4. Payment of all applicable approval and 
review fees. 

By a vote of 5 in favor and 0 against the 
Planning Board Chairman declared this resolution 
adopted. 

Dated: June 12, 2002 
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LONG JOHN SILVER'S 

MR. PETRO: Long John Silver site plan amendment. 
They're still in business? Again, this will be the 
same way again we're going to go with the final 
approval conditional approval for Long John Silver 
subject to the findings as we said earlier in Mark's 
comments. Any further discussion from any of the board 
members? 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the 
Long John Silver site plan, that's not an amendment, is 
it, Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes, that's an existing site plan, we'll 
call that amendment. 

MR. PETRO: Any further discussion from the board 
members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

RESOLUTION OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL 

LONG JOHN SILVER'S SITE PLAN AMENDMENT 

WHEREAS, Martin's Foods of South Burlington, 
Inc. (the "applicant"), pursuant to authorization from 
the affected property owners (Fred Plus 3 LLC, Herbert 
Slepoy and Fred Gardner and Central Hudson Gas and 
Electric Corp.) submitted an application for site plan 
approval to the Town of New Windsor Planning Board (the 
"Planning Board") to permit relocation and improvement 
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of the property's existing driveway to create a 
four-way intersection with the new main signalized 
access to the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 
Supermarket; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board conducted a full 
environmental review of the Project under the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA") of the site 
plan amendment as part of Hannaford Food & Drug's 
application which culminated in the issuance of a 
Findings Statement and Certifications of Findings to 
approve the site plan amendment as a related action of 
the Hannaford project; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has thoroughly 
reviewed the application for amendment of the site plan 
approval pursuant to 48-19 of the Zoning Code of the 
Town of New Windsor; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning 
Board hereby makes the following findings and 
determinations with respect to the site plan: 

1. The site plan amendment is a permitted use in the 
Design Shopping C Zoning District. 

2. The site plan amendment meets the objectives set 
Forth in 48-19 A of the Zoning Code as follows: 

Traffic Access: The relocation of the driveway 
to create a four-way intersection will improve adequate 
and safe ingress and egress to the site by funneling 
site traffic through a controlled intersection. In 
addition, the improvement provides an opportunity for 
the existing McDonald's to direct customer traffic to a 
controlled intersection. 

Circulation and Parking: The amended site plan 
does nothing to alter the ability of the property to 
provide adequate off street parking and loading in 
accordance with the requirements of the Zoning Code. 
Nor does it adversely impact the ability for proper 
internal traffic circulation. 

Landscaping and Screening; The site is not 
adjacent to a residential neighborhood. Its ultimate 
redevelopment will require appropriate landscaping in 
accordance with Town requirements. 
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3. The site plan amendment has been reviewed by 
the Planning Board's consulting civil and traffic 
engineers who have advised the Planning Board that the 
proposed amendment meets the Zoning Code's requirements 
for site plan approval. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the 
Planning Board hereby grants amended site plan approval 
for the Long John Silver's property subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Satisfaction of any outstanding technical 
review comments and subject to a final 
plan review by the Planning Board 
Engineer, prior to stamp of approval. 

2. Implementation and compliance with all the 
mitigation measures and conditions 
contained in the SEQRA Statement of 
Findings for the Project which are 
incorporated by reference herein and made 
a part hereof. 

3. Bonding of key site and off-site 
improvements in accordance with Chapter 19 
and other pertinent sections of the Town 
of New Windsor Code. 

4. Payment of all applicable approval and 
review fees. 

By a vote of 5 in favor and 0 against the 
Planning Board Chairman declared this resolution 
adopted. 

Dated: June 12, 2002 

MR. WOLINSKY: Thank you. 
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HANNAFORD'S FOOD & DRUGS (00-15) 

Larry Kolinsky, Esq. appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: This involves development of 55,200 square 
foot retail store on the 5.5 acre site. Application 
was previously reviewed at the 13 December 2000, 15 
November 2000, 24 January 2001, 14 February 2001, 14 
March 2001, 28 March 2001, 25 April 2001, 23 May 2001, 
25 July 2001, 22 August 2001, 23 January 2002 and 13 
February 2002 planning board meetings. I'd like to 
note that for the minutes just in case some wise guy 
reads it and thinks we're moving too quick. Go ahead. 

MR. W0LINSKY: I can certainly tell you from the point 
of the applicant that you are not moving too quick. 
I'm Larry Wolinsky representing Hannaford. We're here 
this evening regarding the completion of the SEQRA 
process and also site plan approval. We believe we 
have addressed everything that could possibly be 
addressed. I commend the board for putting our feet to 
the fire which it has done very thoroughly and 
diligently. And we would ask the board to first 
consider the Findings Statement and then go on for site 
plan. That's all I have to say. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, why don't you lead us through with 
the findings, give us the right momentum here to get 
going? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, attached to my comments is a 
document 16 pages long, I'll save you the trouble of 
having me read it to you, I don't think that's 
necessary or appropriate. The Findings Statement 
basically takes all the conclusions as it may be from 
the SEQRA review and outlines the various areas of the 
evaluation and the conclusions and then it's boiled 
down starting on page 12 with the findings of the 
planning board as to the potential impacts and how the 
applicant has mitigated the impacts with the 
improvements that they're proposing. The document 
originated as part of a discussion between the 
applicant's attorney and the town, myself being the 
town's representative during the workshops. We have 
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made I believe four revisions, Larry, roughly? 

MR. WOLINSKY: At least, yeah. 

MR. EDSALL: So it's gone through a couple iterations. 
At this point, I believe it's complete and acceptable 
for the board to adopt. There are a number of off-site 

;4. improvements that are required, they are all referenced 
in this Findings Statement as elements that must be 
included in the construction to support the findings 
that the impacts have been mitigated and as well as 
there are some other issues as to the on-site 
screening, lighting and so on, how that was reviewed 
and how it was designed and as to the board's findings 
that those potential impacts have been mitigated as 
part of the design of the actual site itself. So 
on-site and off-site have been evaluated and the 
conclusions are listed in this proposed Findings 
Statement. Larry, anything that maybe I didn't touch 
on? 

MR. WOLINSKY: No, I think that's a comprehensive 
description. 

MR. PETRO: Do any of the board members have any 
comments at this time about reading the Findings 
Statement or any other comments they'd like to make? 
If not, I'll accept a motion to accept the Findings 
Statement for the SEQRA review process of Hannaford's 
Food and Drug site plan. 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board accept the Findings 
Statement for the Hannaford's Food and Drug site plan 
on New York States 32 and 94 as written and also 
authorize any circulation or publication as required by 
the SEQRA regulations according with these findings. 
Any further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call. 

ROLL CALL 
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MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. PETRO: Which brings us to the next point of the 
meeting. I had believed earlier that we were really 
pretty far along with this and was my understanding 
that frankly we were going to do a final approval 
tonight,, just normal subject-to's that would normally 
come up. It's been brought to my attention that we 
need to have some other work done on surrounding 
properties, namely the Monro Muffler and Long John 
Silver applications. I understand that the Monro 
Muffler needs to go to the New Windsor Zoning Board for 
clarification or a variance, one or the other, and I 
guess we're going to look for a variance for an 
easement, is that correct? 

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, I had spoke with Mike Babcock as 
well because ultimately, he has to make a determination 
as the zoning officer as to what, how that definition 
applies to the site and he has advised me that my 
understanding is his interpretation. So really what we 
need to do is have that either interpreted differently 
or just obtain an area variance for that related site 
plan amendment which is Monro Muffler. 

MR. PETRO: I want to make it clear so everybody is 
under the same understanding that I am. I realize that 
the applicant's attorney and engineers probably don't 
agree with the town in the way they read our laws and 
what our engineers and maybe our attorney are saying, 
but there's one thing that is clear and one thing I 
feel that is definitely of precedence and that is that 
since we have been here that we have asked everybody to 
get the variance for the easements subtractions that 
you're talking about for the last 11, 12 years that I 
have been here and probably long before I got here. So 
what we do for others we have to ask you to do the 
same. In other words, there is no reason in the world 
we wouldn't ask you to do the same, but that's the 
precedence that was set, we need to ask you to go to 
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.the zoning board and get the necessary variances or 
interpretation, whatever you find is easier. 

MR. EDSALL: Mr. Chairman, would it be acceptable to 
just have the record be clear that the planning board 
has looked at the site plan and as well' our office has 
and notwithstanding the fact that there is a technical 
reason why they need an area variance, they have, as 
part of their proposed amendment, will be able to 
provide all the necessary parking and relocated the 
dumpster and all the facilities that are needed to 
support the Monro Muffler facility are being 
accomplished. It's purely a numerical subtraction that 
the area has to come out to provide that through shared 
road accessway. So the site plan itself is in a form 
that we believe is complete and acceptable, maybe some 
minor corrections before it can be stamped, but they 
have demonstrated that the site, even with the area 
subtracted, supports the use. And it might be 
worthwhile for the zoning board to know that the board 
concurs with that, so that they don't believe that this 
area is some way a subtraction from the ability to— 

MR. PETRO: I believe the board would give a positive 
recommendation to the zoning board. Anybody disagree 
with that? 

MR. ARGENIO: I agree. 

MR. PETRO: But I just think it's part of the 
procedure. 

MR. EDSALL: I don't want them to think you haven't 
seen it yet. 

MR. WOLIMSKY: We certainly appreciate the fact that 
you will give us a positive recommendation. I don't 
want to, I'm not going to debate the issue here because 
obviously, I disagree with that interpretation but that 
is what the ZBA is for. The only other thing that I 
would ask what we'll probably do is take the time to 
get our, while we're going through that process, to 
take the time to get our plans, whatever issues remain 
from a technical end all wrapped up so that as soon as 
we get that variance, we can hopefully be in a positior 
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to have the plan stamped. So as long as we can move 
forward with whatever bond estimates or process we have 
to go through then and we're not totally stopped, I 
think we can weather the storm* 

MR. PETRO: We did receive a letter, I just want to 
note for the minutes from New York State DOT that did 
agree with your forms of mitigation and frankly, I 
guess you did a good job and they seem to approve of 
your, the way that you're going to handle it. So I 
want to let you know that we received and filed that. 
Thank you. 

MR. EDSALL: Jim, in the interim, as Larry said, we're 
going to try to make some progress, I'm going to 
provide the applicant with whatever final comments I 
have for all three applications so that at the same 
time when they're moving on that at the ZBA, we can get 
the plans all finished up and be done. We'll expedite 
the referral. 

MR. PETRO: How about your department, anything that 
you can take to expedite anything, look over anything 
yet or you think it's moving too quickly? 

MR. BABCOCK: No, if there's building plans, we can 
start. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Can we get on the next agenda of the 
ZBA? 

MR. BABCOCK: Actually, the way that works we'll send 
the referral over and then you have to contact them. 
Depends on, we just had one Monday, so it's two weeks, 
I would assume. Mark has to do a referral letter, 
right? 

MR. EDSALL: Franny's agreed we'll expedite that. 

MR. PETRO: You'll be on the next agenda here whenever 
you're ready. 

MR. WOLINSKY: Thank you. 
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1 TECTONIC 
WO. NO. 
2586.01 

COST ESTIMATE 
WORKSHEET 

DATE 
8/6/2002 SHEET 1 OF 3 

PROJECT TITLE 
HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 
LOCATION 
NYS ROUTE 32 - NEW WINDSOR HANNAFORD SUPERMARKET 
OWNER 
HANNAFORD BROTHER FOODS 
ESTIMATED BY 
PG 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

DESCRIPTION 

GENERAL SITE WORK 
CONCRETE CURB 

6' HIGH WOODEN STOCKADE FENCE 
6' HIGH FENCE WITH WOODEN GUIDERA1L 

HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 
2" ASPHALT TOP COURSE 

3" ASPHALT BINDER COURSE 
8" SUBBASE COURSE 
12" STRUCTURAL FILL 

LIGHT DUTY PAVEMENT 
1" ASPHALT TOP COURSE 

2" ASPHALT BINDER COURSE 
5" SUBBASE COURSE 
12" STRUCTURAL FILL 

LINE STRIPING 
EARTHWORK 

EXPORTED FILL 

DRAINAGE 
12" HDPE PIPE 
15" HDPE PIPE 
18" HDPE PIPE 
24" HDPE PIPE 
72" HDPE PIPE 

CATCH BASINS 
MANHOLES 

FLARED END SECTIONS 
RIP-RAP 

SANITARY SEWER 
8" PVC SEWER MAIN 

MANHOLES 

WATER 
12" CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON MAIN 
6" CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON MAIN 

12"X6"TEE 
12- GATE VALVES 
8" GATE VALVES 
6" GATE VALVES 
2" GATE VALVES 

HYDRANTS 

EROSION CONTROL 
SILT FENCE 

HAYBALE INLET PROTECTION 
CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE 

TOTAL 

APPROVED BY 
JS 
ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY 

2,723 
347 
705 

5,870 
5,870 
5,870 
5,870 

8,778 
8,778 
8,778 
8,778 
8,648 
19,344 
22,085 

288 
101 
794 
326 
1450 
14 
2 
1 
5 

313 
3 

948 
60 
2 
5 
1 
2 
1 
2 

1113 
14 
1 

UNIT 

LF 
LF 
LF 

SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 

SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 
LF 
CY 
CY 

LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
CY 

LF 
EA 

LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 

LF 
EA 
LS 

UNIT PRICE 
MAT.& LAB. 

$15.00 
$50.00 
$75.00 

$5.50 
$6.00 
$8.00 

$15.00 

$4.50 
$5.00 
$6.00 

$15.00 
$0.33 
$5.00 
$8.00 

$25.00 
$30.00 
$40.00 
$45.00 
$65.00 

$1,500.00 
$2,500.00 
$1,000.00 

$65.00 

$65.00 
$2,500.00 

$80.00 
$50.00 

$1,500.00 
$1,500.00 
$1,200.00 
$1,000.00 

$400.00 
$2,500.00 

$3.00 
$50.00 

$5,000.00 

ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT 

$40,845.00 
$17,350.00 
$52,875.00 

$32,285.00 
$35,220.00 
$46,960.00 
$88,050.00 

$39,499.50 
$43,888.33 
$52,666.00 

$131,665.00 
$2,853.84 

$96,720.00 
$176,680.00 

$7,200.00 
$3,030.00 

$31,760.00 
$14,670.00 
$94,250.00 
$21,000.00 
$5,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$325.00 

$20,345.00 
$7,500.00 

$75,840.00 
$3,000.00 
$3,000.00 
$7,500.00 
$1,200.00 
$2,000.00 

$400.00 
$5,000.00 

$3,339.00 
$700.00 

$5,000.00 

$1,170,616.67 



I TECTONIC 
WO. NO. 
2586.01 

COST ESTIMATE 
WORKSHEET 

DATE 
8/6/2002 SHEET 2 OF 3 

PROJECT TITLE 
HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 
LOCATION 
NYS ROUTE 32 - NEW WINDSOR MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE 
OWNER 
HANNAFORD BROTHER FOODS 
ESTIMATED BY 
PG 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

DESCRIPTION 

GENERAL SITE WORK 
CONCRETE CURB 

HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 
2" ASPHALT TOP COURSE 

3" ASPHALT BINDER COURSE 
8" SUBBASE COURSE 
12" STRUCTURAL FILL 

LIGHT DUTY PAVEMENT 
1- ASPHALT TOP COURSE 

2" ASPHALT BINDER COURSE 
5" SUBBASE COURSE 
12" STRUCTURAL FILL 

6' HIGH FENCE WITH WOODEN GUIDE RAIL 
LINE STRIPING 

EARTHWORK 
IMPORTED FILL 

DRAINAGE 
12" HDPE PIPE 
15"HDPEPIPE 
18" HDPE PIPE 
30" HDPE PIPE 

CATCH BASINS 
MANHOLES 

OUTLET STRUCTURE 
STORMCEPTOR 

WATER 
12" CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON MAIN 

12" GATE VALVES 
8" GATE VALVES 
6" GATE VALVES 

WETTAP 

EROSION CONTROL 
SILT FENCE 

HAYBALE INLET PROTECTION 
CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE 

TOTAL 

APPROVED BY 
JS 
ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY 

783 

1,027 
1,027 
1,027 
1,027 

552 
552 
552 
552 
184 

1,521 
106 

1,003 

116 
232 
6 

1542 
5 
6 
1 
1 

235 
1 
1 
1 
2 

247 
6 
1 

UNIT 

LF 

SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 

SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 
LF 
LF 
CY 
CY 

LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 

LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
LS 

LF 
EA 
LS 

UNIT PRICE 
MAT.& LAB. 

$15.00 

$5.50 
$6.00 
$8.00 

$15.00 

$4.50 
$5.00 
$6.00 

$15.00 
$75.00 
$0.33 
$5.00 

$12.50 

$25.00 
$30.00 
$40.00 
$50.00 

$1,500.00 
$2,500.00 
$4,000.00 

$15,000.00 

$80.00 
$1,500.00 
$1,200.00 
$1,000.00 
$5,000.00 

$3.00 
$50.00 

$5,000.00 

ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT 

$11,745.00 

$5,647.28 
$6,160.67 
$8,214.22 

$15,401.67 

$2,482.00 
$2,757.78 
$3,309.33 
$8,273.33 

$13,800.00 
$501.93 
$530.00 

$12,537.50 

$2,900.00 
$6,960.00 

$240.00 
$77,100.00 

$7,500.00 
$15,000.00 
$4,000.00 

$15,000.00 

$18,800.00 
$1,500.00 
$1,200.00 
$1,000.00 

$10,000.00 

$741.00 
$300.00 

$5,000.00 

$258,601.71 



»' 

TECTONIC 
WO. NO. 
2586.01 

COST ESTIMATE 
WORKSHEET 

DATE 
8/6/2002 SHEET 3 OF 3 

PROJECT TITLE 
HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 
LOCATION 
NYS ROUTE 32 - NEW WINDSOR LONG JOHN SILVERS 
OWNER 
HANNAFORD BROTHER FOODS 
ESTIMATED BY 
PG 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

., , 
| 

DESCRIPTION 

GENERAL SITE WORK 
CONCRETE CURB 

12" GRAVEL ROADWAY 
HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

2" ASPHALT TOP COURSE 
3" ASPHALT BINDER COURSE 

8" SUBBASE COURSE 
12" STRUCTURAL FILL 
WOODEN GUIDE RAIL 

LINE STRIPING 
EARTHWORK 

IMPORTED FILL 

DRAINAGE 
12" HDPE PIPE 

CATCH BASINS 
FLARED END SECTIONS 

RIP-RAP 

EROSION CONTROL 
SILT FENCE 

HAYBALE INLET PROTECTION 
CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE 

TOTAL 

APPROVED BY 
JS 
ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY 

662 
1,458 

1,107 
1,107 
1,107 
1,107 
593 
387 
26 

2,341 

68 
2 
4 
20 

358 
2 
1 

UNIT 

LF 
SF 

SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 
LF 
LF 
CY 
CY 

LF 
EA 
EA 
CY 

LF 
EA 
LS 

UNIT PRICE 
MAT.& LAB. 

$15.00 
$4.00 

$5.50 
$6.00 
$8.00 

$15.00 
$50.00 
$0.33 
$5.00 

$12.50 

$25.00 
$1,500.00 
$1,000.00 

$65.00 

$3.00 
$50.00 

$5,000.00 

ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT 

$9,930.00 
$5,832.00 

$6,088.50 
$6,642.00 
$8,856.00 

$16,605.00 
$29,650.00 

$127.71 
$130.00 

$29,262.50 

$1,700.00 
$3,000.00 
$4,000.00 
$1,300.00 

$1,074.00 
$100.00 

$5,000.00 

$129,297.71 



RECEIVE AND FILE - NOTICE OF PETITION 

Hearing no objections, the Town Board of the Town of New Windsor 
receive and file Notice of Petition in the matter of the application of WVR 
Real Estate II, LLC against the Town of New Windsor Planning Board and 
Martin Food of South Burlington, Vermont Inc. same being referred to the 
Attorney for the Town. 



SUPREME COURT STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

In the matter of the application of 
WVR REAL ESTATE I I , LLC 

Petitioner, 

against 

CUdjCUJuuv--

Date Filed: 7/?/0* 

NOTICE OF PETITION 

Index No. tfSj^/O X 

Assigned Judge: 

RECEIVED 

J! |[ 2 ;i L'jJl 

TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD, 
and MARTIN FOOD OF SOUTH BURLINGTON VT., 
INC., , , 

Respondents, 

For a judgment pursuant to CPLR Article 78 annulling a 
certain decision of the Respondent Planning Board made 
on June 12, 2002 granting site plan approval to the 
Respondent Martin Food of South Burlington Inc. 

X 

SIRS: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Petition of the WVR Real Estate II, LLC annexed 

hereto, together with the supporting affidavit of James G. Sweeney sworn to on the 9th day oi 

July, 2002 and the Exhibits submitted in support of both will be presented to this Court at a 

term thereof to be held before the IAS Judge assigned hereto on the 14th day of August, 2002 

at the Courthouse, 255-275 Main Street, Goshen NY, 10924 at 9:30AM thereof, or at such 

time and place as the said IAS Judge shall determine, said Petition seeking a Judgment 

pursuant to CPLR §7806 annulling a determination of the Respondent Town of New Windsor 

Planning Board made on July 12, 2002 granting Site Plan approval to the Respondent Martin 

Food of South Burlington Inc. for a proposed "Hannaford" Shopping Center and for such other 

further and different relief as to the court may seem just and proper under the circumstances. 



PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that pursuant to CPLR § 7804(e) the 

Respondent Planning Board is required to serve and file with the Court a certified transcript 

of the full record before the Planning Board with regard to the application of Respondent 

Martin Food for site plan approval together with its Answer to the Petition or its Objections 

in Point of Law. 

Dated: July 9, 2002 

Yours etc. 

Petipor 
a^are 

Cttorney for the Petjjkiner 
One Hani man Sc 
P.O. Box 806 / 
Goshen, NY 10924 
Tel. No. 845-291-1100 



SUPREME COURT STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

In the matter of the application of 
WVR REAL ESTATE II, LLC 

Date Filed: 7/9/o> 

Petitioner, 

against 

VERIFIED PETITION 

Index No. l/f7?/o?-~ 

Assigned Judge: THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD, 
and MARTIN FOOD OF SOUTH BURLIN,GTON VT., 
INC., 

Respondents, 

For a judgment pursuant to CPLR Article 78 annulling a 
certain decision of the Respondent Planning Board made 
on June 12, 2002 granting site plan approval to the 
Respondent Martin Food of South Burlington Inc. 

X 

PETITIONER FOR ITS PETITION HEREIN DOES HEREBY ALLEGE AS FOLLOWS: 

NATURE OF THIS PROCEEDING 

1. This is a special proceeding brought under the authority of CPLR Article 78 

(CPLR §7803) challenging a certain decision of the Respondent Town of New Windsor 

Planning Board (hereafter only "the Planning Board") granting site plan approval for a 

55,000 + square foot "Hannaford Shopping Center" in the Town of New Windsor as proposed 

by the Respondent Martin's Food of South Burlington, Inc. acting on behalf of Hannaford 

Brothers Inc. on June 12,2002. The Petitioner WVR Real Estate II, LLC (hereafter only "WVR") 

owns a large retail shopping center (the Big V Town Center) lying within 500 feet of the 

proposed Hannaford Shopping Center in an area of the Town of New Windsor known as Vails 

1 



Gate where three heavily traveled state highways converge at an intersection commonly 

known as "Five Corners." WVR alleges herein that the area of Five Corners is now, even after 

substantial recent improvements made thereto by the NY State Department of Transportation 

is so overburdened by traffic that the proposed Hannaford Shopping Center would propel the 

intersection into a state of impossible decline and, thereby, do great harm to the environment 

as meant by NY SEQRA (ECL Art. 8 read together with 6 NYCRR Part 617). WVR also alleges 

herein that one of the main access roads to the proposed shopping center from NY RT. 94 

does not meet Town of New Windsor highway standards and that the Planning Board illegally 

approved the Hannaford Site Plan without regard to these highway design requirements. As 

such WVR alleges that the Town of New Windsor Planning Board acted arbitrarily and 

illegally in granting site plan approval for the said Hannaford Site Plan and the same should 

be annulled. 

THE PARTIES 

2. The Petitioner WVR is a corporation formed under the laws of New York 

having its principle place of business at 4 Coates Drive, Goshen, Orange County, NY, 10924. 

WVR owns a large retail shopping center known as the Big V Town Center located on NY Rt. 

32 approximately 500 feet away from the site oi the Hannaford Shopping Center the site plan 

approval for which is challenged hereby. 

3. The Respondent Town of New Windsor Planning Board (hereafter only "the 

Planning Board") is the duly appointed planning board of the Town of New Windsor, Orange 

County, NY, having its* principle place of business at 555 Union Ave. New Windsor, Orange 

County, NY, 12553. The Planning Board granted the site plan approval challenged hereby. 

2 



4. The Respondent Martin's Food of South Burlington, Inc. (hereinafter only 

"Martin") is, on information and belief, a foreign corporation licensed to do business in New 

York and formed under the laws of Maine having its principle place of business at 

Scarborough, Maine, 04074. Martin is the recipient of the Site Plan approval challenged 

hereby. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. That by virtue of CPLR §7804(b) this Court has jurisdiction to adjudicate the 

issues raised herein. 

6. That by virtue of CPLR §506(b) Orange County is the proper venue for this 

Proceeding. 

THE SITE 

7. This Proceeding affects a 5.5 ± acre site (hereinafter only "the site") in the 

Town of New Windsor located at the intersection of NY State Routes. 32, 94 and 300. The 

site is an amalgamation of two distinct, but adjoining, parcels shown on the Town of New 

Windsor tax map as parcels 70-1-16.1 and 70-1-16.2. This area of the Town of New Windsor 

is known as Vails Gate. 

8. The site has access to NY State Rt. 94 by means of a 25' wide 250' long right 

of way (hereafter only "the Rt. 94 right of way") over a separate parcel of land shown on the 

Town of New Windsor tax map as parcel 70-1-2.1 now occupied by a Monro Muffler shop. 



FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

i. The "Hannaford" Application for Site Plan Approval 

9. The site is located in the "Design Shopping" zoning district of the Town of 

New Windsor. 

10. Shopping Centers are a use permitted in said zoning district subject to 

approval of a site plan. 

11. The Planning Board is, by virtue of TL §274-a and 48-19 of the Code of the 

Town of New Windsor, vested with the power to approve site plans for retail shopping centers 

in the said Town. 

12. That in the summer of 2000 Martin applied to the Planning Board for a site 

plan approval of a 55,000 ± retail shopping center on the site to be operated under the trade 

name of "Hannaford Shopping Center." 

13. That in accordance with SEQRA Martin also filed with its application a NY 

SEQRA Environmental Assessment Form. 

i i . The "Five Corners" Intersection at Vails Gate 

14. That the proposed Hannaford Shopping Center at Vails Gate is located in 

the immediate vicinity on the confluence of three heavily traveled NY State highways at a 

three way intersection of NY Routes 32, 300 and 94 popularly known as "Five Corners." 

15. That in the immediate vicinity of this confluence of State highways are two 

heavily traveled local streets that intersect Routes 300, 32 and 94 respectively known as Old 

Temple Hill Road and Jacqueline Street. A schematic diagram of the road locations in the Five 

Corners area is set out as Exhibit "A" in the accompanying Appendix of Exhibits. 
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16. The Five Corners intersection combined with nearby Old Temple Hill Road 

and Jacqueline Street is one of the busiest, if not the single most busy, intersections in terms 

of traffic volume in all of Orange County. 

17. That at orvery near to the Five Corners intersection are multiple retail and 

commercial outlets, numbering in the hundreds, all serving the driving public of the area 

including the Big V Town Center, and a large "Price Chopper" shopping center. 

18. That within the last 10 years the NY State Department of Transportation 

rebuilt and improved the Five Corners intersection at Vails Gate including road widenings, 

new left turn lanes and new signalization in order to accommodate the huge volume of traffic 

that passes daily through this intersection. 

19. That notwithstanding such improvements the Five Corners intersection 

currently operates at an "F" level of service (as per NY DOT standards), the lowest level of 

service designated by the NY DOT. A level of service "F" is an completely unsatisfactory level 

of performance according to NY DOT criteria and nationally recognized traffic standards. 

Hi. The Rt. 94 Right of Way Access to the Site 

20. The site is given access to NY Rt. 94 by means of a 25' wide, 230± ' long 

right of way across lands adjacent to the site designated on the Town of New Windsor tax map 

as parcel 70-1-2.1 owned, on information and belief, by Apache Properties Inc. and occupied 

by a Monro Muffler repair shop. 

21. Said right of way is described in Easement Agreement between Apachie 

Properties Inc. and William, Andrew, and Jacqueline Slepoy dated January 11, 1995 and 

5 



recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office on January 25, 1995 in Liber 4171 of Deeds at 

page 217. 

22. That said Easement Agreement describes the said NY Rt. 94 right of way as 

being "non-exclusive" and further describes the easement as "roadway" for "vehicular ingress 

and egress" to the site. 

23. That one of the critical aspects of the proposed Hannaford site plan was a 

alternate access to NY. Rt. 94. 

24. That the NY Rt. 94 right of way as shown on the Hannaford site plan is 

intended for use by the general public to access and leave, by vehicular means, the Hannaford 

Shopping Center to and from NY Rt. 94. 

iv. WVR as Owner of the Big V Town Center 

25. The Petitioner WVR is the owner of a 30 acre, 240,000 ± square foot retail 

shopping center containing 21 stores and shops (including an 80,000 ± square foot food store 

and a 80,000± square foot retail dry goods store) located on NY Rt. 32 known as the Big V 

Town Center. The parking area for the Town Center accommodates approximately 1,700 

vehicles. 

26. The nearest entrance of the Town Center on NY Rt. 32 is located 

approximately 1,500 feet from the site. 

27. That by reason of such close proximity to the site WVR has standing to 

maintain this Proceeding. See Heritage Co. of Massena v. Belanger, 191 A.D.2d 790, 594 

N.Y.S.2d 388 (3d Dept., 199.3). 

6 
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v. WVR's Initial Objections to the Hannaford Proposal 

28. Immediately after Martin filed its application for site plan approval for the 

Hannaford proposal, WVR, through its attorney, filed objections to that proposal by letters 

dated September 27, 2000 (two) and October 4, 2000, setting forth three basic objections: 

(1) a currently impossible traffic condition that could not be mitigated to render it satisfactory 

from any standpoint and which would render the environmental conditions in and around the 

Five Corners intersection worse than they already were, (2) the illegality of the Rt. 94 right of 

way as shown on the proposed site plan'in failing to be designed to Town of New Windsor 

Road specifications, and (3) the fact that the Rt. 94 Right of Way would violate the prior site 

plan approval with respect to the servient site (the Monro Muffler site) across which it 

traversed and render the same deficient insofar as the bulk requirements of the Town of New 

Windsor Zoning Law was concerned.1 

29. That from the outset WVR's objection to the Hannaford proposal have been 

clearly known by the Planning Board. 

vi. The Hannaford Proposal and SEQRA 

30. In due time the Planning Board declared itself "lead agency" under SEQRA 

(6 NYCRR §617.6) and made a "Positive Declaration" as meant by SEQRA (6 NYCRR §617 J) 

and, thereupon, commenced the "scoping" process (6 NYCRR §617.8) in advance of the 

preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (hereafter "the Draft EIS") as required 

by SEQRA (6 NYCRR §617.9). 

1 These objections were registered in the name of Bila Family Partnership which wholly owns WVR. 
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31. WVR partook in the scoping process making known its environmental 

concerns by correspondence addressed to the Chairman of the Planning Board dated April 25, 

2001. Those concerns were the same concerns outlined to the Planning Board in its letters 

dated September 27, 2000 and October 4, 2000, namely traffic and legality. 

I 32. That on May 23,2001 the Planning Board adopted a SEQRA scope for DEIS 

for the Hannaford project which included the items of concern voiced by WVR in its aforesaid 

correspondence. 

33. That on or about June' 7, 2001 Martin submitted to the Planning Board a 

revised Draft EIS for the proposed Hannaford project purporting to address the issues set forth 

in the adopted scope. 

34. That on August 22, 2001, after having determined that the Hannaford DEIS 

was "complete" as meant by SEQRA, the Planning Board scheduled a public hearing thereon 

as provided for by SEQRA (6 NYCRR § 617.9(a)(4)). Said public hearing was combined with 

a public hearing on the proposed Hannaford Site Plan as required by the Code of the Town 

of New Windsor (§48-19[Q(5)). 

vii. Review of the Hannaford Proposal by the NY Department of Transportation 

35. In accordance with the policy and regulations of the NY Department of 

Transportation ("NY DOT') with respect to proposals that accessed NY State highways (such 

as NY routes 32 and 94), the Planning Board submitted the proposed Hannaford site plan to 

that Department for its review and comment. 

36. That in a .letter dated November 27, 2000 addressed to the Town of New 

Windsor Engineer Mark J. Edsall a representative of the NY DOT, after a review of said site 
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plan and related traffic studies and proposed traffic mitigation measures prepared by Martin, 

stated: 

" . . . it should be understood that the Level of Service at the Vails Gate 'Five 
Corners' intersection will be F during the peak traffic periods even with the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures. Simply, there is not sufficient or 
available traffic capacity at this intersection, nor are there 'reasonable' 
improvements which can be undertaken. If this development, including the 
proposed mitigation measures, is built, there will be no perceived improvement 
to the traffic conditions at the 'Five Corners.'" 

37. That after a further review by the NY DOT at the request of Martin's traffic 

engineers Creighton Manning Engineering of Albany, NY, a senior representative of that 

Department stated in a letter dated December 29, 2000: 

"We wish to emphasize that even with improvements, the forecast operational 
Level of Service at the 'Five Corners' will remain 'F', with delays during the 
peak periods which are considerably unacceptable and there are no 'reason­
able' improvements, which can be undertaken as part of the development 
which would correct the condition." 

38. True copies of the NY DOT reports of November 27, 2000 and December 

29, 2000 are set out as Exhibits "C" and "D" in the accompanying Appendix. 

viii. Objections bv the Supervisor of the Town of New Windsor and the Planning Board of 

the Town of Cornwall 

39. That on January 24, 2001 the Supervisor of the Town of New Windsor, 

George J. Meyers addressed an advisory and objections to the Hannaford proposal to the NY 

DOT stating in part: 

"/ am writing to note, for the record, our concerns that the existing inadequate 
conditions [at the Five Corners intersection] will be further exacerbated by 
approval of thii project." 
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40. A true copy of the said Meyers advisory to the NY DOT is set out as Exhibit 

"E" in the accompanying Appendix. 

41. That the Tovyn of Cornwall-Town of New Windsor town line lies within 

very close proximity to the site. 
• 

42. That on October 3, 2000 the Chairwoman of the Town of Cornwall 

Planning Board Lorraine Bennet addressed objections to the Hannaford proposal based on 

traffic concerns along NY Rt. 94 concluding that "The concern is that the proposed 

supermarket will only make things worse." 

ix. The SEORA/Site Plan Public Hearing of August 22, 2001 

43. At the August 22, 2001 public hearing WVR appeared by its attorney and 

a traffic expert (Richard Malec, P.E. of Lockwood, Kessler and Bartlett, Inc of Syosset NY 

["LKB"]) and gave testimony both as the hopeless inadequacy of the traffic conditions at the 

Five Corners intersection even if the so called mitigation measures proposed by Martin were 

to be constructed and as to the illegality of the site plan with regard to design of the Rt. 94 

Right of Way. 

44. In support of his testimony at the said public hearing LKB filed with the 

Planning Board a letter report dated August 17,2001. In that report Mr. Malec concurred with 

the NY DOT's aforementioned comments and futher stated that the long range traffic impacts 

at the Five Corners intersection generated by the Hannaford proposal would, contrary to the 

projections of Martin contained in the DEIS, would result in degradation and not improvement 
", - \ , w 

' f * 
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I
of the situation. A true copy of the LKB report is set out as Exhibit "F" in the accompanying 

Appendix. 

45. That at the public hearing of August 22, 2001 WVR's attorney James G. 

Sweeney testified as to the illegality, under the Town of New Windsor's local law (Chapter 38 

of the Code of the Town of New Windsor) with regard to road design, of the Rt. 94 Right of 

Way. 

46. That at the public hearing of August 22, 2001 numerous members of the 

public including nearby residential neighbors spoke in opposition to the Hannaford proposal 

based on traffic concerns. 

x. Post Hearing Comments 

47. That on September 4, 2001 the Planning Board Chairman of the adjoining 

Town of Cornwall addressed a letter to the Planning Board formally objecting to the proposed 

Hannaford Shopping center based on traffic concerns along NY Rt. 94. A copy of this letter 

of objection is set out as Exhibit "G" in the Appendix submitted herewith. 

48. That on September 13, 2001, in an advisory to the Planning Board the 

traffic consulting firm of John Collins Engineers, P.C. of Hawthorn, NY, retained by the Town 

of New Windsor Planning Board as a special traffic consultant regarding this project, 

concurred with the opinion of the NY DOT, referred to above, and opined to the Planning 

Board that the mitigation measures proposed by Respondent Martin would not alleviate the 

unacceptable "F" service level at the Five Corners Intersection, that the increase of traffic at 

the intersection caused by the proposed shopping center was "significant" and that the ques 

on NY Rt. 32 would extend beyond the access point to the Hannaford Shopping Center. This 
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I advisory otherwise noted inaccuracies in the Creighton Manning traffic analysis in the Draft 

EIS. A true copy of the Collins advisory is set out as Exhibit MH" in the Appendix submitted 

herewith. 

49. That on January 22, 2002 the NY DOT (Region 8) in response to a further 

inquiry by the Planning Board (made in light of the adverse comments and proofs introduced 

at the August 22, 2001 public hearing) advised the Planning Board (through its consulting 

Engineer) as follows: 

"In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for this project will address 
some of the impacts identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, 
although the improvements proposed for the 'Five Corners' should be 
considered only a 'bandaid'. Everyone appears to agree that the Level of 
Service at the 'Five Corners' will be an 'F' with or without the Hannaford 
project, and is unacceptable. However, without providing a bypass route for 
this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed to move through this 
intersection (by restricting turning movements, restricting directions of traffic, 
removing an approach, etc.) no real relief is available and, as the area 
develops, conditions will only degenerate." 

A copy of this NY DOT letter is set out as Exhibit " I " in the Appendix submitted herewith. 

xi. The Final EIS 

50. That on or about February 13, 2002 the Respondent Martin submitted a 

Final EIS to the Planning Board purporting to respond to the numerous adverse comments set 

forth made to the Draft EIS. 

51. That on multiple occasions the Final EIS agreed with the objections made 

by Collins, LKB and NY DOT with regard to the current and prospective inadequacy and 

unacceptability of the Five Comers intersection - whether or not the Hannaford Shopping 

Center was built as proposed. 

12 



xii. SEQRA Findings 

52. On April 24, 2002, the Planning Board made SEQRA findings (6 NYCRR 

§617.11) with regard to the Hannaford proposal. 

53. That the SEQRA findings, with respect to the traffic concerns raised by NY 

DOT, WVR, the Town of Cornwall and numerous residents of the Town of New Windsor, 

concluded, in cursory fashion, that the traffic mitigation measures proposed by Martin would 

avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable. 

54. A true copy of these SEQRA Findings are set out as Exhibit "J" in the 

accompany Appendix. 

xii i. the Area Variance for the Monro Muffler Site 

55. On or about June 10, 2002 the Town of New Windsor granted an area 

variance to the owners of the servient estate (the adjacent Monro Muffler facility) across which 

the Rt. 94 right of way runs thereby obviating one of WVR's initial objections that the granting 

of a site plan approval for the Hannaford proposal would destroy the integrity of the prior 

approved site plan for Monro Muffler by reducing the area of the site below what the Planning 

Board had previously approved. 

xiv. Site Plan Approval for the Hannaford Proposal 

56. That on June 12,2002 the Planning Board granted site plan approval for the 

Hannaford proposal pursuant to TL §274-a and §48-19 of the Code of the Town of New 

Windsor. In so doing the Planning Board resolved that the site plan objectives set out on §48-

19 of the Town Codehad been met. 
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CHARGING ALLEGATIONS 

General Charging Allegations 

57. WVR charges pursuant to CPLR §7803(3) that the Planning Board abused 

its discretion and committed an irrational act in two respects: first, in approving a SEQRA 

findings statement that found that the traffic mitigation measures proposed by Martin in its 

DEIS-FEIS were such as to "avoids or minimizes" adverse environmental impacts to the 

maximum amount practicable; and, second, in approving the Hannaford site plan as meeting 

the objectives and standards provided in the Town of New Windsor Code for such site plan 

approval. Additionally, WVR alleges that the Planning Board acted illegally when it approved 

a site plan with an entrance street (the Rt. 94 right of way) that was not designed in accordance 

with the street design standards contained in Chapter 36 of the Town of New Windsor Code. 

AS A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

PURSUANT TO CPLR §7803[3] ALLEGING THAT THE PLANNING BOARD 
ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN ISSUING THE SEQRA FINDINGS IT DID WITH 
REGARD TO TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

58. That the impact that increased traffic may have as a result of an action such 

as the approval of the Hannaford Site Plan is an element of the environment that must be 

considered in any environmental review under SEQRA. 

59. That the SEQRA Findings Statement approved by the Planning Board is 

arbitrary and irrational in that the so called traffic mitigation measures contained therein, 

which are the identical'traffic mitigation measures set forth in the Martin DEIS-FEIS and such 

measures mitigate nothing at all with respect to traffic. 
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60. The repeated comments of NY DOT and those of LKB and John Collins 

Engineers prove that the so called traffic mitigation measures offered by Martin wil l, if 

implemented, do nothing to improve an already intolerable traffic condition at the Five 

Corners intersection at Vails Gate. The LKB comments suggest that, if implemented, these 

traffic mitigation measures may even cause a deterioration of the existing intolerable traffic 

situation at the Five Corners intersection. 

61. That the Planning Board, as lead agency, failed to take a "hard look" at 

realistic mitigation measures such as restricting turning movements, restricting directions of 

traffic, removing an approach providing for additional road widening or the construction of 

additional lanes of traffic and turning lanes on both NY Routes 32 and 94. 

62. That by imposing traffic mitigation measures that fail to mitigate anything 

and which, if implemented, could, quite possibly, cause an already intolerable traffic situation 

at that major intersection to worsen, and by failing to take a hard look at other and alternative 

realistic and true traffic mitigation measures, the Planning Board acted irrationally and 

arbitrarily in approvingthe DEIS-FEIS prepared by Martin and in issuingthe Findings Statement 

it did with respect to adverse traffic conditions at the Five Corners Intersection. 

AS A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

PURSUANT TO CPLR §7803[3] ALLEGING THAT THE PLANNING BOARD 
ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN APPROVING THE HANNAFORD SITE PLAN IN 
VIOLATION OF THE STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THE CODE OF THE 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

63. That each and every allegation set forth above herein are deemed repeated 

hereat as if set forth in full. • 
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64. That Section 49-19 of the Code of the Town of New Windsor, contained 

in the Zoning Law of the Town of New Windsor, sets forth the criteria for granting or denying 

an application for site plan approval. 

65. That Section 49-19[A] of the Town Code directs that the Planning Board 

take into consideration the public health, safety and welfare as well as the comfort and 

convenience of the public in general as specific criteria for granting or denying an application 

for site plan approval. 

66. That Section 49-19[A](1) of the Town Code under the heading of "Traffic 

Access" provides that all proposed traffic access and ways "are adequate." 

67. That as demonstrated by the comments of the NY DOT and LKB the traffic 

ways leading to the site are not adequate and, to the contrary, are highly inadequate. 

68. That as demonstrated by the comments of the NY DOT and LKB the health 

safety and welfare of the public as well as its comfort and convenience are jeopardized and 

inconvenienced by the traffic conditions that will result if the Hannaford Shopping Center is 

built as proposed. 

69. That the Planning Board abused its discretion in granting site plan approval 

to the Hannaford Site Plan as said Plan did not meet the criteria set out Section 49-19 of the 

Town Code 

AS A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

PURSUANT TO CPLR §7803[3] ALLEGING THAT THE PLANNING BOARD 
ACTED ILLEGALLY WHEN APPROVING THE HANNAFORD SITE PLAN WITH 
A STREET THAT DOES NOT MEET THE STREET DESIGN CRITERIA SET OUT 
IN THE CODE OF THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
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70. That each and every allegation set forth above herein are deemed repeated 

hereat as if set forth in full. 

71. That the Rt. 94 right of way shown on the Hannaford Site Plan is 25 feet in 

width and approximately 230 feet long running between NY Rt. 94 and the parking lot 

designed to serve the Hannaford Shopping Center. 

72. That the Draft EIS prepared by Martin for the Hannaford proposal indicates 

in a separate traffic study contained therein done by Creighton Manning Engineering, P.C. 

(Figure 3.3-9) that during a designated "peak hour" of usage the Rt. 94 right of way is intended 

to serve 95 vehicle trips per hour out of the Shopping Center onto Rt 94 and 100 vehicle trips 

into the Shopping Center from Rt. 94. 

73. That the Rt. 94 right of way shown on the Hannaford Site Plan is intended 

to give ingress and egress to a large numbers of vehicles to and from NY Rt. 94, a major State 

highway stretching across the entire breadth of Orange County from the Hudson River in 

Cornwall to the New Jersey state line in Warwick. 

74. That the Rt. 94 right of way is a critical element of the Hannaford Site Plan 

affording a second means of access to the site from NY Rt. 94 in addition to its main access 

on to NY Rt. 32. 

75. That the Draft EIS prepared by Martin for the Hannaford proposal (page 2-8) 

describes the Rt. 94 right of way only as an unregulated "shared driveway." 
t 

76. Chapter 38 of the Code of the Town of New Windsor (§§38-1 through 38-

14), enacted by the Town Board of the Town of New Windsor as Local Law No. 2 of 1972, 

establishes regulations for the construction of all streets in the Town oi New Windsor. 
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77. Section 38-2 of said Chapter 38 entitle defines a street as: "The public right 

of way of existing streets and areas designated by any developer to be used as a public right 

1 of way upon any map, survey, or plans which have been or are hereafter submitted for 

approval to the Planning Board." 

78. That the Rt. 94 right of way is a "street" as meant by Section 38-2 of the 

Town Code. 

79. That the Rt. 94 right of way is not a point of "access" from a private parking 

area on to a public street as meant by Section 48-16[A](4). 

80. Section 38-4 of said Chapter 38 requires any developer to submit plans of 

any such street to the Planning Board its approval prior to any construction. 

81. Section 38-7 of said Chapter 38 requires that all such plans for proposed 

streets shall be "as required" by the regulations pertaining to subdivisions and as otherwise 

required by the Town Engineer. 

82. Chapter A60 of the Code of the Town of New Windsor (§§A60-1 through 

A60-35), enacted as Local Law 1 of 1997, contains street specifications for proposed 

subdivisions. 

83. Chapter A60, by its terms (§A60-3) supersedes all other enactments of the 

Town of New Windsor covering the same subject matter, i.e., street specifications for streets 

for subdivisions and commercial projects in the Town of New Windsor. 

84. Section A60-8 of the Town Code classifies all streets into four categories: 

(1) Major), (2) Suburban, (Q Rural, and (D) Private. 
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85. Sections A60-9[C]and [D] and Section A60-10[A](1) limits private and rural 

roads to those that provide access, in certain circumstances, to single family dwellings. 

86. Section A60-9[AJ of the Town Code defines a "Major Street" as one that 

serves or is designed to be used primarily as a route for traffic between communities, large 

areas or commercial areas. 

87. Section 60-9[B](1) defines a "Suburban Street" as one which will serve as 

access to abutting properties and is designed to carry traffic from adjoining local streets to the 

system of major streets. 

88. That the Rt 94 right of way is either a Major Street or a Suburban Street as 

defined in the aforementioned sections of the Town Code. 

89. That Section A60-9[D](2) of the Town Code, by reference to certain 

diagrams contained in the Code, sets forth the design criteria that must be adhered to in 

designing and building all streets in the Town of New Windsor. 

90. That in the Town of New Windsor a Major Street must have a right of way 

width of at least 60 feet and a paved with of at least 30 feet and as a Suburban Street must 

have a right of way width of at least 50 feet and a paved width of at least 30 feet. 

91. That the Rt. 94 right of way shown on the Hannaford Site Plan has an 

overall right of way width only 25 feet and a paved width of about 22 feet. 

92. That the Rt. 94 right of way viewed as either a "Major Street" or a 

"Suburban Street" shown on the Hannaford site plan fails to meet the applicable street 
<*. 

requirements set outin Chapter A60 of the Town Code. 
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93. That the Planning Board had no lawful authority to approve a site plan with 

a street shown thereon that does not comply with the design standards set out in Chapter A60 

of the Town Code. 

RELIEF DEMANDED 

Wherefore WVR demands judgment pursuant to CPLR §7806 as follows: 

1. Annulling the Planning Board's SEQRA Findings with respect to the Hannaford Site 

Plan insofar as traffic and traffic mitigation measures are concerned as being irrational. 

2. Annulling the Site Plan Approval granted by the Planning Board as being (i) arbitrary 

and capricious and (ii) illegal. 

3. Awarding such costs, disbursements and fees to WVR as are allowed by law. 

4. For such other further and different relief as to this Court may seem just and proper 

under the circumstances. 

Dated: July 9, 2002 

WVR Family Partnership 

By \AS & 
Jeffrey Rbaenberg, Managing Member 

20 



Verification 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
)ss.: 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

Jeffrey Rosenberg, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

I am a Managing Member of WVR Real Estate II, LLC, a New York corporation 

and a party in the within action; I have read the foregoing petition and know the contents 

thereof and the same is true to my own knowledge, except as to matters therein stated to be 

alleged on information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe it to be true. This 

verification is made by me because the above party is a corporation and I am a Managing 

Member thereof. Deponent further says that the grounds of his belief as to all matters in the 

petition not stated to be upon knowledge are based upon records in the possession of the 

partnership. 

Sworn to before me this 
Cfo day of July, 2002 

Notary Public 
ARLENE ANDERSON 

Notary Public, State of New York 
No.01AN5038939 

Qualified in Orange C o u n t y ^ g 
Commission Expires February 6,4-fc^T 
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COMBINED AFFIDAVIT OF 
JAMES G. SWEENEY and 
MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
IN SUPPORT OF PETITION 

Index No. Y^T^/O^ 

Assigned Judge: 

SUPREME COURT STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

In the matter of the application of 

WVR REAL ESTATE II, LLC 

Petitioner, 

against 

THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD, 
and MARTIN FOOD OF SOUTH BURLINGTON VT., 
INC., 

Respondents. 

For a judgment pursuant to CPLR Article 78 annulling a 
certain decision of the Respondent Planning Board made 
on June 12, 2002 granting site plan approval to the 
Respondent Martin Food of South Burlington Inc. 

X 

State oi New York 
County of Orange: ss 

1. James G. Sweeney being duly sworn deposes and says that I am the attorney 

representing the interests of the petitioner WVR Real Estate II, LLC (hereafter only "WVR"). 

I make this affidavit in support of the Petition herein. The facts recited herein are made from 

my personal knowledge of them. 

2. Insofar as this document contains citations to legal sources and legal 

arguments it should be considered as a brief and memorandum of law in support of the 

Petition. 



I 
3. The Exhibits referred to herein are contained in a separate Appendix of 

Exhibits in support of the Petition submitted herewith. 

BACKGROUND 

I 4. WVR owns a 240,000 square foot shopping center known as the "Big V 

Town Center" located on NY Rt. 32 in the "Vails Gate" - "Five Corners" area of the Town of 

New Windsor. About three years ago I assisted WVR in obtaining a site plan approval from 

the Respondent Planning Board for the complete rebuilding of that center. The shopping 

center is located approximately 500 feet from the proposed Hannaford Shopping Center to be 

located at the intersection of NY Rt. 32, 94 and 300 known as "Five Corners." 

5. As a result of that task I became very familiar with the Vails Gate-Five 

Corners area. The same is a highly commercial area of the Town of New Windsor with large 

and small stores all dependent upon the flow of vehicular traffic for their very existence. This 

commercial area stems form the Five Comers intersection at Vials Gate north along NY Rt. 32 

about 2.0 miles and east along NY Rt 94 for about 1.5 miles and west along NY Rt. 94 for 

about another 2 miles and north west along NY Rt. 300 about 1 mile. In addition to the three 

mentioned State highways it is bisected by a very busy local road known as Old Temple Hill 

Road running in a northwest southeast axis approximately .75 of a mile north of the Five 

Comers intersection. Old Temple Hill Road is a mixed use road containing a few older 

nonconforming residential uses and far more newer commercial uses. All in all the Vials Gate-

Five Comers area is traffic intensive to an extreme degree. I believe it to be the busiest 

commercial intersection in all of Orange County in terms of traffic flow through it. 
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6. When the Hannaford proposal was first put forth in the summer of 2000 

WVR asked me to intervene on its behalf. WVR felt strongly that the Five Corners area was 

at a traffic saturation point and any additional traffic in the area generated by the likes of the 

Hannaford proposal would severely impact the commercial character of that community by 

impeding the flow of traffic through it and thereby hindering the livelihoods of the commercial 

occupants of that community, including its own recently rebuilt Big V Town Center, and 

indeed the very character of the community albeit a commercial character rather than the 

traditional residential character that usually occupies these types of environmental objections. 

7. WVR instructed me to emphasize to the Planning Board that its objections 

were not rooted in an anti-competitive spirit (which will certainly be argued by the 

Respondent Martin acting on behalf of Hannaford) but, rather, is acting out of a concern for 

the very character of the community and the health and safety and welfare of this commercial 

community including the Big V Town Center. Such a concern is as much a subject of an 

environmental review under the rubric of preservation of the character of the neighborhood 

(SEQRA at 6 NYCRR §617.7(c)(v) - last clause) as is the preservation of the existing character 

of a residential or historical community. The environment as defined by SEQRA (6 NYCRR 

§617.2(1)) does not limit one of its components to residential or historical or rural communi­

ties. Commercial owners - even competitors - have every right to voice environmental 

concerns based on deterioration of the commercial community around them by reason of 

increase traffic, etc. See Duke & Benedict Inc. v. Town of Southeast, 253 A.D.2d 877, 678 

N.Y.S.2d 343 (2nd Dept, 1998). It was, and is, in that vein that WVR puts forth its objections 

to the Hannaford proposal. Insofar as the basic site plan was concerned WVR and its Big V 
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Town Center was certainly a member of the community designed to be protected and 

considered in any site plan review under the Town's Zoning Law wholly apart from any 

environmental review under NY SEQRA (ECL Art. 8 read together with 6 NYCRR Part 617). 

THE LOCATION OF THE BIG V TOWN CENTER AND WVR'S STANDING 

8. Of initial import in this Proceeding is the standing of WVR to maintain this 

Proceeding. WVR owns in fee a 30 ± acre parcel of land located on NY Rt. 32 upon which 

is located the 240, 000± square foot Big V Town Center, a multipurpose shopping center. 

The parcel is designated on the Town of New Windsor tax map as parcel 65-2-12. In that 

Town Center are two main "anchors", a ShopRite retail food store and a K-Mart dry goods 

retail store each occupying about 80,000 square feet in area. There are 19 other retail units 

in the Town Center selling products or providing services of all types and varieties. 

9. The most southerly entrance to the Big V Town Center on NY Rt. 32 is 

approximately 500 feet (measured in a straight line) from the NY Rt. 94 entrance to the 

proposed Hannaford Shopping Center. That same southerly entrance is about 1,500 feet 

(measured by road distance along NY Rt. 32) from the NY Rt. 32 entrance to the proposed 

Hannaford Shopping Center. The southerly entrance to WVR's Big V Town Center is about 

600 feet from the center point of the Five Corners Intersection. 

10. By virtue of the very close proximity of the Big V Town Center to the 

proposed Hannaford Shopping Center and the critical Five Corners intersection WVR has 

standing to maintain this Proceeding. See Sun-Bright v. Bd. of Zoning Appeals, 69 N.Y.2d 

406, 515 N.Y.S. 2d 418 (1967); Heritage Co. of Massena v. Belanger, 191 A.D.2d 790, 594 

N.Y.S.2d 388 (3d Dept., 1993) and Duke & Benedict Inc. v. Town of Southeast, 253 A.D.2d 
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1 877, 678 N.Y.S.2d 343 (2nd Dept., 1998). This is so even if there might be what appears to 

be an economic motive to the petitioner's motives in bringing the proceeding. See Duke & 

Benedict, Inc. v. Town of Southeast, id. 

11. A diagram of the relationship of the Town Center, the Hannaford Shopping 

Center and the Five Comers intersection is set out as Exhibit "A" in the accompanying 

Appendix. 

THE BASICS OF THE HANNAFORD PROPOSAL 

12. The proposal put forth by Respondent Martin on behalf of Hannaford in the 

Summer of 2000 called for a 55,000+"big box" retail food store to be located on a 5.5 + acre 

site located almost in the apex of the south east quadrant of the Five Corners intersection. The 

I structure would be surrounded by a 304 space parking lot occupying about 3 acres of land on 

the site. 

13. The Hannaford Site PJan taken from Respondent Martin's Draft Environmen­

tal Impact Study is set out as Exhibit "B" in the accompanying Appendix. 

i 14. The proposed Hannaford Shopping Center has its main point of access on 

to NY Rt. 32 about 750 feet due south of the Five Corners intersection. 

15. The Center would have another means of ingress and egress by means of 

a 25 foot wide 250 foot long right of way over the adjoining (to the north) Monro Muffler Shop 

site. The mouth of that right of way on NY Rt. 94 is about 150 feet easterly of the Five Corners 

intersection. That right of way was specifically created by means of an instrument entitled 

"Easement Agreement" between Apache Properties Inc., the owners of the Monro Muffler 

Shop site and William, Andrew, and Jacqueline Slepoy, the owners of the Hannaford site, 
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dated January 11, 1995 and recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office on January 25, 

1995 in Liber 4171 of Deeds at page 217? That instrument describes the right of way as "non 

exclusive" and as a "roadway." 

16. This second means of access is designed to be improved with a 24 ± foot 

wide road way for its entire 250 foot length between NY Rt. 94 and the main parking lot for 

the Hannaford proposal. It would also serve the Monro Muffler site as its primary means of 

access to Rt. 94. 

17. The traffic study prepared by Creighton Manning Engineering LLP on behalf 

of Respondent Martin, and included in the Hannaford Draft Environmental Impact Study, 

indicates that 100 vehicles will enter the Shopping Center during the "peak hour" via this right 

of way and that 95 will leave the Shopping Center during the same peak hour for a total of 195 

vehicle trips during that peak hour (or 3.25 per minute) alone. Clearly, the Rt. 94 right of way 

would be open to the general public and accommodate a very sizeable amount of generalized 

traffic entering and leaving the Shopping Center. 

VWR'S INITIAL OBJECTIONS 

18. In the beginning of the planning process for the Hannaford proposal I 

authored three pieces of correspondence to the Planning Board outlining WVR's objections.2 

On September 27, 2000 (by two separate letters) and again on October 4, 2000,1 advised the 

Planning Board that the Hannaford plan was overly traffic intensive with perceived disastrous 

results for the Vails Gate commercial community including the Big V Town Center, and 

1 The Respondent Martin is a contract vendee of the Hannaford site and not the record owner. 

2 In these letters I referred to my client as the Bila Family Partnership. VWR is wholly controlled by Bila. 
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seemed to fail the Town's own road specifications with regard to the design of the second 

means of access to the shopping center via the right of way to NY Rt. 94 in terms of overall 

width and the improved width of the road itself. I also advised that the incorporation of the 

Rt. 94 access would reduce the area devoted to the adjacent Monro Muffler Shop, the site plan 

for which the Planning Board had only recently approved, well below the approved area for 

that use as shown on its site plan. I advised that the SEQRA and site plan review should 

examine these factors carefully. 

19. WVR's initial objections were noted and in due time the Planning Board 

declared itself "lead agency" under SEQRA and made a positive declaration as to possible 

environmental impacts resulting from the Hannaford proposal, thereby requiring the 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Study ("EIS"). See 6 NYCRR §§6 NYCRR 617.6 and 

617.7. 

THE NY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION OBJECTIONS 

20. The Hannaford submission contained a traffic impact study done by 

Creighton Manning Engineering LLP of Albany, NY, a well recognized engineering firm with 

traffic expertise. That traffic impact study noted the severe current deficiencies at the Five 

Corners intersection and recommended certain minor mitigation measures revolving around 

a revised signal ization program for the existing traffic signal at the intersection and some traffic 

lane reorientation within the existing traveled way of NY Rt. 32 in the vicinity of the entrance 

of the Shopping Center. The study and recommendations did not propose any road widening 

or the construction of ;any additional lanes of traffic at the intersection. 
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21. Because the Hannaford proposal was at the confluence of three major NY 

State highways the Planning Board sent the plans thereof to the Region 8 office of NY 

Department of Transportation ("NY DOT") for its review and comment. Region 8 is the NY 

DOT region with jurisdiction over the Five Corners area. 

22. In a letter dated November 27, 2000 addressed to the Town of New 

Windsor Engineer Mark J. Edsall a representative of the NY DOT, after a review of said site 

plan and related traffic studies and proposed traffic mitigation measures prepared by Martin, 

stated: 

" . . . it should be understood that the Level of Service at the Vails Gate 'Five 
Corners' intersection wilt be F during the peak traffic periods even with the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures. Simply, there is not sufficient or 
available traffic capacity at this intersection, nor are there 'reasonable' 
improvements which can be undertaken. If this development, including the 
proposed mitigation measures, is built, there will be no perceived improvement 
to the traffic conditions at the 'Five Corners'." 

23. After that commentary Creighton Manning Engineering revised the traffic 

mitigation plan slightly by proposing a further reorientation of the existing traffic lanes along 

NY Rt. 32 to include a southbound left turn lane into the Hannaford parking lot. Again no 

additional lanes of traffic or signals were proposed. 

24. After a further review by the NY DOT at the request of Creighton Manning 

Engineering, a senior representative of the NY DOT in a letter dated December 29, 2000 to 

Creighton Manning discounted the revisions and stated as follows: 

"We wish to emphasize that even with improvements, the forecast operational 
Level of Service at the 'Five Corners' will remain 'F', with delays during the 
peak periods \yhich are considerably unacceptable and there are no 'reason­
able' improvements} which can be undertaken as part of the development 
which would correct the condition." 
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Copies of these two letters are set out as Exhibits "C" and "D" in the accompanying Appendix. 

THE TOWN BOARD'S CONCERNS 

25. By letter to the Regional Director of the NY DOT for Region 8 dated January 

24, 2001, the Supervisor of the Town of New Windsor, with the concurrence of the elected 

Town Board, expressed the Town's concerns that the Hannaford proposal would only make 

matters worse at the Five Corners intersection and urged the NY DOT to take appropriate 

action. A copy of that letter is set out as Exhibit "E" in the accompanying Appendix. 

26. A copy of the Supervisor's letter was sent to the Planning Board. 

SCOPING AND THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

27. On April 25, 2001 the Planning Board held a public input scoping session 

in advance of accepting a scope for the Draft EIS. At that hearing WVR repeated its objections 

and concerns and asked that they be specifically addressed in the EIS. In support of its traffic 

objections WVR submitted a letter report of Lockwood Kessler and Bartlett ("LKB") of Syosett, 

Long Island, NY, another well recognized engineering firm with extensive traffic expertise, 

dated April 24, 2001 documenting and underscoring the deficiencies in the Five Corners 

intersection and pointing out that the mitigation measures proposed by Creighton Manning 

Engineering on behalf of Respondent Martin would do absolutely nothing to improve those 

severe conditions. 

28. The Planning Board agreed to include the WVR objections into the scope 

of the Draft EIS. In due time the scope for the EIS was accepted by the Planning Board and 

Respondent Martin caused to be prepared a Draft EIS by Tim Miller Associates of Cold Spring, 

NY. 
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29. A Draft EIS was filed with the Planning Board by Respondent Martin in June 

of 2001. In July of 2001 the Planning Board determined that the Draft EIS was "complete" as 

meant by SEQRA (i.e., its contents conformed with the adopted scope) and circulated the 

document for public comment. 

30. The Draft EIS, dated June 7, 2001, contained a traffic study done by 

Creighton Manning Engineering that was essentially the same study with the same proposed 

mitigation measures as was reviewed by the NY DOT in December of 2000. It proposed no 

new traffic mitigation measures. 

31. The Draft EIS did not address the WVR objections and concerns about traffic 

impacts expressed in the LKB letter of April 24th and simply relied on the traffic mitigation 

measures already proposed by Creighton Manning Engineering. 

32. Insofar as WVR's objections regarding the legality of the Rt. 94 right of way 

the Draft EIS simply stated that it was a "shared driveway" that was not regulated under the 

applicable provisions of the Town of New Windsor Code, i.e. Chapter 38 ("Street Construc­

tion") and Chapter A60 ("Street Specifications") and, accordingly, the Draft EIS dismissed 

WVR's initial objections in this respect. 

33. Insofar as WVR's objections about the degradation to the Monro Muffler 

Site Plan caused by the use of the Rt. 94 right of way as a second access to the Shopping 

Center the Draft EIS did recognize that such would be the result of an approval of the use of 

the right of way and recommended that the applicant obtain an area variance from the Town 

of New Windsor ZB;*!; to aHow the existence of the resulting substandard lot and that the 
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Planning Board amend its site plan approval for the Monro Muffler shop at the same time as 

it approved the site plan for the Shopping Center. 

THE AUGUST 22, 2001 PUBLIC HEARING 

34. On August 22,2001 the Planning Board held a dual purpose public hearing 

on the Draft EIS (see 6 NYCRR §617.9(a)(iv) and on the proposed Hannaford Site Plan (see 

Town of New Windsor Code §48-19[C](5)). At that hearing VWR appeared through its 

attorney James G. Sweeney, Richard Malec of LKB and Jeffrey Rosenberg a partner in WVR. 

Mr. Sweeney reiterated the objections over the legality of the Rt. 94 right of way as designed 

on the Site Plan; Mr. Malec submitted another letter report criticizing the Draft EIS's traffic 

analysis dated August 17, 2001 and through the use of diagrams and exhibits demonstrated 

that the proposed traffic mitigation measures not only would do nothing to improve the 

situation at Five Corners but might actually cause a further deterioration of that critical 

intersection especially in the area of excessive queing along NY Rt. 32 which could very well 

block off the Rt. 32 entrance to the Shopping Center. A true copy of the LKB critique of 

August 17, 2001 is set out as Exhibit "F" in the accompanying Appendix. 

35. At the public hearing several members of the public spoke in strong 

opposition to the proposal based on traffic concerns. Except for the representatives of the 

Respondent Martin no one spoke in favor of the Site Plan as proposed. 

POST COMMENT COMMENTARY BY NY DOT AND THE PLANNING BOARD'S 
TRAFFIC EXPERT 

36. OrVSeptember 13, 2001 the Planning Board's own traffic consultant John 

Collins Engineers, P.C in response to an inquiry made by the Planning Board's consulting 
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engineer advised that the Hannaford proposal would do nothing to alleviate the unacceptable 

"F" service level at the Five Corners Intersection and, validating the LKB statement, there 

would be a extensive ques along NY Rt. 32 that could very possibly block off the Hannaford 

access on to NY Rt. 32. A copy of that advisory is set out as Exhibit "H" in the Appendix 

submitted herewith. 

37. On September 4, 2001 the Town of Cornwall Planning Board went on 

record by letter of that date objecting to the Hannaford proposal based on traffic concerns 

along NY Rt. 94. A copy of those formal objections are set out as Exhibit "G" in the Appendix 

submitted herewith. 

38. On September 7, 2001 in response to the strong adverse criticism received 

by the Planning Board at the August 22, 2001 public hearing the Planning Board's Engineer, 

at the request of the Board, once again asked for the opinion of NY DOT with respect to the 

traffic mitigation measures proposed by Respondent Martin. In response to that inquiry a 

senior representative of the NY DOT advised the Board's Engineer by letter dated January 22, 

2002 as follows: 

"In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for this project will address 
some of the impacts identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, 
although the improvements proposed for the 'Five Corners' should be 
considered only a 'bandaid'. Everyone appears to agree that the Level of 
Service at the 'Five Corners' will be and 'F' with or without the Hannaford 
project, and is unacceptable. However, without providing a bypass route for 
this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed to move through this 
intersection (by restricting turning movements, restricting directions of traffic, 
removing an approach etc.) no real relief is available and, as the area develops, 
conditions wilVonly degenerate." 

A copy of that letter is set out as Exhibit " I " in the accompanying Appendix. 
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46. The Findings Statement, incredibly, concluded in "boilerplate" fashion 

mimicking the certification language in 6 NYCRR §617.11 (d)(5) that the mitigation measures, 

if implemented would "minimize or avoid" adverse environmental effects "to the maximum 

extent practicable" and did so without discussing demonstrated queing deficiencies along NY 

Rt. 32, an increase in overall traffic volume from the site from 1,000 vehicles on a busy 

Saturday to an astonishing 10,000 vehicles and without discussing the possibility of lane 

widening that might bring the Five Corners well above an unacceptable "F". 

THE AREA VARIANCE 

47. On June 10, 2002 the Town of New Windsor Zoning Board of Appeals, 

upon application of the owner of the Monro Muffler Shop site, Apache Properties Inc. (lot 70-

1-1,2), granted an area variance for the Monro Muffler site to allow that facility to exist on a 

lot of lesser dimension than required by the Town of New Windsor Zoning Law the same 

being diminished by the use of the Rt. 94 right of way across that lot by Hannaford for a 

second means of access to the Shopping Center. This Proceeding does not challenge the grant 

of that area variance. It concentrates, instead, on the illegality of the overall Hannaford Site 

Plan because of the inadequate design of the same as an improved road under the road and 

highway specifications of the Town of New Windsor. 

THE APPROVAL OF THE SITE PLAN 

48. On June 12, 2002, a mere two days after the ZBA had granted the 

aforementioned area variance, the Planning Board granted site plan approval to Respondent 

Martin for the Hannaford Site Plan. In granting that approval it determined, at the same time, 
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43. The Findings statement asserts that the so called traffic mitigation measures 

Hannaford project would reduce the overall degree of the level of service within level "F" by 

reducing the time lag to proceed through the intersection by two minutes - but leave the 

intersection hopelessly deficient by over one-and-a-half minutes of lag time at the intersection 

deteriorating at the rate of 5% per year because of generalized increases in projected 

"background" traffic. 

44. However, the Findings Statement did not discuss or address the significant 

"queing deficiency" pointed out in the aforementioned August 17, 2001 LKB critique of the 

Draft EIS which shows that there is a strong possibility that the back up from the traffic light 

at the Five Corners intersection could be as long a 750 feet and thereby block the access from 

the Hannaford Shopping Center along NY Rt. 32. Furthermore, the Findings statement did not 

discuss or address the fact that the increase in vehicle movements from the site presently, at 

1,000+ on atypical Saturday, would increase to about 10,000+ on atypical Saturday. Aside 

from levels of service at the Five Corners intersection and related intersections this volume of 

increase is huge and its impacts were not addressed at all although they were brought to the 

attention of the Planning Board in the aforementioned LKB critique. 

45. Lastly, the Findings Statement did not explore or probe in any way the 

possibility of any means of reducing the level "F" to some higher level such a "E" or "D" or 

even "B" by what may or may not be the need to acquire additional right of way space and 

construct additional lanes of traffic forturning purposes at the Five Corners intersection. It did 

not even discuss that'possibility and simply assumed that the intersection would forever 

operate at a deteriorating level "F". 
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THE FINAL EIS 

39. That on February 13, 2002 the Respondent Martin submitted a Final EIS (6 

NYCRR §617.9(b)(8)) to the Planning Board purporting to respond to the traffic criticisms of 

LKB, NY DOT and John Collins Engineering. Almost universally throughout the Final EIS the 

Respondent Martin agreed with all these critics that nothing it proposed to do would alleviate 

the unacceptable "F" service level at the Five Corners intersection. Martin suggested only that 

the measures it proposed would make a terrible condition somewhat less terrible - but still 

terrible. 

40. That with regard to the legal criticism of James G. Sweeney with regard to 

the Rt. 94 right of way Respondent Martin responded, citing to Town of New Windsor Code 

§48-16[A](4), only that it was an "Access" to a parking lot that needed to be only 20 feet wide. 

In the Final EiS the Respondent Martin abandoned its position set out in the Draft EIS that the 

right of way was a "shared drive" that was not regulated under any Town of New Windsor 

code provision. 

THE PLANNING BOARD'S SEQRA FINDINGS 

41. On April 24,2002 the Planning Board adopted a SEQRA Findings Statement 

(6 NYCRR §617.11). A copy of this Findings Statement is set out as Exhibit "J" in the 

accompanying Appendix. 

42. The said Findings Statement, with regard to traffic, recognized that the Five 

Corners intersection is now operating an unacceptable level "F" and would remain at an 

unacceptable level "P even* after the construction of the-Hannaford Shopping Center and the 

implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 
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to modify its prior site plan approval for the Monro Muffler site to accommodate the use of the 

Rt. 94 right of way across it as a means of access to the Hannaford Shopping Center. 

49. In granting site plan approval for the Hannaford Shopping Center the 

Planning Board determined in its resolution of approval that the proposal would not 

jeopardize the comfort and convenience of the public in general and of the immediate 

neighborhood and to the maximum extent possible the proposal furthered the objectives and 

goals set out in Town Code §48-19. 

WVR'S ARGUMENTS FOR ANNULMENT SUMMARIZED 

i. A Failure Under SEQRA 

50. Insofar as SEQRA is concerned WVR's arguments are twofold. First it 

argues that under these circumstances the Planning Board's SEQRA Findings and its approval 

of the Final EIS is irrational and should be set aside. Secondly it argues and that the Planning 

Board failed to take the necessary "hard look" at the proposal required by SEQRA. 

51. The Findings Statement of April 24, 2002 is irrational because it accepts as 

mitigation measures items of work that mitigate nothing insofar as traffic impacts are 

concerned and may even, if implemented, make matters worse. It makes no sense at all and 

is completely irrational to adopt so called mitigation measures, defined in SEQRA as "a way 

to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts" (6 NYCRR §617.2(x)), that don't 

mitigate anything at all. It is double speak to approve a measure, conveniently termed 

mitigative by the applicant, as mitigative when upon examination it is mitigative of nothing 

and merely maintains the- conditions at the intersection termed by the NY DOT as 

"considerably unacceptable". It is the height of irrationality, and reminds one of the rose 
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colored glasses in Louis Carol's Alice in Wonderland, to accept something as mitigative 

merely because the proponent has called it mitigative. Simply to call something mitigative 

doesn't mean that it is. The Planning Board cannot, by ipse dixit, create something that is not. 

Here the very agency that has jurisdiction over these roads has said, not once but three timess 

that the so called mitigation measures proposed by Respondent Martin do nothing to reliever 

an already and seriously unacceptable traffic condition. The Town Board itself and the 

Planning Board of the adjoining Town of Cornwall are on record as being very concerned 

about these conditions feeling that the measures proposed would worsen the situation. 

Additionally, a well recognized traffic expert (LKB) has validated the NY DOT's conclusions 

and added that the so called mitigative measures might actually make matters worse (Rt. 32 

access blockage along NY Rt. 32 by excessive queing!) 

52. Under the most generous view the adoption of these mitigation measures 

by the Planning Board as mitigative of an unacceptable traffic condition at the Five Corners 

intersection, termed by NY DOT as "a bandaid", can only be called irrational or not governed 

by or predicated upon reason. On a review such as this "the rule of reason" should prevail. 

See Gerrard, Ruzow and Weinberg, Environmental Review in New York, §6.03[5j. The rule 

of reason did not prevail here. On this ground alone the adoption of the SEQRA Findings 

Statement should be set aside and with it the approval of the Hannaford Site Plan. 

53. When one reads the Planning Board's Findings Statement with regard to 

traffic the Board simply concluded, without any deep analysis into better ways-to deal with 

the increased traffic af the Five.Corners intersection, that there was nothing else the applicant 

could do about traffic and the Planning Board had no choice but to approve an unacceptable 
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proposal. In short the Planning Board's view that the "bandaid" mitigation measures, which 

everyone agrees do nothing to bring the service level of this horrendous intersection above 

level "F", rendered an awful situation a little bit less awful. That is the height of irresponsibil­

ity and arbitrariness. 

54. WVR's second SEQRA argument is that the Planning Board failed miserably 

in performing its SEQRA duty to take a "hard look" at the proposed EIS {seeAldrich v. Pattison, 

107 A.D.2d 258, 486 N.Y.S.2d 23 (2nd Dept., 1985 ). Surely there are reasonable mitigative 

measure such as those set out in the NV D O T ' S letter of January 22, 2002 that would act as 

a true mitigative measure (".. . providing a bypass route for this area, and/or changing how 

traffic is allowed to move through this intersection (by restricting turning movements, 

restricting directions of traffic, removing an approach etc. . . "). 

55. However, the Planning Board did not explore any of these options at all. 

It acted "in ignorance" of those options. (See Marino v. Piatt, 104 Misc.2d 386,428 N.Y.S.2d 

433 (Sup. Ct. Onondoga Co., 1980). The degree of availability of the State's rights of way for 

road or lane widening purposes was not explored at all. The possibility of acquiring additional 

right of way area was not explored at all. The suggestions set out in the January 22, 2002 

letter were not explored. Nothing in the way of real, meaningful and reasonable mitigative 

measures that would bring the Five Corners intersection above an unacceptable Level "F" were 

explored. In that sense the Planning Board failed its fundamental duty to take the so called 

1 
"hard look" at what might really work to alleviate the impossible trafficonditions at Five 

Corners. That failure is fatalto the Planning Board's SEQRA findings and, in turn, that fatality 

causes the Site Plan approval to fail with it. 
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i i . A Failure under the Town's Site Plan Approval Standards 

56.Independent of the SEQRA environmental review issues is the abuse of 

discretion by the Planning Board in approving the Hannaford Site Plan using the criteria for 

such approvals set out in Section 48-19 of the Town's Zoning Law.3 

57. The one of the critical objectives of site plan approval as set forth in Section 

48-19 is the consideration of the health, safety, welfare and, additionally, the convenience of 

"the immediate neighborhood" by the impositions of such "conditions and safeguards" as will 

accomplish adequate points of traffic access to the site. 

58. That under the circumstances the horrendous traffic conditions generated 

by the Hannaford proposal, which are unmitigable, would not promote the health safety and 

welfare of the community and the points of traffic access (the NY Rt. 32 and NY Rt. 94 

accesses) to the site as approved would cause severe inconvenience to the immediate 

neighborhood and, thus, the objectives of site plan approval as mandated by Section 48-19 

are violated by the Hannaford proposal. 

59. That by virtue of a failure of the Hannaford site plan to meet the objectives 

of site plan approval as mandated by Section 48-19 of the Town Code as clearly demonstrated 

by the proofs offered by LKB, the NY DOT and the Planning Board's own traffic engineer, the 

grant of such approval by the Planning Board was arbitrary and capricious and should be 

annulled as such. See Holy Family Ukrainian Church v. O'Connell, 270 A.D.2d 265, 704 

3 A copy of that section of the Town of New Windsor Code is annexed hereto as Exhibit "M" . 
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N.Y.S.2d 852 (2nd Dept., 2000) and Gilchrist v. Town of Lake George, 255 A.D.2d 791, 680 

N.Y.S.2d 320 (3d Dept., 1998). 

Hi. The Illegality of the Hannaford Plan 

60. It is clear that the Rt. 94 right of way as shown on the Hannaford Site Plan 

is a 25 foot wide and 230 foot long way over the lands of a third party (Apache Properties Inc.) 

intended to be a very heavily used "public right of way" to be used by thousands of vehicles 

each day seeking to enter or leave the adjoining Hannaford Shopping Center by way of NY 

Rt. 94. As such it is a "street" as that term is defined in Section 38-2 of the Code of the Town 

of New Windsor.4 Section 39-7 of the Town Code is just as clear that a proposed street is to 

be developed in the manner set out in the Town's regulations governing subdivisions. 

61. In turn, Chapter A60 of the Town Code sets forth a comprehensive set of 

street design specifications to be used by the Planning Board in approving for streets in any 

subdivision in the Town. Section A60-9 of the Town Code sets forth the criteria for the various 

types of streets in the Town (designated therein as "Major", "Suburban", "Rural", and "Private") 

by reference to various schematic diagrams contained at the end of Chapter A60.5 As set forth 

in those diagrams a "Major Street" must have a right of way width of 60 feet and a paved 

4 A true copy o f (Chapter 38 containing Section 38-2 is set out as Exhibit "K" in the accompanying 
Appendix. . -^" ,.. 

5 A true copy of Section A60-9 and the referenced diagrams are set out as Exhibit "L" in the 
accompanying Appendix. 
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width of 30 feet and a "Suburban Street" needs a right of way width of 50 feet and a paved 

i\ width of 30 feet.6 

62. That the Rt. 94 right of way as shown on the approved Hannaford Site Plan 

has a right of way width of only 25 feet and a paved width of only 24 ± feet.7 

63. The Rt. 94 right of way as shown on the approved Hannaford Site Plan fails 

the design specifications set out in Chapter A60 of the Town Code whether considered as a 

"Major Street" or a "Suburban Street". 

64. As such the Planning Board approved a street on the Hannaford Site Plan, 

intended to be used by the general public, that fails to meet the design specifications set out 

in the Town's Code and, accordingly, acted illegally in approving the Site Plan. 

65. Any reliance on Section 48-16[AJ(4), as suggested in the Final EIS, is 

misguided and false. That section of the Town's Zoning Law refers to "Access" from a large 

parking lot on to a public street.8 It applies to the mouth or point of intersection of the 

entrance to the parking lot with a public highway and not the traveled way of a 230+ foot 

long roadway leading from that mouth or point of intersection to that lot. Would this section 

apply to a 2,300 foot long drive way to a commercial parking lot? Such is not likely. Such 

| J an example, whether the drive way is 230 feet long, or 2,300 feet long, or 23 miles long, 

particularly one that serves another use (the Monro Muffler site) points out the misguided 

6 "Rural" and "Private" streets are, by definition set out in Section A60-9, associated only with residential 
"1 development and the design criteria for them have no application to this commercial project. 

7 The Rt. 94 right of way can never meet these design specifications as the instrument creating the way 
limited its width to only 25 feet 

8 Set forth in full as Exhibit "M" in the Appendix submitted herewith. 
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attempt to use this section of the Zoning Law to convert a road or street into a point of access 

or intersection of that road or street with a public highway. What the Rt. 94 right of way, 

termed as a Mnon exclusive" and as a "roadway" by its very creators, is a road or street as 

meant by Section 38-2 of the Town Code. It is a public right of way intended to be used by 

thousands of vehicles a day traveling between NY Rt. 94 and the Hannaford parking lot. 

(Should not the intent of the parties who created this right of way designating it as a "roadway" 

be given validity here?) This "roadway" is not a point of "access" or a point of entrance into 

to that parking lot from Rt. 94. There'is 230 feet of "roadway" between Rt. 94 before that 

private but non exclusive roadway enters the parking lot. There is a world of difference 

between what is proposed for the Rt, 94 right of way and a traditional - and immediate -

entrance from a street to a parking lot. This view is validated by the last sentence of Section 

48-16[A](4) restricting any "entrance or exit" to a parking lot within 75 feet of a street 

intersection. Surely this entire section of law is speaking to the point of entrance or exit to or 

from parking lots onto public streets and not roads and ways that lead to that of point of 

entrance or exit. 

66. The Planning Board has no power to approve a site plan that does not 

conform with the applicable design specifications set out in the Town's codes, laws and 

regulations See TL §274-a[2](a) - first sentence ["... site plans prepared to specifications set 

forth in the ordinance or local law and/or in the regulations of such authorized board."] 

iv. Conclusion 

67. Ttte June 12, 2002 Resolution of the Planning Board approving the 

Hannaford Site Plan should be annulled as prayed for in the Petition. 
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STATE OF N E W YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

4 BURNETT BOULEVARD 
POUGHKEEPSIE, N.Y. 1 2 6 0 3 

ROBERTA. DENNISON 111, R E . JOSEPH H. BOARDMAN 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR COMMISSIONER 

November 27,2000 

Mr. Mark J. Edsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Hannaford Food & Drug Site 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

We have completed our review of the traffic and transportation impacts contained in the Environmental Assessment 
Form for the referenced project and have the following comments to offer: 

1) The methodology utilized in the traffic impact study including the existing traffic volumes, trip 
generation rates, trip distribution rates, no-build traffic volumes and resulting build traffic volumes 
is acceptable. The analysis of traffic conditions, identification of impacts and conclusions 
contained in the Traffic Impact Study were reviewed by the Regional Traffic and Safety group. 
The Department concurs with the findings of the report and of the future operational forecast 
without and with mitigation measures. However, it should be understood that the Level of Service 
at the Vails Gate "Five Corners" intersection will be F during the peak traffic periods even with 
the incorporation of the mitigation measures. Simply, there is not sufficient or available traffic 
capacity at this intersection, nor are there "reasonable" improvements which can be undertaken. 
If this development, including the proposed mitigation measures, is built, there will be no 
perceived improvement to the traffic conditions at the "Five Corners". However, since the Town 
is responsible for land use control, the status of this application is strictly a local issue. 

2) Improvements proposed as part of this project (modifications to the lane geometry, signal phasing 
changes, construction of turning lanes and installation of new traffic signal), safety related issues 
and the proposed location of driveways would be reviewed in detail by our Traffic Engineering 
and Safety Group as part of highway work permit process. 

3) We would like to remind you that a State Highway Work Permit will be required for any curb cuts 
and/or work within the Routes 300, 94 and32 right-of-way. An application and final site plans 
should be forwarded to this Department's local residency office, as soon as possible to initiate the 
review process. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, we can be reached at (845)431-5793. 

Very. 

Akhter A. Shareef 
Civil Engineer I 

cc: Hon. William J. Larkin, Jr., Senator, 39th District 
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J O S E P H H . B O A R D M A N 

C O M M I S S I O N E R 

December 29, 2000 

John M. Tozzi, P.E. 
Creighton Manning Engineering, LLP 
4 Automation Lane 
Albany, NY 12205-1683 

Dear Mr. Tozzi: 

Re: Access Request, Route 32 (SH 42) 
Hannaford Supermarkets 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County 

This is an acknowledgment of your December 6, 2000 letter to Mr. Akhter Shareef, concerning his 
comments regarding the Traffic Impact Study for the subject development. Mr. Shareef has referred 
your letter to the Regional Traffic Engineering and Safety Group for reply. 

The Highway Capacity Manual defines the various Levels of Service for Signalized Intersections as is 
quoted in your report. A designation of L.O.S. " F " is used to describe an intersection operating wi th 
delays in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle. This level, considered to be unacceptable to most drivers, 
often occurs with oversaturation. That is, when arrival f low rates exceed the capacity of the 
intersection. The average delay for the "Five Corners" intersection is shown to be 98.7 seconds, wi th 
individual movements as high as 180.2 seconds, wi th improvements. So, wi th the existing L.O.S. 
being "F" and the L.O.S. wi th improvements being "F " , it may be difficult for the motorist to see the 
improvements as he observes the traffic signal cycling from his vantage point in a queue of vehicles 
on one of the intersection approaches. It will remain the Town's responsibility to determine if the 
measures proposed are satisfactory. We wish to emphasize that , even wi th improvements, the 
forecast operational Level of Service at the "Five Corners " will remain "F " , wi th delays during the 
peak periods which are considered unacceptable and there are no "reasonable" improvements, which 
can be undertaken as part of the development, which would correct this condition. 

We trust that the foregoing clarifies our position in this matter. 

Very trulyvours, 

T.A. Myers 
Civil Engineer 

a~p,. 
TAM/lml 

cc: Town of New Windsor Planning Board*.' 
A. Shareef, Planning, Reg. 8 
T. Tobin, R.E., Res. 8-4 

dc: 
Su/Dejzwsofr nvu&d 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4610 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISOR 

George J. Meyers 
Town Supervisor 

January 24,2001 

Mr. Robert A. Dennison III,P.E., Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY. 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94- T/ NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison; 

Hannaford Food & Drug has made application to the Town Planning Board for a site plan approval of a 55,200 s.f. 
retail store on a 5.4 - acre parcel located off NYS Routes 32 and 94 within the Town of New Windsor. I have 
received copies of correspondence from Akhter A Shareef and TA. Myers of your Department in connection with 
this application. 

I am writing to express the Town Board's significant concern regarding traffic congestion in the "Five Corners" area 
of the town. Existing traffic conditions in that area are already extremely congested and significant backups and 
delays are encountered in several directions during morning and afternoon peak periods. This poses not only a level 
of service concern to our residents and the general public but also a safety concern in this congested area. Access to 
adjoining commercial establishments and town roadways, is severely compromised during these periods. Access 
for emergency vehicles is also a major concern. 

I am writing to note, for the record, our concern that the existing inadequate conditions will be further exacerbated 
by approval of this project. We ask that the NYSDOT ensure that a complete and proper review be made in 
cooperation with our Planning Board, and thatany and all possible off-site improvements be required before your 
agency considers the issuance of any perjnits for this project. 

SOR 

Cc: T^vn Boa/HMembers 
JaiMffetro, Planning Board Chairman 
Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer 
Chief Koury, N.W.P.D. 
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August 17,2001 
LKB #0620-01 

James G. Sweeney, P.C. 
One Harriman Square 
P.O. Box 806 
Goshen, NY 10924 

Re: Hannaford Food Store 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, NY 

Dear Mr. Sweeney: 

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed the DEIS documents relating to traffic issues. 
The following is a summary of our review. 

Some of the issues raised previously, such as AADT, accident history analysis and signal 
warrant analysis have been included in the DEIS. However, the traffic analysis presented 
in the DEIS did not provide different results from the initial Traffic Impact Study dated 
June 26, 2000 or the subsequent sensitivity analysis dated December 26,2000. The DEIS 
restates the Level of Service for the 'Five Corners' intersection for existing, No-Build, 
Build without improvements, Build with improvements, and a Build sensitivity analysis. 
Therefore, the results for the overall intersection LOS remain at LOS F (98.4 sec.) for 
Build w/ improvements (PM Peak Hour) and F (108.5 sec.) under the Build sensitivity 
analysis. 

As stated in prior correspondence, this confirms the statement by NYSDOT (letter of 
November 27, 2000 to Town of New Windsor Planning Board Engineer) that "the Level 
of Service at the Vails Gate "Five Corners' intersection will be F during the peak traffic 
periods even with the incorporation of the mitigation measures." This analysis also 
corroborates the NYSDOT statement that "there is not sufficient or available traffic 
capacity at this intersection, nor are there 'reasonable' improvements which can be 
undertaken ". The NYSDOT further emphasizes their position (letter of December 29, 
2000 to CME, LLP) stating that "even with improvements, the forecast operational Level 
of Service at the Five Corners'.will remain 'F\ with delays during the peak periods 
which are considered unacceptable and there are no 'reasonable' improvements, which 
can be undertaken as part of the development, which would correct the condition". 

l 
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Furthermore, the traffic analysis as presented in the DEIS still indicates Level of Service 
F at the following intersections: 

- under the "2002 (PM Peak) Build Sensitivity Analysis" scenario: 
• 'Five Corners' Intersection (7 out of 11 lane groups - 64%) 

Rt. 94 EB left turn movement 
Rt 94 EB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 94 WB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 32 NB (to Rt. 300) left turn movement 
Rt. 32 SB through movement 
Rt. 32 SB right turn movement 
Rt. 300 SB through/right turn movement 

- under the "2002 (PM Peak) Build", scenario: 
• Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

WB left/right turn movement 
• Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

SB left turn movement 
• Rt. 32 / Jacqueline Street 

WB left turn movement 

In addition, the DEIS restates that the project impacts are mitigated — however, the 'Five 
Corners' intersection will nevertheless operate at LOS F. The mitigative measures 
proposed at this intersection do not improve the above noted 'lane group' LOS. 

As a result of this project, the unsignalized intersections at Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd., 
Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. and Rt. 32 / Jacqueline St. will experience increases in delay 
for the above noted movements. Also, the introduction of a new signal at Rt. 32 / Site 
Driveway, intersection will increase delays along Rt. 32. 

Vehicular Queuing 

Another issue that has not been adequately addressed is the effect of vehicle queue or 
spillback from the 'Five Corners' intersection. The DEIS presented vehicle queue 
lengths at the approaches of the 'Five Corners' intersection under the existing, no-build, 
build, and build with improvement scenarios. These values were generated from a 
macroscopic analysis of the intersection. Traffic queue length for Route 32 Northbound 
under the Build with improvement (PM Peak Hour) condition indicate the following 
queues: 

Rte. 32 NB left movement to Rte. 300 23 vehicles (575') 
Rte. 32 NB through / right movement to Rte. 32 / Rte. 94 - 24 vehicles (600') 

2 
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These maximum queue lengths can be expected to occur during 5% of the signal cycles 
within the peak hour. Queue lengths during the remainder of the peak hour will be 
shorter but can still be comparable in magnitude. 

Projecting the queue lengths over the next 10 years (Build +10 yr.) yields queue lengths 
of 28 vehicles and 30 vehicles respectively. A queue of 30 vehicles would extend 750' 
from the 'Five Corners' intersection, thus blocking the proposed Rte. 32 / Site Driveway 
signalized intersection which itself is located 750' from the 'Five Corners' intersection. 
When considering a potentially critical - and possibly unsafe - scenario of intersection 
blockage and interference, it is well to note that traffic projections and simulations are not 
infallible. Actual real life conditions may be better or worse then those predicted. 
Should they be worse, it would only require a slight increase to result in serious and 
possibly intractable problems in the operation of the driveway intersection. It must also 
be borne in mind that the 10-year projection.assumes a slow but steady rate of growth in 
background traffic. If a major new development were to be sited to the south, it is 
possible that the results projected for a 10-year horizon could be experienced within a 
much shorter time frame. 

The traffic queue length for Route 94 Westbound under the Build with improvement (PM 
Peak Hour) condition indicate the following queues: 

Rte. 94 WB left movement to Rte. 32 SB 10 vehicles (250') 
Rte. 94 WB through / right movement to Rte. 94 / Rte. 300- 21 vehicles (525') 

The existing queues extend past the Rte. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. intersection as would 
the projected queues under the Build with improvement scenario. The proposed Rte. 94 / 
site driveway, located approximately 150 feet from the 'Five Corners' intersection, would 
also be affected. WB Rt. 94 left turn movements into the site driveway and left turn 
movements out of the site driveway to WB Rte. 94 would be difficult maneuvers. The 
intersection would most likely function under restricted conditions of right turn 
maneuvers only. This intersection and the 'Five Corners' intersection should therefore be 
re-analyzed to reflect a redistribution of traffic volume. 

Other traffic issues include: 

Long Range Traffic Impacts 

The long range traffic impacts (Build + lOyr horizon) are presented for the 'Five Corners' 
intersection. The statement "future delays at the 'Five Corners' intersection will be less 
than today with overall delays under three minuted is misleading. Although the overall 
delay is less than existing delay, approximately 50% (5 out of 11) of the approach 
movement operations will degrade (increase in delay) under the long range conditions 
when compared to existing conditions. See attached table. 
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Build Traffic Volumes 

The DEIS presented a project site trip summary table which indicates approximately 
10,000 daily trips are generated by this site for a typical Saturday. This is 10 times as 
many trips than the 1,000 (approximately) daily trips currently generated by the 
Friendly's restaurant. The impact of this significant increase in daily trips to this location 
was not addressed. 

This summarizes the major outstanding issues. Should you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to call. 

Very truly yours, 

LOCKWOOD, KESSLER & BARTLETT, INC. 

Richard Malec, P.E. 
Project Manager 

RM/rjm 
Attachment 
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" " TABLE 1 

bitersection Delay at "Five Comers" intersection 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 
(To Rt. 94) 
(To Rt. 300) 

Route 300 

Approach -
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 
WB-L 

WB-TR 
NB-L 
NB-L2 
NB-L1 
NB-TR 

ss-r 
SB-R 
SB-L 

SB-TR 
Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

2000 Existing 

126.6 
100.2 
82.4 
180.9 
>300 

-
-

45.3 
132.5 
194.3 
55.9 
120.2 
220.4 

2002 Build 
Sensitivity Analysis 

160.5 
80.5 
59.3 
118 

-
56.5 
96.2 
34.2 
161.8 
180.4 

57 
152 

108.5 

Long Range 
Condition 

(BuHd + 10Yr) 

263.4 
99.6 
97.7 
148.3 

-
178.4 
110.9 
38.1 

250.3 
123.7 
195.1 
178.4 
143.9 

Delay Increase 
(Long Range 

Condition vs. 2000 
Existing) 

136.8 

15.3 

117.8 

139.2 
58.2 

Delay - sec/veh. 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R - right, L - left, T = through 

Source: Hanaford Food & Drug DEIS, June 2001 



183 Main Street 
Cornwall, New Yak 12518 

Town of Cornwall 

September 4,2001 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Dear Board Members: 

The Cornwall Planning Board would like to go on record as opposing the construction of 
the Hannaford Supermarket at Vails Gate. 

We have previously voiced concerns about the effect the increased traffic would have on a 
heavily populated neighborhood. Both Ardmore and Jacqueline Sts. intersect with Rt 32 
less than lA mile from the proposed entrance to the project Although Hannaford included 
Jacqueline St in its traffic study, the count was not done during the peak hours of 4 - 6 
pan., Monday - Friday. 

The proposed solution to the problem, another traffic light, would only exacerbate the 
problem at these intersections. The net result would be extending the traffic tie up which 
frequently extends at least a mile south of the present light at least a few hundred feet 
further. It would also create an unmanageable snarl between the present and the new light 

There have been frequent accidents at the Jacqueline St/Rt 32 intersection because of the 
dangers created in trying for entrance or exit A recently approved sub-division of 30 
houses off of these streets will add to die present problem. 

When decisions are being made that effect both the lives and welfare of our residents, we 
would hope that our concerns would carry some weight with our neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Bennett, Chairwoman 
For Town of Cornwall Planning Board 

Planning Board 
£ I V C U 

\XLA^Y{^M' 

5 2001 



LETTER #10 ] 
JOHN COLLINS 
ENGINEERS, P.C. 
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September 13, 2001 

Mr. Mark Edsall, P,E. 

Mc^oey, Hauser and Edsall Consul-ting Engineers P.C. 
33 Airport Center Drive - suite 202 
New Windsor, New Yox*k 12553 

Re; Review of DEIS Traffic and Transportation Section 
Proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 
Town of New Windsor, New York 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

The following is our technical review of the DBIS Traffic and 

Transportation Section (Traffic Study) dated July 25, 2 001 for the 

proposed Hannaford Food & Drug prepared by craighton Manning 

Engineering (CME). 

i. in updating the Traffic Study (June 7, 2001), a more 
reasonable Design Year . of 2002 was . utilized. However the 
resulting Year 2002 traffic volume projections have not 
changed from the previous Year 2001 traffic volume projections 
since a 1% per year growth rata was used in the updated Study 
when the previous study (June 26, 2000) used a growth rate of 
2% per year. 

2. Accident history is provided in the Traffic Study and includes 
a accident summary Table for the •'Five Corners" and Jacgueline 
Street intersections as well as for the section of Route 32 

S south from the "Five Corners* intersection. Based on a review 
of this summary Table, during the three-year period of 1996-

I 1998 there were 3 reported accidents at the Jacqueline Street 
intersection, 15 reported accidents at the "Five Cornersw 
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intersection and some 52 reported accidents of which many 
appear to be a result of uncontrolled intersections 
(driveways) to Route 32 and tneir proximity to the "Five 
corners" intersection. 

In addition accident frequency (accident rates) were 
calculated for these two intersections as well as for the 
section of Rout© 32 south from the •'Five corners** 
intersection. The calculated accident rates were then 
compared to State averages. Wnile it is noted that the 
accident rate for the "Five Corners" intersection is less than 
the State average, as indicated above many of the accidents 
along Route 32 south of the "Five corners" intersection are in 
effect a result of their proximity to the MFive Corners11 

intersection. 

The calculated accident rate for the section of Route 32 from 
the "Five Corners*' intersection to Jacqueline street is 
significantly higher (6.09 accidents per MVE) than the State 
average of 3.94 accidents per HVE. Again, this is in effect 
a result of uncontrolled intersections (driveways) to Route 32 
and their projcijnity to the "Five corners" intersection. 

In addition, the above accident data was not provided for the 
other area intersections or roadway segments including the 
section of Route 94 from the "Five Corners" intersection to 
old Temple Hill Road. This is important due to the potential 
conflicts that will be caused by the proposed driveway to this 
section of Route 94. (See also Covwent 5) * 

Also, more receht accident data (1999 and 2000 data if 
available) would be belpful. 



Page 3 

It should be notes that: the "Five Corners" intersection is 
currently operating at capacity (Level of service WFW) and 
will continue to operate at a Levels of Service »?" „ As shown 
in the Level of service Summary Table (Table. 3.3-15) , with the 
additional supermarket traffic, the intersection overall delay 
will increase from approximately 4 minuter to approximately 5 
minutes (without improvements). 

Furthermore, while the Traffic Study recommends restriping and 
signal phasing improvements and indicates that tne 
intersections overall delay will be improved, the intersection 
will still operate at capacity (LOS WF*») . It should also be 
noted that the NYSDOT has expressed concern regarding the 
existing and future operation of this intersection in their 
review letter dated November 27, 2000. 

Since the restriping and signal improvements recommended could 
be completed under existing and no-build conditions/ an 
analysis of No-Build Condition with these improvements should 
be conducted and compared to the Build Condition to determine 
the true impact of the Project with these improvements. 

We have conducted an analysis of the No-Build Condition with 
these improvements. Based on the results of this analysis, 
during the Weekday Peak JPM Hour all movements will remain the 
same from No-Build to Build Conditions however the overall 
intersection delay would increase from a 86.6 second delay to 
a 98,4 second delay. During the Saturday Peak Hour, the Route 
3 2 northbound left turn will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS ,rF«, 
the Route 32 northbound through will drop from a LOS "D,r to a 
•LOS "E" and the Route 32 southbound through will drop from a 
LOS "E" to a LOS »'F" with the overall intersection delay 
increasing from B3.2 seconds to a 98.7 second delay. While it 
is noted that the intersection overall delay will be improved. 
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a review of the Table 3.3-15 indicates that even with the 
recommended restriping and signal phasing improvements, there 
are many movements operating with delays between 2 and 3 
minutes. 

Note that the CHE Study indicates that the proposed 
supermarket would add some 240 vehicles: to this intersection 
during the Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 254 
vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus, the proposed 
supermarket would increase traffic at this intersection by 
approximately 7% wfaiah is consiaered significant. 

While sight distances at the proposed site driveways are shown 
on Table 3.3-11, sight distances should graphically be shown 
on a plan to determine the point where sight distance is 
controlled. 

The location of the proposed Route 94 site driveway is 
approximately ISO feet east of the "Five Cornersn intersection 
and as shown on the Table 3.3-16 - Vehicle Queuing summary, 
the Route 94 westbound queue would be some 10 cars (a queue of 
approximately 250') during the Weekday .Peak PM Hour and some 
13 cars (a queue of approximately 325') during the Saturday 
Peak Hour and would extend beyond the location of the proposed 
site driveway under Build conditions (even with the 
recommended CMS improvements) . Based on this it is 
recommended that left turns out of the site be prohibited. In 
addition because of the potential conflicts with left turn 
movements to Route 32, from a safety standpoint it is also 
recommended that entering left turns toe prohibited. This is 
recommended even though this would Increase the left turns at 
the critical *Five corners" intersections and left turns at 
the Route 32 driveway. 
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Based on this and -the conditions at the "Five Corners* 
intersection, we believe that the Applicant should examine the 
possibility ©J? developing- this access driveway further to the 
east possibly opposite old Temple Hill Road of the Flrehouse. 

It is indicated in the Traffic study, the proposed driveway to 
Route 32 would not operate adequately under stop sign control 
(this analysis should be provided). Therefore the proposed 
site driveway was analysed assuming a traffic signal. While 
it is shown that traffic signal warrants will be met, the 
NYSDOT position on the installation of a traffic signal should 
be determined. 

Based on the queues shown in Table 3.3-16, it appears that the 
Route 32 northbound queues would extend beyond the proposed 
Route 32 driveway. In addition, the adequacy of the length of 
the proposed southbound left turn lane for traffic into the 
site should also be determined. 

Furthermore, it is important that a plan showing the proposed 

left turn lane, right-of-way and other preliminary design 

details be provided to determine if the improvements are 

feasible. 

The Traffic Study (Table 3.3-15) indicates that the 
unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road 
will operate at capacity (&0S F) under future conditions with 
a drop in Level of Service from WE W to nF" during the Saturday 
peak Hour. The Traffic study does not recommend improvements 
to this location other than noting that this intersection is 
influenced by the capacity constraints at the "Five Corners" 
intersection and by improving the "Five corners" intersection 
this intersection will be improved. However as indicated 
above, the "Five Comers* intersection will continue to 
operate at a Level of Service *F" even with ths recommended 
improvements- (See also Comment 3). 
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Note that: the CMB Study indicates the proposed supermarket 
would add some 95 vehicles to this intersection during the 
Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 101 vehicles during 
the Saturday Peak Hoar. Thus, the proposed supermarket would 
increase traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%-8% 
which is considered significant. 

a. The Traffic Study (Table 3.3-13) indicates that the 
uneignalized intersections of Route 300/old Temple Hill Road 
and Route 94/Jacgueline Street will operate at capacity (LOS 
F) under future conditions. While the .Levels of Service remain 
the sane from No-Build to Build Conditions, the Traffic Study 
does not recommend any improvements to this location. with 
the above noted Level of Service "F", the Traffic study 
incorrectly states that "adequate capacity will continue to 
exist*1 at the Route 3 2/Jacqueline street intersection. 
Possible improvements to this intersection should be 
addressed* 

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to 
contact us-



STATE OF NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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ROBERTA. DENNISON I I I , P.E 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

January 22, 2002 

Mr. Mark J . Edsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553-6196 

Re: Access Request, Route 32 (SH 42) 
Hannaford Supermarket 
Town of New Wndsor 
Orange County 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

This is in reply to your letter of September 7, 2 0 0 1 , to Mr. Robert Dennison, Regional Director, asking 
for a formal response to the Town Planning Board's request for our comments concerning the Traffic 
Impact Study portion of the DEIS for the subject development and our determination regarding the 
suitability of the proposed mitigation measures. 

As we have previously stated in our December 29, 2001 letter to Creighton Manning Engineers, (with 
copy to the Planning Board), the existing highway system, which includes the "Five Corners" 
intersection and Routes 32 and 94 in the proposed development area, operates at a Level of Service 
'F ' during peak traffic periods and is considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. The traffic study 
prepared by Creighton Manning does identify the existing conditions properly, as well as the proposed 
mitigation measures, which we will address on a location basis. 

The improvements proposed at the 'Five Corners' intersection, which would modify the lane use 
arrangements for Route 32 , northbound, and modify the traffic signal operation, does appear to mitigate 
the impacts created by the construction of the new food market. However, the Level of Service would 
remain 'F ' , as identified in the analysis, and the queuing problems wil l remain. 

The installation of a new traffic control signal at the proposed site access drive to Route 32 will provide 
for an acceptable overall Level of Service for the new intersection and appears to mitigate the traffic 
impacts acceptably, while providing better access to the property opposite the site on Route 32 . It 
also reduces the number of uncontrolled access drives. 

The access to Route 94 proposes to convert an existing access for Midas Muffler to a joint access to 
serve Hannaford and Midas. We concur wi th the proposed Level of Service, based upon the analysis. 
Due to this driveway's proximity to the 'Five Corners' intersection and the problem of traffic queues 
extending past this driveway, we will not allow full vehicle movements and wi l l require the prohibition 
of left turns out of this joint access. 

Other adjacent intersections which will be impacted by the increase of traff ic associated with this 
development are: 

WILLIAM D. FITZPATRICK. P.E. J O S E P H H. B O A R D M A N 
REGIONAL TRAFFIC ENGINEER C O M M I S S I O N E R 

(845) 5 7 & 6 0 4 0 

-Route 32 at Jacqueline Street - delays will increase for traffic exiting this street, wi th no 
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mitigation measures proposed. 

-Route S4 at Old Temple Hill Road - The study properly forecast an increase in delays and 
queuing on the approach to this intersection, which may compromise emergency vehicle response time 
to some areas of Vail's Gate. Because of this increase in emergency response time, we would pursue 
a review of signalization of this intersection by the applicant, for the purpose of coordination and 
emergency preemption, if the project were approved by the Planning Board. 

-Route 300 at Old Temple Hill Road - delays will increase, wi th no mitigation proposed. 

In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for this project will address some of the impacts 
identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, although the improvements proposed for the 'Five 
Corners' should be considered only a 'bandaid'. Everyone appears to agree that the Level of Service 
at the 'Five Corners' will be an 'F ' , with or without the Hannaford project, and is unacceptable. 
However, without providing a bypass route for this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed to move 
through this intersection(by restricting turning movements, restricting the direction of traff ic, removing 
an approach, etc.), no real relief is available and, as the area develops, conditions will only degenerate. 

The control over land use remains with the Town, along with the responsibility to determine if the 
mitigation measures proposed are satisfactory, We concur with the mitigation measures proposed and 
with their forecast that adjacent intersection Levels of Service will degrade, due to increase in traffic. 
A problem may develop with motorists trying to avoid the 'Five Corners' intersection by cutting through 
the new Hannaford parking lot if it is constructed. If the Town accepts the project wi th the measures 
proposed, we are prepared to work wi th Hannaford in order to achieve the best possible access with 
the least amount of interference wi th the existing traffic f low. It should be understood that the 
Department currently has no projects scheduled for improvement along these affected routes. 

We trust the foregoing clarifies our position in this matter. 

T.A. Myers f I 
Civil Engineer I ^ 

TAM/lml 

cc: J . Petro, Chairman, T/New Windsor Planning Board 
A. G. Bautista, Planning, Region 8 
P. Grealy, John Collins Engineers 
M. Sargent, Creighton Manning 
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FINDINGS STATEMENT 
State Environmental Quality Review Act 

BSAFT 

Pursuant to Article 8 (State Environmental Quality Review Act-SEQR) of the 
Environmental Conservation Law and 6 NYCRR Part 617, the Town of New Windsor Planning 
Board, as lead agency makes the following findings. 

Name of Action: Hannaford Food & Drug 

Description of Action: Construction of a 55,200 SF food and drug store and related 
parking facilities; proposed parking and site access improvements 
at Monroe Muffler and proposed site access improvements at the 
former Long John Silver's 

Location: Near and around New York State Routes 32 and 94, Town of New 
Windsor, Orange County, New York 

Agency Jurisdiction: Town of New Windsor Planning Board 

Date Final EIS Filed: February 25, 2002 

On May 23,2001, this Planning Board, after having conducted a public scoping process, 
adopted a final scoping document and directed the applicant to prepare a draft EIS in accordance 
with that document. Specifically, the scoping document required the applicant to consider and 
address all EIS elements required under 6 NYCRR Part 617 as well as the following identified 
areas of environmental concern: impact on water resources; impact on transportation and traffic; 
impact on utilities; impact on wetlands; impact on geology and soils; noise impacts and visual 
impacts. A draft EIS was submitted and then deemed complete on July 25, 2001. A public 
hearing was conducted on August 22,2001. A final EIS was submitted and then deemed 
complete on February 13, 2002. Having thoroughly considered and reviewed the draft and final 
EIS, the submitted plans and all information derived at the public hearing and during the public 
comment period from involved and interested agencies, members of the public and the Board's 
own consultants, the Board hereby relies on the following facts, conclusions and specific findings 
in rendering its SEQRA determination in this matter: 

A. Detailed Project Description: 

Primary Action 

Martin's Foods of South Burlington, Inc. (the applicant), a wholly owned subsidiary of 
Hannaford Bros. Co., proposes to construct a 55,200 square foot state of the art supermarket with 
associated parking and utilities on a 5.443-acre site located at NYS Routes 32 and 94 in the 
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Town of New Windsor, Orange County, New York. The front building facade will face north 
where the majority of parking will be provided. Truck receiving areas for the supermarket will be 
located at the southern side of the structure, accessed via a two-way driveway at the rear of the 
building. 

The applicant has an agreement with the property owner for a long term land lease. The 
proposed Hannaford Food & Drug Supermarket will include a bakery, delicatessen, general 
merchandise area and a full-service pharmacy with separate health and beauty aids section. The 
facility would be similar to the store located in the Town of Wallkill on Tower Drive. The 
proposed supermarket and related ancillary improvements are permitted uses under the current 
Design Shopping C zoning designation for the site. Building coverage (floor area ratio) for the 
proposed project is just over 23% (i.e., 55,200 square feet of floor area / 237,097 square feet of 
lot area). Up to 50% building coverage is allowed in the C zone. 

The existing Friendly's Restaurant on the site would discontinue operations. This 
building, pavement and two existing curb cuts would be removed as part of the proposed 
activities. 

Related Actions 

Associated with the primary action are two applications to amend previously approved 
site plans on adjoining properties. These amendments and their subsequent implementation as 
part of this project will improve access conditions to the supermarket site and surrounding area. 
They are: 

1) Monro Muffler site on Route 94: the amendment proposed is to construct a secondary access 
driveway within an access easement extending from the Hannaford site north to Route 94. 

2) Former Long John Silver's site on Route 32: the amendment proposed is to relocate and 
improve the existing driveway on the property to create a four-way intersection with the new 
main signalized access to the Hannaford supermarket. 

Site Access 

Primary vehicular access to the property is proposed from NYS Route 32 at a new 
signalized intersection, approximately 800 feet south of the Five Corners. A secondary access is 
proposed via a limited access driveway to NYS Route 94. Demolition of a vacant, small 
commercial building and reconfiguration of the Monro Muffler site would be necessary to 
provide this secondary access. Means of access to the site are depicted on the site plan for the 
proposed project. 
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Parking and Loading 

A total of 304 off-street accessory parking spaces are provided. This number includes 
eight handicapped parking spaces. The majority of the spaces will be located in five double-
loaded rows in front of the proposed building. Parking spaces will also line the perimeter of the 
parking lot. The parking field will also include areas for cart corrals. Loading areas, building 
mechanical equipment, and refuse dumpsters will be located to the rear of the proposed structure 
The loading areas will be accessed via a 30-foot wide, two way drive. Parking and loading spaces 
and means of internal circulation are depicted on site plan for the proposed project. 

Drainage 

Stormwater runoff from all new impervious surfaces will be collected via a series of pipes 
and catch basins, treated, detained and released at a slower rate than pre-developed conditions. 
Stormwater treatment will be accomplished via a stormwater treatment system (Stormceptor) in 
order to remove pollutants by sedimentation and floatation. Reduction in stormwater discharge 
rates will be accomplished by on-site detention through two separate systems of underground 
storage pipes and by controlled release of the outlet structures. 

The majority of the on-site detention system will be located beneath the parking lot in 
front of the supermarket. A portion of the system will also be located beneath the secondary 
access driveway and landscaped areas on the Monro Muffler site plan. All drainage 
improvements are illustrated on the site plan for the proposed project. 

Landscaping 

Extensive landscaping will be installed along the perimeter of the site, including along its 
eastern and southern property lines, within the setback area from Route 32 and along the 
secondary access driveway to Route 94. Additional landscaping will also be included in the 
parking areas, at the driveway entrance at Route 32 and along the northerly property line. All 
proposed landscaping is illustrated on the site plan for the proposed project. 

Lighting 

The project site will be illuminated at night to provide pedestrian and vehicle safety 
throughout the project site and along circulation drives. The site lighting will consist of pole-
mounted fixtures with enclosed light sources. The lighting is designed to generally provide 
between three and four foot-candles of illumination, on average, on pavement surfaces. A 
hierarchy of lighting will be utilized, including double-mounted fixtures within the parking area 
and building-mounted lighting on the building's western facade. The parking areas will be 
illuminated to provide light levels sufficient for pedestrian safety, parked car security and clarity 
of vehicular circulation, while meeting local code requirements. All lighting is oriented and 
shielded so that off-site light spillage is minimized. All proposed lighting and lighting details are 
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depicted on the site plan for the proposed project. 

Signage 

There will be a combination of signage on the project site. There will be signage affixed 
to the building facade similar to other Hannaford supermarkets. There will also be two 
freestanding signs. One freestanding sign will be located on the east side of the Route 94 
secondary access driveway, The second will be located on site approximately 160 feet north of 
the main access driveway at Route 32. All signage is depicted on the site plan for the proposed 
project. 

B. Site and Site Area Characteristics: 

The site is located just south of the "Five Corners" intersection of New York State Routes 
94, 32 and 300 in the Vails Gate section of the Town of New Windsor. The municipal boundary 
between New Windsor and the Town of Cornwall is located approximately 500 feet south of the 
property. The project site is bordered by Route 32 on the west, and has approximately 581 feet of 
road frontage on that road. 

The site of the proposed supermarket is situated on New Windsor tax parcels 70-1-16.1 
and 70-1-16.2. Together these two tax lots comprise 5.443 acres. The supermarket and its 
parking facilities will be built on these two existing tax lots which will be merged as a condition 
of approval. 

A Friendly's restaurant and parking lot are situated on the northwestern corner of the site 
of the primary action, covering approximately 1.173 acres of the site. The balance of the project 
site is currently undeveloped and wooded. Topography is varied, with the site generally draining 
from a high point at the south end to the north (i.e., toward Route 94)Approximately 75% of the 
site has slopes of less than 10%, 19% of the site has slopes between 10 and 15% and 6% of the 
site has slopes in excess of 15%. 

Soils on the site have been disturbed over the years and consist mostly of Mardin gravelly 
silt loam, a moderately well drained soil. The site was occupied by a residence in the distant past 
and was likely used for agricultural purposes. 

The project site is zoned C, Design Shopping. Land Use in the vicinity of the site includes 
commercial/retail businesses, single-family residential housing and vacant wooded land. Land 
along Routes 32, 94 and 300 in the Five Comers area is predominantly commercially developed. 

The site is currently served by public water, sewer, telephone, gas and electric service. 

The proposed use of the site as a supermarket is permitted in the C, Design Shopping 
zoning district subject to site plan approval by the Planning Board. The project, as proposed, 
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complies with all zoning requirements and requires no variances from the Town's zoning code. 

C. Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Specific Findings 

Water Resources 

a) Stormwater: 

A comprehensive stormwater management study dated July, 2000 and revised January, 
2001 was prepared by Tectonic Engineering Consultants and is included as Appendix D in the 
EIS. The study has been thoroughly reviewed by the Town Engineer who has determined that it 
was prepared in accordance with proper engineering practices and sets forth reasoned and 
supported conclusions. 

Storm flows in and around the project site are currently controlled by the existing 
stormwater drainage systems in Route 94 and Route 32. The proposed development will change 
the site drainage characteristics by increasing the amount of impervious area on the property. 
Impervious surfaces will increase from 0.90 acres in the existing condition to 4.53 acres with the 
proposed supermarket and parking lot areas. This will result in an increase in the volume and rate 
of runoff from the site which has the potential to adversely impact the site and surrounding area 
unless mitigated. 

The project's stormwater system design, as set forth in the site plan and supported by the 
drainage study, mitigates the potential for adverse stormwater impacts. The stormwater design 
incorporates the use of subsurface stormwater detention structures which will capture the 
stormwater runoff and release it at a slower rate than existing, undeveloped conditions. The 
stormwater system is also designed to treat the stormwater to remove pollutants. This treatment 
will be accomplished by the use of Stormceptor units which will remove approximately 70% of 
total solids and 95% of oils contained in the runoff. 

Based on the design of the stormwater system as reflected on the site plan and analyzed in 
the drainage study, the Board hereby finds that there will be no significant adverse impacts from 
surface water runoff from the proposed project. As a condition of approval, this Board will 
further require the applicant to comply with the New York State General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges as applicable to this project. 

b) Erosion and Sedimentation: 

The movement of soils during project construction may adversely impact nearby surface 
waters. However, the project has been designed to minimize sedimentation impacts to these 
waters during construction. The plans for the project incorporate the use of the following erosion 
and sedimentation control measures: erosion control barriers (i.e. silt fences and hay bale filters), 
stabilization of exposed areas and stockpiled materials, tracking pads and dust control. Based on 
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the use of these measures, the Board finds there will be no significant adverse impacts from 
erosion and sedimentation to nearby water resources. As a condition of approval, this Board will 
require that sedimentation and erosion controls are in place prior to commencement of 
construction and continue in place as necessary throughout the construction process and until 
permanent stabilization has been established. Further, the applicant must comply with the 
sedimentation and control measures required by the New York State General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges as applicable to this project. 

Wetlands 

There are no regulated wetlands on the property. There is however an isolated 0.04 wet 
area at the northern end of the property which will be filled as part of the proposed project. 
Although not required to, the applicant has committed to filling this wet area in accordance with 
the conditions of US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Nationwide Permit #39, which 
authorizes the filling of up to 0.50 acre of wetland without pre construction notice to ACOE. The 
Board finds filling of this small, isolated wet area in accordance with Nationwide Permit #39 is 
sufficiently protective of the environment and concludes it will not result in a significant adverse 
impact to wetlands. The Board further notes that this wet area contributes to an off-site drainage 
problem for the adjoining residential neighborhood. The applicants filling of this wet area and 
redirecting of drainage to the applicant's system will ameliorate this problem and thereby 
constitutes a beneficial impact of the project. 

Geology and Soils 

The project documents indicate no impact on geologic resources. No blasting of bedrock 
is required for this project. The potential for soil loss is greatest during construction. As already 
detailed, the project incorporates erosion control measures that minimize the potential for soil 
loss . For these reasons, the Board finds that the project will not result in any significant adverse 
impacts to geology and soils. 

Cultural Resources 

Stage 1 and Stage 2 historical and archaeological investigations were conducted for the 
project. These studies found no significant historical or archaeological resources exist at or near 
the site. The studies, which were prepared by cultural resource experts and reviewed by the 
Planning Board and its consultants, conclude that no further investigations are required. The 
Planning Board concurs with this conclusion and finds that the project will have no adverse 
impact on cultural resources. 

Utilities 

a) Water Supply: 
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The Board's engineer has thoroughly reviewed the water service plans for the project and 
has advised the Board that no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The applicant has demonstrated, based on similar sized stores, that the operation of a 
55,200 square foot food and drug store on the project site requires 3,800 gallons of water per day. 

The project is located in an existing water district and will be serviced by that district. 
The district is able to service the proposed project. The Board finds that the project's minimal 
water demand will not significantly impact the water district's water supply. 

The project will connect to the existing main in Route 94. In addition, a 12 inch cross 
connection between the existing eight-inch water main on the north side of Route 94 and the 
dead ended eight- inch water main on the south side of Route 94 will be provided. The proposed 
12-inch main will also connect to a six inch main in Truex Circle to provide a new loop 
connection with the six inch water main located at Truex Circle. The 12" water main will be 
extended to the southwestern portion of the site. The Board finds that looping the water system in 
this manner will result in a beneficial impact to the existing water district. 

All new water mains and appurtenances to connect this project to the water system will be 
installed at no cost to the water district. Therefore the Board finds that there will be no significant 
fiscal impact from this project on the water district or its existing users. As a condition of 
approval the Board will further require that all work involving water connections must be done in 
accordance with applicable standards of the Town of New Windsor and Orange County 
Department of Health. 

b) Sewer Service 

The Board's engineer has thoroughly reviewed the sewer service plans for the project and 
has advised the Board that no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The site is located in Sewer District#14. An existing 10-inch sanitary sewer is located in 
NYS Route 32 adjacent to the site. The existing sewer line in Route 32 connects to an existing 
10-inch line in Route 94 just north of the project site, which conveys effluent to the New 
Windsor sewage treatment plant located to the east on the banks of the Hudson River. 

The project is anticipated to generate approximately 3,800 gallons per day of sewage. 
Friendly's is already generating approximately 2,210 gallons per day from the project site. The 
net increase of approximately 1,590 gallons per day from the proposed project is not significant 
and the Board finds there will be no significant adverse impact on the Towns ability to collect 
and treat sewage. As a condition of approval the Board will further require that all work 
involving sewer connections must be done in accordance with applicable standards of the Town 
of New Windsor, Orange County Department of Health and New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation as applicable. 
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Finally, the Town is considering improving sewer service in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site by installing a force main in Route 94. The applicant has agreed to help offset the 
cost of this improvement by contributing an amount not to exceed $50,000 to the Town. The 
precise amount of this contribution shall be determined prior to the grant of site plan approval. 

Noise 

A Sound Impact Assessment was prepared by Cavanaugh Tocci Associates, Inc. for the 
proposed project and is contained in Appendix "E" of the EIS. The study has been thoroughly 
reviewed by the Town Engineer who has determined that it was prepared in accordance with 
proper engineering practices and sets forth reasoned and supported conclusions. 

Sound monitoring was conducted at the project site to measure the level of background 
existing sound. Sound in this area is dominated by traffic noise from Route 94 and Route 32. 
Noise during daytime hours (6:00 AM to 10:00 PM) result in background sound levels which 
range between 45 and 55 dba. During the early morning hours, when traffic is light, background 
sound levels drop to as low as 43 dba. 

Section 48-17.5 of the New Windsor Code defines acceptable limits for environmental 
sound produced by development such as the proposed supermarket in residential zoning districts 
in the Town. These limits are: 

(1) From 8:00 AM to 9:00 PM: 65dba 
(2) From 9:00 PM to 8:00 AM 56dba 

Principal sources of noise from the proposed project include store mechanical equipment 
for refrigeration and ventilation, which will operate continuously throughout the day and night, 
and truck unloading activities. The following measures have been incorporated into the design 
and operation of the project site to mitigate noise impacts and to keep those impacts at or under 
the levels required by the Town of New Windsor Code. 

• use of acoustical louvers for the compressor room ventilation opening located at 
the rear of the store 

use of low speed fans and variable speed drives for rooftop air-cooled condensers 

• addition of a parapet wall extending four feet above the top of the roof on the east 
side of the building 

placement of air handling units a minimum of 30 feet from the edge of the roof 

• limiting use of the trash compactor to between the hours of 8:00 AM to 9:00PM 
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and trash pickup to between 6:00AM and 5:00PM 

• enclosure of the loading dock at the south side of the building and equipping it 
with hydraulic dock levelers for tractor-trailer unloading 

• Limiting tractor-trailer deliveries to daytime hours (8:00AM to 9:00PM). 

• Requiring all truck engines and refrigeration equipment to be shut off while trucks 
are unloading 

With the institution of the above measures, all of which will be made conditions of site 
plan approval, the Board finds that noise emissions from the project will meet or exceed 
minimum standards required by the New Windsor Code and no adverse noise impacts will occur. 
Further, the Board requires the applicant to conduct a post construction noise evaluation study to 
ensure that the above measures are effective in the actual operating state. The post construction 
noise survey will be performed at the south and east property lines (i.e. nearest to residential 
areas). The test will measure sound levels with design and operation measures in place to ensure 
conformance with Town Code requirements. Adjustments to noise measures will be made if 
necessary to bring the facility into compliance. 

Visual Resources 

The project site partially adjoins a residential neighborhood. Construction of the project 
will remove existing wooded area (i.e. approximately 4.64 acres) which presently buffers the 
residential neighborhood from the Five Corners area. Following construction of the project, 
views of the site from adjacent residential properties will change. The project site will have a 
commercial/retail appearance similar to other developed properties in the Five Comers area. 

Various measures have been undertaken to minimize the visual impacts of the project to 
the nearby residential neighborhood. These measures utilize a combination of grading, 
landscaping and fencing to minimize visual impacts. Specifically, grading of the site would lower 
it at its south end lessening the height appearance of the building at that location. A minimum 
building setback of 50 feet from the easterly property line and 59.5 feet from the southerly 
property line has been maintained to provide distance buffer. Approximately 20 feet along the 
easterly side and 30 feet along the southerly side of the building will be landscaped to serve as 
screening. Along the east and south property boundaries, a solid wood fence, six feet in height 
would sit atop tiered retaining walls to provide solid screening. It is important to emphasize that 
these measures were developed in consultation with adjoining residential property owners who 
were all consulted about the type and extent of screening required. The results of this effort are 
depicted on the site plan and landscaping plan for the project. Moreover, the EIS contains graphic 
demonstration of the effectiveness of these measures. The Board finds that implementation of 
these measures will mitigate the visual impacts of this project to the maximum extent practicable. 
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A potential visual impact associated with operation of the supermarket facility is light 
spillage onto adjoining properties. As described above, a lighting plan has been prepared which 
minimizes spillage through the use of shielding and orienting fixtures away from adjoining 
properties. This lighting plan is part of the site plan to be approved by the Planning Board. The 
Board finds this lighting plan adequate and determines that there will be no significant adverse 
impact from project lighting onto adjoining properties. 

Traffic 

Traffic is the single most important environmental concern associated with the proposed 
project. Toward that end, traffic analyses have been conducted to assess the traffic impacts of the 
project on surrounding roadways. These analyses are embodied in a Traffic Study and 
supplementary traffic reports prepared by Creighton Manning Engineering. These analyses have 
been the subject of thorough review by this Board, its consulting engineer, its consulting traffic 
engineer and the New York State Department of Transportation ("NYSDOT"). All parties have 
concluded that the traffic analyses have been prepared according to accepted methodologies for 
assessing traffic impacts. 

The traffic analyses studied five intersections which were determined by the Board and 
NYSDOT to be potentially impacted by the proposed project. These intersections are: "Five 
Corners," Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road, Route 32/Old Temple Hill Road, Route 300/Old 
Temple Hill Road, and Route 32/Jacqueline Street. Proposed primary and secondary driveway 
accesses to the site were also studied. 

(a) Five Corners - The Five Corners intersection currently operates at a Level of 
Service F with existing delays during the peak hours of approximately 220 
seconds per vehicle. This delay will increase even if the supermarket is not built, 
as a result of background growth, to about 240 seconds per vehicle by 2002. If the 
supermarket is built and no improvements to Five Corners are undertaken, the 
delay would further increase to approximately 300 seconds per vehicle. 
Consequently, the supermarket's impacts without improvements are in the order 
of 60+/- seconds. The applicant has proposed a modified lane arrangement and 
signal phasing improvements at the Five Comers intersection. With these 
improvements, delays will be decreased at the Five Corners intersection by over 
two minutes resulting in overall delay dropping to 98+/- seconds per vehicle. 
These improvements not only mitigate the supermarket's impact of 60+/- seconds 
but also fully mitigate background growth and reduce existing delays by 122+/-
seconds. 

(b) Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road - This unsignalized intersection currently 
operates at a level of service E. Without the proposed project, the intersection will 
operate at a level of service F by the end of 2002 due to the completion of other 
approved projects in the area. With the proposed project, the intersection will 
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continue to be F. The applicant has proposed installation of a traffic signal at this 
intersection at its sole cost and expense before opening of the supermarket 
provided NYSDOT approves its installation. In the event that NYSDOT does not 
approve a signal at that time, the applicant has further proposed to monitor the 
intersection after opening of the supermarket. Specifically, the applicant will 
prepare a traffic study one year from opening to further assess the need for a 
signal at this location. If based on that study, NYSDOT authorizes the installation 
of a signal, the applicant at its sole cost and expense will cause it to be installed. 
Once a signal is installed at this intersection, it will operate at a level of service B. 

(c) Route 32 /Old Temple Hill Road - This is a signalized intersection. It currently 
operates at an overall level of service C and will continue to operate at that same 
level of service after the supermarket is built. 

(d) Route 300/Old Temple Hill Road - This is an unsignalized intersection that 
operates at an overall level of service E. By 2002, without the proposed 
supermarket, the intersection will deteriorate to a level of service F with 
maximum delays of 73.4+/- seconds during the Saturday peak hour for the 
westbound left and right turn movements. After construction of the supermarket 
the intersection will remain at level of service F with delays of 100.6 seconds for 
the westbound left and right turn movements. The applicant has proposed 
monitoring this intersection. Such monitoring will entail the preparation of a 
traffic study one year from opening of the supermarket to assess the need for a 
traffic signal at this location. If based on this study NYSDOT authorizes the 
installation of a signal, the applicant will, at its sole cost and expense, cause it to 
be installed. Once a signal is installed at this intersection, it is expected to operate 
at a level of service B. It should be further noted that strict enforcement of the 
existing left hand turn prohibition at this intersection would significantly improve 
its level of service even without monitoring and subsequent signalization. 

(e) Route 32/Jacqueline Street - This unsignalized intersection currently operates 
at a level of service E. Without the proposed project, this intersection will operate 
at a level of service F by 2002. With the proposed supermarket, the intersection 
will continue to operate at a level of service F. The applicant has proposed 
monitoring this intersection. Such monitoring will entail the preparation of a 
traffic study one year from opening of the supermarket to assess the need for a 
traffic signal at this location. If based on this study NYSDOT authorized the 
installation of a signal, the applicant will, at its sole cost and expense, cause it to 
be installed. Once a signal is installed at this intersection, it is expected to operate 
at a level of service B. 

(f) Primary Driveway Access - The applicant will construct a signalized 
intersection at Route 32 that will serve as the main access drive. This will 
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eliminate the two existing Friendly's Restaurant driveways. As part of this 
improvement, the applicant is also constructing left turn lanes on Route 32 and a 
new road across the street. The new road will enable future businesses at that 
location to utilize the signalized intersection for ingress/egress. Upon completion 
of these improvements, the intersection will operate at a level of service B/C. 

(g) Secondary Driveway Access - The secondary access driveway will be located 
at Route 94 and will encompass the full service access drive at Monro Muffler. 
The applicant will widen and improve this access drive so that it is suitable to 
serve both Monro and the proposed supermarket. The NYSDOT has indicated that 
left turn exiting movements that are presently allowed will be prohibited at this 
location. The NYSDOT has recommended that left turns into the driveway be 
permitted but it will continue to monitor that movement. With these 
improvements and the left turn prohibition, this driveway access will operate at a 
level of service A/B. 

The Board hereby finds that, with the implementation of the improvements identified 
above, the impacts of the proposed project on surrounding roadways will be mitigated to the 
maximum extent practicable. In making this finding the Board notes the following: 

• With implementation of the improvements at Five Comers, the intersection will 
operate better than it does currently although it will still operate at a level of 
service F. NYSDOT has stated that there are no reasonable further improvements 
that can be undertaken to improve the level of service at this intersection. 

• Improvements have been identified which offset impacts to unsignalized 
intersections although installation of these improvements will ultimately be 
evaluated by NYSDOT based on their functionality within and benefit to the 
overall highway network. Level of Service at Route 300 and Old Temple Hill 
Road will be significantly improved with greater enforcement of the left turn 
prohibitions from Old Temple Hill Road onto Route 300. 

• The project's access driveways will operate adequately. NYSDOT will continue 
to monitor the left turn movement into the secondary access drive from Route 94. 

• Access improvements will result in beneficial impacts in the Route 32 corridor. 
Three unsignalized full access driveways will be eliminated along Route 32 and a 
fourth will have left turning movements restricted. The elimination and restriction 
of these intersections will significantly decrease the merging, diverging and 
crossing conflicts in this area. 

The Board further finds that in order to ensure the efficacy of the improvements and their timely 
implementation the following shall be imposed as conditions of approval: 
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• No building permit shall be issued until a Highway Work Permit is issued by the 
NYSDOT. All conditions of the Highway Work Permit shall constitute conditions 
of site plan approval. 

• No certificate of occupancy shall be issued until the following traffic mitigation 
measures are completely installed: modified lane arrangement and signal phasing 
adjustments at the Five Corners intersection; signalization of the main access 
driveway along with construction of left turn lanes on Route 32; new road 
alignment on Fish and Chips property; secondary access driveway with left turn 
out prohibition; signalization at Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road if authorized 
by NYSDOT. 

Traffic monitoring shall be conducted one year after opening of the supermarket at 
the following intersections: Route 94 and Old Temple Hill Road (if no signal is 
already installed); Route 300 and Old Temple Road and Route 32 and Jacqueline 
Street. In the event monitoring at any of these intersections discloses the need for 
a traffic signal, the applicant shall, at its sole cost and expense, cause such signal 
to be installed provided NYSDOT authorizes its installation. 

• To ensure that there is no emergency equipment related impediment on 
surrounding roadways, all signal improvements installed by the applicant shall 
contain signal override equipment compatible with equipment on existing signals. 

• If feasible, a northbound right tum lane shall be provided at the main access 
drive. Insufficient right of way and/or the proximity of Central Hudson Gas and 
Electric's high pressure gas main may render this infeasible. 

• Prior to issuance of a building permit the applicant shall post a bond with the 
NYSDOT for all required off-site highway. 

• In the event the Town undertakes future local highway improvements at the Five 
Comers intersection, the applicant agrees to pay its fair share to help fund those 
improvements provided the Town enacts a legal mechanism requiring other 
commercial traffic generators to also pay their fair share. 

• In addition to standard signal improvements, a queue detector shall be installed in 
the Route 32 southbound left turn lane provided its installation is authorized by 
NYSDOT. 

Finally, in rendering these findings, the Board recognizes that the proposed project primarily 
impacts NYS highways and NYSDOT is the agency principally responsible for authorizing 
improvements to these roadways. NYSDOT will render its own SEQR findings as to the impacts 
of the project on State roads and will impose whatever additional conditions it sees fit as part of 
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its Highway Work permit process. As already stated, the approval to be granted by this Board 
will recognize the important and predominant role of NYSDOT by expressly conditioning such 
approval on NYSDOTs issuance of a Highway Work Permit. 

Alternatives 

The Board has considered three alternatives to the proposed action. These are (1) No 
Action (2) Alternative Sites (3) Alternative Uses. 

The No Action Alternative is represented by existing conditions on the site. Under this 
alternative the site would remain underutilized and partially developed. It would not meet the 
development objectives of the property owner or the applicant. It would however, continue to 
provide natural visual and noise buffer to the adjoining residential neighborhood. The design for 
the proposed project will replace visual buffer with appropriate grading, fencing and landscaping. 
Noise impacts will be mitigated through the incorporation of substantial noise reducing 
measures. Thus, there will be no significant loss of existing environmental benefits by pursuing 
the proposed action. Moreover, the proposed action will provide greater benefits to the Town 
through improvement of local roadways and increased ratables. On balance, the Board finds the 
proposed action more beneficial than the No Action alternative. 

Three Alternative Sites were examined. Site #1 is the site of a proposed shopping center 
located at the southwest quadrant of the intersection of Union Avenue and Route 32. Site#2 is an 
existing retail center across from Big V Plaza between Route 32 and Route 94. Site #3 is a site 
located between Temple Hill Road and Old Temple Road currently occupied by existing 
businesses. None of these sites meet the applicants business objectives and all provide significant 
constraints to development. Site #1 falls outside the requisite trade area necessary to generate 
sufficient business to ensure viability of the supermarket. Site #2 would require a zone change to 
permit the supermarket and has significant environmental constraints including a stream running 
through it. Further, there is significant existing development on this site that would have to be 
relocated at great expense and inconvenience of the current business owners. Site #3 is physically 
too narrow to properly locate a supermarket also requires relocation of existing businesses. In 
sum, where suitable vacant property exists, it is outside the trade area of the supermarket or, if in 
the trade area, is already extensively developed with active businesses which would be difficult 
and costly to relocate. The Board therefore finds that there are no alternative sites which meet the 
applicant's objective. 

The zoning code contains a variety of uses permitted by right and special permit in the C 
zoning district. However, alternative uses of the site must be considered in light of the 
applicant's ability and desire to pursue those uses. This applicant is not a developer seeking to 
create approved space for potential retail tenants. This applicant is strictly in the business of 
building and operating supermarkets. The applicant does not have the experience or business 
objective to pursue other permitted uses such as personal service establishments, office buildings, 
mini-warehouses, new and used car sales establishments, hotels/motels, dry cleaning 
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establishments, gasoline stations, printing plants, manufacturing facilities, wholesale sales and 
storage, lumber yards and related building material sales establishments or senior citizen 
housing. Moreover, many, if not all of these uses would result in equal or greater environmental 
impacts to the surrounding community than the proposed use. For these reasons, the Board finds 
that it would be unreasonable to expect the applicant to pursue any use of this property other than 
its use as a supermarket. 

D. Certification of Findings to Approve 

Having considered the Draft and Final EIS, and having considered the preceding written 
facts and conclusions and specific findings relied upon to meet the requirements of 6NYCRR 
617. This Statement of Findings Certifies that: 

1. The requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 617 have been met; 

2. Consistent with the social, economic and other essential considerations from 
among the reasonable alternatives thereto, the action approved is one which 
minimizes or avoids adverse environmental effects to the maximum extent 
practicable; including the effects disclosed in the environmental impact statement, 
and 

3. Consistent with social, economic and other essential considerations, to the 
maximum extent practicable, adverse environmental effects revealed in the 
environmental impact statement process will be minimized or avoided by 
incorporating as conditions to the decision those mitigative measures which were 
identified as practicable. 

Dated : April , 2002 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

By:. 
Hon. James Petro, Chairman 

W:\3922\1\LW1588.WPD 15 

file://W:/3922/1/LW1588.WPD


D. Certification of Findings to Approve 

Having considered the Draft and Final EIS, and having considered the preceding written 
facts and conclusions and specific findings relied upon to meet the requirements of 6NYCRR 
617. This Statement of Findings Certifies that: 

1. The requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 617 have been met; 

2. Consistent with the social, economic and other essential considerations from 
among the reasonable alternatives thereto, the action approved is one which 
minimizes or avoids adverse environmental effects to the maximum extent 
practicable; including the effects disclosed in the environmental impact statement, 
and 

3. Consistent with social, economic and other essential considerations, to the 
maximum extent practicable, adverse environmental effects revealed in the 
environmental impact statement process will be minimized or avoided by 
incorporating as conditions to the decision those mitigative measures which were 
identified as practicable. 

Dated: April ^ , 2 0 0 2 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

BY: J^^aas^Z. 
HtifC James Petro, Chairman 
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STREET CONSTRUCTION 

Chapter 38 

STREET CONSTRUCTION n 

Local Law 

No. 2 
1972 

A LOCAL LAW REGULATING THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
STREETS, THE INSTALLATION OF UTILITY LINES AND 
FACILITIES WITHIN STREETS, AND EXCAVATION OF 
STREETS FOR INSTALLING, EXTENDING AND MAIN­
TAINING UTILITY LINES AND FACILITIES 

§ 38-1. Purpose. 

§ 38-2. Definitions. 

§ 38-3. Installation of utility lines and facilities. 

§ 38-4. Submission of proposed plans. 

§ 38-5. Offer of dedication. 

§ 38-6. As-built plans. 

§ 38-7. Type of plans. 

§ 38-8. Subsequent excavations. 

§ 38-9. Bond. 

§ 38-10. Maintenance and repair of utilities. 

§ 38-11. Violations and penalties. 

§ 38-12. Severability. 

§ 38-13. Repealer. 

§ 38-14. When effective. \ * 

[HISTORY: Adopted New Windsor Town Board 6-7-72 as Local 
Law No. 2—1972. Amendments noted where applicable.] 

3801 6-25-72 



§ 38-1 NEW WINDSOR CODE § 38-2 

GENERAL REFERENCES 

Zoning — See Ch. 48. 
Street specifications for subdivisions and proposed town roads — See Ch. M. 
Subdivisions - See Ch. 61. 

$% 

Be it enacted by the Town Board of the Town of New 
Windsor as follows: 

§ 38-1. Purpose. 

The purpose of this law is to regulate the construction of streets 
and installation of underground utility lines and facilities within 
existing and proposed streets within the Town of New Windsor, 
Orange County, New York; and to minimize additions and 
changes to utility lines and facilities within streets and to 
minimize damage to streets and to minimize inconvenience to the 
public resulting from such additions, changes and damage. 

§ 38-2. Definitions. 

For the purpose of this.local law, the terms used herein are 
defined as follows: 

DEVELOPER — Persons, partnership, association or 
corporation submitting plans to the Town Board, Town 
Engineer, Planning Board, Permit Officer, Building In­
spector or any combination thereof for the improvement of 
real estate. 

LATERAL UTILITY LINES — Utility lines connecting 
trunk utility lines with individual parcels of land. 

STREETS — The public right-of-way of existing 
"streets," whether or not accepted by the town, and areas 
designated by any developer to be used as a public right-of-
way upon any map, survey or plans which have been or 
which are hereafter submitted for approval to the Planning 
Board or to the Town Board or which have been or are 
hereafter recorded with the County Clerk. 
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§ 38-2 STREET CONSTRUCTION § 38-5 

TRUNK UTILITY LINES - Main utility lines con­
ducting water, sewage, drainage or electricity into or out of 
the subdivision, district or other general area. 

UTILITIES, UTILITY LINES, UTILITY ^ C I L I T I E S 
~ Water, sewer storm drainage, electric transmission 
pipes, wires, lines and any and all other conduits, together 
with all related facilities located underground within the 
street (but not including poles imbedded in the portion of 
the street right-of-way outside of the paved portion of the 
street and/or outside of the curbs of the street). 

§ 38-3. Installation of utility lines and facilities. 

Prior to the construction of either curbs or of the subbase of a 
street, all utility lines and facilities, to the extent that they will be 
within the street, shall be constructed in their entirety, for all 
utility trunklines to be located within the street and for all laterals 
for each parcel fronting on the street and for any other parcel not 
fronting on the street, but which will be serviced by laterals 
running from the street. 

§ 38-4. Submission of proposed plans. 

Prior to any construction, the developer or utility company 
shall submit to the Town Engineer and Planning Board for ap­
proval plans for the construction of all streets to be constructed or 
in which utilities are to be installed showing the proposed location 
of all improvements. 

§ 38-5. Offer of dedication. 

A. At the time of submission of proposed plans, the developer 
shall offer for dedication to the town, along with any 
petition or papers required to form special districts, all 
water lines, sewer lines, storm and drainage systems which 

- will be installed in any road owned by the town or intended 
to be dedicated to said town. This offer shall be for all 
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§ 38-5 NEW WINDSOR CODE § 38-8 

manholes and any other parts of said system, along with 
any rights-of-way or easements necessary to operate and 
maintain these systems, as required by the Town Board. 
This is in keeping with § 6 of the Subdivision 
Regulations.1 

B. This section shall not be construed to include electric, 
telephone* telegraph and television lines. 

C. Prior to the time of said work on above installations, and 
not excluding § 38-1 IB of this local law, bonds for per­
formance and maintenance must be received and approved 
by the Town Board. 

§ 38-6. As-built plans. 

After construction, the developer shall submit to the Town 
Engineer or Town Clerk as-built plans showing the actual existing 
location of all improvements, together with a written explanation 
for any variances from the proposed plans for which prior ap­
proval was not obtained from the Town Planning Board or Town 
Engineer. 

§ 38-7. Type of plans. 

The proposed and as-built plans shall be of the detail, type and 
nature as is required by the Subdivision Regulations, and in 
addition as may be further required by the Town Engineer or 
Planning Board. 

§ 38-8. Subsequent excavations. 

No subsequent excavations shall be made within the paved 
portion of the street, nor between the curbs, except by permit 
signed by the Town Engineer or the Town Highway Superin­
tendent, except that persons maintaining utility lines, in case of 
an emergency precluding obtaining such prior authorization, may 
make such limited excavation in such areas as required by the 

1 Editor's Note: See Ch. 61. 
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§ 38-8 STREET CONSTRUCTION § 38-10 

emergency; and shall apply for a permit to complete any work so 
required. Except for the fact that either the Town Engineer or the 
Town Highway Superintendent may issue such permits to the 
extent applicable; nevertheless, persons maintaining any utility 
line may at any time make excavations outside the paved portions 
and not within the curbs for maintenance purposes, provided such 
excavations do not damage or undermine the paving, curbs and 
other utility lines and facilities; and, persons holding a building 
permit, their agents, contractors and subcontractors, may ex­
cavate outside the paved portion of the street and not within the 
curbs to the extent necessary to extend utility laterals to the 
premises for which the building permit has been issued. 

§ 38-9. Bond. 

The developer shall post a bond with the Town Clerk to provide 
for maintenance and repair for one (1) year after the completion of 
all improvements within a given street or for one (1) year after its 
acceptance by the town, whichever period expires later. Said bond 
shall run to the Town of New Windsor and shall be in the amount 
of ten percent (10%) of the total orginal construction cost, as such 
cost shall be determined by the Town Engineer. In lieu of posting 
a bond, the developer may assign cash to the town or deposit cash 
with the town. 

§ 38-10. Maintenance and repair of utilities. 

All firms, corporations or individuals installing or owning 
utilities in the Town of New Windsor shall, within thirty (30) 
days' notice upon order of the Town Board, be required to remove 
or relocate any lines, poles or other equipment belonging to the 
utility companies not dedicated to the town or owned by the town 
when the public interest of the town demands or requires said 
removal or relocation for the installation of water, sewer, drainage 
or other public installations to be made by the Town of New 
Windsor. 
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§ 38-11 NEW WINDSOR CODE § 38-13 

§ 38-11. Violations and penalties. 

A. Any person who shall violate the provisions of this law 
shall be guilty of an offense against this law and shall be 
liable for such violation. 

B. Any person, persons, firm or corporation violating any of 
the provisions of this local law shall be subject to a fine not 
exceeding one hundred dollars ($100.) for each offense, and 
shall be subject to the further penalty for the continuance 
of any such violation in a sum not to exceed twenty-five 
dollars ($25.) for each day any violation is permitted or 
allowed to continue after an order directing the discon­
tinuance thereof has been made by the court having 
jurisdiction of the proceeding. In addition, any such 
person, firm or corporation shall be liable for the cost of 
repairing any damage done by them, their agents or em­
ployees to any improvements within the streets. 

§ 38-12. Severability. 

If any provisions, sentence, clause, section or part of this law or 
the application thereof to any person or circumstances shall for 
any reason be adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to 
be unconstitutional or invalid, such judgment shall not affect, 
impair or invalidate the remainder of this law or the application 
thereof to other persons or circumstances, but shall be confined in 
its operation to the provision, sentence, clause, section, 
paragraph or part of this law and the persons and circumstances 
directly involved in the controversy in which such judgment was 
rendered. I t is hereby declared to be the intent of the Town Board 
of the Town of New Windsor that this law would have been 
adopted had such unconstitutional or invalid provision, sentence, 
clause, section, part, paragraph or application not been included 
herein. 

§ 38-13. Repealer. 

All laws, ordinances, resolutions, actions or other proceedings 
by the Town Board of New Windsor heretofore adopted which are 
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§ 38-13 STREET CONSTRUCTION § 38-14 

in conflict or inconsistent with any provision or provisions of this 
law are hereby repealed. 

§ 38-14. When effective. 

This law shall take effect immediately upon its adoption, its 
publication and posting as prescribed by Section 133 of the Town 
Law and the filing of one (1) certified copy thereof with the Town 
Clerk and the filing of one (1) certified copy in the office of the 
State Comptroller and three (3) certified copies in the office of the 
Secretary of State. 
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STREET SPECIFICATIONS, ETC. 

Chapter A60 
*» 

STREET SPECIFICATIONS FOR SUBDIVISIONS' 
PROPOSED TOWN ROADS 

§ A60-1. Certification by engineer. 

§ A60-2. Preparation and submission of street plans. 

§ A60-3. Supersede all prior requirements. 

§ A60-4. Water and sewer lines. 

§ A60-5. General provisions. 

§ A60-6. Alteration of approved plans. 

§ A60-7. Bonds. 

§ A60-8. Classification of streets. 

§ A60-9. Determining criteria. 

§ A60-10. Private roads. 

§A60-11. D e v e l o p m e n t o f r i g h t - o f - w a y a n d 
monuments. 

§ A60-12. Easements. 

§ A60-13. Clearing or grubbing. 

§ A60-14. Excavation, filling and rough grading. 

§ A60-14.1. Fine grading and stabilization. 

§ A60-15. Foundation course and granular material. 

§ A60-16. Drainage, catch basins and curb inlets . 

§ A60-17. Street names and signs. 

§ A60-18. Headwalls. 

§ A60-19. Guide rails. 

§ A60-20. Groundwater and house drains. 
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§A60-7 NEW WINDSOR CODE §A60-9 

catch basins and other work of similar routine 
nature, provided that such work has in no way been 
caused by the developer's operations. 

(2) The amount of the maintenance bond shall be at 
least equal to 10% of the original amount of the 
performance bond. Subsequent to the dedication of 
the street and after receipt of the maintenance bond, 
the Town Board shall release the performance bond. 

§ A60-8. Classification of streets. 

The Town Planning Board and Planning Board Engineer 
shall determine and designate into which of the four following 
classifications each proposed subdivision street falls on the 
basis of the criteria hereinafter set forth: 

A. Major street. 

B. Suburban street. 

C. Rural street. 

D. Private road. 

§A60-9. Determining criteria. 
A. Major street. A street which serves or is designed to be 

used primarily as a route for traffic between 
communities, large areas or large commercial areas. 

B. Suburban street. 

(1) The proposed street will serve as access to abutting 
properties and is designed to carry traffic from 
adjoining local streets to the system of major 
streets. 

(2) The proposed street may be a dead-end street, a loop 
(through street) or a street connecting two existing 
town, county or state highways. 
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§ A60-9 STREET SPECIFICATIONS, ETC. § A60-1C? 

(3) The proposed street may be used for residential, 
commercial or industrial purposes. 

C. Rural streets. A street intended to serve primarily as 
access to abutting residential properties. 

D. Private roads. A private road shall be defined as a road 
privately owned and maintained as an accessway from 
more than one residential lot or driveway, up to Tour 
residential lots or driveways, to a public road or street. 
Up to two additional lots or driveways may use the 
private road, if a private agreement so allows, provided 
that those two additional lots have the minimum 
required frontage on a public road. 

(1) For purposes of determining use of a private road 
under this local law, no distinction shall be made 
between developed or nondeveloped residential lots; 
lots in either condition shall be counted as a user of 
the private road. 

(2) The pages immediately following (Figures 1 through 
7)4 show the cross sections of each of the 
classifications for town (nonprivate) streets, 
including the alternate for rural streets. These give 
the required design, dimensions and construction 
details which are applicable to each classification. 
The general and more detailed specifications for 
design and construction which are applicable to both 
classifications of streets follow. The developer shall 
design and construct streets which shall conform to 
both the general and specific specifications. 

§A60-10. Private roads. 

A. General requirements. 

(1) Private roads shall only be utilized or proposed for 
approval to serve lots for single-family use. 

4 Editor's Note: Figures I through 7 are located at the end at this chapter. 
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ZONING § 48-16 

(4) Access. Unobstructed access to and from a street 
with an internal turnaround area shall be provided. 
Such access shall consist of at least two ten-foot 
lanes for parking areas with 20 spaces or more. No 
entrance or exit for any off-street parking area of 
five or more spaces shall be located within 75 feet of 
any street intersection. 

(5) Drainage and surfacing. All open parking areas 
shall be properly drained and all such areas shall be 
provided with a dustless surface, except for parking 
spaces accessory to a one-family or two-family 
residence. 

(6) Joint facilities. Required parking spaces, open or 
enclosed, may be provided in spaces designed to 
serve jointly two or more establishments whether or 
not located on the same lot, provided tha t the 
number of required spaces in such joint facilities 
shall be not less than the total required for all such 
establishments. 

(7) Combined spaces. When any lot contains two or 
more uses having different parking requirements, 
the parking requirements for each use shall apply to 
the extent of tha t use. Where it can be conclusively 
demonstrated tha t one or more such uses will be 
generating a demand for parking spaces primarily 
during periods when the other use or uses is not or 
are not in operation, the Planning Board may reduce 
the total parking spaces required for that use to the 
least requirement. 

(8) Location and ownership. [Amended 6-7-2000 b y 
U L . No. 3-2000] 

(a) Required accessory parking spaces, open or 
enclosed, shall be provided upon the same lot 
as the use or uses to which they are accessory 
or may be provided elsewhere, provided t ha t 
all spaces are located within 500 feet walking 
distance of such lot. The Planning Board may 
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TIM 
MILLER 
ASSOCIATES, INC. 
10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400 Fax (845) 265-4418 

December 27, 2001 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Attn: Mr. Mark Edsall, PE 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford Food & Drug Site Plan Application 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

We have reviewed the Town's transcript of the August 22, 2001, public hearing for the 
Hannaford application. We compared our FEIS comment summaries with the Town 
transcript and marked numbers in the page margins that correspond to the FEIS comment 
numbers. The FEIS transcript and the Town's transcript appear to be essentially the same. 

As noted in the FEIS introduction, a comment summary, in some cases, may incorporate 
more than one individual comment on the same subject. In some cases the actual 
comments are summarized or paraphrased to clarify their meaning or context. However, in 
accordance with SEQRA, the FEIS provides responses to substantive and relevant 
comments on the DEIS received by the lead agency during the public review period. 

We did not find any substantive comment relevant to the content of the DEIS in the Town's 
hearing transcript that is not addressed in the submitted FEIS. 

We agree that the hearing transcript in the FEIS should be replaced by the Town's 
transcript, with comment numbers marked. A copy is enclosed for your information. 

To date we have not received any comments from the Town on the submitted FEIS and 
therefore we expect there are none that would preclude a completeness decision at the next 
Planning Board meeting. Any preferences by the Board of wording or spelling in the 
submitted FEIS can be reviewed and corrected at a workshop prior to the meeting. We will 
incorporate these changes into the document that will be reproduced for public distribution 
as a condition of acceptance of the FEIS submitted. 

Please advise if you require anything further. 

Yours truly,, 

Frederick P. Wells 
Senior Planner 
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC. 

cc: D. Boyce w/o enclosure, L. Wolinski w/ enclosure 

FW. Hannaford\cofTesp\pl board.twp 



August 22, 2001 1 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

PLANNING BOARD 

AUGUST 22, 2001 

MEMBERS PRESENT: JAMES PETRO, CHAIRMAN 
JIM BRESNAN 
RON LANDER 
JERRY ARGENIO 
THOMAS KARNAVEZOS 

ALSO PRESENT: MARK EDSALL, P.E. 
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MICHAEL BABCOCK 
BUILDING INSPECTOR 

ANDREW KRIEGER, ESQ. 
PLANNING BOARD ATTORNEY 

MYRA MASON 
PLANNING BOARD SECRETARY 

HENRY KROLL 
HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT 

REGULAR MEETING 

MR. PETRO: I'd like to call the August 22, 2000 Town 
of New Windsor Planning Board meeting to order. Please 
stand for the Pledge of Allegiance. 

(Whereupon, the Pledge of Allegiance was 
recited.) 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES DATED: JUNE 13, 2001 

MR. PETRO: Motion to approve the minutes dated June 
13, 2001, I'll entertain a motion. 

MR. ARGENIO: Make a motion we approve those minutes. 



/ 

August 22, 2001 2 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that/the 
New Windsor Planning Board approve the minutes dated . 
June 13, 2001. Is there any further discussion? If 
not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. BRESNAN AYE 
MR. KARNAVEZOS AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO.: AYE 



Town of New Windsor 
Engineer for the Town 

555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 i t ynk y^ 1-3 • » 

Telephone: (845) 563-4615 E h ^ r ^ > ^ 1 i I 
Fax: (845) 563-4693 U U * f * g | o l M , 

l©\*o 
Fax: (845) 563-4693 

MEMORANDUM 
(via fax) 

28 December 2001 

TO: LARRY WOLINSKY, ESQ., APPLICANT'S ATTORNEY 

FROM: MARK J. EDSALL,P.E., ENGINEER FOR THE TOWN ^ V f / f i v ^ 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD NEW WINDSOR 1 

This is a follow-up to my memo to you dated December 20th. At that time, I advised that the 
FEIS must be revised to reflect the public comment as recorded in the "officiaT record, the 
Town minutes. To assist in this regard, I had faxed them to your office the prior day. I advised 
that the project planner should integrate them into the document and make a resubmittal as soon 
as possible. 

On this date I received the attached letter with attached copy of the Town Planning Board 
minutes with markings in the margin referencing comment numbers. 

Please be advised that this is NOT an acceptable response to my direction of December 19th and 
20*. The reason I requested the corrected FEIS, is such that I could finish my "completeness" 
review. This is now not possible since I have not received the corrected document. 

I disagree that the comments are "essentially the same". As Lead Agency, the Planning Board 
has the right to request an accurate document. There was no desire to "paraphrase" comments 
made by the public. 

In line with the above, I have discussed this matter with the Planning Board Chairman. He 
concurs with my position as noted above. Also, he has advised that the Board will have no option 
but to determine that the document is not complete at their first January meeting. As an 
alternative, you can request by letter that the Board defer this determination until the corrected 
FEIS is received and reviewed. Contact me at our New Windsor office if you have any questions 
regarding the above. 



PCI 

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E . (NY&PA) 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. {NT*NJ) 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. <NY.NJ&PA) 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. (NY&PAJ 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: New Windsor Planning Board 

cc: Hannaford Project Team 

From: Mark A. Sargent - Creighton Manning Engineering, L.L.P. 

Date: November 6,2001 

RE: Hannaford Food and Drug Application 
Response to DEIS Comments of John Collins Engineers 
dated September 13,2001, 
CME Project No. 00-002 

Introduction/Background 

This memo addresses technical comments recently received by the applicant regarding the 
Hannaford DEIS, as contained in a letter dated September 13, 2001, from Mr. Philip J. Grealy, 
Ph.D., P.E., of John Collins Engineers. There are several comments contained in this letter that 
are substantially the same as previous comments contained in a letter from Mr. Grealy dated July 
2, 2001. These are Mr. Grealy's comment numbers 1, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8, which are addressed in 
FEIS response numbers 3-45, 3-46, 3-51, 3-50, 3-48 and 3-49, respectively. All of the July 2nd 

comments are addressed in the FEIS. This memo includes responses only to the new comments 
from Mr. Grealy. 

Comment No. 2 - Accident history is provided in the Traffic Study and includes a accident 
summary Table for the "Five Corners" and Jacqueline Street intersections as well as for the 
section of Route 32 south from the "Five Corners" intersection. Based on a review of this 
summary Table, during the three-year period of 1996-1998 there were 3 reported accidents at the 
Jacqueline Street intersection, 15 reported accidents at the "Five Corners" intersection and some 
52 reported accidents of which many appear to be a result of uncontrolled intersections 
(driveways) to Route 32 and their proximity to the "Five Corners" intersection. 

In addition accident frequency (accident rates) were calculated for these two intersections as well 
as for the section of Route 32 south from the "Five Corners" intersection. The calculated 
accident rates were then compared to State averages. While it is noted that the accident rate for 
the "Five Corners" intersection is less than the State average, as indicated above many of the 
accidents along Route 32 south of the "Five Comers" intersection are in effect a result of their 
proximity to the "Five Corners" intersection. 

Engineers, Planners and Sun'eyors 

Associates 
Shelly A. Johnston, P.E. 
Mark A. Sargent 
Jeffrey W. Pangburn, P.E. 
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The calculated accident rate for the section of Route 32 from the "Five Comers" intersection to 
Jacqueline Street is significantly higher (6.09 accidents per MVE) than the State average of 3.94 
accidents per MVE. Again, this is in effect a result of uncontrolled intersections (driveways) to 
Route 32 and their proximity to the "Five Comers'* intersection. 

In addition, the above accident data was not provided for the other area intersections or roadway 
segments including the section of Route 94 from the "Five Comers" intersection to Old Temple 
Hill Road. This is important due to the potential conflicts that will be caused by the proposed 
driveway to this section of Route 94. (See also Comment 5). 

Also, more recent accident data (1999 and 2000 data if available) would be helpful. 

Response to Comment No. 2-An updated accident table is provided under Appendix 
E.3-1 of the FEISfor the most recent three-year period available and for all study area 
intersections. Updated accident rates were also calculated and are summarized in the 
response Nos. 3-12 and 3-20 of the FEIS. This new data confirms the trends identified in 
the above comment and in the DEIS. Accident rates on the section of Route 32 south of 
the "five-corners" are higher than statewide averages for similar facilities. The access 
management improvements proposed as part of the project should reduce the number of 
right angle accidents in this area, because four uncontrolled full-access driveways will 
be eliminated, and channelized access will be provided to a new traffic signal. 

Comment No. 6 - It is indicated in the Traffic Study, the proposed driveway to Route 32 would 
not operate adequately under stop sign control (this analysis should be provided). Therefore the 
proposed site driveway was analyzed assuming a traffic signal. While it is shown that traffic 
signal warrants will be met, the NYSDOT position on the installation of a traffic signal should be 
determined. 

Based on the queues shown in Table 3.3-16, it appears that the Route 32 northbound queues 
would extend beyond the proposed Route 32 driveway. In addition, the adequacy of the length 
of the proposed southbound left turn lane for traffic into the site should also be determined. 

Furthermore, it is important that a plan showing the proposed left turn lane, right-of-way and 
other preliminary design details be provided to determine if the improvements are feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 6 - The unsignalized level of service analysis for the Route 
32/site driveway intersection is contained in Table 3.3.9 of the DEIS, and shows LOS F 
for the side street left turn maneuver with the completion of the project. Based on this 
LOS result and a preliminary signal warrants analysis, traffic signal control is 
recommended to provide adequate access to and from the site. The traffic control plan 
has been discussed with, and reviewed by the Department and conceptually approved in 
their letter dated November 27, 2000, and no objection has been indicated. In fact, the 
NYSDOT has acknowledged the potential access management benefits that will be 
realized by the proposed traffic signal. 
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Based on Table 3.3-16 of the DEIS, the design queue length northbound on Route 32 will 
be 600 feet and will not extend back into the Route 32/site driveway intersection. 

The plan showing the proposed widening and preliminary design details is contained in 
Appendix C, Attachment 4 of the DEIS. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions on this project. Thank you. 

F:\Projccts\00-002\FEIS supplemental responses.doc 
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October 5,2001 

Msrk J. Edsall. P.E., P.P. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553-6196 

Re: Hannaford Food & Drug 
Our File: 3922-1 

Dear Mark: 

I lecently received a copy of your September 7,h letter to the Regional Director of DOT 
regarding Hannaford. I thought it unusual that the applicant or its consultants were not copied on the 
letter. 1 am also surprised that DOT was encouraged to limit communication with the applicants 
consultants during the SEQRA process. As I know you are aware, SEQRA is a full disclosure statute 
which contemplates and encourages the sharing of information among the applicant, lead agency and 
involved agencies. It is this full disclosure that prevents the confusion that you quite rightly wish to 
avoid. 1 therefore see no valid reason why communication among us should be limited. We have 
endeavored to provide you and the Planning Board with all communications we have made with DOT. I 
know DOT has copied all of us with communications it has made. We intend to continue to proceed in 
this manner and hooe the Town will do the same. 

Further, I am acutely aware how important traffic impact is in connection with the Planning 
Board's review of this project. I am also aware of the tremendous pressure that has been exerted on the 
Town and DOT in connection with these traffic issues. However, I think we all need to remind 
ourselves that "pressure," whether it be opposition from the public, a competitor or local politics is not 
the legal standard upon which a decision can be made. Rather, both the Town and DOT are legally 
bound to consider the substantial evidence in the record and make determinations based on that 
evidence. In this regard, I believe the substantial evidence clearly indicates that the applicant will fully 
mitigate its impacts on the surrounding roadways. At the Five Corner's intersection, the applicant's 
proposed improvements will not only mitigate the impacts but will significantly improve operating 
conditions in the area. 

Forgive me if this letter sounds overly pedantic, but I am concerned with what I perceive to be a 

mailto:info@iacobowitz.com


project review beginning to head in an inappropriate direction. 

Very trulvyours, 

cc: Robert A. Dennison HI, P. E., Re; 
Thomas Myers, NYSDOT 
New Windsor Planning Board 
Phil Grealy 
Andrew Couch 
Melinda Schain 
Douglas Boyce 
Mark Sargent 
Tim Miller 
Ross Winglovitz 
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HANNAFORD 

MR. PETRO: We'll welcome Jerry Argenio back to the 
board. Before we close up, there's one thing I have, 
we have the EIS from Hannaford Food and Drugs were 
delivered to us, make sure everybody picks one up 
tonight, read it over and we'll make a motion at the 
next meeting to accept it or disapprove it as written. 

MR. EDSALL: Keep in mind you do have I believe look at 
the table a maximum of 30 days to deal with its 
adequacy, so we do need to deal with it at the December 
meeting. If anybody sees an issue that they don't 
believe has been addressed, don't wait till the night 
of the meeting, send me a note or fax me a note just 
saying that you're not satisfied with a certain 
portion, I will create a list for everyone. If 
everyone's happy, fine. 

MR. PETRO: Otherwise, it's 2 8 days and it will be too 
tight to do any homework. 

MR. EDSALL: Since traffic is the hot button issue, I 
will forward it to Phil Greely who's working with us on 
the traffic issues. 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: Mark, has this thing been addressed as 
far as what Jimmy had asked at the last meeting? 

MR. EDSALL: The FEIS? 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: No, about the approval from DOT. 

MR. PETRO: We've heard nothing. 

MR. EDSALL: On Hannaford, no, I mean, one of the 
difficulties is that you as the lead agency need to 
hear from all the other involved agencies, one being 
DOT, so I'm going to have to push Phil Greely to push 
DOT to get a response back to us. 

MR. KARNAVEZOS: So we're not going to see Hannaford 
until we get that? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, we've got the issue of you having a 
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statutory requirement to take action by a certain 
period of time and what happens if DOT doesn't respond 
within that period of time. 

MR. LANDER: We have to ask them to waive. 

MR. EDSALL: You have to ask them to waive the deadline 
such that you can get your response from DOT, but over 
the next 30 days, I'm going to be doing some pushing 
and trying to get things moving. 

MR. PETRO: Here's what we need to do, gentlemen, and 
this is the way I see it going and someone disagrees 
with me, say it now, is that we're going to ask them to 
waive that right within the 3 0 days. If they refuse 
and want us to take action, I'm prepared to vote no on 
the Hannaford's application until we have an approval 
from New York State DOT. So does anybody disagree with 
that? Speak now. 

MR. BRESNAN: No. 

MR. LANDER: No, that makes sense. 

MR. PETRO: I want the DOT to say this application is 
approved and not in something that we have to look at 
and decipher, has to be said that way. 

MR. BRESNAN: I think we discussed the fact that they 
have taken ownership before they threw it back at us 
anyway early on. 

MR. PETRO: So everybody understands how the course of 
action is, I don't think it's going to come to that 
because they'll probably tell us that they're going to 
waive. Correct, Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: The bottom line is you want to hear from 
DOT. 

MR. PETRO: Correct. 

MR. EDSALL: If you don't hear from DOT, you believe 
you have not had all the issues under SEQRA fully 
addressed and that causes a problem for you when it 
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comes time to vote. 

MR. PETRO: Correct, okay, anything else? Motion to 
adjourn. 

MR. ARGENIO: So moved. 

MR. BRESNAN: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. BRESNAN 
MR. ARGENIO 
MR. KARNAVEZOS 
MR. LANDER 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By 

~J*W^u >\?\o\ 
Frances Roth 
Stenographer 
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REVIEW COMMENTS 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
23 JANUARY 2002 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000, 24 JANUARY 2001, 14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001, 28 MARCH 2001, 25 APRIL 2001, 23 MAY 2001, 25 
JULY 2001, AND 22 AUGUST 2001 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD AT THE LATTER MEETING. 

1. The Board has been presented with an FEIS for the project. At this time, the issue at hand is a 
review of the document for "completeness", such that it can be circulated for review. It is not 
appropriate for the Board to consider decisions of any other type at this time; that is done after 
circulation of an accepted (complete) document. 

2. I have reviewed the document and have the following comments: 

a. It is my opinion that the applicant's consultants have identified and responded to all 
comments of the Public Hearing, and letters submitted to the Board. If the Board members 
or the Planning Board Secretary are aware of any additional correspondence to the Board, 
which has not been included, it should be brought to the attention of the applicant at this 
time. 

b. We have received (yesterday) a response from the NYSDOT. This should be included in the 
FEIS, and responses provided by the applicant. 

c. It is my opinion that the FEIS is intended to address comments on the DEIS and from the 
public; it is not intended to make other conclusion commentary or otherwise presume 
opinions or conclusions of the Planning Board. As such, I have noted some problems with 
the document under my comment #3 (below), which should be revised before the document 
is accepted. 
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3. It is my recommendation that the following corrections/changes be made to the document: 

a. Response 2-2: Conclusions on behalf of the Board should be deleted. I would suggest the 
response be revised to read: 

" The Planning Board will take into consideration the "comfort and convenience of 
the public in general", consistent with the objectives outlined in Section 48-19A of 
the Zoning Code, as well as compliance with all applicable provisions of the Town 
Zoning Law. The Planning Board has spent considerable time reviewing and 
assessing traffic and access considerations of the application and coordinating its 
review with the NYSDOT, and soliciting input from its own experts, the public and 
NYSDOT" 

b. Response 2-5: Conclusion type references must be deleted. I would suggest the response be 
revised to read: 

"Quality of life, as embodied in the visual resources, ambient noise, cultural 
resources, and traffic conditions of the area, has been addressed in the SEQRA 
review. Where impacts have been identified, the applicant has proposed mitigation 
measures to address the potential impacts. For the traffic conditions in particular, 
which would most likely be most noticeable to most people, the applicant has 
proposed mitigation measures which are proposed to be incorporated into the project 
proposal, and have submitted those proposed improvements to the NYSDOT, who 
has jurisdiction over the involved public roadways". 

c. Response 3-2: Delete the last sentence in this response. 

d. Response 3-5: Change the last sentence to read: 
"Based on the analysis, the implementation of the turn prohibition will not effect the 
conclusion of the previous studies that the proposed mitigation fully mitigates the 
project impacts." 

e. Response 3-18: Change the third sentence to read: 
"The proposed improvements are intended to mitigate the impacts of both the 
proposed development and from "other development" such that delays will be less 
upon project completion than they are today". 

f. Comment 3-30: Please correct typo; revise "Bilo" to "Bila". 

g. Response 3-30: Please correct identification of nearby project from "New Windsor Town 
Center" to "Big V Town Center", (two locations within response) 

h. Response 3-30: Please change the word "expansion" in the first sentence to read 
"modifications", since the Big V Town Center Site Plan approved by the Planning Board 
reduced total square footage of the project. 

i. Response 3-40: Change first two sentences to read: 
"The project as proposed includes mitigation intended to fully mitigate project 
impacts. The traffic studies indicate that motorists will experience shorter delays 
with the project and with the improvements, than they currently experience today." 



j . Response 3-41: Since we have now received further response from DOT, delete last 
sentence in this response. 

k. Response 3-46: Revise beginning of last sentence to read" 
"The studies indicate that this improvement project will..." 

1. Comments 3-52. 3-53, 3-54, 3-55, 3-56, 3-57, 3-58 and 3-59. Reference is made to John 
Collins Engineers Letter #10. This is not included in Appendix B - Correspondence. Please 
add. 

m. Response 4-1: The noise measurement should be noted to be measured at the property line. 
As well, some method of demonstrating compliance should be noted in the document and on 
the final site plan. As well, with regard to hour limitations and standard procedures for 
deliveries, these should be included on the final site plan as a restriction/site plan condition. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Planm/ig Board Engineer 

NW00-15-23Jan02.doc 
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January 22, 2002 

Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E. 

McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C 

33 Airport Center Drive - Suite 202 

New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Review of FEIS - Revised January 8, 2002 

proposed Hannaford Food 6 Drug 

Town of New Windsor, New York 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

We have reviewed the FEIS (revised January 8, 2002) specifically 

with respect to our previous comments which were outlined in our 

review letters dated July 2, 2001 and September 13, 2001 and note 

the following: 

1. As we previously noted, while the Traffic study recommends 

restriping and signal phasing improvements and indicates that 

the intersections overall delay will be improved, the 

intersection will still operate at capacity (LOS "F"). The 

NYSDOT has also expressed concern regarding the existing and 

future operation of this intersection in their review letters 

dated November 27, and December 29, 2000. 

2. Based on conversations with the NYSDOT, it appears that they 

will allow a traffic signal to be installed at the proposed 

Route 32 site driveway. If thi3 traffic signal is allowed, 

this new traffic signal will have to be coordinated with the 

associated signal timing/phasing modification proposed at the 

"Five-Corners" intersection. In addition, the adequacy of the 

conceptual left turn lane located at this intersection will 

have to be reviewed by the NYSDOT. 
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3. We are still concerned with the expected future queues along 

Route 94 specifically with respect to the location of the 

proposed site driveway as well as with the driveway to the 

Firehouse. 

4. As we previously noted, the unsignalized intersection of Route 

94 and Old Temple Hill Road will operate at capacity (LOS F) 

under future conditions with a drop in Level of Service from 

"E" to "F" during the Saturday Peak Hour. Based on this, a 

traffic signal should he considered at this location and will 

need to be addressed with the NYSDOT. 

5. While the FEIS indicates that the unsignalized intersection of 

Route 94/Jacqueline Street will operate at the saoe Level of 

Service under the No-Build and Build Conditions (Level of 

Service "F") , the left turn delay will increase by souse 28.0 

seconds during the Weekday Peak Hour and by some 24.0 seconds 

during the Saturday Peak Hour. With this intersection 

operating at a Level of Service "F", we question the wording 

of the statement in the FEIS that "adequate capacity will 

continue to exist" at this intersection. 

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to 

contact us. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS, P.C. 

CC: Mark Sargent, Creighton Manning Engineering 
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HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70-BLOCK 1 -LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
13 FEBRUARY 2002 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000, 24 JANUARY 2001, 14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001, 28 MARCH 2001, 25 APRIL 2001, 23 MAY 2001, 25 
JULY 2001, 22 AUGUST 2001 AND 23 JANUARY 2002 PLANNING 
BOARD MEETINGS. THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD AT THE 
LATTER MEETING. 

The Board has been presented with a revised FEIS for the project. The applicant's consultants have 
addressed our previous comments. 

At this time, it is our recommendation that the Board determine the FEIS "Complete and 
acceptable for public review*9. Following this action, if taken by the Board, a uNotice of 
Completion of Final EIS" will be circulated to all involved and interested agencies, and will be 
published. 

Unless otherwise agreed to with the applicant, the Board will need to consider preparation of 
"Findings" within 30 days of this meeting. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

'Edsall, P.E., PP. 
lg Board Engineer 

MJE/st 
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January 22, 2002 

Mr. Mark J . Edsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553-6196 

Re: Access Request, Route 32 (SH 42) 
Hannaford Supermarket 
Town of New Wndsor 
Orange County 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

This is in reply to your letter of September 7, 2 0 0 1 , to Mr. Robert Dennison, Regional Director, asking 
for a formal response to the Town Planning Board's request for our comments concerning the Traffic 
Impact Study portion of the DEIS for the subject development and our determination regarding the 
suitability of the proposed mitigation measures. 

As we have previously stated in our December 29, 2001 letter to Creighton Manning Engineers, (with 
copy to the Planning Board), the existing highway system, which includes the "Five Corners" 
intersection and Routes 32 and 94 in the proposed development area, operates at a Level of Service 
'F ' during peak traffic periods and is considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. The traffic study 
prepared by Creighton Manning does identify the existing conditions properly, as well as the proposed 
mitigation measures, which we will address on a location basis. 

The improvements proposed at the 'Five Corners' intersection, which would modify the lane use 
arrangements for Route 32, northbound, and modify the traffic signal operation, does appear to mitigate 
the impacts created by the construction of the new food market. However, the Level of Service would 
remain 'F ' , as identified in the analysis, and the queuing problems will remain. 

The installation of a new traffic control signal at the proposed site access drive to Route 32 will provide 
for an acceptable overall Level of Service for the new intersection and appears to mitigate the traffic 
impacts acceptably, while providing better access to the property opposite the site on Route 32 . It 
also reduces the number of uncontrolled access drives. 

The access to Route 94 proposes to convert an existing access for Midas Muffler to a joint access to 
serve Hannaford and Midas. We concur wi th the proposed Level of Service, based upon the analysis. 
Due to this driveway's proximity to the 'Five Corners' intersection and the problem of traffic queues 
extending past this driveway, we will not allow full vehicle movements and wil l require the prohibition 
of left turns out of this joint access. 

Other adjacent intersections which will be impacted by the increase of traffic associated wi th this 
development are: 

-Route 32 at Jacqueline Street - delays will increase for traffic exiting this street, wi th no 



M. Edsall 
January 22 , 2002 
Page 2 

mitigation measures proposed. 

-Route 94 at Old Temple Hill Road - The study properly forecast an increase in delays and 
queuing on the approach to this intersection, which may compromise emergency vehicle response time 
to some areas of Vail's Gate. Because of this increase in emergency response t ime, we would pursue 
a review of signalization of this intersection by the applicant, for the purpose of coordination and 
emergency preemption, if the project were approved by the Planning Board. 

-Route 300 at Old Temple Hill Road - delays will increase, wi th no mitigation proposed. 

In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for this project will address some of the impacts 
identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, although the improvements proposed for the 'Five 
Corners' should be considered only a 'bandaid'. Everyone appears to agree that the Level of Service 
at the 'Five Corners' will be an 'F ' , with or without the Hannaford project, and is unacceptable. 
However, without providing a bypass route for this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed to move 
through this intersection(by restricting turning movements, restricting the direction of traffic, removing 
an approach, etc.), no real relief is available and, as the area develops, conditions will only degenerate. 

The control over land use remains wi th the Town, along wi th the responsibility to determine if the 
mitigation measures proposed are satisfactory, We concur with the mitigation measures proposed and 
wi th their forecast that adjacent intersection Levels of Service will degrade, due to increase in traffic. 
A problem may develop wi th motorists trying to avoid the 'Five Corners' intersection by cutting through 
the new Hannaford parking lot if it is constructed. If the Town accepts the project w i th the measures 
proposed, we are prepared to work wi th Hannaford in order to achieve the best possible access with 
the least amount of interference wi th the existing traffic f low. It should be understood that the 
Department currently has no projects scheduled for improvement along these affected routes. 

We trust the foregoing clarifies our position in this matter. 

Very t r i 

Q^P 
T.A. Myers 
Civil Engineer I 

TAM/lml 

cc: J . Petro, Chairman, T/New Windsor Planning Board 
A. G. Bautista, Planning, Region 8 
P. Gic3'y. John Collins Engineers 
M. Sargent, Creighton Manning 

fa/ /t/et&r '*"**• '/jts/0 
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Future Conditions. While the Levels of Service remain the same from No-Build to Build 
Conditions, the Traffic Study does not recommend any improvements to this location. With the 
above-noted Level of Service "F", the Traffic Study incorrectly states that "adequate capacity 
will continue to exist" at the Route 32 / Jacqueline Street intersection. Possible improvements 
to this intersection should be addressed. 

Response 3-59: See response to comment 3-49. 

Comment 3-60 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): As we have previously stated in our December 28, 
2001 letter to Creighton Manning Engineers, (with copy to the Planning Board), the existing 
highway system, which includes the "Five Corners" intersection and Routes 32 and 94 in the. 

. proposed development area, operates at a Levei of Service 'F' during peak traffic periods and is 
i considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. The traffic study prepared by Creighton 

Manning does identify the existing conditions properly, as well as the proposed mitigation 
measures, which we will address on a location basis. 

Response 3-6*0: We concur. It is noted that the "Five Corners" intersection currently 
operates at LOS F, and that the traffic study property represents this condition. (See 
DEIS Figure 2.8) 

Comment 3-61 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): The improvements proposed as the "Five Corners" 
intersection, which would modify the lane use arrangements for Route 32, northbound, and 
modify the traffic signal operation, does appear to mitigate the impacts created by the 
construction of the new food market. However, the Level of Service would remain 'F\ as 
identified in the analysis, and the queuing problems will remain. 

Response 3-61: Comment noted. The impmvements proposed at the "Five Corners" 
intersection will reduce the overall vehicular delay significantly, thereby mitigating the 

[ projects traffic impacts. The proposed improvements will also significantly reduce the 
queue lengths at the Ttve Comers''intersections (see also Response Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
3-4, 3-5, 3-15, 3-18, 3-21, and 3-40). 

Comment 3-62 {NYSDOT. Letter # 111: The installation of a new traffic control signal at the 
proposed site access drive to Route 32 will provide for an acceptable overall Levei of Service 
for the new intersection and appears to mitigate the traffic Impacts acceptably, while providing 
better access to the property opposite the site on Route 32. It also reduces the number cf 
uncontrolled access drives. 

i 
i Response 3-62; Comment noted. The proposed traffic signal wiU mitigate traffic 
! impacts at the site driveway. In addition, access management improvements are 
\ proposed along Route 32 that will improve access and reduce the number vehicular 
| conflicts in the area (see also response Nos. 3-11, 3-32, and 3-53). 
i 
i Comment 3*63 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): The access to Route 94 proposes to convert an 
| existing access for Midas Muffler to a joint access to serve Hannaford and [Monro]. We concur 
| with the proposed Level of Service, based upon the analysis. Due to this driveway's proximity 
j to the 'Five Corners" intersection and the problem of traffic queues extending past this 
| driveway, we will not alow full vehicle movements and will require the prohibition of left turns 
i out of this joint access. 

Hannaford Food 6 Drug FE/S 
3-21 
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Responsm 3-63; Comment noted. The turn prohibition will result in an acceptable 
driveway configuration and acceptable traffic operations. This driveway configuration 
was analyzed and is contained in Appendix E. 1 ol this FEIS. See also Response Nos 
3-5, 3-42, and 3-50, 

Comment 3-64 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): Another adjacent intersection which will be impacted 
by the increase of traffic associated with this development is: 

• Route 32 at Jacqueline Street - delays will increase for traffic exiting this street, 
with no mitigation measures proposed. 

Response 3-84; No mitigation is proposed because no mitigation is necessary. No 
level of service degradations will occur and adequate capacity will exist to accommodate 
all side street traffic (see also Response Nos. 3-10, 3-12, 3-19, and 3-49). 

Comment 3-65 (NYSDOT, Latter #11): Another adjacent intersection which will be impacted 
by the increase of traffic associated with this development is: 

• Route 94 at Old Temple Hill Road - The study properly forecast an increase in 
delays and queuing on the approach to this intersection, which may compromise 
emergency vehicle response time to some areas of Vail's Gate. Because of this 
increase in emergency response time, we would pursue a review of signalization of 
this intersection by ihe applicant, for the purpose of coordination and emergency 
preemption, if the project were approved by the Planning Board, 

Response 3-G5: The data and analysis In the DEIS does not support the assertion that 
emergency response times will be impacted. The increased queuing cited in the 
NYSDOT comment is only one vehicle. Also, the firehouse is located on the north side 
of Route 94 east of the Old Temple Hill Road. Tabfes 3.3-15 and 3.3-16 shows that the 
vehicular queue lengths and delays on Route 94 westbound will be less with the project 
than they are today. Thts analysis demonstrates thai emergency response times from 
the Rrehouse, through the "Five-Corners'' intersection will not be impacted if the 
intersection were to remain unsignafized. In fact they will be improved. Nevertheless, 
the applicant will install a traffic signal with emergency preemption at the Route 94/Ofd j 
Temple HHI Road intersection, if so directed by the Department. The supplemental level I 
of service calculations contained in Appendix E 6 of this FEIS show that this intersection j 
will operate at LOS B under traffic signal control. Installation of a traffic signal would \ 
mitigate the unspecified potential increased emergency response time cited by the 
NYSDOT (see also Response Nos. 3-38 and 3-48). 

Comment 3-66 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): Another adjacent intersection which wiii be impacted I 
by foe increase of traffic associated with this development is: 

• Route 300 at Old Temple Road - delays will increase, with no mitigation proposed. 

Response 3-66: No capacity improvements are proposed because the impact from the 
project is not significant and no mitigation is necessary. No level of service 
degradations will occur and adequate capacity wHI exist to accommodate all side street 
traffic. Trimming and clearing of vegetation is recommended v/ithin the sight distance 
triangle to maximize the available sight distance (see DEIS page 3,3-11, and FEIS 
Response No. 3-49). 

Hannaford Food & Drug FEIS 
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Comment 3-67 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): In summary, the mitigation measures proposed for 
this project will address, some of the impacts identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast 
period, although the improvements proposed for the "Five Corners" should be considered only a 
"bandaW. 

! Response 3-67: The mitigation measure proposed for this project will address all 
| significant impacts identified in the Traffic Study for the forecast period, es measured by 
\ the capacity and /eve/ of service analysis. The D&S analyzed more than 50 individual 
| peak hour and lane group levefs of service. Of the 50+ locations analyzed, oniy a single 

lane group was projected to degrade as a result of the project, This iane group was the 
unsignalized southbound left turn from Old Temple Hid Road onto Route 94 during the 

j Saturday peak hour. As per Comment and Response No. 3-65, the traffic signal wUI be 
included as mitigation, if so directed by the NYSDOT. 

The proposed improvement at the "Five-Comers'' intersection is net considered a 
• "bandaid". On the contrary, it represents a real long term capacity improvement for the 
\ area. Transportation agencies including local, state and federal governments recognize 

the benefits of signal improvement projects as a means to maximize the capacity and 
j efficiency of the existing highway network As an example, based on the Volume to 

Capacity ratios contained in Appendix C.2 of the DEIS, the capacity at the 
| "Five-Corners" intersection will be increased by nearly 50 percent That is, ihe 

intersection is currently capable of processing approximately 2100 vehicles per hour. 
\ This capacity will be increased to approximately 31OQ vehicles per hour with the 
j completion of the propel 

j Comment 3-68 (NYSDOT. Letter #11): Everyone appears to agree that the Level of Service at 
| the 'Five Corners" wilt be an 'F, with or without the Hannaford project, and is unacceptable. 
i However, without providing a bypass route for this area, and/or changing how traffic is allowed 
| to move through this intersection (by restricting turning movements, restricting the direction of 

traffic, removing an approach, etc.). no real relief is available and, as the area develops, 
; conditions will oniy degenerate. 
i 
i 

! 
\ Response 3*98: It is agreed that the peak hour Level-of-Service at the "Five-Corners" 
j intersection will be LOS F with or without the Hannaford project. However, as a point of 

clarification, the proposed mitigation greatly improves the LOS F condition. See Figure 
2.8 of the DEIS which shows that the average delays at the "Five-Comers" intersection 
will be reduced by approximately three minutes per vehicle. While this reduction in 
delay is considered *real relief, it is agreed that a significant change involving a bypass, 
turn restrictions, reconstruction, etc., would be necessary to improve the operations 
substantially better than LOS F. 

Comment 3-69 (NYSDOT, Letter #11); The control over land use remains with the Town, 
aiong with the responsibility !o determine If the mitigation measures proposed are satisfactory. 
We concur with the mitigation measures proposed and with their forecast that adjacent 
intersection Levels of Service will degrade, due to increase in traffic. 

| Response 3-69: The comment suggests that levels of service will degrade for multiple 
j fans groups at adjacent intersections, which is not true, in fact, only a single 

unsignalized lane group is projected to degrade during a single peak hour as a result of 
\ the pmject. The DBS and FBS have analyzed more than 60 individual peak hour and 

Hannaford Food & Drug FEtS 
3-23 
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lane group levels of service, and If the NYSDOT requires a traffic signal at the Route 
| 94/OId Temple Hill Road intersection, then none zero of the 50+ lane groups wHI be 
; degraded by the project The Improvements include one new traffic signal, one modified 
J traffic signal, roadway construction to provide left turn lanes on Route 32, access 
j management improvements in the area, and a commitment to provide an additional 
j traffic signal if required by the Department 

Comment 3-70 {NYSDOT Letter #11): A problem may develop with motorists trying to avoid 
the "Five Corners" intersection by cutting through a new Hannaford parking lot if it is 
constructed. 

• Response 3*70: See Response No. 3-14. 
! 

Comment 3-71 (NYSDOT Latter * 11)' 'f the Town accepts the project with the measures 
j proposed, we are prepared to work with Hannaford in order to achieve the best possible access 

with the feast amount of interference with the existing traffic flow, it shoufd be understood that 
i the Department currently has no projects scheduled for improvement along these affected 
| routes. 

i Response 3»71; The DEIS and the additional analysis conducted as part of this FEIS 
| has shown that if the Town accepts the project with the measures proposed, then there 
j will be no significant interference with existing traffic. If the Town accepts the project 
I with the measures proposed, then the applicant wSI apply for a Highway Work Permit 

with the Department As part of the Highway Work Permit process, the design details of 
the improvements will be developed. 

Hannaford Food & Drug FEIS 
3-24 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

MEMO FOR FILE 

FILE NAME: HANNAFORD'S FOOD & DRUGS - 00-15 

FROM: MYRA MASON, SECRETARY 

DATE: JUNE 14, 2002 

On this date I received a call from Arlene of Jim Sweeney's office asking if 
Hannaford's would be on the meeting for June 26th. I told Arlene they were 
on the last meeting which was June 12th and received final approval. She 
said Ok and hung up. 

Arlene then called back and asked for a copy of the P.B. Agenda for June 
12th, 2002 and a copy of the resolution of approval for Hannaford's. I faxed 
her a copy of the agenda with a note stating the resolution would not be 
available until the Minutes of the meeting were complete. She then called 
back and asked for the phone number of Fran, the stenographer to see if she 
could get an advanced copy of the resolution. I told her I would have Fran 
call her. I then checked with Jim Petro if that was OK and was told no - the 
minutes have not been submitted to the Planning Board yet for their review 
and acceptance. 

I then called the stenographer to inform her of the above. I left a message on 
her recorder. 

I was then told by Supervisor Meyers that any further questions from Mr. 
Sweeney's office are to be referred to Phil Crotty's office. 

mlm 



McCOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. (NY&PA) 
WILUAM J. HAUSER, P.E. <HY» NJ) 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. (HY. NJ & PA> 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. (Nvaw) 

MAIN OFFICE 
33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite 202 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

(845) 567-3100 
fax: (845)567-3232 
e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com 

Writer's e-mail address: 
mje@mhepc.com 

MEMORANDUM 
(via fax) 

9 December 2003 

TO: MICHAEL BABCOCK, TOWN BUILDING INSPECTOR 

FROM: MARK J. EDSALL, P.E., TOWN ENGINEER 

SUBJECT: SITE COMPLETION REVIEW 
HANNIFORDS SITE PLAN 
NEW WINDSOR P.B. APP. NO. 00-15 

We recently performed a joint site review of the subject site to review the completion status of the site 
work relative to the approved plans. Subsequently, they are now preparing for a request for a Certificate of 
Occupancy and, due to the recent heavy snowfall, it is difficult to determine which items have been 
completed. In line with same, the representatives have requested a full bond amount for all work not 
verified as complete. My notes indicate the following items: 

1. Restripe all handicapped parking spaces to blue paint and current configuration. 

2. Flow test and paint all hydrants. 

3. Stripe parking lot on Rt.32 side of site (primarily employee parking) 

4. Eliminate retaining wall drain pipe discharge on Rt. 94 side of site, near Mans 

5. Extend fence along east side in areas discussed in field, and install fenced obstructions for 
unauthorized pedestrian movement. 

REGIONAL OFFICES 
• 507 Broad Street • MiWbrd, Pennsylvania 18337 • 570-296-2765 • 
• 540 Broadway • Monticdlo, New York 12701 • 845-794-3391 • 

mailto:mheny@mhepc.com
mailto:mje@mhepc.com


6. Clean entire area behind wood fence on Truex side of site (full length from Rt.94 to south) 

7. Regrade in areas of wood stockade fence to eliminate significant opening below fence (primarily 
area near Rt.94) 

8. Topsoil and seed (properly) all disturbed areas not to receive other ground cover. 

9. Regrade and refinish area behind Monroe Muffler and Hannifords. 

10. Complete and/or replant landscaping as required per Spring review. 

11. Complete striping near Monroe Muffler site, including stop bars and arrows. 

12. Add gates to Monroe Muffler new dumpster enclosure. 

13. CME Traffic studies 

At this time we will understand that, prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, your office will 
have received a writeoff from the sewer and water departments, as well as a writeoff (or other 
authorization) from DOT for the project to open. 

The bond must also include the traffic studies to be performed over the next three years at the three 
locations referenced in the FEIS. We have received a copy of a quotation from CME Engineers (copy 
attached). This cost will be included in my bond amount. 

Based on all of the above, it is my recommendation that the Town require a bond in the amount of $20,000 
from Hannifords at the time of the issuance of the C of O. 

Contact me if you have any questions. 

N WOO-15 Site Compl Memo I20903.doc 
MJE/st 
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DEC-11-2083 07:31 . MC GOEY HftUSER EDSALL PC 845 56? 3232 P. 01/01 

ROtERT A. OCNNISON HI. R B . 
RtKMQNM. OtllECTOtl 

STATE OF NCW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

A BURNETT BOULEVARD 
POUGHKCEPSIE, N.Y. 1 2 6 0 3 

WMXMM O. riTzr*TiucH. p.e. 

December 10, 2003 

Mr. Michael Babcoek 
Building and Zoning Inspector 
5S5 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12S53 

49*MPt* H. 0OAWOMAN 
COMMISSIONER 

RE: HANNAFORDS SUPERMARKET 
H WP # 08-02-0835 

Dear Mr. fiabcock: 

Please be advised that the work performed under the subject Highway Work Permit is substantially 
complete and that we have no objections to a Certificate of Occupancy being issued for mis she. 

if you require further assistance, please contact me at (845) 575-6040. 

Very truly yoursr 

Richard E. Ollmann, P. E. 
Assistant Regional Traffic Engineer 

REDrpm 

cc: M. Edsail, P.E., McGoey, Hauser & EdeaN Consulting Engineers 
0. Boyce, P.E, Hannaford 

D^l{(KP 

™kcW<~ 

RECEIVED 
DEC 1 1 2003 
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AS OF: 12/15/2003 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
SITE PLAN BOND 

PAGE: 1 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG- PA2000-1021 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

12/10/2003 SITE PLAN BOND 

12/10/2003 REC CK# 2056311 

CHG 

PAID 

TOTAL 

20000.00 

20000.00 

20000.00 20000.00 0.00 
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JuceuvIi it Slcpoy, 

Subjec.-. > nartgaae held by Fred Gardner end Eleifte Gardner, hie 
wi£«,-, no ?d January 11,1995 and roeoried ia Liber 5332, Paie 199 
in the p incipal aaeur.t ef $70,000.00. 

TDGCTHCft. MI ii at riant. Mie end imaraaj. M any. e( the amy 5» » e Wat part hi arel te er* tlreeli « * raede 
abutted the eg >ve daacntac pre mum la t»e center tinea lhar.'rt TOGCTHEW win tne •ppertenencei ana X 
ffieeelateendi jh«etTnepetty ottnet**pert .rend to*didc *«*»*•; TO HA¥€ANO TO riOUJtfceorenweee 
nereeiafenlid ..Hemeparty e<meeacondpan.me*•*»««fc::eaamanda»gr«e<*eoeriye<ine*acoad 
PMttorever. 

. Ab6r>epery< 'ewftrat Dart cswenate* diet eXtaertyat tne tn>' pert nee not done or *v<rere4Bnyt*inawneroey 
, j f e i e d p r e N i i new been encuweeted in any wn wruHwar. wept natonttid 

ANOlheperyc ;heftr»ipert.ineoeipti*nwe^nSortioa13oU*iUewLeifcC»>en^ 
pert wMI racf'M necenttderjfeonfo'meicomeyertteanowrfi^dihengr't to racer»e «uchcefwdor»een«« 
truftfundio * opredlirsttorraecutpastotpeyinetheceilef he improvement e^w*epp»y i t inera Mr* »o 
the payment :.f -ecoetcttr*Y*naf«meriemaaiottu4»^aftyp*^a«M 
The word "pj r»> tflM De co*»truea m if »i read •pert<e»'«y»ertr «r the atnat e* mw mdenrnm e» reeu-ree 

MWfTNCM'W iglMtOft Woporty otihe K^tp#rt ma duty eneciit.rf M M deed »o day entf 

IN P « « I N t S - P : 

•Me9V^ WrfPHaW* 

»wM344«* 26 
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(toyoil*as r w r r V 

tamai 
#a*etit#d ifl» tof«fl«inD > >*t'urt«nt. «40 ack»Q*fMt«tf 
ifwl e f t t i y •4octaiee MM j * f j 

MMlaWO, 

STATS OP NtW YWK. C 3t 4T¥ Of 

QrtDw dayo* 
partsnalVcaina 
to ma known. w*o. tar>Q >:y >• duly *««wn. * £ efeeoMMd 
MylMt M d M M l l 

. Iiw corporation dwfirtftau 
!*i ane wri«.i «Mcijie4 in »A. moino inaitufttant: that Ha 
w»a*t mt «•*! of atd cow in ,.xt, not in* « M I I H J M to M<0 
inatmmartf a men corpor ita * « . irvtt 4 mat to •MiMd by 
ot4m o f I M ftMie 9f dir »c< ' f i or taid ooraomrioil. and 
mat hangnadh nanv.it >r«to ay f a * «dar. 
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STATI OF NEW rOW. (X i.NTY OF XASiA.U • * 

1» 

STA11 OP MEW YOflK. COUNTY OF 

On UN «»yO» 
par** (J* cam* 

. aaKxama 

K> * a i « M t» a* *•# (ndjvtfutl OMo-itMO «i ans aftc 

•tat •aac«j*dl*aa»M«, 

STATf 1 >f N f W YO«K. COUNTY OF M 

0*ma day Of » ,M««(«m« 

it>a sue enkifte #«tn#»» to m« farasoiftg iittt'umen). *»tr. 
WHOM I im ptt*or\n\f acawawMcf. wha bswkg oy * • duly 
fwem.cadapoaaindurtfut fctfwemat 

;»Mt h« knows 
Wbattwiftdwdual 

£**en«t tJ in «O0 «ha acacuttd Ow l&raacmg mctruittnl; 
l*4» ^t. said auMcnfewc «ttna*i. m i f r M M t i M i M 

«»«cut«tn* sunt, and tn« ha. tad * i i rma 
•t tna »* m Hm* audaenbaa ft r-afta aa m inaai ctaraw. 

BARGAIN AND S* U DEED 
WTK«OV«ttM«T aOMNSl * ,'MTOftl ACTt 

BIG APPLE A0STRAC T CORP. 
-'- 42-40 a»ii Bo M *n 

L a B«y*i*\N«wY< i c i i « J 

£16) 222-2748 «FIK "?a)42f>40l4 

set 1 ON 7 0 

•J»l it.2 
caMrrOtuam o?a*£c 
STH.1TAIWI6S 

AtCOroM 3! Bewail ef 
COMt40NWCAlTH LAMO 

TTTU WaWAJtCt CONMaiy 

weruaNtYiAmio 

S m a r t H. Schoanfold, Esq. 
0»» Old Country JToas 
S . U a AW) 
C . f l * PItca), Mew T«*k i l 5 1 * 

_ l 

i*«4J44«r 2? fA 

f-

i 

http://nanv.it
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w 

*To\>r\ * f *Vo hj;*4Se*\*8?2Sr>J =. f Or*+4e.$9fe e f hie*} Lf**< 
Beginning »t «n iron fear on On* tasurly side or Ira* York state 
Highway It mt« 32, said but being tha s< Mthvesterly corner of other 
lands oft Gardner Plus 3, ami running: 

1. t hm a fro* Mid point of beg inn tig along tfte Southerly and 
Easterly Una of other lends of Cariner Plus ) the following 
courses si 4 distance*; south 77 degree ;!J' 02" E*«t, 220.00 foot to 
a sot iro i bar; 

2. th« rv a North 12 degree 30' 20" Ca :£, 100.00 fast to A point; 

3. them it North 2 degree 37* 05* West, 169.8* foot to « sat Iron 
bar on th< Southerly lino of lands of 1 <maa of Apache Properties, 
LTD; 

4. thane 1* a Jong tha southerly line of lands of House of Apache 
Properties, LTD., North «3 degree 10' )«" East, i36.«4 fast to a 
iron pip * n the Masterly Una of lands iov or corserly c. P. Xane, 
Libar 2273 Page 73; 

5. the ten alone the Westerly line of mnds of H*ri6, lands now or 
foraerly H -shell Park, and lands now or i'oraerly AAQr-Koaes, Inc., 
South 3 >U 3rea 30' 43* West, S75.19 test to an iron pipe at tha 

v Morthcas'.a ly corner of land* now or formerly Michael J. and 
Carolyn : i no l4ber 790 Page 496; 

6. then-s< along the Northerly line el lands of Sieno and lands 
now or f-ir itrly Anthony J. and Vincent* v, oimleeli, kiber 1635 
Page 640, 2 arth 8S degree 21' 25* West, 3*2.7* feet to a point en 
the Horthin ly line of land* of Central Hudson cas fc Electric Corp. 
(formerly few York. Aqueduct); 

7. then:* along the Northerly line of lands of Central Hudson Gas 
4 Electri-: orp. (foraerly New torX City Aqueduct), North 39 degree 
13' oo" km c, 45.$8 feat to a point en tho Easterly sida of New 
York stati tignway Route 32; 

I. then-* «long the Easterly side of Net Yorx state Highway Route 
32, North : 3 degree o»' so* East, 391.29 feet to the place of 
beginning. 

COUTMHDKi 4.270 ACRES 

All bearirg: are referred to Hagnetic: No; i:h as of February >?'?. 

t*i4344r«£ 28 
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ORANGE COUNTY C I ^K*» OFFICE RECORMNQ FAQ! 
» T H « mac ts FART OF HC MiTRUMtftr - oo HOT weaovt : 

rm, HAHEW or Humfl) TO DOC/ I°NT;»UCKHK 

fi«titaic "vus 3 
TO 

*"\ PiC^S, L.UC 

SECTION • I P . . »L 3CK J LOT HaiA. 

RECORD Af 10 RETURN T O : 

t lOWHMOfl lFO«YHf HEC0MMtt8Of Stl * M X 

AflACIi fMS tHHT TO T M FWSr FME Of <! AW 

KCOfWW WSTMMIIIfT A M I 

o:» NOT vrnrm BELOW THIS UNE 

tiSTnuMENrnrc: otto X MOtiH fiQB SAtlSTACTtON ASSiONAENr „ ..„ OTHER „ 

•gaOPtBTYLPCAIiOfi 

. ZOM BLOoMMOOflOVEflN) 

. X»1 WA$HtNQTONVIlU (VIC < 

. M M CHESTER {TN} 

. SMI CHESTER (VtQ) 

r S4» COnN*AU(TN) 

. $491 CORNWALL (VlOl 

. SfW CWWVfORO ItH) 

_ MM DttrtPAUK (TM| 

. M M 0 0 » * N (TN) 

_ 9001 GOSHEN (VU3» 
_ 9003 FLORID* (VLSI 
_ SODS CHCSTE* AtO) 

. MOO QflEENVULE (IN) 

„ 34M HMiCIQNBUnOKnN) 

„ 3401 MAVBHOOK (Vtty 

_ M M HK»»LANOS (TN) 

_ MQ1 l#Ql»LANt> FALLS < * » 

„ M M IWP6WHI (TN| 

„ WOI UMONVHAE OOOl 

_ 40M MONROE flN) 

„ 4001 MOttOE (vLG* 

_ 4003 HAfWtMAN (VLO* 

«2Dt 

^ 4M» 

... «*» 

.._ « * * 
... * * < 

4MB 

i 4M0 

. COM 

_ M»« 

HOI 
1403 
5495 

M0» 

MONIOQMCm(lH) 

MAV»flOOK(VlO) 

MOWIOOMCRr M O ) 

WfALtiCN (VLO) 

MOUNT HOPE ftN) 

OUSVHJ.E (VIA) 

NEV»UnOH<TN} 

NEW WINDSOR (IN! 

TUXEDO (IN) 

TlMf:OOPAfW<VtO| 

WAUMLLflN) 

WAWAflCK (IN) 

FLORIDA WO) 

Om-tNWOOO LAKE (*.<* 

\NMNAYANUA (IN) 
VfOOCflLin/ (IN) 

KAIHHMAN (WWI| 

MO IVUM« . - ? „ _ C N O M W F 
CtU.COfY • AffT 

PA,MBIT TYFf: CHECK . I X • 

CASH 

CHARGE 

NO FEE 

CC K5IOCTATON | £ S2.^S^f. 
TAX EXEMPT 

40pH MmASJOEL(VtQt 

emu 
. — MOO imoiEiowN 

— . I I M NEwtunwi 
1300 PORTJtnvtJ 

MfffQAOE AMI * . 

D*IE , 

._ (AlCOMUttCIAl 

_.. mtontnMwcv 
.., (quNumtit.Mo 
_ . . <E) EXEMPT 

<F|3TO«UNHt 

„ . (i)NAT.nnSOf«ClLUiiON 

_ yjHArrtucftumom 
„ . _ (Kj CONGO 

CL/A- - HOLD 
MC6MOFMII: (^7*srn*mM~€4j££(._ 

POHNAl.,UN»ON 

UttlS233neE 204 

, ^ ^ * i * i - — * - » -

; ^ - v . ^ * . ̂
BuWfHSo* 

tXMR SKW 

OflUMTV CLEW a PFfXat 
OIV14/VKM «TpQO«||0 AN 

44400 EMX ATlOM rUM> - •• • - « 

• * w l 4 t - « O i « ^ 0 S j f R l T<W 

^J*^a9E,S;.^*ti^" 
*><*?».. i^- ^r?^VT S ! S ^ riBMEti 

file:///NMNAYANUA


acrwtxN 
Gacdnar Wua 3 havii? :*> «ddraM at 
104 Boocft Cantral A< If •* 
Valley straaw, Mr list •• 

^ *r**'Xw^| i « ^ » l h ^ i " Hi—Hli fjj 

pan/ af tin fc* p**. a*4 

addraaa at 4 Acr»«,»-.L.C. h*vift| i 
104 south Cantral A*wi 
valiay straw*/ saw r.r) ilSao 

atttjr of d* (Ooad put, 

«t«W»»OfMl i ( W i | M « n i * «R/«f tfct MCV04 pW* * * » * « . 
AU. tU» wtt* f**, P*** * »«d af Ui4 *ttk tat anil*** and anpnmm «» ihMW* antttd. dwaK, 
ipaj MMI feu* U tit fawn o. New Wlnssor, Ckrang* County. Stat* t.f Ntw /art 
•a iter* particularly ('« -iribwJ as follows 

•ECINHMC «c « c t o n cut on tha top e l « concratt s ign b«««, a* id 

Jo i n t bairtg on tha a i*t«rly *id« of Maw York Higt**y *out« 132 • 
•*din» fro* Out Hi la to VaiXa Cat a, *»id point bain? th« aouth-

w«i t«r ly corn** of 1. *dg of now or formerly Catnarin* Won«rdo and 
**£**%'AlL Th5nf! i*p?,i-f ,! ** i n t c / *•***»»•»»« ilen* th* .with**! 
l ino o/ Undi of t>,« following now or Corirorly i:ath«ri»* Uonardo 
•ltd now or formri* ur ia M»r«h«il, North iJ« Id' ><• ta»c W* ftet 
ivw! P?*nt» *?*<««<:' :OU»h lands of F*«d Cardnar tnd H«rb«rt «l«poy 

«»«c 19; £••«,«>•«;, <i> north 77a 5e> or ^;t';ij;;S f jw ;v 
M«tur*d aion, tout, i3a •foMn.ntioJ.d North M» Of? $ » • « • • ! 
IOC CM* to tk* point or pUe« • * WCXHHIIW. 

Said ptmdMm bain* eta a M M thoaa dawriow! in dart data) 
PMaabor 14. 1993, raoo:d i in Ultoac 39S5, paoa 270. 

T0CET*l£« M40I •« r«*i, (Wr.. * i ^ m * il aay. «f Kit put? 1 tl* firMpNi 1. «a4 W Mr lamia M 4 
MMW »Uni-t •*« »a**it*i»M»M f* : ^ to lac «a«f Saw Anrnt, TOCetHER oak *c aaaiwwuwai 
?SSL-*ft •̂ * •»*•* * *̂ •<«*•• •^ •fc** J» «r «* dtt Km pan in M 4 «• aai4 M f i M j CO HAVtAND TO 
WLOia*im«4M«hmtafaMni » «iaa atay a/ lac aa»a4 pan, OK M a w a» cttfon amt aulgai at 
iataMt/«l tactcatariaartawewi. ^ ^ 

v» 4t iaat tk* p n y «4 at* f nt pan am aat da* *r «4«nd aqnaiaj 
• c »nana4 m M > • • ? atairMf, ataaot U t i w u i i 
.-»;4awtvrtft SntlaaU a( tat Uaa Uw.OM«R**dM * • paMy W 

5 t d ^ 2 r 5 i ' , * ~ i l * rfd-W-w-^^i^a^ia^nii.MMlal! 
^ J ^ ^ * ^ » - - « - < « «*nM>a^-»aawd«Maaiaf*«n»ti«wa 
M Wmaaal M O W , ate pittj al -b Int put ha* 4tf> «aac«W4 <ah> daai •« d« 4«l y>* dm alMa 

wJftapf/ 
vaaaalar 

H*U« 3 

:) 

i » " i » . : ' ^ . i . 

.t3U52Sar*a 2D5 
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van or mi ta» ) 

cownr OF luff**. \ 

On the f 
underaigned, a »:>t 
appeared Fred Oaidi 
the beais of eati..f 
1* subscribed to :h 
he executed the tin 
eh* inacwment, t:;« 
the individual acre 

I <**y olAflithA to* year WJi.( before M , the 
>ry Public in «nd tor eaid tt.te, personally 
*r, peraooeUy known to ne <r proved to m on 
:ctory evidence to be the iodvrtdual whoae rums 
-• within inetrueent end aekao hedged to e* that 
;< in hie capacity, and that by hia signature en 
individual, or the person UJM.I behalf of which 
I. executed the instrument. 

Notary public. 

Ill 

h< t 

. . I M M f M K N m i l 

f"«M«"»» &M* o* Mated a, tttJCf0 

WITH GSV«MNT ACMMIT CkAMim At 
( / ttCIMt 70 

1 

lea 
Gardner Urn 3 

-TO 

« Acres* L.I..C. 

•rjfcvttri 

/

feMWil taa i t f 

m f w r MULIS» 

h**id X. a m i , Esq. 
CettUsan tali* *l)er * ftpwi* U* 
90 Nvrrick Avtnje 
east Mason*, Kt' U£S4 

."'. . ^ ' j ^ lvA'Vs'ff&^>.V<H- '-•-•'̂  

".-•:''V'f«-. 
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GRANGE COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE RECORDING PAGE 
TIUS PACK 1$ PART C'F THE INSTRUMENT - i>U NOT REMOVE 

TYl'K IN H L A C K IMC: 
N A M E f S ) Ol f l 'AKTV(S) T O DOCL'IMENI 

'.iXr^fiC fU^^S 

TO 

vf ;\tr««, ...Ll-

StX HON 7 C BLttCK ) \AY\_Z>'L\ 

UFX.'OKIi A V|) RP.I l.'HN T O : 
(•tunic an<l IMMICH) 

77/AS /J" /»^C*7 OiW OF THE KiiCORIIING 

A T T A C H T H I S SHEET T O THE FIRST PAG*: O F E A C H 

R E C O R D E D I N S T R U M E N T O N L Y 

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE 

I N S T R U M E N T 1TPE: WCF,» L M O R I C A I : I SATISFACTION A S S I G N M E N T OTHER 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
2o»9 BLOOM NG GROVE (TN) 
2001 WA2I1INGTONVILLE (VLG) 

__22&9 CHEST! l l (TN) 
2201 CH£>rEJt(VlC) 

IW CORNWALL (TN) 
_ 2 4 0 l CORNWALL (VLG) 

2t,0fl CRAWFORD (TN) 
__2»GO DEERPAitK (TN) 

3089 GOSHEN (TN) 
. . 3 0 0 1 G O S ! E N ( V L G ) 

300.1 FLOKDAfVLG) 

_JCK>5 CHEJ-TER (VLG) 

32u:» GREENVILLE (TN) 
3-.89 HAMFTCWBURGH (TN) 
3401 MAYIROOK (VLG) 

.. JJ6S9 HIGHLANDS (TN) 
3601 HIGHLAND FALLS (VLG) 

. 3M9 MINISIMC <TN) 
38JI UNKlNVILLE(VLG) 

1059 MONROE (TN) 
4i>DI M O N R O * (VLG) 

. . . . 4 0 0 3 HARKIMAN (VLG) 
*ICrt)5 KIRTAS JOSL (VLG) 

. . . . -a -.9 MONTGOMERY (TN) 
4} :• I MAYBROOK (VLG) 

1; .J MONTGOMERY (VLG) 

_ _ » 2 5 WALDEN (VLG) 

_w MOUNT HOPE (TN) 
i< 1 OTISViLLE (VLG) 

vw.o NEWBURGH(TN) 
I Z i f i 0 NEW WINDSOR (TN) 

•x<9 TUXEDO (TN) 
if.: 1 TUXEDO PARK (VLG) 

:J2K> WALUtlLL(TN) 
-;4?9 WARWICK (TN) 
'i-TU FLORIDA (VLG) 

4 i l GREENWOOD LAKE (VLO) 

M 15 WARWICK (VLC) 

!«)0 WAWAYANDA (TN) 
.-•« i? WOODBURY (TN) 
:•*.•! HARRJMAN I VLG) 

N O PAGES 

CERT.COPY 

M A P * 

tf CROSS REF.__ 

ADD'LXREF.^ 

PCS. 

PAYMENT TYPE: 

Taxable 
CONSIDERATION $ 

TAXEXEMPT_J 

Taxable 
MORTGAGE AMT, J 

DATE 

CHECK_ 
CASH_ 

CHARGE, 

N O FEE" 

V 

(ĥ fXxX— 

Q 

_Qi'0 
J JO 
_l?0 

9', 9 

smis 
i MJDDLETOWN 
< NEWBURGH 
' PORT JERVIS 

HOLD 

M O R T G A G E T A X TYPE: 

(A) COMMERCIAL/FULL 1% 

W I OR 2 FAMILY 
(C) UNDER $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 

(E) EXEMPT 

(F) 3 TO 6 UNITS 

(I) NAT.PERSON/CR. UNION 

_ _ (J) NAT.PER-CR.UN/1 OR 1 
(K) CONDO 

DONNA I. BENSON 
OUAKCE GDUITY CLINK 

\ ICEIVED FROM: O f\ V̂H (\- if'' 

o 
LIBER 5 9 J» 6 PAGE 2 3 4 

. . . I ^ I S OFFICE- M*** -AP 
H I ^ D F U 1 / ^ 1 «-F.U OE/H3/HUOE H • i-UsUO A« 
FEE« * 7 . U O EUMCArrON riiMI' r'd.Ui: 

ffiP.n I ; N T I . NI» o<s-i«*i RF. T A X r.j?o-u«j 
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Bargain *nd £a! Q**e with Covenant against Grarstcr'»Acts 
Individual or Corporation 

CONSULT YOUR U <MY£K ttfOM. SIGNING THIS XNS1 HUMS NT 

THIS INDENTURE, made the 5th day of September, 2002. 

BETWEEN DARLENE HUGHES, 
residing z 118 Ellison Avenue 
New Wine sar, New York 1255:; 

parties of the first part, and 

4 ACRES L- . C , 
transacting business at 104 South Central Avenue, 
Suite 20 
Valley Stream, New York 11580 -5461 

party of the second part 

WITNESSETH, that the party of the first part, in consideration of Ten Dollars 
and other valuable consideration paid by the party of the second part, does 
hereby grant and release un:o the party of the second partf the heirs or 
successors and assigns of the :iarty of the second part forever, 

ALL th;:»t certain plot, piece, or parcel of land, with the buildings and 
improvements thereon, situa::e, lying and being in the Town of New Windsor, 
County -:f Orange, and State o New York, bounded and described as follows; 

BEGINNING at a point on thu southerly line of New York State Route #94, 
also known as the Newburgh < nd Blooming Grove Turnpike, said point being 
the mo:5t northerly corner o,; ands conveyed to Apache Associates by deed 
recorded in the Orange Coun.y Clerk's Office in Liber 2500, Page 33, and 
thence from said point of begin ang along the line of Rcute #94, North 80 deg. 
44 min. -M sec. East, 45.00 fee: to a point; thence along lands now or formerly 
of Mans, South 02 deg. 32 mi i. 04 sec. West, 70.00 fe«»t to a point marked by 
found bent iron rods, said point being the most easterly point of said lands now 
or forme.'riy of Apache Assod ites; thence along lands now or formerly of 
Apache Associates and on a line parallel with the stree-: line South 80 deg. 44 
min. 44 sec West, 45.00 feet co a point marked by a found iron pin; thence 
continuirg along lands now or formerly of Apache Associates and parallel with 
the secc nd course, North 02 dsg. 32 min. 04 sec. East, 70.00 feet to a point 
on the southerly line of New Y:* k State Route #94 and the point of beginning. 

BEING hie same premises desc nbed m a Deed dated June 28, 2000 made by 
Terry Scott Hughes to Darlent- Hughes, and recordec in the Orange County 
Clerk's Office on November 15 2000 in Uber 5404 at page 246. 

L!tE?5996?AGE 235 
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The premises are not in an agricultural district and the subject premises are 
entirely owned by the transferors. 

TOGETHER with all right, title and interest, if any, of the party of the first part 
of, in and to any streets and soads abutting the above-described premises to 
the center lines thereof, 

TOGETHER with the appurter ances and ail the estate and rights of the party 
of the first part in and to saic premises, 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD tri»; premises herein granted unto the party of the 
second part, the heirs or suca ssors and assigns of the party of the second part 
forever 

AND the party of the first pa it covenants that the party of the first part has 
not done or suffered anyt ling whereby the saic! premises have been 
encumbered in any way whatever, except as aforesEid. 

AND the party of the first perl, in compliance with Section 13 of the Lien Law, 
covenants that the party of tv t first part will receive the consideration for this 
conveyance and will hold the light 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 the payment of the cost of the improvement before 
using any part of the total of the same for any other purpose. 

The wed "party" shall be cons trued as if it read "parties" whenever the sense 
of this ndenture so requires. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, era party of the first part has duly executed this 
deed tie day and year first arjove written. 

IN PRESENCE OP: 

Darlene Htighes 1 * 

,i3£R5996a6E 23(5 



SEP-03-2G03 WED 04:01 PH S M P R FAX NO. 518 884 2564 P, 12 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
SS.: 

COUNTV OF ORANGE ) 

Cn the 5th day of Sep.:e 
the undersigned, a Notary Pub 
Darleni: Hughes, personally 
satisfactory evidence to be tl 
within instrument and acknowl 
capacity, and that by her sigric 
person upon behalf of which t 

mber, in the year two thousand two, before me, 
ic in and for the said State, personally appeared 
;:nown to me or proved to me on the basis of 
lie individual whose name is subscribed to the 
edged to me that she executed the same in her 
'cures on the instrument the indiykkfals, or the 
be individuals acted, executed vfce instrument. 

//4lotary Public 

OAVID M. *INTZER 
Molar v Pjbuc. State of New York 

Otnitftaf in Or»nOB County 
My Conimwon &»<(«« 

/ / it la 

bounty . 

'A/* 

L:E£R5996I*6E 237 



1763 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (845) 563-4611 
Fax: (845) 563-4670 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

ft \ ******) ft>Si 

'-?/&• Date Records Requested:_ 

Name: 

Address: / ^ 4 ^ ^ A / / / « > * # 

Phone: ( ) Z9f- $~9f?> 

Representing:. 5Lf - /Ck 

Documents may not be taken from this office. 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OPFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone* (845) 563-4611 
Fax: (845) 563-4670 

INI 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) I (Please specify or desci 

U- J?L 

*>*: 

Date Records Requested: .7/01 fc 

Namei T^^X^J L ^ W ' 

Address: t. fl-/L ^ Gxx>/u^ / W /'?** 

Phonc*_ i > g?^r?n 
Representing:. &Ar/>~ X l ^ 

i'v* 

Documents may not be taken from this office. 
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Town of New Windsor '• * '***L 

555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553-6196 ** - * h > ' " 

Tdeptooe: (845) 563-4615 
ffcc (845)563-4695. 

n» 

7 September 2001 

Mr. Robot A. Dennison HI, P E., Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Pougfckeepsie, NY 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED BANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94 - T/NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison: 

I am writing this letter pursuant to the Public Hearing held on 22 August 2001 for the Site Plan 
application andSEQRA DEIS for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug Project. The project is 
proposed for construction at the Vails Gate Five Corners, with access from NYS Routes 94 and 
32. 

The Town has received a significant amount of comment and correspondence with regard to 
traffic coocerns, both concerning existing conditions and as may result should the Hannaford 
project be constructed as proposed. Information was placed on the record with regard to 
comments and/or opinions of representatives of your Department, which were not previously on 
formal record via correspondence to the Town Planning Board. Previous comments by NYSDOT 
personnel indicating that the intersection is maximized and no additional improvements are 
possible; improvements to the poor conditions at the intersection must be accomplished by land 
use control have been noted. In contrast, the applicant's traffic engineer has indicated, to the 
Board, that the DOT is in agreement that their proposed improvements will mitigate the impacts 
of the project. 

Since the Town Planning Board, as Lead Agency, has corresponded with your Department 
directly, and has coordinated the SEQKA review via a transmittal of the DEIS document, the 
Board will await your formal written response to the Town to understand your determinations 
with regard to the traffic study and DEIS. We request that comnunication to the applicant's 
consultants or other interested parties be limited so as not to cause confusion as to the 
deliberations under the SEQRA process. 



2 C 20C1 ! 2 : 3 6 ? y T!M MILLER ASSOC No.6932 P. 3 /3 

Mr, RobertA-Dennb©nm,?.E. - 2 - 7 September 2001 

•We have received correspondence from ̂ «Tow^fCg[^gjIJPt^mgBoard in opposition to 
the project, based fin significant traffirconcertrS^WS^^ ^ Mevera. in a 

>
:jettertoyoudg^lanuM^^MJ01 noted the New Windsor Town Board's concern regarding 
TES^ntSllr^Concanw^srSseo^W public hearing regarding the proximity of the Vails Gate 
Fire Department firehousc to the 5 corners, and the problems additional traffic volume and traffic 
movements may cause for emergency vehicle responses. 

I am requesting that your Department take all xnformatioo received by the Planning Board 
(regarding traffic) into concern before you render a determination and correspond with the 
Planning Board under SEQRA. Toward this goat, we will be forwarding a package of the 
correspondence, as well as the minutes from the Public Hearing,, to the DOT representatives 
listed below, in the very near future. The Plarjj^ Board ha5 retamed a txaj^ cctisuliant (Phil 
Grealy) to assist the Planning Board in reviewing this matter, and we may request that he contact 
you to discuss the information before the Planning Board. 

We are hopeful that the above is acceptable. If you have any questions regarding the above,; 
please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience. 

Veiy truly yours, 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

aaH,P.E.,P.P, 
Board Engineer 

Cc: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor 
Tames Petro, Planning Board Chairman 
Tom Myers, NYSDOT 
Adrienne G. Bautista, NYSDOT 
Mr Phil Great), P.E. 



1 S3 Main Street 
Cornwall, New York 12518 

September 4,2001 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Dear Board Members: 

The Cornwall Planning Board would like to go on record as opposing the construction of 
the Hannaford Supermarket at Vails Gate. 

We have previously voiced concerns about the effect the increased traffic would have on a 
heavily populated neighborhood. Both Ardmore and Jacqueline Sts. intersect with Rt. 32 
less than lA mile from the proposed entrance to the project. Although Hannaford included 
Jacqueline St in its traffic study, the count was not done during the peak hours of 4 - 6 
p.m., Monday - Friday. 

The proposed solution to the problem, another traffic light, would only exacerbate the 
problem at these intersections. The net result would be extending the traffic tie up which 
frequently extends at least a mile south of the present light at least a few hundred feet 
further. It would also create an unmanageable snarl between the present and the new light. 

There have been frequent accidents at the Jacqueline St/Rt. 32 intersection because of the 
dangers created in trying for entrance or exit A recently approved sub-division of 30 
houses off of these streets will add to the present problem. 

When decisions are being made that effect both the lives and welfare of our residents, we 
would hope that our concerns would carry some weight with our neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Bennett, Chairwoman 
For. Town of Cornwall Planning Board 

Planning Board 

Town of Cornwall 

t>jU^nxXl^"^ 

RECEIVED 

SEP - 5 2001 



iiMP 
•VHUG 
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 
Licensed in NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
22 AUGUST 2001 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000,24 JANUARY 2001, 14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001,28 MARCH 2001, 25 APRIL 2001, 23 MAY 2001 AND 
25 JULY 2001 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 

1. Previously the Board, pursuant to receipt of an application including a Full Environmental Assessment Form, 
declared a "positive declaration" indicating that the project may result in one or more large and important 
impacts that may have a significant impact on the environment. A Positive Declaration was circulated by the 
applicant's attorney (on behalf of the Board), with an Affidavit of Mailing being submitted. 

Subsequently, the Board received a proposed scope for the DEIS from the applicant. At the March 28* 
meeting, the Board commented on the draft scope and scheduled the Hanniford project tor this public 
meeting for the purpose of receiving public input regarding the scope of the DEIS. 

At the 23 May 2001 Planning Board meeting, the Board accepted the final scope and authorized the 
applicant to proceed with preparation of the DEIS. 

The DEIS was received by the Board at their 13 June 2001 meeting. The DEIS was subsequently determined 
"complete" for purposes of public review at the 25 July 2001 meeting, and was circulated on August 6*. 

2. The Board has scheduled a Public Hearing for this meeting to review comments of the public on the Site 
Plan and the DEIS. 

3. Inasmuch as the purpose of this meeting is to listen, I will deter any comments until after the Public Hearing 
has been closed. 

I] Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(845)562-664) 
e-mail: mhenyQatt.net 

• Regional Office 
907 Broad Street 
MHford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570)296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

NW0O-15-22 AugO I .doc 

http://mhenyQatt.net
mailto:mhepa@ptd.net


Memorandum 
TO: Mark Edsall 

CC: Melinda Shain 

FROM: Larry Wolinsky 

DATE: November 27,2001 

SUBJECT: Hannaford New Windsor - Our File 3922-1 

Li follow up to our recent telephone conversation regarding processing and acceptance of 
the FEIS, please note the following: 

1. 6 NYCRR 617(5) requires the lead agency prepare an FEIS or cause one to be 
prepared within 45 days from the close of the public hearing on the DEIS or 
within 60 days of the determination of completeness for the DEIS. The FEIS must 
be accepted as complete within this same time period. The regulations however, 
also state that the last date for preparation and filing of the FEIS may be extended 
if it is determined that additional time is necessary to prepare the statement 
adequately. 

2. The public hearing on the DEIS was closed on August 22, 2002. Therefore the 
FEIS needed to be prepared and deemed complete by October 6th. 

3. The DEIS was submitted on November 2, 2001. That was the time needed to 
prepare an adequate document and therefore is consistent with the regulations. 
The question now becomes what time frame should it take to deem the document 
complete. The regulations do not address that situation. Therefore a reasonable 
time period should be implied. A reasonable time period would, in my opinion, be 
30 days since the existing regulations require both preparation and acceptance 
within 45 days. Thus, under a 30 day scenario the document should be accepted 
no later than December 2, 2001. 

4. I have reviewed the timing issue with Hannaford and Hannaford is willing to defer 
acceptance of the FEIS in December if we can agree on the following; 

a. The FEIS will be accepted at the Board's first meeting in January 

W:\3922\1\LWI533.WPD 

file://W:/3922/1/LWI533.WPD


b. We receive any FEIS completeness comments from the Planning Board 
prior to the Christmas holiday 

c. We be placed on the Planning Board's workshop sessions as necessary to 
finalize remaining FEIS and technical issues 

d. The Planning Board issues the required Statement of Findings within the 
30 day period required under SEQRA; i.e. February meeting. (It is 
understood this step is subject to the Planning Board receiving the letter 
from NYSDOT). 

I don't believe any of the above places an unreasonable time constraint on the Planning 
Board. Please review this with Jim Petro and contact me to let me know if this schedule is 
accepted. Thanks. 

W:\3922\1\LW1533.WPD 

file://W:/3922/1/LW1
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DRAFT 

Town of New Windsor 
Engineer for the Town 

5 55 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 1255? 

Telephone. (845) 563-4615 
Fax. (S45) 563-4693 

MEMORANDUM 
(via fax) 

7 December 2001 

It. 

fltfu,. K iW 

REVIEW AND 
COMMENT 

/L 

TO: LARRY WOLlfS'SKY, ESQ., APPLICANT'S ATTORNEY 

FROM: MARK J. EDSALL, P,E., ENGINEER FOR Tli£ TOWN 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD NEW WLNDSOR 

I received your memorandum dated 27 November 2001 with regard to the $ubject application 
before the Town Planning Board. 1 reviewed the memorandum with Chairman Tim Petro, and am 
writing this response ai his direction. Please note the following anticipated schedule for action by 
(he Board in connection with the SEQRA application before the Board; 

ACTION 

Distribution of Proposed FEIS 
:o Beard Members 

Request to Board Vfembers to finish any 
completeness" communis and submit to 

Panning Board Engineer by 12/17/01, 
ind authorize release to applicant upon 
;ty mp I cl ion sf 1 i st. 

-onvxrd "completeness" comments to 
lpplieant 

\pplicant to submit revised FEIS 
j f am- comments forwarded on 12/2! /01) 

3c-ard to consider FEIS for "completeness" 
tr.J determine if acceptable fcr Public review, 
md authorize circulation of FEIS. 

•V.-pa-ution of Statement of Findings 
'subject to receipt of response from NYSDOT) 

PATE 

14 November 2001 
(already done) 

12 December 2001 

21 December 2001 

2 January 2002 

9 January 2002 

February 2002 

Please c cntaot me if you have any comments or questions regarding The above. 

N\VCfu|$-«F.QR.\i.-;.™iJ237/}].<li>: 

TOTAL P.82 

file:///pplicant


THIS APPLICATION WAS FILED IN CONJUNCTION 
WITH "LONG JOHN SILVER" AND "MONRO 
MUFFLER" PROJECTS. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, ALSO CHECK FILE 
NUMBER: 

00-21 LONG JOHN SILVER 
00-22 MONRO MUFFLER 



AS OF: 11/01/2002 

STAGE: 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER 
NAME 

APPLICANT 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARDACTIONS 

0-15 
HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG- PA2000-1021 
MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

PAGE: 1 

STATUS [Open, Withd] 
A [Disap, Appr] 

--DATE--

10/31/2002 

06/12/2002 

04/24/2002 

01/23/2002 

12/12/2001 

08/22/2001 

07/25/2001 

05/23/2001 

04/25/2001 

03/28/2001 

03/14/2001 

02/14/2001 

01/24/2001 

11/15/2000 

09/13/2000 

MEETING- PURPOSE ACTION-TAKEN 

PLANS STAMPED APPROVED 

P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED - APPROVED 

P.B. APPEARANCE REFER TO Z.B.A. 

. ACCEPT FINDINGS STATEMENT - REFER TO Z.B.A. FOR DRIVEWAY 

P.B. APPEARANCE - DISCUSSION SEE MINUTES 

P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSS - SEE MINS 

P.B. APPEARANCE - PUB HEARIN TO RETURN 

P.B. APPEARANCE SET FOR PH 

P.B. APPEARANCE - SCOPE ACCEPTED SCOPE 
. BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT CAN NOW PROCEED WITH DEIS 

P.B. APPEARANCE -
. SEE MINUTES 

SCOPING SESSION 

P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED 
. SEE MINUTES IN FILE 

P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED - SEE MINS 

P.B. APPEARANCE NEED FULL EIS: PD 
. NEED FULL EIS - ONCE THE DRAFT SCOPE IS READY, COME TO WORK 
. SHOP - POSITIVE DECLARATION FOR SEQRA 

P.B. APPEARANCE 

P.B. APPEARANCE 

LA: RETURN 

TO RETURN 

P.B. APPEARANCE LA COORD LETTER RET 
. CHECK ON STAGING FROM PARKING LOT TO RT. 32 - FENCE ON 
. RETAINING WALL AND SCREENING - SHOW ENTRANCE AND EXIT FOR 
. SLEPOY PROPERTY (FISH & CHIPS SITE) - NEED PROXY FROM SLEPOY 
. FOR FISH & CHIPS PROPERTY 

08/02/2000 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 11/01/2002 PAGE 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD SEQRA ACTIONS 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG- PA2000-1021 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

DATE-SENT ACTION DATE-RECD RESPONSE-

ORIG 09/07/2000 EAF SUBMITTED 09/07/2000 WITH APPLIC 

. FULL EAF SUBMITTED\ 

ORIG 09/07/2000 CIRCULATE TO INVOLVED AGENCIES 09/13/2000 SEND COR LTR 

ORIG 09/07/2000 LEAD AGENCY DECLARED 01/24/2001 TOOK LA 
ORIG 09/07/2000 DECLARATION (POS/NEG) 02/14/2001 POSITIVE DEC 

. NEED FULL EIS 

. 05-23-2001 - BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT TO PROCEED 

. WITH DEIS. 

ORIG 09/07/2000 SCHEDULE PUBLIC HEARING 07/25/2001 SET PH 

ORIG 09/07/2000 PUBLIC HEARING HELD 08/22/2001 HELD PH 

ORIG 09/07/2000 WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING / / 

ORIG 09/07/2000 AGRICULTURAL NOTICES / / 



Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, NY 12553 
(845)565-4611 

RECEIPT 
#958 2002 

10/24/2002 

Hannaf ord Brothers Co. 
P. Q Box 1000 
Portland, Maine 04104 

Received $ 10000 for Planning Board Fees on 10/24/2002, Thank you for 
stopping by the Town Clerfe's office. 

As always, it is our pleasure to serve you. 

Deborah Green 
Town Clerk 



Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, NY 12553 
(845)563-4611 

DECEIPT 
#956-2002 

1Q&4/2002 

Harmaf ord Brothers Co. 
P. Q Box 1000 
Portland, Maine 04104 

Deceived $ 100.00 for Planning Board Pees on 10/24/2002, Thank you for 
stopping by the Town Clerk's office. 

As always, it is our pleasure to serve you. 

Deborah Green 
Town Oerk 



Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, NY 12553 
(845) 563-4611 

DECEIPT 
#957 2002 

10/24/2002 

Haimaf ord Brothers Co. 
P. Q Box 1000 
Portland, Maine 04104 

Received $ 100.00 for Planning Board Fees on 10/24/2002. Thank you for 
stopping by the Town Clerk's off ice. 

As always, it is our pleasure to serve you. 

Deborah Green 
Town Clerk 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

APPROVAL 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-22 
NAME: MONROE MUFFLER AMENDED SITE PLAN 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2002 SITE PLAN APPROVAL FEE CHG 100.00 

10/24/2002 REC. CK. #1877253 PAID 100.00 

TOTAL: 100.00 100.00 0.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

APPROVAL 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-21 
NAME: LONG JOHN SILVERS AMENDED S.P. 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2 002 SITE PLAN APPROVAL FEE 

10/24/2002 REC. CK. #1877257 

CHG 

PAID 

TOTAL 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 0.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 10/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

APPROVAL 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

10/22/2002 SITE PLAN APPROVAL FEE CHG 100.00 

10/24/2002 REC. CK. #1877256 PAID 100.00 

TOTAL: 100.00 100.00 0.00 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (845) 563-4611 
Fax: (845) 563-4670 

dC'. U o r s o u ^ **! 

RECEIVED 

176) 

OCT " 8 2002 

TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

M O - o U (Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

AMR <?%_ syyy, _4 «0fSf»3a.*- Ibutnjte GhfM ^A^m shfb< 
CLfprtr^j^ 

i\AVW*Ain'({ ftf(KLa«4>cL g jk fhjo 

Date Records Requested: 

Name: DonruX G^pdUlaAfll • 

Address: T? o^Boc <S£> 

Phone: (30)5*4-o/ CSO 

Representing <<SWcW-cJ. T^o^opnogjn+ ftu"Wi/S 

Documents may not be token from this office. 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 
RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E . <NY*PA) 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. <NY*NJ> 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. <NY.NJ*PA) 
JAMES M. FARR, R E . <NY*PA) 

0 Main Office 
33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite #202 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(845) 567-3100 
e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com 

0 Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
MBford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570) 296-276S 
e-mail: mhepa@mhepc.com 

Writer's E-mail Address: 
mje@mhepc. com 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

TOWN //VILLAGE OF: P/BAPP. NO.: 

SESSION DATE: i Co 0 CTf O L-~ PROJECT: NEW 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED. ~ RESUB. REO' 

PROJECT NAME: ff6 #1 * **T>f ~~ 

OLD 

D: y£^L /&s\r 

REPRESENTATIVES PRESENT: /Zp{S £1//-Sjbttala.< C ff„u<Tf Pr • PSAJ.MOS. 

F1REINSP. & £ -
"X~ — 

MUNICIPAL REPS PRESENT: BLDGINSP. 
ENGINEER 
P/BCHMN 

ITEMS DISCUSSED. 

APPROVAL BOX: 

PLANNER 
OTHER 

STND CHECKLIST: 

DRAINAGI 

DUMPSTER 

SCREENING 

LIGHTING 
(Streetlights) 

LANDSCAPING 

BLACKTOP 

IKI^UULA{ rtAiA^tte*d-PJsA^.r^i 
ROADWAYS 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

(^SITEPLA^ 

SPEC PERMIT 

L L CHG. 

SUBDIVISION 

OTHER 

PROJECT STATUS: 
ZBA Referral: 

Ready For Meeting 

Recommended Mtg Date 

V "*"»N 

Wixk&xsionFormcloc 9-02 MJE 

mailto:mheny@mhepc.com
mailto:mhepa@mhepc.com
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McGOEY. HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS PC 

RICHARD 0. McGOEY, P.E . ( N V * ^ ; 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. wins, 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. <W.W«PAJ 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. (NY*PA, 

OMainOffic* 
33 Aitport Center Orive 
SdtefZOfc 
New Windsor. N w Yw* 129S» 
(646)607-3100 
e-jnaii: mhcnyQmn«pe.O0rn 

n ftvgtawM Offtcc 
507 Brawl Strwt 
Mtfofd, Pennsylvania 18337 
{570)296-2785 
e-mail: mrwpa<^nnepc.com 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

CLOSEOUT REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 
PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 

LONG JOHN SILVER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT 
NYS ROUTE 94 
00-21 
5 SEPTEMBER 2002 

I have been asked to close out the Long John Silver approval. Some items require correction on the plans 
submitted for final review and stamp of approval. Note the following: 

1 There are two versions of this sheet, one as part of application 00-15 (Hannaford, Sheet 6 of 15) and one as 
part of application 00-21 (Long John Silver, Sheet 1 of 1). Please make these sheets identical with the 
exception of the sheet numbering and add a note on both drawings indicating that "'Ike improvements 
shown hereon are an off-site obligation of the Hannaford Site Plan, ami all work shall be complete prior to 
the request for a Certificate of Occupancy at the Hannaford building ". 

2, Easement referenced in note #4 on drawing should be submitted to Planning Board Attorney and Planning 
Board Engineer for review. After approval, this must be properly filed, 

3. Please insure that the final drawing has a complete and correct bulk tabk 

ubmhted, 

Edsall, P.E., PP. 
ing Board Engineer 

MJE/rt 
NW0O-21 -Closeo* Ccnmwnb 090502.** 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E . <NY*PA> 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. <NY*NJ> 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. <NY.NJ*PA) 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. (NY&PA) 

Q Main Office 
33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite #202 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(845)567-3100 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

Q Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Mtforci, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570)296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

TOWN/VILLAGE OF: /)fa [MMC/SO 00 () 
P/BAPP.NO: ^ ' -i 

WORK SESSION DATE: PROJECT: NEW 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED. y 

PROJECT NAME: ^ftf t l < H^tP 

MtojU RESUB. REQ'D: 

OLD / < 

\OA3A fdl^i 

REPRESENTATIVES PRESENT: ^ 6 f W tLftf [^ 

MUNICIPAL REPS PRESENT: 

ft^f 

BLDGINSP. 
ENGINEER 
P/BCHMN 

^T FIRE INSP. f?«l 
PLANNER __ 
OTHER 

SCUSSED: STNDCHE 

& Q\ (f t»Afvr*4 DRAINAGE 

DUMPSTER 

SCREENING 

LIGHTING 

JtdLfc t/e^ £~. J»JcLpju ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ J L A N D S C A P I N G 

cfo>s„ QoT (j£fc> 

BLACKTOP 

ROADWAYS 

U/U/ /KJO A J s(f AUi<u>J Mn $1R)/L4 

WorksesaonFormdoc 9-01 MJE 
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Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 5634615 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

MEMORANDUM 
(via fax) 

13 August 2002 

TO: BRUCE DUNN, ESQ., ATTORNEY FOR THE TOWN * W 

FROM: MARK J, EDSALL, P.E., PLANNING BOARD E N G I N E E R i T | ^ ^ ^ 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD ARTICLE 78 
PLANNING BOARD APPLICATION NO. 00-15 

I received a fax note from Phil Crotty with regard to the subject matter, more specifically with 
regard to the entrance to the site off Rt.94. 

Please be advised that is my position, which was affirmed by the Planning Board, that the access to 
the Banuaford site orTRi 94 is a shared commercial accessway, not a "private road" as apparently 
was noted in the Article 78. The applicant (Hanaiford) demonstrated legal right to develop the 
access to Rt. 94 and provided a complete design which was approved by the Planning Board as part 
of the site plan application, and by the NYSDOT, who has full authority relative to the access to the 
State highway. 

The code states under A60-10 thai "Private roads shaH only be utilized or proposed for approval to 
serve lots for single-family use." Construction standards for private roads under A60-10 call for an 
"oil and chip** roadway. Clearly what was proposed to the Planning Board as part of the site plan, 
does not lit the prescribed use of a private road. 

Under 48-19, Site development plan review by Planning Board, subsection A(l)» Traffic Access, 
states the following: 

"Thai all proposed traffic access and ways are adequate but not excessive in number; 
adequate in width, grade, alignment and visibility.,," 

The planning beard performed a complete review of the access to the site, both from Rt32 and 
from Rt 94, SEQRA findings were adopted and the site plan approved. 



fiUG-13-2iS02 13:33 MC GOEY HAUSER EDSALL PC 845 567 3232 P.92/92 

Under 48-14, Accessory parking subsection A(4), Access, the code states the following: 

"Unobstructed access to and from a street with an internal turnaround area snail be 
provided. Such access shall consist of at least two ten-Toot lanes for parking areas with 20 
spaces or more," 

The access from Rt 94 has two lanes with a minimum dimension of 12 i t each (lanes flare to 
greater width near highway for improved access), ft is my opinion that the application meets the 
code requirements. 

In closing, I am sure we will need to meet at some time to discuss the application and the approval 
Call at your convenience. I hope the above helps relative to the access issue. 

Cc: George J. Meyers, Supervisor (via fax) 
James Petro, P.B. Chairman (via fax) 
Phil Crotty, Esq., Town Attorney (via fax) 
Myra Mason, P.B. Secretary (via fax) 

NWOfr-l SIkm Mono 0SI302.doc 

TOTAL P.02 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 08/12/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARDACTIONS 

STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd] 
0 [Disap, Appr] 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

- -DATE- - MEETING-PURPOSE ACTION-TAKEN 

06/12/2002 P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED - APPROVED 

04/24/2 0 02 P.B. APPEARANCE REFER TO Z.B.A. 

. ACCEPT FINDINGS STATEMENT - REFER TO Z.B.A. FOR DRIVEWAY 

01/23/2002 P.B. APPEARANCE - DISCUSSION SEE MINUTES 

12/12/2 001 P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSS - SEE MINS 

08/22/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE - PUB HEARIN TO RETURN 

07/25/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE SET FOR PH 

05/23/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE - SCOPE ACCEPTED SCOPE 
. BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT CAN NOW PROCEED WITH DEIS 

04/25/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE - SCOPING SESSION 
. SEE MINUTES 

03/28/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED 
. SEE MINUTES IN FILE 

03/14/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED - SEE MINS 

02/14/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE NEED FULL EIS: PD 
. NEED FULL EIS - ONCE THE DRAFT SCOPE IS READY, COME TO WORK 
. SHOP - POSITIVE DECLARATION FOR SEQRA 

01/24/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE LA: RETURN 

11/15/2000 P.B. APPEARANCE TO RETURN 

09/13/2000 P.B. APPEARANCE LA COORD LETTER RET 
. CHECK ON STAGING FROM PARKING LOT TO RT. 32 - FENCE ON 
. RETAINING WALL AND SCREENING - SHOW ENTRANCE AND EXIT FOR 
. SLEPOY PROPERTY (FISH & CHIPS SITE) - NEED PROXY FROM SLEPOY 
. FOR FISH Sc CHIPS PROPERTY 

08/02/2000 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT 



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING OF : (XIM/AJUJ A\% 3M2. 

PROJECT: jj^sd*// %J* UJJJJ P.B.# M)-rt 

LEAD AGENCY: 

1. AXJTHOJ8JZE COORD LETTER Y 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y _ N _ 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO 

N 

NEGATIVE DEC: 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SCHEDULE PIL Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y__ 

REFER TO Z.B.A-:M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED: 
M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED CONDITIONALLY 

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 

^ X ^UQSJ: /A)JJ. 3D 6d $ J ? . ' ^ 
" 

• 

• 

I • -
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (845) 563-4611 
Fax: (645) 563-4670 

v'& 
1741 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

RECEIVED 

.jjjfc - 1 2002 

TOWN CLERK'S OFF CE 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

••'-

• • ; • • • • < ? ; ' i:.- ' : . 

» •v- • 

• .--

• • • ' * * • ' » 

.'.;•* i" 

Date Records Requested:^ 7///0Z 

Names ZfJLt*. 

Addressi / f2fl fW , QazL. f nJY /O?^ 

Phone: tftn Z9f-rfr3 

Representing: J/nm*** St t*rejwv^ H 

&:..?• 

<*$ 

•"v-^.-H- Documents may not be taken from this office. 
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GERALD N. JACOBOWITZ 
DAVID B. GUBITS 
JOHN H. THOMAS JR. 
GERALD A. LENNON 
PETER R. ERIKSEN 
HOWARD PROTTER 
DONALD G. NICHOL 
LARRY WOLINSKY 
ROBERT E. DINARDO 
J. BENJAMIN GAILEY 
MARK A. KROHN* 

•L .LM-IN TAXATION 

JACOBOWITZAND GUBITS,LLP 

COUNSELORS AT LAW 

158 ORANGE AVENUE 
POST OFFICE BOX 367 

WALDEN, NEW YORK 12586-0367 

(845) 778-2121 (845) 778-5173 FAX 
E-mail: tnfo@iacobowitz.com 

JOHN C. CAPPELLO 
GEORGE W. LITHCO 
MICHAEL L. CAREY 
G. BRIAN MORGAN 
TODD N. ROBINSON 
JONATHAN KATZ 
KIRK VANTASSELL 

LINDA F. MADOFF 
Of Counsel 

June 14,2002 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Attention: Myra 

Re: Hannaford New Windsor 
Our File: 3922-1 

Dear Myra: 

The SEQR regulations require the Planning Board, as lead agency, to file the 
Hannaford SEQR Findings that was adopted by the Planning Board on April 24th. As best I 
can tell, the filing has not yet occurred. Although I have a copy of the Finding Statement that 
was adopted, my copy is undated and unsigned. I would appreciate it if your office could file 
a signed and dated copy of the Findings Statement with the individuals and agencies on the 
attached list. If you have any questions please contact Mark Edsall or give me a call. 

cc: Mark Edsall w/enc. 

W:\3922\1\LW1676.WPD 

RECEIVED 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

JUN i 8 2002 

ENGINEER & PLANNING 

mailto:tnfo@iacobowitz.com
file://W:/3922/1/LW1676.WPD
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Commissioner 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation / 
50 Wolf Road V 

Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Hon. George J. Meyers yf 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Orange County Department of Planning 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, New York 10924 

Regional Director 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation - Region III 
21 South Putt Corners Road S 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard yy 
Poughkeepsie, New York 12603 

Orange County Department of Health 
124 Main Street • / 
Goshen, New York 10924 

Martin Foods of South Burlington, Inc. 
145 Pleasant Hill Road S 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 

T. QJUAJL / 

7w. ZJMM y 

W:\3922\1\LW1677.WPD 

RECEIVED 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

JUN 1 8 200Z 

ENGINEER & PLANNING 

file://W:/3922/1/LW1677.WPD


AS OF: 04/24/2002 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

ORIG 

ORIG 

ORIG 

ORIG 

NAME 
APPLICANT 

DATE-SENT 

01/19/2001 1 

01/19/2001 

01/19/2001 1 

01/19/2001 1 

01/19/2001 ] 

09/07/2000 1 

09/07/2000 1 

09/07/2000 1 

09/07/2000 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS 

0-15 
HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 
MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

PAGE: 1 

AGENCY 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

NYSDOT 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

DATE-RECD RESPONSE 

/ / 

01/23/2001 APPROVED 

/ / 

01/19/2001 APPROVED 

/ / 

01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

09/12/2000 DISAPPROVED 
. SITE PLAN DOES NOT SHOW PROPOSED UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SUCH 
. AS SPRINKLERS, DOMESTIC WATER SERVICE OR ON SITE HYDRANTS. 
. PROVIDE STOP BARS AT ALL SIDE PARKING LANES, AT INTERSECTION 
. WITH MAIN DRIVING LANES. 
. IF SHOPPING CART RETURN CENTER IS TO BE USED, WHERE WILL 
. THEY BE LOCATED. 

ORIG 09/07/2000 NYSDOT 01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 04/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARDACTIONS 

STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd] 
O [Disap, Appr] 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

- -DATE- - MEETING-PURPOSE ACTION-TAKEN 

01/23/2002 P.B. APPEARANCE - DISCUSSION SEE MINUTES 

07/25/2 001 P.B. APPEARANCE SET FOR PH 

05/23/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE - SCOPE ACCEPTED SCOPE 
. BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT CAN NOW PROCEED WITH DEIS 

02/14/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE NEED FULL EIS: PD 
. NEED FULL EIS - ONCE THE DRAFT SCOPE IS READY, COME TO WORK 
. SHOP - POSITIVE DECLARATION FOR SEQRA 

01/24/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE LA: RETURN 

09/13/2000 P.B. APPEARANCE LA COORD LETTER RET 
. CHECK ON STAGING FROM PARKING LOT TO RT. 32 - FENCE ON 
. RETAINING WALL AND SCREENING - SHOW ENTRANCE AND EXIT FOR 
. SLEPOY PROPERTY (FISH & CHIPS SITE) - NEED PROXY FROM SLEPOY 
. FOR FISH Sc CHIPS PROPERTY 

08/02/2000 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT 



Cc: <£. W< 'Guc#0 

ROBERTA. DENNISON I I I , P.E. 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

STATE OF N E W YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

4 BURNETT BOULEVARD 
POUGHKEEPSIE, N.Y. 1 2 6 0 3 

WILLIAM D. FITZPATRICK. P.E. 
REGIONAL TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

(845) 5 7 & 6 0 4 0 

RECEIVED 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

APR - 2 2002 

ENGINEER & PLANNING 

JOSEPH H . BOARDMAN 

COMMISSIONER 

April 1 , 2002 

Mr. Mark D. Edsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553-6196 

Re: Access Request, Route 32 (SH 42) 
Hannaford Supermarket 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

We have received a copy of the Revised Final Environmental Impact Statement for the subject project, 
dated February 7, 2002, and we offer the following comments in clarification wi th regard to this matter. 
It should be understood that the methods of forecasting traffic growth and Level of Service for proposed 
developments is a qualitative process. If traffic fails to develop, as forecast, impacts may vary greatly 
in the actually observed field conditions. 

1 . The FEIS indicates the applicant has agreed to additional mitigation. This includes 
monitoring the intersections of Route 32 at Jacqueline Street, Route 94 at Old Temple 
Hill Road and Route 300 at Old Temple Hill.Road, for acceptable operation and, if 
warranted, installation of traffic control signals. We have no objection and recommend 
that the Town make this a requirement under SEQRA. To have it made part of the 
Highway Work Permit would not be practical, since upon completion of the work 
required by the Permit, it will be canceled and the applicant's Guarantee Deposit and/or 
Bond returned. 

As previously indicated, it is expected that the new signalized site driveway on Route 
32 will provide an acceptable Level of Service when properly coordinated with the "Five 
Corners" signal and provide some access management. 

Concerning the "Five Corners" intersection of Routes 32, 94 , & 300 , we concur wi th 
the Level of Service Analysis and proposed mitigation improvements based upon the 
traffic forecast. However, it must be understood that the proposed mitigation measures 
will not " f ix" the problem at "Five Corners" and some movements are proposed to 
operate at 120% to 124% of capacity during the peak hour. 



M. Edsall, P.E. 
April 1 , 2002 
Page 2 

In summary, the Department has completed its review of the SEQRA documents and finds that the 
projects proposed improvements adequately mitigate the impacts to the transportation system for their 
forecast traffic generation. Details of the various improvements, including design of turning lanes, 
access drives, modifications to existing traffic signal installations and new traffic signal installations will 
be finalized as part of the Highway Work Permit process. There is always the potential for greater or 
lesser benefits from the proposed improvements. However, nothing proposed here will correct the 
operational problems at the Vail's Gate "Five Corners" intersection and it will remain over capacity and 
at an unacceptable Level of Service during peak traffic hours. 

Very t ru ly^ours , 

T.W. Myers 
Civil Engineer I 

TAM/lml 

cc: J . Petro, Planning Board, Town of New Windsor 
A. Bautista, Planning, Reg. 8 
M. Sargent, CME 
P. Grealy, JCE 

(A>/k i^yLA^* 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 04/24/2002 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD SEQRA ACTIONS 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER 
NAME 

APPLICANT 

0-15 
HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 
MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

DATE-SENT ACTION DATE-RECD RESPONSE 

ORIG 09/07/2000 EAF SUBMITTED 09/07/2000 WITH APPLIC 

. FULL EAF SUBMITTED\ 

ORIG 09/07/2000 CIRCULATE TO INVOLVED AGENCIES 09/13/2000 SEND COR LTR 

ORIG 09/07/2000 LEAD AGENCY DECLARED 01/24/2001 TOOK LA 
ORIG 09/07/2000 DECLARATION (POS/NEG) 02/14/2001 POSITIVE DEC 

. NEED FULL EIS 

. 05-23-2001 - BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT TO PROCEED 

. WITH DEIS. 

ORIG 09/07/2000 SCHEDULE PUBLIC HEARING 07/25/2001 SET PH 

ORIG 09/07/2000 PUBLIC HEARING HELD / / 

ORIG 09/07/2000 WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING / / 

ORIG 09/07/2000 AGRICULTURAL NOTICES / / 



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING OF : ffynd ^ / #00*. 

PROJECT: ^/AMAJM/1 JiA Pltou P.BJ fa-tf 

LEAD AGENCY: NEGATIVE DEC: 

1. AUTHORIZE COORD LETTER Y N M) S) VOTE: A N 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y N CARRIED: YES NO " 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO. 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SCHEDULE PJBL Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y__ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y _ 

REFERTOZ.B.A.:M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED:, 
M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED CONDITIONALLY^ 

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 

^7^6^ Zd /2&c£#f J^J^p s£a?£m*.s/ / 

€l e>* , ,^r ^ T 

ytfuXi/x .mc&K/aMdfifiti- ft Zj?./?. 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS PC. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E . (NY&PA) 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. (NY*NJ) 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. (NY.NJ&PA) 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. <NY&PA) 

D Main Office 
33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite #202 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(845) 567-3100 
e-mail: rnheny@mhepc.com 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Mtfford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570) 296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@mhepc.com 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
24 APRIL 2002 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 S.F. 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000, 24 JANUARY 2001, 14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001, 28 MARCH 2001, 25 APRIL 2001, 23 MAY 2001, 
25 JULY 2001, 22 AUGUST 2001, 23 JANUARY 2002 AND 
13 FEBRUARY 2002 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 

The Board has received and accepted the FEIS for the project. A Notice of Completion of Final EIS was 
circulated. Procedurally, the next step is to adopt Findings with regard to the SEQRA review of the project. 

Attached hereto is a copy of the proposed "Findings Statement" for the SEQRA review of the project. I 
have reviewed this document and requested several additions and revisions. These have been included in 
this document currently submitted to the board. 

It is my recommendation that the Board adopt these Findings and authorize any circulation or publication 
as required by the SEQRA regulations. 

There are several notes and other minor corrections which need to be included on the final site plans before 
approval can be granted. As well, the related Site Plan Amendments (Monro Muffler and Long John Silver 
applications) must be prepared for approval. The Board should advise the applicant to get all these plans 
prepared for final approval and schedule a reappearance with the Board once they are prepared. 

ubmitted, 

1, P R , P.P. 
Board Engineer 

MJE/st 
NW0O-15-24Apr02.doc 

mailto:rnheny@mhepc.com
mailto:mhepa@mhepc.com


ttESTILTS OF P.B. MEETING OF : t/p/(P-

FROJECTi^Ai/ ^''/fi^ P-BJ 

LEAD AGENCY: NEGATIVE DEC: 

1. AUTHORIZE COORD IETTER Y N M) S) VOTE: A N 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y N CARRIED: YES NO " 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO. 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SCHEDULE P S . Y N 

SEND TO OC. PLANNING: Y__ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y__ 

REFERTOZ.B.A.:M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED: , y 

ML^S)y^-VOTE: A . Q f d APPROVED CONDinONALLY: t/g/j 2-

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL COJNT>ITIONS: 

jdt/AjAeJ' S' yX^jJ A£S^&UJ 
f < 



PROJECT: ) & * « , 

LEAD AGENCY: 

1. AUTHORIZE COORD LETTER Y_ 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y N 

P.BJ flO-& 

NEGATIVE DEC: 

N M) S) VOTE: A 
CARRIED: YES NO 

N 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO. 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SCHEDULE PHI Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y__ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y__ 

KEFERTOZ3.A.:M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED: 
M ) ^ S ] ^ VOTE: At>TN D APPROVED CONDITIONALLY: />Au 

NEEDNEWPLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL COOTITIONS: 

JUJH^^/ ~Z& Jilf/tjL' *- AA2^sJz£t*u )h <£&<t/ jd&A 
s X r ^ l j ^ S'-ltStrT-' j r r , - ~ < 

&a> -A* 
/ \ 

Jt&^L 



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING OF : 6 -AA-0JZ 

PROJECT: ^ 

LEAD AGENCY: 

1. AUTHORIZE COORD LETTER Y_ 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y N 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO. 

N 

NEGATIVE DEC: 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: 

SCHEDULE PJL Y N 

M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y _ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y _ 

REFERTOZ.B.A:M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED: 

M) *-S) £ VOTE: KdH* D APPROVED CONDITIONALLY 

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 

*//<*/# *-

UuM^ ^ 7%k&& /&wuv 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

MEMO FOR FILE 

FILE NAME: HANNAFORD'S FOOD & DRUGS 00-15 

FROM: MYRA MASON 

DATE: JUNE 12, 2002 

On this date I received a call from Mike Randall of the Times Herald Record 
asking if Hannafords was on the agenda. I told him no and that they would 
probably be on the meeting for the 26th of June. 

At approximately 2:00 - 3:001 received a call from Melinda Shane of 
Hannafords asking if they were on the agenda. She said she received a call 
from Mike Randall of the Times Herald Record informing her that I had said 
they were not on the agenda. I told her that I had not placed them on the 
agenda for the 12th because I did not realize they were ready to be on. She 
said nothing had changed on the plans because it had already been reviewed 
on several occasions prior to being referred to the ZBA and now that the 
variances had been approved, the plans were still the same. 

I told Melinda I would check with Jim Petro, Planning Board Chairman, to 
see if we could put this on the agenda due to the fact that a complete review 
of the project had been done at earlier meetings. Jim said yes, pencil them in 
because it was just a matter of giving them formal approval. He said they 
were told they would be on the next agenda after receiving their variances so 
they were expecting to be on for the meeting of the 12th of June. I told Jim 
that I had gotten a call from Mike Randall of the Times Herald Record and 
we should really inform him that we now are putting this item on the agenda. 
He said absolutely. I gave Mike Randall a call and told him it was now on 
the agenda. He said ok and thanked me for calling him. I penciled them in 
as I have done with other applicants from time-to-time for various reasons. 

MLM 



Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4615 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY - JUNE 12, 2002 7:30 PM 

TENTATIVE AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 
ROLL CALL 

ANNUAL MOBILE HOME PARKS: 

a. PARADISE MOBILE HOME PARK - RT. 9W 

REGULAR ITEMS: 

1. PENNINGS SUBDIVISION - SECTION 4 (02-14) DUTCHMAN DRIVE (PFAU) 
4-Lot residential subdivision. 

2. FALL FITTINGS (O.C. CHOPPERS) SITE PLAN (02-15) RT. 300 (CUOMO) 
Remodel showroom for motorcycles. 

3. BRITTANY TERRACE (01-53) STATION ROAD (SHAW) 
Expansion of existing mobile home park. 

DISCUSSION 

4. FED-EX DOCK EXPANSION (TACY)MC ARTHUR AVENUE 

5. AMERICAN MASON-REQUEST FOR TEMPORARY TRAILER 

ADJOURNMENT 

(NEXT MEETING - JUNE 26,2002) 



DRAFT 
JOHN COLLINS 
k l l M l l l C C n W ) 1 * W « TRAFFIC.TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS 

11 B R A O H U R S T A V E N U E • H A W T H O R N E , N. Y. • 10532 • (914) 347-7500 • FAX (914) 34772C6 

J u l y 2 t 2001 

Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E. 

McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C. 

45 Quassaick Avenue (Route 9W) 

New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Review of DEIS Traffic and Transportation Section 

Proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 

Town of New Windsor, New York 

Dear Mr- Edsall; 

The following is our review of the DEIS Traffic and Transportation 

Section dated June 7, 2001 for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug 

prepared by Creighton Manning Engineering (CME). 

Based on the May 18, 2001 Scoping Document, the following are 

issues affecting completeness: 

1. It is not known if actual accident reports were obtained for 

Route 94, Route 32 and Route 300 from the New York State 

Department of Motor Vehicles between the Years 1996 and 1998. 

The Traffic and Transportation Section should provide a 

summary table of the number of accidents along each road as 

well as at each of the study area intersections and should 

include information such as date and time of accident, number 

of vehicles involved, manner of collision, traffic control, 

weather conditions as well as apparent contributing factors 

(which can be found on the NYSDMV accident reports). This 

information is important to allow a complete review of the 

proposed access as well as safety considerations on the 

surrounding roads. Also, more recent accident data (1999 and 

2000 data if available) would be helpful. 
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2. Sight distances were provided for the proposed site driveways. 

Sight distances should also be provided at the unsignalized 

intersections of Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road, Route 300/old 

Temple Hill Road and Route 32/Jacqueline Street. 

3. The Weekday Peak AM Hour was not qualitatively evaluated. A 

comparison of the combined effect of the Existing Traffic 

Volumes (a AM count should be conducted at the critical 

intersection of Route94/Route 32/Route 300) and trip 

generation for the Peak AM Hour and Peak PM Hour should be 

compared to make sure that the Weekday Peak AM Hour is not the 

critical condition and if a more detailed evaluation of the 

Weekday Peak AM Hour should in fact be completed. (This would 

also be important in determining if the improvements to this 

intersection would improve the AM condition). 

4. While Level of Service Summary Tables are provided for 

Existing, No-Build and Build Conditions with and without 

improvements, for ease of review a Table summarizing all 

conditions should be provided (as was previously summarized 

in the June 26, 2000 Traffic Study). 

The above comments should be addressed before the document is 

considered complete. In addition to the above, the following are 

our initial "technical" comments on the Traffic and Transportation 

Section. 

1. In updating the Traffic Study (June 7, 2001), a more 

reasonable Design Year of 2002 was utilized. However the 

resulting Year 2002 traffic volume projections have not 

changed from the previous Year 2001 traffic volume projections 

since a 1% per year growth rate was used in the updated Study 

when the previous study (June 26, 2000) used a growth rate of 

2% per year. 
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It should be noted that the "Five corners" intersection is 

currently operating at capacity (Level of service "F") and 

will continue to operate at a Levels of Service "FM. As shown 

on Tables 3.3-7 (NO-BD) and 3.3-10 (BD), with the additional 

supermarket traffic, the intersections overall delay will 

increase from approximately 4 minutes to approximately 5 

minutes (without improvements). 

Furthermore, while the Traffic study recommends restriping and 

signal phasing improvements and indicates that the 

intersections overall delay will be improved, the intersection 

will still operate at capacity (LOS "F") as noted in the 

NYSDOT review letter dated November 27, 2000. 

In addition the restriping and signal improvements recommended 

could be completed under existing and no-build conditions. 

An analysis of No-Build Condition with these improvements 

should be conducted and compared to the Build Condition to 

determine the true impact of the Project with these 

improvements. Therefore, we have conducted an analysis of the 

No-Build Condition with these improvements. Based on the 

results of this analysis, during the Weekday Peak PM Hour all 

movements will remain the same from No-Build to Build 

Conditions however the overall intersection delay would 

increase from a 86.6 second delay to a 98.4 second delay. 

During the Saturday Peak Hour, the Route 32 northbound left 

turn will drop from a LOS "E" to a LOS "F", the Route 32 

northbound through will drop from a LOS "D" to a LOS nEn and 

the Route 32 southbound through will drop from a LOS "E" to a 

LOS "FM with the overall intersection delay increasing from 

83.2 seconds to a 98.7 second delay. 
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Note that the CME study indicates that the proposed 

supermarket would add some 240 vehicles to this intersection 

during the Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 254 

vehicles during the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus the proposed 

supermarket would increase traffic at this intersection by 

approximately 7% which is considered significant. 

How were the queues shown on Table 3.3-11 determined. The 

Synchro analysis contained in Attachment 2 (Appendix C) should 

show the calculated queue lengths. In reviewing Table 3.3-11, 

it appears that the queues lengths at the Route 94/Route 

32/Route 300 intersection (even with the proposed restriping) 

would extend pass the proposed Route 32 and proposed Route 94 

driveways. 

The CME Study (Tables 3.3-6 (NO-BD) and 3.3-9 (BD)) indicates 

that the unsignalized intersection of Route 94 and Old Temple 

Hill Road will operate at capacity (LOS F) under future 

conditions with a drop in Level of Service from "E" to "F" 

during the Saturday Peak Hour. The Traffic Study does not 

recommend improvements to this location other than noting that 

this intersection is influenced by the capacity constraints at 

the "Five Corners" intersection and by improving the "Five 

Corners'* intersection this intersection will be improved. 

However as indicated above, the "Five Corners" intersection 

will continue to operate at a Level of Service "F" with the 

recommended improvements. 

Note that the CME Study indicates the proposed supermarket 

would add some 95 vehicles to this intersection during the 

Weekday Peak PM Hour and would add some 101 vehicles during 

the Saturday Peak Hour. Thus the proposed supermarket would 

increase traffic at this intersection by approximately 7%-8% 

which is considered significant. 



Page 5 

The Traffic Study (Tables 3.3-6 (NO-BD) and 3.3-9 (BD)) 

indicates that the unsignalized intersections of Route 300/Old 

Temple Hill Road and Route 94/Jacqueline Street will operate 

at capacity (LOS F) under future conditions, while the Levels 

of Service remain the same from No-Build to Build Conditions, 

the Traffic Study does not recommend any improvements to this 

location* With the above noted Level of Service "F", the 

Traffic Study incorrectly states that "adequate capacity will 

continue to exist" at the Route 32/Jacqueline Street 

intersection. Possible improvements to this intersection 

should be addressed. 

The location of the proposed Route 94 site driveway is 

approximately 150 feet east of the "Five Corners" intersection 

and as shown on the Table 3.3-11 - Vehicle Queuing Summary, 

the Route 94 westbound queue would extend pass the site 

driveway under Build Conditions (even with the recommended CME 

improvements) . Based on this it is recommended that left 

turns out of the site be prohibited and possibly prohibiting 

entering left turns should also be considered because of 

queuing problems. Note that this would increase the left 

turns at the critical "Five Corners" intersections and left 

turns at the Route 32 driveway. 

Based on this and the conditions at the "Five Corners" 

intersection, the Applicant should examine the possibility of 

developing this access driveway further to the east possibly 

opposite Old Temple Hill Road of the Firehouse. 
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7. while sight distances at the proposed site driveway are shown 

on Table 3.3-12, sight distance should graphically be shown on 

a plan to determine the point where sight distance is 

controlled. 

Also, the adequacy of the length of southbound left turn lane 

for traffic into the site should be determined since it 

appears that queues would extend beyond the length shown. 

Furthermore, it should be determined if there is sufficient 

Right-Of-Way available to build this improvement. 

If you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to 

contact us. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS, P.C, 

Philip J. temSQJr^'fch.D. / P'E-

CC: Mark Sargent, Creighton Manning Engineering 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS PC. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 
Licensed in NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

• Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(845)562-8640 
e-maH: mheny@att.net 

• Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
MNford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570)296-2765 
e-mail: mhepaQptd.net 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
25 JULY 2001 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000, 24 JANUARY 2001,14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001, 28 MARCH 2001,25 APRIL 2001 AND 23 MAY 2001 
PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 

Previously the Board, pursuant to receipt of an application including a Full Environmental Assessment Form, 
declared a "positive declaration" indicating that the project may result in one or more large and important 
impacts that may have a significant impact on the environment. A Positive Declaration was circulated by the 
applicant's attorney (on behalf of the Board), with an Affidavit of Mailing being submitted. 

Subsequently, the Board received a proposed scope for the DEIS from the applicant At the March 28* 
meeting, the Board commented on the draft scope and scheduled the Hannifbrd project for this public 
meeting for the purpose of receiving public input regarding the scope of the DEIS. 

At the 23 May 2001 Planning Board meeting, the Board accepted the final scope and authorized the 
applicant to proceed with preparation of the DEIS. 

The DEIS was received by the Board at their 13 June 2001 meeting. Hie next step is to review the DEIS for 
"completeness", and if so deemed, authorize distribution for public review. This "completeness" 
determination must be made within 45 days (by 28 July 2001), and is therefore necessary at this meeting. 

mailto:mheny@att.net
http://mhepaQptd.net


2. I have reviewed the submitted DEIS relative to the scope approved by the Board. I have not received any 
comments from the Board members noting any "completeness" issues. 1 did refer the document to our traffic 
consultant and he did have some "completeness" comments, as well as initial technical review comments 
(attached hereto). I also noted some minor corrections needed, as follows: 

a. The DEIS should list the Planning Board Contact Person on the cover sheet, (delete Environmental 
Consultant and/or Project Engineer, as these are also listed on the second page - Project Consultants) 

b. The approvals under section 2.7 (page 2-9) should be revised. Water Main approval is required from 
the OCDOH. Approval for the water main and connection is also required from the Town Water 
Department. Approval from the OCDOH is not required (to my knowledge) for the sewer 
connection. This approval is from the Town Sewer Department. 

c. The sewage demand values under Potential Impacts on page 3.4-2 are confusing. Revise. 

3. ft is my recommendation that the Board determine the DEIS complete subject to the revisions noted above. 
The applicant should agree that the Notice of Completion of Draft EIS will not be issued, nor the date of the 
Public Hearing established, until a corrected DEIS has been received and acknowledged as properly 
corrected by the Planning Board Engineer. 

4. Upon acceptance as complete, the applicant should coordinate the number of documents needed for the 
circulation of the document. The documents are to be circulated by the Town, with the cost to be 
reimbursed by the applicant 

Respectfully Submitted, 

. Edsall, P.E., P.P 
ig Board Engineer 

MJR/tf 
NW00-15-25Jul01.doc 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
cc*. v ( ^ r \ ^ \ ^ . 

TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4611 

Fax: (845) 563-4670 

RECEIVED 

JUN 1 9 2002 

TOWN CLERK'S OFF CE 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

Date Records Requested:.. 

Name: Ml cvA^-e I R^nofo t( 

Address: L ? J s r ^ ^ w c y 

Phone: ( ) &£-£*** ^ $ 6<rl f 

Representing: 7~'****** W*r<*t*f^ [C<c*nrf 

Documents may not be taken from this office. 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4611 

Fax: (845) 563-4670 

OFFICE OP THE TOWN CLERK 
DEBORAH GREEN 
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June 27,2002 

Mr. James 6. Sweeney 
Attorney At Law 
One Harriman Square 
PO Box 806 
Goshen. NY 10924 

Dear Mr. Sweeney: 

I am in receipt of your formal request for copies of Planning Board Minutes regarding the 
Hannaford application, dated June 25,2002. 

I have complied the documents you have requested. The cost of reproducing the documents 
is eleven (11) pages @0.25 per page, $2.75, plus 0.80 postage. 

Once I receive your check, payable to the Town of New Windsor in the amount of $3.551 will 
forward the document by mail. 

Very truly your 

Deborah Green, Town Clerk 
Town of New Windsor 

I * 

Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4611 

Fax: (845) 563-4670 

OFFICE OF THE TOWN CLERK 
DEBORAH GREEN 
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June 27.2002 

Mr. James G. Sweeney 
Attorney At Law 
One Harriman Square 
PO Box 806 
Goshen, NY 10924 

Dear Mr. Sweeney: 

I am in receipt of your formal request for copies of Planning Board Minutes regarding the 
Hannaford application, dated June 25,2002. 

All the information you have requested is contained in the Planning Board Minutes of June 
12,2002, however, the Minutes at this time are considered an "Informational Draft Copy", as 
they have not yet been approved by the Planning Board. 

Kindly advise me if you would like me to reproduce the Minutes now, or wait until the 
Planning Board has rendered their formal approval, which I would expect would happen at 
their August meeting. 

The cost of reproducing the Minutes is eleven (11) pages @0.25 per page, $2.75, plus 0.80 
postage. 

Once I receive your checb, payable to the Town of New Windsor in the amount of $3.551 will 
forward the document by mail. 

Very truly yours 

' S U M C J L Q J U I O 
Deborah Green, Towto Clerk 
Town of New Windsor 

Cc: / Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary 
Andrew Krieger, Planning Board Attorney 
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fc. Town of New Windsor 
fjMjgJ 555 Union Avenue 
!$Fy New Windsor, New York 12553-6196 
-A3 Telephone: (845) 563-4615 
WW Fax: (845) 563^695 
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7 September 2001 

Mr. Robert A. Dennison III, P.E., Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94 - T/NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison: 

I am writing this letter pursuant to the Public Hearing held on 22 August 2001 for the Site Plan 
application and SEQRA DEIS for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug Project. The project is 
proposed for construction at the Vails Gate Five Corners, with access from NYS Routes 94 and 
32. 

The Town has received a significant amount of comment and correspondence with regard to 
traffic concerns, both concerning existing conditions and as may result should the Hannaford 
project be constructed as proposed. Information was placed on the record with regard to 
comments and/or opinions of representatives of your Department, which were not previously on 
formal record via correspondence to the Town Planning Board. Previous comments by NYSDOT 
personnel indicating that the intersection is maximized and no additional improvements are 
possible; improvements to the poor conditions at the intersection must be accomplished by land 
use control have been noted. In contrast, the applicant's traffic engineer has indicated, to the 
Board, that the DOT is in agreement that their proposed improvements will mitigate the impacts 
of the project. 

Since the Town Planning Board, as Lead Agency, has corresponded with your Department 
directly, and has coordinated the SEQRA review via a transmittal of the DEIS document, the 
Board will await your formal written response to the Town to understand your determinations 
with regard to the traffic study and DEIS. We request that communication to the applicant's 
consultants or other interested parties be limited so as not to cause confusion as to the 
deliberations under the SEQRA process. 



Mr. Robert A. Dennison ID, P.E. ,- 2 - 7 September 2001 

We have received correspondence from the Town of Cornwall Planning Board in opposition to 
the project, based on significant traffic concern. New Windsor Supervisor George J. Meyers, in a 
letter to you dated January 24,2001 noted the New Windsor Town Board's concern regarding 
this matter. Concern was raised in the public hearing regarding the proximity, of the Vails Gate 
Fire Department firehouse to the 5 corners, and the problems additional traffic volume and traffic 
movements may cause for emergency vehicle responses. 

I am requesting that your Department take all information received by the Planning Board 
(regarding traffic) into concern before you render a determination and correspond with the 
Planning Board under SEQRA. Toward this goal, we will be forwarding a package of the 
correspondence, as well as the minutes from the Public Hearing, to the DOT representatives 
listed below, in the very near future. The Planning Board has retained a traffic consultant (Phil 
Grealy) to assist the Planning Board in reviewing this matter, and we may request that he contact 
you to discuss the information before the Planning Board. 

We are hopeful that the above is acceptable. If you have any questions regarding the above, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

Cc: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor 
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 
Tom Myers, NYSDOT 
Adrienne G. Bautista, NYSDOT 
Mr. Phil Grealy, P.E. 



y 

(2^ ^7/^00 

J? 

£ ~ tLfC^vx^ GUuz^ qp- 3 £> & 

-j47iL4UC- /CAJCLdJu* l&£->rn^ Jhc^~^k 3g.~ 

Jt>-£juh ^>i^oU^ *? 7z74L£ts stjLc# a^^c^ 7^~ 

^ OL^ 'X+srfci^ 7>77<LAJL-, j&dcots s&l&iAs Jt^U^Jl^C^ 



#' 

AffL*> r fr^cJL Ju^yC^ &€J&?<~' ^7?l4L?cJ-f Qj_^^c^^-^ 

c k ^ JL^-t^ ~Zk?>^) r?t#J~ ^u^J- a- 0&~#~JLJU*S 

RECEIVED 

AU6 29 200I & 



JAMES G. SWEENEY, RC 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

ONE HARRIMAN SQ.UARE 

P.O. BOX 8 0 6 

GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 
(845) 291-1100 F A X ( 8 4 5 ) 294-3994 

September 6, 2001 

via Fax & Regular Mail (563-4695) 
James Petro 
Chairman, Planning Board 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford (00-15) 

Dear Mr. Petro: 

I do not wish to burden the SEQRA record on this matter as I believe you have 
heard and understood the numerous comments and objections to this project. My purposes 
here is simply to focus you and the members of the Board upon the issues I brought up on 
behalf of the Bila Family Partnership at the public hearing of August 22, 2001. 

The legal issue involving the Rt. 94 access is very real. This narrow (25 feet 
wide overall) entrance way is no mere "shared driveway" as termed in the DEIS (at pg. 2-8). 
It is a full fledged street that is open to the general public (it is longer than the length of 
nearby Old Temple Hill Road between Routes 32 and 94) and wil l be used by hundreds of 
cars each day and thousands upon thousands each year. Yet it cannot even meet the Town's 
design standard for a minor private road (24 feet of pavement plus gutters and shoulders on 
a 50 foot wide ROW) and falls way short of the design standards for a suburban street (30 feet 
of pavement plus gutters and shoulders on a 50 foot wide ROW). This major road way barely 
meets common driveway standards. Since this is a "street" as defined by the Town's Code 
(§38-2) and open to the general public it must meet Town standards regardless of whether 
they are privately owned (Town Code §38-7). It can't and since it is vital to the entire project 
I do not see how you can approve the project in light of that serious legal defect.1 

' Although it was not fully explored at the public hearing you can imagine how motorists will use this 
road and the parking lot as a by pass to and from Rt. 94 and Rt. 32 in order to avoid the light at five comers. 
This realization emphasizes its categorization as a street and not a "shared driveway". 

(Cont'd) 



James Petro 
September 6, 2001 
Page 2 

The extensive adverse comments on traffic need no repetition by me. It suffices 
to say that the NY DOT, the entity that controls aM the roads through the five corners, notes 
several times that no matter what is done by Hannaford it will make an already intolerable 
situation worse. The expert data submitted by Bila's traffic engineers backs that up 100%. 

You are correct in your observation that ordinarily, indeed for the most part, 
when a use is permitted by the underlying zoning law a planning board would be hard 
pressed to deny site plan approval because of adverse environmental factors. However, there 
are some times when the overall "public health, safety and welfare" of the community as well 
as "the comfort and convenience of the public in general" (see Zoning Law §48-19[A] 
"Objectives") override the individual interests of the developer and the Board would be well 
within its jurisdiction to deny an application in such a circumstances. This is one of those rare 
circumstances. This project, even though facially permitted by the Zoning Law, does not "fit" 
and your Board would be justified in denying the site plan approval. The evidence is 
overwhelming in this regard and it is backed up by sound scientific data supplied by Bila's 
traffic engineers and the NY DOT. As such it is not unreasonable to deny the application on 
traffic grounds alone. The legal failure is another. Cf. Gilchrist v. Town of Lake George 
Planning Board, 255 A.D.2d 791, 680 N.Y.S.2d 320 (3d Dept., 1998). 

I submit to you and the members of the Planning Board that this is one of those 
rare cases when site plan approval should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration in this regard. 

Sincerely, 

/ / James G. Sweeney 

JGS/aa / 

cc: 
Tim Miller Associates 
Andrew Krieger, Esq. 
Jeff Rosenberg 



LOCKWOOD, 
KESSLER & 
BARTLETT, INC. CONSULTING ENGINEERS SINCE 1889 

ONE AERIAL WAY. SYOSSET. NEW YORK 11791 (516) 938-0600 TELEFAX (516) 931-6344 

August 17,2001 
LKB #0620-01 

James G. Sweeney, P.C. 
One Harriman Square 
P.O. Box 806 
Goshen, NY 10924 

Re: Hannaford Food Store 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, NY 

Dear Mr. Sweeney: 

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed the DEIS documents relating to traffic issues. 
The following is a summary of our review. 

Some of the issues raised previously, such as AADT, accident history analysis and signal 
warrant analysis have been included in the DEIS. However, the traffic analysis presented 
in the DEIS did not provide different results from the initial Traffic Impact Study dated 
June 26,2000 or the subsequent sensitivity analysis dated December 26,2000. The DEIS 
restates the Level of Service for the 'Five Corners' intersection for existing, No-Build, 
Build without improvements, Build with improvements, and a Build sensitivity analysis. 
Therefore, the results for the overall intersection LOS remain at LOS F (98.4 sec.) for 
Build w/ improvements (PM Peak Hour) and F (108.5 sec.) under the Build sensitivity 
analysis. 

As stated in prior correspondence, this confirms the statement by NYSDOT (letter of 
November 27, 2000 to Town of New Windsor Planning Board Engineer) that "the Level 
of Service at the Vails Gate 'Five Corners' intersection will be F during the peak traffic 
periods even with the incorporation of the mitigation measures." This analysis also 
corroborates the NYSDOT statement that "there is not sufficient or available traffic 
capacity at this intersection, nor are there 'reasonable' improvements which can be 
undertaken". The NYSDOT further emphasizes their position (letter of December 29, 
2000 to CME, LLP) stating that "even with improvements, the forecast operational Level 
of Service at the Five Corners' will remain 'F', with delays during the peak periods 
which are considered unacceptable and there are no 'reasonable' improvements, which 
can be undertaken as part of the development, which would correct the condition". 

l 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Furthermore, the traffic analysis as presented in the DEIS still indicates Level of Service 
F at the following intersections: 

- under the "2002 (PM Peak) Build Sensitivity Analysis" scenario: 
• 'Five Corners* Intersection (7 out of 11 lane groups - 64%) 

Rt. 94 EB left turn movement 
Rt. 94 EB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 94 WB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 32 NB (to Rt. 300) left turn movement 
Rt. 32 SB through movement 
Rt. 32 SB right turn movement 
Rt. 300 SB through/right turn movement 

- under the "2002 (PM Peak) Build" scenario: 
• Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

WB left/right turn movement 
• Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

SB left turn movement 
• Rt. 32 / Jacqueline Street 

WB left turn movement 

In addition, the DEIS restates that the project impacts are mitigated — however, the 'Five 
Corners' intersection will nevertheless operate at LOS F. The mitigative measures 
proposed at this intersection do not improve the above noted 'lane group' LOS. 

As a result of this project, the unsignalized intersections at Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd., 
Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. and Rt. 32 / Jacqueline St. will experience increases in delay 
for the above noted movements. Also, the introduction of a new signal at Rt. 32 / Site 
Driveway, intersection will increase delays along Rt. 32. 

Vehicular Queuing 

Another issue that has not been adequately addressed is the effect of vehicle queue or 
spillback from the 'Five Corners' intersection. The DEIS presented vehicle queue 
lengths at the approaches of the 'Five Corners* intersection under the existing, no-build, 
build, and build with improvement scenarios. These values were generated from a 
macroscopic analysis of the intersection. Traffic queue length for Route 32 Northbound 
under the Build with improvement (PM Peak Hour) condition indicate the following 
queues: 

Rte. 32 NB left movement to Rte. 300 23 vehicles (575') 
Rte. 32 NB through / right movement to Rte. 32 / Rte. 9 4 - 2 4 vehicles (600') 
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These maximum queue lengths can be expected to occur during 5% of the signal cycles 
within the peak hour. Queue lengths during the remainder of the peak hour will be 
shorter but can still be comparable in magnitude. 

Projecting the queue lengths over the next 10 years (Build +10 yr.) yields queue lengths 
of 28 vehicles and 30 vehicles respectively. A queue of 30 vehicles would extend 750' 
from the 'Five Corners' intersection, thus blocking the proposed Rte. 32 / Site Driveway 
signalized intersection which itself is located 750' from the 'Five Corners' intersection. 
When considering a potentially critical - and possibly unsafe - scenario of intersection 
blockage and interference, it is well to note that traffic projections and simulations are not 
infallible. Actual real life conditions may be better or worse then those predicted. 
Should they be worse, it would only require a slight increase to result in serious and 
possibly intractable problems in the operation of the driveway intersection. It must also 
be borne in mind that the 10-year projection assumes a slow but steady rate of growth in 
background traffic. If a major new development were to be sited to the south, it is 
possible that the results projected for a 10-year horizon could be experienced within a 
much shorter time frame. 

The traffic queue length for Route 94 Westbound under the Build with improvement (PM 
Peak Hour) condition indicate the following queues: 

Rte. 94 WB left movement to Rte. 32 SB 10 vehicles (250*) 
Rte. 94 WB through / right movement to Rte. 94 / Rte. 300- 21 vehicles (525') 

The existing queues extend past the Rte. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. intersection as would 
the projected queues under the Build with improvement scenario. The proposed Rte. 94 / 
site driveway, located approximately 150 feet from the 'Five Corners' intersection, would 
also be affected. WB Rt. 94 left turn movements into the site driveway and left turn 
movements out of the site driveway to WB Rte. 94 would be difficult maneuvers. The 
intersection would most likely function under restricted conditions of right turn 
maneuvers only. This intersection and the 'Five Corners' intersection should therefore be 
re-analyzed to reflect a redistribution of traffic volume. 

Other traffic issues include: 

Long Range Traffic Impacts 

The long range traffic impacts (Build + lOyr horizon) are presented for the 'Five Corners' 
intersection. The statement "future delays at the 'Five Corners* intersection will be less 
than today with overall delays under three minutes" is misleading. Although the overall 
delay is less than existing delay, approximately 50% (5 out of 11) of the approach 
movement operations will degrade (increase in delay) under the long range conditions 
when compared to existing conditions. See attached table. 
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Build Traffic Volumes 

The DEIS presented a project site trip summary table which indicates approximately 
10,000 daily trips are generated by this site for a typical Saturday. This is 10 times as 
many trips than the 1,000 (approximately) daily trips currently generated by the 
Friendly's restaurant. The impact of this significant increase in daily trips to this location 
was not addressed. 

This summarizes the major outstanding issues. Should you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to call. 

Very truly yours, 

LOCKWOOD, KESSLER & BARTLETT, INC. 

Richard Malec, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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TABLE 1 
Intersection Delay at "Five Comers" Intersection 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 
(ToRL94) 
(ToR1300) 

Route 300 

Approach -
Movement 

EBrL 
EB-TR 
WB-L 

WB-TR 
NB-L 
NB-L2 
NB-L1 
NB-TR 
SB-T 
SB-R 
SB4. 

SB-TR 
Overal 

PM Peak Hour 

2000 Existing 

126.6 
100.2 
82.4 
180.9 
>300 

-
-

45.3 
132.5 
194.3 
55.9 
1202 
220.4 

2002 Build 
Sensitivity Analysis 

160.5 
80.5 
59.3 
118 

-
56.5 
96.2 
34.2 
161.8 
180.4 

57 
152 

108.5 

Long Range 
Condition 

(Buld + 10Yr) 

263.4 
99.6 
97.7 
148.3 

-
178.4 
110.9 
38.1 
250.3 
123.7 
195.1 
178.4 
143.9 

Delay Increase 
(Long Range 

Condition vs. 2000 
Existing) 

136.8 

{ 15.3 

117.8 

139.2 
582 

Detay = sec/veh. 
EB = Eastbound,WB = WestboiMKi,NB = h4orthbound,SB = Southb<^ 
R * right, L = left, T = Ihrough 

Source: Hanatord Food & Drug DEIS, June 2001 
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TIM 
MILLER 
ASSOCIATES, INC. 
10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400 Fax (845) 265-4418 

July 30, 2001 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Attn: Mr. Mark Edsall, PE 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

Enclosed please find two (2) copies of revised pages of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the proposed Hannaford Food & Drug supermarket. The 
enclosed pages address the completeness comments in your review memo to the Board, 
dated 25 July 2001, and completeness comments of Phil Grealy in his review memo, dated 
July 2, 2001. 

The following revised DEIS pages are enclosed: 

Cover page (revised listed consultants) 

Pages 2-9, 2-10 (revised listed sewer and water approvals) 

Page 3.4-2 (clarified sewage generation quantities cited) 

Traffic section 3.3 (Pages 3.3-1 thru 3.3-12), (added summary Table 3.3-12 of 
accident data, expanded sight distance discussion in section 3.3.9, added AM peak 
hour discussion in section 3.3.14, and summarized all level-of-service data in Table 
3.3-15) 

The enclosed pages are provided for your review at the August 1 work session. Once 
accepted, the revised pages will be incorporated into the DEIS document which will be 
produced for public distribution. 

Please advise if you require anything further. 

Yours truly, 

Frederick P. Wells 
Senior Planner 
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC. 

FW: Hamaford\corresp\pl board Nvp 
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HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 
SITE PLAN APPLICATION 

NYS Route 32 

DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TOWN OF N E W WINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 
Tax Map Numbers: 

Section 70, Block 1, Lots 16.1 and 16.2 
Section 70, Block 1, Lots 2.1 and 2.21 

Section 69, Block 4, Lots 19.2, 25, 26.12 and 28 

Project Sponsor MARTIN'S FOOD OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 
P.O. Box 1000 

Scartx>rough, Maine 04074 
Attention: Douglas S. Boyce, PE 

(207) 885-2852 

Lead Agency: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 
Town Hall, 555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 
Contact Mark Edsall, PE 

(845)563-4615 

Lead Agency Acceptance Date: July 25. 2001 

Date of Public Hearing: August 22. 2001 

Written Comments Will be Accepted by the Lead Agency for Ten Days 
After the Close of the Public Hearing. 

July 25, 2001 



Project Description 
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2.6 Construction and Operation 

2.6.1 Construction 

The project plans have been developed for the building and pavement areas in accordance with 
contemporary engineering standards for construction materials and road and parking lot 
grades. Detailed plans for grading and drainage, soil erosion and sediment control, utilities, 
lighting and landscaping have been prepared and accompany this DEIS document. 

A schedule for construction of off-site improvements will be worked out with the Town Engineer 
prior to the commencement of demolition activities. 

Construction Sequence and Schedule 

A construction sequence and schedule has been developed as part of the overall erosion and 
sediment control plan for the project. Sequencing of construction is important to minimize soil 
erosion during construction. 

It is anticipated that site work would begin in Spring of 2002 and that the supermarket would 
open in late 2002. 

2.6.2 Operation 

The proposed supermarket may operate 24 hours per day, depending on the local demand for 
this type of facility. 

Truck traffic to the site will vary from day to day and week to week depending upon the season 
and the variation in shopping demand that occurs at the store. The store would receive regular 
trailer truck deliveries from its warehouse distribution facilities. Vendor trucks are less 
predictable, but would usually occur periodically throughout the morning hours. Past 
experience by Hannaford indicates approximately 195 vendor truck trips per week would occur 
at this store. 

2.7 Approvals and Involved Agencies 

Approvals required for this project and agencies having approval and permitting authority for 
the proposed action ("Involved Agencies") are listed below: 

Site Plan Approval and Amended Site Plan Approvals for off-site properties 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 

Water Main and Connection 
Town of New Windsor Water Department * -

Sewer Connection 
Town of New Windsor Sewer Department 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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Notification of Intent to be filed in accordance with NYS/DEC SPDES General Permit GP-93-06 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Region 3 

Water Main Approval 
Orange County Department of Health 

Work Permit for Activities in the State Right of Wav 
New York State Department of Transportation, Region 8 

Referral of Site Plan per General Municipal Law §239-m 
Orange County Department of Planning 

The applicant proposes to fill the 0.04 acres of wetland that exist on this site. The applicant is 
processing this application with the assumption that the on-site wetland is not regulated by the 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). Because this action would result in the filling of less than 
0.10 of an acre of wetland, this action would nonetheless comply with the conditions of the 
ACOE Nationwide Permit #39. This Nationwide Permit authorizes the filling of up to 0.50 of an 
acre of jurisdictional wetland. If the discharge of fill is less than 0.10 acre, as in this situation, 
no prior notification is necessary and ACOE would be notified within thirty days of the 
completion of the activity. 

2.8 Project Purpose. Needs and Benefits 

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a first class supermarket and drug store in 
New Windsor. The project will provide this by utilizing the existing commercial zoning for the 
site in furtherance of the comprehensive plan of the Town of New Windsor. Moreover, the site, 
situated along a State highway in an area where major infrastructure improvements have been 
made and which has become an important retail corridor for the Town, is well suited for this 
use. 

Hannaford seeks through this proposal to earn a reasonable return from this site in a manner 
that is compatible with the community and its comprehensive long-range land-use plans. The 
applicant believes that this project will address demand for such retail use in this area of New 
Windsor, provide competition with similar retailers in the area, and will strengthen an existing, 
well-established retail corridor. 

The primary benefit of the project is the utilization of the project site for retailing purposes. 
Such use would generate additional property and sales tax revenue to the Town of New 
Windsor, the taxing districts in which the site is situated and Orange County. Construction 
employment and long-term retail employment opportunities would also be generated. A 
substantial portion of these positions are expected to be filled by residents of New Windsor and 
the surrounding communities. 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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3.4.2 Sewage Disposal 

Existing Conditions 

The site is located in Sewer District #14. Although there is a moratorium on sewer main 
extensions, this does not apply to the subject application because this site is located in a 
portion of the district which is currently serviced by the sewer main. 

An existing 10-inch sanitary sewer is located in the bed of NYS Route 32. Sewage from the 
existing Friendly's restaurant is conveyed within this main. Based on an analysis by project 
engineers for the period between January 1999 and September 2000, the average daily water 
demand for the Friendly's restaurant was 2,210 gallons per day (gpd). 

The existing sewer line in Route 32 connects to an existing 10-inch line in Route 94 just north of 
the project site, which conveys effluent to the New Windsor Sewer District treatment plant 
located to the east on the banks of the Hudson River. 

For purposes of environmental review, it is typically assumed that sewage generated by a 
facility roughly equals its water demand. In reality, this is a worst-case approach since some 
water is always lost through use or consumption. 

Potential Impacts 

Site generated sewage is proposed to be disposed of in the existing main within Route 32. 
Daily flows from the project are projected by project engineers to be approximately 3,800 
gallons, based on actual water usage data of the applicant. Based on the average water usage 
rates for retail facilities outlined earlier in this chapter (taken from NYS/DEC Standards for 
Waste Treatment Works and NYC CEQR Technical Manual), sewage demand would be 
projected to be between 5,520 and 9,384 gallons per day (depending on the average rate used 
in the computation). Notwithstanding the current surcharge problem, the applicant is seeking to 
connect to the main in Route 32. 

Mitigation Measures 

Based on conversations with the Town Engineer and the New Windsor Sewer Superintendent, 
the Applicant anticipates making a monetary contribution to the Sewer District to help defray the 
cost of construction of the potential force main to be located in Route 94. The amount of this 
contribution has not been determined. 

3.4.3 Drainage Facilities 

Existing Conditions 

Drainage from the existing Friendly's rooftop and parking areas is currently directed to existing 
storm drains in Routes 32 and 94. The remainder of the undeveloped portions of the site are 
split between flowing off-site to the east and the west as sheet flow. These flows ultimately 
enter the municipal storm drain systems in Route 94 and Route 32. Stormwater landing on the 
existing Monro Muffler property is directed to Route 94. Finally, the portions of the former Long 
John Silver's restaurant property which would be affected by the proposed activities are 
currently wooded. 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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3.3 Traffic and Transportation 

3.3.1 Introduction 

This section (3.3) of the DEIS follows standard traffic engineering practice and consists of the 
following procedures; 1) survey existing traffic, roadway, and traffic control conditions, 2) 
identify other pending developments and establish future traffic volumes with and without the 
proposed development, 3) perform capacity and level of service and other traffic engineering 
analysis, and 4) identify any impacts and mitigation. Each of these tasks is described in more 
detail in the remainder of this section. 

3.3.2 Existing Highway Traffic and Conditions 

Existing Road Network 

The regional east-west roadway in the vicinity of the site is State Route 94. State Route 94 is a 
two-lane urban minor arterial consisting of one 11-foot wide travel lane in each direction with 
4-foot shoulders. In the vicinity of the proposed site, Route 94 provides three lanes including a 
center left-turn lane. West of State Route 32, Route 94 changes to an urban principal arterial 
with one 12-foot wide travel lane in each direction with 7-foot shoulders. 

The regional north-south roadways in the vicinity of the site are .State Route 32 and State Route 
300. State Route 32 is a two-lane urban minor arterial consisting of one 12-foot wide travel 
lane in each direction with auxiliary lanes at intersections. In the vicinity of the proposed site 
driveway, the Route 32 travel way transitions from two to four lanes as it approaches the Route 
94 intersection. The posted speed limit is 30 miles per hour (mph) within the study area. 

The second north-south roadway, State Route 300, is a two-lane urban minor arterial with a 
center turn median. The road consists of one 11-foot travel lane in each direction with an 
11-foot center turn median. Route 300 ends at its intersection with Route 32 and Route 94 in 
the project area. 

Figure 3.3-1 shows the existing roadway network. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Traffic counts were undertaken to identify the peak weekday commuter/shopping travel and 
peak Saturday midday shopping periods at the following study area intersections: 

• Route 32/Route 300/Route 94 ("Five Comers")* 
• Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road 
• Route 32/Old Temple Hill Road* 
• Route 300/Old Temple Hill Road 
• Route 32/Jacqueline Street 

The above two intersections marked with an asterisk are signalized. The remaining three 
intersections operate under stop sign control. The "Five Corners" intersection is a five-way 
intersection operating under actuated signal control. Field observations indicate that the signal 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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operates under a six-phase cycle of approximately 180 seconds. The Route 94/Old Temple Hill 
Road intersection is a T-intersection with stop sign control on the Old Temple Hill Road 
southbound approach to Route 94. The Route 32/Old Temple Hill Road intersection is a 
four-way signalized intersection operating under a three-phase 90-second cycle. The Route 
300/Old Temple Hill Road intersection is a T-intersection with the westbound Old Temple Hill 
Road approach operating under stop sign control. The Route 32 /Jacqueline Street intersection 
is a T-intersection with Jacqueline operating under stop sign control on the westbound 
approach. The existing lane configuration at each of the study area intersections is shown on 
Figure 3.3-2. 

Intersection turning movement and vehicle classification counts were conducted at the "Five 
Corners" intersection and Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road intersections on Wednesday, January 
19, 2000 from 4:00 to 6:00 PM and on Saturday, January 22, 2000 from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM. 
Recognizing seasonal variations in traffic, these counts were increased by 18.5 percent to 
represent peak month conditions based on the latest NYSDOT expansion factors for traffic 
count processing. 

Supplemental counts were conducted at the Route 32/Jacqueline Street intersection during the 
peak PM and Saturday hours on April 4, 2001 and April 7, 2001 respectively. These counts 
were increased and balanced with the peak month volumes at the 5-corners intersection. 
Additional traffic volume information was obtained from the Big V Town Centre Traffic Impact 
Report, dated May 20, 1998, and the letter dated October 20, 1999 both prepared by Langan 
Engineering. These referenced volumes were increased by two percent per year to establish 
base year 2000 volumes and balanced with the new traffic counts conducted for this study. The 
raw traffic volumes are contained in Appendix C, Attachment 1. These volumes provide base 
year 2000 conditions, as summarized on Figure 3.3-3 for the PM peak hour and Figure 3.3-4 for 
the Saturday peak hour, and form the basis for all traffic forecasts. 

The following conclusions are evident from the traffic volume information: 

• The weekday afternoon peak hour generally occurs from 4:30 to 5:30 PM and the Saturday 
peak hour generally occurs from 12:30 to 1:30 PM. 

• The percentage of heavy vehicles observed ranged from zero to 11 percent depending on 
the specific lane group and time of day. 

• The two-way traffic volume on Route 32 in the vicinity of the site is 1,776 vehicles during the 
weekday afternoon peak hour and 1,754 vehicles during the Saturday midday peak hour. 
The two-way traffic volume on Route 94 in the vicinity of the site is 834 vehicles during the 
weekday afternoon peak hour and 811 vehicles during the Saturday midday peak hour. 

Existing Average Annual Daily Traffic 

Along with manual intersection turning movement volumes, Average Annual Daily Traffic 
(AADT) volumes were researched for all segments approaching the Vails Gate "Five Comers" 
intersection. Table 3.3-1 summarizes these existing AADTs based on the latest NYSDOT 
Traffic Volume Report. 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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1 TABLE 3.3-1 
1 Existing Segment AADTs 
Route 

Route 32 

Route 94 

Route 300 

Segment 
South of the "Five Corners" Intersection - CR 107 in 
ORRS Mill to Rt. 94 in Vails Gate 
North of the "Five Corners" Intersection - Rt. 94 in 
Vails Gate to CR 69 (Union Ave) 
West of the "Five Corners" Intersection - CR 20 (ORRS 
Mills Rd) to Rt. 32, 300 in Vails Gate 
East of the "Five Comers" Intersection - Rt. 32, 300 in 
Vails Gate to Willow Ln. 
North of the "Five Comers" Intersection - The end of 
the Rt. 207 overlap to Rt. 94 in Vails Gate (End Rt. 
300) 

Average Annual Daily Traffic 
17500 

13500 

7750 

10700 

18400 

Existing Vehicular Queuing 

Peak hour queuing observations were conducted on the Route 32 northbound approach and 
the Route 94 westbound approach to the "five corners" intersection. This field data shows that 
the average number of vehicles in queue is greatest in the Route 32 northbound shared 
left/left-through lane, which serves traffic destined to Route 94 westbound and Route 300 
northbound. Average peak hour queue lengths were 21 vehicles during the PM peak hour and 
18 vehicles during the Saturday peak hour. The maximum queue observed was 30 vehicles, 
which occurred during the PM peak hour. The Route 94 westbound approach queued past Old 
Temple Hill Road. 

3.3.3 Level-of-Service Criteria 

Intersection Level of Service (LOS) and capacity analysis relate traffic volumes to the physical 
characteristics of an intersection. Intersection evaluations were made using the highway 
capacity software, and the Synchro traffic simulation software, both of which automate the 
procedures contained in the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual. The results of the analysis 
provide a level of service rating from a LOS A to LOS F based on the average delay per 
vehicle. LOS A represents the highest, most efficient level, and LOS F is the lowest level. 
Tables 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 further define the LOS criteria for unsignalized and signalized 
intersections. Additional details on the level of service descriptions are included in Appendix C, 
Attachment 2. 

TABLE 3.3-2 
Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service Criteria 
Average Total Delay 

Level of Service (Seconds per vehicle) 

A 
B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

<10.0 
> 10.0 and £15.0 

> 15.0 and < 25.0 

> 25.0 and < 35.0 

> 35.0 and <> 50.0 

>50.0 

Source: Hkjhwav Capacity Manual. Transportation Research Board. 
National Research Council, Special Report 209,1997. 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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TABLE 3.3-3 
Signalized Intersections 
Level of Service Criteria 

Level of Service 

Average Control Delay 
Per Vehicle 

(Seconds per vehicle) 

<10.0 
> 10.0 and s 20.0 

> 20.0 and < 35.0 

> 35.0 and < 55.0 

> 55.0 and < 80.0 

>80.0 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual. Transportation Research Board, 
National Research Council, Special Report 209,1997. 

3.3.4 Existing Levels of Service 

The results of the level of service (LOS) analyses for the study area unsignalized intersections 
are summarized in Table 3.3-4. Only movements generally subject to delay are shown in the 
capacity analysis. Levels of Service for signalized intersections are summarized in Table 3.3-5. 
This table shows that the average motorist currently experiences more than three minutes of, 
delay at the "Five Corners" intersection. The capacity analysis worksheets are included in 
Appendix C, Attachment 2. 

2000 

Intersection 

Route 94 
Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 300 
Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 
Jacqueline Street 
LOS = Level-of-Service (see level 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbouri 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 

TABLE 3.3-4 
Existing Condition Level-of-Service Summary 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
SB-L 
SB-R 

SB-L 
WB-LR 

SB-LT 
WB-LR 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs/Veh) 

9.1 
40.6 
11.1 

10.7 
39.1 

10.4 
36.5 

LOS 

A 
E 
B 

B 
E 

B 
E 

-of-service criteria Table 3.3-2). 
d, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound. 

' " ' ' ' - - • ' • • ' - ' . - ' ' • • 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsJVeh) 

9.3 
32.0 
11.7 

10.2 
48.9 

9.6 
26.2 

LOS 

A 
D 
B 

B 
E 

A 
D 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS 
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TABLE 3.3-5 
2000 Existing Condition Level-of-Service Summary 

Signalized intersections 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 

Route 300 

Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-L 
NB-TR 

SB-T 
SB-R 

SB-L 
SB-TR 

Overall 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 
WB-TR 

NB-LTR 
SB-LTR 

Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs./Veh) 

126.6 
100.2 

82.4 

180.9 

>300 
45.3 

132.5 

194.3 

55.9 
120.2 

220.4 

23.3 
16.7 

24.4 
27.8 

18.7 
18.8 

20.1 

LOS 

F 
F 

F 

F 

F 
D 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

C 
B 

C 

C 

B 
B 

C 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs.A/eh) 

112.7 
111.5 

127.7 

167.6 

>300 
39.5 

114.6 

143.9 

58.3 
206.3 

203.6 

24.9 
17.4 
24.4 

31.7 

17.7 
22.0 

21.9 

LOS 

F 
F 
F 

F 

F 
D 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

C 
B 
C 

C 

B 
C 

C 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria, Table 3.3-3). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 

3.3.5 Future No-Build Traffic: Network and Volumes 

In order to evaluate the impact of the proposed development, traffic projections were prepared 
for the year 2002. This corresponds to the year that the project is expected to be fully 
constructed and occupied. The relative impact of the proposed supermarket can be determined 
by comparing the level of service during the 2002 design year for the No-Build and Build traffic 
volumes. 

The 2002 No-build traffic volumes assume the re-occupancy of the former Long John Silver's 
restaurant, demolition of the existing Friendly's restaurant, the construction of the new Cornwall 
High School, the expansion of the Big V Town Centre (a.k.a. Shop Rite) currently under 
construction, and the completion of the 31 unit residential subdivision located off Jacqueline 
Street in the Town of Cornwall. These "Other Development" volumes can be found in Appendix 
C - Attachment 3. The following No-Build analysis assumes the completion of the highway 
improvements planned as part of the Jacqueline Street subdivision which includes the 
construction of separate westbound left and right turn lanes and an improved westbound 
approach grade. 
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The 2002 No-Build traffic volumes were estimated by applying a one percent per year growth 
rate to the existing 2000 peak hour volumes and adding the expected increase in traffic due to 
the other development projects. These "other development" trips are summarized in Appendix 
C, Attachment 3. The resulting average annual overall growth rate is approximately 4% to 4.5% 
per year at the "Five Comers" intersection. The resulting 2002 No-Build traffic volumes are 
summarized on Figures 3.3-5 and 3.3-6 for the PM and Saturday peak hours, respectively. 

3.3.6 No-Build Level of Service 

Table 3.3-6 contains the level of service summaries for the 2002 No-Build scenario for the 
unsignalized intersections. Table 3.3-7 summarizes levels of service for the signalized 
intersections. 

TABLE 3.3-6 
2002 No-Build Condition LeveJ-of-Service Summary 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Intersection 

Route 94 
Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 300 
Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 
Jacqueline Street 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
SB-L 
SB-R 

SB-L 
WB-LR 

SB-LT 
WB-L 
WB-R 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsiVeh) 

9.2 
51.1 
11.3 

11.0 
53.2 

10.8 
84.3 
19.0 

LOS 

A 
F 
B 

B 
F 

B 
F 
C 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs.A/eh) 

9.4 
36.5 
11.8 

10.5 
73.4 

10.1 
76.6 
17.1 

LOS 

A 
E 
B 

B 
F 

B 
F 
C 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria Table 3.3-2). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound. 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 
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TABLE 3.3-7 
2002 No-Build Condition Level-of-Service Summary 

Signalized Intersections -

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 

Route 300 

Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-L 
NB-TR 

SB-T 

SB-R 

SB-L 
SB-TR 

Overall 

EB-L 
EB-TR 
WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-LTR 
SB-LTR 

Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsWeh) 

179.4 
119.8 

88.7 

212.0 

>300 
43.7 

174.3 

269.4 

58.4 
161.3 

240.9 

24.0 
16.9 
24.5 
28.1 

20.4 
20.2 

21.3 

LOS 

F 
F 

F 

F 

F 
D 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

C 
B 

C 
C 

C 
C 

C 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs.A/eh) 

148.1 
128.3 

145.1 

193.2 

>300 
40.5 

142.8 

195.1 

58.3 
234.2 

244.8 

25.7 
17.6 
24.5 
33.2 

19.3 
25.1 

23.7 

LOS 

F 
F 

F 

F 

F 
D 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

C 
B 

C 
C 

B 
C 

C 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria, Table 3.3-3). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 

3.3.7 Build Traffic Volumes 

Two sets of Build traffic volumes were prepared. One with the Route 32/Site Driveway 
configured as a T-intersection and a second set of Build traffic projections was prepared 
involving changes in access to the site of the former Long John Silver's restaurant. This 
second case is presented herein for access management purposes and to facilitate driveway 
modifications for consideration by the NYSDOT. 

Trip Generation 

Trip generation determines the quantity of traffic expected to travel to/from a given site. The trip 
generation for the proposed Hannaford site was estimated based on Trip Generation. 6th 

Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The average rate provided 
by ITE for Land Use Code (LUC) 850 - Supermarket, was used to estimate the PM and 
Saturday peak hour trip generation for the proposed Hannaford. Table 3.3-8 summarizes the 
daily and peak hour trip generation for this project. 
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TABLE 3.3.8 
Project Site Trip Summary 

Land Uses (size) {ITE Code}1 

Supermarket (56,000 SF) {850} 
- Pass By Trips (25%) 
Primary Trips 

Trips 

PM Peak Hour 

Enter 
329 
-80 
249 

Exit 
316 
-80 
236 

Total 
645 
-160 
485 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Enter 
350 
-85 
265 

Exit 
336 
-85 
251 

Total 
686 
-170 
516 

Daily Weekday 

Enter 
3122 

-

Exit 
3122 

-

Total 
6244 

-

Daily Saturday 
Enter 
4972 

-

Exit 
4973 

— 

Total 
9945 

— 
-

SF = gross leasable square feet. 
1 ITE, Trip Generation, 6* edition rates, pp. 1523 and 1527 

Table 3.3-8 shows that the total estimated trip generation for the proposed supermarket is 645 
vehicles per hour (vph) during the PM peak hour and 686 vph during the Saturday midday peak 
hour. Pass-by trips, trips that are captured from the existing traffic passing the site, are 
estimated at 25 percent of the total trips. Primary trips or "new" traffic generated by the 
Hannaford project is estimated at 485 vph and 516 vph during the PM and Saturday peak 
hours, respectively. 

Trip Distribution 

Trip distribution describes where traffic originates or where traffic is destined. Regional trip 
distribution percentages were determined by market information provided by Hannaford 
Brothers Company. The primary trip distribution patterns are summarized on Figure 3.3-7. The 
pass-by trips were distributed at the site driveways based on the existing directional flows on 
the adjacent street system. 

Traffic Assignment 

Traffic assignment combines the results of trip generation and trip distribution and determines 
the specific path or roadway that will be used between various origin/destination pairs. The 
resulting weekday afternoon and Saturday midday peak hour traffic assignments (site 
generated trips) are shown on Figures 3.3-8 and 3.3-9. 

Future Traffic 

The site generated trips were added to the 2002 No-Build traffic volumes, resulting in 2002 
Build traffic volumes for the weekday afternoon and Saturday midday peak hours as shown on 
Figures 3.3-10 and 3.3-11. The traffic volumes resulting from the relocated Long John Silver's 
driveway are depicted on Figures 3.3-12 and 3.3-13. 

3.3.8 Build Level of Service 

A level of service analysis was conducted for the Build condition for the study area intersections 
and two site driveway intersections. Tables 3.3-9 and 3.3-10 provide level of service 
summaries for the proposed 2002 Build conditions without mitigation. The following is evident 
from the analysis: 

Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road - Table 3.3-4 shows that the Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road 
intersection currently operates with left-turn side street delays in the LOS D/E range. Table 
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3.3-6 shows that the operations will degrade during the No-Build condition and side street LOS 
E/F will prevail during the peak hours. The build condition analysis indicates that site traffic will 
increase the delays on Old Temple Hill Road and LOS F will exist during both peak hours. The 
traffic operations at Old Temple Hill Road are influenced by the capacity constraints at the 
Route 32 "five corners" intersection, which is not reflected in the LOS results presented in the 
tables. 

Route 94/Site Driveway - Table 3.3-9 shows that this driveway will operate at very good levels 
of service. This driveway should operate under stop sign control. 

Route 32/Srte Driveway - Table 3.3-9 shows that this intersection will not operate adequately 
under stop sign control. A traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted as contained in 
Appendix C, Attachment 5, and shows that a traffic signal will be warranted at this location. 
This proposed mitigation is presented in the next section. 

Route 32/Route 94/Route 300 "Five Comers" Intersection - Table 3.3-5 and 3.3-7 show that this 
intersection currently operates at LOS F during peak conditions with delays estimated to be 
approximately 3 to 4 minutes per vehicle. With the development of the site and no mitigation, 
overall intersection delays will increase by approximately 50 to 60 seconds per vehicle. 

Route 32/Jacgueline Street - Tables 3.3-6 and 3.3-9 show that motorists exiting Jacqueline 
Street will experience LOS F during peak hours with or without the proposed Hannaford project. 
Adequate capacity will continue to exist. 
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TABLE 3.3-9 
2002 Build Condition Level-of-Service Summary 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Intersection 

Route 94 
Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 300 
Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 
Jacqueline Street 

Route 94 
Site Driveway 

Route 32 
Site Driveway 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
SB-L 
SB-R 

SB-L 
WB-LR 

SB-LT 
WB-L 
WB-R 

WB-L 
NB-LR 

SB-L 
WB-L 
WB-R 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsWeh) 

9.4 
76.9 
11.8 

11.3 
70.5 

11.2 
111.9 
20.6 

8.4 
16.0 

13.1 
>300 
37.2 

LOS 

A 
F 
B 

B 
F 

B 
F 
C 

A 
C 

B 
F 
E 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsJVeh) 

9.7 
52.5 
12.5 

10.7 
100.6 

10.4 
101.0 
18.7 

8.3 
15.7 

12.3 
>300 
29.7 

LOS 

A 
F 
B 

B 
F 

B 
F 
C 

A 
C 

B 
F 
D 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria Table 3.3-2). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound. 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 
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TABLE 3.3-10 
2002 Build Condition Level-of-Service Summary 

Signalized Intersections 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 

Route 300 

Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-L 
NB-TR 

SB-T 

SB-R 
SB-L 

SB-TR 

Overall 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-LTR 
SB-LTR 
Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsTVeh) 

179.4 
160.1 

90.5 

247.9 

>300 
44.4 

251.6 

269.4 

58.7 
193.3 
290.7 

24.6 
17.0 
24.5 

28.7 

21.8 
22.6 

22.7 

LOS 

F 
F 
F 

F 

F 
D 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

C 
B 

C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Delay 

(SecsWeh) 

148.1 
178.6 

148.3 
229.9 

>300 
41.3 

203.1 

195.1 

58.6 
275.4 

303.2 

26.3 
17.7 

24.5 

34.8 

20.4 
32.7 
27.2 

LOS 

F 
F 
F 

F 

F 
D 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

C 
B 

C 

C 

B 
C 

C 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria, Table 3.3-3). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 

3.3.9 Sight Distance 

Table 3.3-11 shows the intersection sight distances measured at the proposed site driveways, 
and at the existing unsignalized intersection locations. The table demonstrates that adequate 
visibility exists at both site driveway locations based on posted speed limits and NYSDOT 
guidelines as contained in "Policy and Standards for Entrances to State Highways". Adequate 
visibility exists at all other locations except at the Old Temple Hill Road/Route 300 intersection 
looking left from Old Temple Hill Road. Here the existing sight distance is limited due to the 
horizontal alignment of Route 300 and existing vegetation within the sight distance triangle. 
Trimming and clearing of vegetation is recommended within this area to maximize the available 
sight distance. 
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TABLE 3.3-11 
Sight Distances 

Site Driveway/Route 94 
Site Driveway/Route 32 
Route 32/Jacqueline Street 
Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road 
Route 300/Old Temple Hill Road 

Available 
DL 

* 
580' 
630" 

* 
375' 

Desirable 
DL 

* 
360' 
530" 

* 
530' 

Available 
DR 

570' 
• 

725' 
* 

N/A 

Desirable 
DR 

260' 
* 

440' 
* 

N/A 

Available 
DS 

* 
595' 
640' 
700' 

+820' 

Desirable 
DS 

* 
230' 
370' 
370' 
370' 

* Visible to nearest traffic signal 
NA = Not Applicable (Left turn maneuver prohibited) 
DL = Safe Sight Distance to the Left 
DR = Safe Sight Distance to the Right 
DS = Safe Sight Distance Along Major Route for Vehicle Turning Left onto Site Driveway 

3.3.10 Crash History 

A highway safety and history evaluation was completed within the study area. The evaluation 
consisted of calculating accident frequency and accident rate and comparing the calculated 
figures with the statewide averages for similar intersections and highways. 

Accident frequency is the number of accidents that have occurred at an intersection or segment 
during a specified period. The frequency values were obtained directly from the Department of 
Motor Vehicles. The frequency is simply the sum of all accidents that occurred at an 
intersection or highway segment during the three-year study period. 

The accident rate is the ratio of the number of accidents at an intersection, or within a segment, 
for every million vehicles entering (MVE) an intersection or million vehicle miles (MVM) of travel 
in a segment during the specified study period. The AADT entering the intersection was 
estimated using the existing volumes found in the study. For this analysis, the number of days 
in the study was equal to 1,095 (365*3). 

Historical crash records were available from 1996 to 1998, and show that 70 crashes occurred 
on Route 32, between the "Five Corners" intersection and a point 6/10's of a mile south of the 
"Five Corners" intersection which includes the Jacqueline Street intersection. Of the 70 
accidents, 15 crashes occurred at the "Five Corners" intersection and 3 crashes occurred at the 
Jacqueline Street intersection. The crash rate was calculated and compared to the applicable 
statewide mean accident rate for state-maintained highways, as provided by the NYSDOTs 
Safety Information Management System (SIMS). The crash histories translate into a crash rate 
of 0.37 per MVE at the "Five Corners" intersection and 0.12 per MVE at the Jacqueline 
intersection which is less than the State averages of 0.64. per MVE and 0.19 per MVE, 
respectively. Similarly, the accident rate on the Route 32 segment south from the "Five 
Corners" intersection was calculated and compared to the mean accident rate for New York 
State. The segment accident rate was calculated to be 6.09 per MVM along Route 32 
compared to the State mean of 3.94 per MVM. This segment accident rate is higher than the 
statewide average. The number of right angle accidents in this section is expected to decrease 
with the implementation of the proposed access management improvements, as discussed in 
the Mitigation section. Table 3.3-12 summarizes the individual accidents. 
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Table 3.3-12 
Summary of Accident Reports 

Location 

Route 32/ Jacqueline 
St Intersection 

Route 32 Segment 
between Jacqueline 
St and 5-Comers 
Intersection 

Date 

7/7/96 

10/22/97 

3/25/98 

8/18/97 

2/23/98 

11/13/96 

2/20/97 

3/21/98 

6/11/98 

9/6/97 

9/26/97 

10/2/98 

9/28/96 

4/18/97 

10/15/97 

10/25/96 

8/9/96 
1/30/96 

3/14/96 

4/4/96 

5/21/96 

5/29/96 

6/18/96 

8/24/96 

8/30/96 

8/31/96 

10/1/96 

10/4/96 

11/20/96 

2/18/97 

3/27/97 

5/1/97 

5/30/97 

6/2/97 

6/3/97 

7/22/97 

7/26/97 

9/4/97 

Time 

10: 

6: 

8: 

17: 

9: 

10: 

18: 

17: 

13: 

5: 

16: 

12: 

13: 

18: 

11: 

6: 

16: 

1: 
9: 

18: 

18: 

17: 

18: 

17: 

19: 

13: 

-

15: 

17: 

11: 

16: 

3: 

10: 

17: 

13: 

3: 

2: 

14: 

No. 
Veh 

2 

1 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Manner of 
Collision 

Left Turn (3) 

Other 

Rear End 

Other 

Left Turn (3) 

Other 

Rear End 

Other 

Signal 

Other 

Rear End 

Left Turn (3) 

Other 

Rear End 

Intersection 

Other 

Rear End 

Overtaking 

Intersection 

Overtaking 

Other 

Left Turn (3) 

Intersection 

Rear End 

Overtaking 

Other 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Rear End 

intersection 

Rear End 

Rear End 

Other 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Left Turn (3) 

Overtaking 

Rear End 

No. 
Inj -

2 

0 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

4 

1 

2 

1 

0 

1 

2 

2 

1 

0 

1 

Traffic 
Control 

Signal 

None 

Signal 

Other 

None 

Signal 

Signal 

None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 

None 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 

No Pass 
Zone 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 

Signal 

None 

None 

None 

Signal 

Signal 

None 

Signal 

Unknown 

Signal 

No Pass 
Zone 
None 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Unknown 

None 

None 

None 

Signal 

Weather 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Sleet 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Rain 

Clear 

Rain 

Cloudy 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Rain 

Rain 

Rain 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Apparent Contributing 
Factor 

Failure to Yield ROW 

N/A 

Other Human 

Following too Closely 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Following too Closely 

Driver Inattention 

Pavement Slippery 

Driver Inattention 

N/A 

Following too Closely 

View Obstructed/Limited 

Following too Closely 

Following too Closely 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Following too Closely 

Other Vehicular 

Unsafe Lane Changing 

Unsafe Speed 

Unsafe Lane Change 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

View Obstructed/Limited 

Pavement Defective 

N/A 

Unknown 

Other Human 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 

View Obstructed/Limited 

Driver Inattention 

Other Human 

Unsafe Speed 

View Obstructed/Limited 

View Obstructed/Limited 

Turning Improperly 

Passing or Lane Usage 
Improperly 

Other Environmental 
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Table 3.3-12 
Summary of Accident Reports 

(cont.) 

5-Comers 
Intersection 

10/21/97 

12/22/97 

1/9/98 

1/29/98 

3/20/98 

3/20/98 

6/24/98 

9/16/98 

9/23/98 

9/26/98 

10/9/98 

10/13/98 

11/4/98 

11/14/98 

11/25/98 

12/18/98 

12/18/98 

2/12/96 

2/27/96 

3/8/96 

4/16/96 

7/21/96 

10/18/96 

7/2/97 

7/17/97 

10/2/97 

11/18/97 

1/26/98 

7/21/98 

7/31/98 

10/6/98 

11/19/98 

15: 

18: 

18: 

13: 

9: 

8: 

7: 

23: 

13: 

8: 

22: 

16: 

21: 

13: 

13: 

15: 

10: 

11: 

7: 

12: 

20: 

11: 

2: 

15: 

16: 

15: 

20: 

12: 

13: 

15: 

11: 

18: 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Left Turn (3) 

Overtaking 

Intersection 

Rear End 

Overtaking 

Rear End 

Overtaking 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Left Turn (0) 

Intersection 

Right Turn (5) 

Left Turn (3) 

Rear End 

Left Turn (3) 

Overtaking 

Rear End 

Rear End 

Other 

Rear End 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Intersection 

Rear End 

Left Turn (3) 

Rear End 

Intersection 

Left Turn (3) 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

0 

2 

No Pass 
Zone 
Signal 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Signal 

Signal 

None 

None 

Other 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Flashing 
Ught 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

Cloudy 

Cloudy 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Rain 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Rain 

Snow 

Clear 

Clear 

Clear 

Rain 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Clear 

Cloudy 

Other Human 

Driver Inattention 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Passenger Distraction 

Unsafe Lane Change 

Driver Inattention 

Passing or Lane Usage 
Improperly 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Traffic Control 
Disregarded 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

view Obstructed/Limited 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

N/A 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Pavement Slippery 

N/A 

Other Human 

Driver Inattention 

Pavement Slippery 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Driver Inattention 

Other Human 

Backing Unsafely 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Following too Closely 

Failure to Yield ROW 

Failure to Yield ROW 

3.3.11 Transit 

The local transit provider is Leprechaun Lines, which serves the Newburgh, New Windsor, and 
Vails Gate areas. Regional and Dial-a-bus service also exists. The closest Leprechaun Lines 
transit stop is currently at the Price Chopper Plaza. There are no current plans to extend the 
service to the proposed Hannaford site. If the Town and Leprechaun Lines desire transit 
service to the Hannaford site, then Hannaford can accommodate a transit stop near the front of 
the store. 
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3.3.12 Mitigation Measures 

Improvements will be required at the following two locations in order to accommodate the 
additional traffic from this project. The intersection level of service with mitigation is summarized 
in Table 3.3-13. 

Route 32/Route 94/Route 300 "Five Comers" Intersection- This intersection was recently 
reconstructed and significant geometric improvements do not appear possible within the 
available right-of-way. Therefore, mitigation measures included as part of this study show the 
traffic operations resulting from a modified lane arrangement and signal-phasing improvements 
at this intersection. Under this scenario, the Route 32 northbound shared left/left-through lane 
will be designated as an exclusive left turn lane to Route 94 westbound, and the inside through 
lane to Route 32 will be designated as an exclusive through lane to Route 300. This will 
improve overall operations, by reducing average vehicle delays by two minutes per vehicle as 
compared to existing operations. Average overall delays will be on the order of 100 seconds 
per vehicle versus the 220 seconds per vehicle experienced today. Slight realignment of the 
northbound lanes on Route 32 may be required and it appears that this modification could be 
accomplished within the existing ROW. (Refer to Appendix C, Attachment 4 for the proposed 
highway and signal improvements). 

It should be noted that these improvements will also improve traffic operations at the Route 
94/Old Temple Hill Road intersection by minimizing queued vehicles on Route 94. 

Route 32/Site Driveway- A traffic signal is proposed at the site driveway intersection which is 
approximately 750 feet south of the existing traffic signal at the Route 32 "Five Corners" 
intersection. The need for a traffic signal is based on consideration of the unsignalized 
operations and a preliminary signal warrant analysis as contained in Appendix C-Attachment 5. 
Under signal control, this intersection will operate at a LOS B/C. 
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TABLE 3.3-13 
2002 Mitigation Condition Levei-of-Service Summary 

Signalized Intersections 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 

Route 300 

Site Driveway 
Route 32 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-L2 
NB-L1 

NB-TR 

SB-T 

SB-R 

SB-L 
SB-TR 

Overall 

WB-L 
WB-TR 
NB-TR 
SB-L 

SB-T 

Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs.A/eh) 

170.1 
70.1 

54.9 

90.1 

117.9 
65.0 

29.5 

155.6 

172.7 

121.3 
101.6 

98.4 

50.1 
53.1 
42.8 
7.0 

7.2 

28.2 

LOS 

F 
E 

D 
F 

F 
E 

C 

F 

F 

F 
F 

F 

D 
D 
D 
A 

A 

C 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Secs.A/eh) 

148.0 
113.9 

78.1 

96.1 
107.1 
56.0 
25.0 

108.0 

103.9 

78.3 
180.2 

98.7 

50.7 
53.8 
23.4 

6.5 

8.5 

19.2 

LOS 

F 
F 
E 

F 
F 
E 

C 

F 

F 

E 
F 

F 

D 
D 
C 
A 

A 

B 

LOS - Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria, Table 3.3-3). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 
Improvements include revised lane designations and phasing at Rte 94/32/300; signal and left-turn lane at 
Route 32/Site Driveway 

^A/hile the proposed mitigation improves overall traffic operations by more than two minutes per 
vehicle, a single lane group (the southbound left turn from Route 300) experiences a change in 
level of service from LOS E to LOS F. This occurs only during the PM peak hour. No lane 
group LOS degradations occur at the "Five Corners" intersection during the Saturday peak 
hour. A sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine if the proposed improvement is capable 
of maintaining the LOS for all lane groups at the "Five Corners" intersection if the PM 
southbound left turn at Route 300 remained LOS E. (See Appendix C, Attachment 2.) 

The results of the sensitivity analysis are summarized in Table 3.3-14 and Figure 2-8. The 
analysis shows that the proposed mitigation is capable of improving or maintaining the LOS for 
all lane groups at the intersection, and that no LOS degradations will occur for any single 
maneuver, or the intersection as a whole. Figure 2-8 shows the dramatic improvement in 
overall traffic operations at the "Five Corners" intersection. The subject southbound left turn 
from Route 300 will remain at LOS E. The overall benefit under this analysis will still be a 
significant reduction in delays, at over two minutes per vehicle on average. 
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TABLE 3.3-14 
Intersection Level of Service Sensitivity Analysis1 

Intersection 

Rt. 94 

Rt. 32 
(To Rt. 94) 
(To Rt. 300) 

Rt. 300 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 
NB-L 

NB-(L2) 
NB-(L1) 
NB-TR 

SB-T 

SB-R 
SB-L 

SB-TR 
Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

2000* 
Existing 

F (126.6) 
F (100.2) 

F (82.4) 
F (180.9) 

F f ) 
~ 
-

D (45.3) 

F (132.5) 

F (194.3) 
E(55.9) 
F (120.2) 

F (220.4) 

2002* 
No-Build 

F (179.4) 
F (119.8) 

F (88.7) 
F (212.0) 

FO 
-
-

D (43.7) 

F (174.3) 

F (269.4) 
E (58.4) 
F (161.3) 

F (240.9) 

2002* 
Build without 

improvements 

F (179.4) 
F (160.1) 

F (90.5) 
F (247.9) 

F(*) 
-
-

D (44.4) 

F (251.6) 

F (269.4) 
E (58.7) 
F (193.3) 

F (290.7) 

2002* 
Build with 

improvements 

F (170.1) 
E (70.1) 

D (54.9) 
F (90.1) 

-
F (117.9) 
E (65.0) 
C (29.5) 

F (155.6) 

F (172.7) 
F (121.3) 
F (101.6) 

F (98.4) 

2002 Build 
Sensitivity 
Analysis 

F (160.5) 
F (80.5) 
E (59.3) 

F (118.0) 
-

E (56.5) 
F (96.2) 
C (34.2) 

F (161.8) 

F (180.4) 
E (57.0) 
F (152.0) 
F (108.5) 

X(X) = Level of Service (Delay, seconds per vehicle) 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 
1 Under this modified signal timing analysis, the Route 300 southbound left turn LOS remains at No Build level. 

The basic conclusion is that the proposed improvement is capable of fully mitigating project 
impacts and that the final timing plan can be adjusted to optimize lane group or overall 
operations. 

Table 3.3-15 presents the LOS results for the various cases under study. The existing, 
no-build, build and build with mitigation conditions from previous sections are summarized in 
one table for comparison purposes. 

In addition to the above capacity improvements, the proposed project will provide access 
management improvements to the Route 32 corridor. Two existing Friendly's driveways will be 
eliminated. Two existing driveways on the west side of Route 32 (at the location of the former 
Long John Silver's restaurant) will be reconfigured: one will be relocated to the new traffic signal 
and one will be channelized for access to/from southbound Route 32. This proposal will 
eliminate four full access unsignalized driveways and reduce the merging, diverging and 
crossing conflicts in this area of Route 32. Overall traffic operations will improve. The 
sensitivity analysis contained in Appendix C, Attachment 2, shows the operational results of this 
access management scenario. The results of this analysis show that a four-way signalized 
intersection can provide LOS B/C overall. 

Overall, the proposed capacity improvements at the "Five Comers" intersection will provide 
better traffic operations with site traffic, than currently exist today. This will improve the traffic 
flow at nearby unsignalized intersections, which are currently influenced by vehicular queuing 
from the "Five Corners" intersection. From an access management standpoint, the proposed 
project will reduce the overall number of conflict points along Route 32. 
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TABLE 3.3-15 
Level-of-Service Summary 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 300 

Old Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 

Jacqueline Street 

Route 94 

Site Driveway 

Route 32 

Site Driveway 

Route 32 

Site Driveway 

Route 94 

Route 32 

Route 300 

CTRL 

U 

U 

u 

u 

u 

S 

S 

Approach-

Movement 

EB-L 

SB-L 

SB-R 

SB-L 

WB-LR 

SB-LT 

WB-L 

WB-R 

WB-L 

NB-LR 

SB-L 

WB-L 

WB-R 

NB-TR 

SB-L 

SB-T 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

Overall 

EB-L 

EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-L 

NB-L2 

NB-L1 

NB-TR 

SB-T 

SB-R 

SB-L 

SB-TR 

Overal 

PM Peak Hour 

2000 

Existing 

A (9.1) 

E (40.6) 

B(11.1) 

B (10.7) 

E (39.1) 

B (10.4) 

E (36.5) 

* 

* 
• 

* 
* 
* 

* 
• 
• 
* 
* 
* 

F (126.6) 

F (100.2) 

F (82.4) 

F (180.9) 

F(>300) 

* 
* 

D (45.3) 

F (132.5) 

F (194.3) 

E (55.9) 

F (120.2) 

F (220.4) 

2002 

No-Build 

A (9.2) 

F (51.1) 

B (11.3) 

B(11.0) 

F (53.2) 

B(10.8) 

F (84.3) 

C (19.0) 

* 
* 

* 
* 
• 

* 
* 
* 
• 
* 
• 

F (179.4) 

F (119.8) 

F(88.7) 

F (212.0) 

F(>300) 

* 
* 

D (43.7) 

F (174.3) 

F (269.4) 

E (58.4) 

F (161.3) 

F (240.9) 

2002 

Build 

A (9.4) 

F (76.9) 

B{11.8) 

B(11.3) 

F (70.5) 

B(11.2) 

F (111.9) 

C (20.6) 

A (8.4) 

C (16.0) 

B(13.1) 

F (>300) 

E (37.2) 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

F (179.4) 

F (160.1) 

F(90.5) 

F (247.9) 

F(>300) 

* 
• 

D (44.4) 

F (251.6) 

F (269.4) 

E (58.7) 

F (193.3) 

F (290.7) 

2002 

Mitigation 

* 
* 
* 

* 
• 

• 
* 
* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

D (42.8) 

A (7.0) 

A (7.2) 

D (50.1) 

D (53.1) 

C (28.2) 

F (170.1) 

E (70.1) 

D (54.9) 

F (90.1) 

* 
F (117.9) 

E (65.0) 

C(29.5) 

F (155.6) 

F (172.7) 

F (121.3) 

F (101.6) 

F (98.4) 

Saturday Peak Hour 

2000 

Existing 

A (9.3) 

D (32.0) 

B(11.7) 

B (10.2) 

E (48.9) 

B (9.6) 

D (26.2) 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

F (112.7) 

F (111.5) 

F (127.7) 

F (167.6) 

F (>300) 

• 
* 

D (39.5) 

F (114.6) 

F (143.9) 

E (58.3) 

F (206.3) 

F (203.6) 

2002 

No-Build 

A (9.4) 

E (36.5) 

B(11.8) 

B (10.5) 

F(73.4) 

B(10.1) 

F (76.6) 

C (17.1) 

* 
* 

* 
* 
' 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

F (148.1) 

F (128.3) 

F (145.1) 

F (193.2) 

F(>300) 

* 
* 

. D(40.5) 

F (142.8) 

F (195.1) 

E (58.3) 

F (234.2) 

F (244.8) 

2002 

Build 

A (9.7) 

F (52.5) 

B (12.5) 

B(10.7) 

F (100.6) 

B (10.4) 

F (101.0) 

C (18.7) 

A (8.3) 

C(15.7) 

B (12.3) 

F (>300) 

D (29.7) 

* 
• 
* 
* 
* 
* 

F (148.1) 

F (178.6) 

F (148.3) 

F (229.9) 

F(>300) 

* 
• 

D (41.3) 

F (203.1) 

F (195.1) 

E (58.6) 

F (275.4) 

F (303.2) 

2002 

Mitigation 

• 
* 
* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* 
• 

* 
* 
* 

C (23.4) 

A (6.5) 

A (8.5) 

D (50.7) 

D (53.8) 

B (19.2) 

F (148.0) 

F (113.9) 

E(78.1) 

F (96.1) 

* 
F (107.1) 

E (56.0) 

C (25.0) 

F (108.0) 

F (103.9) 

E (78.3) 

F (180.2) 

F(98.7) 
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TABLE 3.3-15 (cont'd) 
Level-of-Service Summary 

Ok) Temple Hill Road 

Route 32 

S 

EB-L 

EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-LTR 

SB-LTR 

Overall 

C (23.3) 

B (16.7) 

C (24.4) 

C (27.8) 

B (18.7) 

B (18.8) 

C (20.1) 

C (24.0) 

B (16.9) 

C (24.5) 

C (28.1) 

C (20.4) 

C (20.2) 

C (21.3) 

C (24.6) 

B (17.0) 

C (24.5) 

C (28.7) 

C (21.8) 

C (22.6) 

C (22.7) 

C (24.9) 

B(17.4) 

C (24.4) 

C (31.7) 

B (17.7) 

C (22.0) 

C(21.9) 

(25.7) 

(17.6) 

(24.5) 

(33.2) 

(19.3) 

(25.1) 

(23.7) 

C (26.3) 

B(17.7) 

C (24.5) 

C (34.8) 

B (20.4) 

C (32.7) 

C (27.2) 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see levei-of-service criteria Table 3.3-2). 
EB = Eastbound. WB = Westbound. NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound. 
R = right L = teft T = through. 
U = Unstgnalized, S = Signalized 
* = Not Applicable 

3.3.13 Vehicular Queuing 

Table 3.3-16 summarizes the projected vehicular queuing for all intersections in the study area 
and depicts a general increase in queue length, from existing to build with improvements 
conditions. 
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TABLE 3.3-16 
Vehicle Queuing Summary - 95th Percentile 

Rt. 32/Old Temple Hill 
Road 
NB LTR 
SB LTR 
WB L 

TR 
EB L 

TR 

Rt. 94/Rt 32/Rt 300 

NB L2 
L 
TR 

SB T 
R 

SE L 
R 

WB L 
TR 

EB L 
TR 

Site Driveway/Rt. 32 

NB L 
TR 

SB L 
TR 

WB LT 
R 

EB LT 
R 

Rt. 300/Old Temple Hill 
Road 
SB L 
WB LR 

Rt. 94/Old Temple Hill 
Road 
SB L 

R 
EB L 
Rt. 32/Jacqueline 

SB LT 
WB LR 

L 
R 

Site Driveway/Rt. 94 

NB LR 
WB LT 

PM Peak Hour 

Existing 

19 
20 
2 
9 
5 
5 

42 
36 
29 
30 
11 
33 
16 
32 
26 
30 

-

2 
6 

4 

1 

1 

-

No-Build 

21 
21 
2 
10 
5 
6 

44 
38 
32 
34 
11 
29 
17 
35 
31 
33 

-

5 
7 

5 

1 

1 

1 
1 

-

Build 

23 
23 
2 
10 
5 
6 

48 
41 
38 
34 
12 
38 
17 
37 
31 
37 

-

2 
8 

6 

-

Build with 

Improv.* 

-

11 
23 
24 
23 
21 
10 
25 
10 
21 
19 
23 

1 
24 
3 

20 
7 
9 
1 
1 

-

-

-

-

Saturday Peak Hour 

Existing 

18 
23 
2 
12 
4 
7 

44 
38 
33 
30 
12 
41 
22 
30 
23 
29 

- -

2 
8 

3 
1 
1 

1 

-

No-Build 

20 
24 
2 
13 
4 
8 

48 
43 
35 
33 
12 
43 
23 
32 
26 
32 

-

2 
10 

4 
1 
1 

1 
1 

-

Build 

22 
26 
2 
13 
4 
8 

54 
47 
40 
34 
12 
46 
22 
34 
26 
36 

-

2 
12 

5 

-

Build with 

Improv.* 

-

11 
21 
23 
26 
22 
9 

29 
13 
20 
16 
23 

1 
22 
3 
17 
8 
9 
2 
1 

-

-

-

-

Values in table refer to design queue length in terms of the number of vehicles in queue. 
Design Queue in Vehicles tor Signalized Intersections = {(1 -G/C) * [volume / (Cyde Length / Hour)]}* 2 
* Build with Improvements column indicates values for intersections where improvements are proposed. 
Values for other intersections would be the same as listed in the Build column. 
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3.3.14 Off Peak Traffic Impact 

Existing traffic volumes during the AM peak hour are approximately 33% less than the existing 
traffic volumes during the PM and Saturday peak hour volumes based on a 1996 count at the 
"Five Corners" intersection. According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the trip 
generation for this project during the AM peak hour will be approximately 70% less than the trip 
generation during the PM peak hour. Additionally, the AM peak hour trip generation for the 
Hannaford supermarket located in the Town of Wallkill, NY was calculated to be approximately 
80% less than the typical PM peak hour trip generation. Given these lower background traffic 
volumes and lower trip generation, traffic operations will clearly be better during the AM peak 
hour and during all other off peak hours. It is also reasonable to conclude that the proposed 
mitigation will provide operational benefits during all hours of the day. The following table 
(3.3-17) summarizes the results of an operational analysis at the "Five-Corners" intersection 
during the AM peak hour, from existing to build with improvements conditions. The table 
confirms that the proposed mitigation is capable of improving traffic operations during the AM 
peak hour. 

TABLE 3.3-17 
AM Peak Hour Overall Level of Service Summary 

Intersection 

"Five Comers" Intersection 

Route 300/Route 32/Route 94 
Overall 

AM Peak Hour 

2000 
Existing 

E (63.2) 

2002 
No-Build 

F (94.3) 

2002 
Build without 

improvements 

F (109.5) 

2002 
Build with 

improvements 

D (54.4) 

x(xx.x) = Level of Service (Delay) 

3.3.15 Long Range Traffic Impact 

A long-range traffic forecast was prepared for the "Five Corners" intersection, which includes 
the proposed Hannaford project. This forecast is based on a 20 percent increase of traffic over 
the Build with mitigation condition and represents a 10-year horizon depending on the actual 
growth in the area. The volumes are contained within Appendix C, Attachment 6. Future level 
of service analysis was also conducted as shown in the following table (3.3-18). 
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TABLE 3.3-18 
Long Range Mitigation Condition Level-of-Service Summary 

"Five Comers" Intersections 

Intersection 

Route 94 

Route 32 

Route 300 

Approach-
Movement 

EB-L 
EB-TR 

WB-L 

WB-TR 

NB-L2 
NB-L1 
NB-TR 

SB-T 

SB-R 

SB-L 
SB-TR 

Overall 

PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsWeh) 

263.4 
99.6 

97.7 

148.3 
178.4 
110.9 

38.1 

250.3 
123.7 

195.1 
178.4 

143.9 

LOS 

F 
F 

F 

F 
F 
F 

D 
F 

F 
F 
F 

F 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Delay 
(SecsTVeh) 

237.6 
189.8 

140.1 
157.6 

160.5 
82.3 
30.1 

185.0 
175.7 

110.6 
286.8 

158.8 

LOS 

F 
F 

F 

F 
F 
F 

C 

F 
F 
F 
F 

F 

LOS = Level-of-Service (see level-of-service criteria, Table 3.3-3). 
EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
R = right, L = left, T = through. 

This table shows that the proposed improvements will continue to provide operational benefits 
for many years. Future delays at the "Five Comers" intersection will be less than today with 
overall delays under three minutes. 
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PLANNING BOARD : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK 

In the Matter of Application foi^Site Planj 

22k 
ibdivioion- of 

^ ^ 
Applicant. 

AFFIDAVIT OF 
SERVICE 
BY MAIL 

x 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
) SS. : 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

MYRA L. MASON, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

That I am not a party to the action, am over 18 years of age 
and reside at -35$- Bethlehem Road, New Windsor, NY 12553. 

/ / 6 7 

On y91Gl , I compared the 3 ^ addressed 
envelopes containing the attached Notice of Public Hearing with 
the certified list provided by the Assessor regarding the above 
application for Site Plan/Subdivision and I find that the 
addressees are identical to the list received. I then mailed the 
envelopes in a U.S. Depository within the Town of New Windsor. 

CA TlfdMTK' 
Mygfc. L. Mason, Secre ta ry for 
the Planning Board 

Sworn t o before me t h i s 
<7fh l!]_cLay of (Im/AJ 1*3001 

Notary Publ ic 
USAR.WSTHFANO 

Notary Public, State Of New to* 
NO.01DI6050022 

Qualified In Orange County ~ 
Commission Expires 10/307 D£r-

AFFIMAIL.PLB - DISC#1 P.B 
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Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4631 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

Assessors Office 

August 7, 2001 

Tim Miller Associates, Inc. 
10 North Street 
Cold Spring, NY 10516 

Re: 70-1-16.1; 70-1-16.2; 70-l-2.1;70-l-2.21 
69-4-19.2;69-4-25;69-4-26.12;69-4-28 

Dear Mr. Wells, 

According to our records,the attached list of property owners are abutting to the above 
referenced properties. 

The charge for this service is $75.00, minus your deposit of $25.00. 

Please remit the balance of $50.00 to the Town Clerk's Office. 

Sincerely, 

(J?CeoL0 
Leslie COOK 
Sole Assessor 

LC/bw 
Attachments 

CC:Myra Mason, PB 



10- h fl'l 7 0 - /-• /&.2~ 

70-1-48 4 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 
284 South Ave / 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601 , / 

70-1-17.1 
Carolyn & Robert Jaczko 
P.O. Box 231 Haight Drive , 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 v / 

69-4-25; 69-4-28 
Hebert Slepoy & Fred Gardner i H - ^ t ^ 
104 South Central Ave / 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 V 

70-1-17.2 
Josephine Di Micelli & Carolyn Siano 
P.O. Box 283 y 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 * 

69-4-26.11 
Franchise Realty Interstate Corp 
C/o Colley & McCoy Co. 
P.O. Box 779 I Y 
Croton Falls, NY 10519 

70-1-19 
++#$• Vite Randy 

30 Eastview Terrace 
Highland Mills, NY 10930 / 

69-4-26.12 
Fred Plus 3, LLC 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

70-1-20 
Dorothy & Thomas Barton 
22 Truex Drive / 
New Windsor, NY 12553 V 

69-4-26.2 
Mobil Oil Corporation 
C/o Exxon Mobil Corp. 
Property Tax Division 
P.O. Box 4973 
Houston, TX 77210-4973 

/ 

70-1-21 
Deborah & Kevin Leto 
24 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

/ 

70-1-1.2 
Samuel Leonardo 
7 Dogwood Hills Road 
Newburgh, NY 12550 /+ 

George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 

70-1-2.1 
House of Apache Properties, LTD 
C/o Herbert Slepoy 
104 South Central Ave / ^ ^ 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 V 

Deborah Green, Town Clerk 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

< 

70-1-3 
Mans Brothers Realty Inc. 
P.O. Box 247 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

/ 

Andrew Krieger, ESQ 
219 Quassaick Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 K 

70-1-15.3 
Bettina Youngberg & Richard D'Aloia 
12 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

/ 

James R. Petro, Chairman 
Planning Board 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 

70-1-15.4 
Mary & Michael Fernandez 
9 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

/ 

Mark J. Edsall, P.E. 
McGoey and Hauser 
Consulting Engineers, P.C. 
33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 202 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

K 



70-l-J-1 ^ 2*3-1 

69-3-1 
TGS Associates Inc. 
15 East Market Street 
Red Hook, NY 12571 

69-3-6 
DB Companies DBA DB Mart 
Convienience Stores 
P.O. Box 9471 
Providence, NY 02940 

y 

Mark J. Edsall, P.E. 
McGoey and Hauser 
Consulting Engineers, P.C. 
33 Airport Center Drive .Suite 202 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-2.1 
House of Apache Properties, LTD 
C/o Herbert Slepoy 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

K 

S * - * -

70-1-1.1; 70-1-1.2 
Samuel Leonardo 
7 Dogwood Hills 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

v/ 4" 

70-1-2.21 
Darlene Hughes 
18 Ellison Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

s 

70-1-3 
Mans Brothers Realty Inc. 
P.O. Box 247 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

/ 

70-1-16.1; 70-1-16.2 
4 Acres, LLC 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

- * * * 

George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 

Deborah Green, Town Clerk 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 

Andrew Krieger, ESQ 
219 Quassaick Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

< 

James R Petro, Chairman 
Planning Board 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 



fa- (,• in3 ; jr ;c?t,P;^r 
69-1-6 
V.G.R. Associates, LLC 
C/o<rving S. Bobrow, Mgr. 
40 East 69th Street 
New York, NY 10021 

69-4-26.11 
Franchise Realty Interstate Corp. 
C/o Colley & McCoy Co. 
P.O. Box 779 ^r^H-
Croton Falls, NY 10519 

69-4-6.2 
West Point Tours, Inc. 
P.O.Box 125 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 i / 

69-4-26.13 
Herbert Slepoy & Fred Gardner 
104 S. Central Ave ±L. Kr*f.UX, 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 ~ f r 

69-4-15 
Mary McMillen 
C/o Catherine Cignorale 
P.O. Box 153 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 / 

70-1-16.1; 70-1-16.2 
4 Acres, LLC 
104 South Central Ave / v/ \,r. v 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 V ^ ^ 

69-4-16 
Ruth Ann & Russell Brewer Jr 
Route 94 P.O. Box 103 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 / 

70-1-48 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 
284 South Ave V i i , w u , « / 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 +^*?+fr 

69-4-17 
Ida Mae, Michael & Helen Brewer y 
P.O. Box 293 Y 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 \ 

69-4-18 
Beatrice Deyo, Hannah & Lawrence Scherf 
P.O. Box 293 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 V 

Deborah Green, Town Clerk 
Town of New Windsor . 
555 Union Ave ^ \ 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

69-4-20 
William & Albert Pushman 
P.O. Box 158 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

y 
Andrew Krieger, ESQ 
219 Quassaick Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

<X 

69-4-21 
Josephine & Albert Pushman 
P.O. Box 158 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

James Petro, Chairman 
Planning Board 
555 Union Ave 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 

69-4-22 
Marion & William Pushman 
2609 NYS Rt 32 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

V" 

Mark J. Edsall, P.E. 
McGoey and Hauser 
Consulting Engineers, P.C. 
33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite 202 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

X 

69-4-23; 69-4-24 
Jean & Raymond Dahlin 
P.O. Box 508 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

/ 



NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF DRAFT EIS 
and NOTICE OF JOINT SEQR AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL HEARINGS 

Lead Agency: Town of New Windsor Planning Board 

Address: 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553 

Date: July 25, 2001 

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 
of the Environmental Conservation Law. 

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been completed and accepted for the proposed 
action described below. Comments on the Draft EIS are requested and may be submitted in 
writing to the Planning Board. Comments on the Draft EIS will continue to be accepted by the 
Planning Board until 10 days after the close of the public hearing. A joint public hearing on the 
Draft EIS and site plan approvals for the principal and related actions will be held on August 22, 
2001, at 7:30P.M. or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard at the New Windsor Town 
Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553. The purpose of the hearing is to allow 
all members of the public, involved and interested agencies to personally appear before the 
Planning Board to provide comments on the DEIS and site plan applications. 

Name of Action: Hannaford Food & Drug 

SEQR Classification: Unlisted Action 

Description of Action: Construction of a 55,200 SF food and drug store and related 
parking facilities; proposed parking and site access improvements at Monroe Muffler and 
proposed site access improvements at Long John Silver's. 

Location: Near and around New York State Routes 32 and 94, Town of New Windsor, 
Orange County, New York. 

Potential Environmental Impacts: 

Significant environmental impacts addressed in the DEIS include: water resources, geology and 
soils, traffic, utilities, cultural resources, noise and visual resources. 

A copy of the Draft EIS will be on file for review at the Planning Board office at the New 
Windsor Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553. For information on 
how copies of the Draft EIS may be obtained, please contact: Myra Mason, Planning Board 
Secretary, Town of New Windsor Planning Board, 845-563-4615. 



Additional Information can be obtained from: 

Contact Person: Contact Person: Mark J. Edsall, P.E. - Planning Board Engineer 
Address: McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C. 

33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite 202 
New Windsor NY 12553 
Phone No.: 845-567-3100 

A Copy of this Notice Has Been Sent To: 

Commissioner 

Regional Director NYSDEC 

Hon. George J. Meyers 

New York State Department: 
of Transportation 

Environmental Notice Bulletin 

Orange County Department of Health 

Orange County Department of Planning 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Region III, 21 South Putt Corners Road 
4 New Paltz, New York 12561 

555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie,NY 12603 

625 Broadway 4th Floor 
Albany, NY 12233-1750 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

Martin Foods of South Burlington Inc. 145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 
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Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553-6196 
Telephone: (845) 563-4618 

Fax: (845) 563^695 

Office of the Planning Board 

August 6, 2001 

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board, as SEQRA Lead Agency, hereby 
circulates the enclosed Notice of Completion of Draft EIS and copy of the complete 
DEIS for the Hannaford Food and Drug project located in the Town of New 
Windsor, Orange County, New York. 

The Planning Board requests you forward comments on the DEIS, if any, to the 
Board at the above address before expiration of the SEQRA public comment 
period. Your cooperation in this regard is greatly appreciated. 

A Public Hearing is scheduled for August 22,2001 at 7:30 pm at New Windsor 
Town Hall. Comments on the site plan and DEIS will also be heard at that time. 

Very truly yours 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 



(1) 
George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(7) 

DISTRIBUTION OF DEIS 
Hannaford Food & Drug 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Attn: Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(1) 
McGoey Hauser & Edsall 
Consulting Engineers PC 
Attn: Mr. Mark J. Edsall, PE 
45 Quassaick Avenue 
New Windsor NY 12553 

(1) 
John Collins Engineers, PC 
Attn: Mr. Philip J. Grealy, PE 
11 Bradhurst Avenue 
Hawthorne NY 10532 

(D 
Andrew Krieger, Esq. 
219 Quassaick Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(D 
Deborah Green, Town Clerk 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

d) 
Town of New Windsor Water Department 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

(D 
Town of New Windsor Sewer Department 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

TM: HannaforcNfanW d&rib addresses.Mrp 

(D 
Orange County Department of Health 
Attn: Mr. Matthew Schiffler 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

(D 
Orange County Planning Department 
Attn: Mr. Peter Garrison 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

(1) 
Town of Cornwall Planning Board 
Attn: Lorraine Benett, Chairman 
183 Main Street 
Cornwall, NY 12518 

(D 
Newburgh Free Library 
Attn: Ms. Muriel Verdibello 
124 Grand Street 
Newburgh, NY 12550 

(D 
NYS Department of Transportation, 
Region 8 
Attn: Mr. Robert Dennison, Regl. Director 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

(1) 
NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
Attn: Mr. John Cahill 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233-3505 

(D 
NYS Dept of Environmental Conservation, 
Region 3 
Attn: Mr. Alexander F. Ciesluk, Jr. 
21 South Putt Comers Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561-1696 

<£ks$X|CLQ) , 

Hannaford Food & Drug DEIS ^ i \ v \ * " 
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8X iXBf l8 /6 /0KKwmNumbef Date 1 0 3 5 - 5 6 8 5 - 6 
4a Express Packag*§ejvice 

[ FedEx Priority Overnight ^^~ |Fed u . U U I i l u « . u > 
1 lleebiienmnoming V J p i a f N a u m Haulm 

P I FedEx Priority Overnight \ ~ \FadEx Standard Overnight n FedEx First Overnight 
i—i N a d a a n H t u n i m N i N a f N a u m Haulm >—' E r i H I H b a i a i l u n 

Sender's S l T s F . WEl l s Phone 
( 8 4 5 ) 2 6 5 - 4 4 0 0 

MwyUMfca loc fKm 

n FedEx 2Day* M FedEx Express Saver* 

Company T I M MILLER ASSOCIATES 

Address 10 NORTH ST 

4h Express Freight Service 

r i f « d & H ) a y Freight* n F«d&2Day Freight 

M M BarM Hat h n 
IS*<*K I < 

DiptAMffMlMltWI 

Ory 
COLD SPRING , _ NY „D i 0 5 1 6 

State ZIP 

5 Packaging 
• FedEx Envelope/Utter* D FedEx Pak* 

2 Y(HJf interna! Billing Reference 
fir* H d a n a M w l n e t * fli Rvoica. 

3 To 
£>/*4 a c M e FnEx uttrcss ia 

%T*S Mr . Matthew S c h i f f l e r P ^ I ) 

company Orange County D p p t . g f H e a l t h 

Address 124 Main S t r e e t 

6 Special Handling , 

r-, SATlNMrCMMty m S I M M Y M » a n / 'r-iHOIDWInMiy ,—.HOtHSattnt-y 
* l AMMriblof FedEx PriHly V__J •̂wkakMi tot Fs£i PrimAy L J at FedEx Location I 1 at FedEx Location 

0 H n 4 t m i M & S w O M r ^ » i e l j r * £ P c a l a NaiiiliMoM»i ^ataWtorftabP™™ l M # m l U 6 S > , „ 
aaaactZPcoeci FM&fntOwiigtt 

AnttMt tar rtdEk Ptisra/ 
Owna0« tnl M E i 20*/ 

lb T « u r • M E i beam. pMFaaEi aatco. W> unRMMMT B P i l bow or PA V coas. 

city Goshen a** NY ap 1fl9?4 
P e e r a n d S t i c k F e d E x U S A A i r b i l l 

See back for application instructions. 

Questions? Cal l 1*800-Go-Fedt=x* (800463-3339) 

One tax mm H* ciecktd 
e * T 

D Yes 
AHWMKM • • - , , - . . -
Swjw'tCtoclineon i M n q u M 

• Dry Ice 
Dry lc«. a. U 

D Cargo Aircraft Only 

Stfta: 
Erter FoEx S a t H o . « C.-e*H Card Na. ietew. 

Q Recipient | {Third Party Q Credit Card O Cash/Check 

TialWhijH 

>Qji»bir»Bfti«MdlotW)>irt«Myou() diretliigJiwvifae.SMlactfcr.i8Mh. 

8 FieieaseSiij'Bsvd'.s 

Fad&UseOiry 

BVu^teA»Mym»5r»«tDtf i«$arvK8cor»( f jomoothebeckof lhbAita 
andinourcucrertSeryKeGui(te.»Klu<^ttmisthatlrtouriBi)Srf. 

ara i rJMigrwiuirBrCTaBi leaweai l i i i inw PTaBpiBTWumpug* w a l l — i n — jiwyiiwE wmiuwiiniw*je 
r-\ -I flianO 1 j 3 . Q «J»jr»»»)«iden»i«yjrdhdMu»hiniteBtrimanyf«3ul«^d»itt 

•402 
MS *aVRe» Dm MO-Fai flSSSIZS-CISM-JOul Fa*r«PMrCIB) W U SA 

USA Airbill^ BSlb fiOPb 3flMM 
1 Froiit ^ f t w ̂ *<T ••**/AV0 Ami 

p** 8/Q6/01 
Sender's FedEx 
Account Number 1 0 3 5 - 5 6 8 5 - 6 

4* Express Package 

[ J FerJEx Priority ftrerright 

N^T* F . W e l l s Phone ( 8 4 5 ) 5 6 5 - 4 4 0 0 n w & 2 D a y . 

c o m m i t mn t * tan at tarn a m 

FedEx Standard Overnight f~] FedEx First Overnight 
1 rial h i « M i eanaMIl I—< r . t l I . j n . — • — I I I 

f~ l FedEx Express Saver* 
' — ' Tlwotai -Si to, 

MiilMieft»rflKOHl-plMlJWi 

_ 1 _ 

Company TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES 

Address 10 NORTH ST 
OaaMtanSaMnnon 

City 
COLD SPRING , _ NY „„ 1 0 5 1 6 

State ZIP 

4b BiuressFreiahioerviss fniifii n« «HK 
n i b p ! u « i a » « « i i i | M a a t w a » » a i i i a i 

• Fedj&jIDwFreigirf' r~J FedEx2DayFreiaht p i FedEx30ayFreight 

•cmarCaftii—iL 

* O w i n d > « a i M t K N 

^ * 

5 Packaging 

n FedExEnvalopfAeder* Q FedExPak' 

2 YowlnlsrnalSfiiliigB^EreRCS 

) | Other Pkg. 

01?4 ' j d u « StdBt acA-tti at S w n n I 

3 To 
Recipiert's 
Name Mr. P e t e r G a r r i s o n Phone I i_ 

6 Special HsstriUng 

r~,SKagDKIW^mi "r-iSUNDAYOaiMn; ' r - , " n ' P W * ' * " » * i - i»WJ)Tafdaa ' 
L J *»*M*»tof^.ft»% LJ««**i,iDrfi*.rti«r UaFexCx Location L J at FedEx Locaoon 

cornpeny Orange County P l a n n i n g Depar tment 

w*?« 124 Main Street 
y » a n n a * * w ( o F a b o » « r r J i a P c o * B . 

• ^ 

— Ds££5x:au£li2cii2cfccc. 

OMnijMtiaiKiZPaMai 

• i M ( a a M f l i « a U 

No n Yes i—i Yes 
I—I A t i v a n c M L _ l Si*. • Dry Ice 

Orrlce.au 

QtnpraB n u l l ewnot bi atepvid 4i NBKX BlcfeHjiii. • Cargo Aircraft Only 

7 Faymant «r«r_ 
— £ 3 » : - s u A c ^ l & w & ^ C a i i H a . a a k i w . 

SBSSPfl?, Q Recipient n ™ r t P a r t y Q CreditCari nCasfVCheck 
1 l r i l l !* l 

cty Goshen Sate NY 
CMatlMlll 

ZJP 10924 
F'e'e t a n d . S t i c k f e d E x U S A A tt b i 11 

See back for application instraeiions. 

Quest ions? Ca l l VSOO-Go-FedEx 5 (800463-3339) 

Visit owr Mtob aUft aft ^pi^w^aHliVLOOiii 

and m air c n e t Service &»*> , inctadrq t m r a * • M t our kibik/. 

tow M H T B M u l D S M i v a n yau sa un ia i you sacare a higher man. Set back tor M b . 
F B C & U M O ( » V 

% » » l a a n a i alt l ) iiHn»ula]iiii| n i i t « 

6f igm\% f M tuUnlln iBt t U r t i i tti'a 

G 1 4 6 2 0 9 1 4 9 -**»,"»*,*l***'*,l'h*"« 
«ajuu(ta>angaa 
•a/ntaawi dttaB. M02 

*m*> 

file:///~/FadEx
http://diretliigJiwvifae.SMlactfcr.i8Mh
http://Orrlce.au


USA Airbill A21b flQOL, 3flbb 
1 From A a a * pair a t f p a a tent 

Date 8 / 6 / Q 1 
Sender's FedEx 
Account Number 1035-5685-6 

Oafwy coamanaK mt» b< aav h n u t treat 
4a Express Paefeij^ S3rvics 
P I r^Ex Priority Overnight X T 1 FedEx Standard Overnight r~| FedEx Rrst Overnight 
1 — NtBbuananaajmini XAnaMtuatiamajrooon l — • Earn™ t h . — mm—i 

Sender's c , , , , 
Name F . We 1 1 S Phone (845)265-4400 n FedEx20ay* 

— Stand bmra*t toy 
f l FedEx Express Saver* 

ThMbuiinaaaay 
M i i i M t m n t O i n l w i i d n a t 

Company TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES 

M^ 10 NORTH ST 
OfUftaxfiemfikxm 

G*L 
COLD SPRING State NY ZIP 10516 

2 Your Internal Biliing Reference H 1 9 A 

4b Exprecs f, >!>;;:•: c H Y 

f ~ l r*d&40ay Freight* 
1 — ' NartfeataaadVr 

;CD 

n FedEx 2Day Freight 
>—' SacondbmimnHy 

fftdkMw MWT fSMfai 
Ottury i nmiiiBuni m flu a w in n a a trata. 

r~) FedEx 30ay Freight 
I—1 TNnJtMMBdW 

5 Fpckanlrg 

1 1 FedEx Envelope/Letter* • FedEx Pak* 

•Ottawa'ia*aifca» M e 

fijn Other Pkg. 
" ^ kidadHratfElBairadEl 

TuteMoaaaaaria* 

•n-' 
i 

— i c i j a i F a i E * address iaSacsrcl 

3 To 

B * * s M s . Lor ra ine Benett Phone fits) S3¥- jioo 

company Town of CorfTwa 11 (P1 anning Board) 

Address 183 M a i n S t r e e t 
T6^niTatMbikKan«.pn(FME<aMnti . Wit I O T U de ta i l PA bow or PJLzraxtu. 

6 Special HEndllnn 
r - , SMURMYDBfwry r-, S U N M Y M m y p^HOU) Weekday ,—.HOtDStfwday 
I I AHMtthrr<oBiPna% L I ii iiitiifcrMfaPnatr I I at FedEx Location I I at FedEx Location 

Omraghl aid FadEx Stay 0*m&OxkaZfa6a IHcta«aaljaimh 
KilriKt21Pcoaai FadEirntOvaniata 

> | ^ | N o n Y e s n Y e s D NO n 
SMpaw'tDicantiba notiaaand 

Dar«lwaG<H*cMMbia*aaataiF<ia&|»dtaaiia, 

• Orylce 
Dry lea. • .UNI* 

• Cargo Aircraft Onty 

7 Fayinenf Bmt* Brtef Fe3£rAccti3o.orS.-sditCafdf»s.fee}QW; -

OaaiAoriSaMlgon FafoAcatai 

Sender, •Recipient Q l h i r d Party •Credi tCard • cash/Check 

cty Cornwall State NY ZIP 1 2 5 1 8 

P e e f" a n d' S t r e k FetfcE x'- U S A A i r b i l l 

See back for application instructions. 

Questions? Call 1-800-Go<Fed&c' (800463-3339) 
Vleit oair Web site eft YnrrtftihK mi f f 

By using * B Airhi you agraa to th» senate conriioons an the backofthsArbl 
andinoutci*TentS««^Gurie.incif l^tenTathalrnitouiS«t*r-

l i t t i Package* 

1 
'OuiabatyBiaaXftoSnO 

vr 
JO 

highar«aie.S«ebacHord«Qfc 

8 Ralesse Signa&re %>». 

9>taja^Y»iMlhoifrau»«>ial»arlliaish^iiai<»*houiuUiCT^ 
p t - A A O f j t ? 1 / L ^ artlayatMi«laiaia^eidla)Mu»haf»J«Blna»arn/rti«^ 

SfE «n*Ba. Out 3/IKWPm fl55912S»«ilS)t-2W» H&x-fmltD N UiA. 

1402 

^ • • M USAAirbittvS fl21b flDDfc. M17M 
1 from 

Date &l&>li>i 
Sender's FedEx 
Account Number 1033-56S5-6 

Sender's f* t i 11 
Name K, UJ<J1& ^(845)265-4400 

4a H a r a s s Fscfe-gs Serai 

• FedEx Priority Overnight 

n Fedfcx2Day* 
— StcoalbHMBacr 

pEx Standard Overnight f l FedEx first Overnight 
llbaahamftinwi •—I rtrfcia mil l«anall • I I I M H 

• FedExBcpress Saver* 
TrtinJ bnfrinttt day 

^ 

company T I M MILLER ASSOCIATES 

Address 1 0 N O R T H S T 

4b Express ivs":?:tt "vrws-s 

riF«lEx">ay Freighf n F * * * 2 0 ^ * * ^ 

m a t n*fBt kB> in •«• 

Otscyr̂ oonSuaafjaam 

City COLD SPRING ^ NY ap 1051i 
5 s-.^fsol-jj 

FedEx Envelope/Letter* D FedEx Pak* 

2 Your (ntemsi Siliing Reference r\ t ? L J 
n v X d v a c i n w I a a p c a r n a i n c a . \ J I ^ — * ~ y 

\ 
— !^!^taf ! . i fe iS*£ .=sa!Slc i« l l 

3 To 

i i a f ^ t M s , A ^ r ' ^ 1 V ^ J i ' L e / L p h o n e t 

6 o p a t i s ' MHndJ:-r:£j 
r - i S'OUnwrDeiMfy _SUNDAVrMMry V-.HOIDWerkdej ^ H O U S a t e t * * / 
l_ l • •mnifcrF«giP.OTr U<iiiaitiiarriat»*iitrr, L J at FedEx Locaflcn |_J at FedEx Location 

Omrmf.1wtto7rntB 

Company AEu)buj^k Fr<*~ Library 

I2SJ Gh^nd S4r*et 
lb "HOur * FMEi m a n a w Na& aktaaL 

City AJuJfe, VU^i *yc ap /^?^5Z? 

r i Dry Ice 

O Cargo Aircraft Only 

« aafnr n PJL baa> a P i l ap ca* t . 5u^Fs2£;£cst!fc,a;Crsailtecrai.telOK. -

nR«wpwnt •'iraTdPaity Q CreoSCard •CashyCheck 

P e e ! i n r f S t i c'k " F e d E x L I S A A i r b i l l 

See back for application instructions. 

Questions? CaN 1-800-Go-FedEx' (80O463-3339) 

if" " ^ 
HWiabaaf i taaar tnt lg iaa^TauBacai i ia 

Mfhtr iate. Saabatfloi d o i t . 

Bf uaing tho> A a t i you agrat k> the scnic* camaaDns on the bar* of t i n A r i l 
andinoiJorTareSeria«GwdB.rclui»wgtBmu that ana oar iataay. 

I defease Signature *»»«> 

0146209149 
MD2 

SB « B ^ O Om 3M^at »!5EBlJS-*1B«-aaj f««r^»,TH> at u SA 

-**»* 



.USA Airbill^ SSlb flDOb Mlfl5 
1 From Pkmtintfltmt tram 

Date K/<* [Of 
Sender's FedEx 
Account Number 1035-5685-6 

SSI Euiklls- n-1845)265-4400 

company T I M M I L L E R A S S O C I A T E S 

Address 1 0 NORTH S T 

4b Express Freight Ssrvics rtrkwmtmmtVmL 

BtrURtatSmiMxm 

C*L 
COLD S P R I N G S** NY m 1 0 5 1 6 

S Packaging 
• FedEx Envetope/ti*er* • FedExPak* 

2 Vour Interna! Billing Reference /*>/•- ! # J 
WlWterPkg-
f IndltaFMBl 

O K i n d M i i u b M a n 

Pkg. 

iFM&B<*fMEl 

3 To 

"S^Wh fy>bev4 Denm* «frr>in p""w( 1 

6 Special Handling tacw.fw&wwiwsaseaiinii 
pnSnWMYMNqr pnSUMMYIkftwy n > a u > , M * l r̂ HOUBSaemnkw : 

L n S S K S S K S * L I * • » ! * » W&ftinrtr UatFedExLocatwn U at FedEx Location 
toE»F«tOw»gN 

Company f j V S ~ T W ^ ^ T l & n S f V ^ J 4 l C » l \ ) f f D & ^ D SSU 
• • ^* * *^- i . . J * ^ Supper's Decknion mtitqur 

Address 

pref F H & ttttwn. 
8 4 ~6urne.-ff ~3locL* 

—^_i5?*wlim L ) oiUiuwteB « 
mtnqund . , 

i»nmMGottfca^t»iHpi»irErt6i|l.ct»»» | _ j Cargo Aircraft Only 

7 ?Sfimal am* 
W»r»««»ft iwBP.ab«»»orP.Hareata / - i l - - fM»-j ; . - -cai -v» C-«Jtt»-£.'i i ist>.a -, 

™*S ,Hf«s*»« DSeciownt n^w*Party QCreditCard QCasrvtheck 

<*r v Q c c o . K l C e . e rps/fr State A ) ) ^ ZIP / 2 - 4 f l 2 > 
GeftCMNo. an 

-Pe'&Y 3.ifd S - t t c k : . F e d E x ' U S A A i r b i l l -

See back for application instructions. 

Questions? Call 1-800-GoFedEx' (800-463-3339) 
V W t our M a b a t e a t www. tadex .coa i 

By using this Ait* you agree ID the sen** cora&nns on Die tack of tin A iH 
and in our o M Service Guide, ndudng terms Sat fmi our fab** 

T b d P i r l n i n <3 TeMDedamdVUwt 

$ .M 

W f a W » » l l l l i M t o t W B u n l t g y w l i I d « a M g h c I v i l u ^ S w b a c l 1 f a d « M f c 
Ftd&UitOnlr 

8 RdsessokmaUira 

0 1 4 6 2 0 9 1 4 9 »̂9»ta««l»"*«n<hnMi»lBn*w»w»̂ i«B«*j(*te. 

ss<go»n» 0wam-to«3S8!»»«iM«-*MF«fc»i |nNTH>»(uSA 

MD5 

USA Airbill^ flSlt. flDDt, 313b 
1 FnWIi Plm—fm**irmslmd 

Date 6 r / t V ^ 
Sender's FedEx 
Ac count Number 1035-5635-6 

4a £-jf'.9i-5 Peokufti >:--ru\3 
dEx Standard Overnight f—| FedEx First Overnight 

iWnY B «*a beam 

Nbrnf5 / ^ f y j ^ _ / / s ^ ^ ( 8 4 5 ) 2 6 5 - 4 4 0 0 r j F^aiay* I | FedEx Express Saver* 

WfcjHW rifK Ore-paw»} ran V 
company T I M M I L L E R A S S O C I A T E S 

Addn^ 1 0 NORTH ST 

4b oqiressB 

f ~ ] FedEx IDay Freight* 

^-5;v:lft; 

Q FedEx 2Day Freight 

Ditvvn/ ctnoamni nvyot K * in n m n u . 

• FedEx 3Day Freight 
1 M tarns far 

City 
COLD S P R I N G ^ NY aP 1 Q 5 1 6 

5 Packaging 
• FedEx Envelope/Letter* 

'Oatibmi tttmtm MB 

D FedEx Pax* pother Pkg. 

2 Your Interna! Silting Reference 
ftjrjtc 

3 To 
o\^\ j jcfcfefi T i , «> •> , iwT in ie ta 

Company 

6 Special Hsn&isg 
r - , SAlUaMYOeftwf p ^ S U M M Y M w y p ^ H O U W w U - ; r - , H O U > S a M h v 
L I A iiiM fcff«fer^% L I A iintifcrfin&Priwy U at FedEx locatnn L at FedEx Location 

Address 
feTWUTafie&BaiipwifKrj mUtmrn. 

City J/A -O^/ State tiV wm5S-35p3 
Pe"?f'a-nd S t i e k ! F ^ e d E x U-S-A Aj . rb i 

Ses back for application instructions. 

Questions? Cafl 1-aOO-Go-FedExs (800-463-3339) 

• Dry lee 

D Cargo Aircraft Only 

v» mi aXi.BPXLtamgPaar coin. 3<Br3«=cAizt9t>.erSai»CaMHg.gilBK -

• " « * « « QTnWParty • C m f t C a r d n C a s t V C h e c k 

TnHHwii—IVieaii* 

$ -00 

W i » t » » i » i i i W l p S W ^ I e B t o M « « i t e » i W a l w y » ^ S e e n » d i f c r d « a * t . 

t Tteleass St§B3tii«*e *•» 

By uting t » A M I you agree » tte semice conoenn* en i > btct of tNs A r t i 
and in our e u r o * Service Glide, ndudng M m flat •«« oer la i i ty . 

0146209149 
wA u n i t l ) wdeiwiy i d hoW •» hunsim twwi my nwMPwj t i i i w. 

3E<B-«Pi DM 3Wtt^lB flS5-.7S*C-.?»*-a» hdu^TmTEJWUSA. 

^«W-

http://www.tadex.coai


USA Airbill Fcdb 
Tracking 
Nuabtr 621fc, flODb 3^M7 

1 From AMV/KHJ 

Date 

mtphnLdemttn 

OJ_ 
Sender's FedEx 
Account Number 1035-5685-6 |~1 FedEx Priority Overnight 

Dafcoy conaJbim nay be kMr in some annc. 

IEX Standard Overnight r~| FedEx First Overnight 
huiMBU Annul <—I FwfMmgtwsK owing 

Sender's 
Name PuJdis i^.|S45)265-44QQ Q U ^ |~~| FedEx Express Saver* 

1—' TWa™^-2-—-

company T I M M I L L E R A S S O C I A T E S 

Address 1 0 NORTH S T 
DtpUftoW/StftafTtxH 

City iOLD SPRING State ™ T _ a P 1 0 5 1 6 

2 Yottf Internal Billing Reference / ) / " ) € / 
taKdwaim^apgaarannioica. *-* f 4~ f 

4b Hvpress frsinni Servi 

r~l MExlDay Freight* 
1 — J MuMnossV 

-rjifi.ri.i:.^,.. 

as 

r~] FedEx 2Day Freight 
1 — ' Saaaribwnradar 

Mwy t g n m aavba bar h tow •ran. 

^ ^ d E x 30a vFreight 

5 Psckasfcs 

• FedEx Envetope/Letter* Q FedEx Pak* 

'DedmantniMaM 

D Other PVg. 
tncfcidM F*dE* Boar. FedEx 
Tub*, tni custtntw pfci 

— faJuiieFcdExu&eainScslkKl 

3 To 
6 ypeoial Hsn;."!?ng 
, - , SMTJMMYOAmy r n S IMMY Dafcary V^HQtDWaaaatoy ^HMDSalMnlav 
Ll'iHiUitxftd&pTto*, LUinitiifafttfcftwfr L J at FedEx Location l_] at FedEx Location 

I 7 Deetia»»aiBjBjBj«e*e»*iaiBaier»B»§B»aM 

company A ) / > $ T ) ^ , o- f ^ Q t W y f a f K^/ (pjSerfttf l . c^af f * Djfc.,11. D SUo-J Dg&e 

osaiaet k u d o s 

Address 

tb*HaUTMME< 
to* 3 > Z l 3 o u ^ \ Purf Ayvicrs (& 

L J Cargo Aircraft Only 

V* cam. M w a Pfl. h w or P 0. ZIP tola. 
Payment «W*r „ &_ , .. „ t . ^ t 

• Recipient • 'Third Party Q CrediCard (nCash/Check 

City Ak) VM , / J / m fAS&t-ti&C 
Pe^el a n t f - S t i c k F e d E x USA A f r b i l ! 

See back for application instructions. 

Questions? Call 1»800*Go* FedEx' (800-463-3339) 

f Ow bWfty is MBd to SKO i 

loMDadaea-Vahet 

S .00 

dedara a hijhar value. SOT back tor detafe 
Fed&UseOnfy 

8 Palease SJcffcture 

By nana, too A r t ! you agree tt> the service coraboors on the back of thai A a b i 
««1 »> our c u r a t Service Guide. Deluding terms that i n * our tabby. C*i i / S ^ r O / ^ C 3 r f fln andaywtoinupwi>VandhciJu»haTiwlaMfruiuanyraiiafcigcfaaiB. MD2 

V" 

< { 

USA Airbill flSlb flDQL, 36=11 
1 F f C f R P^ut pnif 0ni/pftts bant 

D^ 8 / 6 / 0 1 
Sender's FedEx 
Account N u m b e r 1035-5685-6 

SF* F. Wells ,^(84 5) 265-4400 

company T I M M I L L E R A S S O C I A T E S 

Address 1 0 N O R T H S T 

Cfty COLD S P R I N G NY m 10516 

2 YoarLTtemal Billing Rsiereaca rt . n a 
FnMcl<wxm-»****a<Zmxc- U 1 2 4 

3 To 
Recipient's 

^ — M r . Doug Boyce Phonet 207) 8 8 5 - 2 8 5 2 

company Hannaford Supermarkets 

Address 145 P l e a s a n t h i l l Road 
•mcmmmimniaPO-bamarO-ZiraHn. 

4b Express freifihiffervics Pactumi atw » f c 
OabartfoaariMPtiivftalaariitomainat. 

f l f ed& IDayFreignt* nFedExfflayFreight r~l FedEx3DayFreight 
1—' NairbuMHintn I—> Strait b u m Mr '—' thiiltaiiwtttr 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

• Main Office 
45 Ouassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 1255: 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 16337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR. P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

TOWN/TILLAGE OF 

)RK SESSION DATE: ( /TUQ O I 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 0*J>*"*J 

PROJECT NAME: f^flLA A Q<^) s- J^ 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD 

oo h 
P/B # 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUIRED: 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: I I'V* 
MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 

FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 

,X-% 

OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

1ti^ CJ^m^H&* Tt4)^lf'— 

Set Soy agenda 
possiMe agenda item 
Discission item for agenda 
ZBAyxeferral on agenda 

Licensed in He* Ywfc. New Jersey end Penrsylvania 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (645) 563-4611 
F«X: (845) 563-4693 

REQUEST FOP PUBLIC RECOUPS 

(Please specify or describe Item (s) requested) 

^r^tc^ 

(i&Ote *% C<H«f/*f7fir> p£ Q4~^r G~t\ 

Date Records Requested; £ ~ ? *? ' O t 

Name, (^ <̂ > i O x 

Address* 1*0 ' O0X ??& rf*r?7?a?j/f/?>/ r ? ~ ? " ' 

Phone, iGvCf 79/ 6"2^" 

Representing ^Z C T> <r?'£& $J2£<T<'ir$ 

Documents mar not be taken from this office. 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLEIIK'S OPPICE 

55S UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (845) 563-4611 
FAX: (045) 563-4693 

cc (Tvn>zx>rO 

RECEIVED • 

AUG 1 5 2001 

TOWN CLERK'S OFF CE 

1*5 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

Pr-gfJ- gK„,.r • T N / K - ^ « V > - C I U..,h S^u fh<L*\4~ £ cr~ 

Date Records Requested*.. 

Name* riick** I N ^ ^ / / 

Addresst J ? Ul^^r<r^ce^ A** y / U ^ / w g ? 

Phone, ( ) fZT-W> <*+. £0IS 

Representing* TCr**5 fi^+^W - K^ ^>rJ 

Documents may not be taken from this of Bee. 



m 
COUNTY OF ORANGE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

JOSEPH G. RAMPE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

124 MAIN STREET 

GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924-2124 

TEL: (845)291 -2318 FAX: (845)291 -2533 

PETER GARRISON 
COMMISSIONER 

ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
239 L M O R N REPORT 

This proposed action is being reviewed as an aid in coordinating such action between and among 
governmental agencies by bringing pertinent inter-community and countywide considerations to the 
attention of the municipal agency having jurisdiction. 

Referred bv: Town of New Windsor Planning 

Applicant: Hannaford 

Proposed Action: SEQR Lead Agency Notice 

Reference No.: NWT 7-OOM 

County LP. No: 70-1-2.21 

State. County. Inter-municipal Basis for Review: Intergovernmental Agreement 

Comments: We decline becoming Lead Agency for this project, but would like to receive a copy of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement when such becomes available. 

Related Reviews and Permits: 

County Action: Local Determination XXXXXX Disapproved Approved 

Approved subject to the following modifications and/or conditions: 

Date: December sf, 2000 
ClAMfSi^x 

Commissioner of Planning 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (845) 563-4611 
Pu: (845) 563-4693 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

RECEIVED 

AUG 2 2001 

TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

Date Records Requested: 

Name* / U & / ) * > ^ 

S 2 o\ 

Address: 

Phone* 

\A&?rr)C£$h 

Representing*. wy 

Documents may not be taken from this office. 



AS OF: 07/20/2001 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

ORIG 

ORIG 

ORIG 

ORIG 

NAME 
APPLICANT 

DATE-SENT 

01/19/2001 

01/19/2001 

01/19/2001 

01/19/2001 

01/19/2001 

09/07/2000 

09/07/2000 

09/07/2000 

09/07/2000 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS 

0-15 
HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 
MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

PAGE 

DATE-RECD RESPONSE 

/ / 

01/23/2001 APPROVED 

/ / 

01/19/2001 APPROVED 

/ / 

01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

09/12/2000 DISAPPROVED 
SITE PLAN DOES NOT SHOW PROPOSED UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SUCH 
AS SPRINKLERS, DOMESTIC WATER SERVICE OR ON SITE HYDRANTS. 
PROVIDE STOP BARS AT ALL SIDE PARKING LANES, AT INTERSECTION 
WITH MAIN DRIVING LANES. 
IF SHOPPING CART RETURN CENTER IS TO BE USED, WHERE WILL 
THEY BE LOCATED. 

AGENCY 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

NYSDOT 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

ORIG 09/07/2000 NYSDOT 01/19/2001 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 07/20/2001 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARDACTIONS 

STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd] 
O [Disap, Appr] 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

- -DATE- - MEETING-PURPOSE ACTION-TAKEN -

05/23/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE - SCOPE ACCEPTED SCOPE 
. BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT CAN NOW PROCEED WITH DEIS 

02/14/2 001 P.B. APPEARANCE NEED FULL EIS: PD 
. NEED FULL EIS - ONCE THE DRAFT SCOPE IS READY, COME TO WORK 
. SHOP - POSITIVE DECLARATION FOR SEQRA 

01/24/2001 P.B. APPEARANCE LA: RETURN 

09/13/2000 P.B. APPEARANCE LA COORD LETTER RET 
. CHECK ON STAGING FROM PARKING LOT TO RT. 32 - FENCE ON 
. RETAINING WALL AND SCREENING - SHOW ENTRANCE AND EXIT FOR 
. SLEPOY PROPERTY (FISH & CHIPS SITE) - NEED PROXY FROM SLEPOY 
. FOR FISH & CHIPS PROPERTY 

08/02/2000 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 07/20/2001 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD SEQRA ACTIONS 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

DATE-SENT ACTION DATE-RECD RESPONSE-

ORIG 09/07/2000 EAF SUBMITTED 09/07/2000 WITH APPLIC 

. FULL EAF SUBMITTED\ 

ORIG 09/07/2000 CIRCULATE TO INVOLVED AGENCIES 09/13/2000 SEND COR LTR 

ORIG 09/07/2000 LEAD AGENCY DECLARED 01/24/2001 TOOK LA 
ORIG 09/07/2000 DECLARATION (POS/NEG) 02/14/2001 POSITIVE DEC 

. NEED FULL EIS 

. 05-23-2001 - BOARD ACCEPTED SCOPE - APPLICANT TO PROCEED 

. WITH DEIS. 

ORIG 09/07/2000 SCHEDULE PUBLIC HEARING / / 

ORIG 09/07/2000 PUBLIC HEARING HELD / / 

ORIG 09/07/2000 WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING / / 

ORIG 09/07/2000 AGRICULTURAL NOTICES / / 



GERALD N. JACOBOWITZ 
DAVID B. GUBITS 
JOHN H. THOMAS JR. 
GERALD A. LENNON 
PETER R. ERIKSEN 
HOWARD PROTTER 
DONALD G. NICHOL 
LARRY WOLINSKY 
ROBERT E. DINARDO 
J. BENJAMIN GAILEY 
MARK A. KROHN* 

•L.L.M. IN TAXATION 

"ACOBOWITZAND GUBITSSP 

COUNSELORS AT LAW 

158 ORANGE AVENUE 
POST OFFICE BOX 367 

WALDEN, NEW YORK 12586-0367 

(845) 778-2121 (845) 778-5173 FAX 
E-mail: info@iacobowitz.com 

July 13,2001 

JOHN C. CAPPELLO 
GEORGE W. LITHCO 
MICHAEL L. CAREY 
GAIL GEISINGER KULAK 
G. BRIAN MORGAN 
TODD N. ROBINSON 
JONATHAN KATZ 
KIRK VAN TASSELL 

LINDA F. MADOFF 
Of Counsel 

Hon. James Petro and Planning Board Members 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford Supermarket 
Our File No. 3922-1 

Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

This letter is just a reminder that the 45 day period for determining the completeness of the 
Hannaford Food and Drug DEIS for purposes of public comment and review will terminate on Monday 
July 23 rd. If you have not already done so, please place this matter on your July 25th meeting agenda for 
appropriate action. 

Thank you for your continued attention and cooperation. If there are any issues you would like 
us to address prior to the 25th, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: Andy Krieger, Esq. 
MarkEdsall 
Andy Couch 
Melinda Schain 
Doug Boyce 
Ross Winglovitz 
Tim Miller 
Fred Wells 
Mark Sargent 

::ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\l\LW1449.WPD 

mailto:info@iacobowitz.com


6h ^ R N OF NEW WIND 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (845) 563-4611 
F«X: (845) 563-4693 

1763 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Please specify or describe Item (s) requested) 

^ 

C&trPtfen k4rff*d yy& {<d/KdA ^ . /» / ^??-/s_ 
H\>n^V^> +J-

Date Records Requested; &*IH*0 I 

Name: A( Call)*? 

Address: 

Phone: ^ 7 ? / **7C 

Representing:. 12CP PGcfytor 

Documents may not be taken from this office. 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

Licensed in NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70-BLOCK 1 -LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
23 MAY 2001 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000,24 JANUARY 2001,14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001, 28 MARCH 2001 AND 25 APRIL 2001 PLANNING BOARD 
MEETINGS. 

1. Previously the Board, pursuant to receipt of an application including a Full Environmental Assessment Form, 
declared a "positive declaration" indicating that the project may result in one or more large and important 
impacts that may have a significant impact on the environment. A Positive Declaration was circulated by the 
applicant's attorney (on behalf of the Board), with an Affidavit of Mailing being submitted. 

Subsequently, the Board received a proposed scope for the DEIS from the applicant. At the March 28* 
meeting, the Board commented on the draft scope and scheduled the Hannifbrd project tor this public 
meeting for the purpose of receiving public input regarding the scope of the DEIS. 

We have received the attached proposed scooping document for the DEIS. It is my opinion that this scope is 
responsive to the previous comments made by the Board and the undersigned. In addition, we had the benefit 
of some technical comments submitted by an interested party's engineer, which have also been considered. 

It is my recommendation that the Board accept this scope and ask the applicant to proceed with the DEIS. 

NWOO-l 5-23May01.doc 

D Main Office 
45 Quassack Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12563 
(845)562-664) 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570) 296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

mailto:mheny@att.net
mailto:mhepa@ptd.net


SCOPING DOCUMENT 

FOR 

HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG STORE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

Lead Agency and Contact Person: 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, NY 12553 
Contact: Mark Edsall, PE (845) 563-4615 

Date of Scoping Meeting: April 25, 2001, 

Scope Adopted: 



Hannaford rww Windsor Scoping Outline 
last revised May 16,2001 

HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG STORE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement shall contain or address the 
following: 

COVER SHEET 

A. State whether list is a draft or final statement. 
B. Title/name of the project. 
C. Location (county and town) of the project. 
D. Name and address of the lead agency; name and telephone number of 

the person to contact at the lead agency for information. 
E. Name and address of project consultants; including contact name and 

number. 
F. Date of submittal. 
G. Date of acceptance of the DEIS. 
H. Date of Public Hearing 
I. The deadline date by which comments are due. 

SUMMARY 

A. Brief description of the Proposed Action. 
B. Significant beneficial and adverse impacts. 
C. Issues of controversy specified. 
D. Proposed mitigation measures. 
E. Adverse impacts that cannot be avoided. 
F. Alternatives considered. 
G. Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. 
H. Growth inducing aspects. 
I. Use and conservation of resources. 
J. Permits and approvals. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT DESIGN AND LAYOUT 

1. Introduction 

a Establish geographic boundaries and conditions of 
the project site, including regional and local maps. 

b Site description (existing zoning, site character). 
c Describe and characterize existing site conditions 

including topography and other natural and manmade 
features 

Page 2 



Hannafordl^/ Windsor Scoping Outline 
last revised May 18,2001 

2. Total site area 
a. proposed impervious surface area (roofs, parking lots, 

roads). 
b. amount of land to be cleared by type, i.e. woodland, 

farmland, etc. 
c. amount of open space, if any 
d. discussion of pedestrian facilities. 
e. stormwater management/drainage plans. 

3. Structures 
a. gross area 
b. layout of buildings (attached, enclosed, separate) 
c. site plans and building elevations 
d. proposed signage 

4. Parking 
a. pavement area 
b. number of spaces and layout 

5. Access 
a. discuss proposed access to the site and adjoining 

parcels and relationship to access on lands fronting 
Route 94 and across Route 32 from the project site. 

b. Discuss legal right to access Route 94, conformance 
of access with Town's road requirements, and 
conformance of Monro Muffler site with proposed 
Route 94 access 

c. Discuss alternative access opportunities 

6. Landscaping, fencing and lighting plan 
a. Conformity with the requirements of the Town Zoning 
b. Setbacks and buffers, landscaping proposed to mitigate 

impacts to neighborhood. 
c. Lighting plan 
d. Fencing, proposed height, materials and alternatives 

B. CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 

1. Construction 
a. anticipated construction period 
b. schedule of construction 

2. Operation 
a. type of operation 
b. schedule of operation 

Page 3 



Hannaford M l Windsor Scoping Outline 
last revised May 18,2001 

C. PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

1. Local 
a. Site Plan Approval - Town of New Windsor 

Planning Board 

2. County 
a. 239 I & m - Orange County Planning 

Department 

b. water supply - Orange County Health 
Department (If extension through site is to be 
dedicated to the Town) 

3. State 
a. highway access permit - New York State 

Department of Transpiration 

b. Stormwater SPDES permit - New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation. 

4. Federal 
a. wetlands - Army Corps of Engineers. 

D. PROJECT PURPOSE, NEED AND BENEFITS 

1. Background and history. 
2. Public need for the project, including social and economic 

considerations, and municipality objectives on adopted 
county and local development plans. 

3. Objectives of the project sponsor. 
4. Social and economic benefits of the action 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, ANTICIPATED IMPACTS AND 
PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

A. WATER RESOURCES 

1. Surface Water 

Existing Conditions 

a. location and description of surface water located on 
the project site or those that may be influenced by the 
project 

classification according to NYS DEC and 
ACOE 

Page 4 



Hannaford mm Windsor Scoping Outline 
last revised May 18,2001 

quantity and quality of surface water and 
potential increase or decrease 

identification of uses and level of use of all surface 
waters 
description of existing drainage areas, patterns, 
channels and flood plains, discuss potential for 
flooding 
discussion of potential for siltation and erosion 

Anticipated Impacts 

potential for contamination of water supplies 
potential impacts from stormwater discharge including 
quality, quantity, treatment methods, treatment 
alternatives 

Mitigation Measures 

ensure use of soil erosion control techniques during 
construction and operation to avoid siltation 
silt fence 
temporary restoration of vegetation to disturbed areas 
wheel cleaning pads 
design adequate stormwater control system in 
accordance with the DEC's "Stormwater Management 
Guidelines for New Developmenf and in accordance 
with New Windsor "Policy Memorandum - Minimum 
Drainage Design Requirements" dated October 1992. 

B. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

Existing Conditions 

a. description of the size, capacity and physical condition of 
roadways affected within a reasonable distance of 
site 
traffic controls including speed limits, advisory signs, 
etc. 
list of intersections to be evaluated 

Route 32/Route 300/Route 94 (five comers) 
Route 94/Old Temple Hill Road 
Route 32/Old Temple Hill Road 
Route 300/Old Temple Hill Road 
Route 32/Jacqueline Street 

description of the accident history of affected 
roadways 

PageS 
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^ P Hannaford^mr Windsor Scoping Outline 
last revised May 18,2001 

intersection geometry and sight lines at each 
intersection 
existing AADT for Route 32, Route 94 and Route 
300 at Five Corners 

b. description of current level of use of services 
a.m. and p.m. peak hour and Saturday traffic flow (am 
peak hour to be qualitative and to discuss trip 
generating characteristics of supermarket during am 
peak 
vehicle mix (minimum two hours for each peak and 
the use of peak 60 minute interval for analysis) 
source of existing traffic 
vehicle mix and classifications 
pedestrian movements at affected intersections and 

roadways 

c. description of public transportation available 

Anticipated Impacts 
daily traffic generation to the site 
list other developments in the vicinity which will have 
impact on the roadway network 
determine project's effect on traffic volumes, level of 
service, delays volume/capacity ratios, existing and 
future queues at the study area intersections as 
applicable at each effected roadway and intersection 
and levels of service and sight lines at the proposed 
site driveways (Generation rates must reflect the 
specific land uses as proposed), 
use and accepted overall growth rate for the area and 
add surcharges for any proposed or approved but un­
built projects 
separate analyses will be shown for existing 
conditions, future without the project and future with 
the project. 
signal warrant analysis for Route 32/site driveway 
intersection 

Mitigation Measures 

design adequate and safe access to project to handle 
projected traffic flow 
discuss necessary mitigation and party that will be 
responsible for or pay for required mitigation 

Page 6 



^ P Hannaford mm Windsor Scoping Outiine 
last revised May 18, 2001 

discuss applicability of transportation mitigation as it 
relates to reduced queuing and reduced impacts on 
air resources. 

C. UTILITIES 

Existing Conditions 

1. Water Supply 
describe existing facilities and prospective service to 
site 
discuss water demand of similar facilities with 
reference data 

2. Sanitary Services 
description of existing facilities and intended services 
to site 
discuss sewage demand of similar facilities with 
reference data 

3. Drainage Facilities 
description of existing facilities and intended 
provisions for the site 

4. Gas and Electric Services 
description of existing facilities and proposed service 
to site 

5. Solid Waste Removal 
description of existing facilities and adequacy of 
intended service 

Anticipated Impacts 

creation of utility demands, including water supply 
(potable and fire protection), sewage generation, 
energy needs and solid waste generated. 

Mitigation Measures 

incorporate water savings fixtures into facility design 
incorporate energy-saving measures into facility 
design 
water main cross connection for improved pressure 
fair share payment for pump station upgrades. 

Page 7 



Hannafordmm Windsor Scoping Outline 
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discuss schedule of construction for offsite 
improvements relative to construction schedule for 
project 

D. WETLANDS 

Existing Conditions 

Discuss presence of any State or Federal Wetlands on or 
contiguous to site 

Anticipated Impacts 

Discuss wetland disturbance and permit requirements for any 
wetland fill associated with proposed action 

Mitigation Measures 

Discuss wetland replacement or enhancement, as applicable. 

E. GEOLOGY/SOILS 

Existing Conditions 

Discuss existing soil and geological conditions on site 

Anticipated Impacts 

Discuss soil disturbance, potential erosion, impervious surface 
addition 

Mitigation Measures 

Discuss erosion control and timing of installation 

F. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Existing Conditions 

Discuss presence of any historic or archaeological resources on or 
adjacent to the project site, based on a Phase 1A archaeological 
study. 

Anticipated Impacts 

Discuss site disturbance with respect to any identified cultural 
resources. 

Page 8 
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Mitigation Measures 

Discuss mitigation/preservation of potentially affected resources, as 
applicable. 

G. NOISE 

Existing Conditions 

Discuss existing ambient noise conditions on and/or in immediate 
vicinity of site. Discuss requirements of Section 48-17.5 of the New 
Windsor Code. 

Anticipated Impacts 

Discuss change in noise conditions as a result of implementation of 
proposed plan and anticipated conformance with Section 48-17.5 
of the New Windsor Code. 

Mitigation Measures 

Discuss mitigation measures to maintain acceptable noise levels. 

H. VISUAL CONDITIONS 

Existing Conditions 

Discuss existing visual conditions on and/or in immediate vicinity of 
site. Discuss notable viewing points into site, particularly from 
abutting residential areas. 

Anticipated Impacts 

Discuss change in visual environment as a result of implementation 
of proposed plan with text and appropriate graphics. 

Mitigation Measures 

Discuss mitigation measures (landscaping, fencing, berms, etc.) to 
minimize aesthetic impacts. 

III. ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WHICH CANNOT BE 
AVOIDED IF THE PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED 

Identify those adverse environmental effects in Section II that can be 
expected to occur regardless of the mitigation measures considered. 

A. Temporary construction impacts 

Page 9 
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B. Impacts on natural site features 
C. Operational impacts 

IV. ALTERNATIVES 

This section discusses alternatives to the proposed project. Discussion of 
each alternative will be at a level sufficient to permit a comparative 
assessment of costs, benefits and environmental risks of each alternative. 

The general alternatives to be considered are as follows: 

A. ALTERNATIVE SITES 

1. Brief discussion of alternative locations that were considered 

B. ALTERNATIVE USES 

1. Use of site for office 
2. Alternative uses allowed under the zoning designation 

for the site. 

C. NO ACTION 
This section will discuss the no-action alternative 

V. APPENDICES 

A. List of underlying studies, reports and information 
considered and relied on in preparing EIS. 

B. List all federal, state, regional or local agencies, contacted in 
preparing the statement. 

C. Technical exhibits including traffic and drainage 
computations. 

D. Relevant correspondence regarding the project. 

Page 10 
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GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 
(845) 291-1100 FAX (845) 2 9 4 - 3 9 9 4 

April 25, 2001 

via Hand Delivery 
Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford Project - New Windsor 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

These comments are submitted to you as part of the SEQRA "scoping" hearing 
set by the Board in the above matter. 

As you know from prior correspondence and numerous appearances before you 
and the Board, I represent the interests of the Bila Family Partnership (the Rosenberg family) 
the owners and developers of the New Windsor Town Center on NY Rt. 32 just north of the 
"Five Corners" intersection upon which the Hannaford project is proposed. The Bila Family 
Partnership does not complain here as a mere competitor (it owns no competing food stores) 
but as nearby commercial neighbor whose overall enterprise stands to be severely impacted 
by the traffic this proposal wil l throw off. As such it has every right to voice its concerns here. 
See Heritage Co. of Massena v. Belanger, 191 A.D.2d 790, 594 N.Y.S.2d 388 (3d Dept., 
1993). 

In the fall of last year I submitted a series of correspondence dealing with the 
fundamental legality of the proposed project quite apart from its environmental (traffic) 
adequacy. My letter of October 2, 2000 focused on those illegalities which center around 
the lawfulness of the proposed access from NY Rt. 94 through the Monroe Muffler site. I 
enclose a fresh copy of that last piece of correspondence for the record. 

In short, the access from Rt. 94 renders the Monroe Muffler site deficient in 
terms of required setbacks and development standards. Admittedly, the developer has 
squeezed in to its approval package a "revision" application for the Monroe Muffler site plan 
but no re-visitation or attempted "re-approval" of that site plan can do away with those rank 
inadequacies. Furthermore, the right to use this access way does not run to the benefit of the 
whole development parcel. It runs in favor of only the Friendly's parcel and that is not the 
whole. How can it be said that the proposed store has access rights to Rt 94 by way of this 
limited right of way? 

(Cont'd) 
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These legal inadequacies should form a basic part of the SEQRA scope. The 
DEIS should: (1) identify the legal right oi the entire parcel to access Rt. 94 via the right of 
way, (2) identify how this access way will conform with the road requirements of the Town's 
Code (§38-7), and (3) identify how the Monroe Muffler site will not be left illegally 
nonconforming by the proposal. 

Beyond these fundamental issues I bring the Board's attention to the impossible 
inadequacies in the developer's traffic plans. Of course, this is a problem of immense 
proportions that has been very well vocalized and with which the Board is well aware. Even 
as revised since the initial submission these plans present an impossible situation that is not 
remedied under any circumstances. Indeed, the revisions may actually make matters worse -
if that is possible. My client has retained the services of LKB consulting traffic engineers of 
Syosset, New York, to review the entirety of the developer's traffic submissions and it has 
found them - even as revised - impossibly deficient (as has the NY DOT). I enclose a copy of 
LKB's April 23,2001 preliminary evaluation of these plans for the record. Of course, the DEIS 
should identify traffic issues as the central environmental concern but it should break them 
down into the fine points set out in the LKB letter (pp. 2,3). These are very important issues 
within the overall traffic question that the DEIS should address in specific categories. 

Be advised that the Bila Family Partnership has every intention of objecting to 
this impossible proposal in every way that is open to it. This project would be a "disaster" for 
the commercial community in this area of the Town as well as the nearby residential area. 
Indeed, I will continue to urge that the Town Board rezone this land to a residential use so 
that this type of massive intrusion cannot occur under any circumstances. I wil l urge 
throughout these proceedings that the Planning Board should deny this application as having 
massive environmental impacts that cannot be remedied or mitigated under any scenario and 
that it urge the Town Board to accomplish the rezoning of this land. 

Thank you for you time and consideration in this regard. 

Sincerely, 
/ / / s~7TJ 

I yjarries C. Sweeney 

JGS/aa 
Enclosure 

(Cont'd) 
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cc: (with enclosure) 
Members of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Jeff Rosenberg 
Andrew Krieger, Town Attorney 
Mark Edsall, P.E. 
Larry Wolinsky, Jacobowitz & Gubits 
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ATTORNEY AT LAW 

ONE HARRIMAN SQUARE 

P.O. BOX 806 
GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 

(845) 291-HOO 

October 2, 2000 

via Regular Mail 
Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford Project - New Windsor 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

In my second piece of correspondence dated September 27,2000, on behalf 
of the Bila Family Partnership (the Rosenberg family) regarding the proposed Hannaford 
project, I questioned the design deficiencies of the access to Route 94 over the right of way 
across the Monroe Muffler parcel (70-1-2.1). I made an analogy of this right of way to a 
proposed road in a subdivision and pointed out the design deficiencies from a standpoint of 
those regulations. A review of the Town Code now makes it quite clear that a private road 
such as this must conform to the subdivision design regulations even though it may remain 
private. See Town Code §38-7. This 26* + wide right of way cannot comply with either the 
overall or paved width requirements for any kind of street under the subdivision regulations. 

Thus, it becomes quickly apparent that the proposed access to Route 94 is 
legally deficient for at least two reasons: (1) it renders the Monroe Muffler parcel noncon­
forming as to required side yards, and (2) the width of the proposed access road cannot, under 
any circumstance, meet the Town's required design criteria. 

I note also that this right of way was specially created on January 11,1995 by 
agreement of the owners of the vacant 4.3 acre parcel (70-1-16.2) and the Monroe Muffler lot 
(70-1 -2.1), who were essentially the same people (the Slepoy family).1 Importantly, that event 
appears to have occurred without input from the Planning Board and at a time after the site 
plan for the Monroe Muffler Shop was approved by the Planning Board in, I believe, 1992. 
The terms of this right of way, which call for a forced relocation of assigned parking spaces 
on the Monroe Muffler lot, may violate that site plan approval or, at the very least, violate the 

See Easement Agreement recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office on January 25, 1995 in Liber 
4171 of Deeds at page 217. «* 

FAX (845) 2 9 4 - 3 9 9 4 
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spirit of that approval. These owners unilaterally infused a substantial element into the 
approved arrangement that was not extant at the time this Board reviewed the Monroe Muffler 
plan. Indeed, if this right of way was there the lot would not have qualified as a usable lot 
because, in New Windsor, easements such as this are to be deducted from the gross lot area 
(See definition of "Lot Area" in §48-37 of the Zoning Law). One wonders if the Planning 
Board would have ever approved the Monroe Muffler plan with this right of way shown on 
the plan to begin with. 

Both from a legal and design standpoint it does not appear that the right of way 
can be used in any respect for this proposal 

Lastly, it should be pointed out that the right of way across the Monroe Muffler 
lot does not run to the favor of the Friendly's lot (70-1-16.1). By its own terms it is limited 
only to the vacant 4.3 acre lot (70-1-16.2) now owned by 4 Acres LLC. In that light how can 
it be said that the whole of the project site has the lawful right to use the right of way. This 
unanswered legal ambiguity should be explored by counsel. 

Once again, on behalf of the Rosenberg family, I thank you for your time and 
consideration in this regard. 

JGS/aa 

cc: 
Members of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Andrew Krieger, Planning Board Attorney (via fax 562-2407) 
Mark Edsall, McGoey Hauser & Edsall (via fax 562-1413) 

Ut; mSS^4\U^ / 
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS SINCE 18W 
ONE AERIAL WAY. SYDSSET. NEW YORK 11791[(516)936-0600 TELEFAX <S16) 331-6844 

April 23,2001 
LKB #0620-01 

JamesG. Sweeny,PC. 
One Harriman Square 
P.O. Box 806 
Gosben,NY 10924 

Re: Hannaford Food Store 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, NY 

Dear Mr. Sweeny: 

Pursuant to your request (letter of April 10, 2001) we have reviewed the EAF documents 
relating to traffic issues. The following is a summary of our review. 

The revised traffic study has not been significantly altered from the initial Traffic Impact 
Study dated June 26, 2000. The December 26, 2000 letter from CME, LLP to the Town 
of New Windsor Planning Board Engineer Mark Edsafl includes a revised capacity 
analysis (2001 Build Sensitivity Analysis) for the Tive Corners' intersection. This 
analysts (PM peak hour build w/nritigation) differs from the analysis presented in the ITS 
(Tune 26,2000) by the adjustment of various approach signal timings (±1 sec. to ±9 sec.). 
The result is that the overall intersection LOS for Build w/ improvements remains at LOS 
F, [(F (98.4 sec.) TIS 6726/00 to F (108 5 sec.) Sensitivity Analysis 12/26/00]. In feet, 
the average delay per vehicle is increased by 10.1 sec. 

This confirms the statement by NYSDOT (letter of November 27,2000 to Town of New 
Windsor Planning Board Engineer) that "the Level of Service at the Vails Goto 'Five 
Comers' intersection will be F during the peak traffic periods even with the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures." This analysis also corroborates the NYSDOT 
statement that "there is not sufficient or available traffic capacity at this intersection, nor 
are there 'reasonable' improvements which can be undertaken". The NYSDOT further 
emphasizes their position (letter of December 29, 2000 to CME, LLP) stating that "even 
with improvements, the forecast operational Level of Service at the 'Five Corners' will 
remain F\ with delays during the peak periods which are considered unacceptable and 
there are no 'reasonable' improvements, which can be undertaken as pat of the 
development, which would correct the condition ". 

5 S T ^ S " ^ U5OTW OOD, 
KESSLERG 
BARTLETT, INC. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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To date we are not aware of any NYSDOT comments on the revised capacity analysis 
(12/26/00), if they exist. 

Although CME states that the project impacts are mitigated, No-Build condition @ LOS 
F (240.9 sec.) vs. Build condition w/mitigation @ LOS F (108.S sec), by reducing 
average delay — the intersection wilt nevertheless operate at LOS F. 

Additional traffic issues identified previously (LKB fax of 12/8/00) still apply. They 
include: 

A. Traffic Data Issues 
1. Existing AADT (Average Annual Daily Traffic) should be presented for 

Route 32, 
Route 94, and 
Route 300 

to establish base traffic data for the road network. 

2. The traffic study did not identify daily traffic generation to the site. There could 
be as many as 11,000 entering and exiting trips for this supermarket on a typical 
Saturday. 

B. Tiffin Analysis Issues 
1. Accident History Analysis was not performed to identify high hazard locations 

and mitigation measures to correct them. 

2. Signal Warrant Analysis was not presented for the Rt.32 / Site Driveway 
intersection for which signalization is proposed. A signal warrant analysis should 
be performed in accordance with the guidelines of the NYS MUTCD (NYS 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices) to detennine if the conditions are 
met for a signal. 

3. The traffic analysis indicates Level of Service F at the following intersections: 
- under the "2001 Build Sensitivity Analysis" scenario: 

• Five Corners Intersection 
Rt. 94 £B left turn movement 
Rt. 94 EB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 94 WB through/right turn movement 
Rt. 32 NB (to Rt. 300) left turn movement 
Rt. 32 SB through movement 
Rt. 32 SB right turn movement 
Rt. 300 SB through/right turn movement 

. under the "2001 Build w/o improvements" scenario: 
• Rt. 300 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

WB left/right turn movement 
• Rt. 94 / Old Temple Hill Rd. 

SB left turn movement 

B S * £~* ioctcwooo. 
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The improvements proposed do not improve the operational characteristics of 
these intersections. 

4. The proposed Rt 32 / She Driveway intersection is located dose to the Five 
Comers intersection. Traffic queues from the NB Rt 32 approach to the Five 
Corners intersection may affect this intersection. 

5. The proposed Rt. 94 / Site Driveway intersection is located too close to the Five 
Corners intersection to allow for left turn movements. 

6. A future year, beyond the build year scenario, should be analyzed to evaluate the 
key intersections and queue length back-ups on NB Rt. 32 and WB Rt 94 
approaches. The proposed site access driveways could be affected 

C. Traffic Ouemnp Issues 
1. Traffic queue length calculations were not presented for the NB Rt 32 

through/right turn lane under the "2001 Build with improvements" scenario. 
The volume from the NB through lane as well as the NB through/right turn lane is 
combined into the NB through/right turn lane. 

2. The existing traffic queue for NB Rt. 32 is 38 vehicles (PMPeak) and backs-up to 
the location of the proposed Rt 32 /Site Driveway intenection. 

3 The WB Rt. 94 traffic queue backs-up into the Old Temple Hill Rd. intersection 
under the existing condition and "2001 Bufld with improvements^ scenario. 
This would adversely effect the operations of the Rt 94 / Site Driveway 
intersection. WB Rt 94 left turn movements into the site driveway and left turn 
movements out of the site driveway to WB Rt. 94 would be difficult maneuvers 

These are the concerns that need to be addressed so that a thorough evaluation of the 
traffic aspects of the proposed project can be made. 

Should you have and questions or comments, please do not hesitate to call. 

Very truly yours, 

LOCKWOOD, KESSLER & BARTLEIT, INC. 

Richard Make, P.E-
Project Manager 

RM/ijm 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

Ltcws^d in NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
25 APRIL 2001 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000,24 JANUARY 2001, 14 FEBRUARY 2001, 
14 MARCH 2001 AND 28 MARCH 2001 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 

1. Previously the Board, pursuant to receipt of an application including a Full Environmental Assessment Form, 
declared a "positive declaration" indicating that the project may result in one or more large and important 
impacts that may have a significant impact on the environment. A Positive Declaration was circulated by the 
applicant's attorney (on behalf of the Board), with an Affidavit of Mailing being submitted. 

Subsequently, the Board received a proposed scope for the DEIS from the applicant. At the March 28th 

meeting, the Board commented on the draft scope and scheduled the Hanniford project for this public 
meeting for the purpose of receiving public input regarding the scope of the DEIS. 

It is important that the public understand that this is the sole purpose of this meeting. After such time that the 
DEIS has been prepared and deemed complete, the document will be circulated by the Board to all involved 
agencies, and will be available for review by the public. In addition, at least one (if not more) public hearings 
will be held to receive input with regard to both the DEIS and the Site Plan application. 

It is important that the Public understand that the purpose of this meeting is to discuss the scope of the 
environmental review. They should raise topics and areas of concern at this meeting, and not pose specific 
questions, nor expect answers to their questions at this meeting. 

• Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route SW) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(845)562-8640 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
MHford, Pennsylvania 16337 
(570) 296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 
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COMMENTS ON SCOPE DOCUMENT 
HANNAFORD FOOD ̂ p PRW gTORE 

28 March 2001 

1 Correct Contact Person listed on Scoping Document to match Contact Person 
noted on Positive Declaration (Mark J. Edsall, P.B., Planning Board Engineer). 

2 In Notice of Hearing, revise date to match date selected by Board and correct any 
c.nd all spelling errors in Notice of Hearing. 

3. Comments on ;tI - Project Description" Section: 
a Subsection A4, change ''potential access opportunities" to "proposed 

access" 
b. Subsection A4, if appropriate, add "alternative access opportunities" 
c Subsection A5, add "landscaping proposed to mitigate impacts to 

neighborhood" 
d Delete B Location and include in appropriate subsections of A 
e. Add subsection to review Topography of site and surrounding area 

4 Comments on "IJ - Environmental Setting...'': 
a. Add " potential for flooding" to A-1 
b. Under A, Mitigation Measures, add "design to comply with New Windsor 

"Policy Memorandum - Minimum Drainage Design Requirements dated 
8 October 1992. 

c. Under B-a, change to read "list of intersections to be evaluated". 
d. Under B-a, add "Route 32/Jacqueline St'* to be evaluated. 
e. Under B-a, change "site lines" to "intersection geometry and sight lines" 
f. Under B-b, change "p.m."' to "a.m. and p.m." 
g. Under B. add "c. description of public transportation available" 
h. Under BT Anticipated impacts, second item, delete words "reserve 

capacities", 
i. Under B, Anticipated Impacts, add two additional items "Existing and 

future queues at the study area intersections" and "levels of service, and 
sight lines at the proposed site driveways". 

]. Under C.. Existing Conditions, +expand water and sanitary to include 
projected flow values and provide references/data of other sites and their 
documented usage, 

k Under C, evaluate schedule of construction for any necessary off-site 
improvements vs. construction schedule for project. 

1 Under Existing Conditions, add section to identify all State or Federal 
wetlands within or contiguous to site. 

m Add section to deal with Cultural Resources. Specifically discussion of 
Historic and archcological resources 
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n. Insure that Natural & Human Resource items (Geology, Water Resources, 
Air Resources, awl Transportation are ail discussed in document relative 
to iCMitigation Measures to Minimize Environmental Impact", within this 
section. 

5. Comments on "IV - Alternatives": 
a Under B, Alternative Uses, describe all alternative uses permitted in 

Zoning Code and comment on each. 

6. X 

TOTftL P.03 
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HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70-BLOCK 1 -LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
28 MARCH 2001 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000,24 JANUARY 2001,14 FEBRUARY 2001, AND 
14 MARCH 2001 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 

1. At the most recent meeting, the Board authorized circulation of the Positive Declaration for the project. The 
applicant's attorney has provided an Affidavit of Mailing, which should be on record at this time. 

The Board also received the proposed scope for the DEIS from the applicant. This was circulated, with a 
copy of the SEQRA 617.21 Appendix D Scoping Checklist, to all the Board members for review and 
comment. 

At this meeting, input is to be received from the Board members, such that a Preliminary Scope for the 
document can be identified. Following same, this should be circulated with a notice for the proposed Public 
Scoping Meeting. 
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Engineer 
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14-14-9 (2/87)-9c 617.21 
Appendix D 

State Environmental Quality Review 

Scoping Checklist 

SEQR 

The following checklist of topics is intended 
as a starting point for developing a detailed scope 
for a project-specific Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Typically, no one project will require 
a discussion of all the topic areas contained in this 
document. Through the scoping process, the list 
of topics should be refined to reflect issues unique 
to the proposed project. Topic areas may be de­
leted, added or elaborated upon, to arrive at the 
final scoping document. 

The purpose of the checklist format is to iden­
tify the basic topic areas of the Draft EIS. This is 
accomplished by reviewing the list and placing a 
check in the box located to the left of these topics 
which should be discussed. The model scoping 
checklist can also be used as a worksheet, 
including comments, suggestions and identifica­
tion of the particular example(s) that are relevant 
to a detailed discussion of the topic or issue that 
has been checked. Conversely, those topics which 
are not checked, are issues not associated with the 
project and may be eliminated from discussion in 
the Draft EIS. 

The next step is to expand the list to include 
or elaborate on those topics unique to the pro­
posed project. A blank sheet is included at the end 
of the checklist for such additional information. 

The scoping process involves several steps in 
addition to compiling a list of topics. Scoping also 
includes discussions on the quantity and quality 
of informaton required and the methods of obtain­
ing that data. 

NOTE: This check list was designed to be 
used in conjunction with the section on scoping 
contained in SEQR Guideline-Draft and Final 
EIS's. It is also important to emphasize that this 
checklist should serve only as a model to assist in 
the scoping of a Draft EIS. It should not be used 
as a substitute for actively scoping Draft EIS for 
a specific project. 

I . Cover Sheet 
All EIS's (Draft or Final) shall begin with a 

cover sheet that includes: 
A. Whether it is a draft or final statement 

B. Name or other descriptive title of the 
project 

C. Location (county and town, village or city) 
of the project 

D. Mame and address of the lead agency 
which required preparation of the state­
ment and the name and telephone number 
of a person at the agency to be contacted 
for further information 

E. Mame and address of the preparers of any 
portion of the statement and a contact 
name and telephone number 

F. Date of acceptance of the Draft EIS 
G. In the case of a Draft EIS, the deadline 

date by which comments are due should 
be indicated 

II. Table of Contents and Summary 
A table of contents and a brief summary are re­
quired for Draft and Final EIS's. 

The summary should include: 
A. Brief description of the action 
B. Significant, beneficial and adverse im­

pacts, (issues of controversy must be 
specified) 

C. Mitigation measures proposed 
D. Alternatives considered 
E. Matters to be decided (permits, approvals, 

funding) 

III. Description of the Proposed Action 
Place a check in the box to the left of those 

topics to be included in the draft EIS. 

• A. PROJECT PURPOSE, NEED AND 
BENEFITS 

Background and history 
Public need for the project, and 
municipality objectives based on ad­
opted community developments plans 
Objectives of the project sponsor 
Benefits of the proposed action 
a.) social 
b.) economic 



• 

D 

D 

D 

D 

IV. 

B. LOCATION 
1. Establish geographic boundaries of 

the project (use of regional and local 
scale maps is recommended) 

2 . Description of access to site 
3 . Description of existing zoning of 

proposed site 
4 . Other: 

C. DESIGN AMD LAYOUT 
1 .Total site area 

a.) proposed impervious surface area 
(roofs, parking lots, roads) 

b.) amount of land to be cleared 
c.) open space 

2 . Structures 
a.) gross leaseable area (GLA), if 

applicable 
b.) layout of buidings (attached, 

enclosed, separate) 
c.) site plans and profile view 
d.) material storage 
e.) drainage plans 
f.) above/underground pipelines 
g.) staging area for material handling 

3 . Parking 
a.) pavement area 
b.) number of spaces and layout 

4 . Other: 

D. CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 
1. Construction 

a.) total construction period anticipated 
b.) schedule of construction 
c.) future potential development, on 

site or on adjoining properties 
d.) other: 

2 . Operation 
a.) type of operation 
b.) schedule of operation 
c.) other: 

E . CLOSURE AND POST CLOSURE PLANS 
(for projects of planned limited life such as 
landfills) 

F . APPROVALS 
1. Required changes or variances to the 

zoning regulations 
2 . Other permit approval or funding 

reguirements 

Environmental Setting 
Place a check in the box to the left of those 

topics to be included in the Draft EIS. 
• 

Natural Resource 

D A. GEOLOGY 

D 1 .Subsurface 
a.) composition and thickness of 

subsurface material 
examples: 
—depth to, and nature of, bedrock 
formations and impermeable layers 
—occurrence of an extractive 
mineral resource 
—usefulness as construction 

material 
b.) earthquake potential 

D 2 . Surf ace 
a.) List of soil types 
b.) discussion of soil characteristics 

examples: 
—physical properties (indication 
of soils hydrological (infiltration) 
capabilities) 
—engineering properties (soil 
bearing capacity) 
—agricultural properties (soil 
profile characteristics) when agri­
cultural land resources are involved 

c.) distribution of soil types at project 
site 

d.) suitability for use 
examples: 
—agriculture 
—recreation 
—construction 
—mining 

e.) other: 
D 3.Topography 

a.) description of topography at project 
site 
examples: 
—slopes 
—prominent or unique features 

b.) description of topography of sur­
rounding area 

D B. WATER RESOURCES 
1 .Groundwater 

a.) location and description of aquifers 
and recharge areas 
examples: 
—depth of water table 
—seasonal variation 
—quality 
—quantity 
—flow 

b.) identification of present uses and 
level of use of groundwater 
examples: 
—location of existing wells 
—public/private water supply 
—industrial uses 
—agricultural uses 
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D 2.Surface water 
a.) location and decription of surface 

waters located on project site or 
those that may be influenced by the 
project 
examples: 
—seasonal variation 
—quantity 
—classification according to Mew 
York State Department of Health 

b.) identification of uses and level of 
use of all surface waters 
examples: 
—public/private water supply 
—industrial uses 
—agricultural uses 
—recreational 

c.) description of existing drainage 
areas, patterns and channels 

d. discussion of potential for flooding, 
siltation, erosion and eutro-
phication of water supply 

• C. AIR RESOURCES 
D 1. Climate 

a.) discussion of seasonal variations 
and extremes 
examples: 
—temperature 
—humidity 
—precipitation 
—wind 

D 2.Air quality 
a.) description of existing air quality 

levels 
examples: 
—list the National and State Air 
Quality Standards for the project 
area and the compliance status 
for each standard 

b.) identification of existing sources 
or pollutants-fixed or mobile 

c.) identification of any sensitive 
recepters in project area 
examples: 
—hospitals, schools, nursing 
homes, parks 

d.) description of existing monitoring 
program (if applicable) 

• D. TERRESTRAL AMD AQUATIC ECOLOGY 

1 .Vegetation 
a.) list vegetation types on the project 

site and within the surrounding area 
b.) discussion of site vegetation 

characteristics 
examples: 

—species presence and abundance 
—age 
—size 
—distribution 
—dominance 
—community types 
—unique, rare and endangered 
species 
—value as habitat for wildlife 
—productivity 

D 2.Fish, Shellfish and Wildlife 
a.) list of fish, shellfish and wildlife 

species on the project site and 
within surrounding area, including 
migatory and resident species 

b.) discussion of fish, shellfish and 
wildlife population characteristics 
examples: 
—species presence and abundance 
—distribution 
—dominance 
—unique, rare and endangered 
species 
—productivity 

Q 3.Wetlands 
a.) list wetland areas within or contiguous 

to the project site 
b.) discuss wetland characteristics 

examples: 
—acreage 
—vegetative cover 
—classification 
—benefits of wetland such as flood 
and erosion control, recreation 

D E. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

1 .Soils 
a.) list soils by name, slope and soil 

group ranking within MYS Land 
Classification System 
(T MYCRR 370) 

b.) number of acres within each group 
c.) location of site on soil survey map 

D 2.Agricultural land management 
system(s) 
a.) inventory of existing erosion 

control and drainage systems 
examples: 
—subsurface drain lines 
—outlet/diversion ditches 
—strip cropping 
—diversion terraces 

b.) relationship of proposed action to 
existing soil and water conservation 
plans (if applicable) 



1_J 3.Associated operations 
a.) number and »ypes of farm 

operations on and adjacent to site 
examples: 
—dairy 
—grain 
—orchard 

b.) type and proximity of farm 
related facilities 
examples: 
—storage units/barns 
—sorting/packing houses 
—refrigeration units 
—roadside markets 

c.) access to cropland (including 
detached fields) 

d.) access for farm equipment to 
public roads 

Human Resources 

D 

D 

A. TRANSPORTATION 
D 1. Transportation services 

a.) description of the size, capacity 
and condition of services 
examples: 
—roads, canals, railroads, bridges 
—parking facilities 
—traffic control 
—access/egress from site 

b.) description of current level of use 
of services 
examples: 
—a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic 
flow 
—vehicle mix 
—source of existing traffic 

D 2.Public transportation 
a.) description of the current avail­

ability of service 
b.) description of present level of use 

• 3.Pedestrian environment 

• 4. Other: 
B. LAND USE AND ZONING 
D 1. Existing land use and zoning 

a.) description of the existing land 
use of the project site and the 
surrounding area 
examples: 
—commercial 
—residential 
—agricultural 
—business 
—retail 
—industrial 
—vacant 

b.) description of existing zoning of 
site and surrounding area 

D 

• 
D C. 

D 
a 
• 
• a 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
a 

a D. 
• 

D 
• E. 

• • 

D 

c.) description of any affected agri­
cultural district or other farmland 
retention program boundary in and 
surrounding the site 

2.Land use plans 
a.) description of any land use plans 

or master plans which include 
project site and surrounding area 

b.) discussion of future development 
trends or pressures 

3 Other* 
*•/ • \*r l l l \ > l | 

COMMUNITY SERVICE (for this section 
include a list of existing facilities and a 
discussion of existing levels of usage and 
projected future needs) 
1. Educational facilities 
2 . Police protection 
3.Fire protection 

4.Health care facilities 
5.Social services 
6.Recreational facilities 
7 . Utilities 

8 . Public water supply 
9.Solid waste disposal 
10.Sewage treatment facilities 
1 1 . Other: 

DEMOGRAPHY 
1. Population characteristics 

a.) discussion of existing population 
parameters 
examples: 
—distribution 
—density 
—household size and composition 

b.) discussion of projections for popu­
lation growth 

2 . Other 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

1 .Visual resources 
a.) description of the physical char­

acter of the community 

examples: 
—urban vs. rural 

b.) description of natural areas of 
significant scenic value 

c.) identification of structures of 
significant architectural design. 

2.Historic and archaeological resources 
a.) location and description of historic 

areas or structures listed on State 
or National Register or designated 
by the community, or included on 
Statewide Inventory 
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b.) identificatioTTof sites having 
potential significant archaeological 
value include results of cultural 
resource survey, if conducted 

• 3 . Noise 
a.) identification of existing level of 

noise in the community 
b.) identification of major sources of 

noise 
examples 
—airports 
—major highways 
—industrial/commercial facilities 

D 4.Other: 

V. Significant Environmental impacts 
Identify those aspects of the environmental 

setting in Section IV that may be adversely or 
beneficially affected by the proposed action and 
require discussion. 

VI. Mitigation Measures to Minimize Environ­
mental Impact. 

Describe measures to reduce or avoid poten­
tial adverse impacts identified in Section V. The 
following is a brief listing of typical measures used 
for some of the major areas of impact. 

Natural Resource 
D A. GEOLOGY 

1. Subsurface 
a.) use excavated material for land 

reclamation 
b.) use facility wastes (ash, sludge) for 

land reclamation 
c.) other: 

2 . Surface 
a.) use topsoil stockpiled during 

construction for restoration and 
landscaping 

b.) minimize disturbance of non-
construction sites 

c.) design and implement soil erosion 
control plan 
d.) other: 

3 . Topography 
a.) avoid construction on areas of steep 

slope 
b.) design adequate soil erosion 

devices to protect areas of steep 
slope 

c.) other: 

D B. WATER RESOURCES 
1 .Groundwater 

a.) design/modify system of treatment 
for stormwater runoff of wastewater 
prior to recharge of groundwater 

b.) maintain permeable areas on the 
site 

c.) institute a program for monitoring 
water quality in adjacent wells 

d.) require secondary or tertiary con­
tainment of products/wastes 

e.) contingency plans for accidental 
spills 

f.) other: 

2 . Surface water 
a.) ensure use of soil erosion control 

techniques during construction and 
operation to avoid siltation 
examples: 
—hay bales 
—temporary restoration of vege­
tation to disturbed areas 
—landscaping 

b.) design adequate stormwater 
control system 

c.) construct/modify sewage treatment 
facilities 

d.) restrict use of salt or sand for road 
and parking area snow removal 

e,) avoid direct discharges to surface 
water resources 

f.) require secondary or tertiary 
containment of products/wastes 

g.) contingency plans for accidental 
spills 

h.) other: 

D C. AIR RESOURCES 
1 .Air quality 

a.) assure proper construction 
practices 
examples: 
—fugitive dust control 
—proper operation and mainten­
ance of construction equipment 

b.) design traffic improvements to re­
duce congestion and vehicle delay 

c.) install and ensure the proper 
operation of emission odor control 
devices 

d.) initiate a program for monitoring 
of air quality 

e.) other: 

• D. TERRESTRAL AND AQUATIC ECOLOGY 

1 .Vegetation 
a.) restrict clearing to only those areas 

necessary 
b.) preserve part of site as a natural 

area 
c.) after construction, landscape site 

with naturally occurring vegetation 
d.) purchase open space at another 

location and dedicate to local 
government or conservation 
organization . 
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• E. 

2.Fish, Shellfish a S r o i l d l i f e 
a.) provide adequate habitat (shelter 

and food) for remaining wildlife 
species 

b.) schedule construction to avoid 
sensitive periods of fish, shellfish 
and wildlife cycles 

c.) other: 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

1 . Soils 
a.) select/design project to avoid 

viable agricultural land 
b.) reclaim disturbed agricultural soil 

profiles for agricultural purposes 
c.) schedule activity when crops are off 

fields and soil is f irm 
d.) other: 

2 . Agricultural land management systems 
a.) re-establish access drives, fence— 

lines and any disturbed land 
management systems 

b.) re-establish any disturbed erosion 
control and drainage systems 

c.) install soil and water management 
practices to restore or enhance 
soil drainage and stability 

d.) preserve open space for agricultural 
use 

e.) develop lease back arrangements to 
allow continued agricultural use on 
all or portion of site 

f.) other: 

Human Resources 

• A. TRANSPORTATION 

1 .Transportation 
a.) design adequate and safe access 

to project site to handle projected 
traffic flow 

b.) install adequate traffic control 
devices 

c.) optimize use of parking areas 
d.) encourage car pooling and oper­

ation of facility during non-peak 
traffic times 

e.) design special routing and 
restricted hours for delivery truck 
traffic 

f.) other: 

2.Public transportation 
a.) adjust public transportation routes 

and schedules to service the facility 
b.) encourage use of public transpor­

tation by using incentive programs 
for employees or by selling tickets 
in facility 

c.) other: 

w 

D B. LAND USE AND ZONING 
1 . Existing land use and zoning 

a.) design project to comply with 
existing land use plans 

b.) design functional and visually 
appealing facility to set standard 
and precedent for future surround­
ing land use 

c.) other: 

D C. COMMUNITY SERVICES 

1 . Police protection 
a.) minimize local police protection 

responsibilities by providing private 
security force 

b.) provide security systems, alarms 
for facility 

c.) provide equipment, funds or ser­
vices directly to the community 

d.) other: 
. 2 . Fire protection 

a.) use construction materials that 
minimize fire hazards 

b.) incorporate sprinkler and alarm 
systems into building design 

c.) provide equipment, funds or ser­
vices directly to the community 

d.) other: 

3 . Utilities 
a.) install uti l i ty services underground 
b.) incorporate water saving fixtures 

into facility design 
c.) incorporate energy-saving 

measures into facility design 
d.) other: 

D D. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

1 . Visual resources 
a.) design exterior of structure to 

physically blend with existing 
surroundings 

b.) minimize visual impact through 
thoughtful and innovative design 
of l ighting and signs (consider: 
height, size, intensity, glare and 
hours of l ighting operation) 

c.) design landscaping to be visually 
pleasing and to serve as a buffer 
between surrounding land uses, 
parking areas, operational equip­
ment and facilities 

d.) other: 

2.Historic and archaeological resources 
a.) Prepare a plan, including measures 

to mitigate impacts to historic/ 
archaeological resources through 
data recovery, avoidance and/or 
restriction of project activities 



b.) develop measures to convey cul­
tural information to the community 
(e.g. through scientific/popular 
reports, displays) 

c.) preserve architecturally signifi­
cant structures and make an 
adequate permanent photographic 
and statistical record of those that 
must be destroyed 

d.) other: 

3. Noise 
a.) schedule construction/operation 

to occur during "normal business" 
hours minimizing noise impact 
during sensitive times (early morn­
ing, night) 

b.) assure adherence to construction 
noise standards 

c.) design berms and landscaping to 
block and absorb noise 

d.) other: 

VII. Adverse Environmental Effects that Cannot 
be Avoided if the Project is Implemented 

Identify those adverse environmental effects 
in Section V that can be expected to occur regard­
less of the mitigation measures considered in 
Section VI. 

VIII. Alternatives 
This section contains categories of alterna­

tives with examples. Discussion of each alternative 
should be at a level sufficient to permit a compara­
tive assessment of costs, benefits and environmen­
tal risks for each alternative. It is not acceptable 
to make simple assertions that a particular alter­
native is or is not feasible. Identify those categories 
of alternatives which should be included in the EIS 
by placing a check in the box located to the left 
of the topic. 

D A. ALTERNATIVE DESIGN AND 
TECHNOLOGIES 
1. Site layout 

a.) density and location of structures 
b.) location of access routes, parking 

and utility routes 
2 . Orientation 

a.) compatibility with slope and 
drainage patterns 

b.) site size and set back requirements 
2 . Technology 

a.) pollution controi equipment 
b.) innovative vs. proven technologies 

4.Mix of activities 
a) addition of businesses which would 

affect the operational nature of the 
facility 

D B. ALTERNATIVE SITES 
1. Limiting factors 

a.) availability of land 
b.) suitability of alternative site to 

accomodate design requirements 
c.) availability of utilities 
d.) suitable market area 
e.) compatibility with local zoning and 

master plan 
f.) compatibility with certified agri­

cultural districts 
g.) compatibility with regional 

objectives 
h.) accessibility of site to transporta­

tion routes and service population 

D C. ALTERNATIVE SIZE 
1. Increase or decrease project size to 

minimize possible impacts 
2 . Increase or decrease project size to 

correspond to market and community 
needs 

D D. ALTERNATIVE CONSTRUCTION/ 
OPERATION SCHEDULING 
1. Commence construction at a different 

time 
2 . Phase construction/operation 
3 . Restrict construction/operation work 

schedule 
• E. ALTERNATIVE LAND USE 

1 .Suitability of site for other uses 
a.) other types of commercial uses 
b.) other types of industry 
c.) different types of housing 
d.) agricultural use 
e.) other: 

D F . NO ACTION 
1 .Impacts of no action 

af) effect on public need 
b.) effect on private developers' need 
c.) beneficial or adverse environmental 

impacts 

D G. OTHER: 

IX. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 
Identify those natural and human resources 

listed in-Section IV that will be consumed, convert­
ed or made unavailable for future use. 

X. Growth Inducing Aspects (if applicable) 
Describe in this section the potential growth 

aspects the proposed project may have. Listed on 
the next page are examples of topics that are typi­
cally affected by the growth induced by a project. 
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D A. POPULATION 
1. Increases in business and resident 

population due to the creation or 
relocation of business 

2 . Increases in resident population due to 
the construction of housing 

D B. SUPPORT FACILITIES 
1. business created to serve the increased 

population 
2.Service industries created to supply 

new facility 

D C. DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
1. Introduction or improvement of infra­

structure (roads, waste disposal, sewers, 
water) to service proposed project 

2 . Creation of further growth potential 
by construction of improved infra­
structure ' 

• D. OTHER: 

XI. Effects on the Use and Conservation of 
Energy Resources (if applicable) . 
Identify the energy sources to be used, 

anticipated levels of consumption and ways to 
reduce energy consumption. The examples listed 
below are typical issues to be considered when ad­
dressing this topic. 

• A. PROPOSED ENERGY SOURCES AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

D B.ANTICIPATED SHORT-TERM/LONG-
TERM LEVELS OF ENERGY 
CONSUMPTION 

• C.INDIRECT EFFECTS ON ENERGY 
CONSUMPTION 
1. Increased dependence on automobile 

use 
2.Increased levels of traffic due to 

proposed project 
D D. ENERGY CONSERVATION MEASURES 

1. Design methods to reduce fuel use for 
heating, cooling and lighting 
a.) conventional technology 

examples: 
—insulation 
—thermopane windows 
—use of low wattage lights 

b.) innovative technology 
examples: 
—heat pumps 
—solar panels 
—wind energy 
—use of waste heat from an 
industrial plant 
—use of recycled materials 

c.) efficient layout 
examples: 
—orientation of structures in 
relation to summer and winter 
sunlight 
—clustering of structures to 
maximize common walls 
—shortening of utility runs 
—shared insulation and heating 

2 . Indirect energy benefits 
a.) location and design of facility to 

accomodate mass transit 
b.) use of shuttle buses 
c.) location of facility to minimize 

travel distance 

D E.OTHER: 

XII. Assessment of Unavailable Information 
In certain situations involving major develop­

ments (such as an oil supertanker port, a liquid 
propane/natural gas storage facility, a resource 
recovery facility or a hazarduous waste treatment, 
storage or disposal facility), information regarding 
reasonably foreseeable catastrophic impacts to the 
environment may not be available. Such informa­
tion may be unavailable because the means to ob­
tain it are unknown or the cost of obtaining it is 
exhorbitant, or because there is uncertainty about 
its validity. If such information is essential to an 
agency's SEQR finding, the E1S must: 

A. Identify the nature and relevance of such 
unavailable or uncertain information; and 

B. Provide a summary of existing credible 
scientific evidence , if available; and 

C. Assess the likelihood of occurrence and 
consequences of the potential impact, 
even if the probability is low, using the­
oretical approaches or research methods 
generally accepted in the scientific 
community. 

This assessment should be applied only where 
reasonably foreseeable catastrophic impacts to the 
environment are possible and it is not intended to 
be applied in the review of such actions as shop­
ping malls, residential subdivisions and commer­
cial facilities even though the size and scale of 
some such projects may be extensive. 

XIII. Appendices 
Following is a list of materials typically used 

in support of the EIS. 

A. List of underlying tudies, reports and 
information considered and relied on in preparing 
statement 

B. List all federal, state, regional, or local 
agencies, organizations, consultants and private 
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persons consulted in preparing the statement 
C. Technical exhibits (if any) at a legible scale 

D. Relevent correspondence regarding the 
projects may be included (required in the Final 
EIS) 

Additional Draft EIS Scoping Topics 
Indicate any additional topics for discussion 

in the Draft EIS. Attach additional sheets if 
necessary. 
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GERALD A. LENNON 
PETER R. ERIKSEN 
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DONALD G. NICHOL 
LARRY WOLINSKY 
ROBERT E. DINARDO 
J. BENJAMIN GAILEY 
MARK A. KROHN* 

•LL.M IN TAXATION 

™ACOBOWITZAND G U B I T S L L P 

COUNSELORS AT LAW 

158 ORANGE AVENUE 
POST OFFICE BOX 367 

WALDEN, NEW YORK 12586-0367 

(845) 778-2121 (845) 778-5173 FAX 
E-mail: info@iacobowitz.com 
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MICHAEL L. CAREY 
GAIL GEISINGER KULAK 
G. BRIAN MORGAN 
TODD N. ROBINSON 

LINDA F. MADOFF 
Of Counsel 

March 27, 2001 

Ms. Myra Mason, Secretary 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford Supermarket 
Our File No. 3922-1 

Dear Ms. Mason: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the Affidavit of Service and the Positive Declaration indicating 
the Town of New Windsor Planning Board as lead agency. 

Very truly yours, 

Larry V^olinsky 
LW/tam ^ 
Enclosure 

::ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\l\TAM3822.WPD 

mailto:info@iacobowitz.com


AFFIDA VIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
)ss.: 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

Stephanie Ludlow, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am over 18 years of age and reside at Walden, New York. 

2. On March 27, 2001,1 served true copies of the annexed SEQRA Positive 
Declaration Town of New Windsor Planning Board Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft EIS 
Determination of Significance, dated February 14, 2001, by e-mailing a copy to the 
ENB(o>gw.dec.state.nv.us, and by mailing same in a sealed envelope, with postage prepaid 
thereon, in a post office or official depository of the U.S. Postal Service within the State of New 
York, addressed to the last known addresses of the addressees as indicated below: 

Commissioner 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Hon. George J. Meyers 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Environmental Notice Bulletin 
c/o NYSDEC - 50 Wolf Road, Room 538 
Albany, NY 12233-1750 
Via e-mail: enb@gw.dec.state.ny.us 

Orange County Department of Planning 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, New York 10924 

Regional Director 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation - Region III 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, New York 12603 

Orange County Department of Health 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, New York 10924 

Martin Foods of South Burlington, Inc. 
145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 

Sworn to before me this 
/77^dav of March, 2001 

Notary Public - State of New York 

::ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\1\TAM3816.WPD 

»tephanie Ludlow 

Nntarv Public, State of New YorK 
N0tafYN0.01MC6015437 

Qualified in Ulster CounW ^ 
Commission Expires Utfooer 26,20 i-L-

mailto:enb@gw.dec.state.ny.us


SEQRA POSITIVE DECLARATION 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft EIS 
Determination of Significance 

February 14,2001 

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

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board, as lead agency, has determined that the 
proposed action described below may have a significant effect on the environment and that a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be prepared. 

Title of Action: Hannaford Food & Drug 

SEQR Status: Unlisted Action 

Description of Action: Construction of a 55,200 SF food and drug store and related 
parking facilities; proposed parking and site access improvements at Monroe Muffler and 
proposed site access improvements at Long John Silver's. 

Location: Near and around New York State Routes 32 and 94, Town of New Windsor, 
Orange County, New York. 

Reasons Supporting This Determination: 

The proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on traffic, drainage and an 
adjoining residential neighborhood in the "Five Corners" area of the Town. 

For Further Information: 

Contact Person: Mark J. Edsall, P.E. - Planning Board Engineer 
Address: McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C. 

33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite 202 
New Windsor NY 12553 
Phone No.: 845-567-3100 



Copies of this Notice Sent to: 

Commissioner: 

Regional Director: 

Hon. George J. Meyers: 

New York State Department: 
of Transportation 

Environmental Notice Bulletin: 

Orange County Department of Health 

Orange County Department of Planning 

Martin Foods of South Burlington Inc.: 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Region III, 21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

NYSDEC (enb@gw.dec.state.ny.us) 
50 Wolf Road, Room 538 
Albany, NY 12233-1750 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 

: :ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\ 1 \TAM3815. WPD 

mailto:enb@gw.dec.state.ny.us
file:///TAM38


GERALD N. JACOBOWITZ 
DAVID B. GUBITS 
JOHN H. THOMAS JR. 
GERALD A. LENNON 
PETER R. ERIKSEN 
HOWARD PROTTER 
DONALD G. NICHOL 
LARRY WOLINSKY 
ROBERT E. DINARDO 
J. BENJAMIN GAILEY 
MARK A. KROHN* 

• L L M IN TAXATION 

™ACOBOWITZAND GUBITSLLP 

COUNSELORS AT LAW 

158 ORANGE AVENUE 
POST OFFICE BOX 367 

WALDEN, NEW YORK 12586-0367 

(845) 778-2121 (845)778-5173 FAX 
E-mail: info@jacobowitz.com 

JOHN C. CAPPELLO 
GEORGE W. LITHCO 
MICHAEL L. CAREY 
GAIL GEISINGER KULAK 
G. BRIAN MORGAN 
TODD N. ROBINSON 

LINDA F. MADOFF 
Of Counsel 

March 23,2001 

Ms. Myra Mason, Secretary 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford Supermarket 
Our File No. 3922-1 

Dear Ms. Mason: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the Affidavit of Mailing with attachments showing that the 
Positive Declaration was mailed to the listed agencies. Please disregard the previous affidavit of 
mailing. 

LW/tam 
Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

Larry W^unsky 

: :ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\ 1 \TAM3798. WPD 

mailto:info@jacobowitz.com
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AFFIDA VIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
)ss.: 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

Stephanie Ludlow, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. lam over 18 years of age and reside at Walden, New York. 

2. On March 23, 2001,1 served true copies of the annexed SEQRA Positive 
Declaration Town of New Windsor Planning Board Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft EIS 
Determination of Significance, dated February 14, 2001, by mailing same in a sealed envelope, 
with postage prepaid thereon, in a post office or official depository of the U.S. Postal Service 
within the State of New York, addressed to the last known addresses of the addressees as 
indicated below: 

Commissioner 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Hon. George J. Meyers 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Environmental Notice Bulletin 
6 Sevilla Drive 
Clifton Park, New York 12065-5013 

Orange County Department of Planning 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, New York 10924 

Sworn to before me this 
/-~2lnd day of March, 2001 

Notary Public - State of New York 

::ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\l\TAM3797.WPD 

Regional Director 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation - Region III 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, New York 12603 

Orange County Department of Health 
124 Main Street 
Goshen, New York 10924 

Martin Foods of South Burlington, Inc. 
145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 

^ Stephanie Ludlow 

TRIC1A A McMORRlS 
Notary Public. State of New York 

No. 01MC6015437 
Qualified in Ulster County 

Commission Expires October 26,20 JLk 



SEQRA POSITIVE DECLARATION 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft EIS 
Determination of Significance 

February 14,2001 

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

The Department of Environmental Conservation, as lead agency, has determined that the 
proposed action described below may have a significant effect on the environment and that a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be prepared. 

Title of Action: Hannaford Food & Drug 

SEQR Status: Unlisted Action 

Description of Action: Construction of a 55,200 SF food and drug store and related 
parking facilities; proposed parking and site access improvements at Monroe Muffler and 
proposed site access improvements at Long John Silver's. 

Location: Near and around New York State Routes 32 and 94, Town of New Windsor, 
Orange County, New York. 

Reasons Supporting This Determination: 

The proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on traffic, drainage and an 
adjoining residential neighborhood in the "Five Corners" area of the Town. 

For Further Information: 

Contact Person: Mark J. Edsall, P.E. - Planning Board Engineer 
Address: McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C. 

33 Airport Center Drive 
Suite 202 
New Windsor NY 12553 
Phone No.: 845-567-3100 



Copies of this Notice Sent to: 

Commissioner: 

Regional Director: 

Hon. George J. Meyers: 

New York State Department: 
of Transportation 

Environmental Notice Bulletin: 

Orange County Department of Health 

Orange County Department of Planning 

Martin Foods of South Burlington Inc.: 

# 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-0001 

Region III, 21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

6 Sevilla Drive 
Clifton Park, NY 12065-5013 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 10924 

145 Pleasant Hill Road 
Scarborough, Maine 04074 

: :0DMA\W0RLDOX\W:\3922\l\LWl 325. WPD 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

O Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

O Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

TOWN/VILLAGE OF J[j €\J U/f^/jfO/^ P/B # Cs^ - 'J 

WORK SESSION DATE: / ^ f /l/[AA- Of 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: ^ ^ 

PROJECT NAME 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUIRED: ^y^y 

OLD X~ 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: 7 % r f ^ £ ^ t / / a ^ U//Zfyfa £7 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 

^ 

OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

-fry ^ /V^t*^ ^s^ffz* 7*6/0/ 
e^ r/"/c/ 

a^ Z& /r&^-£e*. 

'cot/ fc^vziL /ltf£&=. -fa tzJ^'SH^^-r 

X 

.^y 

pbwsform 10MJE98 

CLOSING STATUS 
Set for agenda 
possible agenda 
Discussion item fo 
ZBA referral on agenda 

Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 
NOTICE OF HEARING - REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

DRAFT SCOPING DOCUMENT - HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Town of New Windsor Planning Board, as SEQRA lead 
agency, has received a Draft Scoping document submitted by Martin's Foods of So. Burlington, Inc. 
For construction of a 55,200 SF Hannaford Food & Drug Store to be located generally near and 
around the intersection of New York State Routes 32 and 94 in the Town of New Windsor, Orange 
County, New York. Copies of the Draft Scoping Document may be obtained from the Planning 
Board Secretary. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that the Planning Board, as SEQRA lead agency, 
will conduct a public scoping session on the Draft Scoping Document on March 14, 2001 at 7:30 
p.m. at the Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York at which time all persons 
interested in commenting on the Draft Scoping Document shall be heard. The Planning Board will 
make every effort to assure that the scoping session is accessible to persons with disabilities. 
Anyone requiring special assistance and/or reasonable accommodations should contact the Planning 
Board Secretary. 

All comments to the Draft Scoping Document should be directed to wether the Document 
adequately lists the potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed action for purposes 
of having these impacts addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement to be prepared by 
the applicant. 

Dated: February 28, 2001 

BY ORDER OF THE PLANNING BOARD 
OF THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
JAMES PETRO, CHAIRMAN 

: :ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\ 1\LW 1324. WPD 



<M N OF NEW WINDSOR 
TOWN CLERK'S OFFICE 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553 , 

Telephone: (S45) 563-4611 
Fax: (845) 563-4693 

176) 

~l**U«(1ti*Ml 

*2.U>««!>*r tft /Wrj~ 2**H>£>\ 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

(Please specify or describe item (s) requested) 

Mfrlonfr [XsUoi 

Date Records Requestedt £ * iZ*o I 

Name; l\ \ &>l\!»*> 

Address: fr for ?2£ lA™nC*LH*/>Y 

Phone: S1/? itfnfzf 

Representing: *? £ T> (tlsiQsA 77 i* 

/ 

Documents mar not be taken from this office. 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

O Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL. P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR. P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

/TOWNVILLAGE OF /£/gu/ U/toS$ro/l— 

WORK SESSION DATE: 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: N o 

PROJECT NAME: \\Ch^\^\\^/(^) 

P / B ,33-£ 
RESUE 

[fife 

APPLICANT RESUB 
REQUIRED: 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD •>c 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: •foff <Uft» (jufc$ 
MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 

FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 

X 
X 

OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

V 

CJ) lJtk-*« re ±0e.c ^ fl\fc carf US r<Cf>c 
g> */u JUL yf,^"fAf2s r^UlJ 

L.fcr/^ ?f* $ fa A&a. t 

T TJmJ 

pbwsform 10MJE98 

CLOSING STATUS 
Set for\agehda 
possible\agenda item 
DiscussiOn^item for agenda 
ZBA re^erralon agenda 

Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

Licensed in NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

D Main Office 
45 Quassak* Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12563 
(845)562-8643 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570)296-2765 
e-mail, mhepa@ptd.net 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70 - BLOCK 1 - LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
14 FEBRUARY 2001 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000, 
15 NOVEMBER 2000 AND 24 JANUARY 2001 PLANNING BOARD 
MEETINGS. 

The last action taken by the Planning Board in connection with this project was to complete the lead agency 
coordmation. The SEQRA application for the project now includes the Hannaford site, the Monroe Muffler 
site and the Long John Silver site. Separate "Amended Site Plan Applications" have been submitted for each 
of the adjacent sites. A Full Environmental Assessment Form with attachments was previously submitted to 
the Board. 

2. It is anticipated that the Planning Board will make a determination as to the adequacy of the submitted 
SEQRA information, and the need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This is the most critical 
procedural decision that must be made at this time. A detailed review of the content of the traffic study, 
drainage study, eta need not be done at this time, and it is inappropriate to do so now. The detailed 
commentary should be made after a Determination of Significance has been made. 

3. After the Board has reached a Determination of Significance, I will be pleased to assist the Board and the 
applicant bom procedurally and will provide preliminary comments with regard to traffic and drainage. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

P.E., PP. 
ig Board Engineer 

WXM5-14Fdj01.doc 

mailto:mheny@att.net
mailto:mhepa@ptd.net


AS OF: 03/19/2001 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 

PAGE 

-DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/07/2000 REC #1459341 - HANNAFORD PAID 

09/13/2000 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 

09/13/2000 P.B. MINUTES CHG 

11/15/2000 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 

11/15/2000 P.B. MINUTES CHG 

01/24/2001 JOHN COLLINS- TRAFFIC -PE CHG 

01/24/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 

01/24/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 

02/14/2001 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 

02/14/2001 P.B. MINUTES CHG 

03/19/2001 ADDITIONAL ESCROW - CK155 PAID 

TOTAL: 

35.00 

76.50 

35.00 

18.00 

0.00 

35.00 

36.00 

35.00 

40.50 

311.00 

750.00 

3500.00 

4250.00 -3939.00 
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Planning Board seeks second 
opinion on Hannaford traffic in 
Vails Gate 

NEW WINDSOR: A second engineer will review 
the traffic plan for a proposed third supermarket 
in Vails Gate. 

By Michael Randall 
The Times Herald-Record 
mrandall@th-record.com 

Hannaford Bros, says its Vails Gate 
supermarket won't add to the logjam at the 
infamous Five Corners intersection. 

In fact, the company says a few changes could 
cut drivers' waiting t ime, even with the added 
traffic. 

The town Planning Board isn't just taking 
Hannaford's word for it. I t 's hiring a consultant to 
check out Hannaford's claims before scheduling a 
public hearing. The cost of that extra study is not 
known yet, but it will be paid by Hannaford, not 
the town. 

Hannaford, which opened a supermarket in the 
Town of Wallkill last year, wants to build on 5.5 
acres on Route 32 now occupied by a Friendly's 
restaurant and a lot of vegetation. It 's just south 
of the Five Corners, where two main north-south 
highways, routes 32 and 94, intersect with each 
other, and Route 300 ends. Drivers often wait 
three minutes or more for a green light. 

A traffic study included in the project's 
environmental assessment says those delays can 
be cut for most traffic lanes - by half in some 
cases - with a few changes. 

Among them: a northbound Route 32 lane now 
used by traffic going straight or turning left onto 
Route 94 would become a left-turn-only lane; a 
separate lane would be established for 
northbound cars on Route 32 that want to turn 
onto Route 300; and the entrance would be 
moved further south on Route 32 and a new 
traffic signal would be installed there. 

Supervisor George Meyers still isn't convinced. . 
"You don't have to be a rocket scientist to / 

know you do not need any more traffic in Vails 
Gate," Meyers said. 
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Planning Board seeks second opinion on Hannaford traffic in Vails Gate opiru< Page 2 of2 

only so much can be done with a five-way 
intersection. But at the very least, she said, 
traffic there "will not get any worse" if 
Hannaford's builds. 

Hannaford's engineer estimates an average of 
500 cars an hour coming to the supermarket at 
peak hours - a little less on weekdays, a little 
more on Saturdays. 

Besides the second traffic study, Hannaford's 
also must wait for the spring thaw so an 
archeoiogical study can be finished. The ruins of 
a house dating back to the turn of the 20th 
century are at that site and some ceramics and a 
spoon with the date 1881 have been found. 

Epstein said Hannaford's doesn't expect 
anything will be found that will delay the project. 

Telephone 845441-1100 or 800-295-2181 outside the MkkHetown area. 

Copyright February, 2001, Orange County Publications, a division of Ottaway Newspapers. Inc., all rights reserved. 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 
Licensed in NEW YORK, NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9V 
New Windsor, New York 125E 
(845)562-8640 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570) 296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70-BLOCK 1 -LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
15 NOVEMBER 2000 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 55,200 SF 
RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS 
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPTEMBER 2000 AND 
15 NOVEMBER 2000 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. 

1. The last action taken by the Planning Board in connection with this project was to complete the lead agency 
coordination. The SEQRA application for the project now includes the Hannaford site, the Monroe Muffler 
site and the Long John Silver site. Separate "Amended Site Plan Applications" have been submitted for each 
of the adjacent sites. 

2. A Full Environmental Assessment Form with attachments has been submitted to the Board for this meeting. 

3. It is anticipated that the applicant will make a presentation at this meeting with regard to the scope and 
content of the SEQRA application. Following same, I suggest the Board consider the following actions: 

a. By resolution, assume the position of Lead Agency, as long as no other involved agencies have 
expressed interest in that role. 

b. Discuss the Full EAF with the applicant and pose any general questions pertinent at this time. 
c. Advise the applicant that the Board will consider the SEQRA submission and make a determination 

(presumably at the first February meeting) whether the submission is adequate to evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts or whether a DEIS will be required. 

/Y)/- d. Discuss the likely need for a Public Hearing for the Site Plan and SEQRA input. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Mai 
PU 

fEdsall, P.E., P.P. 
ig Board Engineer 

MJE/st 
NW00-15-24Jan01 doc 

mailto:mheny@att.net
mailto:mhepa@ptd.net
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^OWN OF NEW WNDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4610 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE SUPER VISOR 

George J. Meyers 
Town Supervisor 

January 24,2001 

Mr. Robert A. Dennison III,P.E., Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY. 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94- T/ NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison; 

Hannaford Food & Drug has made application to the Town Planning Board for a site plan approval of a 55,200 s.f. 
retail store on a 5.4 - acre parcel located off NYS Routes 32 and 94 within the Town of New Windsor. I have 
received copies of correspondence from Akhter A Shareef and T.A. Myers of your Department in connection with 
this application. 

I am writing to express the Town Board's significant concern regarding traffic congestion in the "Five Corners" area 
of the town. Existing traffic conditions in that area are already extremely congested and significant backups and 
delays are encountered in several directions during morning and afternoon peak periods. This poses not only a level 
of service concern to our residents and the general public but also a safety concern in this congested area. Access to 
adjoining commercial establishments and town roadways, is severely compromised during these periods. Access 
for emergency vehicles is also a major concern. 

I am writing to note, for the record, our concern that the existing inadequate conditions will be further exacerbated 
by approval of this project. We ask that the NYSDOT ensure that a complete and proper review be made in 
cooperation with our Planning Board, and that any and all possible off-site improvements be required before your 
agency considers the issuance of any permits for this project 

DSOR 

Cc: Trwn BoajffMembers 
JaWrt'etro, Planning Board Chairman 
Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer 
Chief Koury, N.W.P.D. 



GERALD N. JACOBOWITZ 
DAVID B. GUBITS 
JOHN H. THOMAS JR. 
GERALD A. LENNON 
PETER R. ERIKSEN 
HOWARD PROTTER 
DONALD G. NICHOL 
LARRY WOLINSKY 
ROBERT E. DINARDO 
J . BENJAMIN GAILEY 
MARK A. KROHN* 

• L L M IN TAXATION 

WCOBOWITZAND GUBITS, JP 

COUNSELORS AT LAW 

158 ORANGE AVENUE 
POST OFFICE BOX 367 

WALDEN.NEW YORK 12586-0367 

(845) 778-2121 (845) 778-5173 FAX 
E-mail: info@iacobowitz.com 

February 8, 2001 

JOHN C. CAPPELLO 
GEORGE W. LITHCO 
MICHAEL L. CAREY 
GAIL GEISINGER KULAK 
G. BRIAN MORGAN 
TODD N. ROBINSON 

LINDA F. MADOFF 
Of Counsel 

Via Regular Mail and Facsimile 845-563-4693 

Hon. James Petro and Planning Board Members 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford 
Our File: 3922-1 

Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

At yesterdays workshop session the Planning Board Engineer thought it would be a good idea if 
I wrote to you to set forth the Board's options for its determination of significance under SEQRA. 
According to the SEQRA regulations, you have three options. First, you may adopt a positive 
declaration requiring the applicant to prepare an environmental impact statement. In order to make that 
determination you must find the evidence before you establish the potential for at least one significant 
adverse environmental impact. Second, you may adopt a negative declaration. In order to make that 
determination you must find that the evidence before you demonstrates there will be no adverse 
environmental impacts or that the identified adverse environmental impacts will not be significant. 
Third, because this is an unlisted action, you may adopt a conditioned negative declaration. A 
conditioned negative declaration is appropriate where the Board imposes conditions on the project to 
mitigate all significant environmental impacts. A conditioned negative declaration is subject to 
publication in the Environmental Notice Bulletin and a minimum 30 day public comment period. If 
during that 30 day comment period the Board receives substantive comments that identify significant 
adverse environmental impacts that were not previously addressed or were inadequately addressed or, it 
receives comments establishing a substantial deficiency in the proposed mitigation measures, then the 
Board can require the preparation of an environmental impact statement. 

As you are aware, the applicant believes it has identified and addressed in its project design the 
environmental issues associated with its project. It is therefore the applicant's opinion that a negative 
declaration should issue. However, given the improvements that are incorporated into the plan and the 
proposal for off-site improvements to address potential impacts, the applicant understands that the 
Board could reasonably issue a conditioned negative declaration. We look forward to further discussing 

mailto:info@iacobowitz.com


Hon. James Petro and Plannii^Board members 
Our File No. 

i£B< February 8, 2001 
Page -2-

this with you at the next Planning Board meeting. In the interim, if you have any questions, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: Mark Edsall 
Andrew Krieger, Esq. 
Andrew Couch 
Douglas Boyce 
Ross Winglovitz 

Very truly yours, 

::ODMA\WORLDOX\W:\3922\l\LW1316.WPD 



RESULTS OF P.B^TEETING OF : Ctf/tf2iaAy JLfL ZoO/ 

PROJECT: *~iJ/7/!//>!/)JAAJ/) T^ri JUfi'UU. P.B.# 06WS 

LEAD AGENCY: NEGATIVE DEC: 

1. AUTHORIZE COORD LETTER Y N M) S) VOTE: A N 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY. Yf/^N CARRIED: YES NO 

M)/A/S)J_ VOTE: h£j*£L 
CARRIED: YES / NO 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: M) S ) _ VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SCHEDULE PJ3L Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y _ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y _ 

REFER TO Z.B.A: M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED:. 
M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED CONDITIONALLY: 

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 

''/?yv>MMjfi/A#/ j&MJ f-/j -^d-urtl 

CUMc* &&J/MU Z/xAt /UUM&Q 3JJ? tl/rfjjrj <0Z/J/LJ_ CWJ 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

O Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

Q Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER. P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OP APPEARANCE 

TOWN/VILLAGE OF A)-vO- P/B # na -IS-
)RK SESSION DATE: APPLICANT RESUB 

REQUIRED: 
REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME \\(kf\A\T\^(A 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: Lj>/>y U f fUfr (AS> 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 
OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

f/\y*~ U//tf u/i(l «LJ \pfe* si ce&LA 
pph**i ~ 

\H&n iax f& aM jM£*»L<fr TjCiJfy, 

& * 

pbwsform 10MJE98 

/ CLOSING STATUS 
y Set for agenda 

possible agenda item 
Discussion item for agenda 
ZBA referral on agenda 

Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



d% m): TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

1763 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

DATE 

(Please spec i fy or describe i tems(s) requested) 

tftf CtAOit>A> l-17-0/ 

Name: 
Address 

/rtf7?71 tdU ' V 
Phone 79/ ^ ^ r 
R e p r e s e n t i n g : $Zc^x> PtLfazn&l-

Documents MUST NOT be taken from the office and MUST be returned 
intact. 

Time Out: 
Time Returned: 



NIKE 
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9VV) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

VILLAGE OF 

SESSION DATE: / / J & A Of 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: \£Aji-> 

P/B # 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUIRED 

PROJECT NAME: ffa/)/?f/(i^&/f 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: \j^j— 
MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 

FIRE INSP 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 

'Z 
OTHER (Spec i fy) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

§£QM c£s> 
b 

WuAsu. to 

f/3 rear "^v 

1- t^^cj— 

3 Dr^fLif: 

a^A 

L&& k CLOSING STATUS 
rJ( )a •W 

*. 

pbwsform 10MJE98 

Set for agenda 
possible agenda item 
Discussion item for agenda 
ZBA referral on- agenda 

Licensed in N t * York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, RE. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

Licensed in NEW YORK. NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(570) 296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70-BLOCK 1 -LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
15 NOVEMBER 2000 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF A 55,200 SF RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE 
SITE. THE APPLICATION WAS PREVIOUSLY 
REVIEWED AT THE 13 SEPT 00 PLANNING BOARD 
MEETING. 

1. The property is located within the Design Shopping (C) Zoning District of the 
Town. 

My September review identified several corrections required to the bulk table. 
As well, I made some initial comments with regard to the plans submitted. 

The purpose of this meeting appearance is not to review the plans based on 
these previous comments, but rather to note the involvement of two nearby 
parcels in the improvements proposed for the Hannaford application. "Off-
site" improvements are proposed for the Monroe Muffler Site and the Long 
John Silver She. We have requested that separate "Amended Site Plan 
Applications" be submitted for both of these sites. 

A Full Environmental Assessment Form with attachments was previously 
submitted. A Lead Agency Coordination circulation was made following the 
meeting in September. The circulation did not include the off-site issues. It is 
now recommended that a coordinated circulation be made to apprise the 
reviewing agencies that two adjoining sites are involved. 

mailto:mheny@att.net
mailto:mhepa@ptd.net


Further, it is my recommendation that the Board authorize the circulation of a 
letter to amend the previous circulation for Hannaford to provide a plan 
indicating the off-site improvements and indicate the Board's intent to 
perform a SEQRA review to coordinate all three applications. 

Once the SEQRA Lead Agency coordination issue is resolved, I will continue 
my review of the application information, and advise the Board accordingly. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

E., PP. 
Board Engineer 

MJE/st 
NW00-15-15Nov00.doc 



W N OF NEW Wlft>SOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

1763 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

DATE: 

(Please specify or describe items(s) requested) 

Name: fil &//>^i 
Address: f f o ^ 

Phone: 7?/ G*z.f 
Representing: ^cr> f/U^ 

Documents MUST NOT be taken from the office and MUST be returned 
intact. 

Time 
Time 

Out: 
Returned: 



TO0N OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

1763 

1 December 2000 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN (PB REF. NO. 00-15) 
MONROE MUFFLER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT (PB REF. NO. 00-22) 
LONG JOHN SILVER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT (PB REF. NO. 00-21) 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

To All Involved Agencies: 

On or about September 19, 2000, the Town of New Windsor Planning Board notified you or its intent 
to be lead agency for the Application of Site Plan Approval for the Hannaford Food & Drug Site Plan 
located off NYS Routes 32 and 94 within the Town. No objection was received from any agency to 
the Planning Board serving as Lead Agency for this action. Subsequent to its initial notice, the Planning 
Board received a new Site Plan Application from Hannaford Food & Drug, which included certain off-
she related actions necessary to implement the Hannaford Application. These off-site related actions 
are embodied in separate applications to the Planning Board and involve amendment to the prior 
approved Monroe Muffler and Long John Silver Site Plans. 

This letter is written as a request for Lead Agency coordination as required under Part 617 of the 
Environmental Conservation Law, with respect to Hannaford's new application and the applications 
involving the Monroe Muffler and Long John Silver amendment applications. 

A letter of response with regard to your interest in the position of Lead Agency, as defined by Part 
617, Title 6 of the Environmental Conservation Law and the SEQRA Review Process, sent to the 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553, 
Attention: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer (contact person), would be most 
appreciated. Should no other involved Agency desire the Lead Agency position, it is the desire of the 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board to assume such role. Should the Planning Board fail to receive 
a response requesting Lead Agency within thirty (30) days, it will be understood that you do not have 
an interest in the Lead Agency position. 



All Involved Agencies 
Page 2, 
Hannaford/Monroe Muffler/Long John Silver Site Plans 

Attached hereto, for each application, is a copy of the submitted site plan drawings, with location plan, 
for your reference. A copy of the Full Environmental Assessment Form submitted for each project is 
also included. 

Your attention in this matter would be most appreciated. Should you have any questions concerning 
this project, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at (845) 562-8640. 

Very truly yours, 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

SALL,HE. 
BOARD ENGINEER 

Enclosure 
cc: NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz 

New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie 
Orange County Department of Health 
Orange County Department of Planning 
State Clearing House Administrator 
Town of New Windsor Supervisor (w/o end) 
Applicant (w/o end) 
Planning Board Chairman (w/o end) 
Planning Board Attorney (w/o «ncl) 

AiSEQRAmk 



xown of New wTi own of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4615 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

12 December 2000 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN (PB REF. NO. 00-15) 
MONROE MUFFLER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT (PB REF. NO. 00-22) 
LONG JOHN SILVER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT (PB REF. NO. 00-21) 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

To All Involved Agencies. 

On or about December 1, 2000, the Town of New Windsor Planning Board notified you or its intent to be lead 
agency for the Application of Site Plan Approval for the Hannaford Food & Drug Site Plan located offNYS 
Routes 32 and 94 within the Town. Together with this application, the Town notified you of related applications 
for the site plan amendments to the prior approved Monroe Muffler and Long John Silver Site Plans. 

Enclosed herewith please find copies of the Full Environmental Assessment Forms for the Monroe Muffler and 
Long John Silver Site Plan applications. These Full EAFs were inadvertently not included in the previous mailing 
by the Town. Should you have any questions concerning this mailing or the projects, please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned at (845) 562-8640. 

Very truly yours, 

TOWN OF NEflTWlNDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

J. EDSADbrP.E. 
BANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Pahz 
New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie 
Orange County Department of Health 
Orange County Department of Planning 
State Clearing House Adrninistrator 
Town of New Windsor Supervisor (w/o end) 
Applicant (w/o end) 
Planning Board Chairman (w/o end) 
Planning Board Attorney (w/o end) 



Revised 10/; 
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Appendix A 
State Environmental Quality Review 

FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

Purpose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project or action 
may be significant. The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to answer. Frequently, there are 
aspects of a project that are subjective or unmeasurabte. It is also understood that those who determine significance may have little 
or no formal knowledge of the environment or may not be technically expert in environmental analysis. In addition, many who have 
knowledge in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concerns affecting the question of significance. 

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

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

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

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

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

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE - Type 1 and Unlisted Actions 

Identify the Portions of EAF completed for this project: [X\ Parti [ ] Part 2 [ ] Part 3 

Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1 and 2 and 3 if appropriate), and any other supporting information, and 
considering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determined by the lead agency that: 

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

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

[ ] C. The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a significant impact on 

the environment therefore a positive declaration will be prepared. 

*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions 

Hannaford Food & Drug 
Name of Action 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Name of Lead Agency 

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

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

Date 

RECEIVED f v f * _ - n & 

NOV 13 2000 U U JL £ 



Jfe>ART 1-PROJECT INFORMATICS 
^ ^ Prepared by Project Sponsor ^ ^ 

Revised 10/31/00 

NOTICE: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect on the environment. 
Ptemze complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered as part of the application for approval and 
rr^Be subject to further verification and public review. Provide any additional information you believe will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 
3 
It is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new studies, research or 
investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance. 

Name of Action 
Hannaford Food & Drug 

Location of Action (include Street Address, Municipality and County 
New York State Route 32, Town of New Windsor, Orange County, New York 

Name of Applicant/Sponsor 
Martin's Foods of South Burlington, Inc. 

Business Telephone 
(207)-885-2852 

Address 
P.O. Box 1000 

City/PO 
Portland, ME 04104 

State 
ME 

Zip Code 
04104 

Name of Owner(if different) 
William Slepoy (for 4 Acres, LLC) SBL # 70-1-16.1 & 16.2 
Terry Scott Hughes SBL # 70-1-2.21 

Business Telephone 
(516)-872-9572 

Address: 

4 Acres, LLC 
104 South Central Avenue., Suite 20 

£ | e y Stream, NY 11580-5461 

Terry Scott Hughes c/o North Eastern Auto Sales 
18 Ellison Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Description of Action 
Construction of a 55,200 SF Hannaford Food & Drug store and related parking facilities 

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

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

1. Present land use: [ ] Urban [ ] Industrial [x] Commercial [ ] Residential(suburban) [ ] Rural(non-farm) 

[x] Forest [ ] Agriculture [ ] Other 

2. Total acreage of project area: ±5.51 acres. 

APPROXIMATE ACREAGE 
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural) 
Forested 
Agricultural (Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.) 
Wetland(Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL) 
Water Surface Area 
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) 
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 
Other (Indicate type) Landscaped areas 

PRESENTLY 
0.00 
4.38 
0.00 
0.04 
0.00 
0.00 
0.90 
0.19 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

AFTER COMPLETION 
<M)0_ 
0A4_ 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
4.53 
0.84 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

Mardin Gravelly Silt Loam (MdB) 3. What is predominant soil type(s) on project site? __ 

a. Soil drainage: [ ] Well drained % of site [X] Moderately well drained 100 % of site 

[ ] Poorly drained % of site 

b. If any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land Classification 

System? N/A acres (See 1 NYCRR 370). 

4. Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? [ ] Yes [X] No 

a. What is depth to bedrock? N/A (in feet) 



Revised 10/31/0 

5. Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes: PC]0-10% 75 % [X] 10-15% 19 % 

pq 15% or greater 6 % 

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

[ ] Yes [X] No (see attached Archeological Investigation) 

7. is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks? [ ] Yes [X] No 
(See Attached Archeological Study) 

8. What is the depth of the water table? 4'-8' (in feet) 

9. Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? [ ] Yes [X] No 

10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area? [ ] Yes [X] No 

11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered? 

[ ] Yes [X] No According to site inspection by David Griggs, ERS Consultants, Inc. 

Identify each species 
12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site?(i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations) 

[ ] Yes [X] No Describe 

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

[ ] Yes [X] No If yes, explain 

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community? 

[ ] Yes [X] No 

15. Streams within or contiguous to project area: None 

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

1|^ |kes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area: 

a. Name Federal Wetland b. Size (In acres) 0.04 AC 

17. Is the site served by existing public utilities? XJYes [ ] No 

a) If Yes, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? [X] Yes [ ] No 

b) If Yes, will improvements be necessary to allow connection? [X] Yes [ ] No 

18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, 

Section 303 and 304? [ ] Yes [X] No 

19. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL, and 

6NYCRR617? []Yes pq No 

20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? [ ] Yes {X[ No 

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

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor 5.51 ± acres. 

b. Project acreage to be developed: 5.51 ± acres initially; 0 acres ultimately. 

c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped __0 acres. 

d. Length of project, in miles: N/A (if appropriate). 

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

f. Number of off-street parking spaces existing 73 proposed 304 

g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour 516 (upon completion of project). (See attached Traffic Study) 

h. If residential, Number and type of housing units: N/A 

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium 
Initially 
Ultimately 

i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure 35 height; 260 width; 200 length, 

j . Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? 581.18 ft. 



irfrKtc.)will be removed from the site? 15,6oo 

Revised 

2. How much natural material (I.e., rock, eartrTetc.)will be removed from the site? 15,000 cubic yards. 

3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed? [X]Yes [ ]No fJN/A 

a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed? Landscaping, Building and Parking 

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for, reclamation? [X] Yes [ ] No 

c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? [X] Yes [ ] No 

4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? 4.13 acres. 

5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project? 

[ 1 Yes fX] No 

6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction 12 months, (including demolition). 

7. If multi-phased: 

a. Total number of phases anticipated N/A (number). 

b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1 N/A month N/A year,(including demolition). 

c. Approximate completion date of final phase N/A month N/A year. 

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? [ ] Yes [ ] No 

8. Will blasting occur during construction? [ ] Yes [X] No 

9. Number of jobs generated: during construction? 200 ; after project is complete? 40 Full Time, 90 Part Time 

10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project? 12 (Friendly's) 

11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? []Yes [X] No If yes, explain 

12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved? [ ] Yes [X] No 

a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc.) and amount 

b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged 

13Js subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? [ ] Yes (X] No Type I3JS! 

1^0111 surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal?! 1 Yes [X] No 

Explain 

15. Is project, or any portion of project, located in a 100 year flood plain?[ ] Yes [X] No 

16. Will the project generate solid waste? [XjYes [ ]No 

a. If yes, what is the amount per month? 14 tons. 

b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? [X] Yes [ ] No 

c. If yes, give name Al Turi Landfill or OCWT Station ; location Goshen, NY 

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? [X] Yes [ ] No 

e. If Yes, explain Recycling Food Waste, Card Board, Etc. during operation and demolition waste to a suitable 

C +D landfill during construction 

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? I ] Yes [X] No 

a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? N/A tons/month. 

b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? N/A years. 

18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides? [ ] Yes [X] No 

19. Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? [ ] Yes [X] No 

20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? [ ] Yes [X] No 

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use? [X] Yes [ J No 

If yes, indicate type(s) Electricity, Gas 

22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity N/A gallons/minute. 

2 ^ B t a l anticipated water usage per day 3,780 gallons/day. 

24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding? [ J Yes pCJ No 

If yes, explain N/A 



Revised 10/31/00 
25. Approvals Required: 

^GiW 

, Town, Village Board 

, Town, ViUage Planning Board 

City, Town Zoning Board 

City, County Health Department 

Other Local Agencies 

Other Regional Agencies 

State Agencies 

Federal Agencies 

[ ]Yes [ ]No 

[XJYes [ ]No 

[J Yes [ ]No 

[ I Yes [ ]No 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

[XjYes [ ]No 

[XJYes [ ]No 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

Type 

Site Plan 

Orange County Planning 

NYSDOT-Work Permit 

Submittal 
Date 

8/00 

_ 

_ 

C. ZONING and PLANNING INFORMATION 
1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? [X] Yes [ ] No 

If Yes, indicate decision required: 

[ ] zoning amendment [ ] zoning variance [ ] special use permit [ ] subdivision 

[ J new/revision of master plan [ ] resource management plan [ ] other 

2. What is the zoning classification(s) of the site? C-Oesiqnated Shopping 

[X] site plan 

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

0.5 Floor Area Ratio or 118,483 SF 

4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? N/A 

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

N/A 

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

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

Commercial, Shopping, Residential 

8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses within a 1/4 mile? 

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

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed? N/A 

[X]Yes [ ]No 

10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? [ ] Yes [X] No 

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, 

fire protection)? [X]Yes [ ] No 

a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? [X] Yes [ ] No 

12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? [X] Yes [ ] No 

a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic? [X] Yes [ JNo (refer to attached Traffic Study) 

D. Informational Details 
Attach any additional information as may be needed to clarify your project. If there are, or may be, any adverse impacts 

associated with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and the measures which you propose to mitigate or avoid them. 

E. Verification 
I rartify ^ t theirtfofrnation provided above is true to the best of my knowledge. 

feafrt/Spon^jfryfarnO Tectonic^Engineering Consultants, PC / Ross Winglovttz,PE Date 11/3/00 . 

nature / / PS X ^ y^ Title Chief Civil Engineer ^Pgn 
If the action is in the 

this assessmen 

Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with 



RESULTS OF P.B^EETING OF: ^MAAIMM* YLfj&nfJ/Aj /&, '^OOO 

PROJECT: 'M/L P.B.# W*** 

LEAD AGENCY: 

1. ATJTHOMZE COORD LETTER: Y. 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y N 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO 

N 

Ul)-'2Lt 

NEGATIVE DEC: 

M) S) . VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: 

SCHEDULE P.H. Y N 

M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y _ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y _ 

REFERTOZ.B.A.:M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED: 
M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED CONDITIONALLY:. 

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 

OJLUMLOO td JUttM-Usx* y^UXd^j^i^j^y A) a/JjsjLCt&b ifon S /^/QjOf 
¥ ULLs 

(g) ft 3 
N .T /2 

'<y ^W-
If2- A / 

/IrtSt/ZCS^^ ^iMPf*. 
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&W N OF NEW WINDSOR ft 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

DATE: U'b'O* 

(P lease s p e c i f y o r d e s c r i b e i t e m s ( s ) r eques ted ) 

Name: ^[ Q*>[U«>$ 
Address : f o &>* 3?? 

HhA>ncel\p ny \2-?c/ 
^one: "7 9 / r Lp Z5 

3 p r e s e n t i n g : XC X> nte. 
Phone 
Rep Wffte&nef 

Documents MUST NOT be t a k e n f r o m t h e o f f i c e and MUST be r e t u r n e d 
i n t a c t . 

Time 
Time 

Out : 
Re tu rned : 



/ 

• Tfi£ l?r flu** bow 
J\ << v n /#, & so t> M » 

v l M _ „ » . ' _ .'!. *»_ 1-_2?,oo. ..__ 

7i|__/r / ' " " 4 * Pi/ f)£&vCite 9«/.?.'0?. 

/ . ; :M - &>ey flfamf-Gl U>e£K_?**/'&? 6CrTj-_dp 

/ ./7/0 *j 0 ^ Lo^kcPil- #S$>e$>$(Pfe ejjiCc-'-h (Mr>/\fl&>d , d ' n ' ^ 
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TownofNewtindsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4631 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

Assessors Office 

November 2,2000 

Hannaford Food & Drug Store 
C/o Tectonic Engineering 
P.O. Box 37 
Mountainville, NY 10953 

Re: 70-1-2.1:70-1-2.21:70-1-16.1:70-1-16.2 List # 1 
69-4-19.2:69-4-25:69-4-26.12:69-4-28 List # 2 

Dear Mr. Schiller, 

According to our records, the attached list represents all properties within five hundred (500) feet 
of the subject parcels. 

Please be advised that the subject is not within five hundred feet (500) of an Agricultural 
District. 

You may wish to check with The Town of Cornwall also, however, as the subject parcels are 
within five hundred (500) feet of the Town of Cornwall boundry line. 

The charge for this service is $121.00. 

Please remit the balance to the Town Clerk's Office. 

Sincerely, 

(j-CoJc 
Leslie Coi 
Sole Assessor 

LC/bw 
Attachments 

CC:Myra Mason; PB 



LisT *> I a) 
65-2-20 
Norstar Bank of Upstate N.Y. 
Facilities Management 
P.O. Box 911 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

69-2-8 
John Grana 
P.O. Box 317 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-20 
Albert & William Pushman 
P.O. Box 158 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

65-2-21 and 65-2-22 
Mans Brothers Realty Inc. 
P.O. Box 247 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-2-9 
Primavera Properties Inc. 
P.O. Box 177 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-21 
Josephine & Albert Pushman 
P.O. Box 158 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

65-2-23 
Joan A. Shedden 
P.O. Box 608 A 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-2-10 
Angelo Rosmarino Enterprises, Inc. 
P.O. Box 392 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-22 
Marion & William Pushman 
2609 NYS Rt. 32 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

65-2-24 
John Aquino & Gregory Mellick 
9 Hawthorne PI. Apt. 2 N 
Boston, MA 02114 

69-2-11 
Amerada Hess Corp. 
C/o Dean E. Cole, Mgr. Prop.Tax Dept. 
1 Hess Plaza 
Woodbridge, NJ 07095 

69-4-23 :69^-24 
Jean & Raymond Dahlin 
P.O. Box 508 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

65-2-34 
Albany Savings Bank 
94 Broadway 
Newburgh, NY 12550 

69-2-12.1 
MCB Partnership 
521 Green Ridge Street 
Scranton, PA 18509 

69-4-25 
Mobil Oil Corporation 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

69-1-6 
V.G.R. Associates, LLC 
C/o Irving S. Bobrow, Mgr. 
40 East 69 th Street 
New York, NY 10021 

69-3-1 :69-3-2: 69-3-4 
TGS Associates, Inc. 
15 East Market Street 
Red Hook, NY 12571 

69-4-26.11 
Franchise Realty Interstate Corp. 
C/o Colley & McCoy Co. 
P.O. Box 779 
Croton Falls, NY 10519 

69-1-9.1 
Theodore & Konstantinos 
Panagiotopoulos 
65 Eisenhower Drive 
Middletown, NY 10940 

69-1-11 
June & Leon Trudeau 
94 Canterbury Road 
Ford Montgomery, NY 10928 

69-3-5 
S & S Properties Inc. 
123 Quaker Road 
Highland Mills, NY 10930 

69-3-6 
DB Companies 
DBA DB Mart Conv.Stores 
P.O. Box 9471 
Providence, RI02940 

69-4-26.12 
Fred Plus 3, LLC 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

69-4-26.2 
Mobil Oil Coproration 
C/o Exxon Mobil Corp. 
Property Tax Division 
P.O. Box 4973 
Houston, TX 77210-4973 

69-2-6 
R & S Foods Inc. 
249 North Craig Street 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 

69-4-16 
Ruth Ann & Russell Brewer 
P.O. Box 103 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-26.13 :69-4-28 
Fred Gardner & Herbert Slepoy 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

69-2-7 
NYS Dep. of Transp. 
Office of State Compt 
Legal Services 6* Fl. 
A.E. Smith Building 
Albany, NY 12236 

69-4-19.2 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 
284 South Ave 
Pougheepsie, NY 12601 

70-1-1.1:70-1-1.2 
Samuel Leonardo 
7 Dogwood Hills 
Newburgh, NY 12550 



0 
70-1-3 
Mans Brothers Realty Inc. 
P.O. Box 247 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-4 
Gregory Greer 
P.O. Box 212, Shields Rd 
Cornwall, NY 12518 

70-1-5 
MansCP 
P.O. Box 247 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-6 
Route 94 Associates, LLC 
2 Hearthstone Way 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-7 
V.G. Maximus Inc. 
C/o Joseph Pisani 
203 Cambridge Court 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-13 
Larry Reynolds 
4 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-14 
Deborah & Christopher Smith 
6 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.1 
Jo Ann & Edward Lekis 
P.O. Box 204 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-15.2 
Detra & John Denton 
10 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.3 
Bettina Youngberg & Richard D'Aloia 
12 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.4 
Mary & Micheal Fernandez 
9 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.5 
Carolina & Salvatore Tosco 
7 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.6 
Farida & Pete Caoli 
18 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.7 
Barbara & Miguel Bencosme 
16 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.8 
Donna L. Dooley 
14 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-17.1 
Carolyn & Robert Jaczko 
P.O. Box 231 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-17.2 
Josephine DiMicelli & Carolyn Siano 
P.O. Box 283 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-18 
Josephine DiMicelli 
P.O. Box 283 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-19 
Secretary of the Department of Housing 
Urban Development 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, NY 10268 

70-1-20 
Dorothy & Thomas Barton 
22 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-21 
Deborah & Kevin Leto 
24 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-22 
Mary Ellen & Norman Grinder 
26 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-23 
Thomas Mc Gowan 
17 Haight Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-24 
Gertrude & Joseph Gonzalez 
15 Haight Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-25 
Barbara & John McDonald 
13 Haight Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-26 
Alexander Vazquez 
4400 South Four Mile Run Drive 
Arlington, VA 22204 

70-1-27 
Paraskevi & George Lenko 
9 Haight Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-47.2 
YKB Property, LLC 
P.O. Box 748 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-48 
Central Hudson Gas & Elect. Corp. 
284 South Ave 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

70-2-1 
Zenobia & Clarence Reed 
3 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 



& 

70-2-3 :70-3-1 
Benjamin Harris 
P.O. Box 780 
Cornwall, NY 12518 

70-3-7 
Janet & Andrew Cos 
4 Haight Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-2-7 
Roseann Coakley 
6 Kearney Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-3-8 
Bella & Benjamin Harris 
P.O. Box 780 
Cornwall, NY 12518 

70-2-8 
Angelo Luongo & Marian Buckheit 
8 Kearney Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-3-9 
Charles Kail 
8 Haight Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-2-9 
Benjamin Harris Realty Inc. 
P.O. Box 780 
Cornwall, NY 12518 

70-3-10 
Maxine & Robert Moody 
P.O. Box 224 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-2-10 
Byron C. Russell 
15 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-2-11 
Fred Saintmire 
13 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-2-12 
Eileen & Peter Abrams 
11 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-3-2 
Elaine De Feo 
P.O. Box 246 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-3-3 
Raquel & David Valazquez 
5 Kearney Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-3-4 
Maria Estrada 
83-40 Britton Ave, Apt. 3 L 
Elmhurst, NY 11373 



69-1-4.1 
National Temple Hill Association, Inc. 
P.O. Box 315 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

G 
69-4-9.2 
Jean Boneri 
1043 Route 94 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-20 
Albert & William Pushman 
P.O. Box 158 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-1-4.2 
Graciano Duarte 
P.O. Box 1057 
Englewood Cliffs.NJ 07632-0057 

69-4-10 
Helen Simonson 
P.O. Box 485 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-21 
Josephine & Albert Pushman 
P.O.Box 158 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-1-4.3 
Route 300 Associates 
C/o John Yanaklis 
550 Hamilton Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

69-4-11 
Ella Brewer 
P.O. Box 527 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-22 
Marion & William Pushman 
2609 NYS Rt. 32 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-1-6 
V.G.R. Associates, LLC 
C/o Irving S. Bobrow, Mgr. 
40 East 69th Street 
New York, NY 10021 

69-4-12 
Mary & Wilbur Brewer 
P.O. Box 610 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-23 :69-4-24 
Jean & Raymond Dahlin 
P.O. Box 508 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-1-9.1 
Theodore & Konstantinos 
Panagiotopoulos 
65 Eisenhower Drive 
Middletown,NY 10940 

69-4-13 
Jay Ernst 
2465 Palisades Ave Apt. 3 E 
Bronx, NY 10463 

69-4-26.11 
Franchise Realty Interstate Corp. 
C/o Colley & McCoy Co. 
P.O. Box 779 
Croton Falls, NY 10519 

69-1-5 
S.N.J. Corp 
C/o Big V Supermarkets 
176 So. Main Street 
Florida, NY 10921 

69-1-11 
June & Leon Trudeau 
94 Canterbury Rd 
Ford Montgomery, NY 10928 

64-4-6.1 
Storage Equities Inc.& PS Partners Ltd. 
Dept. PT-NY24109-02 
P.O. Box 25025 
GlendaleCA 91201-5025 

69-4-14 
Walter Brewer 
P.O. Box 293 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-15 
Mary McMillen 
C/o Catherine Cignorale 
P.O. Box 153 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69^-16 
Ruth Ann & Russell Brewer 
P.O. Box 103 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-26.13 
Fred Gardner & Herbert Slepoy 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

69-4-26.2 
Mobil Oil Corporation 
C/o Exxon Mobil Corp. 
Property Tax Division 
P.O. Box 4973 
Houston, TX 77210-4973 

70-1-1.1; 70-1-1.2 
Samuel Leonardo 
7 Dogwood Hills 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

69-4-6.2 -.69-4-7:69-4-8 
West Point Tours, Inc. 
P.O. Box 125 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-9.1 
Coleen Bernhardt 
P.O. Box 407 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-17 
Helen ,Ida Mae & Micheal Brewer 
P.O. Box 293 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

69-4-18 
Beatrice Deyo & Hannah Marie & Arthur 
Scherf 
P.O. Box 293 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-2.1 
House of Apache Properties LTD 
C/o Herbert Slepoy 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 

70-1-16.1 ; 70-1-16.2 
4 Acres, LLC 
104 South Central Ave 
Valley Stream, NY 11580 



70-1-17.1 
Carolyn & Robert Jaczko 
P.O. Box 231 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-17.2 70-1-49 
Josephine DiMicelli & Carolyn Siano Knox Village Inc. 
P.O. Box 283 2375 Hudson Terr. 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 Ford Lee, NJ 07024 

70-1-18 
Josephine DiMicelli 
P.O. Box 283 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-1-19 
Secretary of the Department of Housing 
& Urban Development 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, NY 10268 

70-1-20 
Dorothy & Thomas Barton 
22 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-21 
Deborah & Kevin Leto 
24 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-22 
Mary & Norman Grinder 
26 Truex Drive 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-47.2 
YKB Property, LLC 
P.O. Box 748 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

70-148 
Central Hudson Gas & Electr. Corp. 
284 South Ave 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12603 

70-1-15.3 
Bettina Youngberg & Richard D'Aloia 
12 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

70-1-15.4 
Mary & Micheal Fernandez 
9 Truex Circle 
New Windsor, NY 12553 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

REQUEST FOR NOTIFICATION LIST 

DATE: (OsJU^ 2; XOM 

'A* / 

NAME: fanna£*J Fad-hhfiuq Sfa&L'ZZLZ: 

ADDRESS : k Tectonic BiOomr^iOa 
P.O7B<PK 37 , J 

Matmfainvilltj MY JQ963 

CTcPf* 5civ I lex) 

TAX MAP NUMBER: 

PU3LIC HEARING DATE (I? KNOWN): 

5&e /hikcJxac/ 
-fbc 72uc /ia/f #3 

THIS PUBLIC HEARING IS BEING REQUESTED BY: 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD: 

SITE £LAN & SUBDIVISIONS: 

(tlST WILL CONSIST OF ABUTTING 
PROPERTY OWNERS AND ACROSS ANT STREET) 

SPECIAL PERMIT 

{LIST WIL\ 
OWNERS WI5 

AGRI CULTURAL 

ALL rEQFERTY OWNERS 
WHICH IS WITHIN 5 GO' 

R SUBDIVISION PROJECT) 

x x x x - * x * x * x * * : * * X * * * * * * * • ^ T C X X X X X X 

NEW WINDS G BOARD: 

CONSIST OF ALL PROPERTY 
2THIN 500 FEET) 

x x x x * * x * x x : r j t : r x j r : * x x x * * * * : * x : c x : r x j r 

AMOUNT OF DEPOSIT $ TOTAL CHARGE S 
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* WN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS 

DATE: \<g Sc>PT &Z> 

(Please specify or describe items(s) requested) 

^tLa~*Z) $J (LffUd"> 
/ Vfrr U ft e A**U &w ^/$L~ 

Name: $L
 J^GM*"* 

A d d r e s s : P* &>X ?>Z£ 
V7U r-Y}C4\\Q j\y mex 

Phone: 79 J- bf 
Representing 

Documents MUST NOT be taken from the office and MUST be returned 
intact. 

Time Out : 
Time R e t u r n e d : 

Kef />/*„ r ZAP -6 s/sawU fyy fr 



RESULTS OF P.^fEETING OF : It^f- 15; ^OO 

PROJECT: 1/M*MAl*ih fa/ JfotL P.BJ 00-/f 

NEGATIVE DEC: 

L 1. AUTHORIZE COORD LETTER. Y r N J M) S) . VOTE: A N 
2. TAKE LEAD AGENCY: Y N CARRIED: YES NO " 

M) S) VOTE: A N 
CARRIED: YES NO 

WAIVE PUBLIC HEARING: M) S) VOTE: A N WAIVED: Y N 

SCHEDULE P J i Y N 

SEND TO O.C. PLANNING: Y _ 

SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION: Y__ 

REFER TO Z.B.A: M) S) VOTE: A N 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED: 
M) S) VOTE: A N APPROVED CONDITIONALLY: 

NEED NEW PLANS: Y N 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 

I&XJ&L &D /wln/yjaotj UMM y- ITAIPMI^M 

,&/wO &dfartCl +-,£/&€, 4M f ^ L ChipAj r^Aj^JJu 

TIMJ- VAMV JM JL/kf+V - JuiA * QLhs 



'Vol 12,No.37 September20 

: * * * * * • 

A 75 cents 

• 1999 N«w York Prow AMOdiMo«FWIH«c« Award Wlnn«f for Cow«gtoTLoc^Oo*»riw»»m*ndQ«n*fftffccc«ttinc« 

Newburgh's Hometown Weekly Since 1989 • Official Paper for Orange County 

Congestion at the Five Corners 
Town officials worry 
another new supermarket 
would be 'too much' 
for Vails Gate 

-annaford's wants/o build a 55,000 sq. 
ear the busiest intersection 

Hannaford's plans were before the New 
Windsor Planning Board last week, in spite of meet-
ing earlier this year with town Supervisor George 
Meyers where Meyers attempted to steer the com­
pany away from Five Comers in Vails Gate. 

It's just too much," Meyers said. "We've told 
them this is crazy." 

Meyers said he showed the company a couple 
of other locations in town, including a site at the 
comer of Route 32 and Union Avenue, which has 
already received planning board approval for a retail 
center. 

Hannaford's has proposed to demolish the 
Friendly's Restaurant to construct the supermarket 

Traffic in the Five Comers area has already 
increased'dramatically, due to two supermarkets, 
three fast food chains, several gas stations and other, 
smaller businesses in the vicinity. 

Meyers said the new 80,000 square foot Shop-
Rite under construction and the relatively new Price 
Chopper provide enough competition for the spot 

The plans will be back in front of the planning 
board at least one more time before a public hearing 
on the project is scheduled. The board voted to act as 
lead agency on the project 

They've got a long way to go," said planning 
board chairman Jim Petro. 

Petro said the board has two major concerns 
about the project The first is drainage, and obviously 
the top concern is traffic 

Both Meyers and Petro said the state Depart­
ment of Transportation would handle the traffic is­
sues because Route 32 is a state road. The town will 
not have much say in the traffic mitigation. 

Petro said Hannaford's will be working with 
the planning board's engineer to dean up their plans 
before coming back to the board, probably in the 
beginning of October. The project might be back as 
early as the end of September, he added. 

INSIDE 
Take a walk 
this weekend 
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Convention week begins 
The flag is raised Sunday at the Good-Will firehouse to mark the start of convention week. The 

Town of Newburgh-based fire company will host the annual country parade Saturday, along Route 52. 
Story on page 20. 

Mall traffic light in the works 
Work has begun near 
Newburgh Mall entrance 
By ROSE MCGRATH 

Workhas begun on the installation ofalong 
awaited traffic light at the entrance to the 
Newburgh Mall. 

Cables have been laid and some landscaping 
work completed, said Lt. John Mahoney, of the New­
burgh town police. 

"I know they are physically working on it," 
Mahoney said. "My understanding is that there is a 

INSIDE 
City auction 
a success 

Page 3 

contractor working on it" 
Mahoney said he has not spoken to mall 

officials or the state Department of Transportation 
about me project but had heard through other sources 
that the project could be completed in October. 

According to DOT officials, the mall was 
issued a permit of the light in April. The permit is 
typically good for one year. 

Mall officials have said they hope the light 
will be installed before the new store opens. Bon Ton 
will officially open in the old Caldor's location on 
November 1. 

The light is slated for the northern mall en­
trance on Route 300, which is across from C.B. 

(Cont on page 2) 

SPORTS 
Swimmers win 
in coach's debut 

Page 38 



TECTONIC ENGINEERING 
CONSULTANTS P.C. 

OFFICES: 
Albany, NY 
Cornwall, NY 
Mt. Vernon, NY 

Cincinnati, OH 
Northborough, MA 
Richmond, VA 

P. O. Box 37, 70 Pleasant Hill Road 
Mountainvilie, New York 10953 

(800) 829-6531 FAX: (914) 534-5999 
www.tectonicengineering.com 

Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, N.Y. 12553 

ATTN: Mira - Planning Board Secretary 
September 29, 2000 

RE: W.0.2586.01 
HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG STORE 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY, N.Y. 

Dear Mira, 

Please prepare the public hearing list for the following tax lots involved with the above 
referenced application: 

70-1-16.1 
70-1-16.2 
70-1-2.21 
69-4-26.12 
70-1-28 
69-4-25 
70-1-48 
69-4-19.2 

If you should have any questions please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 
TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, P.C. 

kit. 
filer 
Engineer 

Cc: Doug Boyce, PE 
Andrew Couch 
Larry Wolinsky, Esq. 

G:2586.01/PB-092900 

ENGINEERS • SURVEYORS * CONSTRUCTION MANAGERS 

http://www.tectonicengineering.com
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TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS RC; P.O. BOX 37, 70 PLEASANT HILL ROAD 
MOUNTAINVILLE, NY 10953 

PHONE: (845) 534-5959 

FteStBSZk N Y 12518 

29-1/213 

CHECK DATE October 4, 2000 

PAY 

TO 

Twenty Five and 00/100 Dollars 

Town of New Windsor 

AMOUNT $25.00 

He 
555 Union Ave. 
New Windsor NY 12553 ^ 

n-0s?i«i«&iiB I:OEiaoooiqi: siu louoaoii1 

TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS P.C. 27446 

Invoice Number 

100300 2586.01 

Town of New Windsor 
01 10 

Date 

10/03/00 

Voucher 

0046472 

Totals 

Amount 

25.00 

25.00 

Discounts Previous Pay Net Amount 

25.00 

25.00 

l( 



_ 27445 
TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS P.C. 

P.O. BOX 37, 70 PLEASANT HILL ROAD 
MOUNTAINVILLE, NY 10953 

TO 

PHONE: (845) 534-5959 

PAY Twenty Five and 00/100 Dollars 

Town of New Windsor 

555 Union Ave. 
New Windsor NY 12553 

CORNWALL, 
R e e T f e S l N Y 12518 

29-1/213 

CHECK DATE October 4, 2000 

AMOUNT $25.00 

TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS P.C. 27445 

Invoice Number 

10/3/00 2586.01 

Town of New Windsor 
01 9 

Date 

10/03/00 

Voucher 

0046471 

Totals 

Amount 

25.00 

25.00 

Discounts Previous Pay Net Amount 

25.00 

25.00 

UK 
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TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS P.C. WeoTeSSfc NY 12518 

P.O. BOX 37,70 PLEASANT HILL ROAD 
MOUNTAINVILLE, NY 10953 PHONE: (845) 534-5959 

29-1/213 

CHECK DATE October 4, 2000 

PAY 

TO 
AMOUNT $25.00 

Twenty Five and 00/100 Dollars 

Town of New Windsor 

555 Union Ave. 
New Windsor NY 12553 

TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS P.C. 27444 

Invoice Number 

10-3-00 2586.01 

Town of New Windsor 
01 8 

Date 

10/03/00 

Voucher 

0046470 

Totals 

Amount 

25.00 

25.00 

Discounts Previous Pay Net Amount 

25.00 

25.00 

& 



JAMES G. SWEENEY, P.C: 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

ONE HARRIMAN SQ.UARE 

P.O. BOX 8 0 6 

GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 
(845) 291-1100 FAX (845) 2 9 4 - 3 9 9 4 

October 2, 2000 

via Regular Mail 
Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford Project - New Windsor 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

In my second piece of correspondence dated September 27, 2000, on behalf 
of the Bila Family Partnership (the Rosenberg family) regarding the proposed Hannaford 
project, I questioned the design deficiencies of the access to Route 94 over the right of way 
across the Monroe Muffler parcel (70-1-2.1). I made an analogy of this right of way to a 
proposed road in a subdivision and pointed out the design deficiencies from a standpoint of 
those regulations. A review of the Town Code now makes it quite clear that a private road 
such as this must conform to the subdivision design regulations even though it may remain 
private. See Town Code §38-7. This 26* + wide right of way cannot comply with either the 
overall or paved width requirements for arry kind of street under the subdivision regulations. 

Thus, it becomes quickly apparent that the proposed access to Route 94 is 
legally deficient for at least two reasons: (1) it renders the Monroe Muffler parcel noncon­
forming as to required side yards, and (2) the width of the proposed access road cannot, under 
any circumstance, meet the Town's required design criteria. 

I note also that this right of way was specially created on January 11,1995 by 
agreement of the owners of the vacant 4.3 acre parcel (70-1-16.2) and the Monroe Muffler lot 
(70-1-2.1), who were essentially the same people (the Slepoy family).1 Importantly, that event 
appears to have occurred without input from the Planning Board and at a time after the site 
plan for the Monroe Muffler Shop was approved by the Planning Board in, I believe, 1992. 
The terms of this right of way, which call for a forced relocation of assigned parking spaces 
on the Monroe Muffler lot, may violate that site plan approval or, at the very least, violate the 

1 See Easement Agreement recorded in the Orange County Cleric's Office on January 25, 1995 in Liber 
4171 of Deeds at page 217. 

(Cont'd) 



Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
October 2, 2000 
Page 2 

spirit of that approval. These owners unilaterally infused a substantial element into the 
approved arrangement that was not extant at the time this Board reviewed the Monroe Muffler 
plan. Indeed, if this right of way was there the lot would not have qualified as a usable lot 
because, in New Windsor, easements such as this are to be deducted from the gross lot area 
(See definition of "Lot Area" in §48-37 of the Zoning Law). One wonders if the Planning 
Board would have ever approved the Monroe Muffler plan with this right of way shown on 
the plan to begin with. 

Both from a legal and design standpoint it does not appear that the right of way 
can be used in any respect for this proposal 

Lastly, it should be pointed out that the right of way across the Monroe Muffler 
lot does not run to the favor of the Friendly's lot (70-1-16.1). By its own terms it is limited 
only to the vacant 4.3 acre lot (70-1-16.2) now owned by 4 Acres LLC. In that light how can 
it be said that the whole of the project site has the lawful right to use the right of way. This 
unanswered legal ambiguity should be explored by counsel. 

Once again, on behalf of the Rosenberg family, I thank you for your time and 
consideration in this regard. 

JGS/aa 

cc: 
Members of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Andrew Krieger, Planning Board Attorney (via fax 562-2407) 
Mark Edsall, McGoey Hauser & Edsall (via fax 562-1413) 
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TO%N OF NEW Wir#)SOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

1763 

19 September 2000 

SUBJECT: HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK (P/B REF. NO. 00-15) 

To All Involved Agencies: 

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board has had placed before it an Application for Site Plan 
approval of the Hannaford Food & Drug Site Plan project located offNYS Routes 32 and 94 within 
the Town. The project involves the construction of a 55,200 s.f. retail store with related site plan 
improvements, located on a 5.5 Acre parcel 

This letter is written as a request for Lead Agency coordination as required under Part 617 of the 
Environmental Conservation Law. 

A letter of response with regard to your interest in the position of Lead Agency, as defined by Part 
617, Title 6 of the Environmental Conservation Law and the SEQRA Review Process, sent to the 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553, 
Attention: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer (contact person), would be most 
appreciated. Should no other involved Agency desire the Lead Agency position, it is the desire of the 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board to assume such role. Should the Planning Board fail to receive 
a response requesting Lead Agency within thirty (30) days, it will be understood that you do not have 
an interest in the Lead Agency position. 



All Involved Agencies 
Page 2, 
Haimaford Site Plan 

Attached hereto is a copy of the submitted site plan drawings, with location plan, for your reference. A 
copy of the Full Environmental Assessment Form submitted for the project is also included. 

Your attention in this matter would be most appreciated. Should you have any questions concerning 
this project, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at (914) 562-8640. 

Very truly yours, 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

Enclosure 
cc: NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz 

New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie 
Orange County Department of Health 
Orange County Department of Planning 
State Clearing House Administrator 
Town of New Windsor Supervisor (w/o end) 
Applicant (w/o end) 
Planning Board Chairman (w/o end) 
Planning Board Attorney (w/o end) 

A:SEQRA.mk 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

Licensed in NEW YORK. NEW JERSEY 
and PENNSYLVANIA 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 
e-mail: mheny@att.net 

D Regional Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(570)296-2765 
e-mail: mhepa@ptd.net 

PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 & 94 
SECTION 70-BLOCK 1 -LOTS 16.1/16.2/2.21 
00-15 
13 SEPTEMBER 2000 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF A 55,200 SF RETAIL STORE ON THE 5.5 +/- ACRE 
SITE. THE PLAN WAS REVEIWED ON A CONCEPT 
BASIS ONLY. 

The property is located within the Design Shopping (C) Zoning District of the 
Town. The "required" bulk information on the plan appears correct for the 
zone and use. My initial review indicates that some corrections may be 
necessary to the "provided" values in the table. The applicant's engineer 
should verify all values. 

I have made a review of the sketch plan submitted. Some initial comments are 
as follows: 
a) Off-street parking appears adequate (meets exact minimum), although 

there appears to be a deficiency in handicapped spaces, based on state 
code. 

b) The access to Rt. 94 is unclear as to fee ownership. In either case, shared 
use with adjoiners appears intended. Easement issues will need to be 
considered. 

c) Setback dimensions from the building to property lines should be 
dimensioned on the plans. 

d) The fire lane along the building appears to be inadequate based on Town 
Code. 

e) Typical parking spaces should be indicated at 9' x 19' minimum. 
t) Verify that the tcX-ed" out areas in the parking lot are cart return areas, 
g) Spacing of the parking lot the State Highway 32 appears minimal and 

should be evaluated. 

mailto:mheny@att.net
mailto:mhepa@ptd.net


h) Grading as depicted appears to extend across the property line, 
i) The property borders the R-4 zone. Screening will be a concern. 

3. Subsequent submittals should include complete utility, traffic access, 
landscaping, lighting and detail plans. 

4. A Full Environmental Assessment Form with attachments has been submitted. 
There are other involved agencies for this application. I recommend that the 
Board authorize the issuance of a Lead Agency Coordination letter for this 
application. 

The applicant should submit an additional ten (10) copies of the application 
documents to the Planning Board Secretary for this purpose. 

5. At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of this 
application, further engineering reviews and comments will be made, as 
deemed appropriate by the Board. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

MJE/st 
NW00-15-13Sqjt00.doc 



Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, NY 12553 
(914)563-4611 

RECEIPT 
#689-2000 

Hannalbrd Brothers Co. ^ ^ ^ c ^ t ^ s ^ <f^ DO -~'S 

09A8/2000 

Received $ 100.00 for Planning Board Fees, on 09/08/2000. Thank you for stopping by the Town 
Clerk's office. 

As always, 1 is our pleasure to serve you. 

Dorothy H.Hansen 
Tovyn Clerk 
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PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 09/08/2000 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/07/2000 REC #1459341 - HANNAFORD PAID 750.00 

TOTAL: 0.00 750.00 -750.00 



0 Hannaford Ĵ irts 
its Red Hook plans 
-m j f any Red Hook residents'ar$ already none 
l Y / l t o o pleased with, a proposal to open aLHan- j 

XVXnaford Brothers supennarket In the town ; 
— and officials of the Maine-based chain seem \ ! 

, determined to arouse that opposition evenmore; J ; 
. On Monday, the town planning board rejected 

the company's draft environmental impact state­
ment, and with good reason. The three alternative 

' designs included with the document were essen-' 
tially the same ^- all featuring the 47,700-square-
foot building Hannaford officialsiwant 

Planningboard members instructed company 
officials to return with ja revised document that 
includes three designs that, show some real variety. 
At least one must include a plan for a smaller, 
30,000-square-foot building. . \ 

A number of townsfolk say the proposal, no mat-
: ter what the store size, would hurt the look and feel 

of their community. And they have a point The 
supermarket would be on Route 9, just south of the 

., village. On the 17-acre property itself is a l 

picturesque 19th-century structure mat once 
served as an Orphanage, $t. Margaret's Home. v • , 

ButStephen Reilly;ah attorney for Hannaford, 
rejected residents' concerns aboutthe building's 
fate. The company, he insisted, is under no obliga­
tion to include, a preservation effort as part of the 
supermarket project. •"• ' : . - • • ' \ 

Doing what officials ask Is good Idea 
He's right. The cbmpany does not have to pro-

' : vide plans that protect the historic building. But 
neither is the town under any obligation to approve 
Hannaford's proposal. 

However, it certainly won?t hurt Hannaford's 
chances if company officials actually listen to what 
the town is telling them and try to please its resi- , 
dents. A good start would be to do what planning 
board members ask, and not reject their requests 
out of hand. If Hannaford is asked to submit pians 
for a smaller building, do so: If the .company is 
asked to include a preservation scheme for the for­
mer orphanage, do so. . ' . / ' •.•;.••'".• V ^ ' . 

Ray Gurrah,asenior planner with the Pough-
keepsie-based environmental group Scenic Hud­
son, did these things. At the invitation of the plan­
ning board, he presented his own design for a 
smaller supermarket set behind a village square 
that would feature St Margaret's Home. Scenic; 
Hudson has often showed a willingness to prove 
smart development, and environmental protection -
can go together — and Curran's suggestions are a 
good example of this. ; --: / 

Yet Hannaford officials ofcje^ed to the Scenic 
Hudson presentation, saying the meeting was hot a 
pubUc hearing. No/it wasn't But the planning 
board still has the right to revest relevant infor­
mation from expert sources, mduding Curran. 
; Rather than criticizing the planning board for 
reviewing Scenic Hudson's designs, Hannaford 

•; officials would be wiser to do exactly what the 
'--... environmental group has done — provide alterna­

tive plans that mclude a srnaller supermarket 
buildingand that would protect a historic former 
orphanage. : _."•;•. '•''-""'" 



THIS DOCUMENT FEATURES '«= A f D RED BLEND .ACKGfOUND WITH HIDDEN VOID 
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HannafordsBros. Co. •; 
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AS OF: 09/08/2000 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
APPLICATION 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 0-15 
NAME: HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG 

APPLICANT: MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC, 

PAGE 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/07/2000 APPLICATION FEE 

09/07/2000 REC. CK. #1459340 

CHG 

PAID 

TOTAL: 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 0.00 



9 JAMES G. SWEENEY, P . C W 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

ONE HARRIMAN SQ.UARE 

P.O. BOX 8 0 6 

GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 
(845) 291-1100 F A X ( 8 4 5 ) 294-3994 

September 27, 2000 

via Fax & Regular Mail 
Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford Project - New Windsor 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

As you may remember this office represents the interests of the Bila Family 
Partnership (the Rosenberg family), the owners of the Big V Town Center on Route 32. Quite 
recently the rehabilitation of that Center was the subject of extensive proceedings before your 
Board achieving final approvals and the project is now well underway. Your Board was 
cognizant of the problems associated with a project of that size and dealt with them quite 
fairly with the result that an older outmoded project wil l be rebuilt and enhanced, resulting 
in a quality project for both my client and the Town residents. 

My client is now aware that Martin's Food of South Burlington, Inc. intends to 
build a 54,000± sq. ft. "Hannaford" retail food and drug store not more than 1,000 feet away 
in the apex of "Five Corners", using the Friendly site as part of the project with a 26 foot 
easement over the lands of Terry Scott Hughes for access onto Route 94. It is my understand­
ing that this proposal was presented to you at your September 13th meeting and wil l appear 
again on your agenda for this evening. 

Approval of this project at this site would be a catastrophe not only from my 
client's view point but from the Town's overall viewpoint. While this proposed food store 
would compete with one of my client's tenants it is not the aspect of competition that is the 
primary concern of Rosenberg family but, rather, the horrendous traffic impact this proposal 
would have on the Five Corners area and the damage it would do to aU of the existing 
business it that area of the Town. 

(Cont'd) 



Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
September 27, 2000 
Page 2 

A cursory review of the EAF submitted with the proposal shows 516 new traffic 
movements into this already congested commercial crossroad per peak hour. That is 
enormous. The daily traffic flows to and from this project, which must be correspondingly 
enormous, are conveniently not shown in the EAF. The current, and resulting, LOS's for the 
Five Corners Intersection are shown at Level "F" - the very worst they can be - even after a 
very extensive and expensive reconfiguration of the intersection by NY DOT a few years ago. 

Additionally, the entrance lane from Route 34 is proposed via an easement over 
tax lot 70-1-2.1 which would reduce the side yard setback for the building on that lot to 
nothing as the entry way would consume and occupy virtually the entire side yard. This 
seems to be a clear violation of the provisions of 48-7[C] of the Zoning Law and simply 
prohibited. That being so there would be only one means of ingress and egress from the site 
onto Route 32 which appears to create an intolerable situation. 

The EAF indicates that project wil l consume 5.5 acres of developed area and 
could well be considered to be a Type I SEQRA project under the authority of Syrop v. City 
ofYonkers, - Misc.2d - , NYLJ, May 30, 2000, pg 3, column 5. If so, a DEIS is in order with 
necessary scoping and all attendant SEQRA procedures. The traffic issues and resulting 
community impact that appears to be present here cries out for exploration in a DEIS under 
SEQRA. This appears to be true even if the project is considered "unlisted" under SEQRA 
because of the obviously serious traffic and community impact issues involved. See 6 NYCRR 
§617.7(c)(1)(i) and (ix). Thus, at a very minimum, I would urge the Board to make a SEQRA 
positive declaration and proceed to a scoping session in order to target the real environmental 
concerns here, traffic and community impact being only two. (Federal Wetlands seem to 
come into play under the new federal regulations that went into effect this past summer). In 
this regard I note that Part 2 of the applicant's EAF (potential impacts) does not seem to be 
completed and you cannot make any intelligent SEQRA determinations without that 
document being completed for your consideration. 

All in all, you have a very serious project in front of you with serious potential 
adverse impacts on all of the existing businesses in the Five Corners commercial community, 
and you should address it in a very serious way starting with a SEQRA positive declaration. 
A failure to do so would leave those of us now in that commercial community in jeopardy. 
I am sure that when you read the governing criteria for dealing with site plan (§48-19[A]) you 
and the Planning Board will not want those of us, who now operate in this commercial zone, 
to be exposed to that kind of jeopardy. 

(Cont'd) 



Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
September 27, 2000 
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Thank you for your time and consideration in this regard 

JGS/aa 

James G. Sweeney 

cc: 
Members of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Andrew Krieger, Planning Board Attorney (via fax 562-2407) 
Mark Edsall, McGoey Hauser & Edsall (via fax 562-1413) 



w JAMES G. SWEENEY, P.C.W 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

ONE HARRIMAN SQ.UARE 

P.O. BOX 8 0 6 

GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924 
(845) 291-1100 F A X (845) 294-3994 

September 27, 2000 

via Fax & Regular Mail 
Hon. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Hannaford Project - New Windsor 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

This letter wil l supplement my first correspondence of today, September 27, 
2000. I apologize to the Board for this fragmented approach but due to my belief that the 
Hannaford proposal was on the Board's agenda for this evening I was only able to make 
cursory comments about the proposal on behalf of my client the Bila Family Partnership. I 
have now taken a closer look at the proposed site plan and the related supporting documents. 

You should know that it is the intent of my client to retain qualified traffic 
experts to refute the materials presented by the applicant. That type of refutation is properly 
the subject of SEQRA EIS comments which flow from a positive declaration which I have 
already asked you to make. 

More importantly, at the outset is the inadequacy of the proposed site plan 
itself. It fails to measure up to the criteria set out in §48-19[D] in important respects. It does 
not include the full measure of the uses on the adjoining properties (Leonardo and House of 
Apache) in that it fails to disclose the tavern, the florist shop and the gas station at the south 
east corner of the Route 32 - Route 94 intersection. It fails to disclose the numerous vehicular 
entrances onto those roads from those sites. The site plan fails to disclose the true owner of 
the Friendly's site (owned, I believe, by "Gardner and 3 Corp.") and fails to show an owner's 
approval for that site. Indeed should not Friendly's as the long term lessee of that site join in 
the application? Perhaps there is truth to the rumor that the Friendly's site wil l not be part of 
the proposal. 

There is no "key map" which, ordinarily, is a minor site plan element. Due to 
the many intense uses around this site, not disclosed on the site plan, such should be 
included. How is the Board able to really appreciate this proposal without such a key map? 
Indeed, it would be wise for the applicant to provide a detailed sheet showing all uses and 
curb cuts within a 1,000 foot circumference of the site. Such is the only way the Planning 
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Board can gain a true "picture" of this proposal and how it really impacts on this commercial 
community. 

Lastly, from a design point of view the 26+ foot wide easement across the 
Midas Muffler site, which is proposed to give access to the site from Route 94, besides 
rendering the Midas Muffler lot nonconforming as to a side yard (as well as the Elite Body 
shop lot) and being prohibited as such, will only be 25 feet wide. This access road is the 
equivalent of a "Major Street" for a subdivision designed to carry a very large number of 
vehicles to and from this large store. As such, from a standpoint of analogy, it should be at 
least 60 feet wide and paved to a width of 30 feet. Even considering this access road to be 
analogous to a lesser used Suburban Street it should be at least 50 feet wide and paved to a 
width of 30 feet. As proposed this major thoroughfare (it will, without question, be used as 
a means of passing the onerous light at the intersection) will be only 26 feet wide, paved to 
a width of about 25 feet, and will also double as an access point and side yard for the Midas 
Muffler lot. In this highly congested commercial area that seems to be very poor planning and 
would not pass muster under your subdivision regulations. Why then should it pass muster 
as a site plan? Is there any real difference? 

All in all, at this very early stage, it appears that the proposal has serious legal 
and design problems which hone in on the inadequacy of the proposal to "fit" into this 
commercial community without doing serious harm to that existing community. Indeed, the 
Planning Board should think seriously of asking the Town Board to amend the Zoning map 
in a way that would preclude this massive use in this area, perhaps by rezoning the land out 
side of the Friendly's lot to residential or to some other less intense use. Upon a closer look 
it seems that the land is more adaptable to an extension of the Marshall Heights subdivision 
than to high intensity commercial usage. 

Once again thank you for your time and consideration in this regard. 

JGS/aa 

(Cont'd) 
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cc: 
Members of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Andrew Krieger, Planning Board Attorney (via fax 562-2407) 
Mark Edsall, McGoey Hauser & Edsall (via fax 562-1413) 
Hon. George Meyers, Supervisor (via fax 563-4693) 
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TOWN OF CORNWALL 
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PLANNING BOARD 
TEL. (914)534-9429 
FAX (914)534-4342 

October 3,2000 

Town of New Windsor Planning Board 
Town Hall 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Re: Hannaford Supermarket SEQR review 

Dear Board Members: 

The Town of Cornwall Planning Board respectfully requests that we be 
included as an Interested Agency in the SEQR review of the Hannaford 
Supermarket application on Route 32. We would also like to express our specific 
concerns regarding the proposed land use, and specifically ask that these be 
evaluated as part of any SEQR review study performed on the site: 

• Traffic conditions are extremely congested in the Vails Gate area 
during peak periods, and our concern is that this major traffic 
generator located so close to the existing 5-way intersection will 
worsen these already difficult conditions, to the detriment of 
emergency services delivery as well as routine traffic. New York State 
Route 32 is the second most heavily travelled two lane highway in this 
area, after Route 9W. Already the PM peak traffic backs up to points 
between the Ardmore Street and Holleran Road intersections of Route 
32, creating traffic bottlenecks on the side streets and many driveways 
fronting on the highway. The concern is that the proposed 
supermarket will only make things worse. 

• In addition to the previously stated traffic concern, the New Windsor 
Planning Board may recall that there is a pending 32-lot subdivision 
(" ADC Orange") in the Town of Cornwall whose traffic would exit on 
Jacqueline or Ardmore Street at Route 32. There is no other outlet for 
land uses in the Town of Cornwall on the east side of the highway due 
to the presence of the Moodna Creek and steep slopes adjoining the 
same. Traffic conditions are already quite hazardous in the area of 
Jacqueline and Ardmore Streets and Route 32 due to the heavy traffic 
on 32 combined with limited gaps in traffic and the absence of a left 
turn lane at Route 32 and Jacqueline. In addition to accidents that have 
already occurred there, there have been several near misses reported to 

TOWN HALL, 183 MAIN STREET, CORNWALL, NY 12518 



us. The effect on traffic safety for the entire corridor from Vails Gate to 
Quaker Avenue and Route 32 should be considered in your Board's 
SEQR analysis, because traffic safety and conditions on that section of 
highway are clearly linked to conditions at Vails Gate. 

We thank you, in advance, for your careful consideration of these 
concerns, and look forward to receiving future SEQR notices and documentation 
addressing these matters. 

Sincerely yours, 

Lorraine Bennett, Chairwoman 
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Bernadette Castro 
Commissioner 

/c/»l*o ec: f . s . 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau 
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 

October 4,2000 

518-237-8643 

Mark J. Edsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12553 

Dear Mr. Edsal: 

Re: SEQRA 
Hannaford Food & Drug Store/New Const; uction/N Y 
32 & 94 
New Windsor, Orange County 
00PR4031 

Thank you for requesting the comments of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP) concerning your project's potential impact/effect upon historic and/or prehistoric 
cultural resources. Our staff has reviewed the documentation that you provided on your project. 
Preliminary comments and/or requests for additional information are noted on separate enclosures 
accompanying this letter. A determination of impact/effect will be provided only after ALL documentation 
requirements noted on any enclosures have been met. Any questions concerning our preliminary comments 
and/or requests for additional information should be directed to the appropriate staff person identified on 
each enclosure. 

In cases where a state agency is involved in this undertaking, it is appropriate for that agency to 
determine whether consultation should take place with OPRHP under Section 14.09 of the New York State 
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law. In addition, if there is any federal agency involvement, 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's regulations, "Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" 
36 CFR 800 requires that agency to initiate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO). 

When responding, please be sure to refer to the OPRHP Project Review (PR) number noted above. 

Ru 
Director 

RLPrbsd 
Enclosure(s) 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency 
Q printed on recycled paper 



REQUESTOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
BUILDINGS/STRUCTURES/DISTRICTS 

PROJECT NUMBER 00 PR 4031 
.^."j? .S .r *. 

In order for us to complete our evaluation of the historic significance of all 
buildings/structures/districts within or adjacent to your project area we will need 
the following additional information: 

• Full project description showing area of potential effect. 

3 Clear, original photographs of buildings/structures 50 years or older 
S within project area, [X] immediately adjacent to the project area, Q within a 
one-half mile radius from project site, keyed to a site map. 

• 
• 
• 

Clear, original photographs of the surroundings looking out from the project site in 
all directions, keyed to a site map. 

Date of construction. 

Brief history of property. 

Clear, original photographs of the following: 

Other: /\ccV> eoLoc^cAL SDruey ^^O c~-r 

Please provide only the additional information checked above. If you have any 
questions concerning this request for additional information, please call John A. 
Bonafide at (518) 237-8643 ext. 3263. 

PLEASE BE SURE TO REFER TO THE PROJECT NUMBER NOTED 
ABOVE WHEN RESPONDING TO THIS REQUEST 



GMBS 
Partners c*BQHTONMANN»GeNG*eBmi,up Associates 
Charles W. Manning, RE. Shelly A. Johnston, RE. 
John M. Tozzi, RE. Mark A. Sargent 
Edward V. Woods, RE. 
Donald G. Sovey, RL.S. 

December 26,2000 

Mr.MarkEdsall,P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 

RE: Proposed Hannaford Supermarket 
Town of New Windsor, Orange County, New York 
CME Project No. 00-002 

Dear Mr. Edsall, 

As discussed during our workshop meeting for the proposed Hannaford supermarket on 
December 6,2000, Creighton Manning Engineering has completed a sensitivity analysis of the 
proposed project mitigation and signal operations at the "five corners" intersection. 

It was noted during our meeting that while the proposed mitigation improves overall traffic 
operations by more than two minutes per vehicle, a single lane group (the southbound left turn 
from Route 300) experiences a change in level of service (LOS) from LOS E to LOS F. This 
occurs only during the PM peak hour. No lane group LOS degradations occur at the "five 
corners" intersection during the Saturday peak hour. The sensitivity analysis contained herein 
was conducted to determine if the proposed improvement is capable of maintaining the LOS for 
ali lane groups at the "five corners" intersection. 

The results of the sensitivity analysis are summarized in Table 1 as compared to the previous 
LOS results contained in the June 26,2000 traffic impact study for the project. The detailed 
level-of-service calculations are attached. The analysis shows that the proposed mitigation is 
capable of improving or maintaining the LOS for all lane groups at the intersection, and that no 
LOS degradations will occur for any single maneuver, or the intersection as a whole. The 
subject southbound left turn from Route 300 will remain at LOS E. The overall benefit under 
this modified signal timing plan will still be significant, at over two minutes per vehicle on 
average. 

Engineers, Planners and Surveyors 

4 Automation Lane • Albany, New York 12205-1683 • phone 518/446-0396 • fax 518/446-0397 • www.cmellp.com 

http://www.cmellp.com
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Table 1 - Intersection Level of Service Summary 

Intersection 

"Five Corners" Intersection 
RL94EB 

RL94WB 

RL32NB 
(toRt94) 

(toRL300) 

RL32SB 

RL300SB 

L 
TR 

L 
TR 

L 
(U) 
(Li) 
TR 

T 
R 
L 

TR 
Intersection 

Control 

Signal 

PM Peak Hour 
2000* 

Existing 

F(126.6) 
F(100.2) 
F(82.4) 
F(180.9) 

F(*) 
— 
— 

D(45.3) 
F(132.5) 
F(194.3) 
E(55.9) 
F(1202) 
F(220.4) 

2001* 
No-Build 

F(179.4) 
F(119.8) 
F(88.7) 
F(212.0) 

F(*) 
— 
— 

D(43.7) 
F(1743) 
F(269.4) 
E(58.4) 
F(1613) 
F(240.9) 

2001* 
Build without 
improvements 

F(179.4) 
F(160.1) 
F(90.5) 
F(247.9) 

F(*) 
— 
.— 

D(44.4) 
F(251.6) 
F(269.4) 
E(58.7) 
F(193.3) 
F(290.7) 

2001* 
Build with 

improvements 

F(170.1) 
E(70.l) 
D(54.9) 
F(90.1) 

_ 
F( 117.9) 
E(65.0) 
C(29.5) 
F(155.6) 
F( 172.7) 
F(121.3) 
F(101.6) 
F(98.4) 

2001 Build** 
Sensitivity 
Analysis 

F(160.5) 
F(80.5) 
E(59.3) 
F(U8.0) 

— 
E(56.5) 
F(96.2) 
C04.2) 
F(161.8) 
F( 180.4) 
E(57.0) 
F(152.0) 
F(108.5) 

X(Y.Y) = Level of Service (Delay, seconds per vehicle) 
(*) = Delay >300 seconds 
* Source: Table 4.1 from June 26,2000 Traffic Impact Study, Hannaford Supermarket, Town of New Windsor, NY 
** = Sensitivity Analysis conducted for this letter 

The basic conclusion from the original traffic impact study and this sensitivity analysis remains 
the same; the proposed improvement is capable of fully mitigating project impacts. Please feel 
free to contact our office if you have any questions. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Creighton Manning Engineering L.L.P. 

vA~A. A .S-^y^T 

Mark A. Sargent 
Associate 

cc: Akhter Shareef, NYSDOT Planning 
Tom Myers, NYSDOT Traffic and Safety 

F:\Projects\00-002\wordrKOcess\senrptR.doc 



Attachment A 

Level of Service Calculation 

PM Peak Hour Build w\ Mitigation 

(Source: June 26,2000 Traffic Impact Study) 



L 

3: Rt 94 & Rt 32 
VaifsGate 

Timing Plan: PM 
Build Conditions w/imp 

Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

Lane GrouD 

Lane Configurations 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 

Storage Lanes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

Turning Speed (mph) 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Perm. 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (Mir) 

Peak Hour Factor 

Growth Factor 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (Mir) 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

- » 
EBL2 
SBT 

1900 
1900 

12 
11 

0% 

3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

14 

0 
1783 

0 
1783 

102 
348 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

8% 
3% 

0 
0 

0% 
0 

> 
EBL 
SBR 

5 
& 
1900 
1900 

11 
11 

300 
500 

1 
1 

3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

18 
16 

1689 
1561 

0.114 

203 
1561 

209 
283 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

1% 
0% 

0 
0 

327 

_ * 

EBT 
SBR2 

fc 
1900 
1900 

11 
12 

0% 

3.0 
3.0 
49 

0 

9 
1726 

0 

1726 
0 

No 

244 
31 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

1% 
0% 

0 
0 

0% 

402 

> 
EBR 

SEL2 

1900 
1900 

12 
12 

0 

0 

3.0 
3.0 

49 

0 
9 

14 
0 
0 

0 
0 

No 

138 
59 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

0% 
4% 

0 
0 

0 

< 
WBL 
SEL 

1900 
1900 

11 
12 

0% 
0 

210 
1 
1 

3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

16 
18 

1711 
1674 

0.479 
0.520 

863 
916 

146 
70 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

2% 
11% 

0 
0 

0% 
154 

« -

WBT 
SER 

& 
1900 
1900 

11 
11 

0% 

0 

1 
3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

18 
1790 
1556 

1790 
1556 

4 
290 
387 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

1% 
0% 

0 
0 

0% 

344 

HL- < 
WBRWBR2 
SER2 

1900 
1900 

12 
12 

0 

0 

3.0 
3.0 

16 
9 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Yes 

33 
44 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

0% 
3% 

0 
0 

0 

• 

1900 

12 

3.0 

9 

0 

0 

No 

4 

0.95 

100% 

0% 

0 

0 

^ 
NBL2 

1 
1900 

12 

3.0 

49 

0 

16 

1805 

0.950 

1805 

139 

0.95 

100% 

0% 

0 

146 

*i 
NBL 

\ 

1900 

11 

550 

2 

3.0 

49 

0 

18 

1662 

0.950 

1662 

392 

0.95 

100% 

5% 

0 

413 

t 
NBT 

fr 
1900 

12 

0% 

3.0 

49 

0 

1787 

1787 

454 

0.95 

100% 

3% 

0 

0% 

603 

t 
NBR 

1900 

12 

0 

0 

3.0 

9 

0 

0 

No 

119 

0.95 

100% 

3% 

0 

0 

06723/2000 
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3: Rt 94 & Rt 32 
•Vails Gate 

Turn Type 

Protected Phases 

Permitted Phases 

Total Split (s) 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 

v/s Ratio Prot 

v/s Ratio Perm 

Critical LG? 

Act Effct Green (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, d1 

Platoon Factor 

Incr. Delay, d2 

Webster Delay 

Webster LOS 

366 
0 

331 
Pm+Pt Pm+Pt 

5 
8 
2 

22.0 
26.0 

315 

0.21 

23.0 

0.18 

1.16 

53.5 

1.00 

102.1 

155.6 

F 

Prot 
5 
8 
2 

22.0 
26.0 
270 
276 
0.18 
0.21 
0.14 

Yes 
Yes 
33.7 
23.0 
0.26 
0.18 
1.21 
1.20 
45.9 
53.5 
1.00 
1.00 

124.2 
119.2 
170.1 
172.7 

F 
F 

0 

2 

38.0 
0.0 

447 

0.23 

33.7 

0.26 

0.90 

46.5 

1.00 

23.6 

70.1 

E 

0 

Split 

13 

0.0 
14.0 

136 
Pm+Pt 

1 
13 
6 

13.0 
14.0 
246 
142 

0.05 

0.07 
0.15 

Yes 
26.0 
11.0 
0.20 
0.08 
0.63 
0.96 
50.0 
59.3 
1.00 
1.00 
4.9 

62.0 
54.9 

121.3 
D 
F 

453 

Over 
6 
9 

29.0 
39.0 
358 
434 
0.19 
0.29 

Yes 
Yes 
26.0 
36.0 
0.20 
0.28 
0.96 
1.04 
51.5 
46.6 
1.00 
1.00 
38.7 
55.1 
90.1 

101.6 
F 
F 

• 
0 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 

-

-

-

Prot 

13 

14.0 

153 

0.08 

11.0 

0.08 

0.95 

59.2 

1.00 

58.7 

117.9 

F 

Timing Plan: PM 
Build Conditions w/imp 

Prot 

9 

39.0 

460 

0.25 

36.0 

0.28 

0.90 

45.2 

1.00 

19.8 

65.0 

E 

4 

9 

26.0 0.0 

852 

0.13 

0.21 

62.0 

0.48 

0.71 

26.8 

1.00 

2.7 

29.5 

C 

Area Type: Other 
Cycle Length: 130 
Actuated Cycle Length: 130 
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated 
Total Lost Time: 12 
Sum of Critical v/s Ratios: 0.99 
Intersection v/c Ratio: 1.10 
Intersection Webster Signal Delay: 98.4 
Intersection LOS: F 

Splits and Phases: 3: Rt 94 & Rt 32 
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KWW 
cREIGHTO-ST41 

Synchro 4 Report 
Page 2 
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Level of Service Sensitivity Analysis 

PM Peak Hour Build w\ Mitigation 



' 3>Rt 94 & Rt 32 
• Vails Gate 

Timing Plan: PM 
Build Conditions w/imp 

Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

Lane Group 

Lane Configurations 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 

Storage Lanes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

Turning Speed (mph) 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Perm. 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 

Growth Factor 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (#hr) 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

3 
EBL2 
SBT 

t 
1900 
1900 

12 
11 

0% 

3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

14 

0 
1783 

0 
1783 

102 
348 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

8% 
3% 

0 
0 

0% 
0 

> 
EBL 
SBR 

5 
1900 
1900 

11 
11 

300 
500 

1 
1 

3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

18 
16 

1689 
1561 

0.129 

229 
1561 

209 
283 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

1% 
0% 

0 
0 

327 

_ * 

EBT 
SBR2 

fc 

1900 
1900 

11 
12 

0% 

3.0 
3.0 
49 

0 

9 
1726 

0 

1726 
0 

No 

244 
31 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

1% 
0% 

0 
0 

0% 

402 

> 
EBR 

SEL2 

1900 
1900 

12 
12 

0 

0 

3.0 
3.0 

49 

0 
9 

14 
0 
0 

0 
0 

No 

138 
59 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

0% 
4% 

0 
0 

0 

< 
WBL 
SEL 

1900 
1900 

11 
12 

0% 
0 

210 
1 
1 

3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 

0 
0 

16 
18 

1711 
1674 

0.446 
0.520 

803 
916 

146 
70 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

2% 
11% 

0 
0 

0% 
154 

+ -
WBT 
SER 

1900 
1900 

11 
11 

0% 

0 

1 
3.0 
3.0 
49 
49 
0 
0 

18 
1790 
1556 

1790 
1556 

4 
290 
387 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

1% 
0% 

0 
0 

0% 

344 

* ~ V 
WBR WBR2 
SER2 

1900 
1900 

12 
12 

0 

0 

3.0 
3.0 

16 
9 
0 
0 

" 

0 
0 

Yes 

33 
44 

0.95 
0.95 

100% 
100% 

0% 
3% 

0 
0 

0 

1900 

12 

3.0 

9 

0 

0 

No 

4 

0.95 

100% 

0% 

0 

0 

^ 
NBL2 

\ 

1900 

12 

3.0 

49 

0 

16 

1805 

0.950 

1805 

139 

0.95 

100% 

0% 

0 

146 

1 
NBL 

\ 

1900 

11 

550 

2 

3.0 

49 

0 

18 

1662 

0.950 

1662 

392 

0.95 

100% 

5% 

0 

413 

t 
NBT 

fr 

1900 

12 

0% 

3.0 

49 

0 

1787 

1787 

454 

0.95 

100% 

3% 

0 

0% 

603 

A 
NBR 

1900 

12 

0 

0 

3.0 

9 

0 

0 

No 

119 

0.95 

100% 

3% 

0 

0 
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. 3%: Rt 94 & Rt 32 
Vails Gate 

Turn Type 

Protected Phases 

Permitted Phases 

Total Split (s) 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 

v/s Ratio Prot 

v/s Ratio Perm 

Critical LG? 

Act Effct Green (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, d1 

Platoon Factor 

Incr. Delay, d2 

Webster Delay 

Webster LOS 

m 
366 331 

Pm+Pt Pm+Pt 

5 
8 
2 

22.0 
25.0 

310 

0.21 

22.0 

0.17 

1.18 

52.4 

1.00 

109.5 

161.8 

F 

Prot 
5 
8 
2 

22.0 
25.0 
275 
271 
0.18 
0.21 
0.11 

Yes 
Yes 
31.0 
22.0 
0.24 
0.17 
1.19 
1.22 
45.1 
52.3 
1.00 
1.00 

115.4 
128.1 
160.5 
180.4 

F 
F 

0 

2 

34.0 
0.0 
422 

0.23 

31.0 

0.24 

0.95 

47.1 

1.00 

33.4 

80.5 

F 

0 

Split 

13 

0.0 
23.0 

136 
Pm+Pt 

1 
13 
6 

14.0 
23.0 
225 
221 
0.06 

0.06 
0.15 

Yes 
23.0 
16.7 
0.18 
0.13 
0.68 
0.62 
51.0 
52.0 
1.00 
1.00 
8.3 
5.0 

59.3 
57.0 

E 
E 

m 
453 0 

Over 
6 
9 

Timing Plan: F 
Build Conditions w/ii 

Prot 

13 

26.0 0.0 0.0 23.0 
34.0 0.0 
325 
384 
0.19 
0.29 

Yes 
Yes 
23.0 
31.0 
0.18 
0.24 
1.06 
1.18 
51.9 
47.4 
1.00 
1.00 
66.2 

104.6 
118.0 
152.0 

F 
F 

238 

0.08 

16.7 

0.13 

0.61 

51.9 

1.00 

4.6 

56.5 

E 

Prot 

9 

34.0 

407 

0.25 

31.0 

0.24 

1.01 

47.9 

1.00 

48.4 

96.2 

F 

4 

9 

25.0 C 

790 

0.13 

0.20 

56.0 

0.44 

0.76 

29.8 

1.00 

4.4 

34.2 

C 

Area Type: Other 
Cycle Length: 130 
Actuated Cycle Length: 126.7 
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated 
Total Lost Time: 12 
Sum of Critical v/s Ratios: 0.98 
Intersection v/c Ratio: 1.08 
Intersection Webster Signal Delay: 108.5 
Intersection LOS: F 

Splits and Phases: 3: Rt 94 & Rt 32 
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toWN OF NEW Jh OWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (845) 563-4610 

Fax: (845) 563-4693 

OFFICE OF THE SUPER VISOR 

George J. Meyers 
Town Supervisor 

January 24, 2001 

Mr. Robert A. Dennison III,P.E., Regional Director 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 12603 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN 
NYS ROUTES 32 and 94- T/ NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Dennison; 

Hannaford Food & Drug has made application to the Town Planning Board for a site plan approval of a 55,200 s.f. 
retail store on a 5.4 - acre parcel located off NYS Routes 32 and 94 within the Town of New Windsor. I have 
received copies of correspondence from Akhter A Shareef and T.A. Myers of your Department in connection with 
this application. 

I am writing to express the Town Board's significant concern regarding traffic congestion in the "Five Comers" area 
of the town. Existing traffic conditions in that area are already extremely congested and significant backups and 
delays are encountered in several directions during morning and afternoon peak periods. This poses not only a level 
of service concern to our residents and the general public but also a safety concern in this congested area. Access to 
adjoining commercial establishments and town roadways, is severely compromised during these periods. Access 
for emergency vehicles is also a major concern. 

I am writing to note, for the record, our concern that the existing inadequate conditions will be further exacerbated 
by approval of this project. We ask that the NYSDOT ensure that a complete and proper review be made in 
cooperation with our Planning Board, and thafany and all possible off-site improvements be required before your 
agency considers the issuance of any permits for this project. 

Cc: T^vn BoapnMembers 
JaJj*!m*tro, Planning Board Chairman 
Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer 
Chief Koury, N.W.P.D. 



INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONCE 

TO: Town Planning Board 

FROM: Town Fire Inspector 

DATE: January 19,2001 

SUBJECT: Hannaford Food & Drug 

Planning Board Reference Number: PB-00-15 
Dated: 19 January 2001 

Fire Prevention Reference Number: FPS-01-008 

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted on 
January 2001. 

This site plan is acceptable. 

Plans Dated: 17 January 2001 

Robert F. Rodgers 
Fire Inspector 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
( P 555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM 

1763 

TO: FIRS INSPECTOR, D.O .T. , fHUgl, SEWER, HIGHWAY 

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: 

WYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD 

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: 

ft 
RFf.FlVED 

JAN 1 9 2001 

:he maps and plans fcr the S i t e Apprcval_ 

-W^on*\&j^<S^ L D *- Y\<v ^ n-= = r:s-r=' 

reviewed by me and is apprcve 

=z3iJiUv=C, ~le~s=r 

IS 

WATER SUPERINTENDENT 

SANITARY S UP ERINTZNDENT 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

^TOWN/mLLAGE OF 

WORK SESSION DATE: fa J)ec Zooo 
P/B # 00. if 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: K ( \ / 1 / ) 7 / p C(k £ 

£ &L 

APPLICANT RESUB 
REQUIRED: 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: ft^ fr.V#(&»r£j^ flttt ;3*ftS^U/j UfryUj 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 
OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

—^» Pitr jab ~t sw aw*-€J ffcr MP'S* 41* Art* vr 

y/lr&i 1 P, J/o ft foot U H~ ?l 

3 m*i 

p^ \ 
/ ± J-

CH<pS^NG STATUS 

pbwsform 10MJE98 

r agenda 
e agenda item 

item for agenda 
I on agenda 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

O Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
MiHord, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717) 296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

^^TOfolj/VILLAGE OF /ifclS ^ v ^ r V ^ l P/B # L A J - / J 

WORK SESSION DATE: IP (Or T Qf) APPLICANT RESUB. 
" , X REQUIRED: / 

^S REQUESTED: UAM AQJbJ ft W"f REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED :̂ 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD >o 
REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: /LA C%*>*l(ff): U^ QjJ /U^ LJ ' (:f/ flc/*) 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 

* 

OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

Pi* ih M& d/jrk(o\h* lots) hJ~ /J^f~ D St&£4 /otkL* Ids J 

get- p *JU>rf 
sec.rr all -3-fW L//t 

#fr&* /a 6 
£ 

U 

J. SJCM^O ejs^ A^ x/cAn*£JL 
ftj/^r. <?Jf J)'•£<*• ctUnLsr rk /f/a^n 

pbwsform 10MJE98 

Licensed In New York. New Jersey ana Pennsylvania 

STATUS 
agenda 
agenda item 
n item for agenda 
al on agenda 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

O Main Office 
45 Quassatck Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
MiKord, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR. P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

TOWN/ULLAGE OF 

WORK SESSION DATEt 

P /B # 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
r^s / REQUIRED: / / -

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: /f ife? IritL \jgAtk 

PROJECT NAME: U(\^ ncrfar&S* 

PROJECT STATUS NEW OLD 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: ^sft£{. [L&ltf Qu 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 
OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL 

" cJ^-tZ- r(w-+~Jt tiuyct^ \ruvu A^&^^x/f /U^//^-

farkt~r/rlo*r& LGJZ QJT -fp -fkr<~ SCA* 

IQJJL \MA 

^IA^^S ? L W > » fl-71 QsTChJu^ 

MlSak 

~ fa* 
Utrd 

et£ 
CLOSING STATUS 

X.L Set for agent 
possible agenda item 

$562-* 
pbwsf orm 10MJE98 

, \ / _ License J Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 

Discussion item for agenda 
ZBA referral on agenda 

file:///jgAtk
file:///ruvu
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TCTTOT OF NEW WINI^gOR 
^ 555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM 

1763 

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T. , |j$k£ER, SEWER, HIGHWAY 

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: 

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD 

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER:. 

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: 

IL_£ 
RECEIVED 

"SET-7 2000 

The maps and plans fcr the Site Approval 

Subdivision as s*«ibrai"cted by 

for the building or subdivision of 

has been 

reviewed by me and i s approved \ ^ 

reproved 

•W Se/u>cV^ - vVu Qc"?,' 
^ C A \ \ ^ J W V ^ V - ^ ^ T 

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE 

WATER' SUPERINTENDED rxmfM'T' 

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE 



INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Town Planning Board 

FROM: Town Fire Inspector 

DATE: September 12,2000 

SUBJECT: Hannaford Bros. Company 

Planning Board Reference Number: PB-00-15 
Dated: 7 September 2000 

Fire Prevention Reference Number: FPS-00-037 

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted on 8 September 2000, 
with the following being noted. 

1) Site plan does not show proposed underground utilities such as, 
sprinklers, domestic water service, or on site hydrants. 

2) Provide stop bars at all side parking lanes, at intersection 
with main driving lanes. 

3) If shopping cart return center to be used, where will they 
be located. 

This site plan is not acceptable at this time. 

Plans Dated: 31 August 2000 

Robert F. RodMs 
Fire Inspectory 

RFR/dh 



J \J *J -J PC—J. 
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
JAMES M. FARR, P.E. 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD OF APPEARANCE 

W(> 

OK 

TOWN/VILLAGE OF /UpU3 LU/^jA 5<0 A* 

)RK SESSION DATE: 
-C7*-

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: M A^J £JApQ fLh *S 

Ni 

P/B 

.APPLICANT RESUB 
REQUIREI 

PROJECT STATUS NEW ^ OLD 
tors b "~T>f*tfe*-* 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: -Ic&atflsW AWi^ fee^e^t - Uc^4o-Mft^i,^, 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG I N S P . 
F I R E I N S P . 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P / B CHMN. 

^ 
'X-

OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

5"r,̂ 7) sz 

f S t ^ 
U*M 

' j e t A ^ — <^w/7<y / / ^ v / V ^ ^ ' CLOSING STATUS ^ ^ T L / I ~ 
^ ai i « ' J A n

 V _ } £ Set for agenda ^ fo^'S f> 
**— Mt^JtAsJ vff K**-J*-*<K poss ib le agenda i tem ' - A ps^ 

pbwsform imJKSS**^**^ 

~ \jJdtjL - r t a r t Ac ta r \JlA^ f ) h\ tW -

Discussion item fo r agenda; } . 
ZBA r e f e r r a l on agenda C&vh* 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 

file:///jJdtjL


^00 — 1 £? 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

Telephone: (914) 563-4615 
Fax:(914)563-4693 

PLANNING BOARD APPLICATION 

TYPE OF APPLICATION (check appropriate item): 
Subdivision Lot Line Change Site Plan X Special Permit 

70 1 1 6 . 1 
Tax Map Designation: Sec. 70 Block i Lot 1 6 . 2 

70 1 2 . 2 1 
1. Name of Project H a n n a f o r d Food a n d Drug 

2. Owner of Record 4 A c r e s ' L L C f / S e e Below p h o n e 5 1 6 - 8 7 2 - 9 5 7 2 

Address . 104 S o u t h C e n t r a l A v e . S u i t e 20 V a l l e y S t r e a m NY 11580-5461 

(Street Name & Number) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

3. Name of Applicant M a r t i n ' s F o o d s o f S o u t h P h o n e 2 0 7 - 8 8 5 - 2 8 5 2 
B u r l i n g t o n , I n c . 

Address: P . O . Box 1000 P o r t l a n d ME 04104 

(Street Name & Number) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

4. Person Preparing P l a n T e c t o n i c E n g i n e e r i n g Phone 5 3 4 - 5 9 5 9 

Address- p * 0 # B o x 3 7 M o u n t a i n v i l l e NY 10953 
(Street Name & Number) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

5. Attorney L a r r y Wol inskY, E s g f Phone 7 7 8 ~ 2 1 2 1 

J a c o b o w i t z & G u b i t s 
Address 1 5 8 0 r a n 9 e Avenue Walden NY 12586 

(Street Name & Number) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

6. Person to be notified to appear at Planning Board meeting: 
R o s s W i n g l o v i t z , PE 5 3 4 - 5 9 5 9 

(Name) (Phone) 
7. Project Location: 

On the E a s t side 0 f New York S t a t e R o u t e 32 + 8 2 0 feet 

(Direction) (Street) (No.) 
S o u t h of The New York S t a t e R o u t e 94 I n t e r s e c t i o n . 

(Direction) (Street) 

C Newburgh 
8. Project Data: Acreage ± 5 . 5 Zone School Dist. 

*Owner o f 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 2 1 , T e r r y S c o t t Hughes c / o N o r t h E a s t e r n A u t o S a l e 
981 L i t t l e B r i t a i n Road 

P A G E 1 0 F 2 N e w W i n d s o r , NY 12553 

( PLEASE DO NOT COPY 1 & 2 AS ONE PAGE TWO-SIDED) 



9. Is this property within an Agricultural District containing a farm operation or within 500 feet 
of a farm operation located in an Agricultural District? Yes No v^ 

*This information can be Verified in the Assessor's Office. 
*If you answer yes to question 9, please complete the attached AAgricultural Data 

Statement. 

10. Description of Project: (Use, Size, Number of Lots, etc.) C o n s t r u c t i o n of a 55,200 . S. F . 
Hannaford Food and Drug S t o r e and r e l a t e d p a r k i n g f a c i l i t i e s 
on Tax Lots 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 1 , 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 2 and 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 2 1 . 

11. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals Granted any Variances for this property? yes no */* 

\2. Has a Special Permit previously been granted for this property? yes no " ^ 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT: 

IF THIS ACKNOWLEDGMENT IS COMPLETED BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE 
PROPERTY OWNER, A SEPARATE NOTARIZED STATEMENT OR PROXY 
STATEMENT FROM THE OWNER MUST BE SUBMITTED, AT THE TIME OF 
APPLICATION, AUTHORIZING THIS APPLICATION. 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
SS.: 

COUNTY OF ORANGE) 

THE UNDERSIGNED APPLICANT, BEING DULY SWORN, DEPOSES AND 
STATES THAT THE INFORMATION, STATEMENTS AND REPRESENTATIONS 
CONTAINED IN THIS APPLICATION AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND 
DRAWINGS ARE TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF HIS/HER KNOWLEDGE 
AND/OR BELIEF. THE APPLICANT FURTHER ACKNOWLEDGES RESPONSIBILITY TO 
THE TOWN FOR ALL FEES AND COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE REVIEW OF THIS 
APPLICATION. 

SWORN BEFORE ME THIS: 

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE 
^ ^ DAY O? Qua UK f &2Q0O 

OTARY PUBLIC PJease Print Applicant's Name as Sijmed PJease Print Applicant's Name as Signed 

fa /hhtfkis torn6f Jour* cmt#Wj J*tc. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

TowNusae^VED ^ 
S E P - 7 2000 j)U "ID 

DATE APPLICATION RECEIVED APPLICATION NUMBER 

PAGE 2 OF 2 



APPLICANT/OWNER PROXY STATEMENT 
(forprofessional representation) 

for submittal to the: 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

Terry Scott Hughes j deposes and says that he resides 
(OWNER) 

^ 9&^-y*tlG Britain Road , Town of New Windsor in the County of Orange 
(OWNER'S ADDRESS) 

and State of New Y o r k and that he is the owner of property tax map 

(Sec 70 Block 1 Lot 2.21 -> 
designation mimberfSec. Block ̂  , Lot 1 which is the premises described in 

the foregoing application and that he authorizes: 

Martin's Foods of South Burlington, Inc., P.O. Box 1000, Portland, ME 04104 
(Applicant Name & Address, if different from owner) 

Tectonic Engineering, P.O. Box 37, Mountainville, NY 10953 
( Name St Address of Professional Representative of Owner and/or Applicant) 

to make the foregoing application as described therein. 

Date: eMsD. ^^Mr-^T^-^ 

'fate vi j hlf/jhJ 
Owner's Signature 

Witnesi* Signature / U /-Aj$G£ant's Signature if different than owner 

itative's Signature 

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED TO 
REPRESENT THE APPLICANT AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS 



APPLICANT/OWNER PROXY STATEMENT 
(forprofessional representation) 

for submittal to the: 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

William Slepoy (for 4 Acres, LLC) ^ deposes and says mat he resides 
(OWNER) 

95 Lake Road, P.O. Box 1031, Town of Warren in the County of. 
(OWNER'S ADDRESS) 

and State of Connecticut and that he is the owner of property tax map 

(Sec 7Q Block 1 Lot 1 6 , 1 ) 
designation nianbcrfScc. 70 Block 1 Lot 16 >2 ^ which is the premises described tn 

the foregoing application and that he authorizes: 

Martin's Foods of South Burlington, Inc., P.O. Box 1000, Portland, ME 04104 
(Applicant Name & Address, i f different from owner) 

Tectonic Engineering, P.O.. Box 37, Mountainville, NY 10953 
(Name St Address of Professional Representative of Owner and/or Applicant) 

to make the foregoing application as described therein. 

Date: 
gnature 

4> #*M/a£ui 
Ys\^Z W ~ ~ " A^catfls Signature if dificrent than v*an<** >A^„;. 

Representative's Signature 

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED TO 
REPRESENT THEAPPLICANTAND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS 



# "XX" 

ATTACHMENTS 

*. Flood Hazard Area Development: Permit: Application For*, 

B. Certificate of Compliaace\? 

PLEASE NOTE: IF PROPERTY IS NOT XN A FLOOD ZONE, PLEASE XNDICATE THAT ON 
THIS FORM AND SIGN YOUR NAME. RETURN FORM WITH PLANNING 
BOARD APPLICATION. 

IF PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN A 'FLOOD ZONE, PLEASE COMPLETE 
THE ATTACHED (LEGAL SIZE) PAPERS AND RETURN WITH PLANNING 
BOARD APPLICATION. 

The Hannaford Food and Drug Store that is being proposed to be 
located within the Town of New Windsor on tax map numbers 
(SBL) 70-1-16.1, 70-1-16.2 and 70-1-2.21 is NOT located within a 
flood zone as illustrated on the attached Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (Community Panel Number 360628 0010 B dated 12/15/78). 

IkL 
NGINEERING CONSULTANTS, PC 

00-15 



! i 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM 

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP 

TOWN OF 

NEW WINDSOR, 
NEW YORK 
ORANGE COUNTY 

COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 
360628 0010 B 

PAGE 10 OF 10 

EFFECTIVE 
DECEMBER 15, 1 9 7 8 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
FEDERAL INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION 



TOWN OF^W WINDSOR PLANNING B<MJU> 

SITE PLAN CHECKLIST 

ITEM 

Site Plan Title ' 

2. \ / Provide 4" wide X 2" high box AN THE LOWEST 
RIGHT CORNER OF THE PLANT) for use by Planning 
Board in affixing Stamp of Approval. (ON ALL PAGES OF 
SITE PLAN). 

3. 

SAMPLE: 

Applicant's Name(s) 

Applicant's Address 

Site Plan Preparer's Name 

6. y Site Plan Preparer's Address 

y _ Drawing Date 

Revision Dates 

Area Map Inset and Site Designation 

10. Properties within 500' of site 

11. y Property Owners (Item #10) 

12. y Plot Plan 

13. y Scale (1" = 50' or lesser) 
z~ 

14. V Metes and Bounds 

7"-
15. V Zoning Designation 

16. North Arrow 

17. V Abutting Property Owners 

18. y Existing Building Locations 

19. y Existing Paved Areas 

20. V Existing Vegetation 

21. V Existing Access & Egress 

PAGE 1 OF 3 



PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 3 ^ 
^Htnc 22. >^F ^Buidscaping 

23. "&• Exterior Lighting 

24. ^ Screening 

25. / _ Access & Egress 

26. > / " _ Parking Areas 

27. _ Loading Areas 

28. ^k Paving Details (Items 25 - 27) 

29. ^ Curbing Locations 

30. * ^ Curbing through section 

31. v Catch Basin Locations 

32. # * _ Catch Basin Through Section 

33. _ Storm Drainage 

34. . Refuse Storage 

35. _ Other Outdoor Storage 

36. _ Water Supply 

37. _ Sanitary Disposal System 

38. ^ _ Fire Hydrants 

39. _ Building Locations 

40 _ Building Setbacks 

41. _ Front Building Elevations 

42. Nfl Divisions of Occupancy 

43. HRf* _ Sign Details 

44. Bulk Table Inset 

45. \ / _ Property Area (Nearest 100 sq. ft.) 

46. . Building Coverage (sq. ft.) 

47. . Building Coverage (% of total area) 

48. -jfr __ Pavement Coverage (sq. ft.) 

49. ^t _ Pavement Coverage (% of total area) 

50 "*v Open Space (sq. ft.) 

51. _ Open Space (% of total area) 

52. _ No. of parking spaces proposed 

53. _ No. of parking spaces required 

* m w • , * * • PAGE2 0F3 
X To be included in future submissions 



REFERRING TO QUESTION 9 ON THE APPLICATION FORM, AIS THIS PROP bKi r 
WITHIN AN AGRICULTURi^fclSTRICT CONTAINING A FARM ^ERATION OR 
WITHIN 500 FEET OF A FARWOPERATION LOCATED IN AN AoBtULTURAL 
DISTRICT, PLEASE NOTE THE FOLLOWING: ~ 

54. Nfi Referral to Orange County Planning Dept. is required for all 
applicants filing AD Statement. 

55. t4(\ A disclosure Statement, in the form set below, must be inscribed 
on ail site plan maps prior to the affixing of a stamp of approval, 
whether or not the Planning Board specifically requires such a 
statement as a condition of approval. 

APrior to the sale, lease, purchase, or exchange of property on this site which is wholly or 
partially within or immediately adjacent to or within 500 feet of a farm operation, the 
purchaser or leaser shall be notified of such farm operation with a copy of the following 
notification. 

It is the policy of this State and this community to conserve, protect and encourage the 
development and improvement of agricultural land for the production of food, and other 
products, and also for its natural and ecological value. This notice is to inform 
prospective residents that the property they are about to acquire lies partially or wholly 
within an agricultural district or within 500 feet of such a district and that farming 
activities occur within the district. Such farming activities may include, but not be 
limited to, activities that cause noise, dust and odors. 

This list is provided as a guide only and is for the convenience of the Applicant. The Town of 
New Windsor Planning Board may require additional notes or revisions prior to granting 
approval. 

PREPARER ̂ ACKNOWLEDGMENT: 

THE PLAT FOR THE PROPOSED SITE PLAN HAS BEEN PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THIS CHECKLIST AND THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR ORDINANCES, TO THE 
BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE. 

BY: 

PAGE 3 OF 3 
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HANNAFORD BROS. SITE PLAN 
RT. 32 (TECTONIC) Ott-15 
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SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
FOR 

MARTIN'S FOODS OF SO. BURLINGTON, INC 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

ALSO INCORPORATING SITE DEVELOPMENT 
PLANS FOR THE FOLLOWING APPLICATIONS: 

AMENDED SITE PLAN, MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC.; AND 
AMENDED SITE PLAN, FORMER LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT 

LOCATION MAP 
SCALE: 1 = 2000 

TAX MAP 
SCALE: 1" = 200' 

DRAWING SHEET INDEX 

APPLICANT 

1 MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON INC. 
P.O. BOX 1000 
PORTLAND, MAINE 04104 

CONTACTS 

1. TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR WATER & SEWER DEPARTMENT 
STEPHEN DIDIO - WATER SUPERINTENDENT 
555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553 
(845) 561 -2550 

2. TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
MICHAEL BABCOCK - BUILDING INSPECTOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553 
(845) 563-4618 

3 CENTRAL HUDSON ELECTRIC AND GAS 
PAUL DANIELS ~ FIELD ENGINEER 
ROUTE 207 
NEWBURGH, NY 12550 
(845) 5 6 3 - 4 5 6 3 

4. CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS 
(I RON TIER) 
145 N. MAIN ' 
MONROE, N i 10950 
(845) 783-1400 

SHEET 
NUMBER 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

PARCEL OWNERS 
TITLE 

COVER SHEET 
BOUNDARY/TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
DEMOLITION PLAN 
OVERALL SITE PLAN 
AMENDED SITE PLAN - MONRO MUEELER BRAKE, INC. 
AMENDED SITE PLAN - EORMER LONG JOHN SILVER'S 
GRADING, DRAINAGE & EROSION CONTROL PLAN 
UTILITY PLAN 
LANDSCAPING PLAN 
LIGHTING PLAN 
DETAILS 
DETAILS f 
DETAILS j 
CONCEPTUAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

1. 70-1-16.1 

2. 70-1-16.2 

3. 70-1-2.1 

4. 70-1-2.21 

5. 69-4-2612 

6. 69-4-25 

7. 69-4-28 

8. 69-4-19.2 

4 ACRES, LLC 
104 SOUTH CENTRAL AVE. SUITE 20 
VALLEY STREAM, NY 11580-5451 

4 ACRES, LLC 
104 SOUTH CENTRAL AVE, SUITE 20 
VALLEY STREAM, NY 11580-5451 

APACHE ASSOCIATES 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 06754 

TERRY SCOTT HUGHES C/O 
NORTHEASTERN AUTO SALES 
981 LITTLE BRITAIN ROAD 
NEW WIND50R, NY 12553 

FRED PLUS 3. LLC 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 06754 

HERBERT SLEPOY & FRED GARDNER 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 06754 

HERBERT SLEPOY & FRED GARDNER 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 06754 

CENTRAL HUDSON GAS & ELECTRIC 
284 SOUTH AVENUE 
POUGHKEEPSIE, NY 12601 

TOWN OK NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

TECTONIC 
• 

JkCIOHK' Lny tn««nr»9 & 

M o u M Q t n vlll*. Nl v.* t c I 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DKUG 
NYS ROUTE 3£ 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

0 1 / 1 7 / 0 1 
WO # £586.01 

REVISED 9 / 1 6 / 0 2 

NEW W1NDS0K PLANNING bOAKD SHEET 1 OF 15 



• 
N 

CB RIM 2 8 1 . 6 9 

NV 1 2 " IN 2 7 9 . 0 9 

NV 1 2 " OUT 2 7 8 . 9 9 
DRAIN FILLED WITH DEBRIS 

SMH RIM 2 8 0 . 9 1 

NV 1 2 " 2 7 1 . 3 1 

CB RIM 2 8 0 . 6 7 
INV 2 7 8 . 4 7 

1 8 " RCP 
TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD 

SMH RIM 2 8 0 . 9 0 

INV 1 2 " 2 7 2 . 9 5 

Fl RIM 2 8 0 . 8 1 
NO INV TAKEN 
DRAIN FILLED WITH DEBRIS 

MH RIM 2 8 1 . 2 5 
INV 2 7 5 . 4 5 

1 8 " RCP 
TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD 

CB RIM 2 8 1 . 0 3 

INV 2 7 8 . 9 3 

CB RIM 2 8 1 . 1 1 

INV 1 5 " PVC OUT 2 7 8 . 1 2 

UNDERGROUND 
2 " COPPER WATER 
INTERCONNECTION 

ASPHALT SWALE 

CLEAN OUT 

10 ' WIDE CLEARANCE 
EASEMENT AS PER 
LIBER 9 1 8 . PAGE 14 

UNDERGROUND 
8 " DIP WATER 

CB 
RIM 2 8 0 . 0 7 

INV 3 0 " CMP IN 2 7 5 . 8 5 

INV 3 0 " CMP IN 2 7 6 - 2 2 

INV 8 " PVC OUT 2 7 6 . 2 0 

UNDERGROUND GAS 

UNDERGROUND 
TELEPHONE 
CB 
RIM 2 8 0 . 2 5 

1 0 " SANITARY SEWER 

SMH 
RIM 2 8 0 . 0 0 
INV IN 2 7 2 . 0 0 
INV OUT 2 7 2 . 0 0 

CB 
RIM 2 7 9 . 5 6 

INV 8 " PVC IN 2 7 5 . 8 9 

INV 1 2 " RCP IN 2 7 5 8 1 
INV IN 2 7 6 . 0 1 

SMH 

RIM 279.85 
CB 
RIM 279.90 
INV IN 276.25 

N 80'46'36" E 
45.00* 

. - . - - i 

-• 

^ _ 

LOCATION MAP 
S< '•! l ' 2 0 0 0 ' 

GENERAL NOTES 

1 THIS PLAN IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY BY TECTONIC ENGINEERING 

CONSULTANTS. PC COMPLETED ON 3 / 0 8 / 0 0 . 

2 VERTICAL DATUM IS BASED ON MAP REFERENCED IN NOTE 3B. WHICH 
IS 1 1 1 ' BELOW NGVD 29 (APPROXIMATE). 

3.REFERENCES 

A DEED LIBER 3 9 5 5 . PAGE 2 7 1 
LIBER 4 3 4 4 , PAGE 2 6 . 

B MAP ENTITLED "TOPOGRAPHIC MAP OF LANDS OF SANSTE 
PROPERTIES INC.. FRED GARDNER & HERBERT SLEPOY D B A 
APACHE ASSOC." DRAWN BY BRINNER & LARlOS P.C. 
DATED MARCH. 2 1 9 7 7 . REVISED DECEMBER 2 2 . 1 9 7 7 . 

C. MAP ENTITLED 'AMOR HOMES (MARSHALL PARK)"', DRAWN BY 
SIDNEY HOROWITZ. OCTOBER. .15 1957 FILE MAP NO 1 7 3 0 , 
POCKET 15. FOLDER A FILED IN ORANGE COUNTY CLERK'S 
OFFICE OCTOBER. 2 9 1 9 5 7 . 

D MAP ENTITLED "AMOR HOMES (MARSHALL PARK)" . DRAWN BY 
GEORGE E. SHAW, NOVEMBER. 11 1 9 7 0 . FILE MAP NO. 2 5 9 8 , 
FILED IN ORANGE COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE DECEMBER. 17 1970 . 

E MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF LANDS OF HOUSE OF APACHE 
PROPERTIES LTD.", DRAWN BY BR1NNIER & LARlOS. P C 
APRIL 13 . 1 9 9 4 . REVISED MAY 18. 1 9 9 4 . 

4 . AREA OF SUBJECT PARCEL: 

AREA OF TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 1 9 . 2 « 8 . 8 3 ± ACRES (PER CHG&E PARCEL 

No. 4 4 0 MAP) 
AREA OF TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 2 5 = 0 . 4 9 5 ACRES 
AREA OF TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 2 6 . 1 2 « 1.031 ACRES 
AREA OF TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 2 8 = 0 . 1 2 8 ACRES 
AREA OF TAX LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 1 » 0 . 9 1 6 ACRES 
AREA OF TAX LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 2 1 = 0 . 0 7 1 ACRES 
AREA OF TAX LOT 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 1 = 4 . 2 7 0 ACRES 
AREA OF TAX LOT 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 2 = 1 .173 ACRES 

TOTAL AREA = 1 6 . 9 1 4 ± ACRES 

5. UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS IF ANY AND NOT VISIBLE AT THE TIME 
OF THE SURVEY, HAVE NOT BEEN LOCATED IN THE FIELD OR SHOWN 
HEREON. 

6. THIS SURVEY IS SUBJECT TO THE FINDINGS OF AN UP TO DATE 
ABSTRACT OF THE TITLE. 

7. GROUND SNOW COVER AT TIME OF SURVEY WAS 1 ' - 0 " . 

8 TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION BETWEEN CURBING AND BUILDING IS 
APPROXIMATE. 

LEGEND 

• 

© 
..v 

@ 

wv 

IX 
cv 
[XI 
'V 

LAND N / F DEBORAH & KEVIN LETO 
SECTION 7 0 , BLOCK 1 , LOT 21 
LIBER 2 4 1 1 , PAGE 32( 

ELECTRIC & TELEPHONE COMPANY SERVICE 
TO FORMER VAILS GATE FIRE COMPANY, AS 
DESCRIBED IN LIBER 1 4 8 9 . PAGE 3 1 9 
ORIGINAL POLE AND GUY APPARENTLY R E ­
LOCATED DURING THE RECONSTRUCTION OF 
NEW YORK STATE ROUTE 94 

CB 
RIM 2 7 B . 6 3 

- LAND N / F TERRY SCOTT HUGHES 
SECTION 7 0 , BLOCK 1, LOT 2 .21 
LIBER 4 1 1 0 . PAGE 0 9 5 

o 

A4E> 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAIN LINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

ADJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

TREE LINE 

LIGHT POLE 

UTIL i r i POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

HYDRANT 

TREE ( m i n i m u m 6 " d i a m e t e r ) 

MAPLE TREE 

ASH TREE 

LOCUST TREE 

IRON PIN FOUND 

SPIKE FOUND 

NYS MON FOUND 

DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

SINGLE POLE SIGN 

WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

GAS TEST MARKER 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

BENCHMARK H 

BM i 

bM 

DESCRIPTION OF 
BENCHMARK 

UCHMAkK- BENCH I I I SO 
IN : 4" M H i i ' i i t 311 62 

BENCHMARK--BE.NCHTIL St 1 
IN 24" LOCU! 

GRATE 
RIM 2 8 0 . 3 5 
INV 1 5 " PVC IN 2 7 7 . 2 7 

INV 2 4 " PVC IN 2 7 7 . 2 7 

INV 3 0 " CMP OUT 2 7 6 44 

CB 
RIM 2 7 7 . 6 0 

UNDER' 
8 " DIP WA1M-

HON OK ADLH1K'. 

.• INI ER 01 il-> A 
v iULAt i • 
Nl W lORt AW 

01 !<•• 

t h l I 

IUU1 A rACSIMILL 
AND AN 

0 

he. L M * 

W29/00 

e/>o/oo 

1 1 / 1 0 / 0 0 

2/ao 

9/16/02 

Kevi^iun 

Wl I LANDS. ADDI1IONAL lOKOOKAPHK I N l o K M A I l U N , AMI 

U1AL AREA, A D U I D SIUNA! WN Q\ NEVfli WINDSOR P-fc*. 

A D D I T I O N rOPO AND IMPROVEMENT. ADDLD WAtl i 

A D D t D ADWMOIvlAl IM NTS AND Ml- /AT10NS 

ADD£I SIGNATURE 

Appiuvcd 

DMign^d 

Purpose 

b, j 

CvitfeMucUw 

Oiu*n 
by Mi 

k v i t u M d t>> Dgtr 

TECTONIC 
• . 

JWOTWitG f ngirtMring -V Surveying Co f̂cuUgni 
I 

UOUNDAKY/TOPOGKAI'MC SUKVEY 

HANNAFOKD FOOD & DKUG 
NYS ROUTE 32 

TOWN OK NEW WINDSOR 
OKANGK COUNTY, NEW YOKE 

Z/ZO/Oi) 

4U 

krdfti 

2586.01 C-1UO 
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LIMIT OF 
DEMOLITION "V--"" 

REMOVE 
EXISTING 
BILLBOARD 

REMOVE 
EXISTING CURB 

REMOVE 
EXISTING 
CURB 

EXISTING 
SIGN TO BE 
RELOCATED 

X 
ro _ 

fts 

3> 

c-

REMOVE EXISTING 
TRASH ENCLOSURE 

LIMIT OF 
DEMOLITION 

REMOVE 
EXISTING FENCE 

^— REMOVE 
EXISTING HYDRANT 

EXISTING ANCHOR 
TO BE RELOCATED 

-X—x_x - - * £ - - :*s*x -ML^cJ^M ^c x x 

DEMOLITION NOTES 

1 THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS NECESSARY 
TO PERFORM PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

2. ALL PAVEMENT TO BE SAW-CUT FOR REMOVAL 

3. ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS TO BE REMOVED FROM SITE AND DISPOSED 
OF IN AN APPROVED MANNER. 

4. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE TIMEL r APPLICATION FOR ALL 
DEMOLITION PERMITS, NOTICES AND CERTIFICATIONS NECESSARY TO PERFORM 
ALL DEMOLITION WORK 

5. THE CONTRACTOR MUST COORDINATE WITH ALL IMPACTED UTILITIES. AND MAY 
NOT START WORK UNTIL THE UTILITIES HAVE BEEN LOCATED. 

6. ALL UTILITY LINES SHALL BE CAPPED AT THE STREET FOR RE-USE. 

7. THE CONTRACTOR MUST LOCATE ALL UTILITIES INCLUDING BUT MOT LIMITED TO 
DRAINAGE. SEWER. WATER. GAS AND ELECTRIC WITHIN THE AREA OF THE PROPOSED 
CONTRUCTION 

8. FOR ALL WORK WITHIN NEW YORK STATE ROUTE 32 AND NEW YORK STATE ROUTE 94 
RIGHT-OF-WAYS, SEE "PROPOSED HANNAFORD SUPERMARKET NYS RTE 32 & 94" 
PLANS BY CREIGHTON MANNING ENGINEERING 

9. ASBESTOS ABATEMENT IF REQUIRED WILL BE DONE BY OTHERS. 

LEGEND 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINLINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

LIGHTPOLE 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

HYDRANT 

MAPLE TREE 

ASH TREE 

REMOVE EXISTING 
OHW SERVICE 

© 
- 8 -
Jfr-
- * • 

3'R 

m 
O DMH 

Q S T M H 

• os 

12" W 

•8 S -

— G — 

UGEflcT 

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

DEMOLITION ITEM 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED NO PARKING FIRE LANE SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12" WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL & TELE 

TOWN OK NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

UNAUTH 
. - Nl Bl 

) ALTI I 0 A 
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II t l.HH AllON LAW 
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,IMIU 
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Ooia 

4 / 1 2 / 0 2 

7 / 2 3 / 0 2 

9 / 1 6 / 0 2 
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Diywn 
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DEMOLITION PLAN 

HANNAFOKD FOOD & DKUG 
NYS KOI J IE 32 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
OKANCE COUNTY, NEW YOKE 

Outr 
0 1 / 1 7 / 0 1 

1 - 4 0 
2566.01 C-101 3 
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TOR COMPACTION 
REFER TO NOTE 7 

PROPOSED STEEL 
GUIDERAIL 
SEE DETAIL 

CURB TRANSITION 
8" TO 6" 

PROPOSED 
RAISED MOUNTABLE 
DIVISIONAL ISLAND 

PROPOSED 
"HANNAFORD" SIGN 
(BY OTHERS) 

PROPOSED 
'NO LEFT TURN" SIGN 

SITE PLAN APPROVAL NOTES 

BULK REQUIREMENTS 
TOWN Of NEW Wff: 

MINIMI'*' PROF 

LOT « 

v[)TH 

TRONT YARD DF.PTH 

w 
1 TH 

I LOWABLE 

40.00 

?oo 1 

60 Fl 

SO/70 1' 

.V) 11 

?40.18<M 

Pi HI fun 

FLOOR AREA PATIO 

i r / n u iif Al I - A?' 

05 

38 FEET 

0.22± 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
BUILDING AREA: 55.200 

TOTAL SPACES REQUIRED; (5.5 SPACES/1.000 SF) R (55.200 SF) = 304 SI 

TOTAL SPACES PROVIDED 304 (INCLUDING 8 HANDICAPPED) 

GENERAL NOTES 

1 THIS PLAN IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY BY TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, PC 
COMPLETED ON 3 / 0 8 / 0 0 . 

AREA OF SUBJECT PARCELS: 5.514± ACRES 

3. APPLICANT MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC. 
PO BOX 1000 
PORTLAND. ME 04104 

4 OWNER: TAX LOTS 70 -1 -16 .1 AND 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 2 
4 ACRES. LLC 
104 SOUTH CENTRAL AVE. SUITE 20 
VALLEY STREAM. NY 11580-5451 

1A- LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 2 1 
TERRY SCOTT HUGHES C / 0 
NORTHEASTERN AUTO SALES 
981 LITTLE BRITAIN ROAD 
NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553 

5. FOR ALL WORK WITHIN NEW YORK STATE ROUTE 32 AND NEW YORK STATE ROUTE 94 
RIGHT-OF-WAYS, SEE PLANS BY CREIGHTON MANNING ENGINEERING. 

6. ALL SIGNS TO CONFORM WITH THE LATEST EDITION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM 
TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 

7. ALL FILL TO BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF ITS MAXIMUM DENSITY AS DETERMINED !N 
ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D1557. SEE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 

8. NO SITE WORK SHALL COMMENCE PRIOR TO OBTAINING THE HIGHWAY WORK PERMIT OR 
A SITE ACCESS PERMIT FROM NYSDOT 

9. ALL OFF-SITE WORK ON THE RELATED LONG JOHN SILVER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT AND 
MONRO MUFFLER SITE PLAN AMENDMENT, AS WELL AS OTHER OFF-SITE IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURES SHALL BE COMPLETE BEFORE A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY IS 
REOUESTED. 

10. ALL STRIPING SHALL BE TWO COATS REFLECTIVE PAINT 

LEGEND 
EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINUNK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

LIGHTPOLE 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

© 
- s -
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O DMH 
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12" W 
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UGE&T 

EXISTING WATER VALVE 

EXISTING GAS VALVE 

EXISTING HYDRANT 

EXISTING MAPLE TREE 

EXISTING ASH TREE 

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

DEMOLITION ITEM 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED NO PARKING FIRE LANE SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12" WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL & TELE 

TOWN Of NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

1. THE HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN, NKW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (NWPB) APPLICATION 00-15 , 
REQUIRES THE CONCURRENT APPROVAL OF Sl i t PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR TWO ABUTTING PROPERTIES, 
IDENTIFIED AS AMENDED SITE PLAN. MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC., NWPB APPLICATION 0 0 - 2 2 , AND 
AMENDED SITE PLAN, FORMER LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT. NWPB APPLICATION 0 0 - 2 1 . ALL SITE 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE THREE APPLICATIONS ARE SHOWN IN THIS DRAWING SET ENTITLED "SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC., HANNAFORD FOOD Sc DRUG, 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY. NEW YORK", CONSISTING OF 15 SHEETS, LAST REVISED 
APRIL 12, 2002. UPON COMPLETION OF ALL CONSTRUCTION, THE HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG SITE WILL 
RETAIN RIGHTS FOR STORMWATER DRAINAGE OVER THE FORMER LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT SITE, AND 
ACCESS AND UTILITY RIGHTS ENCUMBERING PORTIONS OF THE MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC. SITE. 

2. APPROVALS GRANTED FOR THE HANNAFORD SITE PLAN ARE SUBJECT TO MIIIGAIION REQUIREMENTS NOTED 
IN THE SLQRA FINDINGS STATEMENT ADOPTED BY IHt". TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD. AND 
(OMHLIANU WIIH ALL FMt MIIIGAIION MEASURES AND REQUIRt Ml N IV> At- B> DEEMED A CONDITION 

AN APPROVAL 
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PROPOSED 
RELOCATED 
ACCESS DRIVE 

PROPOSE, 
AISFD MOlJNTABLE 
VISION All ISLAND 

ROPQSED 
ANNlAFORD" SIGN 

(fiY OTHERS) 

PROPOSED 
"NO LERT TURN" SIGN 

BULK REQUIREMENTS 

Town of HI w mn\ 
SERViCI I 

MINIMUM R| 

• P F A 

IOT WIDTH 

FRONT YA' 

SIDF YAPn 

TOTAl ROTH r W 

P f A P * A P h OF.PTH 

i OUTMA 

MAXIMUM ANOWARl f 

40,01 I 

? 0 0 ' • 

SO Ft! 

30 f i 

NA 

• | . -

71 f ! | 

Fttt 

1fil F1 

$9,844 

71 n ; 

*• 

89 n 

115 FEET 

161 F1 I 

BUILDING HI 4 " / F T TO NEAREST LOT I (Nf 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 0 , 5 

• BY SPECIAL PFPM ! P| ANNINf, ROAPD 

2 0 FEFT ** 

0 1 1 0 1 1 

• • DENOTES VARIANCES OBTAINED FROM M f w WIN[. 
O f APPEALS ON MARCH 2 2 , 1993 

* • * DENOTES VARIANCES OBTAINED FROM THF TOWN OF NFW WINDSOR ZONING B 
OF APPEALS ON MAY 2Z, 2 0 0 2 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS REQUIRED 1 0 / 1 3 / 9 3 APPROVAL 

SERVICE REPAIR GARAGE 
4 PER EACH SERVICE B A r , 
PLUS 1 PER 3 0 0 SF OF FLOOR 
AREA OUTSIDE OF SERVICE AREAS 

- 6 SERVICE BAYS 

- OUTSIDE OF SERVICE AREAS 

( 2 , 2 6 0 S F / 3 0 0 SF PER SPACE) 

24 SPACES 

8 SPACES 

24 SPACES 

9 SPACES 

24 SPACES 

10 SPACES 

TOTAL SITE P A R H f j . • 3 2 SPACES 33 SPACES 3 4 SPACES 

GENERAL NOTES 

1. THIS PLAN IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY BY TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, PC COMPLETED ON 3 / 0 8 / 0 0 AND THE 

APPROVED SITE PLAN PREPARED BY SHAW ENGINEERING D A T E D 5 / 3 1 / 9 3 LAST REVISED 8 / 1 0 / 9 3 . 

2 APPLICANT MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON. INC. 
PO BOX 1 0 0 0 
PORTLAND, ME 0 4 1 0 4 

3. OWNER; TAX LOTS 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 1 
APACHE ASSOCIATES 
9 5 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 0 6 7 5 4 

TAX LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 2 1 
TERRY SCOTT HUGHES C / O 
NORTHEASTERN AUTO SALES 
981 LITTLE BRITAIN ROAD 
NEW WINDSOR, NY 1 2 5 5 3 

4 LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 1 SHALL BE ENCUMBERED BY AN EASEMENT WHICH BENEFITS LOTS 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 1 , 7 0 - 1 - 1 6 . 2 AND 7 0 - 1 - : FOR 
VEHICULAR ACCESS AND FOR UTILITY SERVICES, INCLUDING DRAINAGE. LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 2 1 SHALL BE ENCUMBERED BY AN 
EASEMENT WHICH BENEFITS LOT 7 0 - 1 - 2 . 1 FOR VEHICULAR ACCESS AND FOR DRAINAGE. EASEMENT DOCUMENTS SHALL BE 
RECORDED COINCIDENT WITH THE FILING OF THE AMENDED SITE PLANS BEARING THE APPROVAL STAMP SIGNIFYING THE 
APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT BY THE NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD. 

LEGEND 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINLINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

LIGHTPOLE 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

HYDRANT 

MAPLE TREE 

ASH TREE 

vfmtffttftmtititftftttm/wn 

© 
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3'R 

O DMH 

QSTMH 

• °s 

[T ! 

o-
1 2 " W -

8 " S -

- G — 

UGEflcT-

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12 " WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL. Sc 11 

SITE PLAN APPROVAL NOTES 

1. THE HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG SITE PLAN, NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (NWPB) APPLICATION 00-15, 
REQUIRES THE CONCURRENT APPROVAL OF SHI PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR TWO ABUTTING PROPERTIES, 
IDENTIFIED AS AMENDED SITE PLAN, MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC., NWPB APPLICATION 0 0 - 2 2 , AND 
AMENDED SITE PLAN, FORMER LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT, NWPB APPLICATION 0 0 - 2 1 . ALL SITE 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE THREE APPLICATIONS ARE SHOWN IN THIS DRAWING SET ENTITLED "SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC., HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG, 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK", CONSISTING OF 15 SHEETS. LAST REVISED 
APRIL 12. 2002. UPON COMPLETION OF ALL CONSTRUCTION, THE HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG SITE WILL 
RETAIN RIGHTS FOR STORMWATER DRAINAGE OVER THE FORMER LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT SITE, AND 
ACCESS AND UTILITY RIGHTS ENCUMBERING PORTIONS OF THE MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC. SITE. 

2. THE IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE AN OFF-SITE OBLIGATION OF THE HANNAFORD SITE PLAN, AND 
ALL WORK SHALL BE COMPLETE PRIOR TO THE REQI I R A CERTIFCATE OF OCCUPANCY AT l l i i 
HANNAFORD BUILDING. 
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U N A U l h I t k A U O N OK A U D l l i I 

•UV SUKvt • 
VIOLA HON 

AW 

. M t N ! WI IHOUI IMILI 
o l iHt SIGNATURI AMU AN OKKJINAl EUBQSSJ 

. 
I h ! h ^ COR 

VALID COP 

Re. L'gte 

0 1 / 1 7 / 0 1 

4 / 1 2 / 0 2 

7 / 2 3 / 0 2 

* / 1 6 / 0 2 ! 

Kevi&iyn 

OlNlkAi REVISIONS 

U N t k A L K t V l b l O N S 

K L V I S h • . i N L l k AND Cl 11 N I REVIEW 

O l . u t O I-OK PLANNING bOAKD W O N A l U K t 

Appiovct) D R A W I N G 

&***** 
Pui p o w 

( yrtimcnt 

b * 

. . . . t . . . . . . 

JWS by 

KcleobcO L>> Dulc 

TECTONIC 
TtCrOWG 1 ' i .nnvc in ig & Sui v e , .Hg C©n*gM,QnJ 

IC. N i HrJ-
• 

AMENDED SITE ELAN 

MONRO MUFFLER DRAKE INC. 
NYS ROUTE 94 

TOWN OE NEW WINDSOR 
OKANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

n/&/oo 

r=£o 
•dbM.Ol C-102A 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD SHEET b OE 15 



— • — I 

BULK REQUIREMENTS 
TOW II w Wl! 

A N ! 

N 
MENTS 

•i.'f A 

WDTH 

fPONl -Af-T) hi • 

TOTA 

REAP .Af-D h l i ' l H 

STRFn FRONT/ 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE 

40,0c 

NA 

Run DING HEIGHT 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 

(M 

go i 

78 F1 

90 F F F 1 

11 3 F F f i 

?oo 1 

1? Fl 

0.03 

1 

200 

80 11 

78 Fl 

90 1 

^^^ 

200 • 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS PF. QUIRED 8 / 1 1 / 7 6 APPROVAL PROPOSED 

RESTAURANTS, EATING AND 
DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS 1 SI 
FOP EACH 3 SEATING CAPACITY 

GENERAL NOTES 

40 SPACES 40 SPACES 40 SPACES 

1. THIS PLAN IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY BY TECTONIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS. PC COMPLETED ON 3 / 0 8 / 0 0 AND AN 
APPROVED SITE PLAN PREPARED BY HUDSON VALLEY ASSOCIATES DATED 8 / 1 2 / 7 6 LAST REVISED 9 / 7 / 7 6 

APPLICANT 

OWNER 

MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC 
PO BOX 1000 
PORTLAND, ME 04104 

TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 2 6 12 
FRED PLUS 3, LLC 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN. CT 06754 

TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 2 5 
HERBERT SLEPOY & FRED GAPL' 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 06754 

TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 2 8 
HERBERT SLEPOY & FRED GARDNER 
95 LAKE ROAD 
WARREN, CT 06754 

TAX LOT 6 9 - 4 - 1 9 . 2 
CENTRAL HUDSON GAS & ELECTRIC 
284 SOUTH AVENUE 
POUGHKEEPSIE, NY 12601 

PROPOSED STEEL 
GUIDERAIL 
SEE DETAIL 

u*a 

PROPOSED 
TRAFFIC SIGNALS 

LEGEND 
EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINLINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

LIGHTPOLE 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

HYDRANT 

EXISTING DRIVEWAY TO BE REVISEI 
TO BE A RIGHT IN AND RIGHT OUT-
OPERATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
NYSDOT HIGHWAY WORK PERMIT 

O 
-s-
- * -
- * -
3'R 

• 
O DMH 

QSTWH 

Dos 

O-
12" W 

8" S -

UGE&1 

EXISTING MAPLE TREE 

EXISTING ASH TREE 

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12" WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL & TELE 
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SHALL NOT I 

v . i / i IN ii 

Kt-, Ogle 

01/17/01 

4/12/02 

9/1G/02 

SITE PI ^N APPROVAL NOTES 

1- THE HANNAFORD FOOD 6c DRUG SITE PLAN, NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (NWPB) APPLICATION 0 0 - 1 5 . 

REQUIRES THE CONCURRENT APPROVAL OF SITE PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR TWO ABUTTING PROPERTIES, 

IDENTIFIED AS AMENDED SITE PLAN, MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC., NWPB APPLICATION 0 0 - 2 2 , AND 

AMENDED SITE PLAN, FORMER LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT. NWPB APPLICATION 0 0 - 2 1 . ALL SITE 

IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE THREE APPLICATIONS ARE SHOWN IN THIS DRAWING SET ENTITLED "SITE 

DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR MARTIN'S FOODS OF SOUTH BURLINGTON, INC.. HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR. ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK", CONSISTING OF 15 SHEETS, LAST REVISED 

APRIL 12, 2002 . UPON COMPLETION OF ALL CONSTRUCTION, THE HANNAFORD FOOD AND DRUG SITfc W«. 

RETAIN RIGHTS FOR STORMWATl'R DRAINAGE OV1 MLR LONG JOHN SILVER RESTAURANT SITE, AND 

ACCESS AND U1ILI1Y RICH IS ENCUMBERING PORTIONS Of I ML MONRO MUFFLER BRAKE, INC SITE. 

2. THE IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE AN O F f - S I l t OBLIGATION OF THE HANNAFORD SHE PLAN, AND 

ALL WORK SHALL BL COMPLETE PRIOR 10 THL REQUES1 I OK A CERTIFCAIt O^ OCCUPANCY AT Hit 

HANNAFORD BUILDING. 
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GENERAL NOTES 

THIS PLAN IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY B Y TECTONIC ENGINEERING 
CONSULTANTS. PC COMPLETED ON 3 / 0 8 / O O . 

LEGEND 
EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINLINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

EXISTING LIGHTPOLE 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

HYDRANT 

VZZBZZZBZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZl \::. 

- s -
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STORM DRAINAGE PIPE TABLE 

DIRECTION 

FROM 

TD-1 

CB-1 

C B - 2 

C B - 3 

C B - 4 

C B - 5 

CB-6 

C B - 7 

TD-2 

CB-19 

CB-18 

C B - 8 

CB-9 

ce-io 
CB-11 

TO 

CB i 

C B - 2 

C B - 3 

CB-4 

C B - 5 

C 6 - 6 

C B - 7 

STMH-1 

CB-19 

CB-18 

C B - 8 

C B - 7 

CB-10 

CB-11 

CB-12 

SIZE 

(IN) 

12 

18 

18 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

12 

18 

18 

18 

12 

12 

15 

! 

SLOPE 

1 0% 

1.0% 

10% 

1.0% 

1 0% 

1.0% 

1 0% 

1.0% 

1 0% 

1.0% 

10% 

1 0% 

10% 

1.0% 

1 0% 

1 0% 

LENGTH 

(FT) 

33 

153 

237 

46 

158 

59 

59 

4 

75 

196 

147 

59 

60 

60 

70 

• 

• 

STRUCTURE # 
TD-1 

CB-1 

CB-2 

C B - 3 

C B - 4 

C B - 5 

i b , 

C B - 7 

STMH-1 

TO-2 

CB-19 

CB-18 

C B - 8 

C B - 9 

CB-10 

CB-11 

CB-12 

CB-1 3 

--H-2 

DRAINAGE 

RIM 

ELEVATION 

294.50 

2 9 4 0 0 

300.50 

298.30 

297.50 

295.00 

295.00 

295.00 

294.8 

296.50 

298.50 

298.50 

295.00 

289.80 

289.50 

289.20 

290.00 

290.5 

291.30 

50 

• 

• 

STRUCTURE TABLt 

INVERT IN 

NA 

291.17 

289.14 

286.77 

285.81 

284.23 

283.63 

2 8 3 0 4 (CI 

288.71 (CB-8J 

284.3 

NA 

293.25 
290.77 

289.30 

NA 

286.70 

286.10 

285 40 (CB-11) 

2 8 8 2 0 (CB-13) 

NA 

285.59 

283.00 

1.50 

. 

' 7 1 

1 87 

I 

INVERT OUT 

291.50 

290.67 

289.14 

286.27 

285.81 

284.23 

283.63 

283.00 

284.2 

294.00 

292.75 

290.77 

289.30 

287.30 

286.70 

266.10 

285.40 

289.0 

288.80 

283.00 

280.78 
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UGE&T-

EXISTING MAPLE TREE 

EXISTING ASH TREE 

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

DEMOLITION ITEM 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED NO PARKING FIRE LANE SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12 " WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL. & TELL 
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GENERAL NOTES 

1. THIS PLAN IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY BY TECTONIC ENGINE! 
CONSULTANTS, PC COMPLETED ON 3 / 0 8 / 0 0 . 

LEGEND 
EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINLINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

LIGHTPOLE 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

EXISTING HYDRANT 

PROPOSED WET TAP TO 
EXISTING 8" ACP WATER MAIN 

PROVIDE CONNECTION TO 
8" WATER MAIN ON THE 
SOUTH SIDE OF RT. 94 
(COORDINATE SHUT DOWN 
WITH TOWN OF NEWBURGH) 
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0STMH 
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UGE&T 

EXISTING MAPLE TREE 

EXISTING ASH TREE 

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

DEMOLITION ITEM 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED NO PARKING FIRE LANE SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12" WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SEP. 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL & TELE 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 
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• N 

ZONE DESIGN SHOPPING (C) 

ZONE R-4 ^SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL? 

GENERAL NOTES 

I. TM 
Ml ' 5/08/00 

PLANT MATERIAL SCHEDULE 

SttfflKH 

© 
« 

i 
* 

• 

# 

* 

• 

s$S$ 

o 
o 
«» 

• 

* 

V* 

# 

© 

€^ 
o 

M 

1 1 

0 

s 

p 

D 

F 

W 

N 

* 

PN 

BQ 

BA 

RB 

H 

Y 

su 

CB 

J 

DL 

a 

hi 

1 •• M HAM! 

OuercuS polufltns 

(OpOIICO v 

PyruS calleryonn Bradford 

Cwr tu i Rondo 

Pnudottuga menifwll 

Pinus ttrobus 

Ptcea al 

Viburnum opuluS v 

Perennials 

Euonymus alota compacta 

Myrico pennsytvanica 

Cercis Canada 

He* meserveae v 

TOXUB medio hal f ie ld i i 

Rhus aromat ica 

Fagus sylvatica otropuniceo 

Jumperus hon jon to l i s v. 

Hemerocall is sp 

Thuja Occidenta ls 

Glegitsia t. 'Halka' 

COMMON NAM! 

Pin OaW 

Spireo 

Penr 

Dogwood 

Daug'op Fir 

Wiit*» Pine 

Norway Spruce 

Viburnum 

Seasonal Perennial* 

Dwarf Burning Bush 

Bayberry 

Red Bud 

Holly 

Yew 

Sumac 

Copper Beach 

Juniper 

Day Lily 

Arborvitoe 

Halka Honey Locust 

' 

B 

42 

3 

10 

8 

26 

77 

41 

NA 

19 

6 

10 

98 

19 

NA 

1 

295 

NA 

22 

13 

z\ 

2 1 /2 " - 3" 

IP." - 24" 

2 " - 2 1 / 2 " 

2 " - 2 1 / 2 " 

5' - 6 ' 

5 ' - 6' 

6 - 8' 

18" - 24" 

24" - 3 0 " 

24" - 3 0 " 

6' - 8' 

2' - 4 ' 

2 4 " - 30" 

18" - 24" 

3' - 4" 

18" - 2 4 " 

2' - 4' 

2 - 1 / 2 " - 3" 

v 

B + B 

B + B 

B+B 

B+B 

B + B 

B + B 

B+B 

CONT/BULB 

B+B 

B+B 

B + B 

B + B 

B+B 

CONT. 

B+B 

CONT. 

BULB 

B + B 

B+B 

LEGEND 
EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

EXISTING 

CONTOUR LINE 

INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

CURB 

YELLOW LINE 

WHITE LINE 

WHITE LINE 

OVERHEAD WIRES 

CHAINLINK FENCE 

PROPERTY LINE 

AJOINING PROPERTY LINE 

LIGHTPOLE 

UTILITY POLE 

GUY POLE 

BOLLARD 

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE 

MONITORING WELL 

MANHOLE 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

WATER VALVE 

GAS VALVE 

HYDRANT 

© 
-t-

-#-
3"R 

O DMH 

Q S T M H 

• os 

I 

12" W-

8" S -

— G — 

UGE&T-

EXISTING MAPLE TREE 

EXISTING ASH TREE 

EXISTING LOCUST TREE 

EXISTING IRON PIN FOUND 

EXISTING SPIKE FOUND 

EXISTING NYS MON FOUND 

EXISTING DOUBLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING SINGLE POLE SIGN 

EXISTING WETLANDS FLAG NUMBER 

DEMOLITION ITEM 

PROPOSED CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR LINE 

PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED CURB 

PROPOSED PAVEMENT MARKINGS 

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT 

PROPOSED WOODED FENCE 

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 

PROPOSED PARKING SPACE QUANTITY 

PROPOSED STOP SIGN 

PROPOSED HANDICAP SIGN 

PROPOSED EMPLOYEE PARKING ONLY SIGN 

PROPOSED NO PARKING FIRE LANE SIGN 

PROPOSED CURB RADIUS DIMENSION 

PROPOSED CATCH BASIN 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MANHOLE 

PROPOSED STORM TREATMENT MANHOLE 

PROPOSED OUTLET STRUCTURE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE SWALE 

PROPOSED HAYBALE PROTECTION 

PROPOSED SILT FENCE 

PROPOSED 12" WATER MAIN 

PROPOSED HYDRANT 

PROPOSED SEWER SERVICE 

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE 

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND EL 6c TELE 
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GARDCO FOftV )0$Q\ \K\ 
400 WAH HTGH PHI ssi R\ SODA V 
m i i s 
MVMOXA'TTVCi !t i rOHl 

-

1 MV 

I 00 fi ^ 1 M U W 

* \ / 

^ 
/ 

40 

240' J* 

200' 

160' 

120' 

80 

40 

1 > 

if 

40' 

80 

40 

f ^ ^ f ^ / y > ^ ^ V > 
40 80' 120' 160' !00' 

GARDCOFORM 10SQUARE 
400 WATT HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM 
TYPE AX OPTICS 
30' MOUNTING HEIGHT 

4t ^ — ^ 

^ ^ ? f 

? ? ? / 
0.25 ft 

^ 

Vs 
0.50 fc 

^ ^ ^ Vs 

* ^ 

/ 

^ / 

V? ^ ^ ^ ^ 
40' Mi 120' 160' 200* 

GARDCO FORM 10 SQUARE 
W/ HOUSE SIDE SHIELD AND 
AN EXTERNAL SHIELD 
250 WATT HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM 
TYPE KM OPTICS 
20' MOUNTING HEIGHT 

& £. 

& S f f ? .£25fc*W ^ 

• l .00 ft* 

^ * # } ) » 

^ ^ * ^ ^ ^ * 

* * * * * * * 

* * * * * * 

* V* * * / * / / * 
40' 80' 120' 160' 200' 

GARDCO FORM 10 SQUARE WALL SCONCE 
150 WATT HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM 
TVPE4X OP I U s 
18' MOUNTING HEIGHT 

* * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * > 

* * * 4 '£ | * / * Jr 
u.5o a-

* * * * . # . * * * * 

* * * * * * * j * * 
« ^" EiJfi) <>l BUILDING 

* * * * * * * * * * 
4W 

240' 

1> 

280' 
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RESIDENCE 
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• 
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lAlill 

A 
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1 

D 
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? 

? 
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? 

fi 

6 

2 

2 

B/MW) 

GAP 

OAK. 

OAT' 

QAJtDCO 

GAP 

/)/ 5CMPTIO\ 

10'MOl NTTN0HEIOH1 
s s s <i MRP-DR 

10 WOI VTTNOH1 I' H I 
I BRP DB 

"1 il 
20 WOI NTTNOHI rGHl 
s s s 20-4 7 in MRP DR 

) ( ) R V 

HTMOUNTINOHEmMI 

FORM 
20'MOl STING HEIGH1 
SSS-20-4-7.D1-BRP-DR 

f D M ft i • • . >/s /A7w rroN 

! ;krr 

SIN' 

s:v 

w 

1 4X 

TYIM 

TYP1 I V w HSS 

A Exwmii a 

1 4X 

TYiM 

/ 4MPWATTAGf 

40f)WAlI 
Hiph Prtwmt Sodium 

WO WATT 
Hiph Pressure Sodium 

250 fl 
High Prc-ssurr Sndium 

IK) WA1 i 
High Pressure Sodium 

400 WATT 
High Pressure Sodium 

tf 

fcrf 

rf 

rf 

'.-• 

4 • 

4 

/ 

j * 

o 
. 

JS> J$ 

$ 

Jp 

I 

* J 
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STATISTICAL \Rt I s'AW.IKV 
Grid Type: Hon?ontal llhiminnncc 
Grid Units: lootcandlcs 

Main Parking Lot 
Side Parking Lot 

Ave Max Min Avc/Mm Max/Min 

3.80 KM 0 77 &(,$ \\M 
3.49 4.11 2.35 1.48 1.74 

PROPOSED 
HANNAFORD SUPERMARKET 

55,200 S.F. 
F.F.E.299 

^ wuiwiaiiiHinnn^l 
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.#-
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& * ^ 
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v a 

\wmmr Jfi 
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Disclaimer. 
This analysis was calculated in accordance with published IPS calculation methods and procedures with 
the data as entered by the user This analysis is based on tested IPS photometric data, light loss far' 
defined in the LLF value. This analysis is a mathematical model ofrcal life situations, and it can be only as 
accurate as the model itself. Calculated values may vary from actual measurements in certain situations. 
SF. Group is not responsible for light output deviations due to lampliallast combinations or other variables 
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GRAPHIC SCALE 

20 40 80 

GARDCOFORM 10 
^ TY|t 4X qfnes £ 

Scale: 1"=40' 

i ^ i 
Type 4X optics produce an asymmetrical distribution partem 
that directs the majority of the light forward and equally 
on both sides of the luminaire. 

GARDCO FORM 10 
TYPE FM OPTICS W/ 
HOUSE SIDE SHIELD 

FIXTURe: 19" GARDCO FORM 10 EH SERIES 
REFLECTOR: TYPE III 
CONFIGURATION 2<3>180* AND SINGLE 

m 

EXTERNAL SHIELD 

FIXTURE 19" GARDCO FORM 10 EH SERIES 
REFLECTOR: TYPE FM W7 HSS & EXTERNAL SHIELD 
CONFIGURATION SINGLE 

TYPE FM OPTICS W/ HSS 

-

«#• 

INTERNAL HOUSE SIDE SHIELD (HSS) 
Type FM optics distribute the majority of light in 
front of the luminaire with sharp cut-off of the pattern 
behind the luminaire. 

IES Cutoff Luminaire 
EXTERNAL SHIELD 

SQUARE POLE 

Note : Full Cutoff Classification Requires No 
Light Above 90 Degrees. 

CP<2%%of 
* 9 0 Rated Lamp Lumens 

80 
CP< 10% of 
Rated Lamp Lumens 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

J G H T P O L E E L E V A T I O N 
S C A L £ l /4"«1 ,-0" 

LIGHT POLE ELEVATION 
SCALE:1/4 l l = T -0" 

ISOMETRIC VIEW, EXTERNAL SHIELD 
N.T.S. 
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PLAN ' D IN ft" [\n> A N D 

MAXIMUM 0W"\ DENSITY 

I 

M 

SECTION A A 

I INA| 

All fvr.AVATlON 
ANH 

M 
M 

AN I 

ro 

I HI 

i 
, , , ., 

i " D1 I • MATERIAL 
AND ' ' • • ER S" DIAM • 

MOTE ?) 

*i. liny vu, ,—.u.,..„.:, i. „ i„ • • - ^ 

• - USE 2 STON " RTTC EGUIVA IFNT 

LESS THAf, 

NOT LESS THAN SIX IN! 

WIDTH - ' MINIMUM, BUT NOT LESS THAN THE FULI WIDTH AT POlN 
WHERE INGRESS OR EGRESS OCCURS 24 FOOT IF SINGLE ENTRANCE TO SITE 

BOTTOM FRENCH 

NOTES: 

CLOTH WILL BE PLACED OVEP THE ENTIRE AREA PRIOR TO PLACING OF 

6 SURFACE WATER - ALL SURFACE WATER FLOWING OP DIVERTED TOWARD 
COM I ENTRANCES SHALL BE PIPED NTRANCE IF PIPING 

M A MOUNTABLE PERM WITH 5:1 SLOPES WILL BE PERMP 

7 MA ' - THE ENTRANCE SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A CONDITION WHICH 
SHALL PREVENT TRACKING OR FLOWING OF SEDIMENT ONTO PUBLIC RtGHTS-OF-

REOUIRED PERIODIC TOP DRESSING WITH ADDITIONAL STONE 
" " AND REPAIR AND/OR ClEAl I ANl MEASURES 

USED TO TRAP SEDIMENT. ALL SEDIMENT SPILLED, DROPPED, WASHED. OR 
TRACKED ONTO PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY MUST BE REMOVED IMMEDIATELY 

8 WASHING - WHEELS SHALL BE CLEANED TO REMOVE SEDIMENT PRIOR TO 
• TO PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY WHEN W REQUIRED, IT 

SHALL BE DONE ON AN AREA STABILIZED WITH STONE AND WHICH DRAINS INTO 
AN APPROVED SEDIMENT TRAPPING DEVICE. 

9 PE> ' riONS AND NEEDED MAINTENANCE SHALL BE PROVIDED AFTER 

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE 
SCALE. N.T.S. 

1 ALL FILL BELOW BUILDING AND PAVEMENT TO BE COMPACTED TO 95% 
MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY ASTM D1557 

2 BACKFILL UNDER ALL PAVED AREAS SHALL BE RUN-OF-BANK GRAVEL 
FOR THE FULL DEPTH 

3. ALL DRAINAGE PIPE SHALL BE HDPE WITH A SMOOTH INVERT. 

DRAINAGE PIPE TRENCH 
SCALE N.T.S. 

TOP Of GRAOF 

(VV- on 

OUTLI I 

m a i n 

1 O " 0 ORIFH i 

OUTlET STRUCTURE | l (OS--1) 

NO. 
1 

2 
3 
4 

5 

SIZE 

72" 

INVERT 

' 
on 

NO. 

2 
3 

SIZE 

10" 

NA 

SO' 

INVERT 

1 
276.0 
277.5 
NA 
276.0 

DESCRIPTION 

NA 
HEADER INLET 

INLET 

— 10 

PLAN Vll W 01 INSERT 

4" TO 6" 
OVERLAP 

FINISH GRADE TO 
M MANI 

' 

4 * - 0 ' 

FENCE POST ® 8 ' - 0 " OC 

SILT FENCE FABRIC 
( 3 ' - 0 " WIDE) MIRAFI 

00V OR APPROVED EQUAL 

SECTION THRU CHAMBER 

NOTE : 

1 THE USE OF FLEXIBLE CONNECTIONS IS RECOMMENDED 

AT THE INLET AND OUTLET WHERE APPLICABLE. 

2. THE COVER SHOULD BE POSITIONED OVER THE 24"« 

OUTLET RISER PIPE AND THE 6 " * OIL PORT. 

•3. THE STORMCEPTOR SYSTEM IS PROTECTED BY ONE OR 
MORE OF THE FOLLOWING U.S. PATENTS: #4985148, 

#5498331. #5725760, #5753115, #5849181. 

4. STMH 1 SHALL BE STORMCEPTOR MODEL STC 4800. 

ENLARGED INLET 
TEE DROP PIPE 

^STORMWATER TREATMENT STRUCTURE STC 4800 
C - 2 1 1 

SCALE: N.T.S. 

FINISH GRADE 

FILTER FABRIC 
(SEE SPECS) 

PLAN 

T/CURB 

HEAVi DUTY MANHOLE FRAM 
A- COVER CAMPBELL #1009 
OP APPROVED EOUAl WITH 
"STORM" DRAIN INSCRIPTION 

I R| INFOI Mi PETE 
MANHOLE CONE TOP BY f 
MILLER OR APPROVED EOUAl 

CEMENT BP I 
AS REOUIRED TO 
ADJUST GRADE -

CEMENT MORTAP 
WATER STOP -

B/CURB INLET 

NOTES: 

1. SILT FENCE TO BE MAINTAINED IN 
PLACE DURING CONSTRUCTION AND 
SOIL STABILIZATION PERIOD. 

SILT FENCE 
SCALE. NONE 

— STRAW BALE STAKED WITH 
TWO STAKES PER BALE (TYP) 

CAST IRON FRAME & GRATE 
NEENAH NO. R3405-A OR 
APPROVED EOUAL 

RIM ELEV LOCATION 

PRECAST INVERT 
OPENING SET BY 
MANUFACTURER 
(SEE PLANS FOR 
INVERT ELEVATIONS) 

PRECAST CONC 
CATCH BASIN 
OR APPROVED 
EOUAL --

STABLE 
UNDISTURBED 
SOIL - CRUSHED STONE 

COMPACTED FILL FIRM 
UNYIELDING 
SUBGRADE-

1ELECT GRANULAR BACKFILL 

• 

SECTION A - A SECTION B - B 

SECTION A - A 
^—e" CRUSHED STONE SECTION B - B 

NOTES. 
1. OUTLET STRUCTURE SHALL BE 4,000 PSI PRE-CAST CONCRETE CAPABLE OF WITHSTANDING H-20 LOADINGS. 

2. PRECAST ALUMINUM STEPS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR ALL BASINS GREATER THAN FOUR FEET IN DEPTH 

DETENTION SYSTEM OUTLET STRUCTURE 
SCALE: N.T.S. 

72" CMP OR 30" ACMP 
HEADER PIPE TEE FITTINGS 

6 BEDDING STONE 
72" ACMP (DETENTION SYSTEM 1) 
30" ACMP (DETENTION SYSTEM 2) 

( 7 U ^ 
NOTES: 
1- BACKFILL AROUND CATCH BASIN TO BE COMPACTED IN MAX 9" LIFTS 

2 PRECAST ALUMINUM STEPS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR ALL BASINS GREATER 
THAN FOUR FEET IN DEPTH. 

3. FOR CATCH BASINS LOCATED IN LANDSCAPE AREAS USE FLAT INLET 
CAMPBELL FOUNDRY No. 3433 OR EOUAL. 

;7\ HEADER & TEE ACCESS RISER DETAIL 

EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION 
CONTROL NOTES 
1. SITE DISTURBANCE SHALL BE LIMITED TO THE MINIMUM NECESSARY GRADING 

AND VEGETATION REMOVAL REOUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION. 

2. TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES. INCLUDING SILT FENCES AND/OR 
STRAW BALE DIKES. DRAINAGE STRUCTURES, AND RIP-RAP PROTECTION SHALL 
BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO GROUND DISTURBANCE FOR GRADING AND 
CONSTRUCTION. 

3. ALL DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE SEEDED AND MULCHED AS SOON AS 
PRACTICAL FOLLOWING DISTURBANCE TO STABILIZE BARE SOIL AND PROMOTE 
THE PROMPT RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF VEGETATION: 

A. AN ADEQUATE SEEDBED SHALL BE PREPARED BY SCARIFYING COMPACTED 
SOIL AND REMOVING SURFACE DEBRIS AND OBSTACLES. 

C - 2 1 1 
SCALE: NTS LIME SHALL BE APPLIED SUFFICIENTLY 

OF 6.0 TO 7.0. 
TO ATTAIN A SOIL ACIDITY Ph 

7\ CATCH BASIN 
FINISH GRADE 

SCALE: N.T.S. 

CATCH BASIN 
AND GRATE 

FINISH GRADE 

EXISTING GROUND 

BACKFILL WITH SELECT 
GRANULAR MATERIAL 
TO 12" OVER PIPE-

CATCH BASIN PROTECTION 
SCALE NONE 

SEPARATION FABRIC 

STRAW BALES 

WOOD STAKES OR REBAR, DRIVEN 1.5 TO 2' 
MIN INTO THE GROUND AND FLUSH WITH 
THE TOPS OF THE BALES 

ELEV. 
282.5 (72") 
286.0 (30") 

— ™ ~~ r-r-r-r- r?—~ : ™ ~ ' _Vy- • !D^_ GO o 
0 5 % 

CRUSHED STONE 

PAVEMENT AND 
BASE COURSE 

VARIES 

c1 
^ SELECT GRANULAR 

BACKFILL -N 

<r 
36" (72" CMP) 

\ _ 

- 4 MIN 

^ — I N S T A L L 4" PERF. 
T O - j xn* n.A A P U D UNDERDRAIN OUTLET TO DAYLIGHT 
72 & 30 DIA. ACMP , n N , Y evc-rcM i \ 
SOLID WALL PIPE <§> ( 0 N L Y S Y S T E M 1 ) 

9 ' - 0 " O.C 

ANGLE FIRST STAKE TOWARD PREVIOUSLY 
PLACED BALE TO FORCE BALES TIGHTLY 
TOGETHER 

SECTION THRU DETENTION AREA PIPING • ? r — - ^ -

C-211 
" ' - " . " " - — ' ' !-.«••• - . - • • . ••"• •• • - j — • * — « — " - T • • * -

SCALE: NTS 

NOTES-

1. BIND ALL BALES SECURELY WITH WIRE OR STRING AND INSTALL SO THE 
BINDINGS ARE ORIENTED HORIZONTALLY AROUND THE BALES 

2. EXTEND BARRIER SO THAT THE BOTTOM OF THE END BALES ARE HIGHER IN 
ELEVATION THAN THE TOP OF THE LOWEST MIDDLE BALE OR EXTEND TO THE 
TOP OF THE BANK. WHICHEVER IS LESS. 

3. INSPECT BALE DIKES FREQUENTLY AND REMOVE SEDIMENT ACCUMULATIONS 
WHEN THE SEDIMENT REACHES A DEPTH OF 1/2 THE BALE DIKE HEIGHT. 

?\HAY BALE CHECK DAM 

r 
UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE 

INSTALL 4"' PERF. UNDERDRAIN 

6" BEDDING STONE 72 CMP (DETENTION SYSTEM 1) 
30" HDPE (DETENTION SYSTEM 2) 

STORMCEPTOR FRAME 
AND COVER 

GRADE ADJUSTERS TO 
SUIT FINISHED GRADE 

_ 23? 

N Nl 

CHANNEL C R Q $ $ - 5 E C T I Q N 

CONSTRUCTION SPECIF ICATION: 
• 

• 

TOP OF GRADE 

&"0 OIL 
PORT 

OUTLET ATYPICAL SUBSURPACE STORAGE CROSS SECTION 

C FERTILIZER ( 5 - 1 0 - 1 0 MIXTURE OR EQUIVALENT) SHALL BE APPLIED PER SOIL 
TEST RESULTS OR AT A RATE OF 600 LBS. PER ACRE. 

D. DISTURBED AREAS WHICH WILL REMAIN TEMPORARILY FALLOW FOR PERIODS 
GREATER THAN 30 DAYS SHALL BE SEEDED AT THE FOLLOWING RATE TO 
PRODUCE TEMPORARY GROUND COVER: 30 LBS. RYEGRASS (ANNUAL OR 
PERENNIAL) PER ACRE. 
DURING THE WINTER, USE 100 LBS. CERTIFIED "AROOSTOOK" WINTER RYE 
(CEREAL RYE) PER ACRE. 

E. PERMANENT SEEDING SHALL BE APPLIED ON 4 " MIN TOPSOIL AT THE 
FOLLOWING RATE: 

8 LBS EMPIRE BIRDSFOOT TREFOIL OR COMMON WHITE CLOVER PER 
ACRE PLUS 
20 LBS TALL FESCUE PER ACRE PLUS 
2 LBS REDTOP OR 5 LBS RYEGRASS (PERENNIAL) PER ACRE 

F ALL SEEDING SHALL BE PERFORMED USING THE BROADCAST METHOD OR 
HYDROSEEDING, UNLESS OTHERWISE APPROVED 

G. ALL DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE STABILIZED SUBSEQUENT TO SEEDING BY 
APPLYING 2 TONS OF STRAW MULCH PER ACRE. STRAW MULCH SHALL BE 
ANCHORED Bi APPLYING 750 LBS OF WOOD FIBER MULCH PER ACRE WITH 
A HYDROSEEDER, OR TUCKING THE MULCH WITH SMOOTH DISCS OR OTHER 
MULCH ANCHORING TOOLS TO A DEPTH OF 3". MULCH ANCHORING TOOLS 
SHALL BE PULLED ACROSS SLOPES ALONG TOPOGRAPHIC CONTOURS. 

4. ALL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES AND DRAINAGE 
STRUCTURES SHALL BE INSPECTED FOLLOWING EVERY RAIN EVENT, AND 
MAINTENANCE AND REPAIRS SHALL BE PERFORMED PROMPTLY TO MAINTAIN 
PROPER FUNCTION. TRAPPED SEDIMENT SHALL BE REMOVED AND DEPOSITED 
IN A PROTECTED AREA IN A PROPER MANNER WHICH WILL NOT RESULT IN 
EROSION. 

5. TEMPORARY CONTROL MEASURES SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE UNTIL DISTURBED 
AREAS ARE PERMANENTLY STABILIZED AND GROUND COVER IS COMPLETELY 
REESTABLISHED. FOLLOWING STABILIZATION, TEMPORARY MEASURES SHALL 
BE REMOVED TO AVOID INTERFERENCE WITH DRAINAGE 

6 ALL STORM INLETS TO BE PROTECTED FROM SEDIMENTATION DURING 
CONSTRUCTION. 

7. SYNTHETIC OR ORGANIC SOIL STABILIZERS MAY BE USED UNDER SUITABLE 
CONDITIONS AND IN SUFFICIENT QUANTITIES. 

8. MULCH NETTING SUCH AS PAPER, JUTE, EXCELSIOR, COTTON OR PLASTIC MAi 
BE USED. STAPLE IN PLACE OVER HAY OR STRAW MULCH USE A DEGRADABLE 
NETTING IN AREAS TO BE MOWED. 

9. STABILIZATION OF STEEP SLOPES SHALL BE ACHIEVED BY APPLYING LIME AND 
FERTILIZER AS SPECIFIED ABOVE AND SEEDING WITH THE FOLLOWING MIXTURE: 

C-211 SCALE: NTS 

SELECT BACKFILL 

MATERIAL 
PERENNIAL RYE GRASS 
CROWN VETCH 
SPREADING FESCUE 

lbs./ACRE 
30 
12 
25 

10. OPTIMUM SEEDING PERIODS ARE 3 / 1 5 - 6 / 1 AND 8 / 1 - 1 0 / 1 5 . 

6 " » ORIFICE 

-

GRASSED SWALE DETAIL 

i U 

i 

PLAN VIEW OF INSERT 

4 " 

72" ACMP HEADER PIPE (DETENTION SYSTEM 1) 
30" ACMP HEADER PIPE (DETENTION SYSTEM 2) TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BI 

72" ACMP LATERAI (DETENTION SYSTEM 1) 
30" ACMP LATERAL (DETENTION SYSTEI 

I. A 

TYPICAL HEADER PIPE DETAIL 

STORMWATER TREATMENT STRUCTURE STC 1800 
SCAi I NT 

UNAUTM'" 

AW 

IWENT w i iHMU A FACSIWUJ 
AND AN QRIGiN> 

K*v Dgtt-

• 

9/16/02 

k e v i u i •!• 

• 

. .iNlfcK AN! REVIEW 

' 

' 

1 

• 

f , 

but. 

TECTONIC 
. 

TCC70MU. 
• 

DETAILS 

HANNAFORD FOOD & DRUG 
NYS ROUTE 32 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

AN M U M . 
^586.01 C - l l l 3 
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I I I . • • ! ! • III..1.11111 

I 

• 

BR 
V * 

AWA-- tPOW MANH.'nf 

M 

1 

• -.Mi WITH ROUND r\J 
. : ((MINOR'! NO ]?0 

f.Al \' ' I 

080' ALUMINUM 
DOUBLE I A' ED 

• 

CADMIUM PLATED B01 ' ! " > 

MNT 

SEALAM1 (1 • 

W A I I I (UlRtD 

l 

s. 

1 
-

Q 

FMPLOYEE 
PARKING 

ONLY 

r / 

" i • TAH i I 

/ ' 
/ 

7 

IP.' 

M i n r o * P7-A MI ITCP H R* 3 Bl A' I 
WHlTf f<M HpnilND 

u 
18" SONOTUBr FILLED WITH CONCRETE-

STABLE 
'iiRBED 

SUBGRADE 

1 CONCRETE TO HAVE A MINIMUM COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 4000 PSI AT 28 DAYS. 

2. REINFORCEMENT TO BE IN CONFORMANCE WITH ASTM A615 GRADE 60 AND 
ASTM A185 GRADE 65. 

3 CONTRACTOR TO ORDER MANHOLE SECTIONS FROM MANUFACTURER TO MATCH 
REQUIRED ELEVATIONS AND INVERTS PER PLAN 

COMPACTED GRANULAR BACKFILL-

(TYP) 

WN CONCRETE, SMOOTH FINISH 
PRIME AND TAINT \ ATETY 

''W EP0)O f NAME I 

-T EXTRA STRONG STEEL PIPE 
FILLED WITH CONCRETE 
PRIM! AND PAINT 2 COATS 
SAFETY YELLOW EPQv. ENAMEl 

I 

NO STOPPING 
NO STANDING 
NO PARKING 

FIRE LANE 

1,<V 

FINISH 

f A\TMff i i 

\ XTEND CONCRETf NO! 
ABOVr • M M f'U'f 
SMOOTH WITH TROWf I 
A PAINT 

P." SCHEDUU 40 EXTRA 
STRONG CARBON STEEl 
FILLED WITH COW WETI 

1 IME, PAINT, AND APPLY 2 
CO* AFTTl YELLOW 
EPOXY ENAMFi 

CONCRETE FILLET 

RED LETTERS WHITE BACK ROUND 

MANHOLE CONSTRUCTION TO BE CAPABLE OF WITHSTANDING H-20 LOADINGS. 

PRECAST CONCRETE MANHOLE COMPONENTS BY FORT MILLER OR EQUAL. 

DRAINAGE MANHOLE 
SCALE. 1 ' -0 

PIPE DIA END OF PIPE 

FLAT STRAP OR 
THREADED ROD 

END SECTION 

REINFORCED 
EDGE 

MANUFACTURER 

PLAN 

TOE PLATE 

C-11 

SECTION A-A 

NOTE: 
RIP-RAP TO BE PROVIDED AT THE END OF THE 
FLARED END SECTION. 

^FLARED END SECTION 
SCALE: NONE 

^ 

Fl •/. 

C 
"-ROCK RIPRAP-N 

10 

J 
PLAN 

TOP OF RIPRAP 

FLARED END SECTION 

0% SLOPE 

6" MIN 

POLY-F ILK I OTH 
AS MANUFACTURI I 
CARTHACE MILLS OR APPROVED EQUAL 

I ILTER 
CLOTH AS MANUFAC! 

OR APPROVED EQUAL 

7 
r 

SECTION A-A 

SECTION B-B 

FES OUTLET PROTECTION 

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE 

PAVEMENT SECTION 

NOTES: 

1 ALL ASSEMBLY HARDWARE TO BE 
CAST ALUMINUM WITH ALUMINUM 
BOLTS. 

2. HANDICAP PARKING SIGN SHALL 
BE INSTALLED AT EACH SPACE 
AND SHALL BE MOUNTED ON A BOLLARD 
AS PER DETAIL 5 / C - 1 1 2 

3. ALL SIGNAGE SHALL MEET 
ADA AND MUTCD REQUIREMENTS. 

SIGN DETAIL 

iSTON t o r 

coNCPnr nun 
11 

GRANULAR BASE 

4' BUJf 

:TYP) 

PAINTI 

M-A 

MIN Mill MIN 
•t STRIPE 
(TYP) 

16 

STOP SIGN DETAIL 
HANDICAP PARKING SPACES 

C-11 
SCALE: NTS 

LC-112 
SCALE: NTS 

LC-112 
SCALE: NTS 

BOLLARD 
SCALE: NTS 

SEE LIGHTING PLAN 

5 / 8 " BOLTED 
CONNECTION (TYP) 

2 "x10"x10 ' -0 " PRESSURE 
TREATED RAIL 

10" DIA 
CREOSOL POST 

I 
l 

y L 

i 
i 
! 

lO'-O* 

/ 
.— SEE LIGHTING PLAN 

- GARDCO STRAIGHT SQUARE POLE 
SEE LIGHTING PLAN 

BASE COVER 

(4) 3 / 4 " DIA x 30" 
STEEL ANCHOR BOLTS 

FINISH 
GRADE 

;T\WOOD GUIDERAIL DETAIL 
SCALE: NTS 

CONDUIT AS 
REQUIRED 

^ 

UNDISTURBED 
SUBGRADE 

#6 COPPER GROUND WIRE 
CONNECT TO GROUNDING 
LUG IN POLE 

-3/4"x8'-0" COPPER 
GROUND ROD 

R=1 1/2" 
(TYP, 2 PLACES) 

LIGHT BASE DETAIL 
SCALE: NTS 

COMPACT 
EXISTING 
SUBGRADE 

A 

B 

6" 
CURB 

6" 

8" 

8" 
CURB 

8" 

10" 

6" DIA STL PIPE 
POST-FILL WITH CONC 
(SEE DETAIL X/XX) 

PARGE 

PAINT FINISH 

2 - # 4 CONTINUOUS 
PROVIDE CORNER BARS 

8" ROCK FACE BLOCK BOND 
BEAM COLOR TO MATCH BUILDING 

HORIZONTAL REINFORCING 
16" OC VERTICALLY 

#4- VERTICAL BARS IN GROUTED 
CELLS @ 32" OC 

BARS @ 32" OC 
WITH 6" HOOKS 

ASPHALT PAVING 

NOTE: 
CURB SHALL BE CAST IN PLACE. EXPANSION JOINTS OF 
3 / 1 6 " CELLULOSE OR SIMILAR MATERIAL SHALL BE 
PLACED AT 10 (TEN) FOOT INTERVALS. 

CONCRETE CURB DETAIL 
NOTES: 
ALL CONCRETE SHALL BE 4000 PSI AT 28 DAYS. 

C -11 
SCALE: 1" = T -O" 

13 DUMPSTER ENCLOSURE 
C-11 

SCALE: NTS 

12" ITEM No. 4 

T - r - f 

<? ' 

1" ASPHALT CONCRETE TYPE 6F TOP 
COURSE (NYS ITEM NO 403.1701) 

2" ASPHALT CONCRETE TYPE 3 BINDER 
COURSE (NYS ITEM 403.13) \ SUBBASE COURSE TYPE 2 

(NYS ITEM 304.03) 

12" STRUCTURAL FILL 

— w&/>WMwMv. 

UNDISTURBED EXISTING GROUND 

2" ASPHALT CONCRETE TYPE 6F TOP 
COURSE (NYS ITEM 403.1701) 

2" ASPHALT CONCRETE TYPE 3 BINDER ^ ^ SUBBASE COURSE TYPE 2 

(NYS ITEM 304.03) 

, / — 1 2 " STRUCTURAL FILL 

N >TES 

. 

1. ITEM No.4 TO BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF MAX 
DENSITY AS DETERMINED Br ASTM D1557. 

GRAVEL ROADWAY SECTION 

NOTES: 

1 ITEM NUMBERS REFER TO NYSDOT SPECIFICATIONS. 

2. ALL SOIL MUST BE COMPACTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
SPECIFICATIONS FOR HANNAFORD NEW WINDSOR. 

W-BEAM RAIL W/ 
SAFETY YELLOW PAINT 

5 / 8 " DIA POST 
BOLTS (TYP) 

W6 x 9 POST 
5 ' - 0 " OC UON 

6 - 0 " LONG 

PROPOSED PAVED DRIVEWAY 

I 

I 

10 LIGHT DUTY PAVEMENT SECTION 
. c - 1 1 : 

SCALE. NTS 

NQT£S: 

1 ITEM NUMBERS REFER TO NYSDOT SPECIFICATIONS 

2 ALL SOIL MUST BE COMPACTED IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH SPECIFICATIONS FOR HANNAFORD NEW WINDSOR 

I4 HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT SECTION 
£ - 1 1 2 

SCALi Nl 

NOTES. 

I 

A STEEL GUIDERAIL 

MULCH AS PEP SPECIFICATIONS 

2 SAUCER 

INHSHED GRADE 

TOPSOIL Ml> 

ROOT BALL 

COMPACTED SUBGRADE TO BE 
SCARIFIED TO A DEPTH OF 6" 
BEFORE TOPSOIL AND TREE BALL 
ARE INSTALLED 

SHRUB DETAIL 
SCALE: NTS 

120' TYP 

1 1 /2" CALIPER 

-ROOT BALL 

PLAN 

POST(S) 

2 PIECES - NEW 
REINFORCED RUBBER HOSE 

#10 GA GALV ANNEALED STEEL 
WIRE, 2 STRANDS TWISTED 

(3) 3" TO 3 1 /2 " DIA 
WHITE CEDAR POSTS 

BURLAP OR TREE WRAPPING 
PAPER 50% OVERLAP TIED 
WITH STOUT HEMP CORD 

MULCH AS PER SPECIFICATIONS 

4" SAUCER 

FINISHED GRADE 

TOPSOIL MIX 

REMOVE WRAP FROM TOP 1/3 
OF ROOT BALL 

ROOT BALL 

COMPACTED SUBGRADE TO BE 
SCARIFIED TO A DEPTH OF 6" 
BEFORE TOPSOIL AND TREE BALL 
ARE INSTALLED 

TYPICAL TREE PLANTING DETAIL 
SCALE. NTS 

- . 01 Nl W WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

UNAi ' ! I A 

AW. 

I If I I I ! 
iMi Nl tflTHQUl A I Ai 4M&LE 

I 

• 

Ogle K . - . i - . : - i n 

• 

ISSUl I 

AppruveO 

• 

(. O N : " ) ! - •' 

• 

Dtg*n 
• • 

TECTONIC )k MAK'\ 

TCCTOMiC 

I 

• 

DKTA1LS 

HANNAKOK1) FOOD & DKUG 
NYS ROUTE 32 

TOWN OF NE1 WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

4/l4/t)Z 

AS NOTED 
2586.01 112 

— • 1 

_ _ 



" 

UlRED 

VA|\< 
I 

IN AOI 
n NUMBER 2 

CRUSHED SI 

(ZF 
4 \ 1 5 " CONC 
SETTING BED 

A HYDRANT WITH THE PROPER RfSEI PTH OF BURY) 

SHALI Rr INSTALLED AS REOUIRED TO MEET THE ?" MIN TO 4" MAX 
CLEARANCE BETWEEN THE CENTER OF THE BREAK AWAY FLANGES 
AND FINISHED GRADE SUP' 

HYDRANT AND HYDRANT VALVE DETAIL 
SCALE 

• ' IAN) 

ILI WITH I K< KS I 

• i MATERIAI FRC! 

D! LCTTI MATERIAL AND 

STONE! 

El NOTI i 

CAREFUL) 1 i OMI 

HAND I V 4 " 

CRUSHED STONE 

D -t 2' 0" MAV 
riNAI CPAf'F 

A| i f v, WATtON 

AND n 

RFOUi' Ml ' 

UNDISTURBED SOIL 

4" SDR 35 PVf 
SEWI I 

BOTTOM OF TRENCH 

N O T I ' . 

1 ALL FILL BELOW BUILDING AND PAVEMENT TO BE COMPACTED TO 9 5 % 
MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY MODIFIED PROCTOR TEST. 

2 . 4 " SANITARY SEWER LATERAL TO BE SDR 3 5 PVC. 

3 BACKFILL UNDER ALL PAVED AREAS SHALL BE R U N - O F - B A N K GRAVEL 
FOR THE FULL DEPTH. 

SEWER PIPE TRENCH 
;CALE. NTS 

C -113J 

: 5) 

I i l WITH EXCAVAT1 D 
H MATT RlAI I Pf f 01 

DELI ITR10US MATFPlAi A N D 
STONF 

I I D IN 
ft" LIFTS AND COMP* 

• i 

i l l i COMPACTED ON 

SITE MATERIAL. FREE OF 

OVED 

BY ENGINE f l 

BOTTOM OF TRENCH 

f INAI 

i 

• M iON [r,\ 

AND Tl I 

UNDISTUPRI : 

8 " CLASS 5 * 

I I N r t i DUI T i l l IRON 
IRON PIPE OR 1 " 

» COPPER 
(PER PLAN) 

NOTES; 

1. ALL FILL BELOW BUILDING AND PAVEMENT TO BE COMPACTED TO 9 5 % 
MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY ASTM D 1 5 5 7 

2 BACKFILL UNDER ALL PAVED AREAS SHALL BE R U N - O F - B A N K GRAVEL 
FOR THE FULL DEPTH. 

WATER PIPE TRENCH 
C-113J 

SCALE: NTS 

•-•' SHALI 

T ITFM NO 

NYSDOT ITEM ! 1701 

12 

: • 

: 

2' MAX 

*—- — t 

' 

UTROLLED LOW 
ENT) 

1 0 0 PS! MIN COMPRESSIVE 

UNDISTURBED SOIL 

PROPOSED UTl l IT i 

AS SPECIFIED ON PLAN 

V 4 " CRUSHED STONE 

NOTES; 

1 ITEM NUMBERS REFER TO NYSDOT SPECIFICATIONS 

2 EXISTING PAVEMENT SHALL BE SAW-CUT FOR TRENCHING 

TRENCH DETAIL- WITHIN 
EXISTING PAVEMENT 

l]y SCALE: 1" - | ' - 0 ' 

MECHANICAL JOINT WITH 
RETAINER GLAND BY EBAA 
"MEGALUG" SERIES 1 1 0 0 OR 
APPROVED EQUAL WITH 
WEDGE BOLTS AND BREAK 
OFF NUTS (TYP) 

PROVIDE 2 0 ' PIPE LENGTH 
REOUIRED TO RESTRICT FITTING 
FROM MOVEMENT (TYP) 

CAST IRON MECHANICAL JOINTS 

(ALL FITTINGS) 

DUCTILE IRON PIPE (TYP) 

i-t\ rj-ln nt-m pQn 

3 / 4 " THREADED 

TIE ROD (TYP) 

CAST IRON MECHANICAL JOINTS 

(ALL FITTINGS) 

NOTES: 

1. THRUST BLOCKING IS NOT PERMITTED 

2 . PIPE RESTRAINING TO BE USED FOR VERTICAL DEFLECTIONS ALSO. 

3 . ALL JOINTS WITHIN 1 0 ' OF A TEE MUST BE RESTRAINED. 

4 . ALL JOINTS WITHIN 17 ' OF A 90" BEND MUST BE RESTRAINED. 

5. ALL JOINTS WITHIN 7 ' OF A 4 5 ' BEND MUST BE RESTRAINED. 

6 . ALL JOINTS WITHIN 3 6 ' OF A DEAD END MUST BE RESTRAINED. 

PIPE RESTRAINT DETAIL 
SCALE: NTS 

4 " SDR 3 5 PVC PIPE MIN SLOPE 2%- 45* LONG RADIUS ELBOW 

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER 

i 
PROVIDE SADDLE WYE 

SEWER SERVICE CONNECTION 
C-113J 

SCALE: NTS 

COVER BY MUELLER WITH 
"WATER" CAST IN TOP 

s - FINISHED GRADE 

COMPACTED 
SUBGRADE 

TWO PIECE CAST IRON 
5 1 /4" DIA VALVE BOX 
MODEL H-10316 BY 
MUELLER OR APPROVED 
EQUAL 

GATE VALVE MODEL A - 2 3 8 0 - 2 0 

MUELLER OR APPROVED EQUAL 

PRECAST CONC OR WOOD BLOCK 

3 / 4 " DIA. GALV. STL. RODS W/ 
MALLEABLE IRON NUTS AT 180' 
SPACING AS NECESSARY (TYP) 

PROVIDE #4 REBAR IN CONC 
FOR PIPE RESTRAINT 

4"x15" PRECAST CONC SETTING BED 

I 

PROPOSED DIP 
WATER SERVICE " 

PROVIDE 
TAPPING VALVE —x 

) 

> v 

© 
! 

It 
I 

r 
i -
\ 

\.f 
\r -

* 

1 ^ 
1 

r-SPLIT TAPPING 
/ SLEEVE, SIZE AS 

REOUIRED 

/ — THRUST BLOCK 

AS REQUIRED 
BY TOWN 

•—EXISTING 
WATER MAIN 

NOTES: 

1. WET TAP TO BE PERFORMED BY CONTRACTOR 
WITH ENGINEER ON SITE. 

2 . CONTRACTOR TO CONTACT TOWN OF XXXX 
WATER DEPARTMENT FOR INSTALLATION 
REQUIREMENTS. 

WET TAP 
C-113J 

SCALE: NTS 

CURB VALVE AND CURB 
BOX TO BE PROVIDED' 

GROUND SURFACE 
• • " • 

CURB BOX - MUELLER 
10316 OR APPROVED EQUAL 

CURB VALVE - MUELLER 
15209 OR APPROVED EQUAL 

TO BUILDING — 

BRICK 

PROPOSED 1 " TYPE "K" COPPER 
PIPE TO BE PROVIDED 

6 MIN 
COMPACTED FILL 

3 0 MA; 

SIGN " D " 

NO PARKING 
NO STANDING 
NO STOPPING 
FIRE LANE 

SEE DETAIL 6 / C - 1 1 2 

iUILDING FACE 

SIGN " D " 
NO PARKING 
NO STANDING 
NO STOPPING 
FIRE LANE 

SEE DETAIL 6 / C - 1 1 2 

4 REFLECTIVE YELLOW STRIPING 

15 FIRELANE STRIPING DETAIL 
C-113 , 

SCALE: NTS 

VALVE AND VALVE BOX DETAIL 
C - 1 1 3 J 

SCALE: NTS 

WATER SERVICE CONNECTION 
SCALE: NTS 

MATCH PAVEMENT 
GRADE A N D / O R 
ORIGINAL SURFACE 
OR AS REQUIRED 

ADJUST TO GRADE WITH 
COURSES OF BRICK OR 
CONC GRADING RINGS 
(MA* I • I 

STEEL REINFORCED COPOLYMER 
POLYPROPYLENE PLASTIC STEP 
(CONTINUOUS FROM TOP OF 
MANHOLE) 

BUTYL RUBBER JOINT 
SEALANT (TYP.) -

STANDARD CIRCULAR 
OPENING (SEAL ALL 

-V;TH CAST IN 
PLACE WATI • 

• 

CONNECT! LJAL 

. 

FINISH GRADE TO DRAIN 
AWA, FROM MANHOLE 

HEAVY OUTY MANHOLE FRAME 
& COVER CAMPBELL # 1 0 0 9 
OR APPROVED EQUAL WITH 
"SEWER" INSCRIPTION 

PRECAST REINFORCED CONCRETE 
MANHOLE CONE TOP BY FORT 
MILLER OR APPROVED EQUAL 

P.*o 
o 0 (• 

V 

PROVK I RETE 
CHANNEL 

PROPOSED SDR35 PVC 
SANITARf SEWER MAIN 

FLOW 

. . . . 

SANITARY SEWER MAIN/LATERAL 
OR STORM DRAIN— 

• 

• 

• 

SEWER MANHOLE .( 113, 

j 

VERTICAL SEPARATION 

SANITAI 

MAIN, ; 

OR STORM 

M I. 

HOR^UNIAL SEPARATION 

* 
o 
1 

10 
5 / 8 " BOLTED 

CONNECTION (TYP) 

• o 
i 

V 

1 

i 

"" 1 
1 • 'J 

< 

f 

\ 

L J 

A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A 

1-
N-

x l 

V 

y 

St 
i l 

II 

IF 

D 

>'- 0 

IL 

/ 

/ 

L J 

A A , A A A A A A A A A A A A A A ^/YYYYYYNA 

L 

- : 

1 0 " DIA 
CREOSOL POST 

AAT~V\A /vV \AA /VVVVVVVVAf—VVV\A /V \A /V \A / vV \A /V \—VVVVVVVVN 

1 0 " DIA 
CREOSOL POST 

L. J 

i i 
I ' 
1 I 
1 ' 

I 

: 
L 

1 0 ' - 0 ' 

WAIL R MAIN 

OR LATERAL 

1 0 ' - 0 ' 

1 l WOODEN EENCE WITH GUIDERAIL DETAIL 14 

L C - 1 1 

WOODEN EENCE DETAIL 

. 

WATER/SEWER SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS 

I0 A 

OR LAND ' 
H IHt 

AW 

• iMtNl WilHOUl A FA( MMlLl 

I 

R«t Dole Kflviiion 

WIIH0U1 Kl , 

K lV lb t i II Nl K'LVitW 

1 ' ' •' ' 

DRAWII 

by 

I ui 

64 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL BLOCK 

TECTONIC 
• • 

rtcTomc tngim 
I • 

• 

DETAILS 

HANNAKOKI) FOOD 6c DKUG 
NYS ROUTE 32 

TOWN OF NFW WINDSOR 
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BULK REQUIREMENTS 
' | W Wlf 

\ 

MINIM •' 

L01 <•' 

IOT m • 

rpnNT m 

'ROTH YA> 

YARD DEPTH 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE 

| IGH1 

MtO 

60 Ff l I 

3 0 / 7 0 Fl 

30 FEET 

, 01 UNf 

' 

60 I 

38 n • 

0 2 I 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

NKW WINDSOK PLANNING fcfOAKD SHEKT 14 OF 15 



r—: 

IR INSULATION 
A- F NISH SYSTFM 

BRICK FRDNT ELEVATN1N 

EXTERIOR INSULATION 
Sc FINISH SYSTEM 

32 SF ALLOWED 
AS SHOWN 31.9 SF 

RIGHT SIDE ELEVATION 

SIGN SMALL BE INTERNALLY i t . 

PYLDN SIGN 

P A I N U D PRECAST WALL PANELS 

LEFT SIDE ELEVATIDN 

I i 

• 

. 

U 

U 

• 

— u 
a 3 
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BUILDING EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

HANNAEORJJ EOOD 6c DRUG 
NYS ROUTE 32 

TOWN OE NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 
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