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County File No. 
COUNTY PLANNING REFERRAL 

(Mandatory County Planning Review under Article 12-B, 
Section 239, Paragraphs 1, m & n, of the 

General Municipal Law) 

Application of ...Plogmr^GrcA^.Operating.Co. 

for a .*kJ9K .?***^risioii_ 7. .¥?•.*??!?. .^99'. ?£.M®*??. F?4: 
_ . ._,. Local Determination 
County Action: 

H * 9 92 N 

LOCAL MUNICIPAL ACTION 

The Above-cited application was: 

Denied Approved 

Approved subject to County recommendations 

(Date of Local Action) (Signature of Local Official) 

This card must be returned to the Orange County Department of Planning 
within 7 days of local action. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

Maxcy J. Smith, MD. 
Commissioner of Health 

124 Main Street 
Goshen, New York 10924-2199 

TEL (914) 294-7961 • FAX (914) 294-6371 

A u g u s t 2 8 , 1995 

Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
POB 188 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Attention: Vincent Biagini 

Re: 
Approval of plans for: 
Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase 11 
Realty Subdivision 
T. New Windsor 

Dear Sirs 

Plans entitled Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase IIf prepared by 
Zimmerman Eng. & Surveying, P.C., and dated May 4, 1992, latest 
xVvision August 22, 1995, are approved. 

Our Certificate of Approval is enclosed. The approved plans are 
being returned to the engineer for transmittal to you. 

Assistant Commissioner 

MJS/aje 

cc: Engineer l! 

O.C. Planning Dept. 
File 

e n c . 

Joseph G. Rsrape 
County Executive 



ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Division of Environmental Health 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL OF REALTY SUBDIVISION PLANS 

TO: Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
POB 188 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

The Orange County Department of Health certifies that a realty 
subdivision map entitled Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase II, 
dated May 4, 1992, latest revision August 22, 1995 located in the 
Town of New Windsor showing plans for providing satisfactory and 
adequate water supply and sewage facilities for said subdivision 
have been filed with and approved by the Department on this date 
pursuant to Article II of the Public Health Law. 

The following information was furnished in the application for 
approval of plans: 

Total area: 73.77 acres Number of lots: 33 

Water supply: Individual wells 

Sewage disposal: Individual subsurface sewage disposal systems 

The owner intends to build on some lots and sell others without 
buildings. 

Approval of the proposed water supply and sewage facilities is 
granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. THAT the proposed facilities are installed in conformity 
with said plans. 

2. THAT no lot or remaining lands shall be subdivided without 

Elans for such resubdivision being filed with and approved 
y the Orange County Department of Health. 

3. THAT the purchaser of a lot sold without water supply 
and/or sewage disposal facilities installed thereon will be 
furnished with a reproduction of the approved plans and 
shall be notified of the necessity of installing such 
facilities in accordance with the approved plans. 

4. THAT the purchaser of a lot sold with water supply and/or 
sewage disposal facilities installed thereon will be 
furnished with a reproduction of the approved plans and an 
accurate as-built plan depicting all installed sanitary 
facilities. 

5. THAT the sanitary facilities on these lots shall be 
inspected for compliance with the approved plans at the 
time of construction by a licensed professional engineer 
and written certification to that effect shall be submitted 
to this Department and the local Building Code Enforcement 
Officer prior to occupancy. 
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6. THAT individual wells and sewage treatment systems shall no 
longer be constructed or used for household domestic 
purposes when public facilities become available. 
Connection to the public sewerage system is required within 
one year of the system becoming available. 

7. THAT plan approval is limited to 5 years. Time extensions 
for plan approval may be granted by the Orange County 
Department of Health based upon development facts and the 
realty subdivision regulations in effect at that time. A 
new plan submission may be required to obtain a time 
extension. 

8. THAT the approved plans must be filed with the Orange 
County Clerk prior to offering lots for sale and within 90 
days of the date of plan approval. 

Auoust 28. 1995 " J^ f 
Date M.J. Schleifer, P.E. 

Assistant Commissioner 



November 12, 1997 36 

MR. EDSALL: We had a meeting today with Vince Biagini 
relative to the Blooming Grove Operating Company 
subdivision which the Phase 2 was application 91-2 2 and 
to keep the record clear we're looking to take the 
final request for approval for each of the phases and 
break those out into individual files and if the board 
has no objection to that, we'll do that. It's not a 
new application but we don't want to crowd up one file 
with all the final approvals and Myra has strongly 
requested that we do it. 

MR. PETRO: Are you requesting this, Mark Edsall? 

MR. EDSALL: Myra is requesting it and I have been 
directed by Myra to explain this. 

MR. PETRO: For Myra, I don't think any of the board 
members has any problems with it. 

MR. EDSALL: The other issue was when the board granted 
approval to the plan in its overall status, reading the 
minutes, it appeared that you granted conditional final 
approval to the subdivision- If they were going to go 
with one plan with the balance all as one subdivision, 
not phased, however, it was my impression from looking 
at Mr. Petro's comments, if they wanted to phase it, 
that they would need to prepare individual plans for 
each phase and come back. So, when I explained to Mr. 
Biagini that if he felt he had a conditional approval 
the clock was running. He said no, we want to come 
back in for individual approvals for each phase. We 
didn't want a clock to start running, the same clock 
with 180 days and two 90 day extensions so we wanted 
the record to reflect that and we'll send Mr. Biagini a 
letter. If he disagrees with this position, he should 
let us know right away so that there is a paper trail. 

MR. BABCOCK: They are willing to come back in with 
each phase,•> just all the stuff stays, the road stays, 
the drainage stays, everything has been approved. I 
think the condition was is that he had to put a few 
notes on the plans and whatever and somebody said 
conditional final approval that is what happened. 



November 12, 1997 3 7 

MR. EDSALL: We wanted the minutes to be clear from 
what happened at the previous was that June 11 was the 
meeting? 

MS. MASON: Yes, June 11 the meeting and the fact that 
they know that if anything changes that they are 
subject to that. 

MR. EDSALL: They are aware if they held off for three 
years to get phase 5 approval and the fees increase or 
decrease, whatever, they may and fees have decreased in 
this town, that they would be subject to the fees in 
place at the time they request final approval and they 
have acknowledged that. 

MR. PETRO: Motion to adjourn? 

MR. LANDER: So moved. 

MR. LUCAS: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO AYE 
MR. STENT AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. LUCAS AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By: 



AS OF: 11/13/97 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
4% FEE 

PAGE: 1 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

—DATE- DESCRIPTION- TRANS —AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID —BAL-DUE 

08/14/97 4% FEE CALCULATED BY MARK E CHG 

08/14/97 REC. CK.#7696 SEE FILE 97-4 PAID 

11/12/97 PHASE IV: 4% PER MARK E. CHG 

11/12/97 REC CK.#2901 SEE FILE 97-42 PAID 

TOTAL: 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
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NEED NEW PLANS: YES NO 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS : ; 

Uti/lMtOU CA'02-



ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL OF REALTY SUBDIVISION PLANS 

TO: Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
POB 479 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

The Orange County Department of Health certifies that a realty 
subdivision map entitled Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase III, 
dated May 4, 1992, latest revision June 19, 1997, located in the 
Town of New Windsor showing plans for providing satisfactory and 
adequate water supply and sewage facilities for said subdivision 
have been filed with and approved by the Department on this date 
pursuant to Article II of the Public Health Law. 

The following information was furnished in the application for 
approval of plans: 

Total area: 56.20 acres Number of lots: 14 

Water supply: Individual wells 

Sewage disposal: Individual sewage disposal systems 

The owner intends to build houses on this subdivision. 

Approval of the proposed water . supply and sewage facilities is 
granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. THAT the proposed facilities are installed in conformity 
with said plans. 

2. THAT no lot or remaining lands shall be subdivided without 
plans for such resubdivision being filed with and approved 
by the Orange County Department of Health. 

3. THAT the purchaser of a lot sold without water supply 
and/or sewage disposal facilities installed thereon will be 
furnished with a reproduction of the approved plans and 
shall be notified of the necessity of installing such 
facilities in accordance with the approved plans. 

4. THAT the purchaser of a lot sold with water supply and/or 
sewage disposal facilities installed thereon will be 
furnished with a reproduction of the approved plans and an 
accurate as-built plan depicting all installed sanitary 
facilities. 

5. THAT the sanitary facilities on these lots shall be 
inspected for compliance with the approved plans at the 
time of construction by a licensed professional engineer 
and written certification to that effect shall be submitted 
to this Department and the local Building Code Enforcement 
Officer prior to occupancy. 
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6. THAT individual wells and sewage treatment systems shall no 
longer be constructed or used for household domestic 
purposes when public facilities become available. 
Connection to the public sewerage system is required within 
one year of the system becoming available. 

7. THAT plan approval is limited to 5 years. Time extensions 
for plan approval may be granted by the Orange County 
Department of Health based upon development facts and the 
realty subdivision regulations in effect at that time. % A 
new plan submission may be required to obtain a time 
extension• 

8. THAT the approved plans must be filed with the Orange 
County Clerk prior to offering lots for sale and within 90 
days of the date of plan a] 

August 20, 1997 
Date M-P/ Schleifer, P.E. 

Assistant Commissioner 
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ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Division of Environmental Health 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL OF REALTY SUBDIVISION PLANS 

TO: Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
POB 479 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

The Orange County Department of Health certifies that a realty 
subdivision map entitled Blooming Grove Operating Co., Revised Phase 
II, dated May 4, 1992, latest revision June 17, 1997, located in the 
Town of Dew Windsor showing plans for providing satisfactory and 
adequate water supply and sewage facilities for said subdivision 
have been filed with and approved by the Department on this date 
pursuant to Article II of the Public Health Law. 

The following information was furnished in the application for 
approval of plans: 

Total area: 73.23 acres Number of lots: 2 

Water supply: Individual wells 

Sewage disposal: Individual sewage disposal systems 

The owner intends to build houses on this subdivision. 

Approval of the proposed water supply and sewage facilities is 
granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. THAT the proposed facilities are installed in conformity 
with said plans. 

2. THAT no lot or remaining lands shall be subdivided without 

Elans for such resubdivision being filed with and approved 
y the Orange County Department of Health. 

3. THAT the purchaser of a lot sold without water supply 
and/or sewage disposal facilities installed thereon will be 
furnished with a reproduction of the approved plans and 
shall be notified of the necessity of installing such 
facilities in accordance with the approved plans. 

4. THAT the purchaser of a lot sold with water supply and/or 
sewage disposal facilities installed thereon will be 
furnished with a reproduction of the approved plans and an 
accurate as-built plan depicting all installed sanitary 
facilities• 

5. THAT the sanitary facilities on these lots shall be 
inspected for compliance with the approved plans at the 
time of construction by a licensed professional engineer 
and written certification to that effect shall be submitted 
to this Department and the local Building Code Enforcement 
Officer prior to occupancy* 
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6. THAT individual wells and sewage treatment systems shall no 
longer be constructed or used for household domestic 
purposes when public facilities become available. 
Connection to the public Sewerage system is required within 
one year of the system becoming available. 

7. THAT plan approval is limited to 5 years. Time extensions 
for plan approval may be granted by the Orange County 
Department of Health based upon development facts and the 
realty subdivision regulations in effect at that time. A 
new plan submission may be required to obtain a time 
extension. 

8. TEAT the approved plans must be filed with the Orange 
County Clerk prior to offering lots for sale and within 90 
days of the date of plan a] 

August 20, 1997 
Date Mfy/. Schleifer, P.E. 

Commissioner 



To: W. James Pullar, Highway Superintendent 
Richard D. McGoey, P. E. 
MarkJ. Edsall, P. E. 

From: Phil Crotty 

Subject: Blooming Grove Operating Co. Subdivision 

Date: August 5, 1997 

I have received a telephone call from the attorney for Biagini who owns Blooming Grove 
Operating Co., Inc. It appears that the developer may now be known as Highland Operating 
Ltd. but that should not matter to you. 

The attorney was inquiring as to the procedure for the Town taking over roads and 
easements. In the case at hand the two roads are known as Melissa Road and Hunter Road. 
There are also a number of easements. 

At this time I am enclosing a metes and bounds description of Melissa Road and Hunter RoacJ 
as well as the easements. 

The engineers should verify that the description is satisfactory. The Highway Superintendent 
and the Engineers should start to check the roads and easements to see if they are up to 
Town standards. 

I shall appreciate a memo back from you. 

PAC 

MENOFWHDUM 

pac/pab 
Attachments 
cc: Myra Mason 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY. PJE. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P£-
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E 

O MaJnOCce 
45 Ouassaicfc Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch OMca 
400 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717) 296-2765 

PLANNING BQABDHQBK SESSION 
RECORD Q£ APPEARANCE / - * 

ULLAGE OF N£ut iM^OfO^ 

SESSION DATE: 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: A^O 

P/B * 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUIRED: 

'y^o 

PROJECT NAME: £ 6 Of G-

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. a*+*J> 
FIRE INSP. <UcL 
ENGINEER >CT 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 
OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

fhfl^0) -

PhusJL rs^i ltd 

fU^ I f 
U^T r rt?/^<* :^JU^ (jlffln 

Mi*-* 

4MJE91 pbwsfons 

Ucen»e4 in Ne«YofK New Jeisej and Pennsybania 



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. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

• Branch Office 
507 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

REVIEW NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
11 JUNE 1997 
THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE MAJOR SUBDIVISION 
OF THE 73.8 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN HAS 
BEEN REVIEWED ON NUMEROUS OCCASIONS OVER THE 
PAST SIX (6) YEARS. 

My records indicate that this subdivision received preliminary approval during January 
1993 and received at least one (1) six month preliminary approval extension thereafter. 
The Applicant is now before the Planning Board requesting final subdivision approval. 

It is my understanding that the Applicant has received Realty Approval from the Orange 
County Department of Health. These plans include sanitary disposal and well design and 
detail. A copy of the approved plans and the DOH letter of approval should be in the 
Planning Board files. 

The Applicant has submitted descriptions for the right-of-way dedications and easements 
for review. This review is currently in progress. In addition to the descriptions, the 
formal Offers of Dedication, title insurance, etc., will all require submittals to the Town 
Attorney for review, prior to stamp of approval. 

The Applicant has submitted a Public Improvement Cost Estimate for the public 
improvements and this estimate was accepted by the Engineer for the Town and referred 
to the Town Board for action. It is my understanding that the Bond amounts and related 
fees have been approved by the Town Board at their meeting on 4 June 1997. 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 
PAGE 2 

REVIEW NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION 

PROJECT LOCATION: TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 

PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
DATE: 11 JUNE 1997 

5. The Applicant was previously required to obtain a Freshwater Wetlands (Article 24) 
Permit in connection with this subdivision. We should verify that no further construction 
is proposed within the wetlands and buffer area. If additional construction remains, we 
should determine if the permit has been maintained in effect. 

6. At this time, I am aware of no outstanding reviews or issues with regard to this 
subdivision. Inasmuch as the Application has not been before the Board for a significant 
period of time, the Board should carefully review the application, consider if a final 
public hearing is appropriate, and decide if a conditionally approval can be considered at 
this meeting. 

MJEmk 

A:BLOOMGR.mk 



USB UNION STATE BANK 
Do business with us, do better with us. QMqt/ld/ ^ 

4-on -j)uh^tu afru IRREVOCABLE LETTER OF CREDIT NO. 1946 

July 12, 2002 

Letter of Credit No. 1946 

Town of New Windsor Applicant: Highland Operating Company, Inc. 
555 Union Avenue Amount: $63,097.50 
New Windsor, N.Y 12553 Expiration: July 12, 2003 

Re: Toleman Estates - Phase III 

To the Town Board of the Town of New Windsor: 

We hereby establish an Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit in your favor for the 
account of Highland Operating Company, Inc. in an amount not to exceed sixty-
three thousand and ninety seven and 50/100 dollars ($63,097.50) available by 
your drafts at sight on us accompanied by: 

1. This original Letter of Credit. 

2. Your written, signed sworn and notarized statement that Highland 
Operating Company, Inc. has not completed the necessary 
improvements to the roadways to service Toleman Estates Phase 
III Subdivision as approved by the Town of New Windsor Planning 
Board. 

Drafts must be negotiated no later than the expiration date shown above, and 
must state "DRAWN UNDER UNION STATE BANK IRREVOCABLE STANDBY 
LETTER OF CREDIT NUMBER 1946". 

This letter of Credit may be drawn against one time only. 

This Letter of Credit is subject to the Uniform Customs and Practice for 
Documentary Credits (1993 Revision), the international Chamber of Commerce 
Brochure No. 500. 

"This undertaking is issued subject to the International Standby Practices ISP98". 

O r r - i r a t e Headquar te r s Credi t Card D i m i o n USB FINANCIAL CENTFR C u m m e u i a l Loan Cen t e r (Rrxk land) Commercial L o a n Center (Wester-oler) 
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<£45_) 3_«.v5704__ _ (Si5J_57_3-54J4_ _ __ ( s 4 i > 365-4600 ^ ^ ^ (84S) 39S-S7SS 
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Irrevocable Letter of Credit No. 1946 July 12, 2002 
Page 2 

We hereby agree with your that drafts drawn under and in compliance with the 
terms and conditions of this credit shall be duly honored upon due presentation. 

Very truly yours, 

•/Sjb 
Gpfeg B. Monteith 
fice President 

t? 
Edward G. Horan 
Senior Vice President 

i 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 09/14/1999 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD PEES 

ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/09/1991 

11/13/1991 

11/19/1991 

01/22/1992 

01/22/1992 

02/26/1992 

02/26/1992 

06/24/1992 

06/24/1992 

09/09/1992 

09/09/1992 

10/28/1992 

10/28/1992 

12/09/1992 

12/09/1992 

12/23/1992 

12/23/1992 

01/13/1993 

01/13/1993 

01/12/1994 

4@-150.00 +31-@75.00 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

P.B. 

MINUTES 

ATTY FEES 

ATTY FEE 

MINUTES 

ATTY FEE 

MINUTES 

ATTY FEE 

MINUTES 

ATTY. FEES 

MINUTES 

ATTY. FEES 

MINUTES 

ATTY. FEE 

MINUTES 

ATTY. FEE 

MINUTES 

ATTY FEE 

MINUTES 

MINUTES 

PAID 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

36.00 

20.00 

35.00 

40.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

36.00 

35.00 

13.50 

35.00 

85.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

27.00 

4.50 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OP NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 09/14/1999 PAGE: 2 
L I S T I N G OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 9 1 - 2 2 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. /PHASE I I - S U B D I V I S I O N 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

06/22/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

09/14/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

09/27/1995 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

09/27/1995 P.B. MINUTES 

06/11/1997 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

06/11/1997 P.B. MINUTES 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FEE FOR97-42 PHSE CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FEE FOR97-43 PHSE CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR91-22 ALL PHAS CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR97-40 PHASE II CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR97-41 PHASE II CHG 

09/07/1999 REC. CK. #10178 PAID 

TOTAL: 

9.00 

13.50 

35.00 

31.50 

35.00 

85.50 

261.50 

75.00 

3820.00 

81.50 

374.00 

5432.00 

2507.00 

5432.00 0.00 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD PEES 

RECREATION 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 9L-2 2 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION" TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

/ / CHG 0.00 

TOTAL: 0.00 0.00 0.00 



AS OF: 09/07/1999 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
ESCROW 

PAGE: 2 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS -AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

06/22/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

09/14/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

09/27/1995 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

09/27/1995 P.B. MINUTES 

06/11/1997 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

06/11/1997 P.B. MINUTES 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FEE FOR97-42 PHSE CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FEE FOR97-43 PHSE CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR91-22 ALL PHAS CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR97-40 PHASE II CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR97-41 PHASE II CHG 

09/07/1999 REC. CK. #10178 PAID 

TOTAL: 

9.00 

13.50 

35.00 

31.50 

35.00 

85.50 

261.50 

75.00 

3820.00 

81.50 

374.00 

5432.00 5432.00 0.00 



AS OF: 09/07/1999 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 
ESCROW 

PAGE: 1 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/09/1991 4@-150.00 +31-@75.00 

11/13/1991 P.B. MINUTES 

11/19/1991 P.B. ATTY FEES 

01/22/1992 P.B. ATTY FEE 

01/22/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

02/26/1992 P.B. ATTY FEE 

02/26/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

06/24/1992 P.B. ATTY FEE 

06/24/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

09/09/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEES 

09/09/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

10/28/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEES 

10/28/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

12/09/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

12/09/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

12/23/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

12/23/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

01/13/1993 P.B. ATTY FEE 

01/13/1993 P.B. MINUTES 

01/12/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

PAID 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

2925.00 

36.00 

20.00 

35.00 

40.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

36.00 

35.00 

13.50 

35.00 

85.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

27.00 

4.50 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 09/03/1999 PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES 

ESCROW 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS -AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

09/09/1991 4@-150.00 +31-@75.00 

11/13/1991 P.B. MINUTES 

11/19/1991 P.B. ATTY FEES 

01/22/1992 P.B. ATTY FEE 

01/22/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

02/26/1992 P.B. ATTY FEE 

02/26/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

06/24/1992 P.B. ATTY FEE 

06/24/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

09/09/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEES 

09/09/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

10/28/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEES 

10/28/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

12/09/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

12/09/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

12/23/1992 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

12/23/1992 P.B. MINUTES 

01/13/1993 P.B. ATTY FEE 

01/13/1993 P.B. MINUTES 

01/12/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

PAID 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

2925.00 

36.00 

20.00 

35.00 

40.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

36.00 

35.00 

13.50 

35.00 

85.50 

35.00 

22.50 

35.00 

27.00 

4.50 



PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

PAGE: 2 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION- TRANS --AMT-CHG -AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE 

06/22/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

09/14/1994 P.B. MINUTES 

09/27/1995 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

09/27/1995 P.B. MINUTES 

06/11/1997 P.B. ATTY. FEE 

06/11/1997 P.B. MINUTES 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FEE FOR97-42 PHSE CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FEE FOR97-43 PHSE CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR91-22 ALL PHAS CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR97-40 PHASE II CHG 

09/03/1999 P.B.ENG.FOR97-41 PHASE II CHG 

TOTAL: 

9.00 

13.50 

35.00 

31.50 

35.00 

85.50 

261.50 

75.00 

3820.00 

81.50 

374.00 

5432.00 2925.00 2507.00 



SEP-03-1999 0 9 : 5 2 MC GCEY.HAUSER&EDSfiLL 914 562 1413 P.03 

CHRONOIOGICAL JOB 5IAIU5 KEPORT 
AS Or: 09/03/99 

JUft: 97-56 

NEW WIMKOH PLANNING BOAW) (Chargeable i-o Applicant.) 

JASK: 97- 40 

i-'Uft M M K M M l UK TO: 09/0:1/99 

I ASH NO REC - I1ATE-- THAN FMPL ACT ASCRIPTION RATE IKS. 

PAGL: 1 

CI TENT: NEWU1N TOW OF NLW WINDSOR 

TIME 

LXNIARS 

EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

97-JlO 116423 11 / .WW Hill 97-114/ l?/lb/97 

9/-40 

97-10 

y? 40 

9/ 40 

U5076 

114967 

115131 

115243 

I?/03/97 

12/10/9/ 

1?/10/97 

1J710/97 

TIME 

TIME 

TIMK 

TIM. 

MJF. 

R.II 

HCK 

MJE 

HS 

MM 

CL 

MC 

BR OP CO I I 

0GOP P h . ! ! FINAL AP 

m OP CO RVW COMH 

m op I I SUB 

75.00 

/5.00 

28.01) 

75.00 

0.40 

0.10 

0.50 

0.40 

30.00 

7.50 

14.00 

30.00 

81.50 

81.50 

-81.50 

TASK T01AL 81.50 0.00 -81.50 0.00 

CRAM) 101AL 81.50 O.OU -81.50 O.OO 

TOTAL P . 0 3 



SEP-03-1999 09:51 MC GOEY,HPySERS£DSALL 914 562 1413 P.02 

AS Of: 09/03/99 PAGE I 
CIJKONOLOG1CA1 JOB 5IAIUS KEPOKI 

.KJB: I7bk 

NLW WINDSOR MANNING BOARD (Chartjedbl* Lo Applicant) CLIINI: NEWWIN TOWN 01 NFW aiWSOR 
TASK: 9/ 41 
ft* WORK am PRIOR TO: 09/03/99 

•-•DOUAKS 
TASK-NO R£C 0ATE-- IRAN IMH ACT I * SCRIPI ION RATI HRS. TIME IXP. BILLED BAIANCE 

97- / ] H 5 4 f t . '1/30/97 BILL 97-111/ 1/715/9/ -81.SO 

-81.GO 
97-41 115U77 17/03/97 11HE 
9/ 41 U49H8 .12/10/97 TIM!-' 
97-41 11513b 12/10/9/ TIME 
97-'ll US244 l?/l0/97 TIME 
97--1I 116227 W/23/97 TIME 
97-41 Ilb??9 12/30/97 I IMF 

231.SO 
9/ 4 i U6269 12/31/97 BILL 98-145 1/15/98 -150.UO 

M i 
MJt 
MCK 
MJE 
KUM 
RDM 

WS 
MM 
CI 
HC 
m 
MR 

m OP co i n 
DROP Ph. I l l CONO AP 
BG m> CO I I I KVU COM 
8G OP m sue 
B/RVW PHASING PLAN 
B/KVW DOCS fuR DEDIC 

75.011 
75.00 
78.00 
7b. OU 
7b.OU 
75.00 

0.40 
0.10 
0.50 
0.-10 
LOO 
1.00 

50.00 
7.50 

14.00 
30.00 
75.00 
75.00 

9 / 4 1 12IVW6 03/18/98 "Mttf MOl WS BG OI» CO II f 75.OU 0.10 30.00 

97 41 156544 08/03/99 TIME ROM MM 6/Sllh GRADING MTC 7S.00 1.00 75.00 
9 / 4 1 lhfih53 08/05/99 11ME KJJM MR I0T9WPCRT /b.UO O.bO 3/.50 

-lbO.OO 

30.00 
97-41 124449 06/15/98 8JiI 98-731 6/15/98 30.00 

-30.00 

IASK TOTAI 374.00 0.00 -251.SO 112.5U 

GSAND T01AL 374.QU 0.00 -761.50 117.50 



AS OF: 09/01/99 

JOB: 87-56 
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable t o Appl icant ) 

TASK: 97- 42 
FOR WORK DONE PRIOR TO: 0 9 / 0 1 / 9 9 

TASK-NO REC - - D A T E - TRAN EMPL ACT DESCRIPTION 

CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS REPORT 

RATE HRS. 

PAGE: 

CLIENT: NEWWIN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

TIME 
DOLLARS 

EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

97-42 118578 02/12/98 TIME MJE PM BG OP CO 75.00 1.50 

97-42 119743 02/28/98 BILL 98-357 3/16/98 

97-42 156995 08/11/99 TIME MJE MC BG OPER IV-V CLOSOUT 75.00 0.80 

TASK TOTAL 

112.50 

112.50 

97-42 
97-42 
97-42 
97-42 

97-42 
97-42 

140956 
142503 
142763 
144508 

143082 
145773 

02/03/99 
03/10/99 
03/10/99 
03/10/99 

03/15/99 
04/16/99 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 

WS 
wl 
CL 
MC 

BG OP CO #4 
BG OP PH IV FINAL 
BG OP CO/REV C C m N T 

BG OP IV 

BILL 99-282 
BILL 99-415 

75.00 
75.00 
28.00 
75.00 

0.40 
0.10 
0.50 
0.50 

30.00 
7.50 
14.00 
37.50 

89.00 

60.00 

261.50 0.00 

-112.50 

112.50 

-37.50 
-51.50 

89.00 

-201.50 60.00 

GRAND TOTAL 261.50 0.00 -201.50 60.00 



CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS REPORT 
AS OF: 09/01/99 

JOB: 87-56 
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable to Applicant) 

TASK: 97- 43 
FOR WORK DONE PRIOR TO: 09/01/99 

TASK-NO REC -DATE- TRAN EMPL ACT DESCRIPTION RATE HRS. 

PAGE: 1 

CLIENT: NEWWIN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

TIME 
DOLLARS-

EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

97-43 
97-43 
97-43 

97-43 
97-43 

140957 
142504 
144509 

143083 
145774 

02/03/99 

03/10/99 
03/10/99 

03/15/99 
04/16/99 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
MJE 
MJE 

WS 
MM 
MC 

BG OP CO #5 

BG OP PH V FINAL 
BG OP V 

BILL 99-282 
BILL 99-415 

75.00 0.40 

75.00 0.10 
75.00 0.50 

TASK TOTAL 

30.00 

7.50 
37.50 

75.00 

75.00 0.00 

-37.50 
-37.50 

-75.00 0.00 

GRAND TOTAL 75.00 0.00 -75.00 0.00 



AS OF: 09/01/99 PAGE: 1 
HISTORICAL CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS REPORT 

JOB: 87-56 NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable to Applicant) CLIENT: NEWWIN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TASK: 91- 22 

TASK-NO REC -DATE- TRAN EMPL ACT DESCRIPTION- RATE HRS. TIME 
— —DOLLARS 
EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

97611 
97615 
97612 

09/23/91 
09/24/91 
09/25/91 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
MCK 
MJE 

MC 
CL 
MC 

BG OPER CO 
B/REVIEW COMMENTS 
BG OPER CO 

65.00 
25.00 
65.00 

0.50 
1.00 
0.10 

32.50 
25.00 
6.50 

91-22 97628 10/24/91 BILL MHE INV 91-579 

64.00 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 
91-22 

91-22 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 

91-22 
91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 
91-22 

97631 

97640 
97646 
97666 

97665 
97667 

97658 

97682 
97685 
97687 
97726 
97759 

97762 
97784 

97745 

97888 
97889 

97903 

97918 

97930 
97946 

11/12/91 
11/13/91 
11/20/91 
01/20/92 

01/21/92 
01/21/92 

01/15/92 

02/04/92 
02/25/92 

02/26/92 
03/17/92 
04/06/92 
04/08/92 
04/21/92 

04/20/92 

06/24/92 
06/24/92 

07/21/92 

08/04/92 
09/02/92 
09/02/92 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
MCK 
MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 

MJE 
MJE 
SAS 
MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 

MJE 
MCK 

MJE 
MJE 
KEK 

MC 
CL 
MC 
MC 
CL 
MC 

MC 
MC 
CL 
MC 
MC 
CL 
MC 

MC 
CL 

MC 
MC 
MR 

BGOP CO 
BLOOM GR-REV COMMENT 
BG OPER CO CALL 
BGOP CO 
BG OPER CO/REV COMMS 
BG OP CO 

BILL 92-124 

BGOP CO 
BG OPER CO 

B/REVIEW COMMENTS 
BG OP CO L/A CALL 
BG OP CO-L/A COORD 
SEQRA LTR 
B/G OP CO 

65.00 
25.00 
65.00 
65.00 
25.00 
65.00 

PD 

65.00 
65.00 
25.00 
65.00 
65.00 
25.00 
65.00 

BILL MHE INV 92-266 pd 

BLH GR 
B/REVIEW COMMENTS 

BILL 92-407 

BGOP CO 
NW/BG OP CO SUB 
B/REVIEW 

65.00 
25.00 

PD 

65.00 
65.00 
50.00 

0.50 

1.00 
0.30 
1.20 
1.00 
0.20 

0.40 
0.50 

0.50 
0.30 
0.40 
0.50 
0.20 

0.50 
0.50 

1 

0.40 

0.40 
0.50 

32.50 
25.00 
19.50 
78.00 

25.00 
13.00 

193.00 

26.00 
32.50 

12.50 
19.50 
26.00 
12.50 
13.00 

142.00 

32.50 
12.50 

45.00 

26.00 
26.00 
25.00 

-64.00 

-64.00 

-77.00 

-77.00 

-206.50 

-206.50 

-96.50 

-96.50 



AS OF: 09/01/99 PAGE: 2 
HISTORICAL CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS REPORT 

JOB: 87-56 NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable to Applicant) CLIENT: NEWWIN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TASK: 91- 22 

TASK-NO REC -DATE - TRAN EMPL ACT DESCRIPTION- RATE HRS. TIME 
DOLLARS 

EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 

97947 
97931 
97948 
97934 
97936 
97941 
97944 
97945 
97940 
97943 
97952 
97953 
97954 
97964 
97960 

97951 

97973 
97971 
97974 
97972 
97976 
97983 
97984 
97987 
97985 
97988 

97980 

97998 
98022 
98023 

98025 

09/03/92 
09/04/92 
09/04/92 
09/08/92 
09/09/92 
09/09/92 
09/15/92 
09/17/92 
09/18/92 
09/21/92 
10/16/92 
10/22/92 
10/26/92 
10/27/92 
10/28/92 

10/14/92 

12/07/92 
12/08/92 
12/08/92 
12/15/92 
12/23/92 
12/23/92 
01/05/93 
01/12/93 
01/13/93 
01/13/93 

01/06/93 

02/11/93 
03/29/93 
03/30/93 

04/13/93 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 

TIME 
TIME 

KEK 
MJE 
KEK 
MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 
MJE 
KEK 
KEK 
SAS 
MJE 

MJE 
MCK 
MJE 
MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 
MJE 
MCK 
MJE 

PJH 
PJH 
MCK 

MR 
MC 
MR 
MC 
MC 
CL 
MC 
PM 
CL 
MC 
MC 
MR 
MR 
CL 
MC 

MC 
CL 
MC 
MC 
MC 
CL 
MC 
MC 
CL 
MC 

MR 
MR 
CL 

B/REVIEW 
NW/BG OP CO SUB 
B/REVIEW 
NW/BG OP CO SUB 
NW/BG OP CO SUB 
B/REV COMMENTS 
BG OP CO 
BG OP-MTG W/HWY SUPR 
MEMO 
BGOP CO 
BG OP CO DISC 
B/REVIEW 
BLOOM GRV OP/PB REV 
BLOOMING GROVE 
BG OP CO 

BILL 92 555 

B.G. OP CO 
B/REVIEW COMMENTS 
B.G. OP CO 
BG OP CO W/S 
BG OPER 
B/REVIEW COMMENTS 
BGOP CO 
BG OP CO SUB 
B/REVIEW COMMENTS 
BG OP CO SUB 

BILL 93-101 

BG OPER - DRAINAGE 

BL GR OPER CO 
BG OPER - MEMO 

BILL 93-247 

50.00 
65.00 
50.00 
65.00 
65.00 
25.00 
65.00 
65.00 
25.00 
65.00 
65.00 
50.00 
50.00 
25.00 
65.00 

pd 

65.00 
25.00 
65.00 
65.00 
65.00 
25.00 
70.00 
70.00 
25.00 
70.00 

PD 

60.00 
60.00 
25.00 

2.50 
0.50 
3.50 
0.50 
0.10 
0.50 
0.80 
1.00 
0.50 
0.50 
0.40 
2.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.50 

0.40 
0.50 
0.10 
0.30 
0.40 
0.50 
0.20 
0.30 
0.50 
0.10 

2.00 
0.20 
0.50 

125.00 
32.50 
175.00 
32.50 
6.50 
12.50 
52.00 
65.00 
12.50 
32.50 
26.00 
100.00 
50.00 
25.00 
32.50 

856.50 

26.00 
12.50 
6.50 
19.50 
26.00 
12.50 
14.00 
21.00 
12.50 
7.00 

157.50 

120.00 
12.00 
12.50 

144.50 

-623.00 

-623.00 

324.00 

-324.00 

-211.50 

-211.50 



AS 0I-": 00/01/99 RAG! 

HISTORICAL CIIRONOIOGICAL JOB STATUS RLPORI 

TOB: 87-56 Nl W WINDSOR (TANNING BOARD (Charyeablo to Applicant.) CLILNT: NLWWIN - I OWN or NEW WINDSOR 

I ASK: 91- 22 

TASK-NO REC DAU - IRAN I.MPI. ACT 1)1 SCRUM ION- RAIT IIRS. TM( 
DOLLARS- ----

EXR. Kill IT) 

91 
91 

91 
91 
91 

-22 
22 

-22 

22 
-22 

98524 
98663 
98569 
98561 
98628 

05/10/94 
06/01/94 
06/01/94 
06/06/94 

06/24/94 

i f Mr 
TIML 

I I Ml. 

TIME 

I I Ml 

RUM 

MIL 
MIL 

MCK 
MIL 

MC 
11 
MC 

CL 
MC 

B/LOLLOWUP RDWY CONS 

BG/WORK IN PROGRESS 

RG/f ILL REVIEW 

B/MEMO 

BG OR CO W/MCGOI Y 

70.00 1.00 

/ 0 . 0 0 0 .80 

70.00 0 .40 

25.01) 0 .50 

70 .00 0 .20 

/0.00 

56.00 

28.00 

12.50 

14.00 

91 -22 98669 06/30/94 Bill 94-861 7/18/94 

91 22 98940 09/80/94 94-538 

180.59 

91 22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91 -22 

98/02 

98904 

9H8/f> 

98931 

98881 
98932 

07/11/94 
09/07/94 

09/13/94 

09/2//94 
09/28/94 

09/28/94 

11 ML 

I I ML 

TIME 

I I ME 

11 ME 

I I ML 

K)E 

Kir 
PJH 

KIF: 

MCK 
MIL 

MC 
WS 

KR 
MC 
CI 

MC 

BG OR CO. 

BG ORLR CO SUB. 

Bl OR DRAINAGE 

RDM/BG OR CO 

B/MEMO 

RDM/BG OR CO 

/(J. 00 

70.00 

70.00 

70.00 

25.00 

70.00 

0.30 

0.40 

1 .00 

0.30 

0.50 

0.30 

21.00 

28.00 

70.00 

21.00 

12.50 

21.00 

1/3.50 

91-22 

91 22 

91 -22 

91 22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

99.508 

100380 

100460 

100441 
100438 

100484 

100442 

03/21/95 

09/06/95 

09/19/95 

09/26/95 

09/27/95 

09/2/ /95 

09/28/95 

II ML 

TIM! 

TIME 

LIME 

11 ME 

LIME 

TIME 

air 
MIL 

MIL 

RDM 

MCK 

MIL 

RUM 

MC 

WS 

MC 

MC 

CI 

MC 

MC 

BG OR CO 

BG OR CO 

BG OR CO 

BG (JIT R BOND RVW 

BG OP CO 

BG OR CO 

BG ORLR BOND AMOUNI 

70.00 

70 .00 

/ 0 . 0 0 

70 .00 

25 .00 

70 .00 

70 .00 

0 .20 

0 .40 

0.50 

0.60 

0.50 

0.50 
0.50 

14.00 

28.00 

35.00 

35.00 

12.50 

35.00 

35.00 

180.50 

180.50 

1/S.50 

1/3.60 

194.50 

91-22 100504 09/80/95 BILL 95-658 10/6/95 I'D 

91 22 

91-22 

91 27 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

91-22 

10058/ 

100543 

100568 

100569 

100561 

100618 

100694 

100688 

100681 

1006/8 

10/03/95 

10/05/95 

10/09/95 

10/09/95 

10/10/95 

10/17/95 

10/17/95 

10/19/95 

10/24/95 

10/28/95 

I I ME 

TIME 

I I MI-

TIME 

11 ME 

TIME 

1IML 

TIME 

I I ME 

TIME 

RDM 
RDM 
MIL 

MJL 
RDM 
RUM 
MIL 
RDM 

MJI 
MIL 

MC 
MC 
MC 

MC 
MC 
MC 

MC 
MC 
MC 

MC 

V.B1AGINI SURD 

BG OP PERF BOND RVW 

BG OR CO 

BG W/FNGR ft FAYO 

RR-BG OPLR NT) RFV 

R>G OfTR-BOND ft FEE 

BG OR CO 

BG OP PERF BOND 

BG OP CO 1MPR W/RDM 

BG OP CO W/FNGR 

7 0 . 0 0 

/ 0 . 0 0 

70 .00 

/ 0 . 0 0 

70 .00 

/ 0 . 0 0 

70.00 

70.00 

70.00 

70.00 

0.50 

1 .00 

0.80 

2.00 

2.00 

1 .00 

0.20 

1.00 

0.80 

0.40 

35.00 

70.00 

56.00 

140.00 

140.00 

70.00 

14.00 

70.00 

21.00 

28.00 

194.50 

194.50 

644.00 



AS OF: 09/01/99 PAGE: 4 
HISTORICAL CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS REPORT 

JOB: 87-56 NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable to Applicant) CLIENT: NEWWIN - TOWN Of NEW WINDSOR 
TASK: 91- 22 

TASK-NO REC -DATE- TRAN EMPL ACT DESCRIPTION- RATE HRS. TIME 
DOLLARS 

EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

91-22 100698 10/31/95 BILL 95-687 11/15/95 PD 

91-22 101171 01/10/96 TIME MJE MC BG OP CO-EXT RVW 70.00 0.50 

91-22 102054 04/30/96 BILL 96-356 5/14/96 PD 

91-22 103972 10/31/96 BILL 96-792 11/13/96 PD 

91-22 104408 12/31/96 BILL 97-124 1/13/97 

91-22 106262 02/28/97 BILL 97-267 3/14/97 

35.00 

35.00 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

102531 
103585 
103640 
103642 
103783 
103791 

06/19/96 
09/26/96 
10/08/96 
10/10/96 
10/22/% 
10/24/96 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
RDM 
RDM 
RDM 
RDM 
RDM 

WS 
MC 
MC 
MC 
MC 
MC 

BG OP CO 
BG/SUBD COST EST 
BG OPER PERF BND EST 
BG OP-PERF BOND 
BG OPER-REC FOR BOND 
BG OPER BONDING 

70.00 
70.00 
70.00 
70.00 
70.00 
70.00 

0.40 
1.00 
2.00 
0.50 
0.50 
1.00 

28.00 
70.00 
140.00 

35.00 
35.00 
70.00 

378.00 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

103998 
104142 
104274 

11/06/96 
11/07/96 
12/04/96 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
MCK 
MJE 

CR 
CL 
WS 

BG OP CO W/SUPERV 
BG OPER CO - LTR 
BG OP CO II 

70.00 
25.00 
70.00 

0.30 
0.50 
0.40 

21.00 
12.50 
28.00 

61.50 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

104735 
105503 
105849 

01/23/97 
02/20/97 

02/24/97 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
MJE 
MJE 

MC 
WS 
MC 

BIG W/ENGINEER 
BG OP CO SUB 
BG OP CO 

75.00 
75.00 
75.00 

0.20 
0.50 
0.60 

15.00 
37.50 
45.00 

97.50 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

108939 
109515 
109376 
109387 

05/21/97 
06/02/97 
06/10/97 
06/11/97 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

TIME 

MJE 
RDM 
MJE 
MJE 

WS 
MM 
MC 
MC 

BG OP CO 
BLOOM GR OP BOND EST 
BG OP CO 
BG OP CO 

75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 

0.40 
0.50 
1.00 

0.80 

30.00 
37.50 
75.00 
60.00 

-644.00 

-644.00 

-35.00 

-35.00 

-350.00 

-350.00 

-89.50 

-89.50 

-97.50 

-97.50 



AS OF: 09/01/99 PAGE: 5 
HISTORICAL CHRONOLOGICAL JOB STATUS REPORT 

JOB: 87-56 NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD (Chargeable to Applicant) CLIENT: NEWWIN - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
TASK: 91- 22 

TASK-NO REC -DATE- TRAN EMPL ACT DESCRIPTION- RATE HRS. TIME 
DOLLARS 

EXP. BILLED BALANCE 

91-22 109388 06/11/97 TIME MJE MC BG OP CO CALLS PROJ 75.00 O.40 30.00 
91-22 109603 06/11/97 TIME MCK CL BLOOM GR OPER RVW CO 28.00 O.50 14.00 

91-22 109979 06/30/97 BILL 97-601 7/15/97 

91-22 111756 08/31/97 BILL 97-807 9/15/97 

TASK TOTAL 

246.50 

91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 
91-22 

109771 
110356 
110845 
111530 
110848 
110849 

07/02/97 
07/15/97 
08/12/97 
08/12/97 
08/14/97 
08/15/97 

TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 
TIME 

MJE 
SAS 
JEM 
RDM 
JEM 
JEM 

WS 
CL 
OC 
MR 
OC 
OC 

BG OP CO 
LTR TO OCDOH 
BLOOM GR OP COMP 
BLOOM GR OP RDWY DED 
BLOOM GR OP COMP 
BLOOM GR OP COMP 

75.00 
28.00 
50.00 
75.00 
50.00 
50.00 

O.40 
0.50 
l.OO 
O.50 
1.00 
0.50 

30.00 
14.00 
50.00 
37.50 
50.00 
25.00 

206.50 

3820.00 

-246.50 

-246.50 

0.00 

-206.50 

-206.50 

-3820.00 0.00 

GRAND TOTAL 3820.00 0.00 -3820.00 0.00 
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REGULAR ITEMS: 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) TOLEMAN 
ROAD 

Mr. Gerald Zimmerman appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, we looked at this numerous occasions 
over the last six years, as noted in the minutes, your 
review, what's been the either the holdup on what part 
and what's the problem, why has it been here six years? 

MR. EDSALL: I don't know if I can give a full answer 
to that but I know that there was, it was a difficult 
parcel because there was quit quit& a. bit of grading 
that was necessary- and once we had everyone focused on 
what the problems were, we had a probably a five page 
list with comments and Gerry has been going through all 
those resolving all the issues he had to go to the 
health department, that takes some time. 

MR. BABCOCK: Different agencies. 

MR. EDSALL: There was other approvals that were 
required, I can't say that it couldn't have happened 
faster. 

MR. PETRO: Nothing outstanding and nothing out of the 
ordinary? 

MR. EDSALL: It was a difficult parcel. 

MR. PETRO: I see that you don't have that many 
comments tonight so you seem to be a little bit more 
satisfied than usual? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, want to make a presentation Mr. 
Zimmerman? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: All that being said, it's true, you 
know, ar vr.r. just brought out part of the holdup if you 
will was :i: . approval process through the health 
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department and various other technical comments that 
needed to be addressed to bring the plans to what they 
are now. Basically, as the review letter indicates, we 
were back before this board in January of '97 of this 
year seeking an extension of preliminary approval was 
one of several that we have had. 

MR. PETRO: So you have preliminary approval? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Correct. It was in January of '97 that 
we had the board granted an extension. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Since that point, we have met with Mark 
couple of occasions at the work sessions to attempt-to 
bring*the plans into a form that the planning board 
could grant a final approval or a conditional final 
approval. As the review letter indicates, we have 
addressed all of the technical comments that were 
presented by your consultants and we have also provided 
the necessary descriptions for the roadways and 
easements and lands that will be dedicated to the town 
and as the review letter indicates, those are currently 
being reviewed. We would like to ask you tonight that 
all of these items being addressed if the board would 
consider granting a conditional final approval. 

MR. PETRO: Conditional on what? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Conditions being the completion of the 
review with the descriptions that we have presented, 
the necessary legal work, that would have to accompany 
that I think it's mentioned in Mark's letter, primarily 
basically that all the technical comments we feel we 
have addressed. 

MR. PETRO: What's all the different colors, what's 
that? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: The second so that is the first part of 
our request is the conditional final approval on the 
entire project. In reviewing the project further, and 
discussing it at the work session, not that it was 
necessarily, your consultants idea, I mean we were, we 
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have been thinking about this since it is rather a 
large project, 35 lots in total, what was discussed at 
the work session and that is what we're showing you 
tonight also. 

MR. PETRO: Phases. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Phasing of the project and in your maps 
I have submitted that also there's a sheet 2A, Phase 1 
I think as the board is aware this session Phase 1 has 
already been filed there were two lots in Phase 1 that 
were filed several years ago. The next thing is we 
have a Phase 2. 

MR. PETRO: Phase 1 is built out? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Phase 1 is* built, yes, l or 1 Should" say 
approved, you know, the road is built I think one house 
is built but the map is filed. In Phase 2, we're 
showing lot number 35, it's a single lot that has its 
frontage on Toleman Road and as part of the approved 
plans which are currently before you, it would be 
developed exactly that way, except as a Phase 2 it 
would be one lot alone. Phase 3 has as I have 
indicated in the purple or lavender but basically it's 
lots 21 through 27 and 29 through 34 is 13 lots, that 
could be built as a separate section, the roadway 
indicated would serve those lots, we would provide a 
temporary cul-de-sac to serve this area. Phase 4 
consists of ten lots which is what I have highlighted 
in yellow and that is ten lots and Phase 5 would be the 
tail part of the property which would consist of 9 

MR. PETRO: Okay, that has gone to the highway 
department, Myra, I want to see something here. 

MS. MASON: Last time it was sent to highway was 1992 
and they approved preliminary approval. 

MR. PETRO: Preliminary, it hasn't gone back since? 

MS. MASON: No. 

MR. PETRO: Getting into this phasing and the first 



June 11, 1997 18 

thing that comes to mind with me is if you are going to 
make a cul-de-sac, obviously the highway department has 
seen this plan and not one with a cul-de-sac. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: That is correct. 

MR. PETRO: I also feel that it might be a wise move 
maybe to complete that looping road probably especially 
this is serviced by wells. 

MR. BABCOCK: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Wells and sanitary systems, obviously the 
applicant wouldn't want to build the whole road, you 
want to build it a piece at a time, do the cul-de-sac 
and continue on but ;I.£m= not .completely against that but 
I'd 1ike you to think about that a 1ittle more, ^ 
obviously for conditional approval, we would be looking 
at this plan as it stands with the complete road and 
nothing with the cul-de-sac. 

MR. DUBALDI: When did it go to the highway department? 

MR. PETRO: 1992, so I think you should understand 
that. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I understand that, like I said, the 
conditional we're applying for the entire project. 

MR. PETRO: Now we are, you can, taking about phasing 
which I particularly am not against phasing, I don't 
see that that is a real problem, if someone wants to 
build a project, especially ,1ot number J2 there that is 
on Toleman Road, you can come back and subdivide that 
again at a later time, it's so huge, 17 acres. 

MR. LUCAS: What about the easement, is that 
underground service? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: But the phasing is difficult, I have got to 
think about this a little bit only because the roadways 
along the infrastructure, what ~ibcut, are you going to 
be doing curbing here? Mark? 
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MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Are you going to do drainage in phasing, 
very difficult. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Basically, I understand what you're 
saying but in reality, whether it fits that way by 
design or not the phases that would be made, the 
drainage plan for each of those phases or that takes 
place in those phases, I mean I would believe that 
would be sufficient or be able to accommodate each 
separate phase. Obviously, Mark could— 

MR. PETRO: Let me tell you what happens here and I'm 
again I'm wearing two hats here, I know what it is to 
be the builder- and to sit here as a chairman-working' 
for the Town of New Windsor in another subdivision that 
comes to mind happens to be the applicant's brother but 
this has no bearing on that, just it's in my mind where 
he built out phases by Mecca subdivision there as he 
continued on later with the other part of the phasing, 
the drainage did not accept the water that was coming 
off the other parts of the phases and it became a real 
problem, a major problem, I don't know but I think that 
the entire project should be looked at for the 
infrastructure itself, whether or not and if he wants 
to come in maybe he might want to bond certain parts of 
it, we can discuss that later. But the road basically, 
especially being it's looped like this, it would seem 
to me by the time you build that maybe Phase 4 what's 
that Phase 5 way up in the corner here, maybe that 
particular .one could be phased off later as long as the 
main road is looped and I'm kind of like thinking out 
loud here now as if we're at the workshop so kind of 
bear with me, but I can see if other things are not 
planned for the entire project on Phase 2, well, 2, I'm 
not concerned with, next big one is 3 that you'd be 
really looking to do, I can see it as a nightmare and 
it has happened in the past and again, this is no 
reflection on the applicant, just that particular one 
comes to mind. 

MR. EDSALL: Jim, ŵ . haven't looked in detail at the 
break off of the phti&ing as Gerry said, it was 
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discussed at the workshop as a concept. But I agree 
with you that each phase has to stand on its own and be 
capable of handling the subsequent phases so we can 
make that kind of a review relative to all the drainage 
and the good news is there isn't sanitary and water 
distribution that needs to be phased because 
unfortunately these lots have individual facilities. 

MR. PETRO: Keep in mind he's looking for conceptual 
approval tonight on the way we're looking at it now. 

MR. EDSALL: They are looking for— 

MR. PETRO: Who is going to determine the phases if 
it's done properly? 

MR; EDSALL: I think" maybe what they are looking for is 
a conditional final on the total and ability to seek 
maybe subsequent on that approval to phase the final 
approvals as far as meeting the conditions of bonding 
and so on, so we could in the interim check to see if 
it works. 

MR. PETRO: I think I should say this to the applicant 
as well as sometimes phasing by doing cul-de-sacs 
temporary piping may be as expensive if not more 
expensive than if you just did it the first time, made 
your loop maybe especially for Phase 3, 4 and 2, maybe 
obviously 5 way out there on the end might not be 
necessary but I still would like to see that entire 
road myself at least loop part of it which would 
encompass 3 and 4 and 2 and 1. 

MR. DUBALDI: Can I just ask a question? Basically 
we're looking to approve 5 phases tonight, is that 
actually what we're being asked to do? 

MR. PETRO: We're being asked to approve the entire 
subdivision, okay, the phasing Mark is saying that he 
can handle through his department with the bonding. 

MR. EDSALL: What I am saying is you can do it one of 
two ways, you can give it conditional final approval 
and 1st them demonstrate that the phasing will work and 
at a iiui/sequent meeting, they'd come in with 
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information to show that if fact they want to phase the 
final approval if you want to have them wait, whatever 
between the board and the applicant works out, they can 
demonstrate it, come back into another meeting and get 
the final approval with, the phasing built in. 

MR. DUBALDI: Cause we're approving the entire plan. 

MR. EDSALL: But it's a conditional approval to be real 
honest with you, other than the fact that public 
improvements need to be bonded, I doubt there would be 
any reason for this applicant to ask for phasing cause 
there is no other benefit. The only benefit is in 
bonding because they need to pay fees to the town and 
they need to post performance bonds for completion of 
the work if. that wasn't required, -there'd-be no reason 
or I'm sure they wouldn't be asking foi* It. ?" 

MR. PETRO: Build as you go, why would you have to 
phase it? 

MR. BABCOCK: You have to put up a bond for the entire 
improvement. 

MR. EDSALL: That is what I am sure the reason it, it's 
very common these days that people try to limit the 
amount of bonding and obviously for cash flow reasons 
they try to minimize the amount of fees they pay out 
before sales. 

MR. PETRO: Let me go back then Mark makes a lot of 
sense, what you're saying if we can look at this and 
give a final approval conditioned upon you receiving 
the filings on the roads and everything else, if you 
decide that you are going to do phasing, I want to see 
another plan. Obviously we have to see another plan 
because you're going to be building a cul-de-sac in the 
road, that is not even on the plan, we don't know the 
radius, we don't know where it is. 

MR. BABCOCK: What we have discussed was is that where 
this purple and the yellow line intersects make a T 
turn there and he'd be building his road and maybe your 
l^nes aren't quite accurate there where you highlighted 
t)) em • 
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MR. PETRO: Great idea but I still think highway 
department should see it. 

MR. EDSAJJJJ: You're right, even if the highway 
department agrees to a temporary T turnaround, they may 
ask that there be a performance security to guarantee a 
full cul-de-sac in case they don't go forward with four 
or the town could call the bond and put in a permanent 
turnaround. They have to come back with different 
plans if the board believes this is a workable concept 
because I don't want to get into the same problem we 
had with Rock Tavern where we have a map filed and the 
tax map department mistakenly believes it's the whole 
subdivision that is approved. We have to have 
individual maps for-each ;of the phases so that you.-...-
stamp each one individually as they post bonds arid pay 
the fees. 

MR. PETRO: Where is all the drainage? 

MR. KRIEGER: One of the, you mention the other 
subdivision with which the town had difficulty with 
with respect to drainage, that question as a result of 
what I learned there very closely allied is the 
question of erosion control and I have not seen this 
property nor is it my expertise but I would urge the 
board to ask his engineer what erosion control is 
necessary and then I'd like to see what's the 
guarantee. 

MR. PETRO: Runs anywhere from 44 0 so you have got 100 
foot difference, but the thing is .when Phase 3 is built 
and done, now you go over to Phase 4 and 5, you're 
working in there like we had at Windsor crest and many 
other places erosion becomes a bad problem. Obviously 
sometimes the culverts aren't, the blacktop, final 
blacktop is not put, the water can't get in the 
culvert, it's running down Road A and going into 
everybody's driveways and garages, that is another 
headache when you're phasing without having all the 
roads done and at least having the culvert system 
working. 

MR. KRIEGER: Sometimes it clogs the culverts. 
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MR. PETRO: The sizing of the piping you're going to do 
as if you are, as if you are building the entire 
project so all the piping sizes would b e — 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: As the entire plan shows you. 

MR. LUCAS: Like on Phase 5 does that as a topo does it 
flow like sheet flowing, does it flow from like the 
center of the property flow down Station o r — 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Basically the drainage in Phase 5 the 
drainage there's a drainage easement along lots 12 to 
15, so there will be at the end of the cul-de-sac 
drainage facility, the drainage will come along into 
here and, then, out in this direction. Other drainage 
will come back into this area and again there's catch 
basins which run into this same drainage easement that 
runs through the property. 

MR. LUCAS: I'm really concerned about the people, the 
pre-existing homes on Station Road you feel like you'll 
be able to protect them? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yeah, well, that is why we provided 
this. 

MR. LUCAS: But when you do that talking about we don't 
have to worry about any runoff going down there now if 
you did Phase 1? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yeah, Mark want to bear it out, 
basically, all the drainage that has taken place on 
this project is coming through this area, there's, as 
you're aware a wetland through this lot number 5, all 
the drainage from this area from the high part of the 
property comes through here and this is drainage, a 
drainage easement in this location, other drainage 
easements along these two lots 7 and 6 and through the 
tail of the or the beginning of the cul-de-sac through 
here. 

MR. LUCAS: So that is why you address this in 5, that 
is my concern. 
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MR. ZIMMERMAN: Right. 

MR. PETRO: Let me get onto something here, Mark, 
disturbing more than five acres, so I know started this 
back in '92 you when it wasn't in effect but I know it 
is, so it went to the DEC for erosion control. 

MR. EDSALL: There's no permitting process as part of 
the Planning Board's review, there's the requirement 
that they obtain a SPEDES permit for construction 
related activities as part of their construction 
operations, that is the responsibility of the developer 
during construction. 

MR. PETRO: Not talking about when you're disturbing. 

MR. EDSALL: Yes, but that is not a town function of 
review nor is it a permit or an approval they get 
before your approval, it actually is a permit they 
obtain during construction so we have advised them I'm 
sure they are aware of that requirement. 

MR. PETRO: See page 15 and 16 erosion control also 
looking on page 15, lot number 2 basically is one big 
wetlands, is that correct, in the green? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yeah, that is correct. 

MR. PETRO: If we're making a lot where are you going 
to plot the house? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: It should be on the sheet. 

MR. EDSALL: Sheet 6. 

MR. BABCOCK: Jim, I think some of the lines on that 
one lot is the topo lines. 

MR. PETRO: And the house where it is plotted is not 
encroaching on any of the wetlands, I see it's here, 
the wetlands themselves that is outlined? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: That is correct, the board should know 
that you know we d:M gst a wetlands permit on this 
plan, the details t a^t -ire shown here were approved by 
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the DEC for the wetlands permit. Getting a permit to 
construct the roadway across the wetlands. 

MR. LUCAS: What page? 

MR. PETRO: Page 6 under the sanitary system, Mark, 
bear me out with this, it needs to be 300 or 500 feet 
away from any wetlands? 

MR. PETRO: I have a scale here of one inch. 

MR. EDSALL: It's a hundred foot spacing to bodies of 
water, I don't think there's any increased 200 or 500 
from the wetlands. 

MR. PETRO: For a sanitary system? : . 

MR. EDSALL: Not that I am aware of. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN; The DEC delineates the wetlands which 
the did and then the DEC also requires a hundred foot 
buffer be placed around that wetland, the sanitary 
system or whatever construction needs to be outside of 
that buffer strip unless you ask them for a permit but 
we, our proposal is outside. 

MR. PETRO: I will ask you one time, are you positive 
of that? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Absolutely. 

MR. PETRO: I thought it was more than a hundred feet. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Oh no, well, no, it's a hundred buffer. 

MR. PETRO: I think you have it anyway, so I am going 
to kind of flip over because if your scale is one inch 
for 5 0 feet, it looks like you're more away but you 
have to take in a hundred foot buffer so it would be 
close. That is the end of that so lot number 2 I'm 
satisfied with. 

MR. DUBALDI: How many feet is the driveway proposed 
driveway? 
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MR. ZIMMERMAN: For lot 2? 

MR. DUBALDI: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: One inch it: 50 feet so maybe more than 800 
feet, I think. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: 8 00 feet, the driveway. 

MR. PETRO: That is okay. 

MR. EDSALL: Jim, just to provide additional 
information, Mike and I were looking at the concept of 
the phasing and how it relates to the drainage piping 
and with one or two minor adjustments in the phase line 
mainly up in that area we talked about where the 
temporary turnaround would be, I believe and we"'IT* 
obviously check it in a more detailed manner before you 
look at approving it, but I believe at this point that 
the phases can stand alone, the drainage effectively 
and the phases run separately from each other so there 
shouldn't be a problem. 

MR. PETRO: If you feel there is not a problem, I'm not 
trying to be abstinent to the whole idea, we definitely 
want to see a plan here again showing the phases, A, 
and B, has public hearing been held here on this? 
Cause I see Mr. Goodwin lives over there, has there 
been a public hearing? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: We had a public hearing for preliminary 
approval. 

MR. STENT: When you do that phase, you come down the 
yellow and you stop then you're going to stop the 
drainage cause your map shows the drainage continuing 
through that point where are you going to stop the 
drainage, you go down the turn, your drainage comes 
down to there where is it going to go, if you go in 
phases? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Are you talking this location? 

KR. STENT: No, on the pink phase, where is your 
drainage going to go if you do that phase first 
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dead-end it there? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: No, I believe the plan calls for the 
drainage culvert see, there's already a drainage. 

MR. STENT: I understand that. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: So there's a, this is an active 
drainage ditch as it exists now so we're going to put a 
culvert in just in this location. 

MR. STENT: Natural drainage going right on down from 
that. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: And it will continue as it does now. 

MR. BABCOCK: You may have to adjust your phase lines 
just to incorporate that in Phase 2 because that is 
where Phase 2 drains, drainage will dump out. 

MR. STENT: You have, if you have to see where Phase 2 
will dump out. 

MR. EDSALL: If you look at sheet 1 that shows that 
area and I do believe as Mike indicated if they include 
the culvert crossing the road into Phase 5 into Phase 
3, it would work fine and that was the adjustment I 
spoke about earlier. 

MR. PETRO: You need to get the right-of-way 
dedications in order that is the main condition of 
final approval. 

MR. BABCOCK: Highway. 

MR. PETRO: And well highway. 

MR. LUCAS: How about fire? 

MR. PETRO: We have highway and fire, it's all on this 
plan as we see it now, if you vary from this plan, when 
I say vary from it, I'm talking about phasing, you need 
to come back when they need to come back are they going 
to come back on the same application? 



June 11, 1997 28 

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, the code as it is established allows 
for phased approvals for the final, it's something that 
is built into the code and it's something that I think 
is historically done for larger subdivisions. 

MR. PETRO: I want to see a phased plan before the 
board again. 

MR. EDSALL: Exactly, not only would he want to see a 
phased plan but if the board believes it would work, I 
want to see individual final plans for each phase so 
that when you stamp a plan, you're stamping only that 
phase cause I don't want the same problem to happen 
where the county misunderstood when the town stamped 
the previous plan. 

MR* PETRO: And or if they want' to build odt the entire 
site, they are going to have final approval as of 
tonight. 

MR. EDSALL: If they are going to do the whole thing, 
obviously your conditions which are all procedural, 
include the final right-of-way dedications, easements 
which we're reviewing, all the offers of dedication 
have to come in, title insurance, whatever the town 
attorney wants relative to those documents, obviously 
they need to post public improvement bond now if they 
decide to phase it, they'll be phasing that as well, 
they need to pay their fees and if they do decide that 
it can be phased, they'll be putting that payment in in 
pieces. 

MR. PETRO: Let the minutes show all that Mark reel lied 
to us and the applicant that that would be a condition 
of final approval and Mr. Krieger would like to add to 
it. 

MR. KRIEGER: I'd like to ask the applicant would you 
be willing to commit to completing the drainage before 
constructing any buildings on the any of the phases 
with all the drainage, in other words, that it is in 
place and that it's maintained in operating condition? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes. 
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MR. KRIEGER: Because that was a problem we ran into 
the last time so all the drainage has to be completed 
beforehand has to be functioning and continue to 
function. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Okay. 

MR. PETRO: You need all the roadways named, have they 
been named, that was a condition from the fire 
inspector? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: I see Road A. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I do still call it but this is Melissa 
Lane, main roadway> and the tail"is Hunter Road and" 
those names were approved by the town. 

MR. PETRO: For 911? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Fire approval 9/8/92 and highway approval, 
where is it, Myra, on 12/9/92 for preliminary. 

MR. EDSALL: Mr. Chairman, again just for the board's 
edification and for the minutes, one of the changes 
that occurred during the six years of review we have 
had with the applicant was that the road spec was 
corrected, updated to match the new town road spec as 
they went through so they didn't ignore the fact the 
town has moved forward on road items. 

MR. PETRO: Back to a road item, we really only have 
preliminary approval from the highway department so 
what we need to make another condition on final 
approval that we have final approval from the highway 
department, especially I know for a fact that the new 
highway superintendent has not seen this and the old 
one has it right in the minutes that preliminary 
approved, further review will be required, I'm sure he 
wants to look at it. I don't particularly know why he 
would say no, but as p.-'-ter of procedure, he needs to 
make that as a matter J2 crndition in conjunction with 
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the ones Mark has already read in the minutes. Any 
further discussion? 

MR. STENT: Also what Andy read in about the drainage. 

MR. KRIEGER: All drainage has to be complete before 
any structure is erected and has to be maintained in 
working condition. 

(Mr. Zimmerman nodded in the affirmative) 

MR. EDSALL: Just so w e — 

MR. KRIEGER: Let the record reflect that he nodded 
yes. 

MR. EDSALL? Just so we understand for construction 
you're talking about having all the drainage finished 
in each phase? 

MR. KRIEGER: No, I'm talking about the whole drainage 
scheme for the property being finished so that very 
problem Mr. Stent was talking about if we just do it in 
phases, then the problem is that while one phase may be 
perfectly well drained, it may create a horrible 
problem on the next property which may or may not 
become the next designated phase which may or may not 
ever been built out but the problem will remain. 

MR. STENT: Andy, Mr. Zimmerman mentioned how he was 
going to continue that drainage from that phase, I 
don't know what it is up there. 

MR. KRIEGER: I just wanted a commitment that in fact 
that would be done prior to construction of any 
buildings and that it would be maintained in working 
condition. 

MR. PETRO: On that one particular one though, not the 
entire drainage for the entire site. 

MR. LUCAS: Only other real drainage is in 5, he's got 
to address 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

MR. ZIMMERMAK; i?he drainage in Phase 3 is placed as 
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Phase 3 is constructed, that will take care of the 
drainage for the site and would not affect anything 
that is happening down in this location here. 

MR. LUCAS: Other than in b? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I said 5 cause we're going to move the 
line from 3 to encompass that. 

MR. PETRO: What I want to do is I want to leave the 
phasing up to the engineers basically yourself and our 
planning board engineer and when he comes back in for 
phasing, if he does, they need to show us plans how the 
phasing is going to work which would encompass the 
drainage for the other areas also, I don't think that 
we,should require anything now about, the phasing unless 
they come back with phasing and Mark should been able 
to handle that with his engineer. 

MR. VINCENT BIAGINI: I'm the developer, I'm willing to 
put in all the drainage just like the attorney said so 
that it is part of the whole subdivision. 

MR. KRIE6ER: Put it all in place and make sure it 
continues to operate. 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes? 

MR. KRIEGER: I expect when you go for your first 
building permit when the building inspector asks the 
question about whether the drainage is working, I don't 
want to have any argument at that point about whether 
or in not he should be asking that question, I want it 
clear. 

MR. EDSALL: Gentlemen, gentlemen, we have got to be 
careful, you can't put the cart in front of the horse, 
we can't have him doing work on Phase 5 drainage while 
he's paid fees for Phase 3, that way, there is no 
inspection fees to look at what he is doing out of 
sequence, please let the phasing go as would properly 
work with phasing and based on the fees. 

MR. LUCAS: Then you have no problem that there will be 
no runoff into 5 if he does 3? 
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MR. PETRO: They have got to show us. 

MR. EDSALL: That is what we're going to look at for 
the phasing, if they comply with the SPEDES 
requirements for the construction related activities, 
any areas that are disturbed have to be protected, they 
have to put in diversion ditches, sedimentation basins, 
that is how you protect the site, not by putting in 
catch basins that are going to be six or eight inches 
above the road base, that doesn't serve any purpose. 

MR. LUCAS: My concern is the people on Station Road. 

MR. EDSALL: I understand what you're saying but 
putting in catch basins and piping in. a road and those 
basins will be-sitting well above the sub-base serve no 
purpose. 

MR. LUCAS: No, no, this is the border, why can't you 
do a border? This isn't in the road, Mark, the one I'm 
talking about. 

MR. STENT: You have got natural drainage running down, 
are you talking about this plan as it sits before us? 

MR. LUCAS: Blue border on 5. 

MR. STENT: We're not here for phasing as Jimmy pointed 
out, here for the whole plan being approved right now 
we got off on a tangent. 

MR. PETRO: If they come back for phasing we're going 
to review it as phases and the engineer will design it 
as phases, that is my point, it will be designed to 
work as phases. 

MR. EDSALL: And relative to protecting the adjoining 
properties, I think that is best done by a good soil 
erosion sediment control plan with diversion ditches, 
any sedimentation basins they need that is what the 
state SPEDES regulations cover, I don't know that catch 
basin in roadways really serves that function until 
they are really finished and they collect water. 
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MR. PETRO: Okay, we're going to have to have a motion 
but again, the motion will entail all the comments that 
Mark made earlier and also the one I made about we need 
final approval from the highway department also as a 
condition, we would require that. Andy, you had one? 

MR. KRIEGER: He already committed himself to do that. 

MR. PETRO: We're going to ask him not to commit 
himself to do that. 

MR. KRIEGER: Just want to make sure it works. If the 
SPEDES permit takes care of it, that is fine, just 
don't want to see it happen again. 

MR. PETRO: You might want to add that each phase works 
on its own merits in conjunction with the entire site. 

MR. KRIEGER: If in fact there is later phasing then it 
would have to work throughout the site but right now as 
you aptly pointed out. 

MR. PETRO: Motion for final approval for Blooming 
Grove Operating Subdivision. 

MR. DUBALDI: You got a motion subject to the 
conditions. 

MR. PETRO: Conditions earlier set forth. 

MR. STENT: Second that motion. 

MR. PETRO: Js there any further discussion from the 
board members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. DUBALDI 
MR. STENT 
MR. LUCAS 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. 
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12 November 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING MAJOR SUBDIVISION 
STATUS MEETING - 11/12/97 
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NO. 91-22 

Resultant from several questions concerning the ongoing construction, phasing and approval status of the 
subject subdivision, a meeting was scheduled for 12 November 1997 to review the overall project and 
its status. Present at this meeting were the following: 

Vincent Biagini, Project Developer 
Jerry Zimmerman, P.E., Developer's Engineer 
Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector 
Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer 
Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary 

We reviewed the status of each phase of the project and specifically verified the involved lots, inspection 
fees which have been paid, verified whether the subdivision was filed with the County, verified the status 
of OCDOH approval and Planning Board approval. A chart reflecting these individual items is attached 
hereto. 

We also discussed the fact that the original project involved a very small Phase 1. Phase 2 involved the 
subdivision of the entire remaining portion of the project. Since that time, the Applicant has requested 
that the major subdivision be broken into four (4) phases. This has caused some confusion since the 
Town Board approved a Phase 2 Public Improvement Bond amount of $842,459.00. Since that approval, 
the phasing concept has been endorsed by the Planning Board and the project broken into several phases. 
Phase 2 involves a single lot with frontage on Toleman Road and, therefore, does include any public 
improvements. Phases 3, 4 and 5 all include public improvements. Each of these has its own Public 
Improvement Bond amount, calculated by Jerry Zimmerman, with the total of these phases equalling the 
total amount previously approved by the Town Board. Jerry is sending the undersigned a copy of the 

D 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 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 
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breakdowns for Phases 3, 4 and 5, to verify these breakdowns. As well, since they are intending to 
proceed with the filing of Phases 2 and 3 and are requesting a Building Permit for the interior lot of 
Phase 1, he is to send me a request for decrease of the Bond amount for Phases 1 and 3, indicating the 
completed work. This will subsequently be forwarded to the Town Board for approval of the remaining 
work amount, following which Vince Biagini will be required to submit an actual Performance Guarantee 
(Bond or Letter of Credit, etc.). 

We also discussed the fact that we had not received the formal Offers of Dedication for the project. 
Metes and bounds for the roadways were previously prepared, but the formal offer papers never 
submitted. They were requested to have these submitted to Town Attorney Phil Crotty as soon as 
possible and it is anticipated that he will forward copies of the descriptions to the undersigned for a 
coordinated review of this document. 

A review was also made of the Planning Board action taken on 11 June 1997 at their regular meeting. 
At that meeting, the Planning Board reviewed the concept of project phasing and indicated their approval 
of this phasing. They did indicate that individual plans must be submitted for each phase for final 
approval of that phase. The minutes reflect a wording by the Planning Board granting conditional final 
approval to the overall subdivision, which I believe was intended to grant conditional final if the balance 
of the project was completed as a single phase. If the project is broken into multiple phases, the 
Planning Board anticipated new final plans for each phase. Inasmuch as all five phases will not be 
completed for final approval within the 360 days referenced in the State Law (180 + two 90 day 
extensions), Mr. Biagini does desire and does intend to return to the Planning Board for individual final 
approvals. It is his preference that the Board understand that the conditional final approval is not 
applicable since he is breaking the project into multiple phases (he does not want the 360 day time clock 
started on 6/11/97). This matter was clarified at the Planning Board meeting held on 12 November 1997, 
with concurrence of the Planning Board. I will send a letter to Mr. Biagini to confirm his understanding 
of this matter. 

cc: Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector 
Richard D. McGoey, P.E., Town Engineer 
Philip Crotty, Town Attorney 
Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary 

A:ll-12-E.mk 
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TO: MYRA MASON, SECRETARY 
PLANNING BOARD 

FROM: PHIL 

SUBJECT: TOtEMAN ESTATES SUBDIVISION 
(ALL PHASES) 

bAVE. JUNE 3, 2002 

I met with Highway Superintendent Henry Kroll this morning. He advises 
that no port of Melissa Lane or Hunter Road is ready for dedication. As a 
matter of fact he said parts of the rood will need to be removed and 
replaced before dedication. Henry will meet with Mark Edsall and send me a 
memo. 

In the meantime the developer, Vtnce Biagini, (aka Highland Operating Ltd. 
and Blooming Grove Operating Company) needs to furnish a replacement 
Letter of Credii ASA?. The most recent Letter of Credit, was dated April 
7,1998 and was m the amount of $37,637.50. It has expired. 

I request that the Building Department not issue any building permits or 
stamp any plans until the replacement Letter of Credit \s in hand. 

0& 
Pac/pac 

Cc Supervisor Meyers 
Highway Superintendent Kroll 
Engineer Edsall 
Engineer Mcfioey 
Building Inspector Babcock 
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Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New York 12553 
Telephone: (914) 563-4630 

Fax:(914)563-4692 

Attorney for the Town 
June 18,2002 

Morton Marshak, Esq. 
1 Stage Road 
P.O. Box 227 
Monroe, NY 10950 

Re: Toleman Estates Subdivision 
Highland Operating Ltd. 

Dear Mr. Marshak: 

This letter follows your letter to me dated June 13,2002 and my telephone conversation with you 
on June 14.2002. 

As I said on the phone, the Town of New Windsor will require a re-review of the amount of the 
letter of credit. The Town Engineer will need to approve the amount required for the letter of 
credit, in conjunction with the Town Highway Superintendent. The amount of the letter of credit 
required at this time may be substantially more or less than the original amount. 

You also say that your client has proceeded in good faith to construct a home which has been 
sold, and the parties wish to close as quickly as possible. The position of the Town is that your 
client allowed the original letter of credit to lapse, so it is not presently in compliance with the 
Town Code. That is not "good faith.'' 

I will review the new letter of credit as soon as it is received in the proper form and amount. 

Very truly yours, 

afl&tp 
Philip A. Crotty 
Attorney for the Town of New Windsor 

pac/mlb 

cc: George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Richard D. McGoey, w/ Enclosure 
Mark J. Edsall w/ Enclosure 
Henry Kroll, Superintendent of Highways w/ Enclosure 
Myra Mason 
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June 13, 2002 

FIRST CLASS MAIL AND FACSIMILE (563-4603) 

Philip Crotty, Esq. 
Town Attorney, Town of New Windsor 
556 Union Avenue 
NewWindsor, NY 12553 

Re Toteman Estates Subdivision 

Dew Mr. Crotty: 

In furtherance of our telephone conversation yesterday, t am enclosing copies of 
my client's lender's specimen documents to furnish another tetter of credit to the Town 
to cover Melissa Lane and Hunter Road as the previous letter of credit did. Although we 
discussed that the Town Engineer might re-review the amount, it appears to be 
unnecessary since this wiH be consistent with his original estimate and afford the same 
protection to the Town as in the past Of course, my client will perform any work 
necessary for the dedication of these roads at the appropriate time. 

My client has, in good faith, constructed a home on one of the lots of a two lot 
subdivision, which is a resubdivision of Lot 3 Phase IV & V, which has been approved, 
and ait parties wish to dose as quicWy as possible. Any delay wiH cause great harm to 
all concerned. We await your acknowledgment that the foregoing is acceptable and that 
upon receipt by the Town of the new letter of credit, you will advise the Planning Board 
Chairman to stamp the subdivision map so that it may be filed. 

Your immediate attention wiH be greatly appreciated, and ! thank you for your 
anticipated courtesy and cooperation 

VerytnJy 

Morton Marshak 

MM:law 

cc: Highland Operating, Ltd. i JUN H 2002 1 
ZJ 

lOWIIOFNEWttlOSOt 
ATTOWCTSOFHCt 



RE: R&F-LETTER OF CREDIT-HIGHLAND OPERATING LTD. 
TOLEMAN ESTATES-PHASE III 

Hearing no objection, the Town Board of the Town of New Windsor receive and file an 
Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. 98-022 in the amount of $37,637.50 from 
Pawling Savings Bank, 1301 Route 52, P. O. Box 7000, Fishkill, N. Y. 12524, dated 
April 7,1998 in favor of HIGHLAND OPERATING LTD. in behalf of the 
TOLEMAN ESTATES-PHASE III SUBDIVISION. 

Town Board Agenda: 05/06/98. 

sfafa* 

-jfaptP o 
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IRREVOCABLE STANDBY LETTER OF CREDIT NO. #98-022 
Pawling Savings Bank 

1301 Route 52 
P.O. Box 7000 

Fishkffl, New York 12524. 
April 7, 1998 

Gentlemen: 

At the request of Highland Operating LTD. , (the "customer"), we hereby establish in 
your favor this Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit in the amount of Thirty Seven Thousand Sh 
Hundred Thirty Seven and 50/100 Dollars ($37,637.50) ("the Standby Letter of Credit"). Subject 
tc the terms and conditions set forth below, this Standby Letter of Credit authorizes you to draw on 
us an amount not exceeding Thirty Seven Thousand Six Hundred Thirty Seven Thousand and 
50/100 Dollars ($37,637.50) in the aggregate. You may obtain the funds available under this Standby 
Letter of Credit at any time and from time to time prior to the Expiration Time (as hereinafter 
defined) by presentation of the following documents to our office at 1301 Route 52 P.O. Box 7000, 
Fishkill, New York 12524, Attention: Letter of Credit Department: 

1. your sight draft drawn on us in the form attached as Exhibit 1 hereto, drawn by and payable 
to you, and bearing the clause:"DRAWN UNDER [BANK] IRREVOCABLE STANDBY 
LETTER OF CREDIT NUMBER #98-022 DATED April 7.1998 

2. a certificate in the form attached as Exhibit 2 hereto, signed by any person purporting to be 
an officer of the beneficiary ,. 

Each draft presented for payment against this Standby Letter of Credit and each accompanying 
certification must be dated the date of its presentation or transmission to us, and may be presented 
or transmitted only on a Banking Day. As used in this Standby Letter of Credit, "Banking Day" shall 
mean any day other than a Saturday, Sunday, legal holiday or a day on which banking institutions in 
New York are authorized or required to close. 

We hereby agree to honor and to pay the amount of each draft drawn under and in compliance 
with the terms of this Standby Letter of Credit which is presented or transmitted to us, with the 
certificate specified above, before the Expiration Time. Payment hereunder will be made in 
immediately available United States funds by wire transfer to the account specified in such draft, and 
all funds so wired will be received in the specified account no later than 3:00 p.m., New York 
time('Local Time"), on the second Banking Day after the date of our receipt of such draft and 
accompanying certificate, if we received the same at or before 11:00 a.m. Local Time, or no later than 
3:00 p.m. Local Time on the third Banking Day after the date of our receipt of such draft and 
accompanying certificate, if we receive the same after 11:00 a.m. Local Time. 

1 



MORTON MARSHAK 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

i STAGE ROAD 
P. O. BOX 227 

MONROE N. Y. 10950 

(845; 783-8355 
FAX ($45) 7R3-4965 

C£ 

^ P V 

tj^ 

June 13, 2002 

FIRST CLASS MAIL AND FACSIMILE (563-4693) 

Philip Crotty, Esq. 
Town Attorney, Town of New Windsor 
556 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re: Toternan Estates Subdivision 

Dear Mr. Crotty: 

In furtherance of our telephone conversation yesterday, I am enclosing copies of 
my client's lender's specimen documents to furnish another letter of credit to the Town 
to cover Melissa Lane and Hunter Road as the previous letter of credit did. Although we 
discussed that the Town Engineer might re-review the amount, It appears to be 
unnecessary since this will be consistent with his original estimate and afford the same 
protection to the Town as in the past. Of course, my client will perform any work 
necessary for the dedication of these roads at the appropriate time. 

My client has, in good faith, constructed a home on one of the lots of a two lot 
subdivision, which is a ^subdivision of Lot 3 Phase IV & V, which has been approved, 
and all parties wish to dose as quickly as possible. Any delay will cause great harm to 
all concerned. We await your acknowledgment that the foregoing is acceptable and that 
upon receipt by the Town of the new letter of credit, you will advise the Planning Board 
Chairman to stamp the subdivision map so that it may be filed. 

Your immediate attention will be greatly appreciated, and 
anticipated courtesy and cooperation 

Very truly 

thank you for your 

Morton Marshak 

MM:law 

cc: Highland Operating, Ltd. 
s e E a w E 

JUN 1 4 2002 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
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/ 
AS OF: 06/11/97 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS 
PAGE 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. " ~ 

REV8 

REV6 

REV7 

REV6 

REV6 

REV6 

REV6 

REV6 

REV6 

REV5 

REV5 

REV5 

REV5 

REV 5 

REV5 

REV4 

REV4 

REV4 

REV4 

REV4 

DATE-SENT 

01/05/93 

10/24/92 

10/24/92 

08/24/92 

08/24/92 

08/24/92 

08/24/92 

08/24/92 

08/24/92 

06/09/92 

06/09/92 

06/09/92 

06/09/92 

06/09/92 

06/09/92 

02/19/92 

02/19/92 

02/19/92 

02/19/92 

02/19/92 

AGENCY 

P.B. ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

DATE-RECD RESPONSE-

/ / 

/ / 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 12/09/92 PRELIMINAR. APPROVED 
. PRELIMINARILY APPROVED - FURTHER REVIEW WILL BE REQUIRED 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL SANITARY 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

/ / 

08/25/92 APPROVED 

/ / 

/ / 

09/08/92 APPROVED 
PLEASE HAVE ROAD NAMES DESIGNATED 

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL SANITARY 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

/ / 

08/24/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV6 

06/18/92 APPROVED 

08/24/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV6 

08/24/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV6 

06/17/92 APPROVED 
DEVELOPER MUST ASSIGN STREET NAMES AND NUMBERS ON FINAL PLAN 

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL SANITARY 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

08/24/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV6 

06/09/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV5 

02/24/92 APPROVED 

06/09/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV5 

06/09/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV5 

02/24/92 APPROVED 



AS OF: 06/11/97 

PLANNING BOARD \ 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS 
PAGE: 2 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

REV4 

REV3 

REV3 

REV3 

REV3 

REV3 

REV 3 

REV2 

REV2 

REV2 

REV2 

REV2 

REV2 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

REV1 

ORIG 

ORIG 

DATE-SENT 

02/19/92 

01/10/92 

01/10/92 

01/10/92 

01/10/92 

01/10/92 

01/10/92 

12/20/91 

12/20/91 

12/20/91 

12/20/91 

12/20/91 

12/20/91 

10/07/91 

10/07/91 

10/07/91 

10/07/91 

10/07/91 

10/07/91 

09/09/91 

09/09/91 

AGENCY 

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL SANITARY 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL SANITARY 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

MUNICIPAL SEWER 

MUNICIPAL SANITARY 
. DOES NOT INDICATE PERC AND 

MUNICIPAL FIRE 

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 

MUNICIPAL WATER 

DATE-RECD RESPONSE 

06/09/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV5 

02/19/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV4 

01/14/92 APPROVED 

01/14/92 APPROVED 

02/19/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV4 

01/10/92 APPROVED 

02/19/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV4 

01/10/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV3 

12/23/91 APPROVED 

01/10/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV3 

01/10/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV3 

01/10/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV3 

01/10/92 SUPERSEDED BY REV3 

12/20/91 SUPERSEDED BY REV2 

10/08/91 APPROVED 

12/20/91 SUPERSEDED BY REV2 

10/07/91 DISAPPROVED 
AND DESIGN OF SEPTIC SYSTEM 

10/09/91 APPROVED 

12/20/91 SUPERSEDED BY REV2 

10/07/91 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

09/10/91 APPROVED 



PLANNING BOARD \ 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

AS OF: 06/11/97 PAGE: 3 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS 

f 
» 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 ! 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO.* 

DATE-SENT AGENCY I DATE-RECD RESPONSE 

ORIG 09/09/91 MUNICIPAL SEWER 10/07/91 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 

ORIG 09/09/91 MUNICIPAL SANITARY \ 09/10/91 APPROVED 

. NEED PERCS AND DESIGN FOR EACH SEPTIC BEFORE CONSTRUCTION 

ORIG 09/09/91 MUNICIPAL FIRE ! 09/11/91 APPROVED 

ORIG 09/09/91 PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER ; 10/07/91 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 



PLANNING BOARD I 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

•"-•'-•"•- r PAGE: 2 . 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD? ACTIONS 

I STATUS [Open, Withd] 
N O [Disap, Appr] 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 I 
NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 

APPLICANT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO.! 

AS OF: 06/11/97 

STAGE: 

MEETING-PURPOSE-— D A T E — 

09/09/92 P.B. APPEARANCE CON'T 

. NEED MEETING WITH 

08/04/92 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

06/24/92 P.B. APPEARANCE 

02/26/92 P.B. APPEARANCE 

02/04/92 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

01/22/92 P.B. APPEARANCE 

12/29/91 SITE VISIT COMPLETE 

11/13/91 P.B. APPEARANCE 

09/25/91 P.B. APPEARANCE 

04/03/90 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

03/06/90 WORK SESSION APPOINTMENT 

ACTION^TAKEN-

WAIVE DEADLINE 
SKIP & MARK RE: GRADINGS & SLOPES 

NEW PLAN:NEXT AGENDA 

RETURN^ T O W O R K S H O P 

SKETCH! PLAN APPROVED 
.4 

REVISE! 

RETURN; TO WORKSHOP 
i -

RETURNS TO MEETING 

SITE VISIT REQUIRED 

TO RETURN 

REVISE! & SUBMIT 

NO SHOW 



* # 

AS OB1: 06/1 1 /97 

STAGE: 

FOR PROJECT NUMBER 
NAME 

APPLICANT 

PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

PAGE: 1 
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS 

STATUS [Open, Withd] 
0 [Disap, Appr] 

91-22 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO./PHASE II -SUBDIVISION 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

- DATE— 

05/21/97 

02/20/97 

01/08/97 

12/04/96 

07/10/96 

06/19/96 

01/10/96 

10/11/95 

09/27/95 

07/12/95 

01/11/95 

01/12/94 

06/09/93 

01/13/93 

12/23/92 

12/15/92 

12/09/92 

10/28/9 2 

09/15/92 

09/09/92 

MEETING-PURPOSE 

WORK SESSION APPOINTMENT 

WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

ACTION-TAKEN 

REVISE - 6/11/MTG 

RET TO. W.S. 

REQUEST FOR EXT. OF PRELIMINRY GRNT 6 MOS. 7/13/97 

WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

REQUEST FOR 6 MO EXTENSION 

WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

REQ. FOR EXT. OF PRELIM APPR 

DISCUSSED AT P.B. MEETING 

P.B. APPEARANCE 

DISCUSSED 

GRANTED 7-10-96 

DISCUSSED FEES 

GRANTED:EXPS 6-13-96 

NEG DEC. TAKEN 

NEED APPROVALS 
. NEED HWY & FIRE APPROVAL - TO RETURN TO BOARD 

REQ. FOR EXT. OF PRELIM APPR GRANTED:EXPS 1-13-96 

REQUESR OER 6 MO. EXTENSION GRANTED 1-11-95 

REQUEST FOR 6 MO. EXTENSION GRANTED 1-12-94 

REQUEST FOR EXT. OF PREL. APPR GRANTED 6 MONTHS 

P.B. APPEARANCE PRELIM. APPROVAL 

P.B. APPEARANCE TO RETURN 

WORK SESSION APPEARANCE NEXT AGENDA 

P.B. APPEARANCE: PUBLIC HEAR. SITE VISIT: 
. COMPLETE PART 2 OF EAF AFTER SITE VISIT:NEED DRAINAGE STUDY 

P.B. APPEARANCE 

WORK SESSION APPEARANCE 

P.B. APPEARANCE 

SCHEDULE PUB. HEAR, 

DISCUSSION 

LA/SITE VISIT 9/16 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER. P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL. P.E. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

Q Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

6 

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION 
RECORD Q£ APPEARANCE 

rTOWrf/VILLAGE OF AJfU7 {/JjAbU/^ P/B tt QL -<? ^ 

WORK SESSION DATE: 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: / l / Q 

PROJECT NAME: p^'Ofie^cUr^j d&. 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUIRED: i / 

-a 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD ^ 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: r^i&v^ 7 , /tsf*ce & 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. > ^ 
FIRE INSP. A«J bet 
ENGINEER ) C 
PLANNER 
P / B CHMN. 
OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

® J I/Us )A~Lr^,~*jh ty€v> fc thtf TMd 

j j) afl—4- iwwlr L-wfc/ / f iU Z^ 7 

Q7^'IT c. 
f y ^ f i - > 

V <te£ 

4MJS91 cbwsfor 

Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



TO0/N OF NEW Wll#>SOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

OCT i*4 1 9 9 6 

Ocfooer9,1996 

Zimmerman Engineering & Surveying, P. C. 
R t l 7 M 
Haniman, NY 10926 

ATTN: GERALD ZIMMERMAN, RE. 

RE: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY - PHASE I AND II 
TOLEMAN ROAD - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

Dear Mr. Zimmerman: 

We have reviewed your latest cost estimate for Phase I and Phase n for subject project, a copy of 
which has been enclosed In line with our review, we have made several revisions to the cost of the 
drainage pipe reflecting the cost shown in your estimate back in September of 1995, which is more in 
line with the cost to pay prevailing wage, if necessary. On the basis of our review of your cost 
estimate, we offer the following recommendations: 

As can be seen from the revised estimates enclosed for Phase I, we are recommending that a 
performance bond be established for Phase I in the amount of $106.207.00 and for Phase II in the 
amount of $842.459.00. Further, engineering review fees are calculated on the basis of 4% of the 
performance bond estimate and we are, therefore, requesting that the applicant post engineering review 
fees in the amount of $4.248.28 for Phase I and $33.698.36 for Phase H. 

We will be formally recommending the above to the Town Board for their acceptance, however, if you 
should have any questions in the interim, please contact our office. 

Sincerely yours, 

RICHARD MC GOEY, P.E., 
ENGINEER FOR THE TOWN 

RDM/mlm, 
cc: George J. Meyers, Supervisor 

James R_ Petro, Jr. - P.B. Chairman 
Michael Babcock, Building Inspector 
Mark Edsall, RE. - P.B. Engineer 



Zimmerman Engineering 
Bond Estimate for Blooming Orov« Operating Company 

[Jbo No. 65-256 

,.V May 10.1996 
Revise! June 21,1996 

Revised August i3,:1996 

Prase 1 

•:•./ 

Description: 

Site Preperaiion: 
Clearing 
Grubbing 
Qui 3. Fill 
Erosion Control 

Drainage Improvements. 
Catcn Basins 
Manholes 
Corrugated Metal Pipe: — 

15" 
18" 
24" 
36" 
48" 

riared end section 
Riprap channel 
Oramage channel 

Roads: 
Subgratfe 
Pavement 
"LTD 

ROW Monuments 
Sealing & TopSGii 
Street Name Signs 

rC:\3\ 

• " \ '•':.-:' --
E'iitmated • 
Quantity"'.? Unit 

0.54 ac - - • 
0.54 * ac 

2.719.00 cy 
1.00; lumpsum 

' • " ' -

"6.00 each 
n o.oo each 

40.00 feet 
335.00 feet 

0.00 feet 
.280.00; feet 

50.00 feet 

. 2.00" each 
200.00 sf 

COO feet 

395.00 cy 
1.776.00 sy-

940.00 feet 
4.00 each 

836.00 sy* 
1.00 each 

Unit Price 
($> 

—"5000.00 
500.00 

-- 10.00 
. 500.00 

.- - -. 
i,0CQ.QO 
1,300.00 

• - - . -

: - 45=6*- Zt>> 
fOTu 

2 5 ^ e , 
:, 4*60 

250.00 
5.00 
4.00 

20.00 
12.50 
10.00 

150.00 
2.00 

1C0.CC 

E.5*. 
^o 
<r&> 
CefO' 

rt><* 

W> 

o o 

**> 
oo 

• " - - • . ' - - . - . - . - - - - • • • " ' . 

Total" 
• - • - - v ( » - -

. C : 

" ^700 .00 
270.00 

27,190.00 
500.00 

• 

6,000.00 
0.00 

-66630 &ot>.oo 
6-.b30.00 g ^ 7 ^ . ° ' 6 

. '- OiOQ 
• 1 " FfSrt fW* fY i"r~" **^ 
IC.CrUU.wv / Tv^ 

: -2:S00;0Q 3 0 0 0 

500.00 
1,000.00 

0.00 

7,900.00 
22.200.00 

9.400.00 
600.00 

1,572.00 
100.CQ 

101.762.00 

/ 

a ou-^v 

op*iS525GC8fi«i 

http://6-.b30.00
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Zimmerman Engineering 
3and Estimate for Biccming Grove Ocerst^ng Company 
Job No. 85-256 

May 10.1S36 
Revised June 21,1SS8 

Revised August 13,1996 

P>r3SK U 

C^cnpiion: 

Size Pr^peraticn: 

Grub£>nc 
Cut & rl!l 
£rr£.<cr. Control 

Gfainsge Imofoveir.enS; 
Catch 3asuis 
E m o t e s 
Ccirugated Mela! F\?$: 

.15* 
1S" 
24" 

48" 

.rvp:^r; cftann-si 
Z-f3t raga cb.ar.ne: 

:>_»-:.vh'r.g * TvC^O. 

Hsi mated 
Quantity 

4.S0 
4.90 

2: ?41.00 
1.00 

*0.Q0 
3.G0 

4S2.C0 
2.445.C0 
?. i70.ee 

"3 CC 
O.C'G 

S.GO 
5.053 00 

icO.SG 

•i rs6 -:o 
* 26? CO 
-•} 530.00 

2^.00 
n r o c 

J :-..': 

Unit 

sc 
3C 

cy 
jump sum 

each 
each 

feet 
feat 
feet 
feet 
feet 

eacn 
sf 
(set 

cy 
Sv 

"re*: 
2SC.: 

* / 
P''!^': 

Unit Price 
(S> 

5CCG.0O 
5CG.00 

10.00 
3.CC0.C0 

1.000.00 
1,300.00 

1-3^c""^o 
• t e S C ^ T 
5 5 ^ 0 * ^ o 
4533 *S° 
5W0*fr<» 

260.00 
5.00 
4X0 

2000 
12.50 
1?.C0 

:£0 00 
a.co 

ic^cc 

Total 
-J§L 

24.5CC.C0 
2.450.00 

257.410.00 
3,000.00 

40.0CO.GC 
3.3C0.0G 

44**WC £ 1 , ^ 

3,225.03 -"ifcS-D 
0.0C 

1.500.00 
15.265.00 

?.540.00 

55 12C.CC 
173.337.50 
s5.eco.co 

4.CCC.00 
19.G22.CC 

; o ^ 

g'fefS:?.: 

O N ' 

o u r y y 

•.•.-9e25*c&:4 

http://cb.ar.ne
http://i70.ee
http://s5.eco.co


MEMO 
TO: GEORGE J. MEYERS, SUPERVISOR 

FROM: RICHARD MCGOEY,P.E., ENGINEER FOR THE TOWN 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY - PHASE I & H 
TOLEMAN ROAD SUBDIVISION PERFORMANCE BONDS 

DATE: OCTOBER 22, 1996 

Dear George: 

Please find enclosed a letter dated 14 October 1996 from Zimmerman Engineering agreeing to the 
performance bond estimates as revised by our office for subject project. We have also enclosed 
for your use, our recommendation dated 9 October 1996 outlining the amount of the performance 
bonds recommended. 

On the basis of the enclosed, we are requesting that the Town Board take action in regard to 
establishing performance bond amounts for Phase I at $106.207.00 and Phase n at $842.459.00. 

After formal acceptance and establishment of the amount of the performance bonds, the applicant 
will post the performance bonds with the Town Clerk. If all other conditions of approval are 
satisfied and the performance bonds have been posted, the subdivision will be granted final 
approval for filing in the County Clerk's Office. 

If you should have any additional questions in this matter, please contact our office. 

RDM:mlm 

cc: Town Board Members 
James R Petro, Jr. - P.B. Chairman 
Michael Babcock, Building Inspector 
Mark Edsall, P.E. - P.B. Engineer 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL. P.E. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 
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T m V N OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

1763 

October 20, 1994 

Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
C/O Fairview Homes, Inc. 
P.O. Box 479 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

ATTENTION: MR. VINCENT BIAGINI 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 
TOLEMAN ROAD SUBDIVISION - PHASE I 

ENGINEERING REVIEW FEE 

Dear Mr. Biagini: 

We are herein returning your check in the amount of $1,523.83 
which represents the Town of New Windsor's engineering review fee 
for subject project which was based on your engineer's revised 
cost estimate of the Phase I drainage improvements of $30,476.60. 
Please be advised that, although the revised cost estimate 
submitted by Mr. Zimmerman on 16 September 1994 may reflect the 
actual quotation provided by your supplier, the Town of New 
Windsor must estimate costs on the basis of paying prevailing 
wage. We are, therefore, recommending that the original cost 
estimate prepared by Mr. Zimmerman for the Phase I drainage 
improvements in the amount of $57,950.00 be utilized for this 
purpose. 

On the basis of the above, we are recommending that an 
engineering review fee in the amount of 4% of $57,950.00 or 
$2,318.00 be posted as a requirement for you to proceed with the 
construction of the Phase I drainage improvements. 

Be further advised that your payment of the engineering review 
fee is for the purpose of constructing only the Phase I drainage 
improvements and does not constitute satisfaction of your 
obligation to post a public improvement performance bond for the 
Phase I and Phase II improvements. In addition, acceptance of 
this fee does not allow you to proceed with the construction of 
the Phase II public improvements requiring final approval and 
posting of a public improvement performance bond in an amount 
recommended by the Town Engineer and accepted by the Town Board 
and Highway Superintendent. 



- 2 -

We are hopeful that the above provides satisfactory clarification 
in regard to our position, however, if you should have any 
questions, please contact our office. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard D. McGoey, P. E., 
Engineer for the Town 

RDM:mlm 

cc: George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Michael Babcock, Building Inspector 
Mark Edsall, P.E. - P.B. Engineer 
James Petro, Jr., P.B. Chairman 



* ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 1 /M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. L.S. 

MICHAEL M. MURPHY, P.E. 
September 9, 1994 

Mark Edsall, P.E. 
McGoey, Hauser and Edsall 
Consulting Engineers P.C. 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9w) 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Re Installation of Drainage Improvements 
Phase 1 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
loleman Road, Town of New Windsor, New York (85-256) 

Dear Mr. Edsall: 

Pursuant to our meeting at the Planning Board work session 
7 September 1994 we have enclosed the following: S e s s i o n 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

A copy of our correspondence to the Planning Board 

c r o s Z ' " M l - ' " ' " ? " ^*' 1 9 9 2 ' y a r d i n g the drainage crossing on Melisssa Lane at station 1+70 (two pages). 

A highlighted copy of the approved drainage plan for Phase I 
and a highlighted copy of the upgraded drainage plan in 
Phase I whxch accomodates the drainage requirements of Phase 

The design calculations for the upgraded drainage system 
Pages) 1 ha5? J / ^ ^ i n g the computer printouts Tsix 
station iTll fnT 9% a n t l c l P a t e d flow into the culvert at 
station 1+70, for * 25 year storm return period, is 69 cfs 
The flow capacity of the 48" diameter inlet i« 174 cfs Th. 

48"apipe 0Lthrl T d i r t e r t — o r t PiPe. d o w n s t r ^ ofthe 
'pon^heir^lope 0^- ^ ^ ^ ^ t h e * i p e ^ ^ — based 

t o n T p a g e f ^ W c * °" • ̂  P ^ P ° S e d drainage system in Phase I (one page). We estimate the cost to be $57,950 



• •• • 

Mark Edsall, P.E. 
McGoey, Hauser, and Edsall 
Consulting Engineers -2- September 9, 1994 

We are pleased to provide this information and hope that it 
satisfies your concerns. We look foward to proceeding with 
construction of the proposed drainage system in Phase I upon 
approval at the next Planning Board meeting- Please call me or 
Anthony Vaccaro if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours. 

cc: Mr. Vincent Biagini 



ENGINEERING & SURVEYWG, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914)782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P £ . L S 
December 23, 1992 

Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: REPLY TO COMMENTS RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING 
Held on December 9, 1992 
Phase II 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Dear Mr. Petro: 

On the night of December 9, 1992 a Public Hearing was held 
to address topics related the above noted subdivision 
project. At this meeting planning board members and 
neighboring property owners raised the following three (3) 
questions: 

1. What is the status of the tree stumps that were 
formerly located in the Wetlands buffer strip ? 

2. Are the proposed stormwater drainage pipes 
adequately sized ? 

3. What can be done to further reduce the impacts of 
stormwater drainage discharge to the Hieronymi 
property (S:57, B.l, L.94) ? 

In response to the first question, all of the tree stumps 
have been removed from the Wetlands buffer strip. Some of 
the stumps were removed from the site and disposed of in a 
landfill, and some of the stumps were buried on site in an 
area not scheduled for future construction use. 

In regard to the drainage culverts we have performed 
hydrology and hydraulics calculations to insure that the 
proposed pipe sizes are adequate. In keeping with the Town 
of New Windsor's drainage policy all pipes have been sized 
to handle the peak flow from a storm with a 25 year 
recurrence interval. 



-':*-^m&m&?? 
t-&.£:*.&??&gg''i 

TOI Town of SPT Windsor\_^[ 
Planning Board\"^ •"£ v/V//.":~.-: .. '••::'-'~ 
B.G.O.C.~Subd.lPhase II v ^ ^ - 2 - December 23 , 1992 

xs:?*i*" .'•VSViffJv 

The - major" drainage crossings occur on this a lie at station 
1+70 (Melissa Lane) and at 0+60 (Hunter Road). The Melissa 
Lane crossing draina an area that is 42 acres In size and 
haa at 25 year peak flow rate of 69 cfa. The Hunter Road 
crossing; drains an area of 22 acres in size - and haa a 25 
year peak flow rate of 38 cfa. (Attached please find a copy 
of the detailed calculations.) 

Lastly in regard to the Hieronymi drainage issue, 
approximately 3.9 acres of land within this subdivision 
(lots 16, 17 it 18) drain in an easterly direction towards 
the Hieronymi property. The development of this subdivision 
will not increase the size of this drainage basin and only 
0.30 acres of this 3.9 acre basin is proposed to be covered 
with impervious surfaces (3 rooves and 3 driveways), 
therefore any increase in drainage discharge at this 
location will be minimal. To ensure the fact that the 
drainage run-off from this area will remain in a sheet flow 
condition aa it presently is, we are proposing a forty (40) 
foot wide buffer zone along the common rear boundary line. 

We sincerely hope that the comments contained herein have 
fully addressed all your questions and concerns with regard 
to this subdivision project at this time. We are looking 
forward to receiving preliminary approval on this matter. 

Your time and assistance in reviewing this project is 
greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Michael M. Murphy, I.E 
Project Engineer 

enlc. 

cc: Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer w/encl 
Mr. Vincent Biagini 
file 



fHASE. 

•4* 



m 
m&m 



Route 17M 
Harriman, N.Y. 10926 

^ P Z IMMERMAN ^ 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. GERALDZIMMERMANPE.LS 

PP.MHKG&. e>ks\M *.. i 
A ^ E \ S \ Ru^ 'OFF C D E - F P I C I E M T ^ 

5 u ^ F k C E -

R o ^ s 2{Q^ u.f. * 24' _ ...: _ 

l_ A W M 5 - H ^ Y SOIL- f>Jt.5LO.PE 

T O T ^ U 

, ^ u s \ - O F F 
CoS.FF\C\£vYT 

6AS"-"" T 

o..3C\.._ 
_ . . _ -

A r c s - K 

1 1 . fe 

:::::4;:0:;;;; 

~.""4iv^s:": 

. 2 "A *<-

." r .v..../". - 4 5 
""".:; J ^ . ^ . 

T l V A ^ - Q F C o ^ e t M T t A T l O N i 

5cGKev iT 

. 1_ 

2 

Top E L V . 

T O T K I~ 

B^T. HI UN/. 

4 1 o 
4 4 0 

L E. M G1>\ 

12 O O " 

5 L O P £ . 

• 

T R . ^ V S < - T \ N \ ^ -

1 5 .° 

2 * - 6 ~ . M : 

IK). 

X,f= 4.^ T^ 
?>.°l 

Q . ^ T~TTT 
K i o T t S ;

 FUPVO T l j T o t ^ v t i T <@ S-IK l ^ C . f c U i i W - L A N > L 

JOE 

x>e SO ^ 5 ' 2- S£- ~ A CPU PUT £P BY [ V T " CHECKEDBY 0M£_j/£/. - 1 O , * \ \ ̂  



z to L.fv ,i&"«.*p 3 s.*1 

% 

4fcO 

RF. 

4 SO 

iTfc.O-OS 
C5 30' l-T.' 
* * » 4 4 1 * 

430 

a . 0 0 ' V. £ . . 

f>*C 
ST*. 0 * 0 0 
EJ-* 440.4ft 

U>*1 ?OiMT 

tL.*43ft.^5 

420 

PVl 
5TA. 1 4 0 0 
LL.- 43>s.*= 
PiWt*A4C. l^ 

P V T 

F u 4 4 4 * 0 

i^*^£rfl 

C-b a t ' LT. 
RiK * 41ft .** 
I * W =434*. 14 

r 5 T ^ i + ̂ O 

4 0 L , P . t i S V , © 1 . 4 3 7 , 

<-h ZV R.T 
fci»A*43&*5 
l N V . « 4 3 £ . S * 

I*M * 4>g ° » 4 3 S ; 
I "so^l?gIy &400 7< 

o«oo I+OO 

fu»Ar 4 4 i . 3 * * 
XMV,fci 4 3 V a ° 

iKWt* - 4 ^ * ^ ~ 3 j / £ 

1 •— 

- ^ 
T> 



PTHYSYS 

WV2.36 S*:89021164 

TE PARTHENT OF HISMAYS AND PUBLIC TRANSPORT*, 
TEXAS HYDRAULIC SYSTEK - 271106 

THYSYS 
m IEQ: 12/14/1992 T i t e : 10:06 

VER 2 . 3 BAR B6 

\ 

iBLOOfllNB BROVE OPERATES CO. PHASE III 
•CULVERT DESI6N AT KELISSA ROAR STA. 1470 
t 
SENER ANALYSIS 
M A I 
SEW0023--ND SUBAREA TC DATA B1VEM. ASSWE H I N i m m . 
ANAL 1 A 1 A 2 1 48 48 V 0.20 
ANAL 2 * 2 A 3 I 36 36 0.20 
JUNC A 2 TYPE*JUN:T v . : .. •;;•':. 

OUTLET STATIONING 0 T.H. &EV 421.50 
DS6N 1 A 1 A 2 US 439.00 PS 436.50 50 
DS6N 2 A 2 A 3 US 435.50 DS 423.00 260 
ENDATA 

KCEHBER 1992 

SEVER FREDUENM5TR 
18 3 69.00 

A 3 
0.024 0.20 
0.024 0.20 

48 CIRC 
36 CIRC 

DOIT 

SEVER 

SEVER ANALYSIS 
CONFIGURATION DATA 

U.S. D.S. 
RUN ID ID 

A 1 
A 2 

A 2 
A 3 

U.S. 
F.L. 
ELEV 

435.00 
432.50 

D.S. 
F.L. 
ELEV 

432.50 
420.00 

LENGTH 
FEET 

50 
260 

SLOPE BBLS RISE SPAK SHAPE 

0.05000 
0.04464 

46 
'36 

48 
36 

CIRC 
CIRC 

HYDRAULIC DATA 

RUN 

1 
2 

U.S. D.S. 
ID ID 

A 1 
A 2 

A 2 
A 3 

0.024 
0.024 

JUNE 
LOSS 

0.20 
0.20 

FLO* 

69.00 
69.00 

U.S. 
HEAD 

436.76 
434.75 

D.S. 
HEAD 

434.75 
422.25 

HYDR. 
6RAD 

O.O07B7 
0.03648 

DEPTH VELOC. 

0.44 
0.75 

13.0 
12.1 

PIPE 
CAPAC. 

174.0 
76.3 

w 

1 
2 

STATI0NIN6 

UPSTREAT. 
JUNCTION ID 

A 1 
A 2 

STAT10NINE 

330 
260 
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ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. GERALD ZIMMERMAN PE.LS 
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% fc^K: cular Channel Analysis & ^vsign 
Solved with Manning's Equation 

Open Channel - Uniform flow 

Worksheet Name: BGOC PHASE II 

Comment: MELISSA ROAD STA 1+70 48" INLET PIPE 

Solve For Actual Discharge 

Given Input Data: 
Diameter....... 
Slope 
Manning's n.... 
Depth 

Computed Results: 
Discharge 
Velocity 
Flow Area 
Critical Depth. 
Critical Slope. 
Percent Ful1 
Full Capacity.. 
QMAX @.94D. 
Froude Number.. 

4, 
0. 
0. 
1, 

69. 
13. 
5. 
2. 
0. 

44. 
173. 
187. 

1. 

.00 ft 

.0500 ft/ft 

.024 

.76 

.64 

.08 

.33 

.52 

ft 

cfs 
f ps 
sf 
ft 

.0153 ft/ft 

.00 

.98 

.15 

.99 

7. 
cfs 
cfs 
(f1ow i s Supercritica 1) 

Open Channel Flow Module, Version 3.16 (c) 1990 
Haestad Methods, Inc. * 37 Brookside Rd * Waterbury, Ct 0670B 



ft cular Channel Analysis & ̂ BVSign 
Solved with Manning's Equation 

Open Channel - Uniform flow 

Worksheet Name: BGOC PHASE II 

Comment: MELISSA ROAD STA 1+70 36" TRANSPORT PIPE 

Solve For Actual Discharge 

Given Input Data: 
Diameter , 
Slope , 
Manning's n.•., 
Depth 

Computed Results: 
Discharge. 
Velocity 
Flow Area..... 
Critical Depth 
Critical Slope 
Percent Ful1.., 
Ful1 Capacity., 
QMAX G.94D 
Froude Number. 

3.00 ft 
0.0446 ft/ft 
0.024 
2.25 ft 

69.57 cfs 
12.23 fps 
5.69 sf 
2.65 ft 
0.0332 ft/ft 

75.00 7. 
76.30 cfs 
82.07 cfs 
1.46 (flow is Supercritical) 

Open Channel Flow Module, Version 3.16 (c) 1990 
Haestad Methods, Inc. * 37 BrooKside Rd * Waterbury, Ct 06708 
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Zimmerman Engineering & Surveying, P.C. 
Blooming Grove Operating Company 
85-256 

Sep 8, 1994 
Prepared by Anthony Vaccaro 

COST ESTIMATE - PHASE I DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS 

Item 
Description 

48" CMP 
36" CMP 
18" CMP 
Catch Basin 
Flared End Section 
Riprap Inlet 

& Outlet Prot. 
Curb 
Road Subgrade 

42* w, 15" ROB 

Estimated 
Quantity 

50 
280 
210 
4 
2 

2 
940 

470 

Unit 

LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 

LS 
LF 

LF 

Unit 
Mat*: 

Price ($) 
1 & Lab. 

60 
50 
25 

1000 
250 

10 

40 

Estimated 
Cost ($) 

3000 
14000 
5250 
4000 
500 

3000 
9400 

18800 

TOTAL 57950 



January 1^1997 ^ r 3 6 

CORRESPONDENCE I 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION ;91-22) EXTENSION 
OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

ubdivision, MR. PETRO: Blooming Grove operating 
extension of preliminary approval. W* have a letter. 
"Dear Mr. Petro and Planning Board Meiibers: 
Preliminary approval for the above-re; 'erenced 
subdivision is due to expire January 13, 1997. At the 
present time, we're in the process of addressing the 
concerns of the planning board and its consultants. In 
view of the above, please place this request on your 
January, 1997 planning board agenda for a six month 
extension of preliminary approval. Favorable 
consideration of this request will be greatly 
appreciated. Gerald Zimmerman." This is preliminary 
so we can do as many six months as we want. 

MR. KRIEGER: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: What are they working on? 

MR. LANDER: Nothing, it's all done. 

MR. BABCOCK: Well, they have to go to the health 
department for the septic systems and different 
agencies, yeah, I'm not sure exactly which one. 

MR. PETRO: This is Preliminary Hearing, they are going 
to come back again so they are doing all that to come 
back to us. In the meantime, they need another six 
months, motion for six months extension. 

MR. LUCAS: So moved, grant six month extension to the 
Blooming Grove Operating Subdivision. 

MR. DUBALDI: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant six month extension to 
the Blooming Grove Operating Subdivision. Is there any 
further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call. 



January 8 ^ 1 9 9 7 ^ F 37 

* 

) ROLL CALL 

MR. DUBALDI 
MR. STENT 
MR. LANDER 
MR. LUCAS 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
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(914) 562-8640 
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DISCUSSION 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 

MR. EDSALL: I have one item which I just want to make 
the board aware of. I think Myra may have some input 
on this. We have, as you may recall, Blooming Grove 
Operating Company came before the planning board in 
January of this year correct, Myra, and the board in 
very clear terms reviewed with Mr. Vincent Biagini the 
fact that he had received approvals on Phase 1 of that 
subdivision, had only posted inspection fees on a 
portion of the work and had posted no fees nor had 
gotten any approvals on Phase 2. And at that time, the 
board reiterated with him the fact that he had no 
authorization to do any work. Low and behold, we got 
wind of the fact that he was performing construction 
and had moved from Phase 1 into Phase 2. He didn't try 
to hide it because he c Oled our office for inspections 
but he really didn't say it was a Phase 2 inspection, 
just said come out on out to Blooming Grove Operating 
Company, we're doing work. We were able to determine 
where he was working, based on a field visit, Mike 
Babcock and I made, it became abundantly clear that he, 
without approval, has put in a tremendous amount of 
work in absolute contradiction to what this board told 
him to do and we, upon speaking with the planning board 
chairman and the town supervisor, dispatched the two 
assistant building inspectors who shut him down. 
Apparently, that didn't work either. Cause this was 
Monday on the holiday, I believe he expected that no 
one would be working and our field rep caught him 
working again. 

MR. LANDER: Your office was working. 

MR. EDSALL: We were working and worse than us working, 
he was working so all I can tell you is that Mr. 
Biagini apparently doesn't understand. He sent me a 
letter today saying as the Town of New Windsor Planning 
Board meets tonight, I request that I be allowed to 
work on Section Two as winter is fast approaching, 
otherwise, I'll need to wait until spring. In my 
haste, I assumed since Bud Anderson reviewed the site 
on several occasions and Mr. McGoey's letter of October 



November^R, 1996 ^ ^ 40 

9 outlining inspection fees which I agreed to that 
everything was okay, I'll be in a position to pay these 
fees upon acceptance of the amounts outlined in Mr. 
McGoey's letter and acceptance by the town board. He 
wants to work and the bottom line is you have never 
voted approval on the subdivision. I have issued Mr. 
McGoey a letter saying why are you setting fees when 
the planning board never approved the project. Mr. 
Biagini is taking advantage of talking to the wrong 
people to try and get what he wants. 

MR. PETRO: I don't think that we have any say. 

MR. EDSALL: Law says that he cannot work unless he has 
approval or you grant him approval to work. I'm 
letting you know as it stands he has no approval to 
work. 

MR. PETRO: How can we grant approval when we haven't 
seen a plan? 

MR. EDSALL: He received preliminary approval, he left 
here and went to the Orange County Department of Health 
but then he's never returned here. 

MR. DUBALDI: Preliminary, not final. 

MR. EDSALL: Right, you do have the ability to upon 
preliminary approval to authorize him to work but you 
didn't do that so unless you authorize him tonight to 
proceed with construction. 

MR. LANDER: Mark, did we give him permission to do 
some drainage work in Phase 2? 

MR. EDSALL: I believe it was drainage in Phase 1 that 
he paid fees for but I don't believe in and I even told 
Mr. Biagini if he can show me any approval from this 
board, I'll be very happy but I can't find one and Myra 
can't find one and he's only paid fees on a small 
portion of Phase 1. 

MR. LANDER: He's had no approval on Phase 2, I know we 
granted him approval to do drainage work when he had 
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ali that water problem. 

MR. EDSALL: That I believe was only Phase 1 so it's 
your pleasure as it stands right now, as per the 
chairman and the town supervisor, the building 
inspector's office is mandating that no work be 
performed and I don't feel comfortable suggesting 
anything to you because he's never returned, it's his 
obligation to return, not ours to chase him. 
Unfortunately, we're chasing him. 

MR. PETRO: I wouldn't know what I'd be saying yes to. 
I don't even know, it's got to be done properly. Mark, 
you have to follow through. I know winter's coming but 
we should of started it three or four months ago. 

MR. EDSALL: You told him in January, last I count, 
that is ten months ago, so he had ten months. 

MR. DUBALDI: He has to come in for final approval, 
it's as simple as that, can't make it anymore clearer. 

MR. EDSALL: That is what I thought. 

MR. DUBALDI: When he reads the minutes, I think he 
will understand. 

MR. STENT: Mark, can we request bonding for a large 
percentage of site work and things along those lines, 
performance bonds, and set time limits so if there's— 

MR. EDSALL: There is a procedure in the law and it's 
always seemed to have worked, just seems that this 
particular project or this particular person just can't 
seem to follow the steps that everybody else follows. 
Normally, you get preliminary approval, go out and get 
all the other agency approvals then you return to this 
board and get final approval. The final approval is 
really conditional approval, you have to bond the work 
or build it and if you decide not to bond but build it 
and then get your plan stamped, you pay the fees. 
Unfortunately, he's never received final approval nor 
conditional final approval, never paid the fees, never 
advised anybody he wanted to do this. In fact, he was 
told not to do it and he did anyway. So I don't know 
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what to do with him. 

MR. STENT: Are you then saying he can be required to 
post performance bonds? 

MR. EDSALL: The law has a course, if he has 
conditional final approval under the state law, he can 
construct the work and then seek stamp of approval and 
never bond it, that the law allows. But he's supposed 
to have this board's approval and have paid inspection 
fees so that he goes through it the same as anyone else 
but he's not followed that either* So I just want you 
to be aware of it, it's ongoing, he's ignored you, he's 
ignored me, he's ignored Dick McGoey, he's ignored the 
town building inspector's office. 

MR. PETRO: Okay, we're out of the picture at this 
point. 

MR. EDSALL: Well, as long as you're not changing your 
position, we know what the answer is. 

MR. PETRO: Okay. 
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29 October 1996 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
TOLEMAN ROAD MAJOR SUBDIVISION 

I received a draft copy of a memorandum from Richard McGoey to Supervisor Meyers in connection 
with the Performance Bonds for Phase I and Phase II of the subject project. Upon reviewing same with 
the Planning Board Secretary, Myra Mason, I have become concerned about apparent confusion as to 
the status of these projects, from an approval standpoint. 

To my understanding, Phase I of the subdivision received Conditional Final Planning Board approval 
and, as well, received specific approval with regard to authorization to proceed with drainage 
improvements for the project. An inspection fee was paid for this work. Additional work related to the 
construction of the Phase I improvements proceeded, and field review occurred by representatives of our 
office. It is my understanding that additional inspection fees are owed to the Town relative to Phase I. 

With regard to Phase II of the project, the Applicant has received preliminary approval, but has received 
no authorization to perform any construction. Apparently, Zimmerman Engineering has corresponded 
with Richard McGoey for purposes of establishing the Phase II Performance Bond and inspection fees. 
Although this information will be useful at some time in the future, I again reiterate that the Planning 
Board has not given final approval to this subdivision, nor has any authorization been granted that any 
construction can begin. As such, it would appear inappropriate that the Town collect any construction 
inspection fees relative to Phase II. 

• 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 
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MEMORANDUM 
PAGE 2 

After discussing the above with Myra Mason, I contacted Town Building Inspector Michael Babcock and 
we performed a joint field review on the morning of 29 October 1996 at Phase II of the subdivision site. 
At the time of our visit, storm drainage structures were being delivered and it was obvious that Phase II 
construction is in progress and a significant amount of Phase II drainage improvements have already been 
installed. These have been installed without the benefit of shop drawing review, construction 
observation, nor any Planning Board authorization or approval. 

It is my opinion that the Planning Board should have the Applicant appear at the Planning Board meeting 
at the next possible opportunity and confirm the status of authorizations. If the Planning Board affirms 
their position that no approval for construction have been authorized, the Town should immediately 
demand that all work cease. As well, the Applicant should be advised that any work previously installed, 
without proper review, is subject to removal and reconstruction. 

cc: Supervisor George J. Meyers 
Richard D. McGoey, P.E., Town Engineer 
Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector 

A:10-29-E.mk 
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GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. L.S. 

December 10, 1996 

Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
and Planning Board Members 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grov̂ e Operating Co. 
Phase II - Toleman Road 

Our Job No. 85-256 ^ / . ^ a 

Dear Mr. Petro and Planning Boad Members: 

Preliminary approval for the above referenced subdivision is due to expire January 13, 1997. At 
the present time we are in the process of addressing the concerns of the Planning Board and its 
consultants. 

In view of the above please place tins request on your January 1997, Planning Board agenda for a 
six month extension of preliminanapproval. 

Your Board's favorable considera:iori of this request would be greatly appreciated. 
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DISCUSSION 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) TOLEMAN 
ROAD 

Mr. Gerald Zimmerman and Mr. Vincent Biagini appeared 
before the board for this discussion. 

MR. PETRO: You have sent a letter, we declined and 
asked you to come in. Ninety percent of that was to 
check out about the shale and I know they've done some 
work and a lot of it's been corrected or in the process 
of removing the shale. 

MR. BIAGINI: I'm going to remove it, yes. 

MR. PETRO: And put down the required? 

MR. BIAGINI: Whatever the engineer or the highway 
super wants. 

MR. EDSALL: Can I just remind the board and Mr. 
Biagini that he was not given approval to do anything 
other than Phase 1 drainage work and I would think 
maybe we should get an explanation as to why he was 
doing something other than what was approved by the 
board. 

MR. PETRO: Mr. Zimmerman or Mr. Biagini address that. 

MR. DUBALDI: Why was the shale? 

MR. BIAGINI: We were going to try to get the blacktop 
down before the winter and well, we didn't make it, 
obviously. 

MR. EDSALL: Mr. Biagini, did you get a letter from 
Dick McGoey dated October 20, 1994 which advised you 
that the fact that you posted fees relative to Phase 1 
drainage gave you permission only to do that but 
indicated that that did not give you any approval to do 
any other work in Phase 2? 

MR. BIAGINI: Don't know. I don't remember. 
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MR. EDSALL: Your address is Post Office Box 479, 
Washingtonville? 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: That is where it was sent. The letter 
clearly indicates that the fee paid to the town was 
related to Phase 1 drainage and it says that this fee 
does not allow you to proceed with the construction of 
the Phase 2 public improvements requiring final 
approval and posting of a public improvement 
performance bond. So the bottom line is I think what 
we have here, unless I misunderstand what happened is 
that the applicant who does not have final approval 
from this board is doing work other than what this 
board authorized. So it's not a matter of using the 
wrong materials, it's a matter of overextending what 
you gave him approval to do. 

MR. PETRO: And by doing other work, is it other than 
the road is what you're talking about? What was done 
other that that? 

MR. EDSALL: I don't know because part of the problem 
is that when we're not advised that work is proceeding, 
we don't have the ability to read minds and determine 
when we should make inspections. Secondly, when we 
understand that drainage work is being performed and 
someone does stop out there, that is what we look at 
because that is what was approved for construction, so 
something other than what the board approved is being 
done very likely it doesn't get inspected. 

MR. PETRO: Mr. Zimmerman, maybe you can tell us what 
work is being done on the non-approved parcel, other 
than the roadway, to your knowledge? 

MR. EDSALL: Other than drainage, you mean? 

MR. PETRO: Other than drainage. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Other than drainage in the second 
section is that what you're asking? 

MR. PETRO: Yes. 



• January 1(^^1996 ^r 52 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I don't know that— 

MR. EDSALL:. I think the approval was for Phase 1 
drainage improvements. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: So Phase 1 the drainage work has been 
done and inspected. 

MR. DUBALDI: Question is what's being done in Phase 2? 

MR. EDSALL: Let's ask another question. Other than 
the Phase 1 drainage improvements which you had paid 
the inspection fee on, you have no approval to do any 
other work, correct? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Well, we have all, let's put it this 
way, as I believe and I understand it, the approval for 
Phase l, the approval is there to do all of the work in 
Phase 1 drainage sub-base. 

MR. EDSALL: I don't believe so. Mr. Biagini, have you 
paid all the inspection fees for Phase 1? 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes, I have. 

MR. EDSALL: All of them? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: Myra, then your information, you must try 
to find where that was done, because the--

MR. BIAGINI: Your inspector, older guy that was there. 

MR. EDSALL: It's insignificant who was there. And I'm 
asking a simple question. The records I have indicate 
that the fee that was paid was relative to the Phase 1 
drainage improvements. 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: And Myra was unable to locate any other 
fees that were paid for inspection, other than the 
Phase 1 drainage improvements. If you have paid other 
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fees, we'll have to determine that in fact they have 
been paid and you have authorization to proceed. The 
fact that you get an approval doesn't give you the 
authorization until you pay the inspection fees and put 
up the proper bonds. You just can't build it. It's 
got to be bonded, if it's a public improvement. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I understand that, you know, I didn't 
think there was any question regarding the construction 
to be done in Phase 1. I mean, the curbs don't, we 
have curbs in. 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes, curbs are in. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Drainage is in and we're at the point 
of putting down the material and that is what you know 
brought this on. 

MR. EDSALL: I think we have two problems we have to 
specify. 

MR. PETRO: The cost estimate for proposed drainage 
system, drainage system only on Phase 1, estimate the 
cost to be $57,950. With that, I need four percent of 
that figure which came to $2,3 18 and that is the figure 
that you did pay, but it's for the drainage system in 
'Phase 1, they've paid the entire cost estimate for the 
drainage. 

MR. EDSALL: The question is have any of the other 
public improvements for Phase 1 had inspection fees or 
bond posted? 

MR. PETRO: Not according to this, no. 

MR. EDSALL: That has got to be resolved because you 
cannot proceed with construction of public improvements 
in the town if you haven't paid the related fee for 
inspection. 

MR. BIAGINI: Have no problem, you know, paying the fee 
if it's due. 

MR. EDSALL: But you have got to pay it before you do 
the work and you have got to notify someone when you do 
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t h e work. 

MR. BIAGINI: We will. 

MR. EDSALL: I don't know if this is happening, I was 
not aware that there was being a road being 
constructed, the shale that apparently Skip and Dick 
McGoey took exception to. 

MR. BIAGINI: They didn't like the shale that I was 
using. 

MR. PETRO: This is Phase 1. 

MR. BABCOCK: And Phase 2. 

MR. EDSALL: Has any work, grading been done in Phase 
2? 

MR. BIAGINI: Rough grade, I'm willing to pay the fees. 
I have no question about paying the fees. 

MR. EDSALL: Other than rough grading in Phase 2, has 
any other work been done? 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes, in the back I have some drainage 
open, you know, for inspection. 

MR. EDSALL: Again, I think we have to make it very 
clear to the applicant that you cannot unilaterally 
decide on your own to perform construction on what's 
going to be a public improvement. I believe the board 
was clear that Phase 2 cannot be worked on, at least 
that is my recollection. Why there is drainage work 
being done in Phase 2 is beyond me. 

MR. BIAGINI: We start it and got locked out with the 
weather. 

MR. EDSALL: Why did you start it? That is the 
question.. 

MR. DUBALDI: You shouldn't have. 

I 
MR. BIAGINI: Whatever the fees are, I'm willing to pay 
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f ee . 

MR. EDSALL: This board hasn't given you approval so I 
can't tell you the fee. 

MR. PETRO: You're talking about Phase 2 preliminary on 
Phase 2 is what he is here for, Phase 1, we don't seem 
to have a problem at this point, he'd pay the fee. 

MR. EDSALL: For just the drainage we have to verify 
that the others are taken care of, Phase 2, I don't 
believe this board has authorized any construction 
work. 

MR. PETRO: Well there isn't any construction work. 

MR. EDSALL: He said he's doing drainage. 

MR. PETRO: If he's not doing it at this point, nothing 
has been covered over, you're taking the shale back 
out. I would suggest that you don't p u t — 

MR. BIAGINI: I'm going to let them look at it. 

MR. PETRO: Wherever Phase 1 line stops, you can't put 
the shale there because there is no approval and as far 
as the request to keep the approval going for 
preliminary for six months, I don't have a problem 
doing that, maybe the board does, but you have to work 
with the engineer because I think you know this has 
come to light. If it should come to light again, 
obviously you're aware of this. 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes, I am. 

MR. PETRO: If it happens again, what are you going to 
say, well, I didn't know? 

MR. BIAGINI: No. 

MR. PETRO: With that, Mark, unless you have a 
recommendation, strong objection. 

MR. EDSALL: We have to make sure--
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MR. PETRO: I certainly think he knows what we're 
talking about. 

MR. DUBALDI: Three or six? 

MR. PETRO: Six month extension on Phase 2 preliminary. 

MR. DUBALDI: Phase 2 for preliminary. 

MR. PETRO: Right, I think we have number one taken 
care of at this point and number two, he's aware I 
think strongly the town's feelings. 

MR. BIAGINI: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: I'd also like to know the dates we are 
going to make it retro from when the other one expired? 

MS. MASON: January 13. 

MR. PETRO: January 13 so still time. 

MR. EDSALL: Six months from January 13. 

MR. PETRO: Correct, 1996. 

MR. STENT: Make a motion that we grant approval for 
six months. 

MR. DUBALDI: What are we approving' 

MR. PETRO: Six month extension for phe Blooming Grove 
Operation on Phase 2 request for preliminary approval 

MR. DUBALDI: Reluctantly, yes. 

MR. STENT: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant six month extension 
for the preliminary approval for Blooming Grove 
Operating subdivision on Toleman Road. Is there any 
further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call. This will run from January 13 for six 
months. 
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ROLL CALL 

MR. STENT 
MR. DUBALDI 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. DUBALDI: Motion to adjourn 

MR. STENT: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. STENT 
MR. DUBALDI 
MR. PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

ices Roth ' \ \v \ Fr.anc 
Stenographer 
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REGULAR ITEMS: 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) TOLEMAN 
ROAD 

Mr. Gerald Zimmerman appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: Would you bring us up to date, please? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Okay, this project is Phase 2 of a 35 
lot subdivision. Phase 1 included two lots and was 
approved several years ago. Phase 2 is the balance of 
the project which consists of 33 lots probably for the 
past two years at least we were in the process of 
getting reviews and approvals by the DEC and Army Corps 
of Engineers to obtain wetlands permit which we did 
receive and just recently we received the approval from 
the Orange County Health Department for the realty 
subdivision. At this point, we have been continually 
developing the plans through this whole process and 
basically at this point, we believe that we're in a 
position to request the board to consider final 
approval. 

MR. PETRO: Preliminary was given when, Mark? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: At least two years ago. 

MR. PETRO: 1/13/93. 

MR. LANDER: Gerry, wasn't there a storm water problem 
on this second phase? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Well— 

MR. BABCOCK: I don't know that there was a problem, go 
ahead, Mark. 

MR. EDSALL: I believe the problem was related to the 
lack of protection measures for the runoff and 
siltation during the beginning of construction. I 
don't believe it was an inherent design problem, it was 
a problem in the fact that I don't believe they enacted 
any storm water management or soil erosion prevention 
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measures when they started. I think that is--

MR. LANDER: All these are in place now? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, no, but the plans obviously include 
some measures and as well they are I'm sure aware of 
the fact that they are required to obtain a SPEDES 
permit for the construction-related activities that 
being a permit that they obtained directly from the 
DEC. 

MR. BABCOCK: Ron, also remember this is Phase 2, there 
was two phases. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: First phase was just two lots, right? 

MR. BABCOCK: That is correct but some of the work the 
questions that came up some of the work in Phase 1 in 
Phase 2 had to be done to complete Phase 1. 

MR. PETRO: What two lots are completed? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: These two lots, lot number 1 and lot 
number 2 indicated as Phase 1. 

MR. PETRO: On this plan we're looking at the lighter 
not shaded area on the front page? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: On the second page. 

MR. PETRO: Now, the fire department has not seen this 
new plan, I have a plan in '92 that was sent to them 
and it says approved on 9/8/92, please have road names 
designated and also this plan evidently went to the 
highway department and with preliminary approval but 
further review would be required with no note or no 
connotation at all. So I would assume that he'd want 
to see the plan once again to give us a final and that 
is where we are with that. 

MR. LANDER: Are we going to cross federal wetlands? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Down on lot number 3. 

MR. LANDER: Well, on lot 12 where the road crosses 
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between 12 and 20. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: All the permits to do that have been 
obtained from the DEC. 

MR. PETRO: I made myself clear it has to go back to 
both agencies. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: To which ones now? 

MR. PETRO: Fire and highway. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Well, that would be up to you, you 
know, the plan conceptually hasn't changed over the 
last two years in terms of the roadway or the lot 
configuration. Primarily, we we're dealing with the 
Orange County Health Department in getting the approval 
for the septic systems. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The road is basically in, am I 
correct, it's not blacktopped but it's cut? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: That is correct, yeah, so whether, you 
know, whether or not you need to refer it back to the, 
to those two agencies, obviously it's yours to do but 
nothing has changed since they looked at it last. 

MR. PETRO: My review indicates some revisions may have 
been made to the plans relative to grading and slopes 
including but not limited to proposed retaining wall at 
the top of the cul-de-sac road, Hunter Road, this 
additional item has not to my understanding been 
reviewed or accepted by the highway superintendent that 
in conjunction with the notes that I have from 1993 or 
1992 preliminary approved further review will be 
necessary, tends to I believe the plan should be 
reviewed once again by the highway department, I don't 
think it's an emergency or obstacle, just saying he 
should see the new plan. 

MR. EDSALL: Jim, the comment I had obviously was one 
item I picked up on I wanted to make sure that you have 
the opportunity to go through with Gerry whether any 
other retaining walls or similar type final additions 
were made on the plans. 
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MR. PETRO: Your wording here not limited to is 
self-explanatory. 

MR. EDSALL: One thing I want you just to note that I 
have a three page memo back in 1992 where Gerry, myself 
and Skip Fayo went through the plans and identified 
quite a number of additions and adjustments we wanted. 
I went through that today and the great majority of 
those Gerry took care of. So it's not as if there's a 
problem but I agree with you, it would be important 
that Skip have one opportunity to look at any items 
that might have been added between preliminary and 
final. But they have done a good job in adding. 

MR. LANDER: Gerry, do you have Mark's comments? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I do now. 

MR. LANDER: Look them over and just tell us which ones 
here you have taken care of, Like SEQRA, want to make 
sure the appropriate forms are filed.. 

MR. PETRO: Offers of dedication, public road bond 
estimate. 

MR. EDSALL: Have the offers and title insurance and 
all that be been acknowledged by anyone from the town? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Not at this point, no. 

MR. LANDER: Also looking for paved invert. 

MR. PETRO: Jerry, have the CMPs or the piping on the 
plan is it noted anywhere that they are going to be in 
fact galvanized CMP coded with paved invert, one of 
Mark's comments I think he wants to have it noted. 

MR. EDSALL: It's not coded, it's coated as in coated 
with bituminous material. 

MR. LANDER: Means it's smooth on the inside of the 
bottom of the pipe. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I'd have to check that on the drawings. 
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MR. EDSALL: I did, I couldn't find that. 

MR. LANDER: Couldn't find it on the drawings, Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: No. 

MR. KRIEGER: I have a couple of concerns that I want 
to get the applicant's agreement on. First of all, the 
erosion control plans which occur on sheets 15 and 16, 
the applicant understands that he will be required to 
fully comply with them? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes. 

MR. KRIEGER: And if in the opinion of the engineer 
failure to do erosion control has an impact on any lot 
he may have a C O . or building permit denied until that 
erosion control is taken care of. The other thing as 
long as the applicant is aware of that, the other thing 
I see him here nodding his head so I assume that is 
yes, the other thing is the grading plan which I have 
forgotten which sheets they are but that has to be 
fully complied with and it is not considered, no part 
of that is considered by the planning board to be 
advisory or informational, it's got to look like that. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: What's that now? 

MR. KRIEGER: The grading that is called for, it's got 
to look like that, all of it, none of it is considered 
informational, it's intended by the board that it be 
fully complied with. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Absolutely. 

MR. PETRO: I think you have got that cleaned up. Why 
don't we get some of Mark's comments, which is just 
housekeeping cleaned up, take care of the typo and get 
the plan to the highway department and fire department 
and put you on the next agenda. Anything else? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Should we bring it to them? 

MR. BABCOCK: I think you should, Gerry, only cause if 
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he has a question, you can answer it, if you have the 
time. 

MR. PETRO: Frankly, I think that the changes on the 
plan are so minor in nature, you can tell him it's the 
same plan that has been looked at. I need in my 
minutes a note from him or to Myra's office that it is 
approved not subject to as he says here, further review 
will be required, what that quite means I don't know, 
preliminary approved further review will be required, 
just show it to him and let's go from there. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: We submitted a cost estimate to the 
town board, I didn't send it to the planning board 
cause I thought it needed to go to the town board to 
review in terms of constructing the public 
improvements. I did send a copy of the letter to Mark 
Edsall, though, and basically what that was what we 
sent to them was a cost estimate on constructing the 
public improvements for the purpose of establishing an 
inspection fee to do the work because the applicant 
wants to build public improvements as opposed to 
bonding them so. 

MR. PETRO: Dick McGoey is reviewing that now. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: So the question is could the applicant 
once you know the bond or the amount is established and 
the inspection fees paid, he could begin constructing 
the public improvements, namely the drainage prior to 
you know at this point now I guess that is the 
question. 

MR. PETRO: I would think that you need site plan 
approval. 

MR. EDSALL: Subdivision you mean? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: So the answer is you want to get, 
basically give us final? 

MR. PETRO: I'll be honest with you, I don't and I'm 
one member, I don't see that you are that far away from 
it, so I think by the time you do a lot of what you're 
talking about getting it in place, you could be here on 
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the next agenda and you may have what you need anyway. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Okay, thank you. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Gerry, just a second, lot number 3, 
number 3, that is going to remain, what's going to 
happen to that lot? There's no house going on that, 
right? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Lot number 3 is the large lot, yeah, 
no, there's going to be a house on there. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Whereabouts? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Right here. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Putting a house way over here? 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: This is the house over here. As far as 
no further subdivision. 

MR. BIAGINI: No, I'm not. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: That is not a problem. 

MR. STENT: Lot 3 no more subdivision, nothing further. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Nothing. 

MR. PETRO: Thank you. 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) TOLEMAN 
ROAD - REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

MR. KRIEGER: This is Vince Biagini? 

MR. LANDER: Is this Vince o r — 

MR. EDSALL: This is Vince. 

MR. PETRO: Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board 
Members: Preliminary approval for the above referenced 
subdivision is due to expire July 13, 1996. At the 
present time, we're in the process of addressing the 
concerns of the planning board and its consultants. In 
view of the above, we're requesting six month extension 
of the preliminary approval. Your board's favorable 
consideration of this request would be greatly 
appreciated. Charles Zimmerman for Phase 2, Toleman 
Road. 

MR. LANDER 

MR. EDSALL 

MR. LANDER 
reviews? 

Is that true, Mr. Edsall? 

They are. 

You're reviewing some of them, their 

MR. EDSALL: I think they are trying to address some of 
our comments. 

MR. LANDER So moved. 

MR. LUCAS: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded for six 
month extension to the preliminary approval to the 
Blooming Grove Operating Phase 2 Toleman Road. Any 
further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. DUBALDI 
MR. STENT 

AYE 
AYE 
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MR. LANDER 
MR. LUCAS 
MR. PETRO 

>9 6 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

47 

MR. DUBALDI: I move we move we adjourn. 

MR. LUCAS: Seond it. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

DUBALDI 
STENT 
LANDER 
LUCAS 
PETRO 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By 

Frances Roth 
Stenographer 
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NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
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December 28, 1995 

Zimmerman Engineering & Surveying, P.C. 
Rt. 17M 
Harriman, NY 10926 

ATTENTION: GERALD ZIMMERMAN, P.E., L.S. 

SUBJECT: PLANNING BOARD FILE #91-22 
YOUR JOB #85-256 
SUBDIVISION FOR BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
PHASE II - TOLEMAN ROAD 

Dear Mr. Zimmerman: 

We are in receipt of your request for an extension of the 
preliminary approval for above project. 

The Board discussed this request at its regular meeting of 
December 27, 1995 and would like to request that the applicant 
for this project appear at the next regularly scheduled meeting 
of the Planning Board on January 10, 1996. At that time the 
Board will discuss their concerns and will consider your request 
for an extension. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter and if you should 
have any questions, please contact our office. 

Very truly yours, 

Barnes R. Petro, Jr., ̂ Chairman, 
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

JP:mlm 

cc: Mark Edsall, P.E. - P.B. Engineer 
Blooming Grove Operating Co. - Applicant 



ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E . LS. 

November 28, 1995 

Mr. James Petro, Chariman 
and Planning Board Members 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12550 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase II - Toleman Road 
Our Job No. 85-256 

Dear Chariman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

Preliminary approval for the above referenced subdivision is due to expire • 
January 13, 1996. At the present time we are in the process of addressing 
the concerns of the Planning Bdard and its consultants. 

In view of the above we are requesting a six month extension of preliminary 
approval. 

Your board's favorable consideration of this request would be greatly appreciated. 

Very* truly yours, 

I) Mfriuth jUcrrn / - / 3 - *7 '£ 

GZ:aw " . w ^ ) 3 CmAfO 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 
Telephone: (914) 563-4615 

Fax:(914)563-4693 

1763 

July 30, 1996 

Zimmerman Engineering & Surveying, P.C. 
Route 17M 
Harriman,NY 10926 

ATTENTION: GERALD ZIMMERMAN, P.E., L.S. 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY - PHASE I & II 

Dear Mr. Zimmerman: 

The Supervisor of the Town of New Windsor requested that we respond to your letter of 
20 June 1996 as same relates to your construction cost estimates for Phase I & Phase II and 
posting of the engineering review fee in three (3) installments. After discussion with the 
Supervisor, we offer the following: 

Payment of the inspection fees in installments has not been the past practice of the Town of New 
Windsor and is, therefore, not acceptable for this project. In addition, in light of the fact that the 
ordinance requires that the engineering review fee be based on the total project cost, the cost for 
all items of work must be included and, therefore, your request to eliminate clearing, grubbing, 
cuts and fills is not acceptable. 

On the basis of the above, we would request that your engineering cost estimates be revised to 
include clearing and grubbing and cuts and fills for both Phases I & II. In addition, to avoid 
further review time and correspondence, we have performed a review of the cost estimate 
submitted and find some deficiencies, including the following: 

1. The cuts and fills for Phase I must be estimated and a cost established at a unit price of 
$10.00 per cubic yard. 

2. A value for clearing of $5,000.00 per acre and grubbing at $500.00 per acre will be 
acceptable to the Town. Estimated quantities should, therefore, be provided including a 
total cost. 



- 2 -

3. It appears that you have underestimated the amount of subbase material required to 
construct the road. Significantly R.O.B. gravel will be required than the 395 cubic yards 
estimated. Therefore, provide a calculation as to the estimated quantity, including the 
lineal footage of road, the width of the roadway subbase and the depth of the material to 
be placed. The value of $20.00 per cubic yard is acceptable. 

4. Cuts and fills for the construction of Melissa Lane and Hunter Road should be estimated 
and a unit price of $10.00 per cubic yard utilized for the estimate. 

5. It appears that you have underestimated the lineal footage of curb. We have estimated 
that there is a total roadway length of 4,700 lineal feet. Therefore, curbing should be 
estimated at 9,400 lineal feet. 

6. The square yards of pavement has been underestimated. A calculation should be provided 
by your office, including the width of the roadway as part of your reevaluation. 

7. It appears that you may have underestimated the cubic yards of R.OB. gravel subbase 
required. We, therefore, request a calculation to support your figures in this regard. 

Upon receipt of a revised cost estimate for both Phases I and n, our office will continue our 
review, however, if the above issues are satisfied, it would appear that an acceptable construction 
cost estimate could be finalized. If you should have any questions in the interim, please contact 
our office. 

Very truly yours, 

fash**/. £>• K77?cd^jfil-
Richard D. McGoey, P.E., & 
Engineer for the Town 

RDMmlm 

cc: George J. Meyers, Supervisor 
Mark Edsall, P.E. - P 3 . Engineer 
Vincent Biagini - Developer 



ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. L.S. 

June 11, 1996 

Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
and Planning Board Members 
Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12550 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase II - Toleman Road 
Our Job No. 85-256 

Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

Preliminary approval for the above referenced subdivision is due to expire 
July 13, 1996. At the present time we are in the process of addressing the 
concerns of the Planning Board and its consultants. 

In view of the above we are requesting a six month extension of preliminary 
approval. 

Your Board's favorable consideration of this request would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

erald ZfjmVerman,P . E. ,L . S 

GZ: aw 

(jp /mrii/0 J 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

u n v . . 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

PLANNING BQAB& HQEK SESSION 
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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. 

D 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 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

REVIEW NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

1. 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE H 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
27 SEPTEMBER 1995 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES A THIRTY THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOT SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL. THE APPLICATION WAS MOST 
RECENTLY REVIEWED AT THE 28 OCTOBER 1992 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING. 

Since the meeting several years ago, the Applicant has been in the process of obtaining 
Orange County Department of Health approval for the major subdivision. 

In the review of the latest plan submitted, I also reviewed the project file to determine, 
procedurally, whether all items have been addressed. Please note the following items 
which I believe require further review and/or action: 

a. We should verify that the SEQRA review process was completed and the 
appropriate forms filed. 

b. 

c. 

We should verify that the Offers of Dedication, Public Improvement Bond 
Estimates, Title Insurance Policies, etc., have all been submitted and been 
determined as acceptable. 

We should verify that the Fire Inspector's office accepted the plans and the 911 
requirements have been satisfied. 

We should verify that all necessary drainage easements have been established, 
both public and private. This may require submission of various deed documents 
for review by the Town Attorney. 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 

REVIEW COMMENTS 
PAGE 2 

REVIEW NAME: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE H 

PROJECT LOCATION: TOLEMANROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 

PROJECT NUMBER: 91-22 
DATE: 27 SEPTEMBER 1995 

e. We should verify that the Town Highway Superintendent has accepted the final 
plans submitted (also see next numbered comment below). 

f. It should be verified that the plans indicate that all drainage piping shall be 
galvanized CMP, coded with paved invert 

2. My review indicates that some revisions may have been made to the plans relative to 
grading and slopes, including, but not limited to a proposed retaining wall at the top of 
the cul-de-sac road, Hunter Road This additional item has not (to my understanding) 
been reviewed or accepted by the Highway Superintendent 

It is important that a review be performed to identify any other changes which may have 
been made. This review can include a final review of the proposed grading as indicated 
on the plans. 

3. Inasmuch as it will take a period of time to complete all the procedural items noted 
above, and the final plan review in conjunction with the Highway Superintendent will also 
take a period of time, it is recommended that the Applicant's next appearance not be 
established until such time that these issues are resolved and the Planning Board should 
be in a position to take final action. 

Planning Board Engineer 

MJEmk 

A:BLOOM.mk 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING 

MR. EDSALL: Quite a while ago, the board was in a 
position where they are prepared to issue a negative 
dec on that major subdivision but they have withheld 
taking action because there was the open issue of 
drainage. Since that time, the highway superintendent 
has reviewed the project, the applicant submitted some 
design calculations demonstrating that certain piping 
was adequate and at this point, having met with Skip 
just a couple days ago and we have no objection to a 
negative dec so we think we should close that out since 
they'll be in probably within the next month looking to 
get final approval. I wanted to get SEQRA out of the 
way. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So moved. 

MR. DUBALDI: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board declare negative dec for the 
Blooming Grove Operating subdivision on Toleman Road 
Any further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. STENT AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. DUBALDI: I move we adjourn 

MR. STENT: Second it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. STENT AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
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CORRESPONDENCE; 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING - REQUEST FOR SIX MONTH 
EXTENSION OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL (91-221 

MR. PETRO: Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board 
Members: Preliminary approval for the above referenced 
subdivision is due to expire January 13, 199 6. At the 
present time, we're in the process of addressing the 
concerns of the planning board and its consultants. In 
view of the above, we're requesting six month extension 
of preliminary approval. Gerald Zimmerman, 
representing Blooming Grove. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So moved. 

MR. STENT: Second it. 

MR. BABCOCK: Mr. Chairman, one comment I just want to 
make that I was out, I happened to be out on the job 
with the highway superintendent and they are in pretty 
full force of working out there and when we got there, 
they were using all the wrong materials. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Is this the one with the shale? 

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah and we told them about the materials 
and that they were the wrong materials to be using 
there. 

MR. PETRO: What was the reaction? 

MR. BABCOCK: They just kept on hauling so I think that 
this board should, I think they should come in front of 
the board and explain. Right now, we have no final 
approval out there, we have no inspection fees to pay 
anybody to do inspections out there and nobody's really 
monitoring the job. They are just out there working at 
their on whim. 

MR. PETRO: Who is the owner of this? 

MR. BABCOCK: Vince Biagini. 

MR. PETRO: Let's contact Mr. Biagini and tell him 
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that. If someone would take back their motion. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Withdraw the motion. 

MR. STENT: Withdraw it. 

MR. PETRO: That we need to have a few comments 
addressed at the next meeting, he has until the 13th, I 
believe our meeting is on the tenth so he can be, still 
be here in time. 

MR. EDSALL: No, maybe between now and the next 
meeting, Myra can check into the status of any 
inspection fees that have been paid. I don't believe 
there has been any and we have not been contacted, our 
office, as far as any ongoing work. 

MR. PETRO: That is one thing we should do. But I'd 
still like to find out why someone is, when our 
building inspector tells us they are using the wrong 
material, and they continue anyway, why ve just want to 
have that figured out, maybe it vas a misunderstanding 
and we'll go on from there. So ve'll see them at the 
next meeting. Can you get a letter out to Mr. Biagini? 

MS. MASON: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Also inform Mr. Zimmerman that that is the 
board's decision. 



RESULTS OF P . B . MEETING 

DATE: Jjfdiwfaj &% 7996" 

PROJECT N A M B : ^ . ^ - C^AJQLM4J PROJECT NUMBER 9/-<2L&J 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * = * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
* 

LEAD AGENCY: * NEGATIVE DEC: 
* 

M) S) VOTE:A N * M) S) VOTE:A N 
* 

CARRIED: YES NO * CARRIED: YES: NO 
* 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
PUBLIC HEARING: M) S) VOTE:A N 

WAIVED: YES NO 

SEND TO OR. CO. PLANNING: M) S) VOTE:A N YES NO 

/- SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORT: M)__S) VOTE:A N YES NO 

DISAP?: REFER TO 2 . B . A. : M) S) VOTE: A N YES NO_ 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVAL: 

M) S ) VOTE: A N APPROVED: 

M) S) VOTE:A N A??R. CONDITIONALLY: 

NEED NEW PLANS: YES NO 

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS: 



* ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. L.S. 

June 28, 1995 

Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12550 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase II 
Toleman Road 
Our Job No. 85-256 

Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

The above referenced subdivision is currently being reviewed by the Orange 
County Health Department. We expect to receive approval from that agency 
within the next thirty days. At this time we are requesting a six month 
extension of preliminary approval which is due to expire on July 13, 1995. 

Your board's favorable consideration of this request would be greatly 
appreciated. 

GZ:aw 
CC:. Mr. Vincent Biagini 

File 

® €> $&f> 
1/ D O 7b*f> 

^ ^ "'3, IT* 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) TOLEMAN 
ROAD. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

MR VAN LEEUWEN: So moved, that is no big deal, we do 
that all the time. 

MR. PETRO: I'll read it into the minutes as I always 
do. Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase 2 Toleman Road job number 85256. Dear Chairman 
Petro: The above referenced subdivision is currently 
being reviewed by the Orange County Health Department. 
We expect to receive approval from that agency within 
the next 30 days. At this time we're requesting six 
month extension of preliminary approval which is due to 
expire on July 13, 1995. Your board's favorable 
consideration of this request would be greatly 
appreciated. Very truly yours, Gerald Zimmerman. 
Motion has been made. 

MR. DUBALDI: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. STENT AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
MaxcyJ.Smith,M.D. 

Acting Commissioner of Health 

124 Main Street 
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I Toiv U,' . Zimmerman Eng. & S u r v e y i n g , P . C . 

Route 17M 
Harr iman , MY 10926 

Res 
Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase II 
Realty Subdivision 
T. New Windsor 

Gentlemen: 

We have reviewed the application and plans for the above mentioned 
project. 

Attached are our comments based on technical review for your 
consideration. 

We are retaining the application, one copy of the plans and 
engineer's report for our files and returning the balance of the 
submission to you. 

In accordance with this Department's policy, failure to respond to 
this technical review within ninety (901 days will be considered 
sufficient reason for disapproval of this application. 

Very truly yours, 

Greg'A. Moore, P.E. 
Sr. Public Health Engineer 

GAM/DLD/aje 

ccs Applicant 

Attachment 

c-c: tf.£. 



COMMENTS BASED OM TECHNICAL REVIEW 

Project: Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase II, 
Realty Subdivision, T. New Windsor 

Date of Submission: June 16, 1995 
Date of Review: June 30, 1995 

1. The following items were discussed at the June 7, 1995 meeting: 

a. A curtain drain is required on lot #9. 

b. The addition of 6" of topsoil prior to field installation 
is required on lot #29. 

2. Please discuss why 6" of extra topsoil is proposed for lots 5,6 
and 8 and not for adjacent lots. (4-9) 

3. The well on lot 10 is less than 200' from the septic field on 
lot 11. It could be moved near lot 11's well. 

4. The slope of the pipe for the curtain drain on lot 5 is not 
adequate. Please revise. 

5. Provide inverts throughout the septic system for those lots 
involving curtain drains. The inverts provided for the 
distribution boxes on lots 10 and 11 indicate that the field 
will be installed too deep. 

6. The locations of the joint site inspection tests on lots 7 and 
33 still do not match our records. 

The foregoing comments are based on a review of the application, 
engineer's report, plans and other engineering data submitted. We 
have attempted to make this review as complete as possible; however. 
it must be appreciated that any new submission depending upon the 
nature of any revisions may require further review and comments. 

cc: Applicant/File 

.GAM/DLD/aje 

Dated: July 3, 1995 
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CORRESPONDENCE 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) 

MR. PETRO: Request for six month extension of 
preliminary approval. Mark, do you have anything you 
want to talk to us about that? Is this Mr. Biagini? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. I'll just let you know that he has 
in fact paid fees relative to the Phase 1 portion and 
the work that he is doing per the Phase 2 plans in 
Phase 1 and we did have some problems with him and we 
have been working with him on keeping his operations in 
an acceptable way. We have been getting a lot of 
complaints from the neighbors but will continue to try 
to straighten things out. But as far as this 
application goes, I can't see any reason why you 
couldn't give him the six month extension. 

MR. KRIEGER: If I may ask the engineer, Mark, have you 
been on this site? 

MR. EDSALL: Numerous times. 

MR. KRIEGER: Is the grading of this site in accordance 
with the plans that were submitted? 

MR. EDSALL: Of the site you're considering tonight? 

MR. KRIEGER: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: Well, the site you are considering tonight 
is the major subdivision that has only preliminary 
approval and he's done a lot more work than he's 
entitled to. I told them if I saw any equipment going 
beyond a thousand foot in which is this spot back here 
I'd let you know because he did a lot of work up in the 
mountain without anybody knowing. Again, it's two 
different issues. 

MR. DUBALDI: What kind of work has he been doing? 

MR. EDSALL: He's cut a lot of the roads. Mike and I 
did have a nice tour and he's got a lot of roadway 
constructed, as far as the cuts and fills. 
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MR. BABCOCK: And shale. 

MR. EDSALL: He spent a lot of money. 

MR. LANDER: Is the road open, Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: You can drive. 

MR. BABCOCK: I drove with my car in there. 

MR. PETRO: What's the road filled with? 

MR. EDSALL: He's been, basically, what he has been 
doing is rough grading his major subdivision before he 
got any approval but he stopped. 

MR. LANDER: That was a subdivision that had the steep 
banks and I think the comment was it's like driving 
through a tunnel, they are so steep. 

MR. KRIEGER: If I may, Mr. Chairman, let me ask the 
engineer is this the subdivision which was erroneously 
graded all through and is this the subdivision on which 
there are drainage problems, same subdivision? 

MR. EDSALL: It does have its problems but this is a 
different one. 

MR. PETRO: This is approval for preliminary, also. 

MR. EDSALL: My only reason for bringing it up is that 
when they come back in and start presenting plans, you 
may want to ask for him to give you a new survey since 
he's changed so much. He can't work off a topo cause 
he's changed everything. He might as well give center 
line grades of what he has built and we can work from 
there. Take a ride up there. 

MR. PETRO: Again, I don't think it should affect that. 

MR. EDSALL: What he has got in a lot of it is pretty 
nice. 

MR. PETRO: I have a letter dated from him December 6, 
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1994, I'll read it. The above-referenced subdivision 
is currently being reviewed by the Orange County Health 
Department. At this time, we're requesting six month 
extension of preliminary approval which is due to 
expire on January 13, 1995. Your board's favorable 
consideration of this request would be greatly 
appreciated. Charles Zimmerman. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I so move. 

MR. LANDER: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant six month extension to 
subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
preliminary extension, on the preliminary approval. 
Any further discussion from the board members? If not, 
roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 



# ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 1 7M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P I . L.S. 

MICHAEL M. MURPHY, P.E. 

December 6, 1994 

Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12550 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase 11 
To 1 email Road 
Our Job No. 85-256 

Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

The above referenced subdivision is currently being reviewed by the Orange 
County Health Department. At this time we are requesting a six (6) month 
extension of preliminary approval which is due to expire on January 13, 1995. 

Your board's favorable consideration of this request would be greatly appreciated 

VeivC) truly y 

GZ : aw 
CC: Mr. Vincent Biagini 

File 
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• 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 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY SUBDIVISION 
TOLMAN ROAD-T/NEW WINDSOR 
NWPB NO. 91-22 

On the afternoon of 16 November 1994 the undersigned and Building Inspector Mike Babcock 
visited the subject site, pursuant to my discussions with Jerry Zimmerman on 15 November 1994. 

At the time of our visit, stormwater piping has already been installed as follows: 

1. The catch basins and piping at Station 0 + 58 and 1 + 7 0 have been installed; 

2. The catch basins and piping at Station 3 + 0 0 have been installed; 

3. The piping from Station 1 + 70 to the discharge has been installed. 

At the time of our visit the piping had been installed but not backfilled. The pipe was coated 
CMP. It was impossible to determine what base material (if any) existed under the pipe. 

Based on my recent discussions with the Applicant's surveyor, the 36" diameter piping which 
was installed toward the discharge point was spaced too close (and possibly encroached) within 
the AT&T easement through the property. Based on same, AT&T is requiring that the piping 
be relocated. Evidence of a recent stakeout by the project surveyor and mark-out from AT&T 
were observed. 

MHE 
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. 

17 November 1994 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



17 November 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 
PAGE 2 

A review of Catch Basin No. at Station 1 + 70 indicates unacceptable conditions exist relative 
to mortar placement around the 48" diameter pipe. The void was filled with brick in an 
unacceptable fashion. It will be my recommendation that all mortar work be removed and a 
reinforced poured concrete be used to fill the void between the catch basin casting and large 
diameter CMP pipe. I will contact the engineer in this regard. 

While on site, we reviewed the conditions interior to the project subdivision. Based on our 
review, a significant amount of roadways have been constructed interior to the site. Bulk shale 
has been placed for a significant amount of roadway. In one area, cuts in excess of 15' were 
observed. At this time, based on the direction of the Planning Board, the Applicant should be 
performing no additional construction. We will advise the Planning Board of our observations 
with regard to the significant amount of work already performed, without authorization. 

>.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 

MJEmk 

cc: James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

A:ll-17-2E.mk 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING (91-22) TOLEMAN ROAD -
DRAINAGE 

Jerald Zimmerman appeared before the board for this 
discussion. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: I did bring copies for each of the 
board members. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, did you ask Mr. Zimmerman to come in? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, this is related to what the board 
has already reviewed at a previous meeting concerning 
their proposal to install Phase 2 piping improvements 
as part of Phase 1 and what Jerry has done at my 
request is to forward a letter to us explaining the 
proposal and explaining the limited area that they 
propose to do this Phase 2 work under the Phase 1 
approval. Effectively they are upsizing piping so that 
they don't have to rip it out later on and replace it 
with the piping required for the full subdivision. We 
have received calculations and two partial plans 
showing what upgrade is proposed and our office has 
reviewed the calculations and relative to these 
specific pipe sections, we don't have any problem with 
it. I do only one question which is that not only have 
they submitted on the cost estimate the pipe work but 
they've also shown that they want to put in the 
subgrade for 470 foot of road so I'm assuming that you 
want to build the first 470 foot of road now as far as 
the sub-base. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: That is correct. 

MR. EDSALL: That would also require inspection. 

MR. LANDER: Did we have a problem with some storm 
damage there, water damage because of them starting 
Phase 2? 

MR. EDSALL: We received some complaints from adjoining 
property. 

MR. LANDER: Has this been taken care of? 
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MR. BABCOCK: This would take care of that. 

MR. LANDER: They are catching the water and going to 
put a pipe down through behind the people's property. 

MR. LANDER: I thought there was some damage done 
because of this not being done. 

MR. EDSALL: I'm not sure that there was any damage. I 
recall that a letter was sent in from the adjoining 
neighbor but I don't recall any description of the 
property damage. 

MR. LANDER: So Mark, you have seen this already? 

MR. EDSALL: Relative to them installing the upsized 
piping, I think it makes sense putting in 18 inch pipe 
and then when they come back to the board come back and 
tell them you have to now rip it out and put in 3 and 4 
foot diamater pipe. 

MR. LANDER: They want to put in some road. 

MR. EDSALL: 470 foot of sub-base, no paving, just 
sub-base material. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: That is correct. 

MR. PETRO: Seems like we're eliminating problems, I 
have no problem with it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don't either. 

MR. EDSALL: What I would propose if the board agrees, 
they've given us a cost estimate. Obviously it would 
be used as a basis for establishing some inspection 
fees if the board accepts the procedure, when they come 
in for Phase 2 approval, they could just be credited 
for the amount of fees that they've already paid. So 
that whatever the total cost estimate is for Phase 2 
and the total bond estimate and total inspection fee, 
they'd just get credit for what they've paid in 
advance, if it's fine with you. That seems the logical 
way and Jerry seemed to be agreeable and the applicant. 
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MR. PETRO: No problems, sounds good. I don't think 
we're not going to make a motion? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Everybody agreed. 

MR. EDSALL: Make a motion to accept the whole thing. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So moved. 

MR. LANDER: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board agree to the proposal set 
forth by Mark Edsall and Zimmerman Engineering on 
Blooming Grove Operating on Toleman Road drainage and 
also that the $5,950, is that correct, Mark? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Later be given credit for any fees paid on 
that amount to the Phase 2 of the Blooming Grove 
Operating. 

MR. EDSALL: And again, the dollar amount of the 
estimate is something that the Town Board approves so 
we're not necessarily accepting this amount for what 
they establish when you get the final approval just 
using it as a tool to keep you moving right now. 

MR. PETRO: Any further discussion from the board 
members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. SCHIEFER AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION 

Mr. Michael Murphy appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. PETRO: This is discussion. Just briefly what are 
you looking for? You want an extension? 

MR. MURPHY: We'd like extension on the preliminary. 
Previously, at this point, we're still working with 
Orange County Health Department. We have resumed doing 
all the soil testing on the site with them during the 
site inspection, everything turned out pretty good. We 
didn't run into any problems. In addition, as you 
know, there is a wetlands permit that we're going for 
on lot number 3 5 to build a driveway through a portion 
of the wetlands and we've made those applications to 
the Army Corps of Engineers and the DEC and just last 
month also the Army Corps of Engineers were out there, 
they did the site inspection, they have agreed with the 
delineation that we have shown on that wetland boundary 
so they are in the process of doing the final review of 
the plans and either issuing a permit or denying but we 
believe they are going to issue. 

MR. PETRO: Six month extension on preliminary but is 
there some discrepancy on Phase 1 and 2 of this 
project? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, I think the first, I have to let you 
know that the town has received complaints regarding 
drainage from the site relative to the ongoing 
construction at the property. And it's my 
understanding that the road construction has occurred 
beyond the limits of the Phase 1 approval. 

MR. PETRO: Is that true? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, it started out in order to get into 
the site and do all the soil testing, we decided to 
rough cut the roadway through there, the proposed road 
so that was staked out and trees were cleared and then 
the developer was developing another project down the 
road and he had to blast some rock so he took the rock 
from that site and he laid it down on that new roadway 
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to provide a base and that reduced some of the erosion 
that was occurring. 

MR. EDSALL: Problem is that the Planning Board hasn't 
approved any construction for Phase 2 as of yet and as 
you know, town local law prohibits construction on a 
site until either you obtain final approval or you have 
authorization from the Planning Board. Second problem 
if you are putting in fill material on the road that 
needs to be reviewed by the Highway Superintendent and 
the Town Engineer and obviously you're doing that 
without notifying anyone. You're doing it without any 
approvals, no inspections occurring and it's still my 
understanding you want that to be a town road. 

MR. PETRO: In Phase 1 or 2? 

MR. EDSALL: In Phase 2. 

MR. MURPHY: Well, in both phases that stone has gone 
down but the road hasn't even been cut to final grade. 

MR. EDSALL: Any fill-in material? 

MR. MURPHY: That material is just basic, a temporary 
measure at this point. 

MR. EDSALL: Youa are not playing on digging it out and 
putting new material, are you? 

MR. MURPHY: It depends on where the grades are, as I 
said, the roads were just basically rough cleared and 
the final rough grading of those roadways hasn't 
occurred. 

MR. EDSALL: If that fact, that material is at a grade 
below the sub-base of the road, do you plan on digging 
it out and putting in all new material. 

MR. MURPHY: Only if you find the material 
objectionable. 

MR. EDSALL: How do you know that what you have already 
put it in, you didn't call us for inspections, that is 
the problem we have. 
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MR. PETRO: Why aren't they called for inspections? 

MR. EDSALL: The work is not approved at this point, 
that is why there's no inspection fees. 

MR. PETRO: Why did the applicant go into Phase 2? 

MR. MURPHY: It started just by clearing the trees and 
then in that process, we were left with a muddy road up 
there and as I said, the developer had rock that he was 
blasting out of another site just down the road in the 
Town of Blooming Grove so he brought that rock up and 
laid it down on the road, just so that we don't have 
further erosion and we can get in and out of the site 
with vehicles. 

MR. EDSALL: As you recall, this subdivision had 
substantial, I use the word substantial cuts and fills 
in some areas and that was one of the big concerns of 
both the Highway Superintendent, this board and myself. 
I mean, if it was a project that didn't have these type 
of cuts and fills, it wouldn't be a significant issue. 

MR. PETRO: So you haven't been monitoring some of the 
fills you're using on site? 

MR. EDSALL: Wo, I don't believe Skip has been either 
and that is our concern and as well, we've received 
complaints about drainage problems from neighbors. 

MR. MURPHY: Has there been fill put in on that road 
base, the only fill is really the--

MR. EDSALL: Part of the problem, it's not that we 
don't trust you, it's our job to be there when you're 
doing it so we can monitor it, so we can give a proper 
report to the Highway Superintendent and Town Board. 
If there's no approval for the work to be ongoing and 
no inspections, we have no idea what's going on and 
that is not what's normally done for a town road. 

MR. PETRO: Let me ask you this, we're not one to 
stand, I'll speak my opinion first, I want to go with 
Carmen and Ron to hold up a project for any reason but 
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you have to work with the Planning Board engineer, if 
we give six month extension on the Phase 2, do you 
think that the applicant could have better 
communication with the departments? 

MR. EDSALL: I don't know that Skip Fayo is going to 
want to do inspections on a road that is not improved 
yet, I don't know that they can be doing that work now. 

MR. MURPHY: We're not looking to do any further work 
on the road in Phase 2. 

MR. PETRO: You realize even clearing of trees once 
you're before the Planning Board for application, is 
not legal, so you obviously have application for Phase 
2 because you have an extension on it so you have, 
you're looking for an extension but you want to at 
least continue with Phase 1 and get completed. 

MR. LANDER: Other than if we have problems with 
drainage for the work that was conducted in Phase 2, 
we're going to have to have some kind of measures taken 
so these people, I don't know what the circumstances 
are, but we want this corrected. And that will have to 
be monitored by the Town of New Windsor. 

MR. EDSALL: I would say also that given the size of 
this project, there's a very good chance that there's 
more than five acres disturbed and have you prepared a 
soil erosion sediment control plan and applied for a 
general permit to the DEC? 

MR. PETRO: Is it more than? 

MR. EDSALL: If you have 5 acres disturbed, doesn't 
matter if it's Phase 1 or 2, if you have five acres of 
land disturbed total, you have to apply for the permit 
and you have to have an in-place soil erosion control 
plan. If you don't have that and it's not our 
obligation, it's by law your obligation to file with 
the DEC, if you don't have that, it's my understanding 
that the fines and potential for arrest are quite high. 

MR. PETRO: Even though preliminary was given? 
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MR. EDS ALL: It's an obligation of the applicant that 
was something effected in February of this year, 

MR. PETRO: Before the original preliminary? 

MR. EDSALL: That is right. So that is something again 
that we're getting these complaints about erosion, 
complaints about drainage, the last thing you need to 
do is have one of the neighbors call DEC and believe 
me, it's not going to be a pleasant experience. Beyond 
that, that is something that again this board has no 
responsibility to administer, just letting you know 
that. 

MR. MURPHY: If you recall in the preliminary plans we 
did provide you with a full erosion control plan. I 
realize that we haven't submitted that plan to the DEC 
for their approval. 

MR. EDSALL: That plan based on DEC's new requirements 
you need a lot more than that. It's incredible what 
they ask for. 

MR. BABCOCK: The other thing, Jimmy, I started to say 
for Phase l, Phase 1 was approved with some drainage 
considerations in paving, catch basins and whatever, 
you know that they have gone into Phase 2, all of that 
drainage system has changed, the sizes of it, and so on 
and so forth. 

MR. MURPHY: That is true. 

MR. BABCOCK: What I am saying, I don't know that we 
can let them do drainage work in Phase 1, that is 
waiting for an approval for Phase 2. That is where my 
problem is for Phase 1. 

MR. BIAGINI: The piping has been, for Phase 1, it's 
been enlarged. 

MR. BABCOCK: It's been changed but it hasn't been 
approved yet, that is what I am saying right now you 
propose to change all the drainage system in Phase 1 
with the Phase 2 plan. 
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MR. MURPHY: That is right. 

MR. BABCOCK: Phase 2 plan has not been approved so how 
can we let him install something that hasn't been 
approved? 

MR. PETRO: Further than preliminary approval. 

MR. BABCOCK: That is correct. 

MR. PETRO: Looking for preliminary approval for Phase 
2 so they can continue with Phase 1 or you want final 
approval for Phase 2? 

MR. BABCOCK: Right now, we don't know that they might 
not change again. 

MR. PETRO: That is what you're looking to have so they 
can continue with the drainage improvements in Phase 1 
because that is part of Phase 1 drainage is part of 
Phase 2 approval. 

MR. BABCOCK: If they want to build Phase 1 the way 
Phase 1 was approved, we can let them do that. 

MR. BIAGINI: That is what we want to do. 

MR. PETRO: Just as a matter o f — 

MR. BABCOCK: I'm just bringing it on record. 

MR. PETRO: If the applicant were to improve the 
drainage, i.e. 18 inch instead of 15, why would anybody 
object to that, whether it's approved? 

MR. BABCOCK: We are not saying that. What we're 
saying is that without final approval, if we consent 
and say go ahead and build it and then during the 
process of approval, we find out it's not proper or it 
has to be enlarged above what's there then what do we 
do? That is the only concern I have and I don't know 
that that will happen, I think it's been pretty 
engineered by now. 

MR. MURPHY: He's going through the preliminary 
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approval process, we had a lot of input from the 
surrounding neighbors and they were talking about the 
drainage problems that they were having in an area even 
without construction being done. We did a full 
drainage study on the entire project site, that is when 
we came up with the plans to increase the size of the 
pipes all throughout the Phase l portion of the job. 
And the whole job was designed, you know, redesigned 
based on the newest drainage study we had and that 
information was presented to the town and I believe 
that those drainage plans and those pipes that we show 
on the plan that have preliminary approval were 
reviewed. 

MR. BABCOCK: Right along and they were and we're not 
here to stop the project, we're here to inform the 
Planning Board of what's going on. If you gentlemen do 
not have a problem with it, neither do I. 

MR. LANDER: No, I think we want to all work getting 
done in Phase 2 to stop, we want erosion control to be 
implemented. 

MR. PETRO: Build out of Phase 1 has to be according to 
plan. 

MR. BIAGINI: That is what I'd like to do, get Phase 1 
drainage in and then that will take me a few months to 
do anyway and then continue with Phase 2. 

MR. PETRO: Phase 2 work has to stop obviously. 

MR. BIAGINI: Yeah, right. 

MR. LANDER: Then all you have to do is the roadways in 
Phase 2 are going to be constructed, you have to 
satisfy the town's engineer and Highway Superintendent, 
basically. 

MR. PETRO: Why can't we say the work in Phase 1 to be 
at or exceed? 

MR. BABCOCK: The thing is the inspection procedures, 
when you get a final approval, there's the cost 
estimate put up and money put to the side and 
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percentage of that money is for the inspection. Right 
now, we don't have that so these improvements will be 
put in without an inspection. 

MR. BIAGINI: I want to pay for the inspection fees 
based on the cost of the Phase 1 that I am willing 
to. 

MR. BABCOCK: Well, if that is something we can do, 
it's not in place at this time. 

MR. EDSALL: Why don't you, I think Ron's suggestion is 
good. On that basis, you could give the extension and 
we can look into the possibility of setting up an 
arrangement where some inspections can occur for the 
iinitial portion of the road. That is part of Phase 1 
but for now, Ron's suggestion is best, we can come back 
to you, if we have a suggestion on allowing portions to 
proceed and how we can implement it. Cause you know 
we're going to have to talk to the Supervisor, make 
sure it's okay for us to be collecting fees aad 
providing inspections for something that is not yet 
approved. That is really what you're going to be 
doing. So why don't you move on Ron's idea now, you 
know, to stop construction on the Phase 2 improvements 
and give the six month extension and we'll trŷ  to work 
it out. 

MR. PETRO: Six month extension is for Phase 2? 

MR. EDSALL: They can proceed with Phase 1 and they'll 
stop any work that is related to Phase 2 and we'll try 
to work something out and come back to the board and I 
think they should implement the soil erosion plan 
immediately. 

MR. PETRO: Let's have a motion to that effect. 

MR. DUBALDI: So moved. 

MR. LANDER: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant six month extension to 
the Blooming Grove Operating Subdivision for Pliase 2 
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subject to all work stopping in that phase of the 
Blooming Grove Operating Subdivisions and Phase 1 be 
built out according to plan and the other before said 
information in the minutes- Any further discussion for 
the members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. PETRO: Has their preliminary, was it expired? 

MR. MURPHY: No. 

MR. PETRO: So we can continue on the regular days? 

MR. BABCOCK: They asked at the last meeting and we 
checked and said it won't expire. 

MR. BIAGINI: I have all the concrete catch basins and 
so forth sitting there and pipe and so forth and what I 
want to do is get Phase 1 so that I don't, I bring out 
mud on the town road and so forth, put the curbs in, 
blacktop it first 500 feet, would I be able to start on 
that? 

MR. EDSALL: Those are Phase 2 improvements and the 
catch basins you have delivered are the large basins 
that are part of the Phase 2 design. 

MR. DUBALDI: They can't do any inspections on Phase 2 
because we have not approved it. 

MR. BIAGINI: Phase 1. 

MR. EDSALL: It's in the Phase 1, physically, but it's 
Phase 2 improvements so I don't believe you can do it, 
not until we work out. 

MR. BIAGINI: It's Phase 1 improvements, isn't it? 

MR. MURPHY: Phase 1 of the subdivision. 
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MR. EDSALL: It's in Phase 1 but it's the improvements 
shown on the Phase 2 plans. 

MR. MURPHY: Well, they were also shown on the Phase 1 
plans. 

MR. EDSALL: With the oversize piping. 

MR. MURPHY: If we can work out that difference? 

MR. EDSALL: We're not going to do it tonight. 

MR. MURPHY: I agree. 

MR. EDSALL: If we can work something out. 

MR. BABCOCK: So we can get some inspections of it. 

MR. PETRO: If it's in the Phase 1 area and you can 
work it out, lets get it worked out. 

MR. BABCOCK: I think it would eliminate the drainage 
problems in the area. 

MR. EDSALL: We'll try to work with you on that. 

MR. PETRO: Anything else? 

MR. MURPHY: That is it, thank you. 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVSION (91-22) - LETTER 
REQUESTING EXTENSION OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

MR. PETRO: We have letter requesting extension of 
preliminary approval. The above referenced subdivision 
is currently being reviewed by the Orange County Health 
Department. At this time, we're requesting six month 
extension of the preliminary approval which is due to 
expire on July 13, 1994. Your favorably consideration 
of this request would be greatly appreciated. Yours 
truly, Gerald Zimmerman. 

MR. DUBALDI: Why does he want to? 

MR. PETRO: Currently reviewed by the Orange County 
Health Department. 

MR. EDSALL: Just a comment I suggest on this one 
rarely do I ever suggest you not act on an extension of 
preliminary approval, but I would say you table this 
one and ask him to come in and explain why with only 
preliminary approval and as far as I can tell, with no 
approval to do any work, he has catch basins and piping 
being delivered to the job site. We've received 
complaints from the neighbors that there's some 
drainage problems caused by construction. I don't 
believe he has any permission from this board to allow 
him to start work and apparently he has anyway. So 
maybe you want to bring him in and make sure he 
understands that he can't just start work. 

MR. PETRO: For the minutes, we have two members and 
also myself that would like for this applicant, looks 
like it's Mr. Vincent Biagini is the owner, ask him to 
please come in, the board has a few questions to ask of 
him and would appreciate his presence before we grant 
the six month extension. 

MR. BABCOCK: Can he have a representative? 

MR. PETRO: Or representative, someone to answer some 
of the questions put forth by this board. 

MR. KRIEGER: If he has a representative, that 
representative better be prepared to answer the 
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questions. 

MR. BABCOCK: Mr. Zimmerman. 

MR. KRIEGER: We don't want to have a situation where 
they then send a representative and they don't know. 

MR. PETRO: We have a meeting on July 13, 1994, I 
believe the meeting after that is going to be canceled 
unless we have a huge influx, I don't see that 
happening, so we would have one meeting in July. Is 
there any problem with that? 

MR. DUBALDI: No. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I make a motion we adjourn. 

MR. DUBALDI: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

JAMES PETRO AYE 
CARMEN DUBALDI AYE 
CARL SCHIEFER AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

Frances Roth 
Stenographer y\ m 



ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. I S . 
MICHAEL M. MURPHY, P.E. 

June 15, 1994 

Mr. James Petro, Chairman 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12550 

Re: Request For Extension Of Preliminary Approval 
Phase II 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Our Job No. 85-256 

Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members: 

The above referenced subdivision is currently being reviewed by the Orange 
County Health Department. At this time we are requesting a six (6) month 
entension of the Preliminary Approval which is due to expire on July 13, 1994. 

Your board's favorable consideration of this request would be greatly appreciated, 

Very tpryly yours, 

TaA/ec/ 
frald Zi*me^P.E.,L.S. / ^ ^ ~B^/~euaJ</ ^'/^ 

?M .^p/iconS a* foe " ^ 
GZ:aw ^ v / '///d/hv ^^/tf'}? 

CC: Mr. Vincent B iag in i -^ - f',fl^^ &J0&i 
To w**- *',„ •ie/; r/0„e *»*,+. 

File Q 
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CORRESPONDENCES ?/-2 2 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION - TOLEMAN ROAD -
LETTER REQUESTING 6 MONTH EXTENSION OF PRELIMINARY 
APPROVAL 

MR. PETRO: We have a letter from Blooming Grove 
Operating Subdivision on Toleman Road, letter 
requesting six month extension of the preliminary 
approval which is due to expire January 13, 1994. Your 
board's favorable consideration of this request would 
grately be appreciated. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I so move. 

MR. SCEIEFER: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion had been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant six month extension to 
the subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company of 
the preliminary approval. Is there any further 
discussion by the board members? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. SCHIEFER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
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ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. LS. 

December 6, 1993 

Town of New Windsor 

Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, New York 12550 

Attention: Mr. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: Request For Extension Of Preliminary Approval 
Phase II 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Our Job No. 85-256 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

The above referenced subdivision is currently being reviewed by the Orange 
County Health Department. At this time we are requesting a six (6) month 
extension of the Preliminary Approval which is due to expire on January 13, 
1994. 

Your board's favorable consideration of this request would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

APPROVED JAN 1 2 1994 

6Z:aw 

CC: Mr. Vincent Biagihi 
File 

6'0f\ b^d^^^ 
D 7L*f 

frrtt '-'*-"*• <° 
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BLOOMING GRQVg OPERATING COMPANY <fy~X3L 

MR. PETRO: This is on To1eman Road. At this time, 
we'd like to request six month extension of preliminary 
approval. We're preparing plans, engineering report 
and application to submit to the Orange County 
Department of Health. Their review on site inspection 
and our response to their comments will be likely to 
take a few months. Your board's favorable 
consideration of this request will be grately 
appreciated. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'll make a motion to approve. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I'll second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded to 
reapprove request for extension of preliminary approval 
Phase Two subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating 
Company. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. SCHIEFER AYE 
MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

> < > 
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ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-314€ 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P E . L S 

Q / _<? 0 June 8, 1993 
Town of New Windsor // tf &\ 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 
Phase II 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Dear Chairman Petro: 

On the night of January 13, 1993 preliminary subdivision 
approval was granted to the above noted project. At this 
time we would like to request a six month extension of 
preliminary approval. 

We are currently preparing the plans, engineering report and 
application to submit to the Orange County Department of 
Health. Their review, on site inspection and our response to 
their comments is likely to take a few of months. 

Your board's favorable consideration of this request would 
be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Michael M. Murphy, I.El 
Project Engineer 

encl. 

cc: Mr. Vincent Biagini 
file 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION f91-22) 

Mr. Michael Murphy appeared before the board 
representing this proposal. 

MR. PETRO: This, Michael, I believe is the one that 
you and I did a site visit on in late December. We 
vent over the water drainage and also we made an 
attempt to see where the location of the stumps were 
buried. 

MR. LANDER: Are they buried? 

MR. PETRO: They are and hopefully Mike has them 
plotted and down on this map. 

MR. MURPHY: Yes shown on sheet number 6. 

MR. PETRO: What's the date of your revised plan last 
one? 

MR. MURPHY: January 4, '93. 

MR. PETRO: Highway was preliminarily approved. All 
right, Mike. 

MR. MURPHY: The last time we were before the board was 
just after the public hearing on this matter and there 
were still 3 issues that needed to be resolved. The 
first one was new pipe sizes and we provided you with 
drainage calculations but we didn't have the sizes on 
the map. Those changes have been made on the plans. 
Second item that came up was on the easterly edge of 
the property behind lots 16, 17 and 18, the adjoining 
owner was concerned about drainage onto his property 
and what we've provided there is a 40 foot wide buffer 
strip where none of the existing vegetation or soil 
conditions would be disturbed. 

MR. PETRO: Per request by the New Windsor Planning 
Board we had discussed that. 

MR. LANDER: Yes. 

MR. MURPHY: And third and final issue was the 
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location of the tree stumps that were buried on site. 
And the location of those stumps are shown on page 6 of 
the plans right between lot numbers 4 and 5. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: All stumps are buried in that one 
spot, Mike? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes and what we're here for tonight is 
we'd like to request preliminary approval of the site 
plan so we can move ahead and go to the Health 
Department with this project. 

MR. PETRO: What page do you have the pipe sizes, not 
that I am going or the New Windsor Planning Board is 
going to review that but I want to ask Mark if he has 
any comments on it. 

MR. MURPHY: They are called out on pages 7 and 8, the 
roadway profiles that is where all the drainage data 
is. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, you've obviously gone over these? 

MR. EDSALL: The highway superintendent as you know met 
with me and went over the roadway configuration in 
detail. One of the items we discussed were minimum 
sizes for roadway culverts. Subsequent to that there 
was concern about the capacity of the lowest culvert in 
the system, the cross culvert which is quite large, 
that issue we're reviewing the calculations and we've 
not issued a position on that yet. That is really a 
SEQRA issue but I also before we give a final decision 
I want to have the opportunity to meet with the highway 
superintendent to let him know regarding all the pipe 
sizes and I haven't had an opportunity. 

MR. PETRO: Last, at the last meeting you said that 
what he had represented to you was correct but we were 
concerned as is New Windsor Planning Board was not put 
on the map and we wanted to see it on the map with all 
the sizes but the review at that time was acceptable 
other than this one crossover pipe. 

MR. EDSALL: Based on the meeting, well, based on the 
meeting that Skip and I had as far as the calculations 
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we have not finished our review, I don't think that 
he has a problem, I believe if the board cared to give 
preliminary approval, they could with the understanding 
that that issue from a SEQRA standpoint is still under 
review and while they are at the Health Department 
which by any means is not going to occur within a 
month, we would have easily been able to finish the 
SEQRA process. 

MR. PETRO: Where are they in preliminary, we're only 
in preliminary? 

MR. EDSALL: If the pipe size will be changed they'll 
change it on the plans before they get final stamp from 
the County. 

MR. PETRO: Mike Babcock and I were there, I seen that 
the applicant was trying to eliminate some of the 
problems that are already exist on this property. Can 
I have the first page he was out there with us, Mr. 
Goodwin. 

MR. BABCOCK: Mr. Hall was there, lot one. 

MR. PETRO: See lot number one rather that water coming 
right behind his house and they are going to bury a 
culvert pipe all the way across and eliminate the 
problem completely for him and also for the 
development. Also up here where it says easement 
drainage you moved some of that up by lot 10, 11 and 9. 

MR. MURPHY: We had one of the discharge pipes coming 
down between lots 3 and 4 and at that time, the 
Goodwins had mentioned that they had a problem with 
that, they prefer that it would be further away so we 
moved the drainage out between now it's between lots 5 
and 6. So, it's considerably further away, it's 
another 400 feet away from the Goodwin house and I 
might also point out that the drainage does come out of 
the drainage pipes is not directed towards Goodwin's 
home. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It's a little low, like we discussed 
before you have to be careful that they don't get 
anymore water than they have now. 
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MR. MURPHY: There's about 250 acre drainage basin that 
flows passed Goodwin's house so anybody within that 
drainage basin could take an effect on what's going to 
happen to the flow at their house. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We just don't want Goodwin to get 
anymore water than what we've got. 

MR. MURPHY: We've taken care of that on this. 

MR. PETRO: My estimation I think that he's certainly 
done his homework, he's been here a number of times and 
I think as far as the preliminary limb approval unless 
someone has a real objection to something we can get 
him on his way to Orange County Planning and Mark can 
further review the main drainage pipe. 

MR. EDSALL: There's one item I'm going to ask Mike to 
put on all the plans as he's preparing his County 
submittal which is referenced in my comment 3, is that 
we get current property owners' names on all the plans 
because it's very difficult when we have calls, 
complaints, whatever on the large scale drawings to 
tell who it is adjoining because the only plan that has 
any names, the overall plan sheet 12 and that drawing 
has some lots which have already been sold but just 
have tax map numbers, no names, so that would make it 
easier for us to deal with any complaints or concerns 
which I'm sure I'll be getting calls on the drainage 
and I want to have that available while I'm reviewing 
that. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The way I understand the way it was 
explained to the two people involved there Goodwin and 
Hall that they are satisfied with the situation the way 
it is now. 

MR. BABCOCK: Basically, I talked with Mr. Hall when I 
was out there and he agreed that this culvert will 
correct his problem. We didn't talk to Mr. Goodwin but 
by moving the outlet of the drainage easement up 
between lot 5 and 6, they are not going to add anymore 
water to their stream. 
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MR. EDS ALL: That request is really minor, it's just a 
matter of when they are working on the plan just add 
that information throughout. 

MR. MURPHY: We'll just update all the adjoining 
owners' names. 

MR. PETRO: Any other member of the board have any 
questions for Mike on this project? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: All my questions have been satisfied. 
I feel right now we can give negative dec. There's no 
problems, the stumps are buried. 

MR. KRIEGER: No storm water. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Not going to give negative dec 
tonight, no, no, no, I didn't say that. I said now we 
can when it becomes necessary, otherwise can't. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I have no objection to preliminary, a 
lot more work has to be done before final. 

MR. DUBALDI: Are we voting on preliminary or just 
asking our opinion? I have no problem. 

MR. LANDER: Has the highway superintendent given his 
approval to the 12 percent slope on the, is there 12 
percent? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, there is, yes. He has given his 
approval on the situation. 

MR. LANDER: Twelve percent is steep but I have no 
problem. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Does the highway superintendent, he's 
seen it, he can't approve anything over ten percent. 

MR. LANDER: Unless he approves it, highway 
superintendent has to approve anything over ten 
percent. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You should get him to send us a 
letter saying that he does go along with the 12 percent 
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grade. School bus will not go over 12 percent grade. 

MR. MURPHY: That is only occurring on the driveways. 
The main roadway system has a maximum grade of 7 
percent and on the cul-de-sac there is a maximum grade 
of ten percent. 

MR. PETRO: Here's municipal highway on 12/9/92 
preliminary approval. Further review will be required 
but preliminary is fine with him. He had a request 
that the road names be placed and you have done that. 

MR. MURPHY: Melissa Lane and Hunter Road. 

MR. PETRO: That has also been accomplished. Any 
further discussion from any board member? Mark, 
anything else. 

MR. EDSALL: No, we'll continue the drainage and SEQRA 
review and he'll be back probably independently of 
their return from the County Health, I'll, once we have 
concluded that, I'll schedule it on the agenda and 
let— 

MR. SCHIEFER: I make a motion we give preliminary 
approval of Blooming Grove Operating Company major 
subdivision Phase Two on Toleman Road. 

MR. LANDER: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded to give 
preliminary approval to Blooming Grove Operating 
Company major subdivision Phase Two by the New Windsor 
Planning Board. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. SCHIEFER AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 
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REVIEW COMMENTS 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BI0CK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
13 JANUARY 1993 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.77 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE APPLICATION 
WAS MOST RECENTLY REVIEWED AT THE 23 DECEMBER 1992 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING. 

1. The Applicant should discuss the following items, relative to the 
latest plans submitted: 

a. Proposed buffer area relative to the adjoining lands of 
Hiernomy. 

b. Discussion of burial of waste stumps, as depicted on the 
latest plan submitted. 

2. With regard to the SEQRA review of the project, including the 
stormwater drainage design, same is currently under review by our 
office. This review can be concurrent with any applications to 
outside agencies (i.e. Orange County Department of Health). 

3. The Applicant should supplement the information on the plans, 
with the inclusion of all property owner names adjoining the 
proposed subdivision. This additional information, required per 
the subdivision regulations, should be on any plans considered 
for preliminary approval. 

4. At this time I am aware of no outstanding items, requested from 
the Applicant, such that the Board can proceed with their review 
of the/project. 

Mark J. Edfsalf7 
Planning Board Engineer 
MJEmk f/ 
ArBLOOMlmk 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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3. 

4. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52 - BLOCK 1 - LOT 30.23 
91-22 
28 OCTOBER 1992 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.77 +/" ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY-THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE APPLICATION 
WAS MOST RECENTLY REVIEWED AT THE 9 SEPTEMBER 1992 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING. 

Subsequent to the 9 September 1992 Planning Board meeting, on 
17 September 1992 a meeting was held between the undersigned, 
Highway Superintendent Fayo and the Applicant's 
Engineer/Surveyor, Jerry Zimmerman. A copy of a memorandum 
regarding this meeting is on file with the Planning Board. 

The Applicant has reviewed and responded to each of the comments 
noted in both the 9 September 1992 review comments and memorandum 
regarding the meeting of 17 September 1992, outlining the 
responses in a letter dated 8 October 1992. It is my opinion 
that the comments have been substantially responded to, with 
minor items remaining. 

As such, it is my recommendation that the Board schedule the 
required Public Hearing for this subdivision, such that the 
project can continue toward consideration for preliminary 
approval, which would then allow the Applicant to proceed with 
their application to the Orange County Department of Health. 

The Applicant has submitted a Full Environmental Assessment Form 
for the project. Following the Public Hearing, the Board may 
wish to review Part I of this submitted form, followed by a 
review and completion of Part II of the form, at which time the 
Board could consider making a determination of significance. 

The Applicant's Engineer/Surveyor should contact the undersigned 
to review some minor technical comments which should be addressed 
prior to consideration for preliminary approval. This can be 
accomplished at a technical work session appointment or by a 
separate telecon. 

Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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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 necessary by the Board. 

ard Engineer 
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23 DECEMBER 1992 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.77 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY-THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE APPLICATION 
WAS MOST RECENTLY BEFORE THE BOARD FOR A PUBLIC 
HEARING AT THE 9 DECEMBER 1992 MEETING. 

1. At the aforementioned Public Hearing, the Board determined that a 
site visit was necessary to further investigate certain concerns. 
The Board may wish to discuss the findings of this site visit at 
this meeting. 

2. At the Public Hearing, additional concerns were identified and 
request for additional information on the plans were made. One 
of these items involves the potential impact of stormwater 
drainage on adjoining properties, as well as the proper design of 
the culvert system at the "bottom* of the subdivision roadways. 
The Applicant has submitted calculations and supporting 
information regarding same; this information is currently under 
review by our office at this time. Once the review is completed, 
comments will be forwarded to the Board and the Applicant. 

Until such time that the referenced concerns have been fully 
addressed, I do not recommend that a SEQRA Determination of 
Significance be made. I do not believe, however, that the 
"postponement*1 of making a SEQRA determination would prohibit the 
Board from considering a preliminary approval, thereby allowing 
the Applicant to proceed (at their own risk) with their 
application to the Orange County Department of Health. 

Ma 
PI arm i 
MJEmk { 
A:BLOOMIN5.mk 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

• Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL ^BLoa
D

dStre!t ^ 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765 
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
9 DECEMBER 1992 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.77 +/" ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY-THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE APPLICATION 
IS BEFORE THE BOARD FOR A PUBLIC HEARING AT THIS 
MEETING. 

1. As noted in my 28 October 1992 review comments, the Applicant has 
had the plans and submittal information revised in response to 
all previous technical review comments. As such, it is my 
opinion that the plans are acceptable for public review at this 
meeting. 

Once the public has the opportunity to review and comment on the 
proposed subdivision, reviews in response to any such comments 
can be made by our office, as deemed appropriate by the Planning 
Board. 

2. The Board may wish to consider making a review of Part I of the 
Full Environmental Assessment Form. After such review, Part II 
of the Full EAF must be reviewed and completed, such that a 
Determination of Significance can be considered under SEQRA. 

3. Once all concerns regarding the preliminary plans are addressed 
and the Board proceeds through SEQRA, the Board may wish to 
consider the application for preliminary approval, such that the 
Applicant can proceed with the application to the Orange County 
Department of Health. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) TOLEMAN 

Mr. Michael Murphy of Zimmerman Engineering appeared 
before the board representing this proposal. 

MR. PETRO: I think what we'll do here is make our 
presentation to the board, we're going to discuss a few 
things then we'll open it to the public. 

MR. MURPHY: Good evening everybody, I'm here tonight 
to present to the board and to the public subdivision 
for Blooming Grove Operating Company Phase Two. Phase 
One of this subdivision included a creation of 2 new 
lots that was filed quite a few years ago and Phase Two 
of this subdivision is the balance of the land which 
consists of 74 acres of land which we're proposing to 
subdivide into 3 3 new lots. All of the homes in the 
subdivision will be serviced by on-site sewage disposal 
systems and individual wells. We propose to build Town 
roadway system as depicted on this map here. We've 
done soil testing, extensive soil testing on the site 
and we find that all the conditions are good for 
building septic systems on here. This plan has been 
reviewed by the Planning Board, the Planning Board 
engineer and also the Town Highway Superintendent, you 
know, in regards to the alignment of the roadways, 
proposed drainage system and I believe we've taken care 
of all of their comments in regards to those matters. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can I ask you a question, Mike, lot 
37, 253,000 square feet, what's going to be done with 
that? I realize it's wet and swampy, what's going to 
be done with it? 

MR. MURPHY: That is just proposed as a single building 
lot. Lot 3 has a large area on lot 3 that is 
incorporated in the wet land out there, the DEC wet 
land. Not only does it have a large portion in the 
wetlands, there's also the hundred foot wide buffer 
strip although it's a large lot area wise, there's 
probably only about an acre and a half of usable land. 
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You have perc on that lot? 

MR. MURPHY: We're quite a ways up there. Our septic 
system appears to be about 2 5 feet above the elevation 
of the wetlands in that area so we're not dealing with 
wet soil conditions at all in that location. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You're going to sell the whole lot as 
one lot right? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, that is the way it's being created. 
As I said earlier, probably 2/3 of that lot is even 
encumbered by the wetlands and nothing can be done with 
it, it's got to be left in natural state. 

MR. PETRO: Carl, we're having a public hearing, Mike 
is making a presentation. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike, can I ask you a question? 
Phase One, lot 1 and 2, are those both of those have 
houses on them? 

MR. MURPHY: No, only lot one has a house on it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Isn't there already a house by the 
name of Goodwin that is also on this piece of property? 
MR. MURPHY: No, not since the time that we have been 
involved in the project we originally did the survey 
work in 1985 for the boundary of the parcel and at that 
time, the Goodwin parcel was already cut out of that. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Who did you buy the land from cause I 
remember there was a house built on one lot now all of 
a sudden I see there's another house is built. 

MR. BABCOCK: Hank, the Goodwin house is relatively an 
old house. The new house is up on lot one Phase One 
that is owned by Hall, I think Hall. 

MR. PETRO: Any other concerns the board members 
would like to go over before we open it up to the 
public? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What's the average perc you have 
out here? 



December ^r 1992 

MR. MURPHY: Well, they vary as you know percolation 
tests vary from location to location and just look at 
it, we seem to have run the whole gambit from six 
minutes to up to 55 minutes, 56 minutes so depending 
upon the location, the percolation rates change. 

MR. DUBALDI: There's no house going on lot 2? 

MR. MURPHY: Well, yeah lot 2 is a building lot that 
was created in the prior subdivision in Phase One that 
is not being subdivided at this time that is already 
done. There's nothing there now and there's a design 
and a proposal for that lot number 2 and that shows up 
on the plans for Phase One. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike, all the stumps have been 
removed? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, they have been. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Disappeared? 

MR. MURPHY: They are no longer in the wetland area. I 
don't know exactly where they were disposed of. 

MR. PETRO: At this time, I'd like to open it up to the 
public. I have a notice in front of me that the 
letters did go out and we have it signed by notary 
public on the 9th day of November, 1992. So everyone 
was advised that the public hearing would take place. 
Also this application here is here tonight for a 
preliminary approval and there is still more of a 
process to go such as Orange County Department of 
Health. At this time, I'd like to open the public 
hearing, if you have something you'd like to be 
recognized, state your name and address so we can get 
it into the minutes. 

MR. RICHARD HALL: Richard Hall, I'm 200 Toleman road. 
And my wife Loretta and myself own this home properly 
right here that is the first home in that subdivision. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Vince built that house. 
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MR. HALL: Right, my concern is the conditions that you 
are going to accept or not accept relative to the water 
drainage going up this road. There's a natural run of 
water right there. 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, we know that a 
once before on this. What our d 
area is the roadway as it comes 
built up all right so the road i 
a fill through here so your hous 
get any drainage from the lands 
is going to act as a berm around 
piping it all the way along the 
to the end here so that at the p 
will discharge, it's going to be 
level of your house. And that i 
an easement that is on lot 2 for 
was also considered in Phase One 
And what we've done here is you 
actual pipes that are going to b 

nd we've spoken to you 
rainage plan is in this 
in here is going to be 
s going to be built in 
e is no longer going to 
above it. This roadway 
your property. We're 

rear of your property 
oint where the drainage 
eight feet below the 

s being piped through 
that purpose and that 
of the subdivision, 

know just defined the 
e put in this location. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN 
put in? 

How big of a pipe are you going to 

MR. MURPHY: 
head. 

I believe I don't know off the top of my 

MR. EDSALL: I believe that was going to be a 24. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, your department will do a review once 
we get passed preliminary. 

MR. EDSALL: Drainage was fairly well gone over as far 
as we should go at this preliminary stage. Jerry 
Zimmerman, myself and Skip Fayo, had a meeting here at 
Town Hall and reviewed the drainage layout and there 
was approximately two pages of comments. They have 
since revised the subdivision plans to address all of 
those preliminary concerns so we have gone quite a ways 
already. There will be another review and Skip will 
make a final review but at this point, they've done a 
very good job getting to this point. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That drainage ditch is going to be 
piped up behind that man's house, am I correct? 
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MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: All the way clown passed his property 
line? 

MR. MURPHY: Passed his property. The farm next door 
drains in 2 directions, part of it drains out front 
here and will be coming down through, this drainage way 
and we have a 24 inch pipe. And it comes down heavier 
back here where we've proposed 3 6 inch crossing under 
this roadway and the rest of this is going to remain as 
an open swale as it is now. 

MR. HALL: I have seen a brook continue across at a 
time when it's bad storms. 

MR. MURPHY: Which drainage are you talking about? 

MR. HALL: Right next to Hall's. 

MR. MURPHY: Okay, there's another drainageway that 
comes under the road here. 

MR. HALL: There's a natural spring there where it runs 
all the time and also comes up from the farm and runs 
down that way. 

MR. MURPHY: There's quite a few drainage paths feeding 
into here. 

MR. PETRO: Sir, state your name and address. 

MR. PETER CANIA (PHONETIC): Peter Cania, 201 Toleman 
Road, my folks and I we used to run that farm as a 
dairy farm and that used to have a lot of water come 
down there. 

MR. EDSALL: Just for the record, the minimum size 
trunk line as we may call it is going to be 24 inch. 
In fact there's a significant amount of drainage coming 
from the north, that main line that runs through an 
easement on lot 2 may have to be larger. But it will 
be a minimum of 24 inches. If in fact the gentleman 
indicates there's quite a bit of flow from above, it 
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may in fact have to be increased significantly. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: X was just going to ask you what 
storm, 50 or 100 year storm did you consider? 

MR. MURPHY: Typically we consider 25 year storm. We 
determine which storm to use based on the size of the 
drainage basin as to how significant a drainage 
structure it's going to be. If the drainage basin is 
less than half a square mile we're going to go with a 
25 year storm design. Once it goes beyond half a 
square mile up to one square mile, we use. 50 year, 
beyond one square mile of land which is 660 acres then 
we go up to 100 year design. But I've already checked 
the size of the drainage basin and what we'll have here 
is definitely going to be a 25 year design. 

MR. EDSALL: There's a policy guideline the Town has 
issued on that based on acreage so you should check 
against that cause again I don't know how many acres 
the drainage area is. 

MR. MURPHY: I don't have the numbers. 

MR. EDSALL: The Town has a memo out, policy memorandum 
that gives you some guidelines. 

MR. MURPHY: We'll look at that, make sure that we 
comply. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You have got 3 0 lots. 

MR. PETRO: You have 74 acres on the subdivision plus 
you're talking about the farm adjacent to it. 

MR. EDSALL: It's the entire drainage basin. Any area 
that is tributary, any drainage to the culvert is 
included, not just the involved parcel. 

MRS. CANIA: All that drainage he says the pipe is 
going to come down is that all going to come in the 
wetland and be right in front of our houses? We're on 
the other side of Toleman Road but we're; right close to 
it. 
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MR. PETRO: Where does it eventually flow to? 

MR. MURPHY: All into the wetlands. We're trying to 
not change the drainage patterns. You know all of this 
drainage that we're proposing to pipe into the wetland 
area is already going in that direction. We're not 
adding any new drainage basins to this. 

MRS. CANIA: If you get all those houses and we're 
right between Hall's place and this guy's plans. 

MR. MURPHY: You have to appreciate the size of the 
lots here also, these are acre and a half lots and 
you're looking at a house and a driveway and some 
roadway. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Some of them are not acre and a half 
because I notice here a couple 4700 square feet, 44,000 
square feet is called an acre in New Windsor. We don't 
go by builders acres. 

MS. CATHERINE HENAULT: Cathrine Henault, 19 0 Toleman 
Road, my house is the wetlands that is what I am 
concerned about, my entire property is the wetlands. 
The brook is right off my patio. We've had storms 
where it is right up to the patio. Everything is 
coming down and you're going to be piping it down into 
the wetlands. 

MR. MURPHY: We've had this conversation with you 
before and we took all of that into consideration in 
our design. This pipe that is going to be passing 
behind the whole house is not picking up any new 
drainage. This is the water that has always been 
there. We're just piping it through lot number 2. All 
the additional runoff that might be created by the 
subdivision is going to be piped out one over here, one 
over here and the closest location to your house is 
going to be about 800 feet away, all right. 

MS. HENAULT: You don't think that is going to 
oversaturate the wetlands? 

MR. MURPHY: That is what a wetlands is a saturated 
piece of land. It's not going to change the size of 
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the drainage basin feeding into this is quite large and 
as I was saying before, the acre and a half size of 
lots is a fairly large lot and you're not going to get 
a lot of additional runoff from that. 

MS. HENAULT: What about in lot number 3, the septic 
is much higher than our house. How is that going to 
effect my veil? 

MR. MURPHY: It shouldn't effect your well, the septic 
on lot number 3 is I'm not exactly sure where your well 
is but the septic itself is at least 250 feet from the 
rear corner or your lot. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'd like to see that though. 

MR. MURPHY: Do you know where your well is? 

MS. HENAULT: It's in the back of the house, somewhere 
in the back of the house. We have no clue, the last 
people had no clue. 

MR. BABCOCK: The septic system is about 250 foot from 
the corner of her lot. She has about a 2 acre lot. 

MR. CANIA: Behind Halls there is a spring and the 
water drains up and the farm up there is about 96 
acres, that whole hillside drains into there and up by 
the farm about 500 feet from Halls is a thousand feet, 
there's another pond up there which drains down that 
way and that pond is about 200 feet long. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Maybe we ought to take a ride up 
there. 

MR. PETRO: Let's keep one thing in reviewing this what 
Mr. Murphy said you have the property there now that is 
collecting the water. They are not adding anymore 
water to the what is already collected and it's already 
going to the wetlands as it is, what they are going to 
do is more defined. 

MR. HALL: But that whole hillside goes down that way, 
I've seen that. 
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MR. PETRO: But the water is still going to go into the 
wetlands whether he puts the pipe there or he doesn't, 
that is the point he's trying to make. 

MS. HENAULT: Is there any regulation on how much 
vegetation has to be left like how many trees should be 
left there? 

MR. PETRO: In the subdivision itself, I don't believe 
there's a regulation, other than what the Planning 
Board would deem proper. We do require landscaping 
plans and one will be provided. But there's not an 
actual regulation to say how many trees. 

MR. DUBALDI: The area that is wetlands right now will 
not be touched, they can't do anything in that area 
without a permit. 

MR. ROBERT DARATAME (PHONETIC): I live at 162 Station 
Road and I'm living at that house that is right over 
here. 

MR. DUBALDI: And you didn't get a letter? 

MR. DARATAME: Yes, we did. 

MR. PETRO: There was 2 4 letters that went out. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Everybody has to be notified within 
500 feet. 

MR. EDSALL: Directly abutting or directly across the 
street on this one. 

MR. PETRO: There was 2 4 that went out and I have proof 
of that here. 

MR. DARATAME: I have several questions concerning 2 
things, first the drainage and also the effect of the 
septic position of the septic relative to the boundary 
between your proposed site and our house. 

MR. MURPHY: With regards to the drainage, right now 
there is a ridge line as you're probably aware that 
runs across here and there's a certain amount of 
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drainage that naturally flows downhill towards your 
house. Our roadway system is going to come up and run 
along the top of the ridge line and any drainage that 
gets captured is going to be piped down here. What 
we're really not changing is the shape of the drainage 
basin because our road line is coming along the ridge 
where it breaks both ways. ' 

MR. DARATAME: The ridge here her and it falls to the 
right and left. I'm concerned what is going on to the 
right side of the ridge which would be the right side 
where you are. 

MR. MURPHY: On the right side of the ridge we're 
going to be creating this house looks like it's going 
to drain to the left and 1, 2, 3 homes and 3 driveways 
that are going to add to additional drainage that will 
drain to the right. 

MR. DARATAME: This indicates the size of the site, 
size of the septic system? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

MR. DARATAME: What's the distance from the crest of 
the hill to the— 

MR. MURPHY: We're looking at 250 feet from the septic 
system to the rear property line and. 

MR. DARATAME: And sloping down? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That one should not give you a 
problem, not with the soil we have here in New Windsor. 

MR. MURPHY: Proposed wells for our lots are along the 
back line here and this situation is going to be 
reviewed by the Orange County Health Department for 
separations and to make sure that these people are 
going to be receiving safe water so if these wells are 
safe, I'm sure yours will be safe because you are 
further away. 

MR. DARATAME: My other question as far as drainage, 
because along this wall when we get a bit of rain we 
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can see that there's natural drainage that heads in 
this direction. 

MR. MURPHY: Drainage will often times run along the 
edge of a vail. 

MR. DARATAME: The level does go down towards this 
side of the boundary. 

MR. MURPHY: And it shows that. Here we have 4 60 at 
this point and down here we're about 4 feet lower. 

MR. DARATAME: Contour line runs about level and shows 
going up shows contour lines which is not guite I think 
the weigh the land is. 

MR. MURPHY: At the property line it's showing a drop 
from this point to this point. It shows four or five, 
six foot drop. 

MR. DARATAME: My concern is.depending on how this is 
landscaped with all the trees being down we'll have 
more of a runoff and that we'll run into a situation 
where we'll have excess. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEM: If you are that far away, I doubt if 
it will effect you. 

MR. PETRO: He's about 3 00 feet. 

MR. DARATAME: We're about 6 0 feet from the property 
line. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You've septic tanX how deep is the 
lot, it's got to be 350 feet. 

MR. DARATAME: The house itself is to towards the back. 

MR. PETRO: Again you have to realize they are not 
creating any new— 

MR. VAN LEEUWEM: You're probably talking about 350 
feet between your house and the septic system. 

MR. DARATAME: I'm talking about the runoff. 
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MR. PETRO: Mark, can you answer that question? 

MR. EDSALL: I want to add some information, the 
zoning for the Rl district restricts developmental 
coverage which would be driveways, impermeable areas, 
houses, whatever to ten percent. Which effectively 
means that the Town Code that is 90 percent of the area 
must remain as grassed areas, forested areas, gardens 
whatever so that gives you an idea of the. limited 
amount of development they can actual form on the lot. 

MR. DARATAME: But if they are proposing a well to be 
way down here towards the boundary, then there's 
several trees on route to the well. 

MR. EDSALL: Grass has a benefit in absorbing storm 
water so you can have grassed areas mixed with wooded 
areas but they are limited to ten percent development. 

MR. PETRO: Can't be paved or can't have a roof. 

MR. EDSALL: Maximum ten percent. 

MR. DARATAME: It will limit the amount of disturbed 
natural drainage. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Correct. 

MR. DARATAME: If you are saying the proposed site of 
the well is fairly close to this boundary. 

MR. MURPHY: It's 50 feet off. 

MR. DARATAME: That is pretty close. How are they 
going to get the pipe from the well to the house 
without clearing? 

MR. MURPHY: First of all, the toughest £art is going 
to be getting drilling rig to drill the well so there's 
going to be a temporary drive constructed down to the 
well site and ones the well is drilled and the water 
pipe is going to run probably along the same driveway 
and that will eventually be covered over with grass. 
You'll lose a few trees. 
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MR. DARATAME: I'm not concerned about losing the 
trees if we don't have the trees there taking care of 
absorbing some of the natural drainage that all turns 
to grass or what have you then there's more of the 
storm drain load back along the property'line. 

MR. MURPHY: Grass believe it or not has just a low 
runoff coefficient as woodlands so you are really not 
increasing the drainage too much. The only real areas 
of drainage increase will be in the area of the 
driveway and the house. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How come the wells are so far away 
from the house? 

MR. MURPHY: Because in this situation, we had to keep 
the septics uphill. I mean if we were to put the 
septics down there we'd be creating a larger 
disturbance closer to your property line. 

MR. BABCOCK: This is under preliminary review. Its 
also got to be reviewed by the Health Department for 
location. 

MR. DARATAME: Sounds funny that the house is so far 
from the septic. I'd like to register that I have 
concerns about that and I just want to make sure. 

MR. PETRO: There will been other meetings and further 
review by the Orange County Board of Health. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They are tough, let me tell you they 
are not are easy. 

MR. PETRO: They'll be pretty thorough with that. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They do the job and they do a good 
job. 

MR. PETRO: If you want to be apprised of a meeting 
concerning this particular subdivision, you can call 
this office at any time, meetings here, not at the 
Health Department where there won't be public hearings 
but you'll be more than welcome to attend. 
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MR. DARAMATE: I'd like to make sure that the problem 
isn't created or— 

MR. PETRO: If you have a real problem, I always listen 
anyway, I don't know about these guys but—-

MR. MURPHY: If I could point out we also have included 
in this plan two pages of an erosion control plan and 
that is going to take care of a lot of the drainage and 
siltation problems on site during construction and 
giving the notice and requirements and the erosion 
control plan all disturbed areas are to be 
re-vegetated. 

MR. DARAMATE: That is my concern when we have three 
or four days of rain we have quite a bit of runoff that 
runs along the wall. 

MRS. CANIA: When they get all the septics for each of 
those houses, aren't they going to drain down into the 
wetlands? It's.mostly wet in there all the time 
anyway. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No Mrs. Cania, no, if that happened 
we'd all have problems, including you and me. That 
does not happen. 

MR. PETRO: Those septic systems are designed to 
dissipate the water and solids that go into them and 
the rate of the soil has a timing. 

MRS. CANIA: They are so much lower than: what the • 
houses are going to be then you get all the rain water 
that's there now and if you get anymore drainage, it's 
going to be a problem. 

MR. PETRO: They have to take that into consideration 
when they design the septic for that particular lot and 
that is done with our engineer and the County Health 
Department. Any other questions concerning this 
subdivision other than what we haven't heard already? 
I'd entertain the motion to close the public hearing. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So moved. 
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MR. SCHIEFER: I'll second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded to close 
the public hearing on the Blooming Grove Operating 
Company. Any further discussion? 

ROLL CALL 

MR. SCHIEFER AYE 
MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE 
MR. DUBALDI AYE 
MR. LANDER AYE 
MR. PETRO AYE 

MR. PETRO: Now I'll open it up again to the board. 

MR. SCHIEFER: There's so much concern over the 
drainage here I think Hank suggested it before might be 
a good idea after the engineer gets done with his 
calculations the board might want to go take a look see 
at it. That seems to be the number one problem. Go 
out and take a look before we give final approval. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have been out there twice. 

MR. PETRO: How far back can we get? 

MR. MURPHY: All the way. This whole roadway layout 
has been cleared. You can get all the way up here. If 
you have got a truck, you can drive the whole way. 

MR. PETRO: Other board members would you like to see 
this again? Would you like to look at the drainage? 

MR. LANDER: Yes. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Lot of these people are very 
concerned with this and I think we have to respect 
that. 

MR. LANDER: On lot 18, the one we were just 
discussing, what we can do there is make sure that they 
leave a buffer zone, most vegetation that they can, 
you're going to have to drill the well but I'm sure 
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that they are not going to go in there and strip that 
whole thing. They don't want to do anything more than 
they have to. Because then they have to replace it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They have to seed it,jfertilize it. 
It will be stated on the map. They had all the stumps 
in the wetlands we wanted them removed. I 

MR. BABCOCK: 
knows— 

Just so the audience and everybody else 

MR. MURPHY: 
wetlands. 

Those stumps have been removed from the 

MR. BABCOCK: When there is a lot developed and it's 
sold to an individual person or the house is built and 
it's sold to an individual person, there's really no 
restriction over them even clearing land1if they wanted 
to so it's not only developer— 

MR. EDSALL: If the board and the applicant agree that 
there's a potential impact downgrade from lot 17 and 
18, it may be something that you can work out with a 
restrictive covenant that restricts within 50, 75, 100 
feet whatever you agree to that other than clearing for 
access to the well and maintaining access to the well, 
that there can't be any grading, trees can't be removed 
and I'm sure that will maintain the value of the 
property because they'd probably rather have a buffer 
themselves. That is something if the board and the 
applicant come to that agreement we can work on a 
restrictive covenant in those 2 deeds. 

MR. DARAMATE: It might be necessary to add some storm 
drain, wouldn't require a lot. 

MR. MURPHY: The only problem that that would create is 
we have no place to take the storm drainage. Once you 
collect it, and concentrate the storm drainage we have 
no place to outlet it. 

MR. DARAMATE: You could outlet it you could outlet it 
here and over here. 

MR. PETRO: If you want to get together with this 
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gentleman maybe he has an idea with that. This is a 
public hearing s o — 

MR, VAN LEEUWEM: Where you did say the stumps are? 

MS. HENAULT: Over the stone wall just over the 
wetlands. 

MR. MURPHY: The stumps were removed from the property 
as far as I know. What's over the other side of the 
stone wall is a topsoil pile. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Make a notation where the stumps 
are. 

MR. BABCOCK: Last time I was there I couldn't make 
the hill. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We'll schedule a site visit. 

MR. PETRO: We'll make sure they are off the property, 
if you want to talk to this gentleman about an easement 
that might work out too. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We had an agreement that the stumps 
were removed. 

MR. MURPHY: That is my understanding that the stumps 
were out. When I was there I didn't see any. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'll tell you one thing, I'm going to 
be mighty ticked. 

MR. EDSALL: Just so that we have on record what 
something we have to receive in the future, given our 
understanding now there's potential for drainage area 
that will go through the culvert, through lot 2, I 
guess it was between now and when you come back from 
the Health Department, I request that you evaluate the 
drainage and specifically, come back with a drainage 
analysis for the area tributary to that and give us a 
design so we know that pipe is adequate. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'm going out there to!look myself 
tomorrow and see where the stumps are. 
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MR. PETRO: Mike, Mark, before we fold this up in 
review of the Part One of the full environmental 
assessment form, do you state in the notes— 

MR. EDSALL: We received full EAF. We need to make a 
review of Part One and complete Part Two such that it 
can be adopted and you can consider a negative dec. If 
you want to prior to the next meeting, I'll prepare a 
recommended Part 2 which is your findings effectively 
as to what potential significant items may occur then 
you can adopt it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'd like to look at it first. 

MR. PETRO: Also shouldn't we see the drainage plan 
before we have a recommendation for the second part of 
it? 

MR. EDSALL: Well, if we know where the drainage is and 
it's a matter of just determining what size pipe to 
carry it as long as you design it correctly, your 
answer still is valid, don't forget SEQRA is one of 
those things, court rulings can be overturned but SEQRA 
is, you can always open up if you find new information. 

MR. PETRO: We're going to go out and do a site visit. 
In the meantime, you can get a drainage plan drawn up 
so we can review it. That is exactly what you want 
drainage plan or design? 

MR. MURPHY: Drainage study. 

MR. EDSALL: Drainage study to come up with a basis for 
the design of the internal piping and also locate 
whatever through drainage is occurring, quantify it and 
make sure that the carrying piping is adequate. 

MR. PETRO: For the record on the map why don't you put 
the exact amount of acreage that is contributing to the 
water flow on this property and specify that is why you 
are doing 25 year plan so we have it on the map. 

MR. MURPHY: All right. 
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MR. PETRO: That will tell us we don't need the 50 
year. 

MR. MURPHY: Thank you. 
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REGULAR ITEMS; 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) . TOLEMAN 
ROAD 

MR. PETRO: Regular items, Blooming Grove Operating 
Subdivision on Tolman Road. 

Mr. Michael Murphy of Zimmerman Engineering appeared 
before the board representing this proposal. 

MR. PETRO: Mike, I assume you'll address each one of 
these items? 

MR. MURPHY: Sure. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have taken a site visit. 

MR. PETRO: We did not going on a site visit, we put it 
in for the minutes that we did not, we were there for 
one site visit. Each one of the board members has been 
there at one time or another so let's hear the 
presentation and deem if it is necessary to go back or 
not. 

MR. MURPHY: As you know, at the last Planning Board 
meeting, we had a public hearing on this matter which 
was closed but at that time, certain issues were raised 
and we'd just like hear the comment on those. 

MR. PETRO: I'll read for the rest because I have the 
letter and the rest of the members don't, I'll read the 
three comments and you can address them. One, the 
three comments that were most, the big issues at the 
public hearing what is the status of the tree stumps 
formally located in the wetlands buffer strip. Two, 
are the proposed storm water drainage pipes adequately 
sized. Three, what could be done to further reduce 
impacts of the storm water drainage discharge to the 
Yanomi (phonetic) property next door all the water was 
coming off. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There's 2 properties adjacent, both 
of them are on the low side. There's a lot of water 
that comes off I think you're going to have a problem. 
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MR. MURPHY: The stumps have been removed from the 
wetlands buffer strip. Some of the stumps were taken 
off site completely and disposed of some of the stumps 
were buried on site. They were buried in an area 
between lots 3 and 4 where they are above the septic 
systems downhill from the house location so they are in 
an area where there's no proposed future construction. 
In regard to the drainage culverts, we have recently 
prepared drainage calculations for the major drainage 
crossings on this property and we've submitted those 
calculations to the board tonight and we've discussed 
them in the past with Mark Edsall and what we found 
when we did the calculations was that the drainage 
crossing up on Hunter Road was fine the way it was and 
the lower one near the entrance to the project on 
Melissa Lane, those pipes needed to be increased in 
size and we have done that. 

MR. PETRO: You show so on the map. 

MR. MURPHY: You don't have updated maps yet but it's 
just a matter of changing the pipe sizes. 

MR. PETRO: You are here for preliminary, we should 
have updated maps. Those are the same maps we saw at 
the public hearing? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Are you allowed to bury stumps? 

MR. EDSALL: On your own site. 

MR. PETRO: How about number 3? 

MR. MURPHY: Number 3 that one in regard to the 
drainage discharge on to the Yanomi property, the way 
it is right now, there's about a 4 acre drainage basin 
that runs off our property on to the adjacent Yanomi 
property. What we're proposing in that 4 acre area is 
construction of three houses and three driveways that 
would add to additional storm water runoff. Our 
feeling is that that is minimal increase and the best 
way to handle it is not through putting in swales 
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because if you put a swale in we're going to be 
collecting the water and concentrating the flow to a 
point of discharge which we don't have on the property. 
So we're proposing to provide 40 foot wide buffer strip 
along the back of the property where no vegetation 
would be disturbed. 

MR. PETRO: That is not on this map then either, 
nothing has been done to this map. 

MR. MURPHY: Nothing has been done to the map before 
you. This is our three proposals to take care of the 
property. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Get it taken care of, come back and 
we'll give you preliminary approval. Also would like 
to see the areas where the stumps are buried on the 
site. Mark out with a circle where they are buried. 

MR. PETRO: Just so we know there's no construction 
where the stumps are. 

MR. PETRO: Anyone have any comments? I think he's 
addressed the three items. 

MR. DUBALDI: As long as he puts them on the map. 

MR. PETRO: Mark, did you read the study that I have? 

MR. EDSALL: Hydraulic analysis for the— 

MR. PETRO: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: No, as I note in my comments, we've 
received at least a copy, I don't know if you have done 
further work or updated it, it's in review, it hasn't 
been completed. I'm not concerned about that, it's 
just a matter of calling out what the final diameter is 
on the set of plans. They've got so much work to do 
with the Health Department. 

MR. PETRO: Sounds like you're really ready for 
preliminary, I think if you get the pipe sizes 
correctly put on the plan, show the 4 0 foot buffer zone 
because the fella her at the public hearing addressed 
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and you addressed that pretty good and also in that 
time I think Mark could have some time to review this 
and he says as long as the pipe sizes are correct and 
mark out the tree stump areas I think those three 
items. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have to watch out if we build low 
that is a very old house. I know area like the back of 
my hand and I don't want to see any water flowing out 
of this land onto Goodwin's property. 

MR. MURPHY: Here's the Goodwin property and there is 
a drainage way that crosses under Toleman Road that 
first goes passed Goodwin's house that is where a 
majority of the drainage is coming from. There is a 
30 0 acre drainage basin that feeds down into this 
stream. 

MR. PETRO: Once this is developed, this drainage basin 
is going to adequately take all the water so it doesn't 
in fact flood this house. 

MR. MURPHY: What we have done is we have taken 
drainage discharge points and moved them as far away 
from the house as possible. This is the closest 
drainage point between lots 5 and 6 that is about 800 
feet away. 

MR. PETRO: Mark in your comments to address that 
somehow at the preliminary maybe just put that in 
writing somehow give us a distance from the furthest 
drainage point to the Goodwin's house, how you'll not 
be adding to the additional there, address it in some 
manner. Anything else? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think we should ask Mike to 
doublecheck that. 

MR. PETRO: He's going to do a little study and have 
all sizes at the next meeting. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We don't want to stop work orders and 
people coming in screaming. 

MR. PETRO: If we have something, we can look at and 
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study. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I want to go out there and take a 
look before I approve it. 

MR. MURPHY: The drainage that flows passed the 
Goodwin's house is much of that is generated not from 
our project site, it happens to pass through our 
project site but we don't control it. 

MR* VAN LEEUWEN: We have to contend with it. 

MR. PETRO: If you can't address it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'll not going to go for it unless 
it's addressed. 

MR. MURPHY: Is there going to be another site 
inspection scheduled? Would you like us to attend that 
site inspection? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don't care. 

MR. PETRO: That is fine with us* Do you want to be 
informed? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, please. 

MR. PETRO: We're going to set a time tonight, it's 
very hard with getting dark so early and with the 
holidays. 

MR. BABCOCK: Just give me a call and I'll let you 
know. 
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ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. LS. 

December 23, 1992 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: REPLY TO OOHMENTS RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING 
Held on December 9, 1992 
Phase II 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Dear Mr. Petro: 

On the night of December 9, 1992 a Public Hearing was held 
to address topics related the above noted subdivision 
project. At this meeting planning board members and 
neighboring property owners raised the following three (3) 
questions: 

(î  What is the status of the tree stumps that were 
-̂  formerly located in the Wetlands buffer strip ? 

-> & 2. Are the proposed stormwater drainage pipes 

^t •->/ adequately sized ? 

3. What can be done to further reduce the impacts of 
. ' stormwater drainage discharge to the Hieronymi 

WJ property (S.57, B.l, L.94) ? 

In response to the first question, all of the tree stumps 
have been removed from the Wetlands buffer strip. Some of 
the stumps were removed from the site and disposed of in a 
landfill, and some of the stumps were buried on site in an 
area not scheduled for future construction use. 

In regard to the drainage culverts we have performed 
hydrology and hydraulics calculations to insure that the 
proposed pipe sizes are adequate. In keeping with the Town 
of New Windsor's drainage policy all pipes have been sized 
to handle the peak flow from a storm with a 25 year 
recurrence interval. 
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The major drainage crossings occur on this site at station 
1+70 (Melissa Lane) and at 0+60 (Hunter Road). The Melissa 
Lane crossing drains an area that is 42 acres in size and 
has a 25 year peak flow rate of 69 cfs. The Hunter Road 
crossing drains an area of 22 acres in size and has a 25 
year peak flow rate of 38 cfs. (Attached please find a copy 
of the detailed calculations.) 

Lastly in regard to the Hieronymi drainage issue, 
approximately 3.9 acres of land within this subdivision 
(lots 16, 17 & 18) drain in an easterly direction towards 
the Hieronymi property. The development of this subdivision 
will not increase the size of this drainage basin and only 
0.30 acres of this 3.9 acre basin is proposed to be covered 
with impervious surfaces (3 rooves and 3 driveways), 
therefore any increase in drainage discharge at this 
location will be minimal. To ensure the fact that the 
drainage run-off from this area will remain in a sheet flow 
condition as it presently is, we are proposing a forty (40) 
foot wide buffer zone along the common rear boundary line. 

We sincerely hope that the comments contained herein have 
fully addressed all your questions and concerns with regard 
to this subdivision project at this time. We are looking 
forward to receiving preliminary approval on this matter. 

Your time and assistance in reviewing this project is 
greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Michael M. Murphy, I.E. f \ 
Project Engineer C——-~"̂  

enlc. 

cc: Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer w/encl. 
Mr. Vincent Biagini 
file 



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING 

DATE: QpsATnAeAS <2% /9<?A 

PROJECT NAME:AflWy^*^<£ Dp . PROJECT NUMBER 9/ ~££L • &(Mw//nA xjw& D/? 

LEAD AGENCY: NEGATIVE DEC: 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

DISCUSSION: 

CUJAGA^ d/isi/sMALs fie ' MrtmsJ^ jUuJJW 

SEND TO ORANGE CO. PLANNING: 

DISAPPROVED AND REFERRED TO Z.B.A.: YES NO_ 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVED APPROVED CONDITIONALLY 

NEED NEW PLANS: YES NO 

REASON FOR NEW PLANS OR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
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DATE: Q&rjjndfA, 9 /<?<?& 

PROJECT NAME:7^7^24 Ajauf. typ/L^UM 

LEAD AGENCY: 

PUBLIC HEARING: /£ - ̂  - ?<& 

^ W AA-9-f3L 
DISCUSSION: 

PROJECT NUMBER 9/-<££L 

NEGATIVE DEC: 

mzu Kftf/ 

?//, jjmi: *- d f,-fl.F- M/i tufa /ts<J<J, 

~~flttJ d/?<(t&M4L' tfrfurffo 

SEND TO ORANGE CO. PLANNING: 

DISAPPROVED AND REFERRED TO 2.B.A.: YES NO_ 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVED 

NEED NEW PLANS: YES 

APPROVED CONDITIONALLY, 

NO 

REASON FOR NEW PLANS OR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
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PLANNING BOARD : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK 

x 
In the Matter of Application forfiito Plan/Subdivision of 

1 
Applicant. 

AFFIDAVIT OF 
SERVICE 
BY MAIL 

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 350 Bethlehem Road, New Windsor, NY 12553. 

On //M/6mJtAs 9. /99JL I compared the Jl2/- 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. 

Mvra L. Mason, Sec Myfa L. Mason, Secretary for 
the Planning Board 

Sworn t o before me t h i s 

0 day of NoiAUximi, , 19 9 2 , 

^^^MdL yJjJiuO 
Notary Publi< 

DEBORAH GREEN 
Public; State of Hmm Ibffc 

dtnOrang* 
* 48640ft frw 

AFFIMAIL.PLB - DISC#1 P.B. 



TO ym OF NEW WINDSOR OT< 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

1763 

October 23, '1992 

Michael Murphy 
Zimmerman Engineering & Survey 
Rt. 17M 
Harriman, NY 10926 

Re: Tax Map Parcel 52-1-30.23 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 

According to our records, the attached is a list of all properties 
contiguous to the above referenced property. 

The charge for this service is $35.00, minus your deposit of $25.00 
Please remit the balance of $10.00 to the Town Clerk's office. 

Sincere!y, 

Leslie Cook 
SOLE ASSESSOR 

LC/cad 
Attachments 
cc: Myra Mason 

^?V j>s7usel*^ /rxJuA/ ''/?/?Jl 
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Kean, Peter & Joan 
1 Brittany Terrace 
Rock Tavern, NY 12575 

Gargiulo, Salvatore & Carol ^ 
& Henry & Alice ^ 
1578 East 233 Street 
Bronx, NY 10466 

Ritterbusch, Edward J. & Virginia M. 
124 Old Middletown Rd. 
Pearl River, NY 10965 

•" 

i ^ 

\S 

Kania, Peter S. & Frances M. 
201 Toleman Rd. 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Henault ,*Paul R. & Patricia M 
9 Toleman Rd. 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Hall, Richard & Loretta 
200 Toleman Rd. 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Blooming Grove Operating Co. Inc. / 
PO Box 188 
Washingtonville, NY .10992 

Safder Akhtar H., & Baby Varghese, ^ 
& Abraham Thomas 
564 Quail Valley 
Princeton, WV 24740 

Burke, Richard P. / 
181 Toleman Rd. v 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Colacurcio, John J. & Barbara G. Lewis 
RD 4 328 Shore Rd. ^/ 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Miller, Daniel J. & Carol Anne / 
Toleman Rd. 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Hyde, Elizabeth A. & Michael S. Makonhon 
2003 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 v 

Stringer, Ronald R. & Kathryn A. 
Toleman Rd. 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Day, Richard & Norma s 
420 W 259th St. 
Bronx, NY 10471 

y 



Byalick, Jay & Kathleen Kerry 
175 Toleman Rd. / 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

A H F S Realty Corp. 
PO Box 169 y 
White Lake, NY 12786 

Bradley, Joseph Rosann , 
Station Rd. y 
Rock Tavern, NY 12575 

Kinsley, John C. & Sharon S. • 
Station Rd. ^ 
Rock Tavern, NY 12575 

Hieronymi, Robert & Michele 
162 Station Rd. 
Rock Tavern, NY 12575 
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UffiALWnci 
NCOTCE IS HEREBY GIVEN fcatlfce 

PLANNING BOARD of Ihe TOWN OF 
NEW WINDSOR, COUNTY GRANGE, 
STATE of NEW YORK will bold a PUB
LIC HEARING at TOWN HALL, 555 
Union Avnue, New Windsor, New York on 
DECEMBER 9. 1992 at 7:30 P.M. oo ±c 
approval of the proposed MAJOR SUBDI-
VISION- PHASE n(SubdJvkiopofI.aodt) 
of BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING 
COMPANY, located Tokman Road (S«c-
tion 52. Block 1. Lot 30.23^ Map of the 
(Subdivision ofLand*) is oo file tod may be 
iwpectcd at the Town Clerk's Office, Town 
Hall, 555 Unioo Avenue, New Windsor, 
N. Y. pricr to the Public Hearing. 

Dated: October 30, 1992 

By Order of 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
James Petro 
Chairman 



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING 

DATE: /9*Jd^ J*. /99l 

PROJECT NAME: /i. &./Q&jMtjJMf PROJECT NUMBER 9/-JI& 

LEAD AGENCY: NEGATIVE DEC 

PUBLIC HEARING: UAj fcjqi*. f.H. l0L/f^ 

t>frTe OP *M:. J&-<?-?£ 
DISCUSSION: 

SEND TO ORANGE CO. PLANNING: 

DISAPPROVED AND REFERRED TO Z.B.A. : YES NO_ 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO 

APPROVED APPROVED CONDITIONALLY 

NEED NEW PLANS: YES NO 

REASON FOR NEW PLANS OR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 



ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. L.S. 

October 8, 1992 
Town of New Windsor-
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: REPLY TO TECHNICAL REVIEWS 
Phase II 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Dear- Mr. Petro: 

Enclosed please find one set of plans 
project last revised September 30, 1992 

for the above noted 

In an effort to prepare the 
project to a level that the 
acceptable for presentation 
preliminary approval we offer 
plan revisions in response to 
comments, the Planning Board Engineer's review 
the comments of Town Highway Superintendent . 

subdivision plans for this 
planning board would find 
at a public hearing for 
the following comments and 
the Planning Board members 

letter and 

The following comments have been numbered to correspond to 
the numbering system used in the September 9, 1992 technical 
review of this project by the Planning Board Engineer', Mi'. 
Mark Edsall. 

Item l.a. The plans submitted to the board at sketch plan 
level indicated the extensive re-grading proposed in the 
vicinity of lots 24 thru 27. This was demonstrated in the 
plans through the use of road profiles, road cross section & 
driveway profiles, a grading plan at 100 scale showing 10 ft 
contours plus a grading plan at 50 scale showing 2 ft. 
contours. In addition this item was also discussed in the 
Environmental Assessment Form submitted for this project. 

Item l.b. On September 17, 1992 a meeting was held witli the 
Town Highway Superintendent Mr. Fred Fayo, the Planning 
Board Engineer Mr. Mark Edsall, and the Project Engineer Mr. 
Gerald. Zimmerman. The plan modifications discussed at that 
meeting have been incorporated into the revised plans and 
are discussed elsewhere in this letter. 
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Item I.e. It is our understanding that the proposed change 
to the rural street specification will only change the 
pavement layer thickness, and will therefore only effect one 
detail drawing within this subdivision plan set. The project 
developer is also aware of the proposed changes to the rural 
street specification and will comply with the regulations 
that are in effect at the time of construction. 

Item 2-a. The Zoning Data Table on sheet 12 has been 
reviewed and revised as necessary. Notes have been added to 
this table to indicate the purpose of this information. 

Item 2-b. The stormwater collection system is now shown in 
plan view and detailed on the roadway profiles with the pipe 
sizes, slopes, inverts and pipe type being indicated. The 
layout shown in this revised set of plans incorporates the 
modifications requested by the Highway Superintendent. 

Item 2-C- The title block on sheet 3 has been corrected to 
read "TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR". 

Item 2-d. The unidentified symbol (dot in circle) on the 
utility and grading plans is the center point of the curves. 

Item 2.e. The stationing for Road *B~ is completed. 

Item 2.f. Notes have been added to the plan and profile 
views of Road "B" to clarify that the future off-site 
roadway extension is to be constructed by others. The off-
site horizontal and vertical alignment of Road 'B' is shown 
only to demonstrate the ability to construct without great 
difficulty.the extension of Road "B*. 

Item 2.g. The profile for the cul-de-sac on Road *"B* has 
been revised in accordance with the Highway Superintendent's 
recommendations. The proposed grade for the future 
connection road is shown at -7.57% and the proposed grade 
for the temporary cul-de-sac is set at -4%. This will result 
in the need for re-grading this 100 ft. long section of 
roadway at the time of construction of the connecting road. 
The driveway entrances for lots 15 & 16 have been located at 
the high end of the cul-de-sac where they will not be 
effected by the future re-grading of the roadway. 
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Item 2.h. We are aware of the minor encroachments that some 
of the proposed sewage disposal areas have with respect to 
the lot lines. We will rectify this problem when we prepare 
the final detailed plans for each of the sewage disposal 
systems. The details of each of the sewage disposal systems 
will ultimately be reviewed and approved by the Orange 
County Health Department. Typically the area shown on each 
lot reserved for the sewage disposal system is 5,000 s.f. , 
this represents an area large enough for a 600 l.f. of leach 
fields and area for 50% expansion. 

Item 2-i. We have revised the proposed grading on lots 16 
and 19 so as not to encroach on the sewage disposal areas. 
The area for the sewage disposal system on lot 26 has been 
reduced so as not to encroach on the re-graded areas. Again 
the final details of these systems must be reviewed and 
approved by the Orange County Health Department prior to 
final subdivision approval. 

Item 2.j- The "Resultant Maximum Driveway Slope" shown on 
the table on sheet 9 is the actual maximum slope excluding 
the flatter driveway sections at the road entrance and at 
the garage entrance. 

Item 2.k. The proposed length of the -2% grade for the 
driveways at the roadway entrance has been reviewed and 
approved by the Highway Superintendent. 

Item 2-1. A noted has been added to the proposed driveway 
culvert detail stating that the culvert is only to be 
installed if requested/approved by the town Highway 
Superintendent. Typically there will be no driveway 
culverts. 

Item 2-m. The notes for the Rural Street Specification 
detail have been revised as per the comments of the town 
Highway Superintendent and Planning Board Engineer. 

Item 2-n. Sheets 15 and 16 have been added to this set of 
plans to address the soil erosion and sediment control 
measures. 



Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
B.G.O.C. Subd. Phase II -4- October 8, 1992 

Item 2.o. The grading plans and roadway profiles have been 
reviewed and were found to coincide with each other. Of the 
locations discussed at the workshop session (Rd. A sta. 
14+00, 15+00, 27+00 and Rd. B sta. 14+00) Road A was re-
graded from station 14+00 to station 27+50 to provide a 
plateau at the intersection of Roads A & B. 

Item 3. Proposed roadway names have been submitted to the 
town Fire Inspector Mr. Robert Rodgers and we are awaiting 
his review/approval of the proposed names. The following are 
the three names submitted: 

1) Melissa Lane 

2) John Street 

3) Hunter Road 

We have indicated the proposed road names on the subdivision 
plat (Sheet 2 of 16) and once the names are approved we will 
list them in all appropriate locations throughout the plan 

Item 4. We have filed our application for a Freshwater 
Wetlands Permit regarding the proposed driveway on lot 35 
with the DEC. We have also responded to the three (3) 
comments in the DEC Lead Agency Coordination Response letter 
of May 5, 1992. A copy of our reply was sent to the Planning 
Board. 

The following comments are in response to the September 18, 
1992 memorandum by the Planning Board Engineer, said memo 
itemizes the plan modifications discussed at the meeting of 
September 17, 1992 attended by the Town Highway 
Superintendent, Mr. Fred Fayo, the Planning Board Engineer, 
Mr. Mark Edsall and the Project Engineer, Mr. Gerald 
Zimmerman. 

The following comments have been numbered to correspond to 
the numbering system used in the above mentioned memo: 

Item 1- We have added a catch basin and piping to pickup the 
existing drainage in Toleman Road. 

Item 2. A pair of catch basins has been added at Road 'A' 
station 3+00. 
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Item 3. An additional catch basin has been added at Road "A' 
station 10+50. 

Item 4. Two (2) additional pairs of catch basins have been 
added to Road "A' stations 17+25 and 19+50. 

Item 5. The intersection of Roads 'A' & VB" has been re-
graded to provide a 200 ft. long section of roadway at 4% 
grade along Road 'A' and centered at the intersection. The 
uphill and down hill grades have also been modified to allow 
for this flatter intersection. The profile has been fitted 
with vertical curves of sufficient length to provide for 
proper sight distance at the intersection. 

Item 6. The drainage piping at the intersection of Roads "A-

& "B* has been re-worked as requested. 

Items 7. & 8- We will clarify the purpose and extent of each 
drainage easement on the final subdivision plat. 

Item 9. A pair of catch basins has been added at Road 'A' 
station 29+00. 

Item 10. An additional catch basin has been added at Road 
"A"* station 34+25 and the piping through the intersection 
has been re-worked. 

Item 11. A pair of catch basins has been added at Road *B" 
station 8+00. 

Item 12_ We propose to use temporary cul-de-sac easements to 
the Town of New Windsor over the effected portions of lots 
15 & 16. Said easements will be abandoned upon future 
extension of Road *"B" to the southerly adjoining parcel. 

Items 13., 14 & 15. The requested drainage system has been 
added to the Road "B' cul-de-sac. The cul-de-sac has been 
re-graded as stated earlier in Item 2.g.. 

Item 16. We have taken note of the type of drainage piping 
required by the Town of New Windsor (galvanized CMP, asphalt 
coated) and have added this information to the roadway 
profiles. 
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Item 17. We have taken note of the minimum pipe sizes 
required by the Town of New Windsor (15" cross pipes, 18" or 
greater collector pipes) and have added thi3 information to 
the roadway profiles. 

Item 18. We have added a shallow underdrain detail to plan 
sheet 9. 

Item 19. See Item 2.1. 

Item 20. We are in agreement with this item. We will comply 
with any roadway specification changes that may occur prior 
to final approval of this subdivision project. 

We sincerely hope that the plan revisions and the comments 
contained herein have fully addressed all your questions and 
concerns with regard to this subdivision project at this 
time. We are looking forward to having this matter placed on 
the Planning Board agenda for public hearing and preliminary 
approval as soon as possible. 

Please review the enclosed materials and notify us as to 
what arrangements (ie. additional sets of plans, certified 
mailings or public notice) we must make to hold a public 
hearing on this matter. 

Please contact us if we can be of any further assistance. 

S i n c e r e l y 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P . C . 

M i c h a e l M. Murphy , VCE. \ 
P r o j e c t E n g i n e e r ( ^ ^ ^ 

e n l c . 

cc: Mr. Mark Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer w/encl. 
Mr. Vincent Biagini 
file 
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ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. L S. 

September 29, 1992 

New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
21 South Putts Corners Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

Attn.: Mr. David J. Reid 
Division of Regulatory Affairs 
Region 3 

Re: REPLY TO LEAD AGENCY COORDINATION RESPONSE 
Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

DEC #3-3348-138/1-0 

Dear Mr. Reid: 

This letter is in reply to your May 5, 1992 letter (copy 
attached) to Mr. Mark J. Edsall,P.E. Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board Engineer in regard to the above noted 
project. The following comments have been numbered to 
correspond to the numbering system used in your response 
letter. 

1. The developer of this project has made all reasonable 
efforts to obtain an additional parcel of land to allow for 
the creation of a thru road from Toleman Road to Station 
Road. However; not being able to accomplish this we have 
opted for the next best solution by providing a stub road to 
the southerly adjoining vacant parcel of land in a location 
where a connecting road could be easily constructed and also 
allow for the development of future residential building 
lots along this future roadway. The adjoining parcels along 
our easterly boundary are fairly small in size and have 
existing homes and steep grades which would preclude these 
land areas from development as a future road. 

2. We are sorry but we do not understand what the intentions 
of comment number 2 are. 
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3. We are aware of the requirement for the Freshwater 
Wetlands permit for the activity proposed on Lot 35. The 
sole purpose for this application is for the development of 
one residential driveway thru NYSDEC freshwater wetlands MB-
27. We have submitted the application for this activity to 
the NYSDEC and are currently reviewing the impacts of, or 
the alternatives to this action. The outcome of the studies 
being done at this time will only effect the development of 
Lot 35 and will have no bearing on the balance of the 
proposed subdivision lots. 

Please contact our office if you need to further discuss 
these issues with us. Your cooperation and assistance in 
processing this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Michael M. Murphy, I. a. 
Project Engineer 

MMM 
enc . 
c c : Mr. James P e t r o , Planning Board Chairman 

Mr. Vincent B i a g i n i 
f i l e 

Hrfy 
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*Aw York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

21 South Putt Corners Road, New Paltz, NY 12561-1696 
(914) 255-5453 or (914) 255-3121 

May 5, 1992 
MARK J EDSALL 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 
5 5 5 UNION AVENUE 
NEW WINDSOR NY 12553 R e : LEAD AGENCY COORDINATION RESPONSE 

Blooming Grove Operating Co. Subdivision 
DEC//3-3348-138/1-0 

Dear M r . Edsall: 

This letter responds to your communication of April 8, 1992 * regarding 
lead agency coordination for the above-noted project, under Article 8 (State 
Environmental Quality Review - SEQR) of the Environmental Conservation Law 
and 6 NYCRR Part 617. The Department has the following interest in this 
project: 

DEC Permits (if any): Freshwater Wetlands 

DEC Contact Person: David J . Reid 

SEQR Classification: [ 1 Type I 

DEC Position: . 

[Xl Unlisted 

Based on the information provided: 

[xl DEC has no objection to your agency assuming lead agency status for 
this action. 

[ ] DEC wishes to assume lead agency status for this action. 

[ ] DEC needs additional information in order to respond (see comments). 

[ ] DEC cannot be lead agency because it has no jurisdiction in this action. 

Comments: [ Xj see attached [ 1 none 

If you do not concur with the DEC position indicated above, please contact 
this office to resolve designation of lead agency within the time allowable under 
Part 617. 

Please feel free to contact this office for further information or discussion. 

Sincerely, 

David J. Reid-
S ^ 

cc: (attach distribution list) 
M. Murphy, Zimmerman Eng., P.C. 
V. Biagini, Blooming 

L. Kolts 

Division of Regulatory Affairs 
Region 3 



In long range community and resource planning, we need not 
feel stimied by historic property lines established for other 
purposes. 

Just as Road MB" is designed to allow for potential future 
extension to the south, consideration should be given to land 
banking" lot No. 35 for future access from the south or if the 
same land owner is involved with lands adjoining lots 15 
and 16, some transfer of acreage could be entertained at this 
time. 

While the actual design of the driveway for lot 35 attempts to 
minimize the footprint of wetland alteration, the length is a 
concern to this Department and viewed as being excessive to 
accommodate one additional lot for an otherwise viable 
subdivision of 34 lots. 



V * 

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

O Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

18 September 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY SUBDIVISION ; 
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NUMBER 91-22 
MEETING WITH APPLICANT AND HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT 

This memorandum shall confirm that on 17 September 1992 a meeting was 
held at Town Hall to review the subject application, more specifically 
to review the roadway aspects with the Highway Superintendent. 
Present were Fred Fayo, Gerry Zimmerman and the undersigned. The 
following revisions were agreed to: 

1. The drainage system would be modified at the intersection 
with Toleman Road to pickup drainage piping within the 
existing roadway. 

2. A pair of catch basins would be added at Station 3+00 for 
Road A. 

3. An additional catch basin would be added opposite the one 
shown at Station 10+50 for Road A. • 

4. Two additional pairs of catch basins would be added between 
Stations 15+00 and 21+00. 

5. Road A, at the intersection with Road B, cannot have a 
continuous 7 +/- degree slope. The Applicant should 
consider the creation of a "plateau" near the Road B 
intersection, adjusting the slopes upgrade and downgrade, 
maintaining necessary sight distances. 

6. An additional pair of catch basins should be added at 
Station 21+50, connecting the uphill piping system, also 
connecting the downstream piping system to the Road B 
cross-culvert piping. 

Licensed in New Yoris. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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The easement shown through Lot 20 will be prepared as a 
private easement restricting alteration or blocking of the 
drainage course (this item to be addressed as part of the 
final plans). 

The drainage discharge from the Town system through Lots 11, 
12, etc., should be via an easement provided to the Town, 
providing for the Town having the right of access for 
maintenance (this item to be addressed as part of the final 
plans). 

Add a pair of catch basins at station 29+00 for Road A. 

Add additional catch basin opposite the basin shown at : 
Station 34+25 +/-. 

Add a pair of catch basins at Station 8+00 for Road B. 

The deeds prepared for Lots 15 and 16 will be written in 
such a form that the excess areas of the cul-de-sacs will be 
abandoned to the adjoining lots if the roadway is extended 
as a Town roadway and is subsequently accepted for 
dedication by the Town Board. Action to "abandon these 
properties to the adjoining lots" will be by action of the 
Town Board (final details can be addressed as part of final 
plans). 

Add a pair of catch basins at the throat of the cul-de-sac 
for Road B. 

Modify the cul-de-sac grading to provide for approximately a -
4-5% slope. 

At the low point of the cul^de-sac, install a catch basin to 
which the "throat" basins will discharge, with subsequent 
discharge via a pipe in a westerly direction along the 
southerly property line of Lot 15 (pipe to rear of house 
location, then by swale). This pipe and swale could be 
abandoned in the future, if the roadway is extended and 
conditions allow same. Provide appropriate Town easement. 

All piping should be indicated as galvanized CMP, asphalt . 
coated. 

Pipe sizing for storm drainage is established as follows; 
cross pipes 15", collector pipes 18" minimum and 24" where 
required by final review. 
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18. The plans should include a detail for a shallow underdrain 
system for potential wet areas under the Town roadway. A 
note should be included with the detail indicating that same 
will be required in locations as determined by the Highway 
Superintendent in the field. In addition, the detail should 
note that the underdrain piping will be connected to the 
catch basins. 

19. Regarding driveway culverts, the plan should be modified to 
indicate that driveway culverts will only be installed where 
required or approved by the Highway Superintendent 
(typically, they will not be installed). 

20. It was confirmed that the roadway cross-section and catch 
basin details, etc., may be revised by the Town in the near 
future. Inasmuch as the involved sheet of the drawings is 
one which is not subject to Orange County Department of 
Health approval, the Applicant's Surveyor/Engineer has 
agreed that these revisions can be made prior to final 
submission, to reflect the appropriate requirements. 

The above revisions will be incorporated into the plans with the other 
revisions necessary, based on the Planning Board meeting of 
9 September 1992 and the Engineering Review Comments of same date, 
prepared by the undersigned. The Applicant (to my understanding) is 
proceeding with the necessary procedural requirements for the Public 
Hearing and will schedule same only after the preliminary plans have 
been revised in accordance with the aforementioned. 

n _^ 
&ed, 

Mark J/C JSdsall, P.E. 
Planning Board Engineer 

MJEmk 

cc: James Petro, Planning Board Chairman 
Fred Fayo, Highway Superintendent 
Gerry Zimmerman, P.E., Applicant's Engineer 

A:9-18-2E.m)c 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION (91-22) Toleman 

Mr. Michael Murphy of Zimmerman Engineering came before 
the board representing this proposal. 

MR. MURPHY: The last time we were here with this set 
of plans, there were questions raised about the number 
of soil tests performed in the field and also the 
proposed grading wasn't shown on the plan views. Since 
that time, we've completed the soil testing on all the 
lots and we've provided proposed grading on the plan 
view. This plan is in keeping with the plan that we 
got sketch plan approval on and what we'd like to do at 
this point is move forward with a public hearing on 
this matter and eventually preliminary approval. 

MR. PETRO: There's no work here at all then, this is 
not the one that the road's already in up there? No 
work has been done on this site at all. 

MR. MURPHY: Well, the road's cleared. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They had stumps in there that had to 
be removed. 

MR. PETRO: I remember you saying that. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They are removed, right, the stumps 
are gone? 

MR. MURPHY: That is what I have been told. I've not 
seen it myself, I've not been up there to see whether 
the stumps have been taken out. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I suggest we put this on our next 
site visit and we can take a look. 

MR. PETRO: We have some comments here by. Mr. Edsall. 
Do you want to touch on those? 

MR. EDSALL: I don't want to go through all them given 
the scale of this project and the significant amount of 
information that they've added to the plans. I had 
myself and one other staff member go through the plans 



September 9, 1992 19 

and try to move things along. One of the things major 
items I'd like to bring to the board's attention so 
that you can possibly wrestle with that issue is the 
fact that there's a significant amount of grading going 
on here. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Going on? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes, not physically at this point but on 
the plans, there's a significant area of cut and fills, 
you've got entrances where effectively you're creating 
significant slopes on driveways to houses behind houses 
and I just want you to understand what type of 
subdivision and what type of magnitude of grading is 
proposed. Looking at plans you should see that. I'm 
not saying that the information is defective, it's 
accurate. There's some minor conflicts but what they 
are showing, sincerely some areas where the sloop along 
property lines are parallel to driveways after they are 
cut in exceeds 50% slope. Basically one vertical to 
two horizontal, there's some areas where it's 60%. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Very difficult piece of land. 

MR. EDSALL: You've got final slopes that are going to 
be very steep, you're going to have significant issues 
of soil erosion and sediment control to deal with and 
that is one of my comments that the plan does not touch 
on that at all but that is something we can deal with 
as we get near preliminary. But before these guys 
continue, I think you should be very understanding of 
what they are proposing which is to take a very steep 
property and to accomplish the driveway slopes and 
accomplish the town roadway slopes. They are creating 
other areas which will have very steep slopes created. 

MR. DUBALDI : What about the road, what's the steepest 
on the road? 

MR. EDSALL: Roads are meeting town spec, they are not 
exceeding ten percent. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They have to be under ten. 

MR. MURPHY: They are all less than ten, the only thing 
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that comes close to ten is the cul-de-sac which is 9 
1/2 percent. 

MR. LANDER: Reason they are getting below ten percent 
because they are going to cut roads in. That means the 
slopes on the side, these driveways are going to look 
like driving up a tunnel, basically. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I suggest that the applicant get 
together with the, with our engineer and the highway 
superintendent and take care of these questions that 
could be answered first. 

MR. EDSALL: These really aren't questions. They've 
shown us what they've proposed to do. We've reviewed 
it. It appears that the contour is closed, the 
proposed files match the plans to a reasonable extent. 
The roadways meet town spec, they have been able to 
stay less than one on two for the sloping to the side 
of the town roadways. When you start going up some of 
the driveways, you've got very steep, look at sheet 3 
and that is probably the most significantly graded 
area. My only question is that you have, I want you to 
understand as you're proceeding and these gentlemen are 
continuing to come in that that is what they are 
proposing. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Look at the contours on that sheet 
there. 

MR. PETRO: Why don't we go along with your suggestion 
that you have a meeting with Mr. Fayo because there's 
no comment from him which means he has no comment. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: He probably hasn't seen it. 

MR. PETRO: Myra says he has seen it. Being there's 
such a such a big contour problem with the land here 
that we should have meeting. 

MR. EDSALL: There's definitely a need for Skip to get 
involved because I have a number of technical questions 
that effect the town road but Skip is not going to 
provide a response. He will probably have an opinion 
but he's not going to provide a response relative to 
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the grading of properties and the grading behind and 
adjacent to houses. 

MR. PETRO: You can attend the meeting, get some input 
from Mr. Fayo what he'd like to see on the driveways as 
they approach the town road and what kind of slope, how 
they want to see the entrance on the town road, any 
information at all, Mark, to his forming an opinion or 
give the applicant some direction. Let's find out what 
he has to say. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Also think we should take a site 
visit and take another look. 

MR. LANDER: I'd like to take a look at it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It's not too far out of the way and 
it will behoove us all to look at it. 

MR. PETRO: Do you understand what I am asking? I want 
to set up a meeting with Skip Fayo, Mark Edsall and 
yourself and go over some of these contours and let us 
know what Mr. Fayo and Mark come up with or Mark you 
can in your comments, I'm sure some idea that Skip may 
have. 

MR. EDSALL: It would be worthwhile for the board to 
consider what you believe is an acceptable slope for 
private properties being developed. There's obviously 
a code requirement for sloping from roadways. The 
board has set a guideline for what they believe is an 
acceptable driveway slope maximum portion of a driveway 
although it's not in the code, it's a guideline the 
board has set up. 

MR. PETRO: You can have any slope you want if you put 
up a retaining wall, maybe at that point we'd have to 
enforce some retaining walls. 

MR. EDSALL: If the board believes any slope can be 
created as long as it's created so as to not create a 
hazard from a soil erosion standpoint or a dangerous 
situation that any slope would be acceptable as long as 
it's stable, that is the position. I just want to know 
that that is what the board is comfortable with. 
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MR. PETRO: That would be ray position. I'll poll the 
rest of the members. 

MR. EDSALL: Some.people live in the Alps'and they are 
happy with it. 

MR. PETRO: I think to go a step further start putting 
restrictions on private property slopes as long as all 
the other requirements are met, i.e. driveways, 
roadways, sidewalks and everything is safe and building 
inspector doesn't have a problem with it, I don't think 
that the Planning Board--

MR. LANDER: Just let the houses burn to the ground. 
How would you get up there to fight a fire? 

MR. EDSALL: Driveways we're holding to the board's 
guidelines so you have safer--

MR. BABCOCK: Built slopes going off the edge of the 
driveway, we're not concerned with as long as they can 
stabilize them. 

MR. PETRO: If somebody has a yard with railroad ties 4 
foot high. 

MR. LANDER: They are more concerned with where the 
slopes are meeting the road, that is where Skip Fayo's 
going to get involved. 

MR. EDSALL: Absolutely. I'll work with Skip on that. 
I'll leave the grading on the individual properties 
flexible. One other thing we should really take care 
of tonight is because there's not additional 
information available for how they'd accomplish this 
grading and significant environmental issue for this 
project and given the fact that the time clock is 
running, we should be looking at making a determination 
of significance but I'd like to put in the record have 
the board adopt the position as I note in comment 5 
that is there's insufficient information for this board 
as lead agency to make a determination. Just so that 
it is recorded that that is the reason for the delay in 
the decision. 
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MR. PETRO: You sent lead agency coordination letter, 
that's already been sent out? 

MR. EDSALL: I believe yes, that's gone out. 

MR. PETRO: There's no other response? 

MR. EDSALL: Everyone is happy with us being lead 
agency so we should formally affirm the position and 
say however we have insufficient information to make a 
determination of significance so we'll postpone until 
the additional information is submitted. 

MR. PETRO: You want a roll call stating that the New 
Windsor Planning Board is lead agency? 

MR. DUBALDI: I make a motion that the New Windsor 
Planning Board assume lead agency. 

MR. LANDER: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded to 
reaffirm our position as lead agency for the Blooming 
Grove Operating Company. Any other discussion from the 
board members. 

ROLL CALL 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

MR. 

DUBALDI 
LANDER 
PETRO 

PETRO: Mr. Van Leeuwen has left the room. 

MR. EDSALL: The other thing we should really be asking 
for as I note in comment 6 since we have been moving 
along although in a forward direction, somewhat slower 
than the Town ordinarily recognizes for subdivisions, 
we should request that the applicant's representative 
waive the deadline for the board making a determination 
as far as approval so we can continue the review but 
not be obligated to make a decision. 

MR. PETRO: Has the applicant held us up in any way? 
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Just a matter of procedure? 

MR. EDSALL: It's a very large project on a very 
difficult property again and they are moving forward. 
It's just that we really need the waiver for time. 

MR. MURPHY: We have no problem granting a waiver for 
SEQRA. 

MR. PETRO: Through your office or Myra? 

MR. EDSALL: It's on the record waiver is received. 

MR. PETRO: There's, Mike, there's a bunch of or a 
number of minor comments in Mark's review. I think you 
can, some of them are just barely, in other words, town 
of Blooming Grove on the set of plans instead of the 
Town of New Windsor, stuff on page, sheet #3 just 
minor. I don't want to go through them all. Some of 
those you can take care of, a lot of these comments 
just by picking up one of the sheets from Mark and 
straightening those kinds of things out. What else can 
we do tonight gentlemen to move this along any further? 
MR. EDSALL: I think the next step is to exactly what 
you requested, which is to get together with Skip and 
if Skip requests changes, they could have a significant 
effect on the grading plan as presented so that is the 
next logical step to move forward with. 

MR. PETRO: Also, Mike, I'd recommend 
the next meeting, if you can have some 
on this map for the fire department al 
to have to number the lots. 

MR. EDSALL: There's, I think what we' 
standard procedure for the board that 
care of at the workshop. Now, we're g 
everyone as to what the Town is adopti 
procedure. 

MR. EDSALL: There's, I think what we'll do just for 
standard procedure for the board that is being taken 
care of at the workshop. Now, we're going to educate 
everyone as to what the Town is adopting as the 911 
procedure. 

MR. PETRO: I have 
on the maps now. . 

8/9/92 fire but he 

that this before 
road names put 
so you're going 

wanted the names 

M R S . MASON: He p u t s i t on h i s rev iew. 
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MR. PETRO: But it's being handled through workshops. 

MR. EDSALL: Bobby's keeping a master log so we're 
doing that at the workshops. 

MR. PETRO: Have the meeting with Skip, Mark, yourself 
and we'll see you again here. 
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45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
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McGOEY. HAUSER and EDSALL ZES££L* 13337 
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RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
9 SEPTEMBER 1992 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY-THREE (33) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE APPLICATION 
WAS MOST RECENTLY REVIEWED AT THE 24 JUNE 1992 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING. 

1. The latest plan submitted appears to include much of the 
additional information requested at previous meetings. Based on 
the latest plans submitted, I have the following basic comments 
to the Board: 

a. The Board should note that a significant amount of earthwork 
(grading, cutting, filling) is necessary to accomplish the 
subdivision as proposed. As well, significant slopes are 
being created throughout the subdivision, both adjacent to 
the proposed Town roadways, as well as adjoining the private 
driveways and residences. The Board may wish to review the 
extent of grading and evaluate same with regard to the 
intensity of development proposed (i.e. number of proposed 
lots). 

b. At this time, a reasonably complete review has been made of 
the proposed subdivision roadways and associated grading. 
A detailed review of this subdivision by the Town Highway 
Superintendent is essential before the project moves 
forward. Acceptable configuration for driveway access to 
the Town roadway and roadway construction will have a 
significant impact on the subdivision design, if 
changes/corrections are necessary. As such, I recommend 
that the Planning Board direct the Applicant to schedule a 
meeting with the Highway Superintendent to further review 
this application. I would be pleased to attend such 
meeting. 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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c. At this time, modifications to the Town Street 
Specifications are proposed. As such, revisions to that 
section of the Town Code will likely effect the subdivision 
plans at a later date. 

2. Regarding the detailed review of certain aspects of the plans as 
submitted, I provide the following comments: 

a. Each lot appears to comply with the minimum bulk 
requirements for the R-l Zone. The Applicant's Surveyor 
should make a final review of the zoning data table on 
Sheet 12; some corrections appear necessary. These 
corrections should be made prior to the submittal of plans 
for the required Public Hearing. 

b. The subdivision utility and grading plans depict a 
stormwater collection system; however, no piping sizes are 
indicated. The sizing of the piping should be indicated on 
the preliminary plans, with the basis for such sizing 
submitted for the record. As well, the type of piping and 
finish of same should comply with the Town Code. 

c. Sheet 3 of the plans should be corrected to reference to 
Town of New Windsor. 

d. An unidentified symbol (dot in circle) should be identified 
on the legend. 

e. Sheet 4 of the plans should have the roadway stationing for 
Road B completed. In addition, once the roadway names are 
selected, same should appear on each plan and profile view 
(see 911 coordination comment #3 below). 

f. With regard to "Road B" on Sheet 4, the roadway grading 
extends to the adjoining properties. I assume this is for 
future development, with no such development proposed at 
this time (see next comment). 

g. The profile in the area of the cul-de-sac for Road B 
presumes the road continuing off the subdivision property. 
What slope is proposed for the cul-de-sac to be developed as 
part of this subdivision? (this will also require the review 
of the Highway Superintendent) 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
9 SEPTEMBER 1992 
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h. The area reserved for the sanitary systems (as depicted on 
the plan) appears to encroach within 10' of the proposed 
property lines for numerous lots. Minimum spacing from 
sanitary systems to property lines must be maintained. 

i. The sanitary systems on Lots 16, 19 and 26 appear to be in 
areas where grading (earthwork) is proposed. This is 
unacceptable and should be corrected. 

j. The plans include a driveway slope table on Sheet 9 • The 
table includes a "resultant maximum driveway slope" for each 
lot; does this "maximum" slope actually reflect the average 
slope for the depicted driveway. If so, the title of this 
column should be corrected. As well, it is my 
recommendation that the Board be concerned with regard to 
the actual maximum slope within all driveways. This value 
should be provided (also see next comment) • 

k. The lineal footage of required negative 2% slope required 
should be coordinated with the Highway Superintendent. This 
may affect the driveway designs depicted. 

1. The driveway/roadway cross-section detail on Sheet 9 
indicates a 15" diameter driveway culvert with 12" cover. 
How will this be coordinated with the swales which are 6" 
nominal depth? This needs to be reviewed with the Highway 
Superintendent. 

m. The notes for the rural street detail on Sheet 9 should be 
reviewed and corrections made, as necessary. 

n. The plans fail to include any information with regard to 
soil erosion and sediment control measures both along the 
proposed Town right-of-ways and within the properties (lots) 
being developed. Given the significant grading as noted 
hereinabove, this is a critical issue. I recommend that the 
plans be referred to the Soil Conservation Service for their 
comment. 

o. Some discrepancies appear to exist between the grading plans 
and roadway profiles, as presented. These should be 
resolved prior to submittal for Public Hearing. 
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3. As per the new procedures with regard to the assignment of 
roadway names and streets numbers for the 911 system, the roadway 
names must be determined at the time of preliminary plan 
submission. The Applicant's representative should discuss this 
issue at the next Technical Work Session. 

4. It is my understanding that the Applicant is required to obtain a 
Freshwater Wetland Permit in connection with the development 
proposed on the plans. In addition to this requirement, I 
suggest that the Applicant respond to the three (3) comments 
provided by the DEC in their 5 May 1992 letter. These responses 
should also be reviewed by the Planning Board. 

5. For the record, the Board may wish to affirm their position as 
Lead Agency, since no other agencies have indicated a desire for 
such position, pursuant to the issuance of the Lead Agency 
Coordination Letter. 

At this time the Board has received a Full Environmental 
Assessment Form, Part 1 for the project. Given the questions 
noted above and the further input necessary from both Town 
Departments, as well as outside agencies or services, it is my 
opinion that sufficient information does not exist for the Board 
(as Lead Agency) to complete Part 2 of the Full EAF, or make a 
Determination of Significance. As such, I suggest the Board 
adopt this position, for the record, advising the Applicant that 
such actions will be taken, once sufficient information is 
available. 

6. The Board should require that the Applicant or their authorized 
representative waive the deadline for Board action. 

7. At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of 
this application, further engineering reviews and comments will 
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BABCOCK MINOR SUBDIVISION 
STATION ROAD 
SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 96.222 
92-33 
9 SEPTEMBER 1992 
THE APPLICANTS HAVE SUBMITTED A PLAN FOR THE 
SUBDIVISION OF A 97.6 +/~ ACRE PARCEL INTO TWO (2) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN WAS 
REVIEWED ON A CONCEPT BASIS ONLY. 

1. The application involves the creation of a relatively small lot 
at the southwest corner of the property. The majority of the 
existing property will remain as part of the existing building 
lot. The Planning Board may wish to review, in general, the 
potential development of the balance of the property. 

Since portions of the lot are designated wetlands, this will 
affect the overall development and access to the lot. It may be 
helpful to have the approximate wetland location depicted on the 
"200 scale" overall deed plot. 

2. As can be concluded from the plan, a freshwater wetland permit 
will be required for the construction proposed for access to 
Lot 1. Details of this construction should be included on the 
plans, as same effects the driveway slope and lot development. 

3. A proposed profile for the driveway should be provided for Lot 1, 
such that cut and fill locations can be reviewed. Such earthwork 
may have an effect on the proposed sanitary system. 

4. It may be helpful for the Board if the location map utilized the 
Town tax maps as a base reference. 

5. A detailed review has not been made of the sanitary system detail 
sheet, Sheet 2 of the drawings. It is noted, however, that this 
sheet does not include the "Standard Notes", as required by the 
Town. 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 96.222 
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DATE: 9 SEPTEMBER 1992 

6. It is my understanding at this time that the only "outside" 
agency for which approval will be necessary is the NYSDEC for the 
wetlands permit. As such, I recommend that the Board issue a 
letter to the DEC declaring their intent to assume the position 
of Lead Agency. 

7. At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of 
this application, further engineering reviews and comments will 
be made^ as deemed necessary by the Board. 

itted. 

sail, P.E. 
Board Engineer 

A:BABCOCK.mX 
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PIER 9 SITE PLAN AMENDMENT (CANOPY IMPROVEMENTS) 
NYS ROUTE 9W 
92-34 
9 SEPTEMBER 1992 
THIS SITE PLAN AMENDMENT INVOLVES PROPOSED 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE FRONT ENTRANCE CANOPY. THE 
APPLICATION WAS REVIEWED ON A CONCEPT BASIS ONLY 

1. The application seeks to make improvements to the entrance canopy 
such that its size will be increased to approximately 40' width 
and 38' depth. The plan indicates that this increase in size 
decreases the front yard setback to 20', which will require a 
variance since a front yard depth of 40' is required for this use 
in the NC Zone (an additional variance for height may be 
necessary). 

2. After the Board reviews the planning aspects of this proposed 
amendment with the Applicant, it appears appropriate that a 
referral be made to the Zoning Board of Appeals for the necessary 
variance (s). At such time that the Applicant returns from the 
ZBA with any necessary variances, further review can be made by 
the Planning Board and procedural steps (as necessary) taken at 

time. 

^ tted. 

, P.E. 
rd Engineer 

MJEmk 

A:PIER9.mk 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Region 3 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY 12561-1696 
914-255-5453 

September 14 , 1992 
Thomas C. Jorling 

Vincent Biagini Commissioner 
Blooming Grove Operating Company 
PO Box 188 
Washingtonville NY 10992 

RE: 3-3348-138/1-0 Fill in FW# MB-27 

NOTICE OF INCOMPLETE APPLICATION 

Dear Mr. Biagini: 

Your application remains incomplete pending response to May 5, 1992 
Incomplete Notice from David Reid (enclosed). 

Also, please note we do not believe that the project as proposed,to 
construct a driveway through Freshwater Wetlamd #MB-27 to serve one 
lot, meets the standards of issuance for an Article 24 Freshwater 
Wetlands permit. The placement of 500 cubic yards of fill in 
Freshwater Wetland MB-27 represents what we believe to be an 
unnecessary and unreasonable damage to this resource, including the 
permanent loss of 9000 square feet of protected freshwater wetland. 

Note that if you choose to pursue this proposal without 
consideration of alternatives, upon receipt of the information 
requested in our May 5, 1992 notice we will continue the processing 
of your application. We intend to deny the application, in which 
case a public hearing pursuant to Uniform Procedures (6NYCRR Part 
621) would be scheduled following the closing of our public comment 
period. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (914) 
255-3121. 

Respectfully 

Molly Gallagher 
Division of Regulatory Affairs 
Region 3 

MJG2:3348_138 
Attachments 
cc: L. Kolts 

iTown of New Windsor Planning Board 
B. Orzel, Army Corps of Engineers 
M. Murphy, Zimmerman Engineering 
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NEWY cn^Jr, ATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEI 

Region ^ 

R^P» FILE 

NOTICE OF INCOMPLETE APPLICATION 
. _ THIS IS NOT A PERMIT 

APPLICATION NUMBER OWNER 10 NUMBER 

APPLICANT 

"t^i-Cg?^>^ <fop\?fi- 0?£i2*Tir& CO 

PERMIT TYPE(S) 

FACILITY/PROJECT 

ADDRESS 

Po. SQK fgg •ga^^i^.diJ - T^iM'EHl 
CITY 

>4V 
STATE 

» / 
ZIP CODE LOCATION 

Your Application for Permit is Incomplete. The Following Items are Required: 

D Completed application form (enclosed). 

• Completed Part I of the Long/Short Environmental 
Assessment Form (enclosed). 

D Completed Part I of the Structural-Archaeological 
Assessment Form (enclosed). 

D Project location map (USGS or equivalent) which clearly 
shows the project location with respect to identifiable 
roads and other notable features ( copies). 

D Project plans/Engineering report ( copies). 

D Survey map showing the Freshwater/Tidal Wetland 
boundary at the project location ( copies). 

D Signed letter from landowner giving you permission to 
apply for a permit on his/her property. . 

D List of other agencies having jurisdiction over project. 

D Representative color photographs of the project area 
and surroundings. Please label each with a description 
and date taken ( copies). 

• List of previous DEC permits for owner/facility, . 

• Other DEC permits appear necessary. Submit appli
cations (enclosed) for the following permits: 

If you have reason to believe that all permits should 
not be processed simultaneously, please notify the 
contact person below, clearly stating your reasons. 

P^The project is being reviewed pursuant to the State 
environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR). A desig
nation of Lead Agency and_ determination of signifi
cance will be made before your application can be 
considered complete. 

S _ L £ : : . 
the Lead Agency, has determined that the project may 
have a significant effect on the environment. A draft 

.'• environmental impact statement must be prepared or 
accepted by the Lead Agency. 

DThe correct fee was not submitted. Please submit a 
check or money order payable to the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation for 
$ : : : : -

• See attached checklist(s). 

D Youi may be contacted for additional information. 
^Addi t iona l requirements: -

"PLPASC- \icrre_ Tutsrr —n\£- "Ai-n^MMTuJfcS A^/Tuysts" 1?£^'u^"ap - r ^ 
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"F&retiTiAL- kJJTBP-^t\T\<$£-S(<5g&- AiifVi-hpi> E ^ C £ J ^ T T 7 ^ ' 

A ppi-i c A ;<TT 6 I A ' P ^ - \ f 

Please submit requested information by No further action can be taken until all of these 
materials are received. If you wish to withdraw your application, please notify the contact person below. Thank you. 

conference is recommended to discuss this application. Please contact the person below to arrange a meeting. 
CONTACT PERSON N 

4k ./ /&J DATE _ _ _ _ TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Return the WHITE COPY of this form to DEC with Requested Information. 
' CC: L. K c * . f £ 

Retain the YELLOW COPY for yourself. 
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RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING 

DATE: J,jJZm/j,As 9. /99Z 

PROJECT NAME:^>4»^/^ JL»v£ /h • PROJECT NUMBER 9/'£2-

LEAD AGENCY: ?/£?/4JL NEGATIVE DEC: 

PUBLIC HEARING: Jj^ (/,*//' 4"/&-?£. _ 

DISCUSSION: _ / 

'~7btJ /U jn*>-j/s*j /vt/Z. _*teyi &t*) & ^/**A, *JL : rtca^L*^ •+-

/JAW^ JJ(I SJ,AJA*J AM £*J?J/ Mjfatf* -UZAS ?£&JL 

SEND TO ORANGE CO. PLANNING: 

DISAPPROVED AND REFERRED TO Z.B.A.: YES NO_ 

RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES r NO 

APPROVED APPROVED CONDITIONALLY 

NEED NEW PLANS: YES NO 

REASON FOR NEW PLANS OR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
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June 2 4 , 199 2 .? 

ROAD 

Michael Murphy of Z i turner rna n E 119 i neer i rig came before f hie 
Boavd representing this |)vop osa 1 . 

MR. MURPHY: At the last PJarming Board meeting we 
attended on this project, we've received sketch plan 
approval on the plans and since then, we have expanded 
a set of pians . 

MR. RETRO"- Let me get a set of plans out , we have so 
many I want to make sine that the revisions arc- ail the 
same . 

MR1. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike, have the stumps been removed? 

MR. MURPHY-' I believe so, that's the information I got 
t h e y [ 1 a v e b e e n rem o v cj d f r o m t h e w e t 1 a n d s . 

B e ca u s e o f t he no mber of sheets i n t he s e t, w e br o k e 
the sets up into two pieces, Sheets 1 through 6 and 7 
t hrough 12. 

As 1 was stating, this plan was granted sketch plan 
appro vail and since that time, we have expanded the set 
of plans to include 50-scale drawings of the utility 
and grading plans and approved roadway profiles and 
a 1 so various detail sheets covering r oaciway cr oss 
sec t i ons , ci r a i nage str uct ur e deta i 1 s , sep t i c system 
details and also two sheets in there of soil. 

MR. RETRO: What is Sheet Number 3, is that an overlay? 

MR. MURPHY: Sheet Number 3 would be the utility and 
grading plan because of the size of the project and the 
50-scale drawings are four pages of that and that 
covers the entire site, pages 3 through 6 each cover a 
different portion of the site. 

MR. PETRO-" Ue have, do you have anything else you want 
to add to this before we start with Mark's comments? 

MR . MURPHY: No. 

MR. RETRO: Response from DEC has been noted that the 
fresh water wetlands permit will be required. 
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MR. MURPHY: We are currently proceeding with the 
application for that. 

MR. PETRO: So, Mark, you will be on "that whether or 
not to address that at that point? Also with one of 
the topographical forms, at this point what Mark is 
saying is that maybe we should start showing some of 
the contours that are going to be on the finished 
product. 

MR. MURPHY: The proposed grading right now we only 
have the existing grading on this plan. We want to get 
before the Board to see if we can move towards a public 
hearing on this project and keep it moving. At that 
level, we'll come in with all the finished contours. 

MR. PETRO: We have 9% grade on Road B, is that only — 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think what should be done here, Mr. 
Chairman, is that the applicant get together with our 
Town Engineer, our Planning Board Engineer and our 
Highway Superintendent and see if that's acceptable to 
him because he's going to maintain the streets. I have 
no problem with putting it up for a public hearing. 
Matter of fact, I make a motion to that affect right 
now . 

MR. PETRO: We have a motion to put this before a 
public hearing. 

MR. LANDER: I'll second it. 

MR. PETRO: Any further discussion? 

MR. EDSALL: Wouldn't you want to get the grading 
resolved before you have a public hearing in case the 
grading of the roadways affects any building lots? 

MR. PETRO: Grading on Road A seems to be acceptable 
but Road B — 

MR. EDSALL*- No, what I'm saying is that the profiles 
at this point, the proposed grades for the roadways 
appear reasonable. 

MR. MURPHY: Those are the same profiles that we have 
in the sketch plan, all the grades remain the same just 
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now it's drawn out more accurately. 

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: The roads are in place, I understand. 

MR. MURPHY: In the field they have been cleared, they 
haven't been completely graded. 

MR. EDSALL: The question is really is the proposed 
grade acceptable? Will the significant cuts affect the 
driveway slopes, will they affect the sanitary systems? 

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: I'll withdrawn my motion. 

MR. EDSALL: You don't have all the perc information 
yet. Some lots have percs indicated but not all of 
them. I think the plans are definitely moving forward, 
I just am not quite sure they are ready for public 
hearing. 

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: I'd like to put this on another next 
time we have a site visit. 

MR. PETRO: Did we go there once, we did go there. 

MR. SCHIEFER: But there's been some work done. 

MR. MURPHY: They have cleared the roads. 

MR. PETRO-' Now we could walk in there. 

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: Ue couldn't do that before, if you 
remember correctly. Then they can put the contours and 
next month if we are happy, we'll put it up for a 
public hearing. 

MR. EDSALL: I suggest that they take full benefit from 
the workshops so that we can check the plans to make 
sure that they have completed them. This came in 
without a workshop appearance to my knowledge. 

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: Uhy? 

MR. PETRO: Do you have any of the copies of Mark's 
comments? 

MR. MURPHY: No, I don't have them. 

MR. EDSALL: Here. 
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MR. PETRO". We'll continue a little bit further with it 
on some of the comments, see if we can resolve anything 
but we'd like you to get to the workshop arid resolve a 
lot of the comments with Mark. We'll get you right in 
there and in the meantime we'll set you up for a site 
visit, we' 1L go out, the Board will take a visit. We 
can do it by the* July 8th meeting. It's not a problem. 
Resolve some of these things at the workshop. When is 
the next workshop? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Tuesday before the meeting. 

MR. EDSALf- Should be next Tuesday, I'd say. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Usually a week Tuesday before the 
meeting. The weeks before Tuesday before the meeting. 

MR. MURPHY: Probably be more likely that we won't have 
anything prepared until the next meeting in July. 

MR. PETRO: When you're ready, we'll get you back on 
the meeting, I think probably more than half of these 
things could be cleared up in the workshop with Mark. 
In other words, if he wants something on the plan, put 
it on the plan. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have stuck by this rule if you 
don't appear in front of the workshop, we close the 
plans. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I'm not interested in even discussing 
it. We got into a couple of meetings now where the 
applicant hadn't been to the workshop and he got into 
an hour discussion and I'm not going to get into an 
hour discussion. 

MR. PETRO: I'm going to go along with Henry and Carl 
on this because there's so many of them and so many of 
these can be cleared up in the workshop. It would be 
foolish for us to discuss it. The one thing I do want 
to bring to your attention and Mark you're going to 
have to, I don't see this on your comments, would be 
the assigned street names and numbers on the final 
plan. I understand we are not that far along but I 
think the applicant should be make aware of it. We 
have to have some attempt and he should be thinking 
about it, to get the lots numbered and streets named 
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and put it on the plan. • 

MR. SCHIEFER: Mike, do you have a copy of the 
engineer's comments? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, I have it now. As far as lot numbers 
go, is there anything special with that? 

MR. EDSALL: We can go over that at the workshop. 

MR. PETRO: It's a simple procedure. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That's why we set it up but if you 
don't want to adhere to that — 

MR. MURPHY: I have no problem with going to the 
wor kshop. 

MR. KRIEGER'- Mark, I would ask when you look at the 
Blooming Grove Subdivision look at those plans and see 
if that, if those twelve sheets really supply 
information that is helpful to the Board or whether 
this is just an over supply of paper. 
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TOW#I OF NEW WINH§OR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

.IUN -* m2 

MCGoey, Hauser & EdsaU* 
Consulting Engineers, P.C*' 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD MEETING 
TOWN HALL 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 2 4 , 1992 - 7 : 3 0 P.M. 

TENTATIVE AGENDA 

C a l l t o Order 
R o l l C a l l 
A p p r o v a l o f M i n u t e s D a t e d : 0 5 / 1 3 / 9 2 <^~ iKfpCQ^'CO 

REGULAR ITEMS 

<3 ZerTvC*.' TO ^ 

2. 

Blooming Grove Operating Subdivision (91-22) 
Toleman Road (Zimmerman) 

Carpet Mill Outlet Site Plan (92-19) Rt. 32 
(Esposito) 

Correspondence 

1 '̂H_> / t ^ - f A t y 

£$ Q£C. ^rvSc/OTecT TO 

D i s c u s s i o n : 

•-'"^ /f£Tfl/&i/ 3 * Twin Arch S u b d i v i s i o n ( 9 0 - 1 8 ) Twin Arch Road 

Adjournment 

(NEXT MEETING - JULY 8 , 1992) 



February 26, 1992 

BL^Qh'I'iG GROVE_,___SUBDI VI SI ON__(̂  91.7_22_) 

Mr. Michael Murphy of' Zimmerman Engineering came before 
the Boai d representing this proposal. 

MR. MURPHY: Good evening. The last meeting we 
attended, we had presented this sketch plan for the 35 
lot subdivision here, Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase II. At that time, we received a letter from the' 
Planning Board's Engineer raising a couple of issues 
that he wanted to have addressed. We have since then 
have gone to a workshop session with the Planning Board 
and have noted those changes in this new set of plans;. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike, I have got a little problem. T 
have been out there and there are an awful lot of 
stu rnps 1 y i ng i n t he we 11 a rids . 

MR. MURPHY: DEC is aware of that, and they were 
supposed to be taken out of there. 

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: Well, they are not out of there yet. 

MR. MURPHY: Okay, I'll make a note of that. 

MR. PETRC): Relate to the owners that the stumps are 
there and we won't let it effect our procedure tonight 
but next time maybe it will. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Before we go any further on this, I'd 
like to see the stumps be; removed. 

MR. PETRO-" Recommending or saying that you do not want 
to proceed with sketch plan approval? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I want the stumps removed unless we 
make- other arrangements. 

MR. DUBALDI: I'd hesitate on the subject too on that 
again, too. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike, have you been out to the site? 

MR . BABCOCK: Yes. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Do you have any comments? 



February 26, 1992 3. 

MR. BABCOCK: I talked to Mike about the stumps the day 
that I was out there with him and he advised me that 
the owner was knowledgeable that the DEC told him that 
they had to be removed and that's pretty much it. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There is no other problem? 

MR. BABCOCK: No, there's some drainage problems and so 
on but they'll be straightened out once the road 
profiles are cut and so on and so forth. 

MR. SCHIEFER: Mike, who's responsible, you made a 
comment the DEC was aware of it, who's going to take 
them out? 

MR. MURPHY: The developer will have to take them out, 
Mr. Biagini. He wasn't aware that he was dumping them 
in the wetlands. 

MR. PETRO: It's within 100 feet of the line. 

MR. MURPHY: They are actually right at the edge of the 
wetlands; so, they do fall within the buffer strip so 
it's, it's a fraction of the law there. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'll make a motion to approve it but 
I'm also going to state one thing. I would advise Mr. 
Murphy not to come in here again until the stumps are 
out of there, sketch plan approval, you agree with 
that? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes, I understand. 

MR. PETRO: Before you make the motion, do you want to 
read #2? Does anyone want to take action? 

MR. SCHIEFER: Lead agency. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN"- I'm sorry, I didn't see that. I'll 
make a motion, I'll withdraw my first motion- I'll 
make a motion that the Town of New Windsor Planning 
Board become lead agency. 

MR. EDSALL: Let's leave it as a lead agency 
coordination letter so we can let everyone know the 
project exists so we can send the letter out. 
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MR. DUBALDI: I'll second the lead agency. 

MR. PETRO: Motion on the floor that the New Windsor 
Planning Board take lead agency, authorizes the lead 
agency letter . 

MR. SCHIEFER: I'll second it. 

ROLL CALL: 

Mr . Dubaldi Aye 
Mr . Schiefer Aye 
Mr . VanLeeuwen Aye 
Mr . Petro Aye 

MR. PETRO: Any other discussion you want to take? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'll make a motion for sketch plan 
approval. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I'll second that also. 

MR. PETRO: Motion made New Windsor Planning Board give 
sketch plan approval to Blooming Grove Operating 
Company. It's been seconded by Mr. Schiefer. Any 
further discussion. If not, roll call. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I told Mike what I wanted done, not 
to come in here again and I'll vote yes. 

MR. PETRO: You have a note of that? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

ROLL CALL: 

Mr . Dubaldi Aye 
Mr . Schiefer Aye 
Mr . VanLeeuwen Aye 
Mr . Petro Aye 

MR. MURPHY: If I could ask one other question on an 
unrelated matter. The last time I was before the Board 
for C&R Enterprises Subdivision, there was a question 
as regard to the private road. I was just wondering if 
the Board looked into that any further. 
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MR. PETRO: Andy is going to prepare a letter. 

MR. KRIEGER: I looked into it and the statute, I think 
the Town Board when they approved it knew what they 
were doing and they mean what they say. If there is 
going to be two private roads in a subdivision, one of 
them has to be something else. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike, what I advised you to do in 
that case, make one a public road and one a private 
road. 

MR. KRIEGER: There are three categories, rural, 
suburban, I don't quite know why they were lumped in 
together because they really seem to address sort of 
different criteria but they were — and so if one were 
for instance to build a rural road but were to specify 
specifically that it would meet certain criteria — 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It was our decision to do it that 
way. 

MR. KRIEGER: It would be a subterfuge but it would 
escape the meaning of the statute. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN*- Take the longest road and make it the 
longest, make it a public and the other a private. 

MR. MURPHY: That is originally they were both proposed 
as public roads and the message came back from the 
Highway Superintendent, he didn't want cul-de-sacs. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Make one public road and make one 
private road. 

MR. MURPHY: But then again we're up against a problem 
where we are creating cul-de-sacs as a town road. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: He won't have a problem with one cul-
de-sac, he has a problem with two. When he sees two 
cul-de-sacs rightly so, he wants to see them connect 
with the terrain of the land. You can't connect the 
two I understand that and I'm sure too, but I'd talk to 
him. 

MR. PETRO: You're talking about Bob Rogers? 
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No, Skip Fayo. 

MR. MURPHY: There will be a letter on this? 

MR. KRIEGER: Yes. 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

1763 

8 April 1992 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY MAJOR SUBDIVISION 
(PHASE II) 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK (P/B REF. NO. 91-22) 

To All Involved Agencies: 

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board has had placed before it an 
Application for major subdivision approval of the Blooming Grove 
Operating Company (Phase II) project located on Toleman Road within 
the Town. The project involves the major subdivision of a 73.77 +/-
acre parcel into thirty-three (33) single-family residential lots. 
This application is for Phase II of a two-phase subdivision project, 
having a total proposed lot count of thirty-five (35) single-family 
residential lots. A portion of the property includes New York State 
Freshwater Wetlands MB-27 as delineated on the NYSDEC mapping and 
field-verified by DEC representatives. It is the opinion of the Town 
of New Windsor Planning Board that the action is an unlisted action 
under SEQRA. 

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, 
Blooming Grove Operating Company 

Attached hereto is a copy of the sketch plan, with location plan, for 
your reference. A copy of the Full Environmental Assessment Form 
(Part I) 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 

MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 

Enclosure 
cc: NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz 

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, Albany 
New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie 
Orange County Department of Health 
Town of New Windsor Supervisor (w/o encl) 
Town of New Windsor Town Clerk 
Orange County Department of Planning 
State Clearing House Administrator 
NY District Office, US Army Corp. of Engineers 
Applicant (w/o encl) 
Planning Board Chairman 

Planning Board Attorney (w/o encl) 

A:BLOOMING.mk 
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ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Haniman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P E . L S 

February 12, 1992 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. Carl Scheifer, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Co. Phase II 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Job No.: 85-256 

Dear Mr. Scheifer: 

Enclosed please find 14 sets of plans for the above noted project, 
last revised on February 11, 1992 and 4 copies of the up-dated 
Environmental Assesment Form parts 1, 2 & 3, revised on 2/10/92. 

This project was last before the Town of New Windsor, Planning Board 
on January 22, 1992 for review of the sketch plan. At that meeting we 
received the Planning Board Engineer's review comments dated January 
22, 1992. On February 4, 1992 we attended a work shop session with the 
Planning Board Engineer, the Building Inspector and a member of the 
town's Fire Department. 

As a result of the comments and recommendations made during the above 
noted meetings and in the engineer's review letter we have revised 
the sketch plan in the following ways: 

Sheet 1 of 5. Revision date of February 7, 1992. We have added the 
map notes #3 & #4. Note #3 calls out the location of the 
"Zoning Data Table Requirements & Provisions" on sheet 5. 
Note #4 calls for a temporary construction easement along 
the road frontage of each of the lots to allow for the 
necessary roadway grading outside the bounds of the actual 
public right of way. 
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Sheet 2 of 5. Grading detail sheet revised February 7, 1992. We have 
added the "Driveway Profile & Roadway Cross-section Detail" 
at a scale of 1" =10*. This detail visually clarifies how 
the driveways are to be tied into the roadway. Each of the 
Driveway Profiles have been revised to include a 50 ft. 
vertical curve with a negative slope of 2% from the shoulder 
of the road to create driveway low point back off the edge 
of the roadway pavement. 

Sheet 3 of 5. Road profile sheet revised February 7, 1992. One of 
the changes to this sheet is the addition of note #1 
which states "All roadway construction details shall be 
subject to further review/approval by the Town Superintendent 
of Highways and the Town Engineer prior to final approval 
and construction of said roadway." The other revision is in 
the Rural Street Spec, detail where the roadway shoulder and 
gutter is now called out as being paved. 

Sheet 5 of 5. Soil test information sheet revised February 7, 1992. 
The "Zoning Dat Table Requirements & Provisions" has been 
added to this sheet. 

We are requesting to be placed on the next available planning 
board agenda for further discussion of this matter. 

We sincerely hope that the foregoing comments and the plan revisions 
have addressed this matter, so that the board may find this plan 
acceptable for a sketch plan approval and the scheduling of a Public 
Hearing. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

914^%% 
Michael M. Murphy, I.E. 

MMM 

Attch. 

cc: Applicant 
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Appendix A 
Statt Environmental Quality Review 

FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

Purpose: The ful l 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. Frequent
ly, there are aspects of a project that are subjective or unmeasureable. It is also understood that those who determine 
significance may have little or no formal knowledge of the environment or may 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 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: • Part 1 • Part 2 QPart 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 magitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determined by the 
lead agency that: 

• A. The project wi l l not result in any large and important impacts) and. therefore, is one which will not 
have a significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared. 

D B. Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment there wil l 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 

Name of Action 

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 



(ART 1-PROJECT INFL.MATll 

Prepared by Project Sponsor 
NOTICE: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect 
on the environment. Please complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered 
as part of the application for approval and may be subject to further verification and public review. Provide any add i t ion / 
information you believe wil l be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3. 

It is expected that completion of the ful l EAF will be dependent on information currently available and wil l not involve 
new studies, research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify 
each instance. 

NAME OF ACTION 

Major Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Co., Phase 2 

LOCATION OF ACTION (Include Street Address, Municipality and County) 
Toleman Road, Town o f New W i n d s o r , Orange County; New York 

NAME OF APPLICANT/SPONSOR 

Blooming Grove Operating Company 
BUSINESS TELEPHONE 

(914)496-3654 
ADDRESS 

P.O. Box 188 

cmr/po 
W a s h i n g t o n v i l l e 

STATE 

N.Y. 

ZIP CODE 

10992 
NAME OF OWNER Of different) BUSINESS TELEPHONE 

( ) 
ADDRESS 

CITY/PO STATE ZIP CODE 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTION 

Phase 2 of a realty subdivision consisting of 73.77 acres of land to be divided 
into 33residential building lots. Proposed lots to be serviced by on-site 
individual drilled wells and subsurface sewage disposal systems. All lots will 
have access to the proposed town road system. 

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: Durban Olndustrial DCommercial S)Residential (suburban) 

SForest DAgriculture CHOther NY DEC-MB-27 
76.26 

DRural (non-farm) 

2. Total acreage of project area: 

APPROXIMATE ACREACE 
acres. 

49 .76 

2 0 . 0 

28 .70 
0 

1 8 . 8 

0 

0 . 1 

"674" 
7.76 

1 5 . 0 

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 fi l l) 

Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 

Other (Indicate +yp") l a v n a n d l andscape Areas 

What is predominant soil type(s) on project site? g r a v e l l y s i l t loam 

a. Soil drainage: DWell drained % of site BlModerately well drained 

BPoorly drained 32 % 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? acres. (See 1 NYCRR 370). ( 

Are there bedrock outcropping* on project site? DYes BNo 

a What is depth to bedrock? > 8 (in feet) 

PRESENTLY 
acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

AFTER COMPLETION 
6 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

68 % of site 

2 



5. Approximate percentage _ propose^Foject site with slopes: DO-u .o _>_3JL5_t_ % niO-1S% J 5 % 

D15% or greater 10 % 

6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or the National 
Registers of Historic Places? JtYes SNo 

*. Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks? DYes KlNo 

8. What is the depth of the water table? ° " ' 8 _ (in feet) v a r i e s 

9. Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? DYes B N o 

10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area? DYes IS No 

11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered? 

DYes BONo According to _____ 

Identify each species . 

12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations) 

DYes QNo Describe 

13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area? 
DYes (3No If yes, explain 

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community? 
DYes 0 N o 

15. Streams within or contiguous to project area: 

a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary 

( 

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area: 
a. Name NYS DEC Wetland MB-27 b S i z e { | n a c r e s ) 2 0 . 0 

17. Is the site served by existing public utilities? DYes BONo 

a) If Yes, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? DYes DNo 

b) If Yes, wi l l improvements be necessary to allow connection? DYes DNo 

18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, 
Section 303 and 304? DYes ©No 

19. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 
of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 617? DYes S N o 

20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? DYes B N o 

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 75.-21 acres. 

b. Project acreage to be developed: * ..-^cres initially; . -/arrps ultimately. 

c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped 18*8 acres. 

d. Length of project, in miles: * * ' A (If appropriate) 

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed ' %; 

f. Number of off-street parking spaces existing J 0 ; proposed ^0 

g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour 3_L _^_ (upon completion of project)? 

h. If residential: Number and type of housing units: 

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium 

Initially 2 0_ 0 0 
Ultimately T i ° 

i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure 35 height; 30 ^vidth; *0 length. 

j . Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project wil l occupy is? 5 .900 ft. 

3 



, earth, etc.) will be removed irom the sire? 2. How much natural material (i.e., rWk, earth, etc.) will be removed irom the sire? tons/cubic yards 

3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed? SlYes DNo DN/A 

a. If yes, for what intends purpose is the site being reclaimed? r e s i d e n t i a l b u i l d i n g l o t s 

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? fflYes DNo 

c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? (-XJYes DNo 
22 76 

4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? * acres. 
5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project? 

DYes BNo 

6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction N/A months, (including demolition). 

7. If multi-phased: 
a. Total number of phases anticipated *- (number). 

. . . . • M a r c h . 1 9 8 7 ,. . ,. . . . . » 

b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1 month year, (including demolition). 

c. Approximate completion date of final phase e c e m b e r month 1993 year. 

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? DYes 13No 

8. Will blasting occur during construction? DYes BNo 

9. Number of jobs generated: during construction 50 ; after project is complete 0 

10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project Q 

11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? DYes ®No If yes, explain 

( 

12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved? DYes ENo 

a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc.) and amount 

b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged 

13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? BYes DNo Type R e s i d e n t i a l Sewage 

14. Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? DYes GJNo 

Explain . 
15. Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? DYas BNo 

16. Will the project generate solid waste? BYes DNo 

a. If yes, what is the amount per month ._,.!: tons 

b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? £5Yes DNo 

c. If yes, give name Orange County S a n i t a r y LandfiljL location New Hampton , N.Y. 

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? DYes ©No 

e. If Yes, explain _ 

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? DYes 0 N o 

a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? tons/month. 

b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? years. 

. 18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides? DYes ®No 

19. Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? DYes KlNo 

20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? DYes BNo 

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use? Hv'v5 DNo 
If yes indicate type(s) h e a t and e l e c t r i c foi 35 s i n g l e f a m i l y homes 

22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity .__5 gallons/minute./well 

23. Total anticipated water usage per day 18 ,500 gallons/day. ( 

24. Does project involve Local. State or Federal funding? DYes B N o 

If Yes. explain „ __ . 

4 



25. Approvals Required; 
Type 

Submittal 
Date 

City, Town, Village Board 

& $ , Town. W&& Planning 

City. Town Zoning Board 

Board 

<W$, County Health Department 

Other Local Agencies 

Other Regional Agencies 

State Agencies 

Federal Agencies 

•Yes 

3Yes 

•Yes 

KJYes 

•Yes 

•Yes 

BYes 

• Y e s 

El No 

DNo 

EJNo 

DNo 

E N o 

S3 No 

DNo 

ENo 

Subdivision Approval 

Sanitary Facilities 

NYSDEC - Construction In WPtland. 

C. Zoning and Planning Information 
1 . Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? BYes DNo 

If Yes, indicate decision required: 

•zoning amendment Dzoning variance Ospecial use permit EJsubdivision 

•new/revision of master plan Dresource management plan Dother 

What is the zoning classification(s)of the site? R- l ( rura l r e s i d e n t i a l ) 

Dsite plan 

What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning? 
45 residential single family building lots 

What is the proposed zoning of the site? R- l (Rural R e s i d e n t i a l ) 

What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning? 
45 r e s i d e n t i a l s i n g l e family b u i l d i n g l o t s 

Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? E§Yes DNo 

What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a V* mile radius of proposed action? 

\ R-l (Rural Residential^ 

8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses within a V* mile? 

9. If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? 35. 

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed? a c r e 

KYes DNo 

DYes BNo 10. Will proposed action require any authorization^) for the formation of sewer or water districts? 

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, 
fire protection)? BYes DNo 

a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? BYes DNo 

12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? DYes KJNo 

a. If yes. is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic? DYes DNo 

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 certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge 

XPKXm'SponsonName G e r f l f f i Z J ^ r m a n 

Signature J^ .JVajtiL. J S . i i ^ P r o j e c t Engineer 

If the action is in the Coastal Area, and 
with this assessment. 

Revised: 2 / 1 0 / 9 2 
Date _ 9 Z 8 / 8 9 _ _ 

a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding 
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Pi 2-PR0ECT IMPACTS AND Tr 1 MA^ITUDE 
Responsibility of Lead Agency 

General Information (Read Carefully) 
• In completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations been 

reasonable? The reviewer is not expected to be an expert environmental analyst. , 
• Identifying that an impact will be potentially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant. 

Any large impact must be evaluated in PART 3 to determine significance. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply 
asks that it be looked at further. 

• The Examples provided are to assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and wherever possible the threshold of 
magnitude that would trigger a response in column 2. The examples are generally applicable throughout the State and 
for most situations. But, for any specific project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate 
for a Potential Large Impact response, thus requiring evaluation in Part 3. 

• The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and 
have been offered as guidance. They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question. 

• The number of examples per question does not indicate the importance of each question. 

• In identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumlative effects. 

Instructions (Read carefully) 
a. Answer each of the 19 questions in PART 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact. 

b. Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers. 

c. If answering Yes to a question then check the appropriate box (column 1 or 2) to indicate the potential size of the 
impact. If impact threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will occur but threshold 
is lower than example, check column 1. 

d. If reviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3. 

e. If a potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be mitigated by changes) in the project to a small to moderate 
impact, also check the Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This 
must be explained in Part 3. 

IMPACT ON LAND 
1 . Will the proposed action result in a physical change to the project site? 

DNO HYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 
foot of length), or where the general slopes in the project area exceed 
10%. 

• Construction on land where the depth to the water table is less than 
3 feet. 

• Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles. 

• Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within 
3 feet of existing ground surface. 

• Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or involve more 
than one phase or stage. 

• Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 
tons of natural material (i.e., rock or soil) per year. 600 e . y 

• Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfill. 

• Construction in a designated floodway. 

• Other impacts __ 

2. Will there be an effect U y unique or unusual land forms found on 
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)IDNO DYES 

• Specific land forms. 

1 
Small to 
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IMPACT ON WATER 
3. Will proposed action affect any water body designated as protected? 

(Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law, ECL) 
• N O ®YES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 
• Developable area of site contains a protected water body. 

• Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of a 
protected stream. 

• Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water body. 

• Construction in a H*$ianated freshwater or tidal wetland. 

• Other impacts: 700 L.F. of Driveway to be constructed 
through NYSDEC Wetland MB-27 

4. Will proposed action affect any non-protected existing or new body 
of water? I3NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water 
or more than a 10 acre increase or decrease. 

• Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface area. 

• Other impacts: 

Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater 
quality or quantity? DNO SYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

Proposed Action will require a discharge permit. 

Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not 
have approval to serve proposed (project) action. 

Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater than 45 
gallons per minute pumping capacity. 

Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water 
supply system. 

Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater. 
Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which presently 
do not exist or have inadequate capacity. 

Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons per 
day. 
Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into an 
existing body of water to the extent that there will be an obvious visual 
contrast to natural conditions. 

Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleum or chemical 
products greater than 1,100 gallons. 

Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without water 
and/or sewer services. 

Proposed Action locates commercial and/or industrial uses which may 
require new or expansion of existing waste treatment and/or storage 
facilities. 

Other impacts:___ . 

6. Will proposed action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface 
water runoff? SNO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed Action would change flood water flows. 
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• Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion. 

• Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns. 

• Proposed Action will allow development in a designated floodway. 

• Other impacts: ___ 

IMPACT ON AIR 

QNO DYES 7. Will proposed action affect air quality? 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given 
hour. 

• Proposed Action wil l result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of 
refuse per hour. 

• Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 lbs. per hour or a 
heat source producing more than 10 million BTU's per hour. 

• Proposed action wil l allow an increase in the amount of land committed 
to industrial use. 

• Proposed action wil l allow an increase in the density of industrial 
development within existing industrial areas. 

• Other impacts: 

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

8. Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered 
species? E8NO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or Federal 
list, using the site, over or near site or found on the site. 

• Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat. 

• Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other 
than for agricultural purposes. 

• Other impacts: __ 

9. Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or 
non-endangered species? CSNO DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident or 
migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife species. 

• Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres 
of mature forest (over 100 years of age) or other locally important 
vegetation. 

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES 

10 Wil l the Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources? 
_ N O DYES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 
• The proposed action would sever, cross or limit access to agricultural 

land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc.) 
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• Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of 
agricultural land. 

• The proposed action would irreversibly convert more than 10 acres 
of agricultural land or, if located in an Agricultutal District, more 
than 2.5 acres of agricultural land. 

• The proposed action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricultural 
land management systems (e.g., subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches, 
strip cropping); or create a need for such measures (e.g. cause a farm 
field to drain poorly due to increased runoff) 

• Other impacts: 

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES 
1 1 . Wi l l proposed action affect aesthetic resources? QNO DYES 

(If necessary, use the Visual EAF Addendum in Section 617.21, 
Appendix B.) 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different from 
or in sharp contrast to current surrounding land use patterns, whether 
man-made or natural. 

• Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of 
aesthetic resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce their 
enjoyment of the aesthetic qualities of that resource. 

» Project components that wil l result in the elimination or significant 
screening of scenic views known to be important to the area. 

• Other impacts: 

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
12. Wi l l Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic, pre

historic or paleontological importance? B N O DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or substantially 
contiguous to any facility or site listed on the State or National Register 
of historic places. 

• Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within the 
project site. 

• Proposed Action wil l occur in an area designated as sensitive for 
archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory. 

• Other impacts: . 

13 
IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION 

Will Proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or 
future open spaces or recreational opportunities? 
Examples that would apply to column 2 B N O DYES 

• The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity. 
• A major reduction of an open space important to the community. 
• Other impacts: _ 
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IMPACT ON TRJWPORTATION 

14. Wil l there be an effect to existing transportation systems? 
SINO DYES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or goods. 

• Proposed Action wil l result in major traffic problems. 

• Other impacts: 

IMPACT ON ENERGY 

15. Wil l proposed action affect the community's sources of fuel or 
energy supply? 0 N O DYES 
Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed Action wil l cause a greater than 5% increase in the use of 
any form of energy in the municipality. 

• Proposed Action wi l l require the creation or extension of an energy 
transmission or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two family 
residences or to serve a major commercial or industrial use. 

• Other impacts: 

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACTS 

16. Wil l there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result 
of the Proposed Action? QNO DYES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive 
facility. 

• Odors wil l occur routinely (more than one hour per day). 

• Proposed Action wi l l produce operating noise exceeding the local 
ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures. 

• Proposed Action wi l l remove natural barriers that would act as a 
noise screen. 

• Other impacts: 

IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH 

17. Wil l Proposed Action affect public health and safety? 
KINO DYES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 

• Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of hazardous 
substances (i.e. o i l , pesticides, chemicals, radiation, etc.) in the event of 
accident or upset conditions, or there may be a chronic low level 
discharge or emission. 

• Proposed Action may result in the burial of "hazardous wastes" in any 
form (i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive, irritating, 
infectious, etc.) 

• Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquified natural 
gas or other flammable liquids. 

• Proposed action may result in the excavation or other disturbance 
within 2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous 
waste. 

• Other impacts: ! 
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IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER 
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD 

18. Wil l proposed action affect the character of the existing community? 
I3NO DYES 

Examples that would apply to column 2 

• The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the 
project is located is likely to grow by more than 5%. 

• The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating services 
wil l increase by more than 5% per year as a result of this project. 

• Proposed action will conflict with officially adopted plans or goals. 

• Proposed action will cause a change in the density of land use. 

• Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures 
or areas of historic importance to the community. 

• Development wil l create a demand for additional community services 
(e.g. schools, police and fire, etc.) 

• Proposed Action wil l set an important precedent for future projects. 

• Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment. 

• Other impacts: 

19. Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to 
potential adverse environmental impacts? GNO DYES 

If Any Action in Part 2 Is Identified as a Potential Large Impact or 
If You Cannot Determine the Magnitude of Impact, Proceed to Part 3 
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Part 3-EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS 
Responsibility of Lead Agency 

Part 3 must be prepared if one or more impacts) is considered to be potentially large, even if the impacts) may be 
mitigated. 

Instructions 

Discuss the following for each impact identified in Column 2 of Part 2: 

1 . Briefly describe the impact. 

2. Describe (if applicable) how the impact could be mitigated or reduced to a small to moderate impact by project change(s). 

3. Based on the information available, decide if it is reasonable to conclude that this impact is important. 

To answer the question of importance, consider: 
• The probability of the impact occurring 
• The duration of the impact 
• Its irreversibility, including permanently lost resources of value 
• Whether the impact can or wi l l be controlled 
• The regional consequence of the impact 
• Its potential divergence from local needs and goals 
• Whether known objections to the project relate to this impact. 

(Continue on attachments) 
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February 11, 1992 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

PART 3—EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS 

NAME OF ACTION: Phase II of Subdivision for 
Blooming Grove Operating Company 

LOCATION OF ACTION: Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Part 2 Item 1 Will the proposed action result in a physical 
change to the project site? 

Due to the existing topographical features of this project 
site there is a limited amount of proposed construction in 
areas where the existing grades exceed 15%. In order to access 
the developable areas of this site, portions of the proposed 
roadway and some driveways will cut through existing steep areas. 

To minimize the effects of soil erosion on the project site 
during and after construction an Erosion Control Plan will be 
implemented. This plan will call out specific erosion control 
measures to be taken on all regraded and disturbed soil areas. 

Part 2 Item 3 Will the proposed action affect any water body 
designated as protected? 

Located within the boundary of this project site is New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) fresh
water wetland "MB-27". 

In the south easterly corner of this project site (Lot 35) 
is a buildable land area of approximately 2 acres in size. 
This area is surrounded by the the above mentioned fresh 
water wetland. In order to devleop this area (Lot 35) it 
will be necessary to pass 500 linear feet of the driveway for 
this lot thru the wetland. This action will disturb approximtely 
9,000 s.f. of wetland area and also include a minor stream 
crossing for the driveway. This action will require a permit 
from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservat ion. 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDVISION (91-221 

Mr. Michael Murphy from Zimmerman Engeering came before 
the board representing this proposal. 

MR. MURPHY: Latest revision of the plans should be 
January 3, '92. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I've got August 7.— 

MR. MURPHY: That's the original date these are the 
revisions here. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Too many lines in this. 

MR. MURPHY: That's the scale of the drawing. 

MR. LANDER: Not as steep as it looks. 

MR. MURPHY: That's why I've got this colored version up 
here it's much clearer as to what's going on. 

MR. PETRO: This is phase 2, that we are looking at right. 

MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

MR. BABCOCK: They are Marks comments. 

MR. MURPHY: Mr. chairman, my name is Michael Murphy, I'm 
with Zimmerman Engineering. I'm here tonight presenting 
the plan for Blooming Grove Operating Subdivision phase 2. 
I believe the last time we were here was on November 13. 
Since that time, we've had a site inspection with Mike 
Babcock and one member of the Planning Board. At that 
time, the main thing they were interested in during that 
site inspection was the drainage situation and how it 
affects the adjoining lots. I believe at that site 
inspection, we came up with a solution to all the drainage 
problems that satisfied all parties involved. The new 
drainage layout is shown on these plans and also if I can 
just go over the changes that we've made in the plan since 
the last time we were here. This plan has been reviewed 
and signed by New York State DEC certifying to the wet 
lands boundary as shown on the plan. We've included lot 
number 35 in the southern corner of the property. That's 
a lot that's somewhat surrounded by the wet lands but 
there's a large portion like a 400 foot by 200 foot wide 
portion that's buildable over there so that's almost 2 
acres of buildable land in that corner. The driveway 
servicing that lot will need DEC permit because it's going 
to cut through the wet land. Otherwise we don't see any 
problems with lot number 35. 



January 22, 1992 

MR. PETRO: Mike, lot number 35 been on this plan right 
from the start or is there something added? 

MR. MURPHY: It was on the plan when we shoved an access 
road cutting through the vet lands. 

MR. PETRO: I don't remember seeing this before. 

MR. MURPHY: The only thing that is different as to the 
way 3 is laid out which vas originally called lot 7 at 
that time it had a drivevay that accessed the proposed 
road vhich has be eliminated. So vith the elimination of 
that road we now have to take the driveway for this lot 
right off of Toleman Road that's the lot that will be 
accessing Toleman Road directly. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Are you going to get a perc there Mike? 

MR. MURPHY: At this time we haven't gotten back there to 
do any tests but I believe well. We can only investigate 
it and find out what the situation is out there. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What about the rest of the land. 

MR. MURPHY: That's also be addressed in this new set of 
plans there are 2 sheets with the detail, all the soil 
logs taken out there, we've dug I believe 36 deep hole 
tests and perc lags tests across the site and we've 
adjusted the plan reflect the changes that were necessary 
due to soil conditions found. 

MR. PETRO: Back page is what you're talking about? 

MR. MURPHY: Pages 4 and 5. 

MR. PETRO: And you did one on lot 35 you said? 

MR. MURPHY: No we, didn't do one on 35. 36 test holes 
but nothing on 35. 

MR. LANDER: On sheet 2, this is the driveway slope here 
on lot 24? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes. On sheet 2 we have lot cross sections 
for lots 24 through 27 and we show driveway profiles and 
also cross sections of the roadways where those driveways 
will come into the road. This was done at the request of 
the town engineer who realized that there were some deep 
cuts being proposed in this area. We took just this small 
portion of the plan and blew it up to 50 scale so we can 
demonstrate how the cuts are going to be taken care of 
until the field— 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You did it on lot 35. 
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MR. MURPHY: No we did a test hole on number 35 it wasn't 
necessarily on lot 35. The first sheet of the plan shows 
all the locations of the test holes and the numbers of the 
test holes. 

MR. BABCOCK: How many lots is this? 

MR. MURPHY: 33 lots in section 2. 

MR. PETRO: In Mark's comments he's saying here that on 
your sheet number 3 which details some of the slopes, 
actually put on to the plan that they don't coordinate 
with the topo as it really stands. Do you have any 
comments about that? 

MR. MURPHY: What's that? 

MR. PETRO: It would be well it's really number 2, the 
second comment not written there. 

MR. BABCOCK: 2 C. 

MR. MURPHY: I noticed that myself with the proposed file. 
At this time we're still dealing at a sketch plan level. 
This is a hundred scale mapping with 2 foot contours so 
things aren't a hundred percent correct. There are slight 
differences between the profiles, the existing grades 
shown on the profiles and the actual grades found in the 
field at this time. Once we take this set of plans and go 
up to a 50 scale for the preliminary plans all the 
discrepancies will be resolved. I believe that the 
profiles shown in the plan is indicative of the conditions 
we're going to have but there are certain things that just 
don't measure up correctly. 

MR. LANDER: Elevation on lot 24 here, now is this the 
basement or is this where the garage floor is? 

MR. MURPHY: That would be the garage floor elevation on 
each of those houses. 

MR. LANDER: Still gives us 12 percent. 

MR. MURPHY: Yeah those 4 driveways are going to be cut in 
at 12 percent grade. 

MR. PETRO: In regards to number 3, he's recommending that 
the board request and we do that the full bulk table be 
put on the site plan. I guess with all the correct 
information he says here that t h e — 

MR. MURPHY: What we show in the bulk area table at this 
time are all of the required setbacks what Mr. Edsall asks 
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for is the provide the setbacks. We don't believe in 
doing that because we feel if we show the building 
envelope on each lot that takes care of what the provided 
setbacks are. This we know is the provided setbacks the 
house sizes are going to change, the house location are 
going to change so it's information that we see as being 
relatively pointless. 

MR. PETRO: Mike, what do you think about that? 

MR. BABCOCK: What Mark is saying the plan does not 
provide lot area information for each proposed lot. In 
otherwords what he is saying lot area of each lot he wants 
to know that would be gross area and also net area if you 
have any easements going across them for drainage 
easements I'm sure there's some easements to get the water 
to the wet lands. So what he wants you to do is calculate 
the lot area take out the net area so that the net area is 
still buildable lot. That's the way I understand it. 

MR. LANDER: And show it on the map listing all 33 lots is 
it? 

MR. BABCOCK: Right. 

MR. LAUDER: Or 35 I should say and their net area. 
What's the slope going to be on road A? Well it's all 
road A then to road B are we going to be within the ten 
percent? 

MR. MURPHY: Road B is the only area where we're going to 
run into ten percent grades. All of road A is laid out at 
7 percent grade or less. 

MR. LANDER: I think it calls for in the detail back here, 
double surface treatment in the gutters all right. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mark already says no you can't do that. 

MR. LANDER: Anything over I believe it's 5 percent has to 
be paved. 

MR. MURPHY: We'll make that correction. 

MR. LANDER: And how are we going to adjust the slopes on 
the roadway. I think I seen in here three to one slope 
that's even we say the maximum is two to one and you're 
going even better than that, you're going make the slope 
even less than three to one. 

MR. MURPHY: That's correct. 

MR. LANDER: You have got a lot to cut back. 
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MR. MURPHY: Yes there's going to be a lot of material 
moved out of that intersection. 

MR. LANDER: And all the drainage is going to come to this 
area here? 

MR. MURPHY: Well the drainage discharges at 4 different 
points from the roadway and they all lead eventually into 
the wet lands. All of our drainage discharges from the 
culvert pipes are stopped about back here at the hundred __ 
foot buffer strip from the wet lands. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Full EAF. 

MR. MURPHY: We have submitted a long form EAF. 

MR. KRIEGER: You would not take lead agency until they 
have sketch plan approval. 

MR. LANDER: Do you have across section on the cul-de-sac? 

MR. MURPHY: All we have on the cul-de-sac is the road 
profile. We don't have a specific cross section on it. 

MR. LANDER: You know that it has to be a hundred feet in 
diameter. 

MR. MURPHY: A hundred foot paved diameter yes. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: what you should do Mike is review these 
the comments and go back to the work session and come back 
and get on the agenda. 

MR. MURPHY: Why would that be I mean I see these comments 
in terms of a sketch plan to be, you know, very easy to 
take care of if he wants to see net areas on the lot we 
can work that out. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What would you like to do get final 
approval? 

MR. MURPHY: No we'd like sketch plan approval so we can 
develop on through to a preliminary plan because, you 
know. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Nope there's to many things got to be 
done first. I'd like to but can't do it. 

MR. PETRO: Number 7 is a pretty big one there too, the 
roadway construction does not comply with town road 
requirements. 

MR. LANDER: It's only because of the gutters. 
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MR. MURPHY: That's a minor point. This is only a sketch 
plan we're not, you know, tying the town down to 
everything that's shown in this sketch plan. If there are 
corrections that need to be made we'll make them as we 
proceed into a preliminary plan, there's just we feel 
that we've shown all the information we can on a sketch 
plan level. I feel we have been very, you know, receptive 
to all the town's comments. We've taken care of all the 
issues that have been raised by the town, these minor 
technical details that we're looking at here for in 
Marks—where we have you a letter, I mean to me they seem 
more appropriate for preliminary plan level. 

MR. PETRO: I think what Mark said here in the last 
comment if you had gone to a workshop session a lot of 
this stuff would have been on this particular plan. 

MR. MURPHY: We have been to workshop sessions with this 
plan. 

MR. BABCOCK: Not this particular plan has not been to 
the workshop. 

MR. MURPHY: Not this one but I mean the workshop sessions 
we went to w e — 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The things that are on the sheets have 
got to be handled first then we'll take it into 
consideration. I'm only one member. I won't vote until 
then you can stand there and talk all you want. It's not 
going to change my mind any, I know what we need and 
don't— 

MR. LANDER: Has the highway superintendent seen any of 
the cross sections or this map? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: He has not seen it because I spoke to 
him. That's another suggestion, I'd like to make to you 
go to the highway superintendent, sit down and discuss it 
with him. He's the one that's got to approve these roads, 
he's the man that says yes or no unless you're going to 
maintain the roads yourself. 

MR. MURPHY: No, we propose them to be town roads. You 
know we also submited 14 sets of plans to the Planning 
Board with the understanding that those plans get 
circulated to all the necessary departments within the 
town and everybody does their review and replies back to 
the Planning Board. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mike usually what happens to get it done 
a little faster people that are doing it for the people 
that are on it are the one's that handle it. If you don't 
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want to do it that way it's up to you, it's only going to 
take you longer that's all. Believe me I know. I have 
been sitting here for almost 20 years. 

MR. PETRO: Fire has looked at this and given approval. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Fire has approved it. 

MR. PETRO: Just on 1/10/92 but not highway, water. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Doesn't get any town services. 58 
private septic systems so the— 

MR. PETRO: Well, all right I think well really it just 
seems to be a little bit too much to advance from the 
sketch plan at this time. I think if you can get some of 
this cleared up with Mark. 

MR. MURPHY: If I review this letter with Mark and bring 
it up to his satisfaction. 

MR. PETRO: It's real easy just come to a work session 
with Mike and Mark and there might be one or 2 added 
things that can, might save you from a whole other meeting 
down the road just to have it on the plan. 

MR. LANDER: Just one more thing on road A, let's go to 
24, 25 now is that sewer 127 percent calculated from the 
finished floor here and the edge of the road or sit back 
further from the edge of the road normally, the highway 
superintendent asks for. 

MR. MURPHY: I believe they want 8 percent or less through 
the right-of-way. 

MR. BABCOCK: Typically, he asks for a negative grading 
away from the road and at first and then going up. 

MR. MURPHY: Okay we can take that into consideration once 
we get into a detailed preliminary plan for this right now 
we're trying to present as a sketch plan to the Planning 
Board that's a workable project. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We're not saying that it isn't, you're 
saying it isn't. 

MR. MURPHY: I'm not. I'm in full support of this 
project. 

MR. PETRO: Seems like it's very workable. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You're pushing too hard. You have 
to—you and I have had that argument before. 
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MR. PETRO: One note I think you should get started on 
this driveway down on lot 35. I know I keep going back to 
that especially with the DEC you're going to need that 
later on. This whole thing will be held up by that 
because it's on the plan. 

MR. MURPHY: I'll start the submittal to the DEC. Is it 
my understanding that that's an acceptable condition to 
the town Planning Board to run that driveway through 
there, the DEC knowing that the Planning Board will allow 
that. 

MR. PETRO: Has Mark seen that set of plans with the 
driveway on their? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No he hasn't. He wasn't at the workshop 
session. 

MR. BABCOCK: I think Mark has seen this plan but he 
hasn't got it at a workshop and he hasn't got it. What 
happened was the plan was brung into our office and they 
come back to our office asked to take them back, do some 
changes to the plan and bring it back so I don't know that 
Mark hasn't done a full review on the plan, seems by his 
comments that he might have. 

MR. MURPHY: That was 2 or 3 weeks ago. 

MR. PETRO: What's the length of that driveway? 

MR. MURPHY: It's approximately 8 00 feet. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I would go ahead and get the approval 
from the DEC to do that. 

MR. BABCOCK: I also think the fire department should 
review this again. I don't think they've seen this. 

MR. PETRO: Let's make a note of that the entire plan has 
to go back to to all agencies. 

MR. BABCOCK: You're going to be putting a bridge across 
here or culvert? 

MR. MURPHY: Large culvert. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Lot 35 is changed and I'll bet you a 
hundred dollars that Mark hasn't seen that because he said 
he just put that back on there today. 

MR. MURPHY: His review was dated January 2 and the plan 
was submitted back in the first week of January. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Was lot 35 on it? 
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MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Regardless he's going to see it at the 
workshops so it's really moot point at this time, let him 
look at it. We don't have an objection to it until we see 
what Mark has to say then we'll continue from there. I'm 
just suggesting that you should start with the DEC that 
could hold up this whole thing or you can take it off the 
plan. 

MR. MURPHY: All right I thank you for your time. 
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KLKftHnf 
Op#rt!iant Sup«rv!«9r 

lOSOvchRoad 
M r o t y W 10*52 
014 357*9940 

October 19, 1991 

Mr* Vincent Biaginl 
Blooming Grove Operating Co.,lnc. 
P.O. Box 479 
Vtohingtonville, NY 10992 

Dear Sir: 

I recently received your letter addressed to Mr* Tan Courtney. In case 

Su would Ilka to up data your records, Mr. Courtney has retired} I 
ve taken his place. 

The Cable you have referenced in your letter In fact has been taken 
out of service* Due to budget and personnel requirements, I have 
instructed my Techs Co 'bark outlv any request on this cable and 
request the contractor to try not to damage it. Since the cable is 
not carrying service (nor is it expected to In the future) I am 
deviating from our normal procedures and not requesting concrete 
incaseoents for crossings. This would not be equitable or fair for 
you folks. Ihis right of way will continue to be defined and maintained 
for potential future use as a Fiber Route. 

If you have any further questions, please contact me at the above 
telephone number. 

Sincerely 

Aliment CSP SupervisoikJ 

"e&lM-'S- - /&**</ "~'*l9'& 
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Falrvlew Homes Inc. 
P.O. Box 479 

Washingtonville, N.Y. 10992 
(914) 561-0560 TEL. 
(914) 561-0568 FAX. 

:o. ... ^ « 

September 28, 1991 

A.T6V 
10S Church Road 
Monsay, *yY. 10932 

ATTENTION i Tom Courtney 

Dear Sin 

Recently, someone from AT&T stopped at my sub division 

Town of New Windsor. See Si 52 Bj 1 Li 30,2 where AT&T 

has a cable line passing through. It was said that cable is 

not now being used and we could cover, but ̂>e careful to 

protect,, which of course we would, and that we would not need 

to uncover and protect with concrete. Could you please send 

us e letter explaining this. 

Regards, 

Vincent Biaglnl 
Pres, 
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REGULAR ITEMS: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING SUBDIVISION 
(91-22) TOLEMAN ROAD 

Mr. Michael Murphy of Zimmerman Engineering came before 
the Board representing this proposal. 

MR. MURPHY: My name is Michael Murphy and I am with 
Zimmerman Engineering. I'm here tonight presenting a 
revised sketch plan for Phase II subdivision for 
Blooming Grove Operating Company. The last time we 
were here at the Planning Board was our initial 
subdivision, this is our second time here. The map we 
are presenting tonight reflects some of the changes the 
Planning Board was looking for. 

MR. SCHIEFER: Mike, I think it's easier for you to put 
it up on the Board, I apologize the audience can't see 
it, if you want to see it, you're going to have to move 
to the other side of the room. 

MR. MURPHY: Some of the changes on this plan were 
eliminated, the additional access road that we had 
proposed through the wetlands, that's been eliminated 
along with a lot that was designated as lot number 7 
which was located outside of the limits of the wetlands 
but more or less surrounded by the wetlands. Also in 
addition to lot 17, there was another lot up here by 
the cul-de-sac that was dropped out and the cul-de-sac 
road is now shown in a profile view. As I was saying, 
we have shown the future road extension out of the 
cul-de-sac to the adjoining land to the south and 
that's shown both in plan and profile view. The lot 
layout, as I said, we have dropped two lots from the 
subdivision and basically the balance of it remains the 
same . 

There were a couple of other issues raised at the last 
meeting, one was the status of the AT&T line that runs 
across the property. We have contacted them, we have a 
copy of a letter here for you. And basically, the line 
that is in the ground right now is a dormant line but 
AT&T plans to retain the easement for future possible 
use of fiber optics route. They have no problem with 
us putting a road over the AT&T easement and any damage 
that may or may not occur to the existing line is not a 
problem due to the fact that it's dormant. 
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MR. SCHIEFER: Mike, only one comment. They have a 
request that everything you say is exactly the same but 
they requested try not to damage the cable. 

MR. MURPHY: No problem. We'll do that. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What kind of perc test are you 
running into here? 

MR. MURPHY: We have done some preliminary perc test 
and deep hole testing out on the site. Deep holes have 
turned up very good. There's no problem with depth to 
bedrock or groundwater table in most cases so there was 
one area where we did his some groundwater and we are 
going to be dealing with that. The percolation results 
we have had out here they have varied from 15 minutes 
up to 45 minutes and future submissions, we'll be 
submitted all of the soil test data. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What is going to be done with the 
remaining lands, the wetlands? 

MR. MURPHY: The remaining wetlands right now that's 
part of lot number 3. That is really now like a policy 
issue of how the town would rather see the wetlands 
divided up, whether or not to divide it up at all and 
leave it tied into lot number 3 so it's all under one 
ownership or possibly divide it up along the four other 
lots that border the wetlands. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'd rather see it go in the form of a 
homeowners association or tie it up in as many lots as 
you can. 

MR. MURPHY: Okay, those are — 

MR. SCHIEFER: Why do you want to tie it up with as 
many lots? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If it belongs to the homeowners 
association, it becomes a dumping ground. If people 
actually owned the land, they have a tendency of 
keeping it cleaner. It doesn't become a dumping 
ground. 

MR. MURPHY: Good point. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have seen it time and time again, 
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if everybody agrees, I'm only one member. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I just asked why you wanted to do it but 
that makes sense. 

MR. MJRPHY: Okay, in addition to that, while we're on 
the wetlands topic, the issue was raised as to whether 
or not this line had been located by the DEC and 
whether they verified to this location. They did 
originally come out here in June of 1987 to locate this 
line and we have since contacted them and asked them 
for a letter of verification as to the location of that 
line and we haven't received a response but here's a 
letter dated October 9th that we sent out requesting to 
do so. 

MR. PETRO: Mike, I have a question, you're going to 
have leach fields on all these lots here, here's the 
wetlands line here, I think there's a certain setback 
they have to be away from the wetlands. 

MR. MURPHY: A hundred feet. 

MR. PETRO: So, in other words, so you have 200 foot 
deep lots. If, I did it quickly, one inch per is 
approximately 350 feet so you have setbacks from the 
road and you're going to have the house still going to 
leave the 100 feet from this line on all these lots. 

MR. MURPHY: We have been working on future developing 
of the sketch plan and we don't have it on the maps yet 
just on worksheets but we do have the septic systems 
laid out here as indicated we started about 100 feet 
back from the wetlands and, you know, worked up from 
there, set the houses and wells in accordance with the 
septic locations. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I want notes to the map, okay, if 
this is ever approved, no further building on that 
wetlands. I want to see a notation on the map. 

MR. SCHIEFER: No further building on the wetlands, how 
is he going to build? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The laws might change. 

MR. KRIEGER: If the DEC changes its regulations which 
we have no control and since the town has no wetlands 
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law of it's own, you have to do it in add hoc cases. 

MR. PETRO: As of now, we only had to have the one 
access. 

MR. SCHIEFER: That's an issue here. 

MR. PETRO: I see in Mark's comments he wants to 
address that and how about the Fire Inspector, does he 
have any problem with having 35 lots on one access, 
anybody looked into that and do you have anything on 
that? 

MR. EDSALL: It's not a — 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think we asked him to do it instead 
of putting the road into the wetlands. 

MR. EDSALL: My comment isn't meant to say it's a good 
or bad idea . I 'm saying they are here for sketch plan 
and that's a critical element to decide on that. 

MR. PETRO: Would Bob Rogers have an objection of 35 
lots coming off one entrance? 

MR. EDSALL: It looks like he's reviewed and approved. 

MR. SCHIEFER: 9th of September, there's an approval by 
the Fire Inspector. Is the map tonight of September 
9th, 1991? Municipal Fire approved 9-11-91. 

MR. MURPHY: That would not be this map, this map was 
produced, okay, the third. 

MR. DUBALDI: We have one that says October 7th. 

MR. EDSALL'- I have a copy, I don't know if it's 
misplaced in your file but I have a copy of Bob's 
review of Revision 1 and.he's approved it. So, he — 

MR. SCHIEFER: What's the date of that? 

MR. EDSALL: Review dated October 7th. 

MR. SCHIEFER: Then it has been reviewed and approved. 

MR. MURPHY: There's e map over here with the signature 
and stamp on it. 
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'd like to take a look at this 
property, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. SCHIEFER: Thirty-five lots even though they have 
approved it, not saying I disagree but there's some 
concern for single access to something like that. 

MR. LANDER: What kind of slopes are we going to be 
looking at from lot 2 to 5? 

MR. MURPHY: On a profile sheet, we laid out the road 
grades and I believe the main loop, the steepest grade 
is 7% on the road. 

MR. LANDER: Well, cut the road through there, what are 
we going to have on lot 3, a house on there? 

MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

MR. LANDER: Wouldn't that be awful steep? 

MR. MURPHY: It's not as steep as it. appears. This map 
is at a hundred scale, two foot contours visually it 
appears steep, lot 4*3 has a large flat area located on 
the easterly side there that's a very good setting for 
a house. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They can also do cutting. 

MR. DUBALDI: They're going to have to. 

MR. LANDER: How about the driveways coming out of on 
site 29 which side are we going to come out of this lot 
on 29? 

MR. MURPHY: Lot 29 would probably be accessing from 
the high side. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think on thing we should take a 
look at this. 

MR. SCHIEFER: No question in my mind. Mike, put this 
down the next site visit we'll do this. Bear in mind 
this is going to have to be on a Saturday, gentlemen. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I want to walk into the land. 
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MR. SCHIEFER: With the daylight time gone, we can't do 
it at night. This will have to be on a Saturday. 
We'll visit this then. 

MR. MURPHY: We have the road laid out in the field to 
make it easier. 

MR. VAN tEEUWEEN: We can actually walk right up the 
road? 

MR. MURPHY: Oh, yes, the road has also been cleared. 
If you'd like, I can be present at the site inspection. 

MR. SCHIEFER: I would like that. 

MR. EDSALL: dust following up on Mr. Lander's question 
about the cuts and such relative to the road, the 
reason I made my comment relative to road grades is 
it's fine that we have profiles showing center line 
grades for he proposed roadways but as an example, on 
road A, stations 33 plus 00 to 35 plus 00, it appears 
we are having approximately a 10 foot cut. That means 
that the entire area in front of or almost the entire 
area in front of lot 26 potentially could have a 10 
foot cut in front of it and that's in front of an 
upgrade parcel. I question how you will accomplish a 
side slope grading for the roadway and how you'll ever 
get a driveway into the property so we have run into 
that problem several other times and these type of 
parcels and that's something that the sketch plan 
should address. It's fine to show you car get a center 
line grade but if the lots become totally inaccessible 
that's a default in the sketch plan so that has to be 
looked at up front and I say that only to save you some 
expense in doing the perc tests in areas that are very 
likely you couldn't build a house or put a driveway in. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That's one of the reasons I want to 
go look at the land. I realize what you're getting at. 

MR. EDSALL: One of the difficulties when you're out 
there, you're looking up an upgrade that it may be 
possible to put the driveway in as it currently exists 
but cut 10 feet for the road you may need a car 
elevator to get up to the house. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Weil aware of the situation. 
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MR. SCHIEFER: Any other questions Board members? 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have no other questions. I think 
Mark's comments on lot 26 is quite valid cut down 10 
feet there I would take a look at that and we'll bear 
in mind when we go out because that will then be 
different by the time they build it. If people can't 
get up into the houses which doesn't make sense, but 
you still got to pay attention to it. 

MR. PETRO'- Refresh rny memory, you cut it down from 37 
to 35, what two lots were eliminated? 

MR. MURPHY: Previously called lot #7, which was in the 
outside of the property basically in the triangular 
area that's surrounded by the wetlands and one of tne 
lots up here near the on the low side of the cul-de^sac 
originally there were three lots, it's been cut down to 
two . 

MR. SCHIEFER: Gentlemen, do you want to go for 
conceptual approval based on some of the things we have 
been hearing? We do want to take a look at it, there's ; 
a possible problem with some of the accessibility of j 
some of the lots from the revised roadbed or should be j 
go take a look before we give conceptual? j 

I 
MR. DUBAEDI: I think we should look at it. j 

j 
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes, we should look at it. Do you j 
have a copy of the comments? j 

MR. MURPHY: Are they new comments? I 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes. 

MR. EDSALL: Here you go. | 
i 
i 

RICHARD HALL: I'm the owner of the property on Toleman 
Road adjacent to the access road. My question relates 
to the natural water runoff and that road which 
approaches my, the rear of rny house. My question 
relates to where the road goes from Toleman Road up the 
hill. My question relates to where the drainage will 
be under that road which is near AT&T. j 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Ue don't know where the AT&T lines j 
are. 
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MR. HALL: Where the stream, you cannot have the stream 
running to the back of my house because it has flooded 
it already. My home was flooded once because of this 
drainage. If the drainge is put where the town 
originally said it was to be, which is relatively near 
the AT&T line, that's less of a problem but I need that 
addressed. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What if we divert the water into 
that, that is what we are going to try and do divert 
the water off the road and property into the wetlands. 

PAUL HENAULT: My house is surrounded by the wetlands. 
The old Goodwin house. My house is basically the same 
thing, the runoff from this development is going to 
affect me. I'm very afraid of being flooded out. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Why don't we — are you the new house 
right there? 

MR. HENAULT: I'm the old house. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You're on the opposite side of the 
road, you're both on the same side? 

MR. HENAULT: If you look at lot 4, 5 and 6, I think 
lot 4 is adjacent to the corner of my property. 

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You're the one closer to the 
proposed — 

MR. SCHIEFER: No decisions are going to be made so we 
would appreciate you there. We'll notify you Saturday 
morning when we're coming out. 
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October 9, 1991 

Mr. Lance Kolts 
Region 3 
N.Y.S. Department of Environmental Conservation 
21 South Putt Corner's Road 
New Paltz, New York 12561 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating, Co. 
Town of New Windsor 

Dear Mr. Kolts: 

With regard to the above referenced property located on Toleman Road in the 
Town of New Windsor, we are furnishing you with a copy of our subdivision 
plan. 

Indicated on this plan are the limits of N.Y.S.D.E.C. wetlands MB-27 which 
was located in the field by you on June 3, 1987. The delineation of the 
wetlands shown on this map were surveyed by our office locating the flagging 
set by you. We are also enclosing for your information copy of our survey 
worksheet showing the point flagged by you in the field. 

I would appreciate, at this time, that you review your files and furnish 
me with a letter verifying this in fact was the location flagged by you in 
June of 1987. 

Very truly yours, 

GZ/jl 
Encs. (2) 

////v/9/ & 
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ZIMMERMAN 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P E . L.S. 

December 18, 1991 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. Carl Scheifer, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Co. Phase II 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Job No.: 85-256 

Dear Mr. Scheifer: 

Enclosed please find 14 sets of plans for the above noted project, 
last revised on December 16, 1991. 

This project was last before the Town of New Windsor, Planning Board 
on November 13,1991 for review of the sketch plan. In response to the 
comments and recommendations made during that meeting, we have revised 
the sketch plan in the following ways: 

Sheet 1 of 5. Revision date of November 16,1991. We have added the 
locations of proposed houses, wells and septic areas to 
each lot. We also show a proposed storm water drainage system 
layout. Soil test hole locations have been added. The plan 
has been signed by the New York State Department of Environ
mental Conservation to certify to the location of the wetlands 
boundary MB-27 as shown on this map. Based on the spatial lay
out of the proposed wells and septic areas we have reduced the 
lot count by two lots. 

Sheet 2 of 5. Grading detail sheet dated November 16, 1991 is a new 
sheet in this set of plans. This sheet shows a 50 scale 
drawing with 2 ft. contours (existing & proposed) in the 
vicinity of the roadway intersection at stations 5+55 and 
35+70. Also shown is site cross-section "A-A" and driveway 
profiles with road cross-sections for lots 23 thru 26. 



Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
Big. Grv. Op. Co. Subd. -2- Dec 18, 1991 

Sheet 3 of 5. Road profile sheet revised November 16, 1991. The 
only change to this sheet is the proposed cul-de-sac 
location and the page number. 

Sheets 4 & 5 of 5. Soil test information sheets dated December 16, 
1991. These sheets show the results of the recent onsite 
soil percolation tests and deep hole test logs. 

We are submitting these revised plans to you at this time, so that 
you have the benefit of these new plans at the upcoming site inspection 
scheduled for Sunday December 29, 1991. 

We are also requesting to be placed on the next available planning 
board agenda for further discussion of this matter. 

We sincerely hope that the foregoing comments and the plan revisions 
have addressed this matter, so that the board may find this plan 
acceptable for a sketch plan approval. 

Wishing you and yours a happy holiday season, we look forward to 
seeing you at the site inspection. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

'htX&.'kM 
Michael M. Murphy, I.E 

MMM 

Attch. 

cc: Applicant 
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200 Tollman Rd. 
toakhingtonvillo., NV 10992 

Planning BoaAd 
Town otf Uo.w WindAoA 
555 Union Ave. 
Vow toindAOA, h'.Y. 12550 

Vo.aA Go.ntlo.man: 
On Sunday Vo.co.mbiA. 29 1991, my wi&o, and myAO.1^ mo,t with 

a mem6eA ol tho. planning boaAd and tho. town building 
inApo.ctoA. MA. Zimmo,Aman , an o.ngino,o.A Ao.pAO.AO.nt in g MA. 
Biagini waA alAo pio.AO.nt. 

Wo. o.xpAo.AAO.d QUA conco,An Ablating to wato.A dAainago, 
bo.ing diAO,cto.d away &Aom OUA homo, a* it paAAiA undo.A tho. 
Aoad MA. Biagini iA planning to put in to gain acco.AA to tho, 
homo. AitoA ho, iA planning on Tolo,man Road, Wo, Aubmitto.d 
VhotoA o$ thiA wato,A dAainago. who,n it waA diAO,cto.d towaAd 
OUA pA.opo.Aty that Ahowo.d tho, AO,Aultant $lood damage. 

MA. 2immo,Aman ,tho. town boaAd mo,mbo,A and tho. town 
inApo.ctoA agA0.0-d on a plan Ahown on a map pAO,Ao,nto,d by MA. 
Zimmo.Aman, that included a 3 loot AaiAo,d Aoadway and tho. 
position o$ tho, dAain pipo. undo.A thiA Aoadway, that would bo. 
to tho. AeaA o& OUA pAopo.Aty in tho, aAo,a oi tho. ATBT Aight oi 
way. ThiA iA who,AO. tho. wato,A iA pAo.AO.ntly Aunning. ThiA 
dAain would 6e undiAgAound to tho, end oi OUA pAopzAty and 
would bo. pAopo-Aly covo.Ao,d and lo.vo.lzd AO a* to pAo.AO.Avo. tho, 
natuAal lo.vo.1 gAound condition that pA0.A0.ntly zxiAtA. 

Ji tho.AO. pACcautionA aAO, not taken to pAO.vo.nt dammago. 
to OUA pAppo.Aty, wo. aAO. pAO,paAo.d to take tho, neceAAaAy legal 
action against tho, planning boaAd and/oA MA. Biagini 
neceAAaAy to pAotect OUA pAopeAty. 

Sinco.fyo.ly, 

RichaAd Halt 

LoAO-tta Hall 

http://Go.ntlo.man
http://Vo.co.mbiA
http://Ao.pAO.AO.nt
http://pio.AO.nt
http://pA.opo.Aty
http://pAo.AO.ntly
http://lo.vo.lzd
http://pAo.AO.Avo
http://pA0.A0.ntly
http://pAO.vo.nt
http://Sinco.fyo.ly
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ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E . L S 

January 8, 1992 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. Carl Scheifer, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Co. Phase II 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Job No.: 85-256 

Dear Mr. Scheifer: 

Enclosed please find 14 sets of plans for the above noted project, 
last revised on January 3, 1992. 

This project was last before the Town of New Windsor, Planning Board 
on November 13,1991 for review of the sketch plan. In response to the 
comments and recommendations made during that meeting, we have revised 
the sketch plan in the following ways: 

Sheet 1 of 5. Revision date of January 3, 1992. We have added the 
locations of proposed houses, wells and septic areas to 
each lot. We also show a proposed storm water drainage system 
layout. Soil test hole locations have been added. The plan 
has been signed by the New York State Department of Environ
mental Conservation to certify to the location of the wetlands 
boundary MB-27 as shown on this map. 

Sheet 2 of 5. Grading detail sheet dated November 16, 1991 is a new 
sheet in this set of plans. This sheet shows a 50 scale 
drawing with 2 ft. contours (existing & proposed) in the 
vicinity of the roadway intersection at stations 5+55 and 
35+70. Also shown is site cross-section "A-A" and driveway 
profiles with road cross-sections for lots 24 thru 27. 



Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
Big. Grv. Op. Co. Subd. -2- Jan. 8, 1992 

Sheet 3 of 5. Road profile sheet revised November 16, 1991. The 
only change to this sheet is the proposed cul-de-sac 
location and the page number. 

Sheets 4 & 5 of 5. Soil test information sheets dated December 16, 
1991. These sheets show the results of the recent onsite 
soil percolation tests and deep hole test logs. 

On Sunday December 29, 1991 we conducted a limited site inspection 
with members of the planning board and the adjacent property owners, 
the Henaults and the Halls. The main purpose of this site inspection 
was to review in the field how the proposed drainage system will 
effect the adjoining properties. As a result of this meeting, I believe 
both adjoining property owners are satisfied with our current proposal 
for storm water drainage improvements. 

We are also requesting to be placed on the next available planning 
board agenda for further discussion of this matter. 

We sincerely hope that the foregoing comments and the plan revisions 
have addressed this matter, so that the board may find this plan 
acceptable for a sketch plan approval. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Michael M. Murphy, I.E. 

MMM 

Attch. 

cc: Applicant 
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BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING: 

Michael Murphy of Zimmerman Engineering came before 
the Board representing this proposal. 

BY MR. MURPHY: Good evening, my name is Michael 
Murphy with Zimmerman Engineering. I'm here 
tonight representing our client, Mr. Vincent 
Biagini and the subdivision known as Blooming Grove 
Operating Company Phase II. Phase I was approved 
by this Planning Board back in march of 1987 and at 
that time we had presented sketch plans of the 
development of the balance of the property. So 
tonight we are here for the first time making our 
initial submission on the Phase II of the whole 
operation. Originally during the Phase I 
subdivision, and when we showed the sketches for 
the Phase II the Board was more or less in 
agreement with the overall concept, but they 
required a second access road to the site What we 
are here proposing tonight that is different from 
the original sketch plan is we have got an addition 
road, we call it road C that enters the site but as 
you can see also passes through New York State 
wetlands. What we'd like to do is propose to make 
this road some type of a limited access roadway 
which would be a built at a lesser grade than the 
balance of the roadways through the subdivision, 
more or less, just an emergency access. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: DEC give you approval to put 
the road in? 

BY MR. MURPHY: DEC hasn't given us approval on any 
of these. We are here first to find out if this 
idea is acceptable before we proceed. 

BY MR. LANDER: Mike, have you seen any of Mark's 
comments? His first was whether or not the 
subdivision was filed because the roadway with 
Phase I proposed as a town road constructed and 
have these roads been dedicated to the town. 

BY MR. MURPHY: To answer that question, yes, Phase 
I was filed. It's note don here in the map 
reference filed map number 8202 filed a month after 
it got approval from this Board. The roadway was 
never constructed and dedicated to the town. 
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BY MR. LANDER: So the town is not servicing that 
road? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Town is not servicing that road. 
It's presently not constructed. All that was 
built, well Phase I only included basically it was 
a three lot subdivision, two building lots and a 
balance of the lands were to be Section 2, only one 
home has been built out there at this time and that 
house accesses Toleman Road directly. 

BY MR. LANDER: So actually Phase I — 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Phase I hasn't proceeded very 
far, one building, no road. I think what the 
applicant wants to know is limited access road 
acceptable to the board, right? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Yes, as a second access to the 
site. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Have you got a set of comments? 

BY MR. MURPHY: No. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They are quite lengthy. How 
many lots in here all total? 

BY MR. MURPHY: All total it»s 37 lots in all that. 

BY MR. PETRO: In total 74? 

BY MR. MURPHY: In total 74 acres, 37 lots in 
total, two lots. 

BY MR. PETRO: Two phases, right? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 35 lots, wait 37 lots. 

BY MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

BY MR. LANDER: Can you tell me what the percentage 
is on the road coming off of Phase I just above 
that house? 

BY MR.MURPHY: Okay, the main roadway that loops 
through the site which we call roadway A, there are 



September 25, 1991 64 

no grades on that roadway greater than seven 
percent. On the cul-de-sac on the end, the grade 
is just below ten percent and on the limited access 
roadway there•s a portion of a road in there which 
is on the order of ten percent but on the main road 
system no road is greater than seven percent. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: What is limited by that — 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Wouldn't be open more or less 
emergency and not really built to specs. 

BY MR. MURPHY: Built maybe to a private road spec 
as opposed to a rural street. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: How would it be limited, with 
gates? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Gates provided at both ends or at 
one end. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think we ought to go out 
there and take a look. I'm wondering if the DEC 
will approve that. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They probably will. I'd like 
to take a look at the property, get the feel of the 
lay of the land. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: He has to go to the DEC. 

BY MR. MURPHY: Before we proceed with that — 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: YOu want to know if we agree with 
the concept, that's what I'm trying to get for the 
BoaRd right now. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: The grade coming up on road A 
is no greater than seven percent? 

BY MR. MURPHY: On the entire loop of Road A which 
is 3500 near feet, there's no grade on that roadway 
greater than seven percent slope. And Road B which 
is a cul-de-sac servicing about half a dozen lots, 
that's at 7 percent grade and also roadway C, 
there's about a 500 foot length in here that's also 
at ten percent. There have been profiles submitted 
with the plan sheet. 
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BY MR. MC CARVILLE: With your access down here on 
Road A? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Actually two lots and only one 
house was ever built because the roadway was never 
built. 

BY MR. KRIEGER: Phase I was two lots. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: How is the access on Toleman, 
you have an overpass or something, don't you? 

BY MR. MURPHY: No, it's very clear sight distance 
all through ere. The overpass is down at the other 
end. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: You're talking one plus acre 
lots everywhere, right? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

BY MR. LANDER You see the grade, it gets fairly 
steep here, goes from 500 here to the back is 530. 

BY MR. MURPHY: That's 30 feet over 150 foot 
length, this is a two foot contour map at 100 scale 
so it appears as though there's a lot of relief out 
there. The grades in some areas, yes, are steep 
but overall most of those lots are fairly 
reasonable. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: Wasn't there something where 
we requested access here? 

BY MR. MURPHY: That was a statement made, it's in 
the minutes of the meeting where Phase I got 
approval and that's why we are even back here. 

BY MR. LANDER: This is what you're looking for 
now? 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: The concept of it is how do you 
feel as — 

BY MR. LANDER: Well — 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: How many lots you have here? 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: 37. 
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BY MR. LANDER: This here is all DEC wetlands in 
here. 

BY MR. MURPHY: Yes. 

BY MR. BABCOCK: If it's going to be a road that's 
not going to be dedicated to the town, a few 
questions have to be answered. Who is going to own 
it, who is going to maintain it. There's a lot to 
that. Is there going to be homeowner's 
association? Is there going to be maintenance 
agreement? 

BY MR. MURPHY: These are going to be town roads. 
We had thought it would be a town road. 

BY MR. BABCOCK: If it's a town road, it's got to 
be built to town specs and there's no limited 
access town road. There's no such thing. 

BY MR. MURPHY: That was the concept that we are 
here with tonight. We have 1500 foot roadway that 
needs to be built just to provide an additional 
access to the site. 

BY MR. BABCOCK: What I'm trying to say to you is 
that this Board has no power to change town law of 
what a town road spec is built. If it's a town 
road, it has to be built to town specs. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: I think the applicant would be 
wiser to forget about the road C all together, come 
back with a few less lots. Apparently whoever made 
the comment I must have not been at that meeting 
because I can't remember, why bother with road C, 
why not knock o ut a few lots and bring down the 
traffic flow all together? 

BY MR. MURPHY: How many lots do you knock out 
before one access is suitable? 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: You're not suggesting one access, 
you're suggesting another access. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: I'm suggesting one access, 
forget limited roadway and straighten out a couple 
of these things up here. I don't know whether this 
is necessary, unless they need this curve like 
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that. 

BY MR. MURPHY: The curvature in the road is due to 
the road here. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: I really can't get too 
enthused with lot 15 with the road wrapping around 
it. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Limited access road, if this is 
to be town road cannot be limited access, has to be 
a full town road, built to town specs. 

BY MR. BABCOCK: Right, I don't think this board 
can grant that relief is what I'm saying. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: The answer to that is no. 

BY MR. BABCOCK: Mr. Chairman, I remember this 
project as Phase I and I thought that the access 
that the Board was talking about at the time was 
off the end of the cul-de-sac road on B out to 
Station Road. There was some discussion of that to 
make a cut through between Toleman and Station. 
Now maybe I'm misled there. I'm not sure but I 
thought that that's what — 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Sure would be nice. 

BY MR. MURPHY: It would be nice and if we can do 
it, we would. Unfortunately the property ends 300 
feet short of Station Road and there are existing 
houses on those parcels of land that are in there 
now. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: That's why I don't understand 
why Road C, if somebody feels it should go through 
why Road C? 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Well, we're being told this can't 
go through. 

BY MR. LANDER: You're saying why this road at all? 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: Yeah, what I would say is 
apparently somebody had a concern with the number 
of houses getting out through one access, either 
for safety — 
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BY MR. MURPHY: This was the comment that we had 
based it on right here. These are the minutes of 
the meeting where it got final approval. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Read it out loud. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: For future reference, when you 
do come in here, we like to see another word and 
the whole development I think that would be one 
entrance and on exit in that we are trying to avoid 
another thing ending in this cul-de-sac so here you 
have it. We have Station Road which is so --

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Hank was suggesting then coming 
through here. He wanted to avoid the cul-de-sac. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: I think, you know, if the 
applicant is coming in willing to build a limited 
access road, I'm going to have no problem with 
this, if we knock out a couple of these what I call 
undesirable lots. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Cul-de-sac is going to be too 
high, as the road is going to be too much, you'll 
never get 10 percent grade in there. 

BY MR. PETRO: He has it on here. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: Where is the lot line between 
lot 12 and 13? 

BY MR. MURPHY: Right here. 

BY MR. LANDER: You were here. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: I may have been. 

BY MR. LANDER: Here is your name, you wanted 
concrete swales. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: When was this? 

BY MR. MURPHY: '87. 

BY MR. BIAGINI: You're talking about eliminating a 
couple of these lots? 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: Yes, this is an awful big 
expense. 
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BY MR> SCHIEFER: Rather than the expense of this, 
it would be cheaper to do this. You don't want to 
have to build this road because if you do build it 
it has to go to town specs. It's not going to be a 
cheap road. 

BY MR. DUBALDI: Plus going through the DEC is 
going to be tough. 

BY MR.SCHIEFER: We are not even, that's something 
else, you have to go through the DEC. Whether or 
not they'd even give it to him — 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: This lot I don't like this 
situation of having this whole lot wrap around the 
front and side of the house, I mean go through 
there. Sure, they can do it but they can make lot 
14, 15 and 16 one lot, there's a market for big 
lots, too. 

BY MR. PETRO: On the cul-de-sac on the circle, 
would it be beneficial to the Town of New Windsor 
to maybe leave an access opening here to maybe 
someday get to Station Road, if it ever came? 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Who owns the property behind 
you? 

BY MR. BIAGINI: Three houses, one family is 
Bradly, another one is Japanese name and I looked 
at the properties, I had in mind could I buy them 
but the houses sit right there. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: Jim what you're suggesting is a 
heck of a good idea. How are you going to do it if 
there's three houses in there? 

BY MR. PETRO: Maybe get rid of a house. I don't 
know, just leave an easement, take a little bit off 
lot 19 and lot 18 and leave a 50 foot easement down 
through there. 

BY MR. BABCOCK: The first project that was in here 
tonight was the same situation and you left them to 
point of finding some way of getting an access. 
I'm not saying that that's what I want to do here 
but get an access to his property. 
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BY MR. SCHIEFER: I think the applicants, from what 
I'm hearing also already tried. If he could 
succeed we would love it but — 

BY MR. BIAGINI: I'd like to do that, if I bought 
one of the houses. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If you can buy the house, it's 
cheaper. 

BY MR. MURPHY: The adjoining properties, any of 
these large tracts before the Board for subdivision 
at this time? 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: No. 

BY MR. BIAGINI: What I would be willing to do is 
leave a strip through there, eliminate a couple of 
lots, if I have to and make that road and if in the 
event this road, one of these houses does become 
available, I can resubdivide one of those lots and 
go out that way. 

BY MR. PETRO: The applicant tell us they'd be 
willing to eliminate lot 15A, couple of lots that 
are undesirable and leave a 50 foot easement at the 
end of the cul-de-sac out to the property line at 
some point in the future he can either purchase the 
house there or get a lot and make the access road 
there. Obviously, it's cheaper than the other. 

BY MR. PETRO: Regardless, leave a 50 foot easement 
there, no matter what. 

BY MR. LANDER: I think they are going off the back 
of that cul-de-sac, that's going to be a little 
steep. I*t drops 60 feet. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: That is steeper than any place he 
has a road out there now. 

BY MR. LANDER: It's a good idea if you can find a 
spot to put a road. 

BY MR. BIAGINI: Over on lot 18 and 17, put an 
easement over there to the adjoining land that 
eventually somebody is going to develop. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: That's an idea. 
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BY MR. MC CARVILLE: That landlocked, that piece 
there. 

BY MR. MURPHY: On the newer tax map it shows that 
the lot isn't. This is a more current tax map. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: These pieces are. 

BY MR. DUBALDI: He must have bought the property 
adjacent to the road. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: It's not landlocked, this line 
here doesn't exist, obviously. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: This guy probably wouldn't 
mind an arrangement. That could probably help 
this. I like the way you're thinking on that. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER: All I'm saying, I just want that 
easement. I like the idea of the easement but I 
want it someplace where it has some kind of a 
chance. It's got more of a chance than it does 
with the houses existing. 

BY MR. MC CARVILLE: I think forget about that blue 
road. 

BY MR. SCHIEFER Blue road is out. He doesn't want 
to build a town road. He has to get the DEC so 
what the applicant says no, we don't like that, we 
made some other suggestions, let him look at it. 
He can build a stub out to here and when this is 
developed, make the connection out to Station Road. 

BY MR. KRIEGER: What happens when this person 
comes in sometime in the future and doesn't bother 
to remind the then existing Board that there is a 
stub there, it's filled in so how are you going to 
know? 

BY MR. MURPHY: It will be reflected on the final 
map showing this subdivision including this. 

BY MR. PETRO: The one thing for sure, Andy, it 
wouldn't hurt anything, that's for sure. 

BY MR. KRIEGER: Of course. 
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BY MR. SCHIEFER: I'd rather see a stub coming out 
than the cul-de-sac, a road to nowhere. He has the 
one access. He doesn't have to build this going to 
eliminate some of these difficult lots. That's 
enough for him to go back on. 

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Absolutely. 



ZIMMERMAN 
OCT « 7 1991 . . 

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 9 1 - % £ 

Route 17M Harriman, N.Y. 10926 (914) 782-7976 FAX: 782-3148 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P.E.. LS. 

October 4, 1991 
Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

Attn.: Mr. Carl Scheifer, Planning Board Chairman 

Re: Subdivision for Blooming Grove Operating Co. Phase II 
Toleman Road 
Town of New Windsor 
Orange County, New York 

Job No.: 85-256 

Dear Mr. Scheifer: 

The above noted project was previously before the Town of New Windsor, 
Planning Board on September 25,1991 for review of the initial sketch 
plan. In response to the comments and recommendations made during that 
meeting, we have revised the sketch plan in the following ways: 

1. Elimination of Roadway "C" thruogh the N.Y.S.D.E.C. wetlands 
"MB-27". Also in regard to the wetland boundary shown on this 
map, we have researched our files and have not found any 
written notification from the N.Y.S.D.E.C. accepting the 
location of this line, however we do have our survey notes 
and and memos indicating this bounday was defined in the 
field by a D.E.C. representative Mr. Lance Kolts. We will 
follow up on this issue to obtain a formal notification from 
the N.Y.S.D.E.C.. 

2. We have indicated in both plan and profile a FUTURE ROAD 
to extend from our cul-de-sac Road "B" onto the adjoining 
vacant property to the south, which has frontage on Station 
Road, thus enabling the future possibility of a through road 
from Toleman Road to Station Road. We have also added to the 
plan the property lines of the parcels to the east of our 
site which also have frontage on Station Road. 

3. We have eliminated two lots from this plan. The first being 
the lot located at the south end of the property which was 
surrounded by the wetlands and one lot in the vicinity of 
the cul-de-sac. 



Town of New Windsor 
Planning Board 
Big. Grv. Op. Co. Subd. -2-

4. We have added to the Zoning Data table the values for 
maximum building height and minimum livable area. 

We sincerely hope that the foregoing comments and the plan revisions 
have addressed this matter, so that the board may find this plan 
acceptable for a sketch plan approval -

Your cooperation and assistance in processing this matter is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely 
ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, P.C. 

Michael M. Murphy, I.E. 

MMM 

Attch. 

cc: Applicant 

9 1 - %i 
Oct. 4. 1991 



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 

WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 

MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12550 
(914)562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 
(914) 856-5600 

9 1 - 22 

10 January 1990 

Blooming Grove Operating Company, Inc. 
P.O. Box 133 
Washingtonville, New York 10992 

ATTENTION: VINCENT BIAGINI 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY SUBDIVISION-PHASE 2 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

Dear Mr. Biagini: 

I am in receipt of your short letter dated 6 January 1990 with 
attached copy of Zimmerman Engineering and Surveying, P.C. transmittal 
dated 11 August 1989. Your additional comment written thereon 
bringing attention to the August 11 date and questioning "anything 
yet??" is also noted. 

Attached hereto please find a copy of a letter dated 18 August 1989, 
transmitted within one week of the aforementioned Zimmerman 
transmittal, which was sent to your Surveyor advising them of the 
proper procedure for application to the Town Planning Board. 

Please pursue this proper application procedure with your Surveyor, as 
noted in my letter of four months ago, such that the project can be 
brought before the Town Planning Board. 

If you have any questions concerning the above, please do not hesitate 
to contact the undersigned. 

Mark/J, 

PI aiming Board Engineer 

MJEmk 

cc: Mrs. Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary y 

A:BIA-l-10.mk 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
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RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARKJ.EDSALL.P.E. 

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 
45 QUASSAICK AVE. (ROUTE 9W) 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12550 

TELEPHONE (914)562-6640 
PORTJERVIS (914)856-5600 

18 August 1989 

Zimmerman Engineering and 
Surveying, P.C. 
Route 17M 
Harriman, NY 10926 

ATTENTION: MICHAEL M. MURPHY, PROJECT ENGINEER 

SUBJECT: BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY SUBDIVISION (PHASE 2); 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 

Dear Mr. Murphy; 

I am in receipt of your transmittal notice dated 11 August 1989 with 
regard to the subject project. Please note that Planning Board work 
session appointments are made through the Planning Board Secretary, 
Mrs. Myra Mason. You may contact her to schedule such an appointment 
at (565-8807). 

With regard to the review of the subject project, please note that at 
such time that you wish to appear before the Planing Board for the 
Phase 2 review, it would be necessary that a new application be 
completed and submitted, with all attachments provided, fees paid and 
escrow deposits made. You may coordinate these requirements with the 
Planning Board Secretary as well. 

At such time that you have scheduled a work session appearance, I will 
discuss the project details with you at that time. 

Very truly yours, 

cc: Mrs. Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary 

MRS 
Licensed in New York, 
New Jersey and Pennsylvania 

zimmer 



MHE 
McGOEY, HAUSER .nd EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.O. 
RICHARD D. McGOEY. P £ 
WILUAM J. HAUSER. P£ 
MARKJ.EDSALL.P.E. 

O Main Office 
45 QuMsaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 1255: 
(914)562-8640 

• Branch CH6ce 
400 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

PLANNING BOARD HQRK SESSION 
RECORD 0E APPEARANCE 

( TOWN/UILLAGE OF . 

WORK SESSION DATE; 

P / B « 
9 / 27^ 

ATE: &DtC ' 9 2 
REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: 

APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUIRED: 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD V 
REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: (nUTy^ 7 P/\tfC? f* 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP. %J 
ENGINEER X L 
PLANNER 
P / B CHMN. 
OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL 

r&A^i -hfrs 
npifc** 'rJx/er-y ^ ~ toaJl. 
I J F V , P ^ 

^ f<xh]ci\>e CAje^-f- cuj>A^/^ ycJLl} 
r \0nus,~r t^_ +9s "k?J A-far f 
odse (inarm? ~fa <-&> 

j -

V^f-Z ft 

4MJE91 pbwEforir. 



TOwH OF NEW WINDTOR 
555 UNION AVENUE 

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM 

1763 

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, «JGHHAY. 

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: 

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD 

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: ty/'S^ 

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: 

The maps and plans for the site Approval, 

Subdivision i^^^ as submitted by 

for the building or subdivision of 

has been 

r ev iewed by me and i s a p p r a v e d ^ - JJ,^M SWS^MJ ss^S/ J<L ^fttttoif 

disapproved . 

If disapproved, please list reason 

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENTDATE 

WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE 

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE 



MHE 
McGOEY. HAUSER .nd EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

D Main Office 
45 Ouassaick Ave (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New Yort. 12553 
014) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY.P.E. 
WILLIAM J HAUSER. P.E 
MARK J. EDSALL PE 

PLANNING BOARD HQRK SESSION 
BECQRB QI APPEARANCE 

TOWN^ILLAGE OF . P/B * n\ - dA 

WORK SESSION DATE: APPLICANT RESUB. 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: _ 

REQUIRED: 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT 

OLD 

4 ^ ^ 
2 nCL >^e 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. * / < V 
FIRE INSP. Gfr' 
ENGINEER X 
PLANNER 
P /B CHMN. 
OTHER (Spec i fy ) 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: 

\DfOQr Lo^4 QtSc ££ 

Cn^MPjflJiS °)l<) 9 ~L~ 

4!-SJEr»l pbvEfcr r . 
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INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Town Planning Board 

FROM: Town Fire Inspector 

DATE: 8 September 1992 

SUBJECT: Blooming Grove Operating Company 

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-91-88 
DATED: N.A. 

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-98-054 

A review of the above referenced subdivision plans was conducted 
on 8 September 1998. 

Please have the road names designated as described in the 
memorandum from the Planning Board engineer, Mark Edsall, dated 1 
September 1998. 

This subdivision plan is acceptable. 

PLANS DATED: 19 August 1998; Revision 1. 

RFR:mr 
Att. 
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J/'JAs 

BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLANKING BOARD ENGINEER, TIRE INSPECTOR, SANITARY INSP 
D . O . T . , O . C . H . , O . C . P . , D . P . W . , j^ATER/ SEWER, HIGHWAY, REVIEW 
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MHE 
McGOEY, HAUSER «* EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

• Main Office 
45 Ouassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D trench Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER. P.E 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E 

PLANNING BQABD HQBK SESSION 
BECQBB QE APPKARANCE 

(^TOWN/JfaLLAGE OF Aow\bfiA//ft/ P/B • clL -_Z_?r 
WORK SESSION DATE ™ *f A>£ qv 
REAPPEARANCE AT W/§. REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: . 

PROJECT STATUS 

^ 

APPLICANT RESUB 
REQUIRED: 

(&oAAi.*^ \£y4.s€C*/{-& 

flQs/%Af 

NEW OLD 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: 

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. X 
FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 
OTHER (Specify) 

ITEMS TO BE AD: SSED ON RESURMITTAL: 

s*0(L foil ]o<fJ 
jAjinJ) niSi J?J?/L£- ^tofet 

f A j ^ - OAJ(UC 

4MJE91 pbwsforr. 



INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Town Planning Board 

FROM: Town Fire Inspector 

DATE: 17 June 199E 

SUBJECT: Blooming Grove Operating Company 
Phase II of Subdivision 

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-91-E2 
DATED: 9 June 199E 

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-9E-035 

A review of the above referenced subject subdivision plan was 
conducted on 16 June 199E. 

This subdivision plan is acceptable. 

Please have developer assign street names and house numbers to plan 
When this is completed, please return one completed plan to this 
office. 

PLANS DATED: 4 May 1992 

Fire Inspector 

RFR:mr 
Att. 

dl'H.t' 



Department of Planning 
& Development 
124 MAM S*r—i 
GMJWI. N w Ymk 10924 
(914) 294-SI5I 

itULim ivnpt oMMtiaoN (\mmi wniaamr 
County EMmcfttivm VINCDCT tMMOC Owptrty On—itf wXcptr 

ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANKING £ DEVELOPMENT 
239 L, M or 8 Report 

This proposed act ion i s being reviewed ms an aid in coordinating such act ion between 
and among governmental agencies by bringing pert inent in ter iiummmity and Countywide con
s i d e r a t i o n s t o the at tent ion of the municipal agency having j u r i s d i c t i o n . 

Referred by Town of New Windsor D F i O Reference No. I*/r 9~92^ . 

County I.D. No. 5 2 / 1 / 30.23 
\ppl icant B l o a n i ng G r o v e Operating Co. 

?roposed Act ion: Major Subdivision - 33 lots 

i t a t e , County, Inter-Municipal Bas is for 239 Review Within 500' of Tolanan Rd. 

»nts: There are no significant Inter-canaunity or Countywide concerns to bring to your attention. 

la ted Reviews and Permits 

jnty Act ion: l o c a l Determination *t Bisapprovesl ^ Approved 

proved subject t o the following modifications and/or condit ions: 

5/6/92 fa#?**^36<P<4~*^r( 

file:///pplicant


J. NTER-QFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

'TO: TOWN PLANNING BOARD 

FROM; TOWN FIRE INSPECTOR 

DATE: £4 FEBRUARY 1998 
• - - • 

SUBJECTS' BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO, " "" 

' PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER; PB-91-02S 

' . DATED; 13 FEBRUARY 199E 

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER? FPS-9E-01S 

A REVIEW OF THE ABOVE REFERENCED SUBJECT SUBDIVISION PLAN WAS 
CONDUCTED ON 24 FEBRUARY 199S. 

THIS SUBDIVISION PLAN IS ACCEPTABLE, 

PLAN DATED :BRUARY 199ES REVISION 4 

ROBERT F. KDOGERS: CCA 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

O IWnOic* 
45 Ouassaicfc Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor. New York 125S3 
014) 962-9640 
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400 Broad Street 
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(717)296-2765 
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SESSION MTE: APPLICANT RESUB. 
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INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO? 

FROM s 

DATE; 

SUBJECT: 

TOWN PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN FIRE INSPECTOR 

10 JANUARY 1992 

BLOOMINS GROVE OPERATING CO 
PHASE II OF SUBDIVISION 

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBERS PB-91-02E 

DATED 2 9 JANUARY 199E 

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER; FPS-9E-QQ5 

A REVIEW OF THE ABOVE REFERENCED SUBJECT SUBDIVISION PLAN WAS 
CONDUCTED ON 10 JANUARY 199E. 

THIS SUBDIVISON PLAN IS ACCEPTABLE, 

PLAN DATEDi 3 JANUARY 1992. REVISION 3 

ROBERT DyDbERS; U U H 
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BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER, FIRE INSPECTOR, SANITARY INSP 
D . O . T . , O . C . H . , O . C . P . , D . P . W . , WATER, 0&&0I HIGHWAY, REVIEW 
EORJ-1 : . V ^ 3 r 

The maps and p l a n s for the S i t e Approval 

Subdivision_____ a s s u b m i t t e d by 

^ for the b u i l d i n g or s u b d i v i s i o n of 

^__J^^~OOM/^ Cj>fc<t£ KJ/7£tf/qr7*jo (—Q_> / h a s b e e n 

r e v i e w e d by me and i s a p p r o v e d 

d i s a p p r o v e d ^ 

I f d i s a p p r o v e d , p l e a s e l i s t r e a s o j 
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O Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL ^BL°odStre!t „ ,„ 
' Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (7i?) 296-2765 
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE I I 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 3-LOT 3 0 . 2 3 
9 1 - 2 2 
13 NOVEMBER 1991 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.77 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY FIVE (35) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THIS IS PHASE II 
OF THE PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SUBDIVISION (86-59), 
WHICH RECEIVED APPROVAL ON 25 MARCH 1987. THIS IS 
A REVISED CONCEPT PLAN, WHICH WAS REVIEWED ON A 
CONCEPT BASIS ONLY. 

As can be noted from the Applicants Engineer's letter to the 
Planning Board dated 4 October 1991, the following basic changes 
have been made to the concept plan: 

a. Elimination of roadway through wetlands. 

b. Addition of "future road" off Road B cul-de-sac. 

c. Reduction in lot count from 37 to 35. 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

d. Completion of bulk table. 

In my opinion, the most significant concern the Board should 
review is the elimination of the second access roadway and, as a 
result, the acceptability of having 35 lots with a single access. 
This should be discussed as the first basic concern. 

As noted in my previous review comment sheet dated 
25 September 1991, I have additional concept concerns with regard 
to this proposed subdivision. The following concerns still 
remain: 

a. At least one (1) lot complies with the minimum lot width 
requirement only by using increased front yard setbacks. If 
the Town Board proceeds with the proposed amendment to the 
Town Code, such lots would not be permitted. 

Licensed in lief. York. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

-2-

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
13 NOVEMBER 1991 

b. I continue to be concerned regarding roadway slopes, 
including side slopes. Driveway slopes will also be a 
concern. 

c. We should receive a stamped plan from the NYSDEC regarding 
the indicated limits of the freshwater wetlands. 

3. The Board should review this revised sketch plan to determine if 
same is acceptable in concept. If not, the Board should outline 
their concerns, such that another revised concept plan can be 
submitted. If the plan is found acceptable in concept, the Board 
may wish to authorize the Applicant's Engineer to proceed with 
the preparation of complete preliminary plans. 

4. If the Board grants concept approval, the Board may wish to 
authorize the issuance of a Lead Agency Coordination letter with 
regard to this application. If so authorized, the Applicant 
should submit sufficient copies of the plan and full EAF for 
circulation. 

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 necessary by the Board. 

ictfii^iy/submitted, 

K rk Ian 
,/Edsarr, P.E 

ling Board Engineer 

MJ] 

A:BLOOMIN2.mk 



IVIIPCIE 
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION - PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
13 NOVEMBER 1991 
THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE SUBDIVISION OF A 
73.77 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THIRTY FIVE (35) 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THIS IS PHASE II 
OF THE PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SUBDIVISION (86-59), 
WHICH RECEIVED APPROVAL ON 25 MARCH 1987. THIS IS 
A REVISED CONCEPT PLAN, WHICH WAS REVIEWED ON A 
CONCEPT BASIS ONLY. 

1. As can be noted from the Applicant's Engineer's letter to the 
Planning Board dated 4 October 1991, the following basic changes 
have been made to the concept plan: 

a. Elimination of roadway through wetlands. 

b. Addition of "future road" off Road B cul-de-sac. 

c. Reduction in lot count from 37 to 35. 

d. Completion of bulk table. 

In my opinion, the most significant concern the Board should 
review is the elimination of the second access roadway and, as a 
result, the acceptability of having 35 lots with a single access. 
This should be discussed as the first basic concern. 

2. As noted in my previous review comment sheet dated 
25 September 1991, I have additional concept concerns with regard 
to this proposed subdivision. The following concerns still 
remain: 

a. At least one (1) lot complies with the minimum lot width 
requirement only by using increased front yard setbacks. If 
the Town Board proceeds with the proposed amendment to the 
Town Code, such lots would not be permitted. 

D Main Office 
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) 
New Windsor, New York 12553 
(914) 562-8640 

D Branch Office 
400 Broad Street 
Milford. Pennsylvania 18337 
(717)296-2765 

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 
DESCRIPTION: 

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania 



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
DATE: 

-2-

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
MAJOR SUBDIVISION * PHASE II 
TOLEMAN ROAD 
SECTION 52-BLOCK 1-LOT 30.23 
91-22 
13 NOVEMBER 1991 

5. 

b. I continue to be concerned regarding roadway slopes, 
including side slopes. Driveway slopes will also be a 
concern. 

c. We should receive a stamped plan from the NYSDEC regarding 
the indicated limits of the freshwater wetlands. 

The Board should review this revised sketch plan to determine if 
same is acceptable in concept. If not, the Board should outline 
their concerns, such that another revised concept plan can be 
submitted. If the plan is found acceptable in concept, the Board 
may wish to authorize the Applicant's Engineer to proceed with 
the preparation of complete preliminary plans. 

If the Board grants concept approval, the Board may wish to 
authorize the issuance of a Lead Agency Coordination letter with 
regard to this application. If so authorized, the Applicant 
should submit sufficient copies of the plan and full EAF for 
circulation. 

At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of 
this application, further engineering reviews and comments will 
be made, as deemed necessary by the Board. 

E. 
Engineer 

A:BLOOMIN2.mk 
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INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Town Planning Board 

FROM: Town Fire Inspector 

DATE: 9 October 1991 

SUBJECT: Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
Sketch Plan 

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-91-22 
DATED: 7 October 1991 

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-91-078 

A review of the above referenced subject subdivision sketch plan 
was conducted on 7 October 1991. 

This subdivision sketch plan is acceptable. 

PLANS DATED: 3 October 1991; Revision 1. 

RFR:mr 
Att. 
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BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLAINING BOARD ENGINEER, FIRE INSPECTOR, SANITARY INSP, 
D . O . T . , O . C . H . , O . C . P . , D . P . W . , WATER/ SEWER, HIGHWAY, REVIEW 
FORM:" . 

The maps and p l ans for the S i t e Approval 

S u b d i v i s i o n _ j / _ as submi t t ed by 

for the b u i l d i n g or s u b d i v i s i o n of 

has been 

reviewed by me and i s approved 

d i sapproved 1 / 

I f d i sapproved , p l e a s e l i s t r eason 

S-vufc rwAMeA .twifrp ( W ^ m ^ r n A l O R ^ y^eoolStuiO n^A cU-St^M oQ" 
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WATER SUPERINTENDENT 

Dt.TZJ 

^iSi****" 
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B U I L D I N G INSPECTOR, PLANKING BOARD ENGINEER, F I R E I N S P E C T O R , SANITARY INSP 
D . O . T . , O . C . H . , O . C . P . , D . P . W . , WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY, REVIEW 
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The maps and p l a n s f o r t h e S i t e Approval 

S u b d i v i s i o n _ ^ _ as s u b m i t t e d by 
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r e v i e w e d by me and i s a p p r o v e d \ ^ 
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' I f d i s a p p r o v e d , p l e a s e l i s t r e a s o n 
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INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Town Planning Board 

FROM: Town Fire Inspector 

DATE: 11 September 1991 

SUBJECT: Blooming Grove Operating Co. 
Grading and Utility Plan (Phase II) 

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-91-2* 
DATED: 9 September 1991 

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-91-071 

A review of the above referenced subject plan was cond 
September 1991. 

This plan is acceptable. 

PLANS DATED: 7 August 1991 

££31$, 
Robert F. Rodg 
Fire Inspector 

RFR:mr 
Att. 

cc:M-£ 
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULT.NG ENGINEERS P.C. 
45 QUASSAICK AVE. (ROUTE 9W) 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12550 

Uoo oo 
RICHARD D. McGOEY. P.E 
W OJAM J. HAUSER. P.E. 
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E. 

Licensed in New York, 
New Jersey and Pennsylvania 

TELEPHONE (914)562-8640 
PORT JERVIS (914) 856-5600 

PLANNING BOARD. HOBS. SESSIOt 
BEQQBH QL APPEARANCE 

/*&%£ 

TOWN OF l\|g/A) \Ay/s&T P/B # 
9 1 - 2 

<n WORK SESSION DATE: J^ (\QC\\ V\\0 APPLICANT RESUB. 
REQUI 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S_REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT STATUS: NEW OLD 

ffltftw^s fo'szi* O* f%^Z£- \ 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT M 
TOWN REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. y: 

FIRE INSP. tXZ 
ENGINEER X 
PLANNER 
P/B CHMN. 
OTHER (Specify) . 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON REFUBMITTAL 

04/aJf 

i\ \)& ^$&ZJ, 
•h <>Q£CIA$ ct^rk. U/''^- Ur&fa^e* 

NffcV •jf^rfiAiJ 
cA -tfvfu f6L~ Piff foe f l^>c*n*»&^ S'kw)^ 

3KJE89 



:t^;mm< J. y%-\?fi#&g!<®)'^'.'} I 
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 
45 OUASSAICK AVE. (ROUTE 9W) 
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12550 

TELEPHONE (914) 562-8640 
PORTJERVIS (914)856-5600 

RICHARO D. McGOEY. P£. 
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. 
MARKJ.EDSALLP.E, 

UctnMdinltowYork, 
New J*rc*y and PtontyUinU 

FLANNTNG BOARD HQRK. EKSSTON 
BECQRD. QF_ APPEARANCE 

TOWN OF Kl^\ Ul^hrWl 
WORK SESSION BATE: 3~l>r 9Q 

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: 

PROJECT NAME: £)£&r?7?, 

PROJECT STATDS: NEW )S ~ OLD 

P/B vdjLH. - ™ & 

APPLICANT RESDB. 
REQUIRED:. 

T2//7M J2L fyjAMfj) 

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT 

TOWN REPS PRESENT BLDG INSP. 
FIRE INSP. 
ENGINEER 
PLANNER 
P /B CHMN. 
OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) . 

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESDBMITTAL: 

AfP ><n^4^rxJ. 

3KJE69 



Planning Board 
Town of Hew Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 
New Windsor, NY 12550 

• 9 1 - 22 
SEP - 9 1991 

(This i s a two-sided form) 

Date Received^ 
Meeting Date 
Public Hearing, 
Action Date ~ 
Fees Paid 

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN, SUBDIVISION PLAN, 
OR LOT LINE CHANGE APPROVAL 

I . Kane Of P r o j e c t Subdivision for Blooming Grove OpRrat-mg. Co./Phase IT 

Phone 914-561-0560 

Address 

. . . Blooming Grove 
2 . Name Of Applicant Operating. Co. 

P.O. Box 479, Washingtonville, New York 10992 

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

Phone 914-561-0560 _-
Blooming Grove 

3 . Owner of Record Operatic, en. 
Address p *°- B o x 479> Washingtonville, New York 10992 

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 
_ Zimmerman Engineering 

4. Person Preparing Plan & Surveying, P.C. Pnone 914-782-7976 
Address Route 17M, Harrimari, New York 10926 

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

5 . Attorney Mr. Morton Marshak Phone 914-782-8355 

Address 1 Stage Road, Monroe, New York 10950 

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip) 

6. Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning 
Board Meeting Gerald Zimmerman Phone 914-782-7976 

(Name) 
7. Location: On the_ 

1200 

East Side Of Toleman Road 

feet North 
(Street) 

of Con Rail Overpass 
(Direction) 

(Street) 

73.77 9. zoning District R-i 

10. Tax Map Designation: Section 52 Bloc* 1 Lot 30.23 

8. Acreage of Parcel 

v. 
11. This application is for 35 Lot Subdivision in Phase I I -

(Phase I is an existing 2 Lot Subdivision) 



* • 

12. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variance or a 
Special Permit concerning this property? No 

If so, list Case No. and Name^ 

13. List all contiguous holdings in the same ownership 
Section ; Block Lot (s) 

Attached hereto is an affidavit of ownership indicating the dates 
the respective holdings of land were acquired, together with the 
liber and page of each conveyance into the present owner as 
recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office* This affidavit 
shall indicate the legal owner of the property, the contract 
owner of the property and the date the contract of sale was 
executed. 

IN THE EVENT OF CORPORATE OWNERSHIP: A list of all 
directors, officers and stockholders of each corporation owning 
more that five percent (5%) of any class of stock must be 
attached. 

OWNER'S ENDORSEMENT 
(Completion required ONLY if applicable) 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 
SS.: 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

Vincent Biagini being duly sworn, deposes and says 
that he re s ides a t Woodcock Mountain Road 
in the County of Orange and State of New V.-^ 
and that he is (the owner in fee) of President 

(Official Title) 
of the Corporation which is the Owner in fee of the premises 
described in the foregoing application and that he has authorized 
Zimmerman Engineering & Surveying. P.C. _ to make the foregoing 
application for Special Use Approval as described herein. 

I HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY THAT ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS AND 
INFORMATION, AND ALL STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND DRAWINGS ATTACHED HERETO ARE TRUE. 



# 9 1 - 2 2 SF -9 1881 

_50XY_STATEMENT 

for submittal to the 

IQWN_OF_NEW_WINDSOR_PLANNING_BOARD 

- . ' " • ' • / 

. . ^ f f B t - M f S ^ - i - . - , deposes and says that he 

r e s i d e s a t Woodcoc^kMountain Road, Blooming Groye^ __. __ 

~(OwnerTs Address) 

in the County of Orange , _ m 

and Sta te of New York . . __: ; 
and that he i s the owner in fee o£ Tax Map -^Section 52, Block 1, _ 

Lot 30.23 .___ ;__ _ __ 

which i s the premises descr ibed in the forego ing a p p l i c a t i o n and 

t h a t he has a u t h o r i z e d Zimmerman Engineering & Surveying, P.C. 

to make the foregoing a p p l i c a t i o n as descr ibed t h e r e i n . 

Date: 9/3/91 V ^ v ^ ^ j Q /fr-**^* / £ 
LOwner • s Signature) 

i^fi^ness1 Sigri^tute) 



SEP - y iaw 

9 1 - 22 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD 

SUBDIVISION CHECKLIST 

I. The following items shall be submitted with a COMPLETED 
Planning Board Application Form. 

1 . w Environmental Assessment Statement 

Proxy Statement 

3. v Application Fees 

Completed Checklist 

II. The following checklist items shall be incorporated on the 
Subdivision Plat prior to consideration of being placed on 
the Planning Board Agenda. 

Name and address of Applicant. 

*2. • Name and address of Owner. 

3. »̂  Subdivision name and location. 

Tax Map Data (Section-Block-Lot). 

5. . >/ Location Map at a scale of 1" = 2,000 ft. 

6. Zoning table showing what is required in the 
particular zone and what applicant is 
proposing. 

7. ** Show zoning boundary if any portion of 
proposed subdivision is within or adjacent 
to a different zone. 

8. ^ Date of plat preparation and/or date of any 
plat revisions. 

9. _̂ Scale the plat is drawn to and North Arrow. 

10. ^ Designation (in title) if submitted as 

Sketch Plan, Preliminary Plan or Final Plan. 

11. s* Surveyor's certification. 

12. iS Surveyor's seal and signature. 

*If applicable. 

Page 1 of 3 
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9 1 - 22 
13. __Name of adjoining owners. 

14. (X Wetlands and 100 foot buffer zone with an 
appropriate note regarding D.E.C. require
ments . 

/ *15. £, Flood land boundaries. 

16. A note stating that the septic system for 
each lot is to be designed by a licensed 
professional before a building permit can 
be issued. 

17. ; Final metes and bounds. 

18. _Name and width of adjacent streets; the 
road boundary is to be a minimum of 25 ft. 
from the physical centerline of the street. 

/ 19. Jl Include existing or proposed easements. 

20. \/ Right-of-Way widths. 

21. _Road profile and typical section (minimum 
traveled surface, excluding shoulders, is 
to be 16 ft. wide). 

22. _Lot area (in square feet for each lot less 

than 2 acres). 

23. ^Number the lots including residual lot. 

24. ^_ Show any existing waterways. 
*25. A note stating a road (or any other type) 

maintenance agreement is to be filed in 
the Town Clerk's Office and County Clerk's 
Office. 

26. Applicable note pertaining to owners' 
review and concurrence with plat together 
with owners' signature. 

27. ^ Show any existing or proposed improvements, 
i.e., drainage systems, water lines, 
sewerlines, etc. (including location, size 
and depths). 

28. ^ Show all existing houses, accessory 
structures, existing wells and septic 
systems within 200 ft. of the parcel to be 
subdivided. 

*If applicable. 
Page 2 of 3 
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29. _Show all and proposed on-site "septic" 
system and well locations; with percolation 
and deep test locations and information, 
including date of test and name of 
professional who performed test. 

30. Provide "septic" system design notes as 
required by the Town of New Windsor. 

31. _Show existing grade by contour (2 ft. 
..interval preferred) and indicate source of 

s contour data. 

32. 1 Indicate percentage and direction of grade. 

33. *S Indicate any reference to previous, i.e., 
.file map date, file.map number and previous 
lot number. 

34. . Provide 4" wide x 2V high box in area of 
title block (preferably lower right corner) 
.for use by Planning Board in affixing Stamp 
of.Approval. 

35. _^ -Indicate location of street or area 
-lighting (if required). 

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'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT: 

The plat for the proposed subdivision has been prepared in 
accordance with this checklist and the Town of New Windsor 
Ordinances, to the best of my knowledge. 

Date: <?/?.*/?f 

Page 3 of 3 

Rev. 3-87 



ZONING DATA 
DISTRICT: 
MINIMUM LOT AREA (NET) 
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 
MINIMUM FRONT YARD 
MINIMUM SIDE YARD (ONE/BOTH) 
MINIMUM REAR YARD 
MINIMUM STREET FRONTAGE 
MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT COVERAGE 
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
MINIMUM LIVABLE FLOOR AREA 

REFER TO SHEET 12 FOR "ZONING 

TAX MAP 

R-1 
43,560 S.F. 
125 FT. 
45 FT. 
20 FT./ 40 FT. 
50 FT. 
70 FT. 
10 % 
35 FT. / 2.5 STORIES 
1.200 S.F. 

DATA TABLE REQIREMENTS it PROVISIONS" 

NUMBER 

SCALE BLOCK 

NOTES 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

SECTION: 52 

BLOCK: 1 
LOT: \0Z 

DEED 

LIBER: 4533 , PAGE: 279 

TOTAL TRACT AREA 

PHASE 
NUMBER OF LOTS 
AREA IN PHASE 

1V4 v 
i q 

3 5 . 3 4 * NL. 

RECORD OWNER it SUBDIVIDER 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 
P.O. BOX 188 
WASHINGTONVILLE. NEW YORK 10992 

MAP REFERENCE 
LOTS 3 THRU 20 * SB ON A MAP KNOWN AS 
"PHASE lii SUBDIVISION FOR BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO." 
TOWN OF NEWWINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 
FILED IN THE ORANGE COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AS 
MAP NO. 77-98 FILE DATE OF APRIL 2$ \opfi> 

8 

\o 

1) TOPOGRAPHY IS BASED ON U.S.G.S. DATUM AND AERIAL 
PHOTOGRAPHY BY SKYTEK AERIAL SERVICES. 

2)L0TS WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION ARE TO BE SERVICED BY 
PRIVATELY OWNED INDIVDUAL WELLS AND SUBSURFACE 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS. 

3) TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS - 11 
4) THERE SHALL BE NO FURTHER SUBDIVISION OF THE LOTS SHOWN 

WITHOUT THE REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE ORANGE COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. 

5) THE SUBDIVIDER HAS IRREVOCABLY OFFERED FOR DEDICATION 
TO THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR THE LAND AREAS NOTED AS 
RIGHT OF WAYS AND IS ALSO OFFERING PERMINANT EASEMENTS 
OVER LAND AREAS NOTED AS DRAINAGE EASEMENTS. 

6) THE DEVELOPER IS OFFERING A TEMPORARY EASEMENT FOR 
ROADWAY CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES. THIS TEMPORARY 
EASEMENT WILL EXPIRE UPON THE COMPLETION OF ROADWAY 
CONSTRUCTION. THE PURPOSE OF THIS EASEMENT IS TO ALLOW 
FOR THE GRADING OF THE ROADWAY EMBANKMENTS BEYOND 
THE LIMITS OF THE PERMINANT RIGHT OF WAY. THE WIDTH OF 
THIS EASEMENT SHALL VARY AS REQUIRED TO ALLOW FOR 
PROPER GRADING OF ROADWAY EMBANKMETS AS SHOWN IN 
THIS SET OF PLANS. 

Ti ALL WtUA AND S e m t SYSTEMS WITHIN ZOO FE--T OF 
TWa PROJECT HAVE BEEN LOCATED AND ARE. SW>Wt4 
OKI TH\S SET OF FLAWS. 

INDIVIDUAL WELLS AND SEWAGE TREATMENT SYSTEMS SHALL NO LONGER BE CONSTRUCTED 
OR USED FOR HOUSEHOLD DOMESTIC PURPOSES WHEN PUBLIC FACILITIES BECOME AVAILABLE 
CONNECTION TO THE PUBLIC SEWERAGE SYSTEM IS REQUIRED WITHIN ONE YEAR OF THE 
SYSTEM BECOMING AVAILABLE. 

APPROVAL OF THIS PLAN BY THE ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT IS LIMITED TO FIVE 
YEARS. TIME EXTENSIONS FOR PLAN APPROVAL MAY BE GRANTED BY THE ORANGE COUNTY 
HEALTH DEPARTMENT BASED UPON DEVELOPMENT FACTS AND THE REALTY SUBDIVISION 
REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AT THAT TIME. A NEW PLAN SUBMISSION MAY BE REQUIRED TO 
OBTAIN A TIME EXTENSION. 

THE APPROVED PLANS MUST BE FILED IN THE ORANGE COUNTY CLERKS OFFICE PRIOR TO 
OFFERING LOTS FOR SALE AND WITHIN 90 DAYS OF THE DATE OF PLAN APPROVAL. 

SHEET INDEX 
VICINITY MAP 
PLAT 
UTILITY it GRADING 
UTILITY it GRADING 
UTILITY it GRADING 
UTILITY it GRADING 
ROADWAY PROFILES 
ROADWAY PROFILES 
ROADWAY it DRAINAGE DETAILS 
SANITARY DETAILS 
SOIL TEST DATA 
SOIL TEST DATA 

SOL TEST PATA 
SOIL TEST PATA 
E-KOblOKi C0K1TROL 

LROSIOK) CONTROL-
SOIL T E S T PATA 

P L A N 

P E - T A t L S 

PUMP faTATiOKl i WA.TE.fc 6Uf* 
I K U i w t k ! DC-TAiL* 

SHEET 1 
SHEET 2 
SHEET 3 
SHEET 4 
SHEET 5 
SHEET 6 
SHEET 7 
SHEET 8 
SHEET 9 
SHEET 10 
SHEET 11 
SHEET 12 
SHEET 13 
SHEET 14 
S KEET 15 

SHEET \<o 

LET n 

SHCET 18 

SUBDIVISION FOR 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 

PHASE IV ' V ORANGE COUNT/ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH o/l if /e 

This is ta certify that the proposed - ntf rnwrtt kx ft • i supply end sewage disposal 

S i S n S f o l T S K £e hereby . • " <c , h e " " • "B* « " 

«*h !he provision* o* Section 1117 oJ II* "" 
!T COMMISSIONER 

Ml 
TOWN APPROVAL BOX H I ^ M > . * M 2 

H i * NO. 9 
HLKtBY UMWY THAT THt St*tKAOi 4 WATtK hACIUTltb SHO»* ON THIS PLAN 

HAVt Btth 'JfrbltiNtU IN ACCORDANCE WITH THt blANDAKDb k RtOOiKtUtNlb 
PKOMu • TH£ N.Y.S. DOM t> HEALTH * fchlVtRONUfcHTAt CONSERVATION 
FOR Kt 0>Jb 4 HJRTHfcK THAT SUCH OfcSIUJ lb bAbtJj UPON ACTUAL 
bUL k bill CONDI HUNS hOUND UPON SUCH LOT AT THt DtSKJN LOCATION 
AT THt TU4t Of SUCH DfcSIQN. 

1 HUUf' i CtKllt r THAT THJb MAP bHOWb THt KtbOL 1 0* AN ACTUAL f lUD 
bUHVCY C0*Pt£TLD ON FEBRUARY i t . i m 

H/^ aiu^ 
JC NO. 4-9410 

VI RSI ON 

THIS SHtLT I «• ' !•> IS INVALID/INCOMPLtlt 
WITHOUT THt HtMAIMING n SHEETS Of THIS 

' » SHEET SET. 

1 

REVISION DATt & COMMENT 

I 
-

>XX Y ? C 

NO. 1 OK 18 
SCALE: T - 500' 

!MTt: MA y y 

JOB NO. ttb DRAWN BY: M.M.M. 

MSIH (HANi ISUKDIVISION I JlUl UNI l H/ 

APPROVAl GKANILD lit IOWN 01 Nf W WIND )lv 

I999 

VICINITY MAP it NOTES 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FORI 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
<ANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING it SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 B<«4) « . m 

http://WA.TE.fc


N 10-53'07" E 
19 - 7 ^ - S 7318'09" E 

N 06-24'36" E 
3Z.OT SECTION 52. BLOCK 1. LOT 20. N/F GARIULO SECTION 52. BLOCK 1. LOT 18, N/F KEAN 

1589.21' - N/F HIERONYMI 
SECT. 57 
BLOCK 1 
LOT 94 

40' WIDE BUFFER STRIP 

N/F KINSLEY 
SECT. 57 
BLOCK 1 
LOT 93 

\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 

N/F BRADLEY 
SECT. 57 
BLOCK 1 
LOT 92 

N/F STACH 
SECT. 57 
BLOCK 1 
LOT 91 

N/F STACH 
SECT. 57 
BLOCK 1 
LOT 90 

\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 

— M 
\ \ 

\ \ 

\ \ 
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ZONING DATA 
DISTRICT: 
MINIMUM LOT AREA (NET) 
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 
MINIMUM FRONT YARD 
MINIMUM SIDE YARD (ONE/BOTH) 
MINIMUM REAR YARD 
MINIMUM STREET FRONTAGE 
MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT COVERAGE 
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
MINIMUM LIVABLE FLOOR AREA 

R-1 
43,560 S.F. 
125 FT 
45 FT. 
20 FT./ 40 FT. 
50 FT. 
70 FT. 
10 % 
35 FT. / 2.5 STORIES 
1,200 S.F. 

REFER TO SHEET 12 FOR "ZONING DATA TABLE REQUIREMENTS & PROVISIONS" 

TAX MAP NUMBER 
TOWN OF NEW $INPSOR, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

SECTION: 52 

DEED 

LIBER: 4-555 . PAGE: Z7=\ 

TOTAL TRACT AREA 

PHASE 
NUMBER OF L( 
AREA IN PHASE 

IV *, V 

n 
35 fc4-*Ac 

RECORD OWNER & SUBDIVIDER 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING COMPANY 

P.O. BOX 188 

100 

^ N V I L J ^ N * 4 H J & L T H 

. J. i EALTH 

• , ealth 
to tim 

Public Huahh Lav, . •'.-•• I • and 
signature. 

LlSITE PUN DSimniVISION I HO! UN! 
AI'HKOVAlGHANItim 1 OWN 01 NIK • 

TOWN APPROVAL BOX F ILE NO. V7-42 
H I K NO. V7-43 

SHEET NO. 

SCALE: T • 100' 

DATE: MAY 4. 1992 

JOB NO. 85-256 DRAW BY: J.f 

PLAT 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FORI 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

ORANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 PHONC )̂ WW 

m m m m m m m m m 
' • . • 



SCALE BLOCK 

L — . . i i — . . I UN • ^ W ^ — ^ l f t l 

DRAW* BY:J.F 

UTILITY & GRADING 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING k SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 * M I 



TOWN AHPKOVAi B - H I t NO. 97-42 
FIL1 NO V7 4J 

J ^ ;JUNE 7. T99i 

1U 

1 

I NO 

1" 

4*18 
50' 

UAft : MAY 4, 1992 

L >B NO. t DRAWN BY:J.F 

UTILITY & GRADING 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

-u 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 PHMCMM) »»•»» 
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TOWN APPROVAL BOX - FILE 

X 

- AN P.t. J91 

VERSION REVISION DA It k COMMENT 

A | Jug I ia9i 

I \ Jv. / t ' t v i 

bUA. r * so' 

PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

DATE: MAY 4. 19fl 

[JOB N( JkAWN I 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING,P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN,NEW YORK 10926 * >u) * 
&OBWITTCD i t PUAKlMlKU fc*OAK\> I OW KfcVtES* »* / *& 
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NUMBER 

GARAGE SLOP? 
FINISHED FLOOF 

ELEVATION 

Phas • 

Phai • 

A 30 

440 

432 

. 

4 30 

434 

448 

462 

486 

510 

516 

488 

490 

510 

518 

474 

456 

484 

491 

• -

474 

* 3 

* 4 

/ 

* 6 

* 7 

* 8 

* 9 

* 10 

* 1 1 

* 12 

r 13 

* 14 

* 15 

t-16 

rtM7 

* 18 

* 1<> 

' 

21 

. J 

26 

* 28 

29 

30 

31 

\2 

33 

34 

me 

S C ^ L L ; KiDM£ 

/ 
—"Fn I D ri\V*. */V-*4~ 

f t 

ELEVATION AT ELEVATION AT BVC 
CENTER I 17* OFF 
OF ROAD CENTER LINE LT/RT 

IATIOK i)W 

Bl ' '•'• ORMA1 ION Ti FOLLOW 

4 4 7 . 5 4 4 7 . 0 

4 4 6 . 5 4 4 6 . 0 

4 3 7 . 5 4 3 7 . 0 

4 3 6 . 5 4 3 6 . 0 

4 2 8 . 5 4 2 8 . 0 

4 2 8 . 5 4 2 8 . 0 

4 3 3 . 0 4 3 2 . 5 

4 3 9 . 5 4 3 9 . 0 

4 4 9 . 5 4 4 9 . 0 

4 6 4 . 0 463 .5 

4 8 4 . 0 483 .5 

5 2 0 . 3 519,8 

5 16.0 

517 .5 517 .0 

519 ,0 518.5 

5 2 0 . 0 519.5 

513 .0 512 .5 

4 9 0 . 0 489 .5 

484 . J 483 .7 

4 9 3 . 5 4 9 3 . 0 

.0 492 .5 

492 . \ 491 .8 

486 .25 485 .75 

4 7 8 . 0 477 .5 

.<• J.O 462 .5 

44< 4 4 6 . 0 

4 8 2 , 5 482 .0 

490 .75 490 .25 

49 492 .5 

4 9 4 . 5 494 .0 

486 .0 

. 5 4 6 2 . 0 

RESULTANT MAXIMl'M 
DRIVEWAY SLOP! ^ u n n n 

-10% 

-11% 

-11% 

-9% 

-12% 

-12% 

- 7 % 

-8% 

- 3 % 

- 3 % 

+ 10% 

-in 
-9% 

-12% 

+ 12% 

+ 7% 

- 2 % 

+62 

+9% 

+ 1 1% 

+ 12% 

+ 12% 

+ 12% 
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+ 12% 

+3% 

+2% 

-10% 
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SURFACE IN ROAPWAY 
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N O " T f . l ) R O / \ ^ V J A & f C O U R S E S Afc CAU-UEV7 FOR- 1W 

K.OAC S E C T I O N C^ tTAVU OK SpE.C\PlCAT|ONiS. 

SURFACE INi LAWM AREA 
M O T E ; 1 ) Topsotu { ^fcASS SE-^P to R f c a u u t e j ? . -

2.1) O V E R - P I L U T ^ t ^ C H TO ALv-OvO FOfc SfcTTL-lsiOr 

lb) C L E A M £ A X X F l U U b H A L u £ E . F fc££ . **&*{ 

LAR.GE. R.OCK.S, C l O p S AMP* C- lMrpE.eS , 

bL)kfKL.E-»iai 
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> 5^^F^3DS51 
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UDT5 3 THROJC?Ha9»»h ) \ ^e .K£PWiTK A .N : r E R | 6 K ( ^ ) A , ^ £ P^R.T OF 

C J K b 

3/g" P i * . 

PIPE. fcEppiKio 
fct>? C I A : K I O M 

3 
y 

1 — 1 «^c^ r^^^— 
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HAM9 CONVPKCTEP OR. 

M E C K A ^ V C A U U f T A U P E p 

C^L 

18" + p ipe ptA. 

ifr r 

* seep 

V w w i g C KAIM J 
^7 ^ B ^ ' 0 ^ t f ^ o l > £ . 

ia" • PIPE P I A 

fr^t-VCFlU.^ TO 

R.oc< L \ ^ e 

OR 4>" t̂ VlKA 

GK.EATE.K. 

ORIGINAL SURFACE 

MAXIMUM SLOPE 

2 

Q 
< 
O 

2 5 - 0 ' 

1 0 ' - 0 " 

3 / 4 w PER FOOT 

7 

1 5 - 0 ' 

FINISH GRAI 

6" X 8" X 20 CONC. CURB 

MAXIMUM SLOPE 

STABLE SUBGRADE MATERIAL 

NOT 

1. 

2 HOT MIX ASPHALT CONCRETE 

FINISH COURSE PAVEMENT 

BASE COURSE PAVEMENT 

ALL TREES TO BE REMOVED WITHIN 
ROW LINES. 

TU1S D C T M \ - A P P L I E S T O STA. 4 + 8 0 AMD G|R£ATER. 
A SMOOTH CURB T R A M S \ T \ O H SMALL 8C NAAOG PROWV 
STA 4- + T O ( 3 V W 1 D £ * D - V-SeCT\Ol4) TO STA. 4 * 8 0 C^O' WlPG * D y-SCCTiOVlJ t 

TYPICAL STREET CROSS-SECTION 

SCALE: NONE 
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CATCH BA5/N DETAIL 
SC ME NONi 
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Diamelvr of Siphon 

eTawmy Depth 
lametor of Oiu:h»rge H M d 

(Otatmtar of belt n 
•Artvvrt below H o t * 
jpepth of Trap , 
Wid th of Trap 
M t i j h t A b >we Moor 
Invort to D i tchwgt^D+E+K 
ftkmom of ftivli l o Moor 
Cantor of I m p to fcnd of Uncharge Ell 
DMITMTIW of Cor nor . 
•Xvoroje (j ihUwi tjt Hol t G.P.M 
iA*M(iki in Ui a.riorge Hote G.P.M 
Min imum *JiM.ti*ry« Hal t G.P.M 

D 
C 
B 
E 
F 
G 
t; 
j 

K 
L 
S 

•. • 
•. • 

A ' 4 ' 
13 17 
4 

10 
4W 

13 
8-3/8 

7W 
20 

3 
12% 
4 

72 
96 
48 

4 
\? 
S * 

\4% 
11 
1V3/*~ 
26H 

3 
14H 

4 - 6 
165 
227 
102 

DIMENSION CHART 
MODI I 

CAPACITY 

LENGTH 

WIDTH 

HtlGHT 

LIQUID LEVEL 

INLET HEIGHT 

LB 1000 

1,000 GAL. 

10 * -0 " 

5'-0" 

V - 8 ' 

3 f -B-

4 / ' 

7"x i y 

3 - 2 " 

12"X16' 

20"X27' 

13"X17" 

lb* 

LB 1250 

1.250 GAL. 

10* -6 ' 

5'-8" 

<~r 
y - s " 

47" 

r x i 3 " 

3 , - 2 ' 

8"X12" 

20"X2r 

12"X16" 

16" 

ST 1500 

1.500 GAL. 

10 ' -6 " 

5'-8" 

5'-4' 

V - 0 ' 

55" 

5"X5" 

3 - 1 

a"xi2' 

20"X27' 

12"X16" 

20" 

S T aooo 

a.ooo <,*L 

V«L - O 

d> w 

5 ' 7" 

4 ' - O ' 

5 5 " 

5" - S" 

3 1 " 

8" - 1Z" 

ao"* 3 V 

I f . I C " 

l r 

i / i.V 13' 1 8L' 

S I P H O N UOTE.5 

I) U S e 3 " P iA S\PH0Ki AS M A N U F A C T L l f c E p r ^ y E . h W \ R f c X , 
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3 ^ * g . T b \ P n O M A ^ S H O \ * m Khi\> C ^ S T tKi r ^ A<^E^. W i T H 
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SIPHON PETAIL U T S 

S P E C I F I C A T I O N S 

M^ T O P V l t W 

— - 1 ~ . 
B ' WAt I S 

L t 

i i 

- i n / ^ i i 
/ j 

vC 
• " DIA INLET 

1 / -

3 

24" OIA COVLH 

• C o n c r e t e M i n i m u m St reng th - 5 , 0 0 0 P.S.I . @ 2 8 Days 

• S t e e l R e i n f o r c e m e n t * A S T M A - 6 1 5 - 7 5 , Grade 60 , T ' M i n . Cover 

• Des ign L o a d i n g - S tandard U n i t s : A A S H O H 1 0 - 4 4 

O p t i o n a l U n i t s : A A S H O HS20-44 

• C o n s t r u c t i o n J o i n t - Sealed w i t h 1 " D ia . B u t y l Rubber or equ i va len t 

• S i p h o n - Set t o d i m . " C " a n d encased in c o n c r e t e by o thers o n s i t e 

A~*Vi 

SIPHON 

3" 
&" 
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3 f " 

DRAW 

12," 

, 7 " 

A 
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/ I'

ll 

tq" 
23" 

c 

7 ' " 

0 

15" 
11**1 g" 

E 

ELi" 
Z6" 

SEPTIC TANK 
TYPICAL 

LENGTH 

5" DIA OUTLET 

• » •-—— 

1 
1 
1 

h-I 
• L ^ 

— i i — 

— ] ] •** 

j i 

— n r — 

.1 L - ._.. 

]rt 
I I 1 
I I 1 
i i I 
1 I 

I I 

1 
h 

1 
I I I 
I I I 
1 1 1 

J L J 1 • 

\ 

o 
S 

5" DIA KNOCKOUT 
INLETS 

TOP VIEW 

D 
^"COVER 

FINISHED GRADE 

6"T0 12" 
^SEE NOTE 7 

4" DIA. PERFORATED 
P.V.C. PIPE 

BAFFLE - 2 BRICKS HIGH 
MORTARED TO BASE OF 
DISTRIBUTION BOX 

*0M SEPTIC TANK Q 

CAPPED END N/ 
TIGHT SEAL 

^ 2 4 " MINIMUM^ 
FRENCH 'MOTH 

PLAN 

3AFFLE (BRICK 
EMBEDDED IN 
CONCRETE) 12 MAX. 

REMOVABLE 
COVER ^rf i 5 r l a f y f [ T ^ r T ^ M 

SECTION 

SEPTIC TANK DETAIL 

S lPHOU C H M A & E R . W 0 T £ S 

-SEE NOTE 

1 ) U S E - P R . t C A . S T S\PUO*4 

C H A h A ^ E ^ A S V A A ^ U F A . C T O * e . t > &Y • R O ^ O ^ ^ O ( SOWS, I N C 

a i B O T T O t A OF SIPHON CUAtA&EE. 6 U A L L fc£ST OKi A L E V E U 

3 * M i » » - & E P OF C O ^ P A C T t O 5AViD OR P t A & t U v E . V ^ . 

3 ) T W & . T O P QP T ^ t SIPHOW CHAVAS£-K. SHALL, ftt MO VAO^E. THA>4 

12LW ^ E U O v * J P I M I ^ ^ L P o e . A t 7 ^ . 

4 ) SEE ?,UEET l2_ FOP, C^^M&EH AHt> b lPUOH SPE1C\F I CAT vOH<E>. 

PRECAST S I P H O N C H A M B E R . SC 6 X 6 290 G A L C A P . 

StPTIC TANK NOTEb; 
1. USE SEPTIC TANKS MANUFACTURED BY WOODARD'S CONCRETE PRODUCTS 

INC. OR AN APPROVED EQUAL. 

2. MINIMUM CONCRETE STRENGTH - 4,000 PSI AT 28 DAYS. 

3. STEEL REINFORCEMENT - 6" X 6" X 10 Go. WELDED WIRE MESH. 

4. CONSTRUCTION JOINT SEALED WITH BUTYL RUBBER BASED CEMENT. 

t>. PIPE CONNECTION - "POLY-LOC" SEAL(PATENT PENDING) 

to. BOTTOM OF SEPTIC TANK SHALL REST UPON A LEVEL J" THICK MIN. 
BED OK COMPACTED SAND OR PEA GRAVEL. 

7. TOP OF FEF7IC TANK SHALL BE 12" MAX. BELOW FINISHED GRADE. 

TOPSOIL FOR SETTLINi 

tfi 

I i 

BEDROCK. GROUND WATER 0 * IMPERVIOUS LAYER 

' • ' " • ' • ' •-' " • • ' • ' • . • ' A , ^ , ' , ' - , " 5 / v . v 

TOPSOIL FOR SETTLING^ 

' I I ^ H B l f e l B I ^ H B l f e l S l S l l I i i i B i R 

EARTH BACKFILL-

SPUNBONDED POLYPROPYLENE FILTER FAbRIC 
PIPE JOINT-— 

"i r-
I l 
l l 
l l 

• J L. 
PERFORATION ^ I I U I N - \ 

° o ° °o o o 

° a o o ° ° a o 

^ l U - V - ' I I 1 IT 
o „ o m mT-,-,i n 

=\l£=z\ 11=11 [ = 
1 T 

TRZ.U.CW OOTTOM ~TO e>£ L_ELVE_L 

SLOPE 1 / 1 6 " / F T . TO l / 3 2 " / F T . ti 

POR DOs.Md S Y S T E M S S U ? P £ J 7 3 t ( i 

v A ^ •—* • > •—» - •—F 

/ W&m 

12" WIN. SAND OR 
PEA GRAVEL 

SECTION 

DROP BOX DETAIL 
N.T.S. 

3ROP 30X NOTES: 

1. MAX'MUM LENGTH OF LATERAL - 60' 

2. USE :iSTR!BUTION BOX MODEL CB-6CB MANUFACTURED BY 

.VOODARD'S CONCRETE PRODUCTS, ĴC. CR AN APPRO'/ED EQUAL 

X LATERAL LENGTHS CALLED F^R IN THE SEPTIC SESIGN OATA r-^3LE 
REFER TO THE NET LENGTH OF PERFORATED PIPE AND : F ^ ; : F ! C A L L Y 
EXCUJOE THE DISTANCE OCCUP'ED 3Y HE DROP 30X ( l T ) A:«D 
SOLO PIPES (24" MiN. EACH) 

NOTES 
HEAVY EQUIPMENT SHALL BE KEPT OFF THE TILE FIELD AREA EXCEPT DURING THE ACTUAL 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE FIELD. NO UNNECESSARY MOVEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 
SHALL BE ALLOWED IN THE TILE FIELD AREA BEFORE, DURING, OR AFTER CONSTRUCTION. 

2. THE SEPTIC SYSTEMS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN HAVE NOT BEEN DESIGNED TO ACCOMODATE 

GARBAGE GRINDERS, SPA TYPE TUBS OVER TOO GALLONS. THESE ITEMS SHALL NOT BE 

CONNECTED TO THE SEPTIC SYSTEMS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN UNLESS THE SEPTIC SYSTEMS 

HAVE BEEN REDESIGNED TO ACCOMODATE THEM A M > ^ A r T K V L ? t > fVf TH£r O.C*W-> , 

3. THERE SHALL BE AN UNINTERRUPTED POSITIVE SLOPE FROM THE SEPTIC TANK OR ANY 
PUMPING OR DOSING CHAMBER TO THE HOUSE. ALLOWING ANY BUILDUP OF SEPTIC GASES 
TO DISCHARGE THROUGH THE STACK VENT. 

r. THE PURCHASER OF EACH LOT SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH A COPY OF THE APPROVED PLANS 
AND AN ACCURATE AS BUILT PLAN OF ANY EXISTING SANITARY FACILITIES. 

CAST RON F*AM£ * ORATE 
(CAMP8CU FOUNDRY NO. 4424) 

TV«EAQeO PLUG 

P.V.C. ADAPTER 

24" X 24* X 6* 
COHC. BASE IN 
PAVCD AREAS 

ABSORPTION TRENCH DETAIL 
ABSORPTION TRENCH NOTES: 

1. DO NOT INSTALL TRENCHES IN WET SOIL 

2. RAKE SIDES AND BOTTOM OF TRENCHES PRIOR TO PLACING GRAVEL. 

3. THE ENDS OF ALL DISTRIBUTION PIPES ARE TO BE PLUGGED. 

4. MAXIMUM LENGTH OF LATERALS - 6 0 ' 
5 H6.AVV GClOtPMtlNlT ,5**A.U- fcE *t t .?T D*F T HE /kRtA o r T ̂ E Aft^O«PTvow r\«.L_t> £ X CJtFT U J B 1 ^ ^ 

4 C T 0 K L COHSTR^cr^OH ^ ^ "TV«- *" \ EAJ> T H t H t SHALU ftfc MO L>M *-*«: CSf^A*-< MevCvVtKT OF C£***T«*>*-T *0*» 

V QRA 
X—NON 

ORAVQ. SA9C IN 
PAVED AREAS 

C«" MW.) 

: M O T E • L 0 T 5 »M T H E 5 E . P T V C pHe>l«^Ni t>KT*\ 

T A £ i - H - M A . R K B D W I T H A K A . 5 T E R i t > K 

( * ) ^R.1£ P/ \R_T O F P H ^ S E : \V $ v 

SEPTIC SYSTEM DESIGN DATA TABLE 
P E R C O L A T I O N R A T E S 

( M I N U T E S / I N C H ) 

PERCOLA-OOM ft K T E 
T E S T KOuE MOkASbE,^ 

DESIGN 
RATE 
( M I N . / I N . ) 

iVE-LCPEP 

ANOARO *Y" 

FL30W AS REQL«ED 

SETMER CLEANOUT 

ORAJVGE CC; ,?•.; -

DMS.ONOF ;. SS.^**™ 

« i J S ' ^ ••••• C — » - ' H « l l h 

N U M B E R 

OF 

B E D R O O M S 
M A X I M U M 

PUI^s^—PH^^ fe - i 

Co 

SEPT IC T A N K 

S IZE 

( G A L . ) 

i > 5 0 0 

\ ,'d.SO 

1» e . s o 

1 . 2 . 5 C 

L c L ^ C 

2 . , o o o 

1 , 0 0 0 

1. 2 - 5 C 

1 'cSO 

1.2-1 

REQUIRED 
FIELD SIZE 
(LF. ) («) 

5 ^ Z 

5 0 0 

4 - 3 ^ 

s o o 

4 a.S 

0 \ 6 

5 U 

DESIGN PROVIDED 
# LINES X LENGTH=LF. 
CDR = CURTAIN DRAIN REQ'D 
DOSE-DOSING SYSTEM REQ'D 

1 2. ® 4-3 •>' 

l o Q SO - S " 0 0 

i O < 3 4 - 3 : A - i O 

6 p ^ 
<i C^<?5- 5 7 0 

;8u 

l cL © f . 6 S 7 0 2 
C U R 

srnr 
:A © ( ,S,6 • a i l o v -

(^ -f 

^ » o o 

5 0 0 

1>ZS O 

L.aj 

1, ooo 

1 , c 

C O 

(o o o 

^ 0 0 

A 70 

2.E^) 

COR 

SEPTIC SYSTEM DESIGN DATA TABLE 

*19 
^20 

I Q ® ^>0 = (oQQ 
CV>*L 

J ® 5 4 5 0 4 

C O R 

- 5T G84 ^ O S E . 

1 1 i 4 h " 
c o T 

I 
V )̂ A** i<»T t *A 

DESIGN 
RATE 
(MIN./IN.) 

U -10 

T 4 , (od 

A(»~(c,0 

'-1 4 S 

N U M B E R 

O F 

B E D R O O M S 
M A X I M U M 

4<o - t O 

31- 45 

c l - 5 0 

at -30 

3 1 4 

^28 2L1 5 0 

3 1 - 4 5 

It L5 

4 c <pO 

3 1 4 b 

* 4 

4 - ^ - c b O 

SEPTIC TANK 
SIZE 

(GAL) 

l . a s o 

l . O O O 

l t o o o 

L i 

L , 0 0 0 

REQUIRED 

FIELD SIZE 

(LF. ) 

4 a_q 

5Zl 

t> ^ ? 7 

4 

S 2 Z 

l . coc 

1 

l . O O O 

& . 1 - 3 0 Co 

1 / 

l . c L B O 

i , a s o 

1 . S C O 

1 , £ 5 0 

5 0 

4 7 0 

5 I . 

DESIGN PROVIDED 
# LINES X LENGTH-L.F. 
CDR = CURTAIN DRAIN REp'D 
DOSE=DOSING SYSTEM REQ'D 

VI @ 4-0 - 4-̂ VO 
C P 

8 ^ 74 - ^ ^ 

O @ S ^ • S 4 o C t>R_ 

1 2(^ M 4C8 

1 3 S9 5'9o t < -

1 1 . ^ 4 8 S 5 3 3 b L 

3 7 4--+4 

3Z 

4 ; 'M 

S O O 

( o O O 

i : 5 

I 

I 

Cp ( © ' * 

. 71 / 

- - I 5 3 

- * ; g . <l^t 

1 1 © S\s ( 6 
w 

I 

7 & / 7 : ' 

tf3 1-piE. 

OJ y . 
C-C^« 

- J o \ 

T ^ T " 

M o^e 

u m \ iFPttOVAl H(>\ l i l t NO. v" 42 
M l I N O 

v .. v ,)V.' - I - u i - L -

I I So H v -

*ty 

NO. 4 / 3 9 1 

THIS SHU 1 | 0 Of \g IS INVALID/INCOMPLl H 
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ION N L)AU oc ( OWMI 
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r NO. 10.18 
SCALI A Ni 

DATE: MAY 4, 1992 

JOB NO. ab DRAWN BY: M.M.M. 

SANITARY FACILITIES DETAIL SHEET 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 
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.IHB No.i85256 TEST DATE- 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 3 * LOT # 3 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

10' 

TD 

10' 

9' 

St i l l . DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

•LDF 

DK BRDVN 

BRUWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES- NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH STEEP SLOPES 

JOB No.«85H56 TEST DATE- 10-26-91 

DEPTH 

FROM TO 

0' 

6' 

6' 

T 

SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.> 4 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE STRUI 

-*LOT # 4 

TOPSOIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SANDY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

WITH FEW PDCKETS 
OF MOTTLED CLAY LOAM 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

JOB No.i85256 TEST DATE- 10-24-91 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG * I C\T U R 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 8 ^ ^ ' W ° 

DEPTH 

FROM TO 

V 

B1 

SOIL. DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSOIL 

CLAY LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH POCKETS OF CL A>1 
LOAM ft, MANY COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 
AND 
GRANULAR! 

GRANULAR 
AND 
BLOCKY 

MOTTLING 

NQNI 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

COLOR 

DK BROWN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 
WITH 
RUST 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES- NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
Ma BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

WOODED AREA (MAPLE I ELM) VI IH FLAT SLOPES 

JOB NO.-85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 4 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 9 * LOT # 9 

DEI- TH 

COLOR MOISTURE 

DK BRDVN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

BROVN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 
TO VET 

GRAY 
V/ ORANGE 
AND BLACK 

NOTES- TEST HOLE DUG YESTERDAY 
6' DF VATER AT BOTTOM OF HOLE 
FIELD DF GQLDENROD WITH FLAT SLOPES 

JOB N0..85256 TEST DATE- 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SDIL TEST PIT LOG 
SDIL TEST PIT No.- 5 * LOT # 5 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

6' 

3'-6' 

6' 

Tu 

6' 

3'-6' 

6' 

9' 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

STRUCTURE 

SANDY LDAM 

SANDY LOAM 
WITH COBBLES 
PDCKETS OF CLAY LDAM 

LUAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLDR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

DLIVE 
BROWN 
& RUST 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

FROM 

0' 

8* 

3' 

6'-6* 

TO 

8' 

3' 

6'-6* 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL & COBBLES ft, 
POCKETS OF CLAY LDAM GRANULAR 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 

DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

JOB No..85256 TEST DATE- 1 0 - 2 4 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 13 * LOT # 12 

DEPTH SOIL DESCRIPTION 

FROM 

0 ' 

8' 

3' 

6' 

TO 

8 ' 

8' 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 
WITH MANY RDDTS 

RUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

GRANULAR 
& 
BLOCKY 

SILT LDAM BLOCKY 
WITH MANV COBBLES & 
POCKETS UF CLAY LDAM GRANULAR 

LUAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NONE 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

CDLOR 

DK BROWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

NOTES- NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH MAPLES fc ELMS 

JOB No.-85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 14 * LOT # 1 3 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 
MAPLE FOREST WITH MODERATE SLOPES 

JOB No.«85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 4 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SDIL TEST PIT No.' 10 * LOT # 10 

DEPTH 

FROM 

y 

8 ' 

2 ' 

5 ' - 6 ' 

7 ' -6 ' 

TQ 

8* 

2' 

5 ' -6 ' 

7 ' - 6 ' 

8 ' -6 ' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSOIL 

SILT LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH MANY COBBLES 

LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

WATER IN BOTTOM 
OF HOLE 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

BLDCKY 
HARD 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

'.. Nl 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

3' 

TO 

8'-6' 

SOIL TEXTURE 

PTION 

STRUCTURE 

TOPSOIL 

CLAY LQAM 

LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND CQBBLES 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NQNI 

CDMMDN 
MEDIUM 

COLDR 

DK BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

LT BRDWN ; SLIGHTLY 
WITH RUST MDIST 

DISTINCT AND GRAY 

NDNI BRDWN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES! NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA MILD SLOPES 

JOB N0..85256 TEST DATE- 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 15 * LOT § 15 

DEPTH 

FROM 

" 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

WET 

NOTES- HOLE WAS DUG YESTERDAY 
ND SIGN OF GROUND WATER SEEPAGE ABDVE 7'-6' 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 
MAPI E FOREST WITH MODERATE SLOPES 

JOB No..85256 

NOTES- NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
FIELD OF GOLDENROD WITH FLAT SLOPE 

JOB Na-85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LDG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.> 6 * LOT # 6 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

3' 

6' 

Ta 

6# 

3' 

6' 

8' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SUIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SANDY LUAM 

SANDY LQAM 
WITH COBBLES 
POCKETS OF CLAY 

LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LUAM 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRAN 

MDTTLING 

NQNI 

NDNI 

^EW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

' ' OR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

DLIVE 
BRDWN 
& RUST 

BRUWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOI;:I 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

HTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES- NU GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTER-
NO BEDRUCK ENCOUNTERED 
BRUSH COVERED AREA WITH FLAT SLOPE 

JOB No..85256 1 0 - 2 4 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SDIL TEST PIT N * LOT # 7 

DEPTH 

V i 

TQ 

SOIL DESCR1* I 

TEXTURE 

SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.' 11 

TEST DATE. 1 0 - 2 4 - 9 1 

* LOT #11 
DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

8 ' 

6 ' - 6 ' 

8 ' - 6 ' 

NQTI 

TU 

8 ' 

5' 

6'-6' 

8 ' -6 ' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSOIL 

SILT LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

CLAY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE , MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

WATER IN BOTTOM 
OF HOLE 

BLDCKY 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NONE 

MANY 
MEDIUM 

CDLDR 

DK BROWN 

BRUWN 

BROWN 
WITH RUST 

DISTINCT AND GRAY 

Ml Nl BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIS1 

WET 

HOLE OPENED YESTERDAY 
NO SIGN OF GROUND WATER SEEPAGE ABDVE 8' ' 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
MAP! E f IRI WITH FLAT SLOPI 

JOB No.»85256 10 -24 -91 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 12 * LOT # 12 

F RUM 

,AM 
WIT. 

!AM 

ftX & MANY ' !BB 

N M 

'. ING 

Mt I 
L I bh 

V I I -

FURE 

1ST 

Al dOX F 1 U NO. 9 
M l I NO 9 

8* 

H-

SDIL DEV 

• T URE 

TQPSQII 
WITH M. 

AM 
' RAVEL 

AM 
: • 

• 

Afi 

& 

I: ING 

NONI 

DMMON 

CDl 

DK Bfi 

I HI WN 

AND JRAY 

• 

HTLY 

1ST 

?.' 

5 ' -6 ' 

TO 

g-

5 ' - 6 ' 

y 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL&.COBBLES 
POCKETS OF CLAY LDAM 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 
HARD 
GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NDNE 

NONE 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

GRANULAR NONE BRDWN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH MODERATE TO MILD SLOPES 

JOB N0..85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 16 * LOT # 16 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

8* 

8 ' -6 ' 

5'-6' 

TQ 

2'-6' 

5'-6' 

SOIL TEXTURE 

'TIDN 

STRUCTURE 

TQPSOIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL8.COBBLES 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 
HARD 
GRANULAR 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

SOMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BRUWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

LT BRDWN < DRY 
WITH RUSTj 

AND GRAY 
, 

BRDWN SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES- NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH MODERATE TO MILD SLOPES 

JOB N0..85856 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 

17 
* LOT # 18 

DEPTH 

FROM 

" 

. 

•-

3'-6' 

TO 

3 ' - 6 ' 

r 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SUIl TEXTURt 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LQAM 
WITH GR< 

SILT LUAM 
WITH GRAVi I 
AND c m -

' DAM 
WITH iR< 
AND C 1BBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANUL AR NONE 

GRANULAR FEW 

& 

1 ING ! COLDR MOISTURE 

M 

DK BRUWN 'SLIGHTLY 

r 
BROWN 

. 

LT BRUWN 
WITH RUST 

ITLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

NUlt INDWATI R SI ERE3 
NU BED* 
ON STEEP ' i«l ft 

JOB No..85256 TEST nATd 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 

18 -^ LOT # 19 

DEPTH 

FROM 

3 ' -6 ' 

5 ' - 6 ' 

TO 

3'-6' 

5'-6* 

SOU DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LUAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBI E S 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
& 

BLDCKY 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

Nl MI-

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BRDWN 

"FW LT BROWN 
MEDIUM WITH RUST] 
DISTINCT AND oRAY 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

8 ' LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

GRANULAR NONE BRDWN 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES- NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
NEAR TOP OF KNDLL ON MILD SLDPE, WOODED AREA 

JDB N c . 8 5 2 5 6 TEST DATE- 1 0 - 2 6 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No." 19 ¥ LOT # 20 

DEPTH 

FROM 

' 

3' 

TO 

3' 

i ' -6 ' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

CLAY LOAM 

LUAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

BLDCKY 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

CDLOR 

DK BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES. NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA MILD SLOPES 

JOB No.i85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LDG _ ^ I (~)J u o ^ 
SOIL TEST PIT No.- 20 ^ L W ' ff Z U 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

18' 

2'-6' 

TO 

18' 

2'-6' 

5' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 
WITH CLAY 

CLAY LOAM 

SANDY LOAM 

WATER IN BOTTOM 
OF HOLE 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NONE 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLDR 

BLACK VERY 
MOIST 

VERY 
WITH RUST MOIST 

BPi WN 

MDISTURE 

BROWN VERY 
MDIST 
TO WET 

WET 

NOTES' HEAVY GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED AT 2'-6' 
WATER PUDDLES QU GROUND SURFACE 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
FLAT WOODED AREA WITH TREE RDUTS AT SURFACE 

JOB No..85256 TEST DATE. 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SDIL TEST PIT No.- 21 LOT # 21 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

r 

TQ 

r 

5' 

8 ' - 6 * 

SOIL TEXTURE 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

r STRUCTURE 

TDPSDIL 
WITH MANY ROOTS 

GRANULAR 

CLAY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

H , CKv 

BLDCKY 

MDTTLING 

NONE 

COLDR 

BLACK 

MANY BRDWN 
MEDIUM WITH RUSTl 
DISTINCT AND GRAY 

NONE > 

MDISTURE 

MOIST 

MDIST 
TO VERY 
MOIST 

BRDWN VERY 
MDIST 
TO WET 

NOTES. GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED AT 5' 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
FLAT AREA NEAR TOE OF SLOPE, WDDDED WITH MAPLES & ELMS 

JDB No.-85256 TEST DATE- 10 -23 -91 
SOIL TEST PIT LDG 

- ;T PIT NO.- 22 LOT # 22 
DEPTH SOIL DESCRIPTION 

VWUSWKfc 

N( . 4 

FROM 

0' 

; * 

2 ' - 6 ' 

TD 

10* 

2' -6« 

so i 1 rEXi t-'-

DIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LQAM 
WITH GRAVU 

GRAVEL & IfiBl I 
AND CLAY LENSES 

GRANULAR 

Ml TTLlN' i 

NONE DK BROWN 

DK W 

ML ISTURE 

;i IGH 
MDIS1 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

MDIST 
TO 

WET 

NOTES- UDWATEk I I I AGI V DOWN " b* ' 
. JDUNTER' 

MAE FQ( ENTLI 

N O T E 

T H E L O T $ M A R K & P V^ITH /\Kl A f l T E U & K ( * ) ^^^ V^KRT O F 

THIS SHU .fe IS INVALID/INCOMPit II 
WITHOUT THC KtMAiNiNG J SHEETS Of THIS 

I H SHEJ I Si ! 

& JUNE 7, 1993 

l 

M. 

• I 

N ' I I )i I O 

DAT1 R 16. 1991 

?56 JKAWN BY: M.M.M. 

i 1SIII PLAN! 'SUBDIVISION; IL01 LINI CHAN 
ftPPROVAl LHANUDi^ I0WN01 Nl V. WIN 

PI ANNINt 

?0 'T INT SK 
*v-

Pu! 

SOIL TEST INFORMATION FOR 
PHASF IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

ORANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 MSH) 



JOB No. i85256 TEST DATEt 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LDG i n - r » n i 
SOIL TEST P\r No.* 23 L U 1 f f £ 0 

DEPTH 

FROM TO 

0 ' V 

V 3 ' 

3 ' 

T 9 ' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

-

T O P S D I L 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM WITH GRAVEL 
COBBLES BOULDERS AND 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

LOOSE 
GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 
HARD 

GRANULAR 

MiiTTLlNG 

NfM 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
MAPLE FOREST WITH GENTLE SLOPES 

JOB No.«85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 1 r \ j 11 O A 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 24 L U 1 Jf Z . * t 

DEPTH 

FROM TO 

0' 10' 

10' 2 ' 

2 ' « ' - A * 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 
WITH MANY ROOTS 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM WITH GRAVEL 
COBBLES BOULDERS AND 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR jNONE 

LOOSE 
GRANULAR 

BLDCKY 

NONE 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

COLOR ; MOISTURE 

DK BROWN 

BRDWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

NOTES" NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
ABUNDANT PDIS1DN IVY GRDUND COVER 
WOODED AREA WITH MILD SLOPES 

JOB No.«85256 TEST DATE* 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 
SDIL TEST PIT LOG 1 f ) T M 0 R 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 25 » 

DEPTH 

FROM TO 

0 ' 10 ' 

10' 3 ' 

3 ' 8 ' - 6 ' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

• ' — i 

oUlL 1 1 A 1UKL 

TOPSOIL 
WITH MANY RDOTS 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

O 1 KUL. 1 UKC 

GRANULAR 

LOOSE 
GRANULAR 

SILT LDAM WITH MftKU 
POCKLIS OF CLAY LUAM D L U L . M & 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

NOTES» NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH MILD SLOPES 

JOB N0..85256 TEST DATE- 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 _ _ 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG L O T # 2 6 
SOIL TEST PIT No.> 26 " 

DEPTH 

FROM .' TO 

0 ' ' 8 ' 

8 ' 

3 ' - 6 * 

3 ' - 6 * 

8 ' 

NOTES. 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 
WITH MANY RDOTS 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM WITH 
GRAVEL COBBLES AND 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
ft. BLOCKY 

MOTTLING 

NDNE 

NONE 

[FEW 
M r n n iM 

DISTINCT 

COLOR , MOISTURE 

DK BRDWN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

BROWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
w n n n c n A D C A u n n r D A T r c i n o r c 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

JOB No.i8525S TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 4 - 9 1 

SDIL TEST PIT No.. 27 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' j 10' 

10' 

3' 

5 ' 

3 ' 

5 ' - 6 * 

8 ' - 6 ' 

NQTESi 

SOIL DESCRI 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 
WITH MANY RDOTS 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SILT LDAM WITH 
MANY COBBLES AND 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

PTIDN 

LUI ft 1/ 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY & 
GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

NDNE BROWN 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROV 

MDISTURE 

M l -
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

DRY 

NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTEi 
u n n r n o n r i / r k i r n i i k i T r o r r i 

AT EDGE OF CLEARING BELOW STONE WALL 
MILD SLOPES 

WN APPROVAL BOX M i l NO 9? 42 
ft I I 1 NO 9f 4J 

JOB No. i85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 
SDIL TEST PIT LOG A 1 f ) T 4 1Q 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 2 8 ^ u ^ ' f Z O 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

10' 

2 ' - 6 ' 

6 ' 

TO 

10' 

2 ' - 6 * 

6' 

9 ' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM WITH 
GRAVEL COBBLES AND 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
COBBLES ft, BOULDERS 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

3RANULAR 1 

HARD 
GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

<JDNE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NDNE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BRUWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES" NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 
AT EDGE OF CLEARING ON MILD SLOPES 

JOB No."85256 TEST DATE. 10-26 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 29 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

10' 

2 ' - 6 ' 

6 ' 

TO 

10' 

2 ' - 6 ' 

6' 

9' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM WITH 
GRAVEL COBBLES AND 
PDCKETS DF CLAY LOAM 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

i 

MDTTLING 

NONE 

NDNE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NDNE 

NOTES" NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WODDED AREA WITH STEEP SLOPES 

JOB No.i85256 TEST DATE< 10-2C 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No." 30 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

10' 

2 ' - 6 ' 

7' 

TO 

10* 

2 ' - 6 * 

7' 

9 ' 

LOT # 29 

COLDR 

DK BRDWN 

BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DF i 

DRY 

DRY 

1-91 

LOT # 30 
SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH MANY COBBLES 
AND BOULDERS 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

NDNE 

GRANULAR NONE 

COLDR 

DK BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 

MLUSI 

LT BRDWN jSLIGHTLY 
WITH RUSTJ MDIST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES. NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH STEEP SLOPES 

JOB No.i85256 TEST DATE' 1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 , ^ ^ . 
SDIL TEST PIT LDG L U 1 # J l 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 31 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

V 

2 ' - 6 ' 

7' 

TO 

1' 

2 ' - 6 ' 

7 ' 

8 ' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

rapSDii 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH MANY COBBLES 
AND BOULDERS 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NDNE 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

NONE 

NONE 

NOTES" NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH STEEP SLOPES 

JOB N O J 8 ! i 51 TEST DAU i 
SOIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 3? 

DEP 

• ROM 

0 ' 

8 ' 

TO 

8 ' 

8 ' 

SOIL DESCkli 1 ; 

[| 1LXTURE 

TOPSUIL 

SILT LUAM WITH Ml 
GRAVEl % COBBLES WIT 
POf • • DAM 

rRUCTURi 

GRANULAR 

GRANUi i 
H 

MDI ri INI, 

NONE 

. 

NOTES' W N D V A T ] 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 

' DED AREA W I T H MODI Ri P £ S 

i [ji i l k 

DK BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

1 0 - 2 3 - 9 1 

LOT § 33 

Uk 

DK BRDWN 

BK; 

MOISTURE 

MOIST 

HOIST 

JOB No. i85256 TEST DATE« 10-23 
SOIL TEST PIT LDG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 33 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0 ' 

6 ' 

TO 

6 ' 

8 ' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURF 

TOPSOIL 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

SILT LUAM WITH MUCH UKftNULH* 
GRAVEL l COBBLES WITH 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM | 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

FEW 

LOT § 34 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

MDIST 

MOIST 

NOTES. NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH MODERATE SLOPES 

^ \ JOB No.«85256 TEST DATE' 10-23 
^ s . SOIL TEST PIT LOG 

^ s . SOIL TEST PIT No.. 34 

D E P T H ^ s 

FRDM 

0' 

6 ' 

2' 

6' 

TO 

6 ' 

2 ' 

6 ' 

8' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 
^ S | t • " ' " — — ' - » ' • — — . » . . - . . . . — . >>., . — — f . . i . i i . , . y 

^ t S L T E X T U R E 

TDPSQIlT^w 

SILT LOAM ^ V ^ 
WITH GRAVEL ^ 1 

SILT LOAM U V H M A f t ^ 
COBBLE | N l l E W ^ 
P D C K f c ^ X q J j a f A Y LOAM 

SILT J * ^ 
W ^ m GRAVEL 

^xKND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

L J H ^ I i AR 

GRA?It%AR 
ft, B L O t H ^ 

GRANULAR 

M O T T L I N ^ 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 

S ^ S T I N C T 

N O N E ^ w 

N O T E J ^ ^ ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
. X ^ ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

^ S ^ WOODED AREA WITH MODERATE SLOPES 

JOB No.«85256 TEST DATE' 10-2C 
SDIL TEST PIT LOG 
SOIL TEST PIT No.. 35 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

6 ' 

2 ' 

5' 

TO 

6 ' 

2 ' 

5 ' 

9 ' 

1 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM WITH MANY 
CDBBLE AND FEW 
POCKETS OF CLAY LOAM 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

LODSE 
GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
& BLOCKY 

GRANULAR 

MDTTLING 

NDNE 

NDNE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
WOODED AREA WITH MODERATE SLDPES 

N O T E . • 

O N L V T H E L O T KUJVA&ER. ^ H O W N O M T H b £ ^ 

W I T H M A / V E T E R A - S X ( * 0 / \ R £ P / X K X O F F 

1 V I/ jrY 1/' * i * 

lr \ si St » 

^ 1 

- 9 1 ^ y ^ 

r ^ D L O R 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

1-91 

LOT § 34 

CDLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BROWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 

AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
luinT^T 
n U l o l 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

1 

K T ( fs/ \ f \RKES> 

Z O N I N G D A T A 
LOT 

NUMBER 

MINIMUM 
REQUIREMENTS 

* 3 
^ 4 
* 5 
* 6 
* 7 
* 8 
* 9 
^ 1 0 
#11 
* 1 2 
* 1 3 
* 1 4 
* 1 5 
% 16 
* 1 7 
^ 18 
* 1 9 
* 20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

* 28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

K 1 0 T E V 

;. 47361 

& JUNE 

<t» J 

GROSS 
AREA 

(S.F.) 
,___ 4 

253,000 

112,000 

96,000 

96,000 

92,000 

68,500 

57,000 

73.000 

60,500 

61,500 

73,000 

51,000 

47,000 

51.000 

55,000 

66,500 

63,000 

88,000 

52,000 

46,000 

52,000 

58,000 

50,000 

50,000 

65,000 

55,500 

55.000 

44,500 

51,000 

57,000 

61,500 

68,000 

17.11 AC. 

EASEMENT 
AREA 
(S.F.) 

105,000 

63,000 

44,000 

40,000 

36,000 

2,500 

8.000 

8,400 

7,500 

7,500 

3,000 

3,000 

14,000 

8,400 

13.55 AC. 

T A B L E R E Q U I R E M E N T S 6c P 
NET 
AREA 
(S.F.) 

43,560 

148.000 

49,000 

52,000 

56,000 

56,000 

66,000 

49,000 

64,600 

53,000 

54,000 

73,000 

51,000 

44.000 

48,000 

55,000 

66,500 

63,000 

74,000 

43,600 

46,000 

52,000 

58,000 

50,000 

50,000 

65,000 

55,500 

55,000 

44.500 

51.000 

57,000 

61.500 

68,000 

155,000 

H i p h o n C h a m b e r S p e c i f i c a t i o n s 

F i e l d 

S i z e C h a m b e r 
L o t t L F > S e l e c t i c 

* 3 5 9 4 SC 6 X 6 
* 6 5fc.8 S C 6 X 6 

* . S 6 X 6 

U '• 5 9 0 SC 6Xt, 

- 1 0 7 6 0 SC 6 X 6 

* " 1 1 6 0 6 X 6 

* toB4 SC 6 X 6 

t * l<J 6 0 SC t * t ; 

* 1 5 SC 6 X d 

» • 6 X 6 

SC o * b 

S 9 0 SC 6 X 6 

SC 6 A C 

6 X t -

* 28 6f i 6X6 

6 X t , 

6 X 6 
6 A t , 

6 X b 

6Xto 

6X6 

/, ' 9 9 3 

LOT FRONT 
WIDTH YARD 

125* 

290' 

125' 

150* 

150' 

150' 

170' 

125' 

125' 

135' 

250 ' 

200 ' 

165' 

125' 

155' 

150" 

150" 

240' 

550" 

280 ' 

210' 

240' 

215" 

165' 

200 ' 

350' 

250' 

225' 

125' 

125' 

125' 

125' 

150' 

860 ' 

45' 

50 ' 

50 ' 

60 ' 

60 ' 

60 ' 

60 ' 

55' 

55' 

55 ' 

60 ' 

65" 

80' 

75 ' 

110' 

110' 

55' 

65' 

50' 

125' 

70' 

110' 

140' 

2 0 0 ' 

190' 

30" 

100' 

50 ' 

50 ' 

120' 

140' 

145' 

60 ' 

740 ' 

ONE 
SIDE 
YARD 

20* 

zo-

30 ' 

35' 

40' 

55' 

25 ' 

25 ' 

25" 

2 5 ' 

65 ' 

20' 

20 ' 

40 ' 

30' 

20 ' 

50 ' 

110' 

40' 

60 ' 

50 ' 

30' 

25' 

40' 

6,5' 

40' 

40' 

25' 

25' 

25 ' 

20' 

100' 

BOTH REAR 
<ynF Y A o n 

YARDS 

40' 

230 ' 

70" 

85' 

90' 

90' 

115' 

65 ' 

70* 

75 ' 

175' 

140* 

90 ' 

60' 

110' 

S5' 

110' 

110' 

230 ' 

100' 

160' 

180' 

160' 

105' 

100' 

155' 

150' 

130' 

55 ' 

60 ' 

60 ' 

5 5 ' 

50' 

350' 

530 

520* 

520* 

300' 

250 ' 

240 ' 

270' 

160' 

170' 

125' 

250 ' 

260 ' 

130" 

180' 

280-

60 ' 

50 ' 

85 ' 

60 ' 

65 ' 

90 ' 

60 ' 

50* 

60* 

50' 

180' 

260 ' 

240 ' 

270 ' 

320 ' 

50 ' 

680 ' 90 ' 

R O V I S I O N S 
! 

STREET 
• r o n w T A r r 

1 8 0 7 6 4 0 ' 

130' 

150' 

150' 

150' 

165' 

110' 

110' 

115' 

340* 

600 ' 

180' 

125' 

140' 

150' 

150' 

200' 

600 ' 

310' 

190' 

240 ' 

215' 

165' 

220 ' 

610' 

740 ' 

2 4 0 7 1 5 0 ' 

135 ' / 120 ' 

135 ' /120* 

1 3 5 7 1 2 0 ' 

1 3 5 7 1 2 0 ' 

670 ' 

860 ' 

LOT 
NUMBER 

MINIMUM 
REQUIREMENTS 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

bue_ /^vce ^?>f>R.oK\^^^-re. iw M . L C ^ S E S T W E . H O U S E , U.O 

OKi T H E , P L O T ? L ^ S P O W . £ K C W I N O \ \ J \ D V * K u L O T pRfc\C 

E ^ & E _ SU<»OK> T O l U ^ T U T t E K C U L O T S c O U F O t - V A 

R. TO TWE- \$$U^Uc£ O F A 

D i m e n s i o n s o f 3 f O 0 O p s I 

S h e l f t o be C o n s t r u c t e d 
i n s i d e S i p h o n C h c t n i U e r 

r t t r l J U i r t r Q 1 

V o l u m e -

S a u h o n H e d u c t i o n 

i n S e l e c t i o n ^Cf ) 

*Jtrcr i v t r 1 a 1 1 C I I i t r i r 1 

H e i q h t U 

( t t ) ( 

0 , 0 N o t A p p l i c < 
3 " 0 . 0 N o t A p p , 
4 " 0 . 0 N o t : A p p l l C < i d l e 

3 " 0 . 0 N o t A p p l i c a u l e 

4 " 0 . 0 N o t A p p l i c a b l e 

4 " B . 9 0 . 9 9 

4 " 0 . 0 N o t A p p l i c < 

8 . 9 

0 . N o t A p p 

5" N o t A p p l l ( i 

3." 0 . 0 N o t A p p i 

N o t A p p l i c « 

3 " u . O 1 M U U I i i , 

9 1 

i D 1 e 

0 -

1 . 1 1 

:: ( 1 

x ^ / 

i d t h 

1 ! ) 

1 . u> 

- -

. . ' 

fe^ !^^*»^Ff f r OF!HPA, ™ T 
— - * " "'" QWIRONMENT/U. H M t S i ' " 
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SHEET NO J £J* i O 

<SQh 

DA' 

a NO 

NQI 

- 16. 1991 

. 85 2bt> UKAWN BY: M.M.M. 

IT lSOa^TE 
PHASElV~i 

'•• 1SII1 PI AN r 'SUBDIVISION M l O ! UNI 

APPROVAL GKANI1 [J HY 1 OWN 01 Nl W V 

PI ANNJJW î 
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SOIL TEST P H N o i 36 
TEST DATEi 7 / 2 2 / 9 2 

* LOT # 14 

DEPTH 

I RDM 

10' 

TO 

10' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSDIL 

CLAY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR JDNE 

BLOCKY 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BROVN SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

LT BROVN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

DRY 

DRY TO 
MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 37 
TEST DATE' 7/22/92 * LOT § 17 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

4' 

TO 

4' 

8 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
TINE 
FAINT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SOIL TEST PIT New 41 
TEST DATE- 7 / 2 3 / 9 2 

* LOT § 3 

DEPTH 

FROM 

1?' 

2' 

TO 

IP-

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

NDN! 

NON( 

NONE 

CDLDR 

DK BROWN 

LT BROWN 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SDIL TEST PIT New 42 
TEST DATE" 7 / 2 3 / 9 2 

* LOT # 28 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0" 

2'-6' 

6'-6' 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SDIL TEST PIT Noi 38 
TEST DATE' 7/22/92 

LOT # 35 

DEPTH 

FROM TD 

A' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SANDY LOAM 

5'-6* SANDY LOAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL t CQBBLE3 

5'-6 8'-6* LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR NDNE 

MOTTLING 

NDNE 

NONE 

IN CLAY 
PDCKETS 

CDLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

BROWN 
WITH RUST1 

BROWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

(SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTESi NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

TD 

2'-6' 

6'-6' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSDIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SANDY LDAM 
WITH CLAY PDCKETS 
AND GRAVEL & COBBLES 

8' LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNI 

NONE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
PDCKETS 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 46 
TEST DATE' 7/23/92 

LOT § 32 

DEPTH 

FROM 

6' 

TO 

B 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH MANY CDBBLES 
AND BOULDERS 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NONF 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

NONE 

NriNf 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 47 
TEST DATE- 7 / 2 3 / 9 2 

LOT # 33 

DEPTH 

FROM 

H' 

3'-6* 

TO 

8' 

3'-6* 

H' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSDIL 

SANDY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH MUCH 
GRAVEL AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

NDN! 

NDNI 

NMNI 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SOIL TEST PIT New 51 
TEST DATE' 7/23/92 

LOT # 24 

DEPTH 

I ROM 

v 

TQ 

12' 

7'-6* 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM GRANULAR 
WITH FEW CLAY POCKETS 
GRAVEL COBBLE BOULDERS 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNI 

NDNE 

NONE 

CDLOR 

DK BRDWN 
SM 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
STOPPED DIGGING AT 7'-6' DUE TO BOULDERS 

SOIL TEST PIT No.i 32 
TEST DATE' 7/24/92 

LOT # 23 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

2'-6' 

DRY 

(SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT No.i 43 
TEST DATE' 7/23/92 

LOT # 29 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

3' 

6' 

TD 

B* 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

3' 

(-.•' 

&' 

SILT LQAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SILT LOAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL 8. CDBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NUNi 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
POCKETS 

NDNE 

CDLOR 

DK BROWN 

LT BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUS " 
AND GRA1! 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT No.- 39 
TEST DATE' 7 / 2 2 / 9 2 

LOT # 35 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

6J 

TO 

b ' 

lo' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SANDY LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

B' LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

LDDSE 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NDNE 

NUNS 

CDLDR 

DK BRDWN 
SM 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

MOIST 

NOTES' LIGHT GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE AT BOTTOM OF HOLE 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 40 
TEST DATE' 7/22/92 

LOT # 32 

DEPTH 

FROM 

u' 

?: 

5' -6 ' 

TO 

?.' 

5'-6' 

T 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

ISILT LOAM 
WITH COBBLES 
AND BOULDERS 

LOAM WITH 
GRAVEL *. COBBLES 
AND BOULDERS 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NMNI 

NDNE 

NDNE 

CDLDR 

DK BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 

BROVN 

BRI JU 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SOIL TEST PIT New 44 
TEST DATE' 7 / 2 3 / 9 2 LOT # 30 

DEPTH 

FROM 

2'-6' 

6'-6' 

TD 

H' 

2'-6* 

6'~6' 

8 ' - 6 ' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSDIL 

SILT LQAM 
WITH MUCH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH COBBLES 
AND BDULDERS 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL &. CDBBL 
AND BDULDERS 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NONE 

NPNt 

NUNi 

CDLOR 

DK BRDWN 

LT BROWN 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

SOIL TEST PIT New 48 
TEST DATE' 7/23/92 

LOT § 27 

DEPTH 

FRDM TO 

0' 

BJ 

5' 

8' 

5' 

8' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH FEW CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL % CDBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE MDTTLING CDLOR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

FEW 

NDNE 

DK BRDWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES* ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 

SDIL TEST PIT N<w 49 
TEST DATE. 7/23/92 

LOT # 26 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0* 
MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 45 
TEST DATE- 7/23/92 

LOT # 31 

DEPTH 

FRDM 

DRY 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
STOPPED DIGGING AT 7' DUE TO BOULDERS 

* II I \ o 97-42 
M i l NO 9 

r 

TD 

12' 

3' 

(' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH MANY COBBLES 
AND BOULDERS 

LOAM GRANULAR 
WITH GRAVEL ft, COBBLQS 
AND BDULDERS 

STRUCTURE MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

NDNI 

NDNt 

CDLDR 

DK BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUSTT 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

BRUWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

NUTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
STOPPED DIGGING DUE TO BOULDERS AT 7 

TO 

8' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSDIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SANDY LDAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL &. COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
POCKETS 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

DRY 

tv 

TO 

12' 

2'-6' 

6' 

H' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

3RANULAR 

SILT LDAM GRANULAR 
WITH PDCKETS OF CLAY 
3RAVEL CDBBLES BDULDERS 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

STRUCTURL MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

W E 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
POCKETS 

NONE 

CDLDR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 56 
TEST DATE' 7/24/92 

* LOT # 1 8 

DEPTH 

FROM 

r 

5'-6' 

TQ 

1?' 

4' 

5'-6' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SDIL TEXTURE 

TOPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

NONE 

CDLOR 

DK BROWN 

BRDWN DRY 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 57 
TEST DATE' 7/24/92 

* LOT # 17 

DEPTH 

FROM 

IV 

V 

6' 

SOIL TEST PIT New 53 
TEST DATE' 7/24/92 

LOT # 22 

DEPTH 

FRDM 

0' 

r 

TD 

12' 

3' 

H' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSDIL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

LDAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL & CDBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

CDLDR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

MOIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 54 
TEST DATE. 7/24/92 

LOT # 21 

DEPTH 

FROM 

DRY 

NDTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 50 
TEST DATE' 7/23/92 

LOT # 25 

DEPTH 

FRDM TD 

8* 

3' 

8' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSDIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SILT LOAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL & CDBBLES 

STRUCTURE MDTTLING CDLDR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NDNE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
POCKETS 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

DRY 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

4' 

TQ 

4 ' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SDIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

CLAY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

BLOCKY 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

MANY 

NTINI 

COLOR 

BLACK 
BROWN 

DK BRDWN 
WITH RU< 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MDISTURE 

MOIST 

MOIST 

VERY 
MOIST 

TO 

12' 

8'-6* 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSDIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

NONE 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NQ BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 58 
TEST DATE. 7 / 2 4 / 9 2 

* LOT # 1 6 

DEPTH 

FRDM 

n' 

6 ' 

5'-6* 

TD 

6 ' 

5'-6J 

8' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH CLAY PDCKETS 
AND GRAVEL & CDBBLES 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

BLDCKY 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NDNE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
PDCKETS 

NDNE 

CDLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES» NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 59 
TEST DATE- 7/24/92 

* LOT # 15 

NDTES' LIGHT GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE AT 5 FT, 
ND BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 55 
TEST DATE' 7/24/92 

* LOT # 19 

DEPTH 

FROM 

6 ' - 6 ' 

TD 

12' 

3' 

6'-6' 

8'-6' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSDIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LDAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL & COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND CDBBLES 

STRUCTURE MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MONI 

NONE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
PDCKETS 

NONE 

CDLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BROWN DRY 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

[SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

NOTE 
O N L Y T H E L O T ^ > M A R K E P VWlTH A ^ / V S T e R i S K ( * 0 

AR£ . P K R T O F P H K 5 E : W < V . 

THIS SHEI ! Of v IS INVAUD/INCOMIU H 
WITHOUT THl REMAINING SHEETS Oi THS 

N 

^ JUNE 7, 1 9 9 i 

(s JUl - -J < V 

SH{ t 13,18 
SCAi t i AS Nl 

UA ' Ib i AUGUST l b , m ( 

JOB N DRAWN BYiM.M.M. 

SDIL TEST INFORMATION 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
IBLDDMING GRDVE OPERATING CD. 

TDWN DF NEV VINDSDR 
LJRANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING,P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN,NEV YORK 10926 PHI Nl )/h 

• ' . . • ; ' • ; . 

• • . ' • • . : • • . • • • . i • • . 



SOIL TEST PIT New 61 
TEST DATE. 7 / 2 4 / 9 2 

* LOT # 13 

DEPTH 

FRHM 

V 

TO 

12' 

B' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSOIL 

AND GRAVEL 

CLAY LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

BLDCKY 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NHNf 

CDLDR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 
WITH RUS1 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY TO 
MDIST 

NOTESt ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT No,i 62 
TEST DATE. 7/27/92 

* LOT # 4 

SOIL TEST PIT New 66 
TEST DATE. 7/27/92 

* LOT # 8 

DEPTH 

I ROM 

0' 

V 

4' 

TO 

12' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSQIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH PDCKETS OF CLAY 
AND GRAVEL %. CDBBLE 

STRUCTURE MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

FEW 
FINE 
DISTINCT 

FEW 
FINE 
FAINT 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST] 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

NOTES" NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 67 
TEST DATE. 7/27/92 

* LOT § 9 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0J 

8' 

6 ' 

TO 

fV 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSOIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

SANDY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SANDY LOAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
8, GRAVEL 8, COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

LOOSE 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
POCKETS 
IN CLAY 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

BROWN 
WITH RUS1 
AND GRAY 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTESt SLIGHT GROUND WATER SEEPAGE AT BOTTOM OF HOLE 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT No.i 63 
TEST DATE' 7/27/92 

* LOT # 5 

DEPTH 

FROM 

M' 

6* 

3' 

TO 

6' 

3' 

5' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TQPSOIL 

SANDY LDAM 

SANDY LOAM 
POCKETS OF CLAY 
&. GRAVEL & COBBLES 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR NDNE 

LOOSE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NDNE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
POCKETS 

NQNI 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BROWN 

BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DEPTH 

FROM 

6' 

3' 

TO 

3' 

6' 

8' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

P I T M o . | 5 3 0 

I ' A T E l 5 / 2 1 ?5 LOT # 3 5 

D E P T H 

FKOW 

0 

6 " 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SILT LDAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
AND GRAVEL I COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURi: MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
POCKETS 

NDNE 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BROWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

MOISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

GIL TEXT'jRE 

PSOIL 

CLAY LOAM 
AilTH GRAVEL 

3TR! it T( iRE 

GRANUlAR 

RANULAR 

MOT'LIMG 

NONE 

COMMON 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 
WITH RUST 
AND GRAY 

MO I si 

MOIST 

IOTES: IOTTLINQ SMARTS AT 20' 
;—JUNDWATER AT 3 -6" 
^0 BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
DEEP MOLE TEST WITNESSED BY ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

TYPICAL LOT LAYOUTS 
FOR DOSING SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 
AND CONVENTIONAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

LEGEND: 

NOTES' SLIGHT GROUND WATER SEPPAGE AT BDTTOM OF HOLE 
NQ BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SDIL TEST PIT No.i 68 
TEST DATE' 7/27/98 

* L O T # 10 

DEPTH 

FROM 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTES' ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SDIL TEST PIT No.i 64 
TEST DATE' 8/27/92 

* LOT # 6 

DEPTH 

FROM 

o-

•v 

TD 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

Ss TOPSOIL 

8' 

SANDY LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

SANDY LDAM 
WITH PDCKETS DF CLAY 
fc GRAVEL * COBBLES 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
CDBBLES AND BOULDERS 

STRUCTURE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

MOTTLING 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
IN CLAY 
PDCKETS 

NONI 

COLOR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BRDWN 

0 ' 

8 J 

2'-6' 

TO 

8 ' - 6 ' 

(.' 

8' 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

NONE 

NONE 

FEW 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NDNE 

COLOR 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

LT BROWN 
WITH RUST1 
AND GRAY 

BROWN 

MDISTURE 

S O I L ' : ' ; 1 r N o . : 
' E S T D A T E ; 5 / 2 1 / 9 5 

L O T # 3 5 

D E P T H 

ROM 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

NOTES' NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
ND BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SDIL TEST PIT No.i 69 
TEST DATE. 7/87/92 

* LOT # 1 1 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DEPTH 

FROM 

DRY 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTESt NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

SOIL TEST PIT New 65 
TEST DATE' 7/87/98 

* LOT # 7 

DEPTH 

FROM 

0' 

TD 

12' 

4 

SDIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TDPSOIL 
WITH GRAVEL 

CLAY LUAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

SILT LOAM 
WITH CLAY POCKETS 
8. GRAVEL ft. COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MOTTLING 

GRANULAR 

Bl UCKY 

GRANULAR 

NONE. 

COMMON 
MEDIUM 
DISTINCT 

NQNI 

COLDR MDISTURE 

DK BRDWN 

LT BRDWN 
WITH RUS1 
AND GRAY 

BRUWN 

SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

DRY 

[! ' 

TD 

H' 

6' 

8'-6' 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TEXTURE 

TOPSOIL 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 

CLAY LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

LDAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

STRUCTURL MDTTLING 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 
FINE 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

NDNE 

NDNE 

NDNE 

NDNE 

COLDR 

DK BRDWN 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

BRDWN 

MDISTURE 

SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

DRY 

TO 

6 -0 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SOIL TExTURE STRUCTURE BOTTLING 

TOPSOIL 

CLAY LOAM 
WITH 3RAVEL 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

COLOR 

NONE 

FEW 

FAINT 

MOISTURE 

DK BROWN 

BROWN 

riOIST 

MOIST 

NOTES: GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE AT 5 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
SDEEP HOLE TEST WITNESSED BY ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

C.I.P. - CAST IRON PIPE 
P.V.C. - POLY VINYL CHLORIDE 

NOTES: 

1. CELLAR.ROOF * FOOTING DRAINS SHALL DISCHARGE AWAY FROM SEPT1CS k WELLS. 

2. NO GRADING SHALL BE PERMITTED IN THE DISPOSAL FIELDS. 

3. WELL * SEPTIC FIELD DESIGN AND LOCATIONS ARE NOT TO BE CHANGED 

4. SEPTIC FIELDS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF TOO' FROM PONDS AND/OR WATER COURSES. 

5. DO NOT INSTALL ABSORPTION TRENCHES IN WET SOIL 

6. RAKE SIDES k BOTTOM OF TRENCH PRIOR TO PLACING GRAVEL IN TRENCH 

7. ENDS OF ALL DISTRIBUTION PIPES MUST BE PLUGGED. 

8. NO GARBAGE GRINDER OR WATER SOFTENER SHALL BE CONNECTED 
TO THE SEPTIC SYSTEM. 

9. THE SANITARY FACILITIES SHALL BE INSPECTED FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE 
APPROVED PLANS AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION BY A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL 
ENGINEER AND 'WRITTEN CERTIFICATION TO THAT EFFECT SHALL BE SUBMITTED 
TO THE ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT AND THE LOCAL BUILDING 
CODE ENFORCEMENT OFFICER PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY. 

10. FOR FURTHER 'NFORMAT10N, REFER TO OTHER INDIVIDUAL DETAILS 
SHOWN ON OETAIL SHEETS. SEPTIC DESIGN DATA TABLE AND ON 
LOT UTILITY AND GRADING PLANS 

11. DISTRIBUTION PIPE AND FITTINGS, 4" SOUDWALL P.V.C. PIPE 
MINIMUM SLOPE - 1/8"/FT. ( CN DOSING SYSTEMS ) 

12. THE FIRST 10' OF ALL DISTRIBUTION PIPES SHALL BE CAREFULLY LAID AT IDENTICAL 
SLOPES. IT IS RECOMMENDED, WHERE FEASidLE, TO SLOPE THE DISTRIBUTION PIPES 
AT THE SAME SLOPE AS THE DISTRIBUTOR PIPES; AND MUST BE THE SAME MERE 
THE FLOW ENTERS THE DISTRIBUTOR PIPE, IN LESS THAN 10'. (ON DOSING SYSTEMS) 

13. NO SWIMMING POOLS, DRIVEWAYS, OR STRUCTURES 'WHICH MAY COMPACT THE SOIL 
SHALL BE LOCATED OVER ANY PORTION OF THE ABSORPTION FIELD. 

14. NO "JACUZZI" TYPE SPA TUBS SHALL BE CONNECTED TO THE SEPTIC SYSTEM, UNLESS 
THE SYSTEM IS RE-DESIGNED TO ALLOW FOR THE ADDITIONAL FLOW CAPACITY. 

15. THE DESIGN AND LOCATION OF THE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS SHOWN IN THIS SET 
OF PLANS SHALL NOT BE CHANGED WITHOUT THE EXPRESS APPROVAL OF THE ORANGE 
COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT. 

16. NO LOT IS TO BE ADDITIONALLY SUBDIVIDED WITHOUT THE REVIEW / APPROVAL OF 
THE ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT. 

17. IF THE SANITARY 3EWER DESIGN IS CHANGED THE GRANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
MUST REVIEW "HE PLANS AGAIN BEFORE ANY CONNECTIONS ARE MAOE. 

DRY 

SLIGHTLY 
MQIST 

NOTES" ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

24'BEKM 
WITH 

CURTAIN DRAIN 
BELOW 

DRY TD 
SLIGHTLY 
MDIST 

NOTESi ND GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO BEDRDCK ENCOUNTERED 
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MOIST 
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15' MINiMUy TO ABSORPTION FIELD 

FINISHED GRADE 

1 mmm 
SPUNBONDED POLYPROPU£NE 
FILTER FABRIC WRAPPED 
AROUND THE ENTIRE STONt 
BACKFILL USE SUPAC 4NP 
(OR APPROVED EQUAL) 

STONE BACKFILL 

USE R IP-RAP 0 ^ - y 

(OR APPROVED EQUAL) 

INTERCEPTOR PIPE 
4" 04A. P£RF. PVC 

3 / 4 " TO 1 - 1 / 2 * CRUSHtU 
STONE OR WASHED GRAVEL 

I 

ABSORPTION TRENCH 

TOPSOIL FOR S t T T U N L ^ 

EARTH BACKFILL & 
^ ' I L S ' T 

1 ' 'T lLL l rT SPUNBONDED POLYPROPYLENE | 
I | — | | FILTER FABRK: y ~ | 1 p b~ 

11 TT-I <rru T i & v . ^ . f l U J f n 

s s i r * 4 1 

V « " TO 1 - 1 / 2 * CRUSHED 
STONE OR WASHED GRAVEL 

I AlfrOWTlON 1KLNC* r-iAl 

9Et NOTl #11 

AjfeOfrPllUN 1KLNCM 

\ 
t>U% E X H A N l i l U N A K L A 

ORAVtX UMTS 
4" P.V.C PIP€ SLOTt i / A 2 " / i n . 

___ _+ 

DISTRIBUTION BOX — 

IXJbtNG/SlPMQN CHAHtftJt 

«r>Ttc TAMK 

4 ' CI .P. l / 4 # / F T . 
(MMIMUU) 
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fTYPtflAil (TYPICAL) 

M 

G t U A H / t w o l M i * DHAJN 

^ — C L L A M O U ! 
PVC '/£' 

*- 4" M P P f f / F T WH. A 
SWALfc-tttNM ANO 
CURTAIN DRAW 
IF REQUIRED 
( 15' MIN SEPARATION 
IF CURTAIN DRAIN IS USED.) 

PROPOSED 
HOUSE 

i 
15 MIN. TO PL 

50 ' MtN TO SUBC. tfUUNli-ARf 

i 
i 

\ > ( 

S! 
\t\ 
! Q ! 
| 0 | 

U J I 
\(S)\ 
l o 
IQ-I 
I O I 

I 0 -
I I 

DOSING 
SEWAGE 

DISPOSAL 
SYSTEM 

•F 
H.U.W. 

j . s. 

EDGE OF PAVE. 

1- \ / 

\ 
50% EXPANSION AREA 

60' UAXJUUU 

1>TERAL LENGTH 

4" PERFORATED P.V.C. PIPE 
SLOPE l / i 2 ' / n . 

D P.V.C. PIPE 1 
F T TO 1/16" /TT. 

r - - i 

^ t v > r - — — -

ti —fa— 
CRAVE! LIMITS 

bTwALt-btKM ANO 
CURTAIN DRAW 
IF HtQUKED 

4 ' SOUD P.V.C. PIPE 
• 1 / r / T T . W. 

StPTTC TANI< 

-3 

U 

c p /*'/n. 
MINIMUM 

PROPOSED 
HOUSE 

C U L A R A C W T I N C DRAIN \ 
L J 

I 
• 
i 
i r 
i 

l 

15" MIN. TU PI 

50' WN. TO SUfO. BOUNDARY 

i CONVENTIONAL 
SEWAGE 

DISPOSAL 
SYSTEM 

J_. 

P a o p o 6 t t > 
H O U S E . 

NOIL 
5 * A J /BfcRMS S H A U b t 
INSTALLED AS 10 u i v t m 
S U K c A C t U K A I K A U 
A * * Y hHju THf 
AbUJHI nOh FltLC A « L A 
bt i PcAh Vlt » TON 
WiOf'OStO SWiALi/btKM 
LOCATIONS 

DSITE PLAN DSUBOIVISION DLOT UN 

APPROVAL GRANItD BY TOWN OF Nf W 

S W A L E / BERM Sc CURTAIN DRAIN! DETAIL ^ W A L E / f c E ^ M DETAJL. 
NOTtV 

01-
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PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
JRANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 
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ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING,P.C. 
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EROSION CONTROL NOTES 
VEGETATION REMOVAL-SOU. DISTURBANCE 

1. SMALL TREES AND SHRUBS WILL BE CLEARED BY MEANS Or A BUSH HOG 
(A LARGE ROTARY MOWER SIMILAR TO A LAWN MOWER). THIS BUSH HOG 
CAN CUT WOOOY VEGFTATION UP TO 3 INCHES IN DIAMETER. AND BLOW IT 
BACK ONTO THE GROUND SURFt 

2. SHORT TfRM 4GETAT10N (RYE GRASS SEED O 1/2 LB./1.000 S.F ) MAY 
BE PLANTED IN THOSE AREAS WHICH ARE GRADED/CLEARED BUT NOT 
iMMEDIATLY SUBJECT TO CONSTRUCTION. 

3. IN AREAS WHERE TEMPORARY VEGETATION IS NOT APPROPRIATE, THE SOIL 
MAY BE STABUZED WITH MULCH, WHICH WILL CONSERVE MOISTURE. PREVENT 

SURFACE COMPACTION, REDUCE WEEDS AND REDUCE RUNNOFF AND EROSION 

4. I AND WHICH IS STRIPPED OF VEGETATION DURING CONSTRUCTION WILL BE 
LEFT BARE FOR THE SHORTEST TIME POSSIBLE. 

5. TOPSOIL WHICH IS REMOVED DURING CONSTRUCTION WILL BE SAVED FOR 
LATER USE IN GRADING OR L.ANDSCAPING. SAID TOPSOIL SHALL BE 
STOCKPILED AT CONVENIENT LOCATIONS THROUGHOUT THE PROJECT SITE. 
ALL TOPSOIL STOCKPILES WILL BE SURROUNDED BY HAY BALES TO 
PREVENT EROSION. 

6. SILTATION FENCING SHALL BE USED TO PROTECT THF STREAM AND 
NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES FROM SILTATION. 

I DUST CONTROI 

\ 1. THE USE OF MULCH OR TEMPORARY VEGETATION ON DISTURBED SOIL 
AREAS WILL PROTECT AGAINST WIND EROSION. 

2. TILLING THE SOIL MAY ALSO BE USED TO ROUGHEN THE SURFACE AND 
REDUCE SOIL BLOWING. 

3. DURING DRY WEATHER CONDITIONS, DAILY SPRAYING WITH WATER ON ALL 
UNPAVEO AREAS SUBJECT TO DISTURBANCE WILL ALSO HELP 

p i CONTROL DUST. 
v \ 

LAND GRADING 

1. LAND TO BE CUT OR FILLED WILL BE CLEARED OF THOSE TREES WHICH CANNOT BE SAVED. 

2. ONCE THE ROUGH GRADING IS COMPLETED. A TEMPORARY COVER CONSISTING OF 
RYE GRASS WOULD BE SEEDED AT A RATE OF 1/2 LB. /1.000 S.F. OF AREA. 

3. FILL MATERIAL WILL BE FREE OF ALL DECOMPOSABLE MATERIAL. 

SILTATION CONTROL 

1. CATCH BASINS SHALL BE TEMPORARILY CAPPED AND PROTECTED BY A FILTER TO 
PREVENT ENTRY OF SEDIMENT CARRIED BY THE RUNNOFF UNTIL THE SITE IS PAVED 
AND THE VEGITATION IS WELL ESTABLISHED. 

2. IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT ALL SEDIMENT BASINS OR TRAPS BE CLEARED WHEN 
THEY BECOME 50% FILLED 

3. SILT THAT LEAVES THE SITE IN SPITE OF THE PRECAUTIONS TAKEN SHALL BE 
COLLECTED AND REMOVED AS DIRECTED BY APPROPRIATE MUNICIPAL AUTHORITIES. 

4. AT THE COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT. ALL TEMPORARY SILTATION DEVICES SHALL BE 
REMOVED AND THE AFFECTED AREAS REGRADED, PLANTED OR TREATED IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE APPROVED PLANS. 

TREE PROTECTION 

A TREE PROTECTION PROGRAM WILL BE IMPLEMENTED IN ORDER TO PROTECT AND 
PRESERVE BOTH INDIVIDUAL SPECIMEN TREES AND BUFFER AREAS WITH MANY 
TREES. STEPS WHICH WILL BE TAKEN TO PRESERVE AND PROTECT EXISTING TREES 
ARE AS FOLLOWS. 

1. NO CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT SHALL BE PARKED UNDER THE TREE CANOPY. 

2. THERE WILL BE NO EXCAVATION OR STOCKPILING OF EARTH UNDERNEATH THE TREES, 

3. TREES TO BE PRESERVED SHALL BE MARKED CONSPICUOSLY ON ALL SIDES. 

4-. IN AREAS OF CONCENTRATED ACTIVITY, TREES WILL BE FENCED AT OUTER DRIP LINE. 

5. NO EARTH FILLS GREATER THAN 6" IN DEPTH WILL BE MADE BENEATH TREES TO BE 
PRESERVED. 

6. IN FILL AREAS. TREES WILL BE PRESERVED IN TREE WELLS. OR THROUGH THE THE 
USE OF RETAINING WALLS. 

7. IN CUT AREAS. TREES WILL BE PRESERVED WITH RETAINING WALLS. 

E.XI&TVH&C3 LO' COM TOOGL 
i • • \ \>V COls* TO > * 

\, M * | .1 \ , \ M k l t i f r >£. P \ T L _ H 

l 

. / i | . • . i 

SITE SPECIFIC 
EROSION CONTROL NOTES 
AREA OF EXTENSIVE RE-GRADING 

1. TEMPORARY SILTATION FENCING SHALL BE INSTALLED AT THE TOE OF THE SLOPES ALONG 
ALL MAJOR EMBANKMENTS WHERE THE SOILS HAVE BEEN DISTURBED AS INDICATED ON THIS 
PLAN AND AS SITE CONDITIONS DICTATE. 

2.ALL FINISHED EMBANKMENTS WITH SLOPES OF 3 ON T (33%) OR GREATER SHALL BE TREATED 
TOPSOIL (3" MIN.). GRASS SEED ( 3 - 4 lbs . / 1.000 s.f.) AND EROSION CONTROL MATTING. A 
GRASS SEEDING MAINTENENCE PROGRAM SHALL BE FOLLOWED UNTIL THE VEGETATION OF THE 
EMBANKMENTS IS WELL ESTABLISHED. 

3.ALL WORK WIT1N THE AREAS OF EXTENSIVE RE-GRADING SHALL BE PERFORMED WITH STRICT 
COMPLIANCE TO ALL APPLICABLE "GENERAL EROSION CONTROL NOTES" STATED ABOVE. 

FRESHWATER WETLANDS (NYSDEC MB-27) 

1.A CONCENTRATED EFFORT SHALL BE MADE BY THE DEVELOPER AND THE SITE EXCAVATOR 
TO PREVENT ANY SILTATION FROM RUNNING DOWN STREAM INTO THE WETLANDS AREA. 

I W r-KOWl BOX Hi k NO.V7-42 

m » NO.V7-4J 

Qf g IS 1NVAUD/INC0MK | H 
WITM0U1 TW KtMAINING / SHEJ 

SH£| 

ISJU Hi A N : (SUBDIVJSiOM i liOl UHi ZH 
AI'f'KOVAL GKANIIDUV [OWN Oi N£W WIN!) 

, ^ j 

THIS SHEET IS NOT SUBJECT TO THE REVIEW / AI-PROVAL OF THE ORANGE COUNTY HEALTVi DEPARTMENT 

A ' JUNE 7. 1993 

JU» 

15 ,18 
bCAl : 

DAM 

M MM. 

EROSION CONTROL PLAN FOR 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 

BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

ORANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING 8c SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 
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SLOPE APPLICATION 

'Ar f 'AxLv-

P B . A . ( K J T O 

R M L I 6 M T . 

I t . " THICK. ( T V ? . C A L ) 

1 . c_K l i>T iMt j S P t d M t K J G*\A*u lTY - reEE-S L O C M E - p 1M taE_A& op p^oPOSet7 ^ELG,*-M> tV^C* S ^ k U 6 E 
r R e _ * e * V c _ p , NMMEJO &VEJL F05S»e»UE- v N5 5iTt ^ O M P ^ O ^ S KLLOW. 

a. Tfct.E.t> L O C M E . 7 ^ A * t \ * TO BE. CUT SM/^LL e>6_ pcEsetwcj? THROUGH TW*~ vxst o*=* A, 
T5LE.E- T S V _ \ K i ^ /vt> \ ? L T \ i t t V / ^ C S V t L . . I F UWMoW^bU£_ CUTS ^P Tv^E. CoOT S Y S T E M M t £ . 
M r l c ^ ^ W ; r^vi S_GiOAL. r o C T ^ O ^ O* T I L E - H ^ & i>w\V.u E>5- ^LKrfVOVC^. 

2> . ^wfcva ^M-v_s £>fcA_o*J T V L ^ E I S T O fcc^ 5 M L V E X P E C T ? (J\ THE- T^ .E£ . SHKuU B t P t ^ ^ ^ f c N J e V TMZOV\C-rrA 

4 . 5TOKie. C7R.yNMt.uu *j^6»s $VA^UU l e EQu\^PtT7 ^ \ T V \ 4 " ^ P I P ^ TO ?Rov»ve Posuwe . T?R^IW\6>1*. 

TREE PRESERVATION! P E T A I L S ^•T. 6. 

r F \ ^ \ 6 H E ^ 6»^A.^7C_ 

2." V\K. S T ^ K i t 

LA»^ JLiT Tmcic 

T O r-?KVL\GUT 
F I L L E R . F ^ f c ^ C 
>A^M=\ - i ^ o M 
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S T O M E 5 TO &E \KJOE<El> ftrncfcuY 
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M O T E S : 
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STOKJE RETAINING WALU I7ETAIL M . 

M l * NO. 97 42 
M l * NO t ? - 4 l 

E«LO^\Ot4 C o M T d O L ^ A A ^ T T I M ^ P t T M l Ki;M 
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(PLACE 6 STAPLES 
ACROSS SEAM| 

ON WIDE DITCHES, 
PLACE MAT SO THAT 
THERE ARE NO LONG 
SEAMS WITHIN 24" 
0* BOTTOM CENTER 
LINE Of PITCH 

At SIAJII 0> 

s i * m L O C * I O « 

LAI O L H U M 

PATTERN FOR ANCHOR STAPLES 

INSTALLATION RECOMMENDATIONS 4 0 n slopes, place ih t mat vencal lo 
the slope and follow siapling 

1. Prepare the soil and apply appro- procedures shown on diagram 
pfiate fenilizer and seed 

6 In duchitne areas, place the mat 
2 Remove roll of ERO MAT from parallel to the flowlme of Ihe ditch 

plastic cover and follow stapling procedure* 
shown on diagram. 

3 Unroll the mat with netting on top 
and straw ffcers in contact with the 6 Ends and sides of adjoining mats 
so«t. must be butted snugly together 

before siapling. 

7 Each staple must engage a portion 
of the plasic netting and be set 
flush with the soil surface 

8. To avoid disturbance of seed and 
fertilizer by wind or heavy rain. 
ERO MAT should be placed over 
the treated area wit hi n 2 to 4 
hours 

9 Where difficult soil or grade 
conditions exist, a closer spacing of 
staples may be required. 
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t Y t v ^ ^ O * ^ 

1, ttrvtN W1RP FENX.E TO Bfc FASTBtH) StCUREi i 
TO FENCE POSTr WITH WIRF TIES OR STAPLES 

II.itR CLOTH TO BE FASTEWED SECURU.Y TO 
WVEN WIRE FQICE WITH TIES SPACES 
EVERY 2M AT TOP AND WD SECTION. 

5, WHEN T>© StaiONS OF FILTER CLCTTH 
ADJOIN EACH OTHER THFY SHALL BE OVEF-
APPe) BY SIX INCHES AND FOLDED. 

4, MAINTE1WCE SHALL BE PEPFORftD AS 
?(EEDEIJ AND *VTT£RIAl REWVED W>^ 
BULGES DEVELOP IN THE SILT ^ENd. 

• t OR U 
E Oft ? -vwn«tT) 
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• QUA 
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U S D€PAPTMrNT OF AGRlCULTURr-

ONMHVATON SERVTCt SILT FENCE 
STANOARf ORAWNC 

M I 

* \ ^ ^ ' - E V I ^ E 

SE-C.T I O M v \ e^vsy 

A,- ^ 

1 
0 0 

i • • ; • • (c o 

P ^ G s» ̂  © 6 

Tc»P OF S ̂ jk uE—N^ 

S L c l l O ^ \MEvM E>- ̂  

1 ^ ^>-JkL-E / * t \ - t TB.AP5 ( v ^ ) 

I M L E T S ^ OUXTUETSOF 

A L L EPFECTL? fe>At7 

I O O F T . IWTEW^Vi ^lOKXr 
T H E LK\^T SNM^UL^- . 

5 5 T S^^)^LL/s\uT Tfc.*vP 

r in* 

Ŝ  

s ' /v 

F l o w 

YARD DRAIN 

.'. * H f q j i ' t d 

p̂., 
£ 

CROSS SECTION 

l 

11 1 be 
• • • • - • • • : • 

whci chi edimi L ha un i] at ed : j the di • f the I 
edimeni epos i ted i i t a b l e area at 

I -' . : . - . • 

. . . . 

' • ' ' • • • • 

t r u c t i o i opei .,- ion^ sha] i be • at >. i ed nut u< 
i'1-' and wat ••- pol hit ion shal I hi 

• ' • • • • • ' • • i a l l he reu the an*a • • . . . . • . . • • . 
t r u n ed I r a i n a g e a rea ha • - ei tahi 

Maximum Drainage Area. 3 Acres 

• • V • MENT OF A G R I C U L T U R F 
SOli i N I RVA1 '. | 

I '•'•' \, i I 
' RAI 

S( I 
STANDARD SYMBOL 

50 mm. 

"TTTT1 , ,T/n\' 
*K» / ' * i v v / . 

Filter X P R O F I L E 

6^mTn 

[ / ' M I N G 
PAVEMENT 

4, 
Cloth 

— MOUN TABLE BERM 
(Op*ionol) 

C m t ing ground 
5 0 mm 

\ , . im w* "'-'•Mi 
tU Willi - v u / . v " 

J*.* lO'mm 

&_i 

EXISTING 
PAVEMENT 

\ 

AT IONS 

1. Stone Size - Use 2" stone, oi reclaimed or recycled cete equivalent. 
2. Length - Ae required, but not lebs than rjQ feet (except on a single resi

dence lot where a 30 foot minimum length would apply). 
3. Thickness - Not less than six (6) inches. 
4. Width - Ten (10) foot minimum, but not less than the full width ai 

p ints where ingress or egress occurs. 
b. Filter Cloth - Will be placed over the entire area prioi to placing of itone 

Kilter will not be required on a single family residence lot. 
t. Surface Water - All surface watei 1 loving or divert! t towai nstruction 

trances shall r>e piped & the entrance. If piping is impractical, 
a mounts) i« berm with 5:1 slopes will be permitted. 

mce The entrance shall be maintained in a coi - ich will 
pravent tracking oi flowing of m of-way. This may 
r t. .i iodic top dressing wit) ed ij St one • 6 conditions demand 
and repair and/or cleanout of an\ measures use tra iment . All 

• stilled, d r o p p e d , washed or t r a d U < rights I way must 
t/f ately. 
Washing - Wheels shall be cleaned to rem .- t< U m\ * prior to entrance a 

rights-of-way. Whei washii . u required, it shall be a' area 
stabilized with stone and which drai b into <s: approved s< • t %\> 

inspection SJ i i i i . /ided after sach rsin. 

h. 

U. S. Dt^^RTMtMT 0^ AGPICULTURI 
Si 0NS£RV< S> SERVICE 

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION 
EHTKANCE 

Standard 
Draw I ni 

THIS SHEET I t j OF tft IS INVALID/INCOMPLETE 
WITHOUT THE REMAINING > ' SHEETS OF THIS 

- SHEET SET. 

THIS SHEET IS NOT SUBJECT TO TH£ REVIEW / APPROVAL OF W ORANGE COUNTT HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

. Mil FM.AN1 ISUHDIVI N 
Ai'l'KUVAl GHANllDin MAN Ul NI V. ft 

MiANNI 

/MfcKMAN I 

HI -

^ JUNt 7, 1995 r NO. 16, 18 
SCAl I 

DAIt I Hl tMBLK SO, 1992 

•: M.M.M 

EROSION CONTROL DETAIL SHEET 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 
BLOOMING GROVE OPERATING CO. 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 (m> 
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GtftAk.0 JlMVIBMAKM I f 

J O B N n . : P ' 
TESTF D Pv : MM^ 

O.C. M 
Of NFw WINDSOR 

r , ME*. 

^ LOT 3 

i 

son 

sen TE> 

T Q P ? 0 I L 

I 

, n AR 

1NGI t o i O R 

Gl M ALO 7MMf RM AN f I i t 

J O B N o . : B 5 - 2 5 f e 
T E S T f I p v : MMM 

P . C- - 0 . C . I I 
TOWN OF MEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY. NEW VOR* 

' L>RE 

>» B&0wr j ( 51 I G H T l S 
M 0 I 6 1 

• • 

. A> 

i a. 

Al N Ml 

S O I L TEST P I T LOG 
S O I L TEST F I T N o . : 7 - t * U3T 7 

r R O * 1 T( 

D E S C R I P T I O N 

S O I L TE>T,»Rf 

Sc I G ' 

O R S O I L 

STRUCT LIRE 

GRANULAR 
F I N F 

n O T T t I N 3 C O L O P 

CLAY L OA**. 
W I T H QRAVf i 

SANDY LOA»* 
W I T H GRAVEt 
«. SHALE FRAG 

M A S S I V E 

DK PROWNl 

• L'RF 

VEf-> 
MOIST 

BROWN 

I 
NO GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
NO B E D R O O ENCOUNTI P 
DEEP HO. f TEST W I T N E S S E D P1- ORANGE COUNTS w t ^ . i M DEPARTMENT 

LOOSE 
G R A N U L A R 

N'iNf 

n M ' 

BROWN wf n 

N O T E S : DEEF H O L E TEST W I T N E S S E D BY ORANGE COUNTY HEAU TH DEPARTMENT 

MUCH MOSS CCVER ON THE GROUND W> P I V L E T S 
HEAVY G K FLOW FROM 3 DOWN 

NO BE D P ; - > 

- I— 

GtAA'_D 2 IMMEAMA* f I L S 

J O B N o . : B 5 - 2 5 6 TEST D A T E : 5 - l ? - 9 « 
T E S T E D B > : M M M 

B . G . O . C I I 
TOWN Of" NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNT v . NEW >0R> 

S O I L TEST P I T LOG 
S O U TEST P J T N o . : 4 - C *: LOT 4 

D E F T H 

;. * 

GEAAtD ?IMME»M*N f t I S 

JOE N o . : 6 t > - 2 3 f e TEST DATE: *<-il-9« 
TESTED B": MMM 

B.G.O.C. I I 
TOWN 0£ Nl « WINDSOR 
ORANCE Cfl'JNTY- NEW YOR> 

F T ] ON 

11 TEXTURE 

TQP50H 

*' 30 

STRUCTURE" MOTTL IN3 COLOR 

GRANULAR 

• • • ELY 511 
L OAM 

GRAVEL * SIL1 
i OAM 

WITH 511 1 

GRAN 

NON-

MOISTURE 

AR] 

• I Ml Ml 

D* BROWI^ SLIGHTLY 
MOIST 

• 

BROWN 

Si IGHTl * 
MOIST 

• H T l \ 
M O I S T 

M 

S O U TEST F I T LOG 
TEST F j T N O . : 10-t 

* LOT \0 

£ £ 

50,1. tE*T lM. 

l c . - T O P S O I L 

u • 

W I T N E S S E D B* ORAM NTH H E A L T H Ot I >'-:-1 Mi \ I 
NO GF •: • REE 

• ENCOUNTERED 
1 I M I I Afi 1 DT « 

GRAVE i -

n n Lo. 

• T - R *: - u d t n f T T , I N { 

F J N E l 

GRAN H rtP 

SANt \ 
l QAM b 

GRAN AR. 
f ! N l 

r n Q ; 

D> BROW 

" - ' e ' , l f i l 

MO I S T 

• ' 

- i. A ^ 

/ E L L O W 

. : R • 

MOIST 

• 

' . ' i ' E TEST W1TNESBEI I ' •• DEPARTME»> 

•• BEDROCK EM • • 
t POCKETS 0* i IGH1 I 

G E A A L O I tMMtNMAK 9 | L S 

J O E N o . : B 5 ~ 2 5 6 | D A T E : 5 13 9 4 

T E S T E D B > : M H M 

. I I 
TOWN Of Nt W W I N D 

1 0G * i r v r cr 
. . . . 1 W 1 T3 

• 

) 

. 

TI 

4 

• 

: 

I 

-

R 

1 I N I 

' 

I . 
• 

• 

. 

GEAA^D r t M M i R M A K r [ L i 

J O B N ; i ' . ' - . . . 

t : Bv i f^^'-

. 1 1 
• Ml U WIN ! 

• f DUM1 > . r. . 

i2-i * L O T 12. 

j > r T . . 

» R Q * T O 

1 ' ' - • - i • r» 

1 L X T URE 

• 

• 

! TRUS TUIS 

. 

Ml • U IMG 

• . ' . 

• 

CO Cf' 

• ' i 

M( 1 5 ' ' IRI 

• 

G(«AlO r i M M I « M * N r i I S 

J O B N o . : e V 2 * » 6 

M M NO >- 42 -

TEST D A T E : ft-Jl c 4 

T E S T E D B Y : MMM 

B . G . O . C . I I 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE C O U N T Y . NEW YORK 

S O I L TEST F I T LOG 
S O U TEST P I T N o . : l * - t 

* LOT \4-

-Lii. 

FROM 

E_ l i i 

TO 

£ P J U-4. 

S O I L TEXTURE 

T O P S O I L 

Lb 1 6 1 I f * — I | > l « * - •!•• 

STRUCTURE MQTTt INGJ 

GRANUl ARJ 
F 1NE 

S I l T LOAM 

NONf 

G R A N U L A R 

F INE 

COLOR _ 

D> BROWf 

nOISTURL 

511GHTLY 
MOIST 

FEW PCOWN 
WITH RU! 
AND GRA 

SIlT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND COBBLES 

I L O C ^ V COMMON BROWN 

S L I G H T ! > 
MOIST W' 
WET SPOTS 

S L I G H T i \ 
W I T H RUST M O I S T W/ 
AND GRAVl WEI SPOTS 

NOTES D E E P HOLE TEST W I T N E S S E D B v ORANGE COUNTY H E A L T H DEPARTMENT 

NO BEDROC* ENCOUNTERED 
AT 3 LIGHT GROUNDWATER SEEFAGE ENCOUNTERED 
AT 6 LIGHT GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 

GERALD : *MME»MAh F I L S 

JOB N o . : B ^ 2 S 6 TEST DATE : 5 - 3 1 - R « 
T E S T E D B v : MMM 

B . G . O . C . 11 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE C O U N T Y . NEW YOr-> 

S O I L TEST P I T LOG 
S O I L TEST F I T N o . : X 7 - C 

* U3T 17 

F R O M ! TO < • • T E > TORE 

• ; c ; 

S T R U C T U R | 

DI son GR^NUL AR 

'•t 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AND BOULDERS 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVE I 

MOTTLING 

' 

GRAMLK Ar; NONE 

| -- OR 

Of PR OWN 

• • • 

Ml-.ETURt 

SL1GHTLV 
MOIST 

GRANULAR 

SILT LOAM 
WITH GRAVEL 
AN: CI • 

G R A N U - A R 

{ • - . " • I N 

NONI 

GRAv 

W I T H RUS 

• I 

SL 1GHTL Y 
MOIST 

S L J G H T L v 

MOIST 

HTLV 

E T E S T W [ • ! • - . ' . r H E A L T H DEPARTMENT 

Ml E-: DROI • f NC OUMTI ••• 

GERALO ZIMME RMAfc ¥\ L S 

J O B N r . : B ^ . 1 DATE : 
T E S T E D B v : 

B . G . O . C . I I 
TOWN Of Ml W WINDSOR 

. . . NEU 

so:. r P I T LOG 
St : M o . ; 

•AC 

F ROW 

1 6 

' 

( 

TO 

X ** 

• 

1 

1 

'. 

5 1 1 - 9 4 
M M M 

^ L O T 20 

f I i r E j fLJRI 

TOP 

• 

W ; T » 

AMI BAMJ 

. G W A v . . 

U I T M 

S1RUI TuR 

• 

• 

Mt T T L I MG 

1 I hi 

| 

C O t OR 

D l B< 

i M 

ni 1ST IRI 

' 

M, ' 

WE 1 

1 Hi A 

• 

GfAALD ; i M M | » M * N F f L S 

JOE 

r ^ r p - - i i m 

f R O l TO 

0 

9 -

•t 

A 

9 " 

* 

c 

B 

N O T E S : 

B 5 - 2 i f c TEST D A T E : 5 * 1 1 - 9 1 

T E S T E D BYs MMr 

B . G . O . C . 11 
TOWN Of NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE C O U N T Y . NEW v O R r 

S O I L T E S 1 P I T LOG LOT 
S O I L " E S T P I T N o . ! 2 1 - C 

l\ 

„. t o i _ - - j » r ' ' * " " 

S O I L T E N U R E 

T O P S O I L 

S U T LOAM 
W I T H GR-

C L A v LOAM 

W I T H GRAVEL 

C L A > / S I L T 
LOAM W I T H 
GRAVEL 

5 T R U £ T y F E MOT Ti I N f 

GRANULAC 

GRANLH AR 

p. net- v 

GRANULAR 

NON! 

F E W 

COMMON 

' Ml 

CDi_OP 

DK • 

; • • • 

LT B^OWr> 
Wl T H RuS 
AND GRA> 

BR O W N 

SL I G M T L > 

M O I S T 

IC-MT t v 
M O I S T 

VERN 
T MO I S T 

MOIST 
TO WET 

D E E F HOLE TEST W I T N E S S E D Bv ORANGE COUNTY H E A L T H DEPARTMENT 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 

AT 6 M E D I U M GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN P [ I S 

J O B N o . : B 5 - 2 5 6 TEST D A T E : 5 - 1 1 - 9 4 
TESTED B Y : MMM 

B . G . O . C . I 3 
TOWN Of7 NEw w l ND50R 
ORANGE C O U N T Y . MEW YOR» 

S O I L TEST P I T LOG 
S O I L TEST P I T N o . : 2 4 - C L O T £ 4 * 

FROM 

0 

B ' 

• 

TO 

B " 

6 

e n n r i f e r o i M t n M 

S O I L TE KTURE 

T O P S O I L 

S I L T LOAM 
W I T H GRAVEL 
ANI C0B1 1 

R T R U C T U R I 

GRANULAR 

GRANULAR 

M O T T L I N G 

NONE 

N INI 

CLVOR 

1<Y BROWN 

BROWN 

MC IE^uRE" 

S L I G H T L Y 
MOIST 

VERV 
MOIST 

N T E S : DEEI HO-E TEST W I T N E S S E I B l ORANGE COUNTS H E A L T H DEPARTMI 
NO BEDROCK ENCOUNTERED 
AT 7 GROUNDWATER SEE RAGE ENCOUNTERED 

GERALD fhMMERMAK P I L S 

' '• :> * TEST DATE : ! 
' f [ BY j MMM 

O . C . I I 
OF NEU WlMDSOR 

; . . 

S O l t T E S - P I T Li 

SOU TEST PIT No.: ?( ^ L O T 2 b 

DEI 

f ROr 

£ 

! 

r ( 

IN 

S D H " • > ' IRI 

• 

. 

• 

• 

' . 

• i 

• 

. . 

• 1 

• 

• 

• 

» * % \ 

'1 ! ^ ^ 

/I* 9/ 1 ** • 

,'IMM(:KMAN Ĵ < 

S ^ 
j\ 

GERALD J i M M f P M A N F f I 5 

JOB No. i§1 ' ' I.ATE I ^~ 1 7 - 9 4 
T E S T E D B Y : MMM 

B . G . O . C . 11 
TOWN OP NEW WINDSOR 
ORANGE COUNTY. NEW YOR* 

S O I L TEST P I T LOG 
TEST P I T N o . : 3 0 - C 

LOT 3 0 

OESCRIFTION 

S O I L TE> 

T OR 5 
W I T H GRAvEl 

C. I As 
W I T H 

STRUCTURE M O T T L I N L ^ C O L O P 

GRANLILAR 

GRANULAR 
BLOCrY 

D* BROWM 

MOISTJRE 

MOIST 

COMMON | BROWN 
WITH RUST 

MOIST 

NOTES: 
DEEP HOLE TEST WITNESSED Bv ORANGE COUNTY HEALTH DEFAPTMEN 

NO BEDFOO ENCOUNTERED 
AT 61 GR0UMDWAT6R SEEPAGE ENCOUNTERED 
TEST HOLE IN EMBANKMENT O N SIDE OF PD: J' DEEF y ) WIDE 
DRAINAGE FLOW ACROSS F IELD. 

GERALD ZIMMERMAN F E t S 

JOE N o . : 

DEPTH 

PROf 

C> 

1 1 " 

3 0 ' 

t 

TC 

11 " 

3 0 ' 

6 ' 

9 

r. r i 

B 5 ~ * 5 6 TEST DATE 
T E S T E D BY 

B . C-. C . C . 11 
TOWN O r New W1ND50P 
ORANGE C O U N T Y . NEW YORK 

S O I L T E S T P I T LOG 
S O I L TEST P I T N D . j 3 3 - C 

: 5 - 3 1 - 9 4 
: M M M 

LOT 33 

= n i i n r c r p T p - t , n r . 

S O I L T f .^LiRE. 

T O P S O H 
W1 T H B ( 

CLAN I ..• 
W I T H G R A V E L 

: A M D N L O A M 

W : T H G R A V I 

C L A , L O A M 

STRUCTURE M O T T L I N ( 

GRANULAF 

GRANULAR 

F INE 

GRANULAR 

f INE 

GRANULAR 
F I N E 

NONE 

COMMON 

COMMON 

COMMON 

COLOR 

D K BROWf 

BROWN 

M O I S T i . R F 

MOIST 

VERY 
M O I S T 
TO WET 

BROWN Vf R • 
W I T H RUE T MOIST 
A N I ' GRAV TO WET 

BROWN VER> 
W I T H R U S 1 MOIST 
AND GRAV TO WET 

D E E P HOLE TEST WITNESSED B> ORANGE C 0 U N T \ H E A L T H DEPARTMENT 
NO BEDROCr ENC( 

HE A V I SROUNDWATI AGE ENCOUNTERED 3 1 ' TO 9 

i JUI • i / iv 

ORANGE COUNT/ I HEALTH 
DIVISION OF L HEALTH 

these pldni to th§ 
Public Hfidtlh Law. ^^ - Srst sheet for daiy and 
S i g i ' l i i l L i 

THIS SHU l . 8 IS INVAUD/INCOMKt f| 
HrlTHOUl THL KLMAINING \ f SHEtTS OF IMS 

n M S£1 

.JSIH. PLAN! (SUBDIVISION I IL01 UNI CHAAII 

APPROVAL GKANIlDHi UlA'N 01 Nl W A.V 

! NO 17.18 
SCALl 1" - 50' 

B t K J N 1994 

• NO. « DRAWN BY:J.K 

SOU TEST INFORMATION 
PHASE IV & V OF SUBDIVISION FOR 

BLOOMING GROVE ORtRATING CO. 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

ZIMMERMAN ENGINEERING & SURVEYING.P.C. 
ROUTE 17M 

HARRIMAN.NEW YORK 10926 



Position DRAIN LINE over drain and 
secure f i rmly. To prevent back-
siphoning of sewer water, provide an 
air-gap of at least 2 in. or 2 pipe 
diameters between end of drain hose 
and dram (Fig 6) Do not raise DRAIN 
LINE more than 10 ft. above floor 

EQUIPMENT 
DRAIN LINE 

D R A I N 

4 x 4 CONCRETE SLAB 
6 " X 6 " - 6 / 6 WELDED WIRE MESH 

SLOPED TO DIVERT SURFACE WATER 

1. ONCE THE NEW WELL ON E A C H LOT H A S BEEN DRILLED. DISINFECTED AND SUFFICIENTLY 

F L U S H E D , A WATER S A M P L E S H A L L BE TAKEN FOR L A B O R A T O R Y ANALYSIS . ALL P A R A M E T E R S 

S H A L L P A S S N .Y .S .D .O .H . DRINKING WATER S T A N D A R D S . IF THE WATER ANALYSIS INDICATES A 

HIGH LEVEL OF H A R D N E S S ( > 1 5 0 m g / l ) A N D THE HOME OWNER SO CHOOSES, A WATER 

SOFTENER M A Y BE INSTALLED A S INDICATED A B O V E . 

S i P R E S S U R E SWITCH TO OPERATE THE WELL P U M P ( SET A T 3 0 TO 5 0 PSI ). 

© PRESSURE GAUGE, 0 TO 1 0 0 P S I , 2 1 / 2 " D IAL SIZE. 

E X P A N S I O N T A N K S - SMITH A Q U A - A I R TANK MODEL # W - 2 6 0 , 2 6 . 2 GAL. D R A W D O W N / T A N K . 

WATER SOFTENER - M A C CLEAN MODEL § A R C - 1 0 0 0 . 

A L L SPECIFIED COMPONENTS M A Y B E SUBSTITUTED WITH A P P R O V E D E Q U A L S , AS REVIEWED 

A N D A P P R O V E D BY THE DESIGN ENGINEER. 

SANITARY WELL CASING SEAL 
( " C A M P & E . L U M O P H L W T - & ) 

12" MIN. & 2 4 " ABOVE MAX. FLOOD LEVEL 

S L O P E j / 4 ^ PER, F T _ 

W I S H E D G R A D E " ^ 
TOP SOIL 6 " TO 12" 

WELL NOTES 

LCONDUIT FOR MOTOR CABLE TO HOUSE 

' MIN. COVER ABOVE WATER SERVICE LINE 

| r - 1 " PI A. PVC Sch. 40 WATER SERVICE 
.u>nr*>M 

PITLESS ADAPTOR ( C A M P B E U - MbPEL & M O K ) 
DROP PIPE SEAL (CAsMPW=i_U M O P t u * * o e > 6>K\) 
MOTOR CABLE 

GROUT SEAL 
DROP PIPE 1 " DIA. PVC Sch. 80 

6 " GALV. STEEL CASING 
( 4 0 ' MIN. LENGTH) 

10" DIA. DRILL HOLE (MIN.) 

p T O P OF BED ROCK 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 1 I I ! I 

1) PUMP SETTING TO BE ESTABLISHED IN FIELD 
MIN. YIELD TO BE 5 G.P.M. (STABILIZED RATE) 

2) GROUTING AROUND PIPE CASING SHALL EXTEND 
AT LEAST 40* BELOW GRADE AND SHALL BE 
NEAT CEMENT GROUT. GROUT SHALL BE PLACED 
UPWARD FROM THE BOTTOM AS ONE CONTINUOUS 
MASS. 

MIX: 1 BAG CEMENT ( 9 4 lb.) k 5 TO 6 GAL WATER. 

5) S • EL CASING: 6 " DIA. (IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
A.W.W.A. STANDARD A 1 0 0 - M O S T CURRENT EDITION) 
DRILL HOLE 10" DIA. THE MINIMUM CASING DEPTH 
SHALL BE THROUGH THE OVERBURDEN AND AT LEAST 
10' INTO BED ROCK. CASING SHALL BE GROUTED INTO 
FIRM BEDROCK. UNDER NO CONDITION SHOULD CASING 
AND GROUTING EXTEND LESS THAN 40* DEEP. 

4) USE OF TEMPORARY OUTSIDE CASING MAY BE 
NECESSARY TO PERMIT GROUTING WHERE CAVING IN 
IS ENCOUNTERED. 

2 4 " MIN. 

TOPSOIL FOR 
SETTLING 

° - H 

U 3 0 I 0 1 L 
I Q- < CD O 

END OF CASING 

•UNCASED HOLE 

SUBMERSIBLE PUMP 

4 ' MIN. 

WATER 
SERVICE 
LINE 

I I 

s 
s 
s 
& 

s 

5 

8 

5 

5 

b 

n n 
L J L J L J L J L J L J 

1 
ST "J 

CONCRi n 

BAf F i f 
X , 

r i r 
i. M 

*" DIA. PVC. 
O 1/4 ' PEP I ' 
SLOPE FROM FORCf 
fl *f R SERVICF 

f HANDLES 

28" DIA. REMOV 
P 

V 

•' 
3 

6" DIA iNi f ' 

W 

& 

\ i 

ty 
£1 9 

tJ 

life 
/ 

PLAN OF TOP SLAB 

FINISHED GRADE 

• C M . J/. 

NOTES 
•'TSTRIBUTLON BO> [ H WA> •.," WA1 * ! MANUFACTURED BY 

M I ' ' ' AU UNUSED OUTLETS TO REMAIN 

SOLID. 

BOTTOM OF DISTRIBUTION BOX SHALL REST UPON A 12" THICK 

LEVEL BED OF COMPACTED S A N D OR PEA GRAVEL 

=U\H\U W o 28" DIA. PLUG 'm^ i f vS^ 

6" DIA. OUTLETS WITH 
6" X 4" REDUCERS 

•£> 

TOP Of DISTRIBUTION BOX SHALL BE A MAXIMUM Of 12" 

FINISHED GRADE 

BElOW 

PLAN OF SYSTEM 

12 MIN. SAND 

OR PEA GRAVEL 

SECTION 

4. DISTRIBUTION PIPES * flTTINGS SHALL BE 4 " DIA SOLID WAt t 

PVC PIPE. 

5 THE FIRST 10' OF ALL DISTRIBUTION PIPE SHALL BE CAREEULLY 

LAID AT IDENTICAL SLOPES IT IS RECOMMENDED, WHERE FEASIBLE 

TO SLOPE THE DISTRIBUTION PIPE AT THE SAME SLOPE AS THE 

DISTRIBUTOR PIPES; AND MUST BE THE SAME WHERE THE FLOW 

ENTERS THE DISTRIBUTOR PIPE IN LESS THAN 10' 

6 PIPE JOINTS INTO THE DISTRIBUTION BOX SHALL Bt SEALED 

WATERTIGHT WITH ASPHALTIC MATERIAL 

7 FLOW EaUA,UlZ.E^.t> 6 H A L L &f_ Ut>F!P I N A.L.U. 

O U T L E T S 

WELL DETAIL-TYPICAL WATER LINE TRENCH DETAIL 
DISTRIBUTION BOX DETAIL 

N.T.S. 

SEPTIC SYSTEM INVERT TABULATION FOR LOTS WITH CURTAIN DRAINS TOPSOIL FOR 

SETTUNC 

RUN OF TRENCH 

SAND 

FORCE SEWER 

SERVICE LINE-

2 PVC SDR 21 

4 MIN. 

SEWER LINE TRENCH DETAIL 

INLET 

DISCHARGE 

PUMP CHAMBER 

PUMP CHAMBER DETAIL 

SCfc fcEMED 
Y E H T 

DEXOL ABS WATERTIGHT 
COVER W/ CAST IN 
LOCK 

GRADE 

CONDUIT W / SEAL 

BY CONTRACTOR 

IN FIELD 

SUPPLY COLLARS W / 

INTERLOCKING JOINTS 

k BU yi RUBBER 

6"X6"X 6 / 6 W.W.M. 

BUTYL RUBBER 

6"X6"X 6 /6 W.W.M. 

KEY 

TEE GUIDE RAIL 

LIFTING CHAIN 

GROUT 

FFRNCO CM A 

2" BLACK PIPE THREADED 
ADAPTED TO 2" SCH. 40 PVC 

2" BALL CHECK VALVE 

2" PIPE UNION 

2* ELBOW 

HYLROMATIC PUMP 
SP50AH 

y LEVEL BED Of 
COMPACTED SAND 
OR PEA GRAVEL 

CAST IRON FRAME fe GRATE 
(CAMPBELl FOUNDRY NO. 4424) 

1HKI ADEO PLUG 

P.V.C. ADAPTER 

24- X 24" X 6" 
CONC BASE IN 
PAVED AREAS 

45' I 

2 P.V.C. RISER ~ - ^ j 

GRAVEL BASE IN 
NON PAVED AREAS 
(6" MIN.) 

2" TEE-

4 " IntOW 

.. 

SECTION 

SEWER CLEANOUT 

SECTION 

NOTES 

1. COLLAR QUANTITY AS REQUIRED. 

2. WIRE: 1 2 - 3 GAUGE, MUST MEET NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE. (N.i 

SPECIFICATIONS. 

3. PUMP CHAMBER CAPACITY = 262 GALLONS PER FOOT 

4. CONCRETE SHALL BE 4 , 0 0 0 P.S.I. 

5. PUMP SHALL BECOME DISABLED UPON A LOW WATER CONDITION 

6. ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT IN ENCLOSED SPACES WHERE EXPLOSIVE 

GASES MAY ACCUMULATE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE NATIONAL 

ELECTRICAL CODE FOR CLASS 1. DIVISION 1, GROUP C OR 0 LOCATIONS. 

THERE SHALL BE NO ELECTRICAL SPLICES, JUNCTION BOXES. OR 

CONNECTIONS OF ANY N.E.C. RATING IN THE SEWER WET WELL. 

7. PUMP 011 ALL DC Q O t J L t r r r M O P C r ^ W ^ ^ 

0.1 ,flME 

8. CONTROL PANEL AS SPECIFIED BY OIULOO PUMPS TO MATCH PUMP. 

CONTROL PANEL TO INCLUDE ALARM LIGHT AND ALARM HORN. A| ARM 

HORN SHALL BE AUDIBLE TO PERSONS INSIDE THE DWF I N , 1 

MINIMUM. 

PLAN 

PUMP CHAMBER DETAIL 

ORANi 5E Cc uS 
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