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NAME: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

DATE: 9/27/94
DESC: ADDITIONAL ESCROW
ACCOUNT # AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOICE ACCOUNT # AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOIC
2020 301.50- 2760

301.50
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NAME: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

DESC: COST EST
ACCOUNT # AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOICE
2020 2573.,70~

DATE:

ACCOUNT #
2760

9/27/94

AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOIC
2573.70
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NAME: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
DESC:

DATE: 9/27/94
APPROVAL FEE
ACCOUNT #

AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOICE ACCOUNT # AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOIC
2020 150.00- 2760 150.00
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NAME: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

DESC:
ACCOUNT # AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOICE
2020 150.00~

DATE:

ACCOUNT #
7233

3/18/93

AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOIC
150.00
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NAME: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

DESC:
ACCOUNT # AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOICE

2020 750.00-

DATE:

ACCOUNT #
7233

3/18/93

AMOUNT OVRRIDE INVOIC
750.00

g




0 Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route W)

& New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL o oroad Sweat
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (7I17c;r2és-zn7r§5y e 18

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

28 September 1994
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NO. 93-10

On the morning of 27 September 1994 I discussed the subject application with Rich and
George Gaillard of Toyota of Newburgh. They were confused as to ‘the requirement for
combination of the properties, which was a condition of their approval. I explained the
difference between combining lots for tax purposes, which is merely a combination of tax map
numbers into a new (combined) single tax map number. This differs from combination of the
parcels into a single deed parcel, which involves the preparation of a new deed encompassing all
the lots into a single parcel, with the deed then being filed in the County Clerk’s office. The
Gaillards indicated that their problem is that they need to deliver a stamped plan to their bank,
for financing purposes, on 28 September 1994. I advised them that the combination of the lots
to a single deed was a condition of approval and suggested that they contact Jim Petro to try to
work out some type of arrangement.

On the afternoon of 27 September 1994 I received a telephone call from Jim Petro who advised
me that he had reached an agreement with Toyota, that they would furnish the Town with a letter
guaranteeing that the individual parcels would be combined into a single deed parcel within one
year. On the basis of the above, Jim indicates that he will have the plans stamped and released
to Toyota.

TE2

‘Mark 7. sall P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
MIJEmk
cc: Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary
A:9-28-4E.mk

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania




TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

1763

November 14, 1994

Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.
96 Rt. 9W
Newburgh, NY 12550

SUBJECT: SITE PLAN APPROVAL
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NO. 93-10

Dear Sir:

This letter is being written pursuant to your regquest to
acknowledge the action of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board
with regard to your business located at 96 Rt. 9W within the Town
of New Windsor.

Toyota of Newburgh has been permitted to deal in new and used
vehicles -and auto repairs in accordance with the provisions and
requirements of the Town of New Windsor Zoning Law. The site
plan for Toyota of Newburgh was granted conditional approval at
the regular meeting of the Planning Board on May 25, 1994. all
conditions were met and the plans were stamped approved on
September 27, 1994. This site has access to all Town Utilities
such as water, sewer and electric.

It should be noted that the site plan approval includes the
issuance of a special permit, which makes the project subject to
specific requirements and restrictions outlined by the Board.
These apply, notwithstanding any classifications of use by the
State of New York.

If you have any questions concerning the above, please do not
hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Michael ‘L. Babcock,
Building & Zoning Inspector

MLB:mlm
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NEWBURGH, NY

96 Route 9W, Newburgh, New York 12550
Telephone: (914) 561-0340

September 27, 1994

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

To whom it may concern,

Toyota of Newburgh, Inc. is in the process of consolidating
three parcels of land into one deed. This will take place over the
course of one year, and during that time a copy of the consolidated
deed will be forwarded to the New Windsor Planning Board.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Richard Gaillard

COROLLA ¢ TERCEL ¢ CAMRY * CRESSIDA e CELICA * SUPRA * VAN o TRUCK

—— o r—— - L]



PLANNING BOARD

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 09/28/94 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS
STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd]

A [Disap, Appr]
FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SERV. CTR.: S.P. & SPEC. PERM.
APPLICANT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC.

--DATE~- MEETING-PURPOSE~~~===========- ACTION-TAKEN=~~===-~
09/27/94 PLANS STAMPED APPROVED
05/25/94 P.B. APPEARANCE APPR. CONDITIONALLY

. BOLLARDS TO PROTECT BLDG.~ ALL ORIGINAL CONDITIONS
05/11/94 P.B. APPEARANCE DISCUSSED AMENDMENT

. DISCUSSED AMENDMENT TO ORIGINAL APPROVAL OF 10-13-93
10/13/93 P.B. APPEARANCE APPROVED CONDITIONAL

. NEED REVISED PLAN FOR STAMPING - SEE RESULTS SHEET IN FILE
10/06/93 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE RETURN TO P.B.
09/22/93 P.B. APPEARANCE P.H. HELD / NEG DEC

. CORRECT PARKING CALC./ANDY TO HANDLE LOTS BECOMING ONE LOT
08/11/93 P.B. APPEARANCE LA:REVISE & SET P.H.

. PUT VARIANCES RECEIVED ON PLAN AND SET FOR PUBLIC HEARING
07/12/93 2Z.B.A. APPEARANCE VARIANCE GRANTED
03/24/93 P.B. APPEARANCE REFER TO Z.B.A.

. APPLICANT MAY HAVE THREE LOTS COMBINED TO ONE LOT
03/17/93 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT APPLICATION

03/03/93 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE REVISE & RETURN

e o W
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 09/28/94 PAGE: 1
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
ESCROW

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SERV. CTR.: S.P. & SPEC. PERM.
APPLICANT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC.

~-DATE-- DESCRIPTION--======= TRANS AMT-CHG AMT~PAID BAL~DUE
03/18/93 sS.P. MINIMUM PAID 750.00
03/24/93 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

03/24/93 P.B. MINUTES CHG 22.50

08/11/93 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

08/11/93 P.B. MINUTES CHG 18.00

09/22/93 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

09/22/93 P.B. MINUTES CHG 45.00

10/13/93 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

10/13/93 P.B. MINUTES CHG 31.50

10/27/93 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 50.00

09/27/94 P.B. ENGINEER FEE CHG 678.00

05/25/94 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

05/25/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 31.50

09/27/94 REC. CK #31064 PAID 301.50

TOTAL: 1051.50 1051.50 0.00
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 09/28/94 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
4% FEE

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10
NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SERV. CTR.: S.P. & SPEC. PERM.

APPLICANT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC.

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION-======-= TRANS AMT-CHG AMT-PAID BAL-DUE
09/27/94 4% OF $50,000.00 CHG 2000.00

09/27/94 2% OF 28,685.00 CHG 573.70

09/27/94 REC. CK $#31065 PAID 2573.70

TOTAL: 2573.70 2573.70 0.00
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SITE PLAN FEES - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

APPLICATION FEE: ... ...t tereenenseesansssaanncsnsnas $ 150.00 /2/

% k kX X Kk Kk Kk k Kk k X*x Kk *x Kk *x k k Kk *x Kk *x *x X kx k k *x *k Xk *x *k %

ESCROW:

SITE PLANS ($750.00 - $2,000.00)..cceeutncenenanans $ /%/

MULTI-FAMILY SITE PLANS:

UNITS @ $100.00 PER UNIT (UP TO 40 UNITS)....$ /ﬂ
UNITS @ $25.00 PER UNIT (AFTER 40 UNITS)..... $ \\ //7
TOTAL ESCROW PAID:.......... $ v < -

k Kk k k% Kk kX *k Kk k * k* *x *k k*k *x *x &% k Kk X*x K* Kk X *x *x kX *x *x *k k * x %

PLAN REVIEW FEE: (EXCEPT MULTI-FAMILY) $

PLAN REVIEW FEE (MULTI-FAMILY): A. $150.00
PLUS $25.00/UNIT B. i

TOTAL OF A & B:$ 150.00 @

RECREATION FEE: (MULTI-FAMILY)

$1,000.00 PER UNIT

@ $1,000.00 EA. EQUALS: $ ><
NUMBER OF UNITS -

SITE IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE: $Zf5j',é<?5'. 00

A. 4% OF FIRST $50,000.00 A. _JO00. 00

B. 2% OF REMAINDER B. _ 573 0 \
TOTAL OF A & B: § R&73.70 @

TOTAL ESCROW PAID:.....cc.... $ J50. o

TO BE DEDUCTED FROM ESCROW: g&pﬁ 5D

RETURN TO APPLICANT: $ —

ADDITIONAL DUE: $_ 30/.50 &




ANDREW S. KRIEGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
219 QUASSAICK AVENUE
SQUIRE SHOPPING CENTER, SUITE 3
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
(914) 562-2333

August 16,1994

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

Attn: Myra Mason
Re: Toyota of Newburgh

Dear Myra:

The three parcels which were the subject of an application
for site plan approval by Toyota of Newburgh, 1Inc., have
apparently all been deeded into Gaillard Realty Associates, L. L.
C.. Further Gaillard Realty Associates, L.L.C has been made a co-
applicant for this site plan approval. The 1legal requirements
which I suggested to the Board and which were made a condition of
approval have now been satisfied. I understand that Mark will
compare the descriptions on the three deeds to determine that
they do 1in fact describe the premises on which site plan
approval is sought. But the deeds are otherwise acceptable.

Thank

Very uly yours,

ANDREW S. KRIEGER

ASK :mmt
T pse peverwd R g F/rt//??/
6.0 kes 2K O (C
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99/13/1994 15:28 914-273-6602 EDELSTEIN & LOCHNER PAGE B2
. P{O;‘ , Standard N.Y.B.T.U. Form §007 8 BLUMBERG, INC,, LAW RLANK PusLisHg s
- . Bargain & fals deed, with eorenant agaln ator’s aete—Iad. ar Corp. Z y I
) CONSULT YOUR LAWYER BEFORE SIGNING THIS INSTRUMENT — THIS INSTRUMENT SHOULD BE USED BY LAWYERS ONL -
THIS INDENTURE, made the / & -~ day of February , nineteen hundred and ninety-four

BETWEEN
SUSAN G. NAVERSEN, as sole trustee of the G. Everett Gaillard

Revocable Trust, under Agreement dated October 22, 1990, with
I é an address of.-89 Lower Cross Road, Greanwich, Connecticut 0683t,

y -

party of the first part, and

GAILLARD REALTY ASSOCIATES, L.L.C., a Connecticut limited

1iability company with an address of c¢/o Toyota of Newburgh,
Inc., Route 9-W, Newburgh, NY 12550,

party of the sscond part,

WITNESSETH, that the party of the first part, in consideration of FOUR HUNDRED THIRTY
THOUSAND AND NO/100 ($430,000.00)

dollars,
lawful money of the United States, _ paid
by the party of the second part, does hereby grant and release unto the party of the second part, the heirs or
successors and aseigns of the party of the second part forever, '

):LL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land, with the buildings and improvements thereon erected, situate,

lying and being in the Town of New. Windsor; County.of:Qrange and Stagexof New York
described in Schedule A attached hereto. -

(BR3II8ricc  §R
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SCHEDULE A

ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land, with the
buildings and improvements thereon erected, situate, 1lying and
being in the Town of New Windsor, County of Orange, and State of
New York, being more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point at the intersection of the easterly 1line
of Route 9W with the northerly line of road which leads in an
easterly direction from Route 9W to O0ld Plum Point, the said point
of beginning being at the southwesterly corner of Lot No. 1 as
laid down and designated on a map entitled, "Bernardsville",
revised, dated March 20, 1952, the said map being filed in the
Orange County Clerk's Office on August 6, 1953 as Map No. 1542,
and runs thence along the northerly line of said Plum Point Road
South 66 degrees 47 minutes East 300 feet to a point at the
southwesterly corner of a proposed lateral road 50 feet wide which
extends between said northerly 1line of Plum Point Road and the
southerly line of Lafayette Drive as shown on said map:

Thence along the westerly line of said proposed road North 23
degrees 13 minutes East 205.11 feet to a point in said southerly
line of Lot No. 2 on said map, North 54 degrees 51 minutes West
251.10 feet to a point in the easterly line of Route 9W;

Thence along said 1line South 35- degrees 09 minutes West
252.70 feet to the point or place of beginning. The said parcel
as hereby described being Lot No. 1 on said map.

Being the same premises conveyed to the G. Everett Gaillard
Revocable Trust by deed dated October 25, 1991 and recorded

Octgber 29, 1991 in Liber 3515 of deeds at Page 32 in the Orange
County Clerk's Office, Division of Land Records.

N

w3 998me 91

92034
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TOGETHER with all right, title and interest, if any, of the party of the first part in and to any streets and
roads abutting the above described prt'amisea to the center lines thereof,

TOGETHER with the appurtenances and all the estate and rights of the party of the first part in and to
said premises,

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the premises herein granted unto the party of the second part, the heirs or

suocessors and assigns of the party of the second part forever.

As further consideration for the premises, the party of the second part, by
its acceptance of this deed, hereby agrees, for itself, its successors and
assigns forever, to assume and accept all liability and respomsibility for
the environmental condition of the premises from and after the date of
February 1, 1991, and to defend and hold the party of the first part
harmless from any and all losses, costs, claims and damages arising from

or in connection with any environmental condition arising on the premises on
or after February l, 1991.



AND the party of the first part covenants that the party of the first part has not done or suffered anything
whereby the said premises have been incumbered in any way whatever, except as aforesaid.

AND the party of the first part, in compliance with Section 13 of the Lien Law, covenants that the party of
the first part will receive the consideration for this conveyance and will hold the right to recsive such consid-
eration as a trust fund to be applied first for the purpose of paying the cost of the improvement and will apply
the same first to the payment of the cost of the improvement before using any part of the total of the same for
any other purpose.

The word “party” shall be construed as if it read “parties” whenever the sense of this indenture so requires.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the perty of the first part has duly executed this deed the day and year first above
writben. .

IN PRESENCE OF:

THE N FUERRETT CATITARN REUNCARTE TRNIIQT
L
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89/13/1934 15:28 \
STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF u,f h2ald g

On the (O day of \Fohri
personally came

§ vean G. Navege -
to me known to be the individual described in and who

executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that
executed the same.

1994 , before me

.
. " ~
TV b, w\_\_ﬂ) QAo
an g1Lso T0AVIS

N /X
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Quatied i, e 31chintit Cx,gl&
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STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF st

On the
personslly came
to me known, who, being by me duly sworn, did depose and

day of 19, before me

say that  he resides at No.

3
that  he is the
of

, the corporation deseribed
in and which executed the foregoing instrument; that he
knows the seal of said corporation; that the seal affixed
to said instrument is such corporate seal; that it was so
afixed by order of the board of directors of said corpora-
tion, shd that he signed h  name thereto by like order.

EDELSTEIN & LOCHNER PAGE B85
STATE OF NEW YORK, ¢ ity oOF -
On the day of 19 , before me

personally came

to me known to be the individual  deseribed in and who
executed tha foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that

executed the same.
STATE OP REW YORK, COUNTY OF [}
On the day of 19 , before me

personally came
the subscribing witness to the faregoing instrument, with
whom I am personally acquainted, who, being by me duly
sworn, did depose and say that  he resides at No.
L]
that he knows
to he the individual
described in and who executed the foregoing instrument;
that  he, said subscribing witness, was present and saw
execute the same; and that  he, gaid witness,
at the same time subscribed h  name as witness thereto.
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$tandatd N, ¥.B.T.U. Form 3004 o Quitchim Deed-lndieidusl or Corporation (single sheet)

" CONSULT YOUR LAWYER BEFORE SIGNING THIS INSTRUMENT=THIS INSTRUMENT SHOULD 68 USED BY LAWYIRE ONLY.

THIS INDENTURE, made the 20 day of April , nineteen hundred and ninety-four,
BETWEEN

Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.,a New York
corporation, having offices at
Route 9-W, Newburgh, New York 12550

party of the first part, and

Galllard Realty Associates, L.L.C.
c¢/o Peter M. Edelstein
28 Lakeshore Drive, South
Brookfield, Connecticut 06804

party of the second part,

WITNESSETH, that the party of the firat part, in consideration of ten dollars paid by the party of the second

part, does hereby remise, release and quitclaim unto the party of the second part, the heirs or successors and

assigns of the party of the second part forever,

ALL that certain plot, piece or parcel of land, with the buildings and improvements thercon erected, situate,

lying and being in the Town of New Windsor, County of Orange and State of
New York, being more particularly described on
Schedule "A'" attached hereto.



TOGETHER with all right, title and interest, if any, of the party of the first part in and to any streets and
roads abutting the above described premises to the center lines thereof; TOGETHER with the appurtenances
and all the estate and rights of the party of the first part in and to said premises; TO HAVE AND TO

HOLD the premises herein granted unto the party of the second part, the heirs or successors and assigns of
the party of the second part forever.

AND the party of the first part, in compliance with Section 13 of the Lien Law, hereby covenants that the party
of the first part will receive the consideration for this conveyance and will hold the right to receive such consid-
eraticn as a trust fund to be applied first for the purpose of paying the cost of the improvement and will apply

et e ele macmiant nf tha ract of the imnraovenmient befors using any part of the total of the same for
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any other purpose.

The word “party” shall

:onstrued as if it read “parties” whenevcr.;”'; sense of this indenture so requires.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the party of the first part has duly executea this deed the day and year first above
written.

IN PmreSENCE OF:

Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.

1gee4066mee 137 by ~ '

George” E., Gaillard,
President
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Susan G. Naversen, its
sole Trustee

13998 ee 89
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SCHEDULE %AM

ALL those certain lots Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5 laid out on map entitled
"Bernardaville, Town of New Windsor, Orange County, New York", made
by Nial Sherwood, dated November 1951, revised March 20, 1952,
which revised map was filed in the 0Office of the Clerk of the
County of Orange on August 6, 1953, as Map No. 152, known and
designated as Lots No. 2 to 7 inclusive.

BEING the same premises conveyed to TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC. by
ACADEMY VENTURES, INC. by deed dated October 22, 1980, and recorded
in the Orange County Clerk's Office on the 12th day of November,
1980 in Liber 2179 of Deeds at Page 496.



ANDREW S. KRIEGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
219 QUASSAICK AVENUE

SQUIRE SHOPPING CENTER. SUITE 3
NEW WINDSOR., NEW YORK 12553

1914) 562 2333

June 3, 1994

Edelstein & Lochner, Esqgs.
495 Main Street
Armonk, New York 10504

Attn: Peter M. Edelstein, Esq.
Re: Toyota of Newburgh

Dear Mr. Edelstein:

In response to your letter of May 31, 1994, please be
advised that I do not keep the records of the New Windsor
Planning Board in my private law office. These records are kept
by the Planning Board Secretary in the Planning Board Office 1in
Town Hall. In order to amend that application it will be
necessary for your clien to go to that office, and to complete
and file an amended application. A mere direction to me in a
letter will not accomplish this amendment.

It is not clear to me what legal status Gaillard Realty
Assoc. L. L. C. would have in New York since New York does not
recognize any entity known as a "limited liability company”. It
will be necessary in filing the amended application to indicate
whether this entity is a partnership or a corporation and to have
the application signed by a general partner or officer of the
corporation as is appropriate. At the same time, the New Windsor
Tax Assessor’'s office must also be notified of this change of
ownership. Again, it is your client or someone on his behalf who
must do this notification.

‘'In order to complete a review of this matter, the meets and
bounds description must be reviewed by the Planning Board
BEngineer to see that it conforms with the description on the site
plan map. Accordingly, would you be kind enough to send copies
of the deeds to Mark Edsall, P. E., 45 Quassaick Avenue, New
Windsor, New York 12553.



Peter M. Edelstein, Esq. -2- June 3, 1994

Lastly, the two newer deeds dated April 20, 1994 must
actually be recorded and we will need proof of that recording for
the Planning Board file.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

ANDREW S. KRIEGER

ASK: mmt
. cc: Myra Mason, Secretary
Town of New Windsor Planning Board
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RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING
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LEAD AGENCY: * NEGATIVE DEC:
M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N *M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N
CARRIED: YES NO * CARRIED: YES: NO
*****************:********A*******
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
DISAPP: REFER TO Z.B.A.: M)__S)__ VOTE:A N YES NO
RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO
APPROVAL:
M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APPROVED: 54
M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APPR. CONDITIONALLY:
NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS:
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR .
AS OF: 05/25/94 PAGE: 2
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS

STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd]
o [Disap, Appr]

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93~10

NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SERV. CTR.: S.P. & SPEC. PERM.
APPLICANT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC.

-=-DATE-~ MEETING-PURPOSE-=~====—==~—==-— ACTION-TAKEN-=~=-~-~-

REV2 10/07/93 MUNICIPAL SEWER 10/11/93 APPROVED
REV?2 10/07/93 MUNICIPAL SANITARY / /

REV2 10/07/93 MUNICIPAL FIRE 10/12/93 APPROVED
REV2 10/07/93 PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER /7

REV4 05/20/94 MUNICIPAL FIRE 05/23/94 APPROVED




PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 05/25/94 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 23-10 '
NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SERV. CTR.: S.P. & SPEC. PERM.
APPLICANT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC.

DATE-SENT AGENCY----===-——-—=o=c——cmm——— DATE-RECD RESPONSE-======-==~=-
ORIG 03/18/93 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 03/25/93 APPROVED
ORIG 03/18/93 MUNICIPAL WATER 03/25/93 APPROVED
ORIG 03/18/93 MUNICIPAL SEWER 08/05/93 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
ORIG 03/18/93 MUNICIPAL SANITARY 08/05/93 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
ORIG 03/18/93 MUNICIPAL FIRE 03/22/93 APPROVED
ORIG 03/18/93 PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 08/05/93 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
ORIG 03/25/93 0O.C. PLANNING DEPT. 04/15/93 LOCAL DETERM.
REV1 08/05/93 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 09/08/93 SUPERSEDED BY
REV1 08/05/93 MUNICIPAL WATER 09/08/93 SUPERSEDED BY
REV1 08/05/93 MUNICIPAL SEWER 08/06/93 APPROVED
. OIL/WATER SEPERATOR REQUIRED FOR FLOOR DRAIN IN BAYS
REV1 08/05/93 MUNICIPAL SANITARY 09/08/93 SUPERSEDED BY
REV1 08/05/93 MUNICIPAL FIRE 08/09/93 APPROVED
REV1 08/05/93 PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 09/08/93 SUPERSEDED BY
09/08/93 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 09/23/93 DISAPPROVED
09/08/93 MUNICIPAL WATER 10/07/93 SUPERSEDED BY REV2
09/08/93 MUNICIPAL SEWER 09/15/93 APPROVED
09/08/93 MUNICIPAL SANITARY 10/07/93 SUPERSEDED BY REV2
09/08/93 MUNICIPAL FIRE 09/24/93 APPROVED
09/08/93 PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER 10/07/93 SUPERSEDED BY REV2
REV2 10/07/93 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 11/15/93 APPROVED
REV2 10/07/93 MUNICIPAL WATER 11/15/93 APPROVED -




PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

AS OF: 05/25/94 PAGE: 1

STAGE:

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS
STATUS [Open, Withd]
0 [Disap, Appr]

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

--DATE--

10/13/93

10/06/93
09/22/93

08/11/93

07/12/93
03/24/93

03/17/93
03/03/93

NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SERV. CTR.: S.P. & SPEC. PERM.
APPLICANT: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC.

MEETING-PURPOSE-~—======m=m=-x ACTION-TAKEN--=--==-~
P.B. APPEARANCE APPROVED CONDITIONAL

. NEED REVISED PLAN FOR STAMPING - SEE RESULTS SHEET IN FILE
WORK SESSION APPEARANCE RETURN TO P.B.
P.B. APPEARANCE P.H. HELD / NEG DEC

. CORRECT PARKING CALC./ANDY TO HANDLE LOTS BECOMING ONE LOT
P.B. APPEARANCE LA:REVISE & SET P.H.

. PUT VARIANCES RECEIVED ON PLAN AND SET FOR PUBLIC HEARING
Z.B.A. APPEARANCE VARIANCE GRANTED
P.B. APPEARANCE REFER TO Z.B.A.

. APPLICANT MAY HAVE THREE LOTS COMBINED TO ONE LOT
WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT APPLICATION

WORK SESSION APPEARANCE REVISE & RETURN




PLANNING BOARD FI,NUMBER: 23-/0 .

MEMORANDUM FOR FILE
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@ o TOW& OF NEW WIND?OR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.0O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BoaRD FILE vumBerR:__ Q83 = 3 0 |

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: RECEIVED MAY 2 0 1994

e

The maps and plans for the Site Approval

Subdivision as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

has been

reviewed by me and is approved x///

disapproved .

If disapproved, please list reason

pon) :
HIGHW UPE NDENT DATE
/ ﬂe//f'/
P DENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE




. . [0 Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

ﬁ New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 507 Broad Street
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. 717 206 pyan vania 18357

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

PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT NUMBER:

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)

SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2
AND SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-LOT 6.2
93-10

DATE: 25 MAY 1994

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW
BUILDING AT THE NORTH END OF THE SITE. THE PLAN
RECEIVED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL AT THE
13 OCTOBER 1993 PLANNING BOARD MEETING AND IS
BEFORE THE BOARD FOR A REVISION AT THIS TIME.

1. As noted above, the Applicant received conditional site plan

approval on 13 October 1993; however, the file was never
"closed-out”, nor the plan stamped with final approval.

At this time, the Applicant has finalized new details with regard
to the proposed building and is now requesting consideration for
a revised plan from that which received conditional approval.

To my understanding, the following changes are proposed:

a. The interior utilization of the building is somewhat
reorganized.
b. A canopy for valet~type service drop-off has been added to

the front of the new building.

c. The parking layout on the site has been revised. The
proposed building and associated parking area have been
shifted somewhat to the south.

d. The number of proposed bays for the service area has been
decreased from 11 to 10.

The Board may wish to inquire, from the Applicant or their
engineer, what other changes (if any) have also been made.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania




TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

- -

PROJECT NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN
PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)

SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2
AND SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-LOT 6.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

DATE:

2.

25 MAY 1994

The Board is reminded that this application requires the
combination of the three (3) tax parcels referenced on the plan.
The Board may wish to inquire as to the status of this item.

At this time I am aware of no other concerns with regard to this
revision proposed by the Applicant.

The Board should note that they held a Public Hearing for this
application and also completed the SEQRA process at the

22 September 1993 Planning Board meeting. For the record, the
Board may wish to note that the changes are detailed in nature
and do not substantially change the previous reviews and
determinations, so as to support the validity of the previous
determinations.

A revised site improvement cost estimate should be submitted, if
necessary, based on the plan changes (it is possible that the
previous estimate is adequate for this new plan; I will review
same with the Applicant's Engineer).

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.

m7s7e ;fw subni

AR I7Fagall, P

Plannin oard Engfgéér

MJEnmk

A:TOYOTA.mk




May 25, 1‘ . 10

REGULAR ITEMS

TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH - AMENDED SITE PLAN (93-10)

John Nosec of Tectonic Engineering appeared before the
board for this proposal, along with George Gaillard and
Richard Gaillard, applicants.

MR. NOSEC: We’re here before the board tonight
representing Toyota of Newburgh for their parcel of
land on the northbound lane of Route 9W. Basically,
this is an amendment to the approved site plan. Couple’
of changes that have been requested by our client and
we feel they are relatively minor things but
nonetheless, we prepared a revised site plan and
submitted it to the board for their comment and I’d
like to touch briefly on what changes they’d like to do
to the improved site plan. The biggest changes they’d
like to put in a canopy or a drive-in service area in
the front of the building so that customers coming in
would be able to get out of the vehicles and go into
the building without actually having to get wet in the
rain and whatnot. They could then take the vehicles
and drive them around and bring them in the back where
they can be serviced so as a result of putting that in,
we lose a number of parking spaces directly in the
front which we’ve made up elsewhere on the site. We
gained a couple of parking spaces towards the rear by
realigning the stalls to be perpendicular to the curb
line as opposed to being on an angle which they were
before and so we gained I think three or four parking
spaces in the back. And we’ve also proposed additional
4 spaces behind the existing building in order to
account for the parking stalls that were lost by the
proposed canopy.

MR. PETRO: We’re not using any parking spots
underneath the canopy as parking spots at this time?

MR. NOSEC: That is correct, that is strictly for
vehicles to come in and take care of the business with
the service center and those vehicles will be taken for
repair and whatnot. The other item the building was
just shifted I think it’s about ten feet plus or minus,
maybe a little more or less from where it was before
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basically to reduce the amount of grading that would be
required in the rear section of the property. The
other change what happened was when we had done, there
was an aisle space that was omitted that really wasn’t
really necessary for those parking spaces where you see
the handicapped area, those parking stalls there, those
vehicles can come in and park just as easily as they
could before so by eliminating that aisle space, we
were able to get the canopy and that is basically it.

MR. LANDER: Could you tell me how wide is the area
that you are going to use for pulling the cars in?

MR. NOSEC: Okay, the plan calls for 24 feet.
MR. LANDER: Less the sidewalk?

MR. NOSEC: Less the sidewalk so four feet minus 24
which would be 20.

MR. LANDER: What are you going to use to protect the
building on the inside here from somebody having their
car, pulling their car in there running into this
building?

MR. NOSEC: Well, if the board would 1like, I think we
could put a couple of bollards to protect vehicles from
driving on to the sidewalk. I don’t know if you have
any objection to that.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: If you have no objection, that is
a good idea.

MR. LANDER: I think the last time the parking spaces
here I think it was 18 feet wide so it gained two feet
anyway and you didn’t run into any problems with any
setbacks by moving this building, did you?

MR. NOSEC: I don’t believe so, no, it should still
comply with all the setback requirements. 1In fact we

moved it away from the rear line which actually
improved the rear.

MR. PETRO: You had received variances because you had
two front yards on this project, one from Lafayette
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Drive and then one on the other road but you haven’t
moved it towards either one of the roads?

MR. NOSEC: We’ve shifted in a horizontal direction.
MR. PETRO: Your variances not be effected.

MR. NOSEC: Right.

MR. PETRO: Down there by the parking, additional 4
spots you put down on the bottom of the map there,
what’s that area going to be surfaced which I don’t see
anything on the map?

MR. NOSEC: Item 4, Item 4 rolled.

MR. LANDER: Who is going to be parking down in that
area?

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: That is going to be employees
and new cars.

—
—

MR. PETRO: Mark, we have municipal fire approval on
5/23/94, as far as any other technical points, do you
want to shed light on anything there?

MR. LANDER: Do we have to go to DOT for this?

MR. BABCOCK: It already did.

MR. EDSALL: One of my comments I believe suggests that
you just for the record note that you have gone through
a SEQRA review, had a public hearing and you quantify
the magnitude of the changes so you can determine that
what you have already decided is still valid. I assume
that is what you’re going to decide and you’re just
making some very detailed changes.

MR. PETRO: The changes are very minor in nature and
you’re redesignating the number of bays from 11 to 10
and only major change obviously is the canopy which I
don’t think would necessitate going through all the
procedures again.

MR. EDSALL: I would think that all those are valid
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unless any members feel we need to reopen SEQRA or do
anything it can remain as is, I think.

MR. SCHIEFER: I agree, I don’t think you have to go
through it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It’s an amendment to the site plan is
all it is.

MR. PETRO: Revised site improvement cost estimate
should be submitted, if necessary, based on the plan
changes. It is possible that the previous estimate is
adequate for this new plan, however, review the same
with the applicant’s engineer that is coming. Since
they reduced some of the buildout in the building,
maybe the cost estimate might remain the same even
though you’re adding the canopy.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t see any problem with this.
MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: Should stay pretty close.

MR. PETRO: For the minutes, should we take lead
agency?

MR. EDSALL: I believe you can leave it as is, as long
as there’s no problems.

MR. SCHIEFER: Do we have to wait for your
determination?

MR. EDSALL: No, you may want to ask the status of the
combination of the lots so Andy is up to date on the 3
tax parcels.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Did you get the deeds off the
property?

MR. KRIEGER: No, I haven’t heard, basically, since the
last discussion I had during the last time with their
attorney, I haven’t heard a thing.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: We’re waiting for the federal
identification number which we just got yesterday and
then he is going to, you’ll have everything the way you
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want it, you’ll be hearing from him shortly.

MR. KRIEGER: I understood that at that point that it
was all the 3 parcels were going to be combined into
one parcel under ownership of a realty partnership.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: Exactly.

MR. KRIEGER: If that is the case, the realty
partnership should be a co-applicant. Has the
partnership been formed yet?

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: Yeah.

MR. KRIEGER: All it requires is amending the
application. It doesn’t require a new application or

anything that partnership, that entity should be
listed.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: Okay.

MR. PETRO: I believe that part of this was a condition
of the original approval and it’s going to be my
suggestion when you make your motion that all
conditions for approval on the original--

MR. SCHIEFER: I make a motion that we approve the
amended site plan for Toyota or Newburgh but it should
incorporate all of the original conditions on the
original approval.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Under severe duress, 1’11l second the
motion.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval subject
to the original conditions of the original approval
being kept and met. Is there any further discussion
from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. SCHIEFER AYE




May

MR.
MR.
MR.

25, 1.1

LANDER
DUBALDI
PETRO

AYE
AYE
AYE
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TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH - AMENDED SITE PLAN

Mr. Anthony Cappola appeared before the board for this
proposal.

MR. PETRO: Tell us what you want to do down there.

MR. CAPPOLA: Okay, this will only take a couple
minutes. What we’ve done is I know Tectonic has gone
through a long process here with site plan review, they
are coming in at the end of the month, we’ve worked at
workshop, set up with Mark but what I am going to do is’
just explain the changes that they are going to make on
the site plan and with the idea of where it’s coming
from. What we’ve done is we’ve started, I’ve started
doing some design work, schematic design work for the
interior of the building, basic footprint that was
approved by the Planning Board is 80 by 125, that is
essentially going to stay the same. Couple changes
that we’re going to make is they want a covered
overhang basically a drive-through overhang that is
going to be at the front of their building. That is
going to extend outside of the original footprint, that
was approved by the board, I don’t believe it
encroaches on any setbacks.

MR. PETRO: How about the parking?

MR. CAPPOLA: Let me get to the parking in a second.
The size of that overhang is going to be 28 by or
excuse me, 24 by 48. ©Now, what they really want to do
is a novel approval to this area and in terms of
servicing cars. What they want is they want their
customer to be able to drive directly up to the
entrance here and institute a system of valet parking
where the customer drives up, there will be like two
lanes like parallel parking right in the front and
service managers would be situated right at the front
of this building and they kind of would immediately go
out to the car and help the customer with the problems
they are having with the car. Essentially, it’s kind
of like it’s a valet parking system where they want
their service managers to be able to be able to go out

to the car very easily and be out to the car in an area
that is covered by the canopy.
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Florida has a lot of them.

MR. CAPPOLA: Exactly, it’s a system used in Florida
and out west a lot more.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Texas.

MR. CAPPOLA: So it is not really something that is
unique to this area but is customer oriented and they
really feel it’s important for their business.

MR. DUBALDI: How many parking areas are you going to
be losing?

MR. CAPPOLA: He showed 7, he’s basically got a double
loaded lane in the front here and showing 7 adjacent to
the building including 2 handicapped. What we’re going
to be proposing is 8 in front of the building,
basically they are going to be some type of, going to
be 4 here, 4 here like and eight foot walkway that goes
through the center so there would be one more space in
the front with the handicapped parking would have to be
changed over here to cross this aisle. So you’d lose
one over here.

MR. DUBALDI: So in other words, the parking is
actually that you are going to be including is inside
the building, it’s under?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: ©Under the canopy.

MR. CAPPOLA: The canopy is going to cover 4, 2 here
and 2 here so they’d be able to have 4 that would be
covered by the canopy and then 4 that wouldn’t be
covered by the canopy.

MR. PETRO: Basically, you’re talking 7 out and putting

8 in and moving the handicapped parking to the other
side?

MR. CAPPOLA: Right, that is the first change that
we’re doing.

MR. EDSALL: Before we go to the next one, the 8 that
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you are putting back are they 8 parking spaces or are
they 8 places where cars can stack for service people
to take the car for work?

MR. CAPPOLA: The latter.

MR. EDSALL: That is not a parking space so make sure
that you create what you took out because you just
barely meet the zoning on the original plan.

MR. CAPPOLA: Would the board consider that to be a
parking space?

MR. EDSALL: I don’t think the code allows it. It’s
not a matter of discretion. Parking space is a parking
space by code so.

MR. PETRO: What you’re asking and I think basically if
you took like a gas station and you had a pump sitting
there and you wanted to count that as a spot, the spot
is actually there to be pumping gas.

MR. EDSALL: It has another function.

MR. CAPPOLA: What the owners were telling me are more
like a valet parking system. I understand your point.
It’s a spot, but it’s not conventional parking space.
I think what Tectonic will have to do what I will tell
them take a look at you’re saying it’s not zoning
ordinance.

MR. EDSALL: They can look at it but--

MR. CAPPOLA: You know that--

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, I mean 1it’s a parking space by
definition is a space where you park vehicles, not

where you have a through lane of valet parking.

MR. CAPPOLA: I was under the impression that the
board--

MR. EDSALL: I don’t think there’s that flexibility but
if you care to look it up, it would be fine.




May 11, 191 ' 37

MR. CAPPOLA: Well, I can’t really address that at this
time.

MR. EDSALL: Just want to clue you in and again that is
usually why we have this at the workshop first so we
can tell you these things but I would have that
resolved when you come in.

MR. PETRO: If Mark is correct and I think 95 percent
of the time, if not more than that, he is, what are
the, what other provision would you have on the site
plan?

MR. CAPPOLA: Unfortunately, we’re losing more parking
because of the other changes that I am going to
propose. Again, they have a system here in the back
where they have one lane and kind of an angled parking
system in the back and they are showing ttheir overhead
doors on the side. We’re going to have two overhead
doors total but one has to be in the back, in other

words, to orient the service lanes the way they want
it.

MR. LANDER: Do you have extra maps there?

MR. CAPPOLA: No, I don’t, this is the only copy that I

got. So we might be losing a couple more spaces back
here.

MR. PETRO: Where the door is going.

MR. CAPPOLA: Because of the overhead door.

MR. PETRO: Mark, do you remember on the original plan?
MR. LANDER: That is ten spaces.

MR. PETRO: On the original plan, how many spaces did
they have that were extra?

MR. EDSALL: I don’t recall.
MR. CAPPOLA: I think they are dead-ended.

MR. BABCOCK: It was real close because we had to put
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some way down on the back on the other piece of
property.

MR. EDSALL: And again, when we get a new building
layout for the interior that is going to effect the
parking calculations so we’ve got the whole issue to
look at again.

MR. CAPPOLA: I’m working on that with them, in other
words, they have certain notes for the number of bays
and there’s a difference between the parking
requirements for a bay and parking requirements for the’
office area so I’m working with that.

MR. LANDER: How much does that change, how much did
the service area change?

MR. CAPPOLA: Well, it’s basically going to be I think
it’s essentially going to be the same, ten service
bays.

MR. LANDER: Same amount of square feet?

MR. CAPPOLA: Well, there may be a difference between
allocation between--well, slight difference between
allocation.

MR. PETRO: What you’re leading to, going to be one of
the spaces maximum, if it’s 150 square feet per office
space or you know, you’re not going to gain that much,
you’re talking about ten spaces you’re eliminating.

MR. CAPPOLA: Big thing I didn’t expect to lose the 8
spaces.

MR. LANDER: Like a townhouse situation where we’ve had
the applicant come in and say we want to consider the
garage a parking space.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Lot of people do.

MR. LANDER: We don’t do it here.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I suggest you go back to the drawing
board, find out where you can put the eight or ten
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spaces and come back to us and present it and we’ll
look at it and see what we can do for you, fairest
thing to do. :

MR. CAPPOLA: At this point, my intention tonight was
just to give you a little bit of understanding about
what the owners want to do. Now the engineer is going
to have to work out that.

MR. PETRO: I had asked him to come in, normally, Mark
said he would go to a workshop first, we were just

trying to maybe the board could shed some light on what-’
we thought of it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Canopies, I have no problem with that
as long as you fit the parking in, got to fit.

MR. PETRO: We have no choice. If you can work that
technical material out with the Planning Board
engineer, the board is saying that they don’t have a
problem with any of your suggestions.

MR. CAPPOLA: Mark, the parking requirements that are
on here that is a matter of the code again or is that
something that they get a variance for any of this?

MR. EDSALL: No, it was just a matter of that there was
such a combination of uses within the two buildings
that we sat down and evaluated all the uses, then took
the particular portions of the code that apply like so
many spaces per bay, so many per square foot outside
the bay, so many for office areas and worked up a
calculation and they provided those spaces. We can do
it again when you have your interior use all figured
out, sguare footages all documented on what each area
is, let’s sit down, do the parking calculations at the
workshop and see how you stand. You may not have a
problem. I hope you don’t.

MR. CAPPOLA: I know they are real close.
MR. BABCOCK: How wide is the staging lane?

MR. CAPPOLA: It would be 18 feet where they are
driving up here, in other words 18 feet.
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MR. BABCOCK: And you are proposing two rows of
staging?

MR. CAPPOLA: Like 9 by 18 foot parking space.

MR. PETRO: I’m going to adjourn the meeting because
this is for the workshop. He’s got the direction of
the board and we can’t do anything more for him. Let’s
get it into the workshop, work out the detail and we’1ll
see you at the next meeting.

MR. CAPPOLA: Thank you.

MR. LANDER: I move we adjourn.

MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

ROLL CALL

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

Regpectfully Submitted By:

\
1

| / LLQUJ\U L%L\(/( [
Frances Roth \ \B\QL*A

Stenographer
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DATE:
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DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
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10,000 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT THE NORTH END OF
THE SITE. THE PLAN WAS MOST RECENTLY REVIEWED AT
THE 11 AUGUST 1993 AND 22 SEPTEMBER 1993 PLANNING
BOARD MEETINGS.

The Applicant has revised the plan to include a new parking
calculation which appears to comply with the zoning bulk
requirements.

The application resubmission also includes additional plan sheets
for proposed grading and drainage, sanitary details and site
improvement details. I have reviewed each of these additional
sheets and generally find each acceptable; however, I have some
minor suggestions, as noted hereinbelow, which have already been
reviewed with the Applicant's engineer.

With regard to the overall site plan, I have suggested a
modification to the parking layout to eliminate the seven (7)
diagonal spaces in front of the new building (three rows out).
This is necessary to provide appropriate spacing between

90 degree parking aisles (24 feet is desired and 20 foot width
shown). The Applicant has provided a preliminary sketch layout
of revised parking to maintain the total necessary parking
spaces, with the elimination of this angled parking. I agree
with the Applicant's engineer's proposed modification in this
regard.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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With regard to the grading plan, the Applicant has confirmed that
the sidewalk at the front of the new building will follow the
proposed pavement contours, which results in an exposed
foundation wall near the east side of the front face of the new
building. This does not create a problem, since the entrance to
the building is at the west corner.

Also with regard to the grading plan, I have advised the engineer
that careful control must be exercised with the paving of the

two (2) curb cuts onto Lafayette Drive, such that a crown is
created to direct sheet action drainage to the proposed swale,
rather than run onto Lafayette Drive.

With regard to the drainage shown on the grading/drainage plan,
improvements are proposed within the Town right-of-way, along
Lafayette Drive. It is my understanding that the Highway
Superintendent is aware of these proposed improvements and a
record of his review should be on file.

The application resubmission also includes a sanitary design
plan, which proposes a disposal system on the east corner of the
property. This proposed disposal location further supports the
need to combine the lots, since the sanitary system will be

located on what is now a different lot from the proposed
building.

Regarding the proposed design, the disposal field size appears
consistent with the test data and State design requirements. I
am concerned regarding the length of the waste line from the
building to the disposal field, which is approximately 400 +/-
feet long. Use of a 6 inch line may be appropriate and use of
some access manholes in lieu of cleanouts may be appropriate. 1In
addition, it should be noted that the line crosses the Town
right-of-way between the State properties and Lafayette Drive;
use of a ductile iron sleeve is necessary for this crossing.
Further, the sleeve should have acceptable cover and cleanouts
should not be located within the Town right-of-way.
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PROJECT NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)
SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2 AND
SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-LOT 6.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

DATE: 13 OCTOBER 1993

5. Regarding the detail sheet, the Applicant should note that all

drainage pipe within the Town right-of-way should be coated cmp,
with coated end sections.

6. At this time I am aware of no engineering reasons why this
application could not received approval from the Planning Board.
The minor corrections noted above can be coordinated with the
Applicant prior to stamp of approval, if the Board so desires.

14
Plannfng Board Engineer
MJEmk

A:TOYOTA3.mk
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GULAR EMS:
YO OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN (93-10 OUTE_9W

Don Benvie of Tectonic Engineering appeared before the
board for this proposal.

MR. BENVIE: Good evening folks, Don Benvie with
Tectonic here to represent Toyota with regards to their
proposed service building 10,000 square foot building
that they propose and the site plan basically is the
same plan that has been up in front of the board
before. Their service building is comprised of 6,700
square feet, service area and remaining 3,300 is for
office use. The site plan as indicated all the
associated parking, there’s some minor adjustments made
to the parking based on Mark’s input along with the
Town Zoning requirements. The layout of the, as I say,
the parking is indicated on here, the building all
three pieces would be combined as part of the site
plan, three parts being combined into one parcel, Town
Zoning Ordinance requirements. Basically the plan is
the same as what’s been before the board here in the
pass several months.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What are they going to do with the
0ld building?

MR. BENVIE: 01ld building as far as I know Hank they’1ll
be using that when they take the service area out of
here, they’1ll still use it for new car prep so.

MR. PETRO: Also sales, I believe.

MR. BENVIE: Still use it for sales.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Front is going to be sales.

MR. BENVIE: Yes and I believe it will be for new car
prep.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Just for parts and service area,

okay. I don’t see any problem. The only thing Mark
has made some comments.
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MR. EDSALL: Can I just go over those to my
understanding and I believe it’s the correct use of the
lower of the existing building that is going to' be used
to prep cars, used cars for resale, the new car repair
is I think automotive mechanical repairs will be in the
new building. As far as any comments, I’m trying to
bring you up to date on some last minute ideas that
Ross Winglovitz and myself came up with. They !
basically address the details of the new plans. The
long and short of it is they have adjusted some?
parking, they need to detail the sanitary crossing as
it crosses the Town right-of-way and they need to add a
couple notes on to the plan but the plan is in very
good shape and I really don’t see any technical problem
with you considering it for approval, if you so desire.

MR. LANDER: We had a problem with the deeds,
gentlemen.

MR. KRIEGER: Yes, do you want me to--

MR. LANDER: Can Andrew enlighten us on that?

)
MR. KRIEGER: I had a telephone conversation with the
attorney who apparently is the attorney for an estate.
What it amounts to is this. There are presently 3
parcels, 2 of them are owned by Toyota of Newbu?gh, by
the way this is all based on a phone conversation. I
have seen nothing in writing. Two of them are owned by
Toyota, one of them is owned by an estate which' is in
the process of being probated and that is in the
process of being transferred. When it is transferred
eventually they intend that all 3 parcels will be owned
by a partnership to be informed, Realty Associates. I
told that attorney that what was necessary first of all
to make this Realty Associates a co-applicant so that
they were before the board so to speak. The other
thing I said as long as they are all going to be owned
by the same group that is fine but I have to see a
recorded deed indicating that that has happened. He
indicated that he would be able to do all that by
December 1st, because of the apparently the estate
finishing that probate and doing that transfer.| And
that is the upshot of the conversation so any approval

that is granted before December 1st should make! it
|

|
!
|
|
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subject to.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I got no problem with the
configuration on the map.

MR. BENVIE: They won’t be able to obtain a C.0. until
it was all combined into one parcel because it won’t

comply technically with the zoning unless it 1s one
parcel. :

MR. KRIEGER: You have two problems that is one aspect.
The other aspect if it is all going to be owned by
another entity, other than Toyota of Newburgh which
apparently is the proposal then that other entity
should be on the application, should be before the
board. I don’t see any reason why they couldn’t simply
amend the application they have because you’re just
adding that other entity for ownership purposes.

MR. PETRO: This lot that the building is being built
on is not sufficient enough to get a building permit on
its own standings.

MR. EDSALL: I don’t know that we have, there’s a
problem with the building but I’m sure that the site
plan would not comply with zoning.

MR. BABCOCK: What we’re looking, we’re looking at it
as one parcel.

MR. EDSALL: Right from the start we asked them once we
found out it was multiple parcels, we asked them to
make their mind up if they wanted single or three
applications and right from the start, they said they
were going to combine the lots and we need not look at
it as three applications. We need only look at! it as
one overall facility. So I couldn’t answer you' off the
top of my head whether or not the one piece of the

puzzle would independently meet zoning, I don’t;believe
it would.

MR. PETRO: Really it’s a moot point.

MR. EDSALL: We base our review on what the appllcatlon
is so they’ve set the course.
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MR. PETRO: If we get to a subject to Andy can read it
in and we’ll have it clarified.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Paper street, what’s going to happen
with the paper street?

MR. BENVIE: My understanding paper road was they were
going to--

MR. EDSALL: It will continue to be an offer of
dedication, the Town is not prepared to abandon it
because they have no understanding of what the Stat is
going to do with the adjoining parcel. So the Town
wants to maintain the roads rights but they’ve no
objection to Toyota crossing the right-of-way utilizing
it for access. They just don’t want any permanent
structure or parking facilities placed on it and I had
a discussion with Tad Seaman today and he indicated no
objection to sewer line crossing as long as it was
properly installed.

MR. PETRO: Any other question for the applicant?

Mark, we had asked him to put the parking configuration
properly, some arrows and whatnot on the map, they’ve
done so and it meets with your approval?

MR. EDSALL: As a matter of fact, the plan that Don has
tonight is not same plan as what you’re looking at.
There was a minor change made in the configuration of
the parking at my request following the workshop and
then some subsequent telephone calls. Basically what
they’ve changed if you look in front of the new
building, three rows out is diagonal, that row has been
deleted so that it is now just a row of 90 degree
spaces. They have provided additional spaces in front
of the o0ld building as a second row out which is where
they park now anyway. What it did is it eliminated
diagonal parking which I thought was going to be
confusing. At this point, all the parking in front of
the two buildings will be 90 degree to aisles and I
think that is a lot easier to use and also it
eliminates the problem of having a one one-way aisle in
the middle of all two-way aisles so it worked out
better and they have accomplished that on the new plan.
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They’ve done what you have asked them
MR. EDSALL: Yes and I think it’s a much a better
layout.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’1ll make a motion to approve subject
to the following.

MR. BABCOCK: One item is that if it is going to be
approved subject to, I’m not sure how I can handle this
buildings permit, if they are going to be looking for
one before this map gets stamped, this map is going to
have to be stamped before I can give them a permit.

MR. PETRO: And the o0ld is going to be December 1st.
MR. KRIEGER: That is what he indicated.

MR. BABCOCK: I’m not sure.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The only other thing--

MR. BABCOCK: I don’t know if you have any suggestions
how we can handle it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I would suggest maybe we give them a
foundation, let them put the foundation and no building
until that is handled. At least the foundation. is in
for the winter. !

MR. BENVIE: I have been advised by the clients: that
they are probably not going to start construction until
after the first of the year. So it won’t be a hardship
if the building permit was held up subject to until
they got the problem with the deed cleared up and had
the subject to added. |

MR. PETRO: Changes in the meantime, if you feel it is
a problem, it can always come back under discuséion, we
can discuss it and maybe do what Mr. Van Leeuwen
suggests with maybe a foundation permit.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We’ve done that over the yearé,
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especially this time of the year.
!
MR. PETRO: It is not a problem so we can handle it
that way in the meantime.

MR. EDSALL: Just if I can interject one additional
thing, we do have site improvement, bond estimate
submitted and it was revised once and I have no!
objection to the latest one which is dated October 6, I
believe, so they are in a position to satisfy that
requirement too.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’1ll make a motion subject with the
following subject to, that no building permit be issued
nor the plan be signed until all parcels have been
joined into one and has the okay from our attorney.

MR. PETRO: And also the proper bond estimate be
employed. o

MR. EDSALL: We have that and if you could condition on
the final plan having the revisions we talked about.

]
'

MR. KRIEGER: Combined in one means that I have: for
review a single recorded deed but it must be recorded
by then.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Absolutely.

MR. SCHIEFER: I’1l1 second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board grant final site plap
approval is Toyota of Newburgh subject to all three
lots be combined in one with the recorded deed,| proper
bond estimate being supplied.

MR. EDSALL: Just need corrections to the plan.
MR. PETRO: Just the corrections to the plan. Is there
any further discussion from the board members? | If not,

roll call.

ROLL CALL
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PROJECT NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)
SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2 AND
SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-LOT 6.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10
DATE: 22 SEPTEMBER 1993
DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE CONSTRUCTION OF A

10,000 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT THE NORTH END OF
THE SITE. THE PLAN WAS MOST RECENTLY REVIEWED AT
THE 11 AUGUST 1993 PLANNING BOARD MEETING AND IS
SCHEDULED FOR A PUBLIC HEARING AT THIS MEETING.

1. As the plan notes, this application required a variance for front
yard setback for the proposed building. It is indicated that the
Town Zoning Board of Appeals granted such variance on
12 July 1993.

Other than that variance, it appears that the balance of the plan
complies with the bulk requirements for the neighborhood
commercial (NC) zone.

2. I have reviewed the parking requirements indicated on the plan
and believe that corrections are necessary, unless my
understanding of the utilization of the site is incorrect. Prior
to completion of this plan and approval of the application, we
should insure that the parking calculations are both accurate and
truly reflect what the Applicant proposes.

Included in my 11 August 1993 comments, I recommended that the
parking calculations/information on the plan be more clear as to
the particularly uses within each building, defining the location
of the service bays, areas outside of bays within each building,
etc., such that an understanding can result between the plan and
the calculations. This comment was apparently ignored, as such
information is not on the latest plan submitted.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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PROJECT NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN
PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)

SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2 AND
SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-10T 6.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

DATE:

3.

22 SEPTEMBER 1993

A general comment with regard to the plan as depicted is with
regard to the parking arrangement as depicted; inasmuch as no
structures (i.e. curbs, planter areas, etc.) exist within the
parking lot, it is essential that pavement markings be maintained
visible and understandable. In some areas, angled parking is
provided and one-way traffic is only permitted. Proper pavement
markings and signage is essential.

Other than the above, I am aware of no outstanding comments with
regard to the site plan layout. The Board should review the plan
and determine if any other additional information is required
relative to the proposed improvements and submitted site plan.

The Planning Board may wish to make a determination regarding the
type action this project should be classified under SEQRA and
make a determination regarding environmental significance.

The Planning Board should require that a bond estimate be
submitted for this Site Plan in accordance with Paragraph A(1) (g)
of Chapter 19 of the Town Code.

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.

cjf Qly submitted,

dsall, P.E.

Plannln Board Engineer

MJEmk

A:TOYOTA2.mk
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PUBLIC HEARING:

TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN (93-10)

Martin Rogers from Tectonic Engineering appeared before
the board for this proposal, along with Richard
Gallaird from Toyota.

MR. PETRO: This is a public hearing. First we’ll
review it as a board and then we’ll open it to the
public, if there’s anyone here to address this
applicant. You have been to the Zoning Board for
some--

MR. LANDER: Why don’t we go over the variances.

MR. ROGERS: They are required to get a front yard
variance for Lafayette Drive side of the proposed
building since we had two front yards, we were granted
that variance.

MR. PETRO: I think last time we wanted them on the map
now they are on the map.

MR. ROGERS: They are on the map.
MR. DUBALDI: That was the only variance?

MR. ROGERS: That was it.

MR. PETRO: Why don’t you go over the utilization of
the site in other words what are you going to be using
this for because there seems to be a discrepancy on the
parking requirements from the, or Mark, do you want to
take that first?

MR. EDSALL: I don’t know that there’s a discrepancy or
whether or not I just don’t completely understand all
the interior uses and one of the suggestions I made
back August 11 was that there be a table prepared that
would just show each building and what portions are
used for what so that we can in fact confirm the use
verses the parking requirements and that wasn’t
included. It looks as if they have enough spaces, I
want to make sure that the last plan that you deal with
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that is stamped has all the information in a table form
and is correct.

MR. PETRO: Well, the calculation for the parking you
have now Martin is for what usage of the building use
the way it’s broken up now?

MR. ROGERS: Yes, the way it’s broken up now. You have
certain number of service bays existing and proposed,
existing office area and the existing showroom is
staying the same, there’s no additional uses for that.

MR. LANDER: These parking calculations are only for
the new building?

MR. ROGERS: Actually, it’s split up for existing and
new and gives you the requirements for both of them
combined as it is one site.

MR. PETRO: Rich, aren’t these two separate sites, one
here and one here?

MR. GALLAIRD: They are being consolidated into,
concurrently that is being done.

MR. PETRO: You’re talking the two parcels and making
them into one?

MR. GALLAIRD: Yes, on the tax map.

MR. PETRO: In other words in Goshen?

]

MR. GALLAIRD: Yes, that is being done currently.

MR. PETRO: That is why you are not showing the
property line. I think you should show the property
line if it is two parcels.

MR. GALLAIRD: We agreed right from the onset because

it’s in the works of being done that we wouldn’t show
it.

MR. LANDER: Parking down here on the lower portion of
the map, is that included in the parking calculations
for this total site this one down here?
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MR. GALLAIRD: Yes.
MR. PETRO: Are you filling that in now?
MR. GALLAIRD: Yeah, it’s already it’s existing.

MR. LANDER: Was there shale down there or I don’t know
what’s down there, I haven’t been down there.

MR. GALLAIRD: It’s filled in with shale and whatever.

MR. LANDER: Who is going to utilize the parking down
here, going to be the employees?

MR. GALLAIRD: A lot of it is going to be, I shouldn’t
say a lot of it, some of it is going to be storage for

the new vehicles and alsoc you know for some employee
parking.

MR. LANDER: Point I’m getting at is it’s not going to
be for the customers to park there.

MR. GALLAIRD: No, not at all. When we did the parking
calculations.

MR. EDSALL: If I can just jump in a minute that
parking at the bottom of the plan Ron which I don’t see
the north arrow yet it looks like it’s the southeast
there’s no number there as far as being counted that is
because they meet the minimum requirements with all the
rest of the parking, that is just overflow new vehicle

storage or storage so is that is why it is not numbered
and not finished.

MR. SCHIEFER: How do you calculate parking on a car
lot because there was a time when they had a few cars

in the lot, today it’s not unusual the inventory is
fantastic.

MR. EDSALL: Well, it’s of course what may be
consistent with how businesses operate now and how the
code does it are two different things.

MR. SCHIEFER: Isn’t there a variation there?
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MR. EDSALL: Yes, the code calls for spaces based on
the number of bays and then there’s another credit
towards sales areas and then we take all the left over
space and that is just considered areas outside the
service bays so those three components total, the total
required parking they have it as 115 as being required.

MR. SCHIEFER: But I’ve seen many garages will have
that many new cars in inventory. I’m not complaining
just curious because I know the code on the actual
conditions today there seems to be a deviation.

MR. EDSALL: My only suggestion you believe there’s an
appropriate number of customer parking spaces that you
restrict certain areas of this site to be customer
parking and that way it couldn’t be used for vehicle
storage and I think that might be appropriate.

MR. SCHIEFER: I don’t want to go that far.

MR. EDSALL: It’s tough because they can £ill the the
entire site with new cars theoretically.

MR. SCHIEFER: Thank you.

MR. PETRO: All the markings and signage on the
pavement I guess everything is going to be labeled as
it is because Mark has some concerns there’s no
structures, planters or curbs exist within the parking
lot. It is essential that pavement markings be
maintained and visual and understandable. Some areas
angled parking is provided and one-way traffic is only
permitted, proper pavement markings and signage is
essential so we have it all on the map as it stands now
whatever is on there is what we need.

MR. EDSALL: My reason for bringing it out the way it’s
laid out it appears to work but they must understand
and you may want to re-enforce the fact that they have
to maintain the markings so people understand what they
intend. Otherwise, it will become a free-for-all as
other site plans have.

MR. SCHIEFER: How do we go about enforcing that
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eventually, that is a tough one. The markings are
there now two years from there they are not there, it’s
just a recommendation I think it’s a good idea to
maintain the markings on the parking area.

MR. LANDER: Now the area around the new building where
is the extent of the paving here?

MR. GALLAIRD: That is where it ends right there.

MR. DUBALDI: Should be marked on the map where it is
going to be paved.

MR. ROGERS: We do have a legend and it’s a little
light, we’ll have to adjust the computer.

MR. PETRO: Is everyone satisfied at this point to open
it up to the public? This is a public hearing on the
Toyota site plan. On the 9th day of September, 29
addressed envelopes did go out to the residents of the
area surrounding this site.

MR. LANDER: How many were returned, Mr. Chairman, you
know not received or we do get them back?

MR. PETRO: It does not say on here Ron, it Jjust says--
MRS. MASON: They would have gone back to Tectonic.

MR. ROGERS: 1I’1l1 have to check on that.

MR. PETRO: 29 did go out. Okay, if there’s anyone
here that would wish to speak on behalf of this
applicant, please come forward, state your name and

address and do so at this time. Obviously, there’s no
one here to speak on behalf of this applicant.

MR. DUBALDI: Make a motion we close the public.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board close public hearing on the
Toyota site plan on Route 9W. Any further discussion
from the board members? If not, roll call.
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ROLL CALL

MR. SCHIEFER AYE

MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. LANDER AYE

MR. PETRO AYE

MR. PETRO: At this time, I’d like to open it back up
to the Planning Board members. Is there any further
discussion on behalf of this application?

MR. SCHIEFER: Mark’s item 6, the bond estimate?

MR. PETRO: Planning Board should require that a bond
estimate a be submitted in an accordance with paragraph
AlG Chapter Chapter 19 of the Town Code.

MR. DUBALDI: Make a motion we declare negative dec.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board declare negative dec on the
Toyota of Newburgh site plan on Route 9W. Any further
discussion from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. SCHIEFER AYE

MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. LANDER AYE '
MR. PETRO AYE

MR. LANDER: This has been to the DOT, right, Martin?

MR. ROGERS: Yes, we have been talking to the DOT a ldt
lately.

MR. PETRO: Also Orange County Planning and it came
back local determination on 3/18/93, fire department,
9/8/93 approved.

MR. SCHIEFER: Mark, would you explain what would you
want covered in the bond estimate for that site plan?
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MR. EDSALL: That is the normal procedure is to have
key site improvements which in this case it would 1list
any areas which need to be paved, any traffic signs,
pavement markings and it doesn’t need to be bonded, it
just needs to have the estimate submitted per Chapter
19 and then if that work is not done when they ask for
the C.0. that is when we ask for the actual bond.

MR. SCHIEFER: I think it’s a good idea, especially
with this condition we’re stretching it I think it’s a
good idea.

MR. EDSALL: That is a procedure item that we do for
every site plan, it’s something we have to take care of
before the plan can be stamped.

MR. SCHIEFER: As long as the applicant is aware of it.

MR. EDSALL: One other item I got a call from the Town
Attorney evidentally, the applicant contacted Tad
Seaman relative to the paper street that runs between
the lane of Lafayette Drive and the access to Plum
Point that the state now owns. Although it was not
reviewed by the Town board, it was Tad’s opinion that
the Town would not look to release that offer of
dedication since there would be some potential for need
in the future to have that second access to Lafayette.
He did indicate however that in his opinion, there
should be no objection to them crossing it for the
parking and using that as their access internally. He
would ask that it be maintained as open as best
possible in case there had to be an access through the
area, don’t obstruct it in other words but at this
point, it doesn’t look as if the Town would be in a
position to release that offer but on the other hand
they really don’t object to what you’re showing here
because the bottom line is they just don’t know what’s
going to happen with the Plum Point lands. And there’s
also the potential for additional lots on Lafayette
that are currently not built so they don’t want to

cross or take away any opportunities to use it for the
future.

MR. SCHIEFER: I understand and agree that would not




9/93

- LASER BOND-A

PENGAD CO , BAYONNE, NJ 07002

Septembelgz, 1993 10

mean that at a future date they’d have a variance
problem with that shed trailer thing that sits right on
the edge of that.

MR. EDSALL: Actually the parking spaces of the shed
trailer are right against it but the shed trailer is
back probably ten feet or so.

MR. PETRO: Any other comments from the members?

MR. LANDER: I think once Martin gives Mark what he has
outlined as far as the new building and proposed uses
and stuff and straightens out his map here a little
bit, I don’t have any problem with it, Mr. Chairman.

MR. SCHIEFER: Are they looking for preliminary?
MR. LANDER: They he already got it.

MR. LANDER: We, we’re talking before about subject
to’s, we’ll have one tonight that will give you a prime
example of why there shouldn’t be any subject to’s.

MR. EDSALL: As far as subject to’s on the two
outstanding items being the bond estimate which is
procedural item and the parking calculation, the
parking calculation is just something we have to work
out on the filed plan, it looks as if they are showing
they need more parking than I really think they do
need. It looks like they comply very easily.

MR. BABCOCK: It’s a matter of the calculation.
MR. EDSALL: I just don’t want to have the plan stamped

and have an improper calculation because we can look
back and not understand.

MR. LANDER: We don’t have to wait for this to become
one parcel?

MR. EDSALL: Andy has a procedure wherein he requires
combining of the lots for the stamping of approval.

MR. KRIEGER: They can combine that by deed at that
time.
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MR. PETRO: Why should it be a problem if you have too
much parking?

MR. EDSALL: It isn’t, I just want the calculation to
be right. 1It’s not a problem at all, that is why I am
not really concerned about it.

MR. GALLAIRD: Just so I understand you’re saying
before the final plans are, before the C.0. that the
tax lots have to be combined into one?

MR. LANDER: No, approval I’m talking about approval
not C.O. .

MR. KRIEGER: Under the circumstances, it would be I
would recommend that it be a condition of the final
approval that before the plan is stamped, a deed be
because the reason I saw at the point of the final
approval, a deed recorded which is merely ministerial
thing, so you can easily do that because before the
pPlan is stamped, because once it’s stamped, it passes
out of the hands of the Planning Board and is very
difficult for them to, for it to see that it is done.

MR. GALLAIRD: Well, what happened is that there’s
actually three lots there and it’s in an estate is what
had happened, the three, it’s all tied up in an estate
so you know between the estate and the attorneys and
whatnot, it is going to be rectified just a matter of
how quick.

MR. KRIEGER: Under the circumstances, I would want to
talk to the whatever attorney is handling the estate
because the procedure which I had just outlined as I
say is the normal procedure but under these maybe
special circumstances they may or may not require.

MR. PETRO: How close do you feel you’re to getting the
deed being straightened out?

MR. GALLAIRD: I would probably say we’re a lot closer
to breaking ground than we are to getting the deed
straightened out, the deed and the parcels are all
going to be consolidated without a doubt before we
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apply for a final C.0. and the building’s up but we’d
likxe to get it, I doubt it will happen honestly before
I can break ground.

MR. KRIEGER: Let me talk to the attorney and see where
it stands and then I’11 advise the board of an
appropriate procedure.

MR. PETRO: Work it out with Andy in the meantime, you
can get the correct parking calculations done. I don’t
think any of the board members have a problemn.

MR. GALLAIRD: Another point to the parking, we’re
going, we have it basically handled, just a matter of
the calculations and how it’s distributed.

MR. ROGERS: How it’s worded.

MR. PETRO: We'’ll see you in two weeks.
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PLANNING BOARD : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK ,

CoTTmmmosmmssmsssmoomommmmmmoomsomeeoX Spe<inl Peem,#

In the Matter of Application for Site Plan/Subdivisien—of
Sec. #£ B8/K 2, Lo? 6.4

Z?@;%{Jia&%% Sec. 48, BIK. 3, Aot R F3 '

Applicant.

AFFIDAVIT OF
SERVICE
BY MAIL

STATE OF NEW YORK)
) SsS.:
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.

Onmz 1293 , I compared the _29 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.

M%ia L. Mason, Secretary for

the Planning Board

Sworn to before me this

(}4$' day ofké%ﬁifJMA) , 19929

"ol @Luw

Notary Public U

ORAH GREEN
%ic. State of New York
Quaiified in Orange

# 4984065
Commission Expires July 18, 995

AFFIMAIL.PLB - DISC#l P.B.
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e s T ' LEGAL NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the PLANNING BOARD of the TOWN OF NEW
WINDSOR, County of Orange, State of New York will hold a PUBLIC
HEARING at Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York on

September 22- _ 1993 at?’gi(j- P.M. on the approval of the

proposed_ Site Plan & Special Permit

(Site Plan)* OF Toyota. of Newburgh, Inc.

i , L e . Tax Map #:
located_ OndRéute 9W-at the Toyota.of Newburgh Site Sec.4g , Blk 3 , Iot 3

Sec 48 Blk 2 Lot 6.2 Sec 48 Blk 3 Lot 2
Map of the C - (Site Plan)* is on file and may

be inspected at the Town Clerk's Office, Town Hall, 555 Union

Avenue, New Windsor, N.Y. prior to the Public Hearing.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD.

James R. Petro, Jr.

Chairman

NOTES TO APPLICANT:
1). *Select Applicable Item.

2). A completed copy of this Notice must be approved prior
to publication in The Sentinel.

3). The cost and responsibility for publication of this Notice
is fully the Applicants.




wemimanil UG 31793 1137 TOMN .NEN WINDSOR

e
Ll

[T

)

I3

* | Artusa, Eugene
PO Box 2547
Newburgh, NY 12550

valicenti, Audrey
J 108 e¥ South
New Windsor, NY {2553

Langer, Myron & Jean
\/ c¢/0 Lewis .Langer

Ly Faye Ave,

New Windsor, NY 12553

Bonura, Mary E.
v/ 87 Route 8W South
New Windsor, NY 12883

The People of the State of New York
50 Wolf Rd.
Albany, NY 12233

BCA Bowling - Newburgh Inc.
¢/o John §illcox

/ PO Box 74
Garden City, NY 11530

Dori Associates Inc.
/ PO Box 4097
New Windsor, NY 12553

Petro Realty of New York Inc.
s 111 Route 9W
New wWindsor, NY 12853

Trifam Associates
v 270 Main St.
Cornwall, NY 12518

Saw Mill Sports Mgmt. Corp.
v 72 Route 9¥
New Windsor, NY 128553

Plum Point on Hudson Assoc.
J'c/o Harold walland

2 Lake St.

Monroe, NY ‘10850

/

‘P.4/4.

(T

< HAariai
5




T RlG 31 793 11:36 TONN‘NEN WINDSOR ~*r=’= = .

. P.3/4
Ny '!‘ » '
|  Han Ung Motel & Realty Corp.~*—”"’””"“'_—"‘““‘\\\\\
J d/b/a Windsor Motels
{14~-124 Route 8W
New Windsor, NY 12553
Bonnano, Joseph & Piazzola, Michael & Papera, Gabriel L.
J/ ¢/o Allstate Can Corp.
40 Isabella St. PO BoOX 677
Clifton, NJ 07012
{ Corey, Carolinz J.
268 Lafayette Or,
New ¥Windeor, NY 12853
V,Mcoonnel1, William & Christine
40 tafayette Dr.
New Windsor, NY 12853
. Turner, Richard & Diane J.
?2 Lafayette Or. .
New Windsor, NY 12583 ~
,Belsito, Grace & Ralph F. Jr.
4 Latayette Or.,
New Windsor, MY 12552
| - _ )3
//Niedbala, John &, & Betty
Y 68 Lafayette Dr.
New Windsor, NY 128553
JLlawellyn, Robert & Amslis
g Lafayette Or.
New Windsor, NY 12583
Conklin, Edward L, & Kathering 77
12 Lafayette Dr.
New ¥Windsor, NY 12563 J/
y
/3
Cohen, Stanisy C. :
14 Lafayette Dr. gb//"

New Windsor, NY 12553

Nucifore, Alan & Deborah Towm ’ /7/

16 Lafayette Or.

New Windsor, NY 12553 ol /ﬁaik‘l' —

Beyers, Edward C. & Marcya« K~
J/IB Lafaystte Dr.
New Windsor, NY 12553

Marcano, Domingo & Alejandrina
J 20 Lafayetti o,
New ¥indsor, .i¥Y 12553

LI

§E$g§ggﬁé§$”‘




. ’ O Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

& New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
O Branch Office
MCGOEY, HAUSER ana EDSALL B et
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

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

PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT NUMBER:
DATE:
DESCRIPTION:

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)

SECTION 48 - BLOCK 3 - ILOTS 3 AND 2.2

AND SECTION 48 - BLOCK 2 -~ LOT 6.2

93-~10

11 AUGUST 1993

THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN

8800 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT THE NORTH END OF THE
SITE. THE PLAN WAS REVIEWED ON A CONCEPT BASIS AT
THE 24 MARCH 1993 PLANNING BOARD MEETING, AT WHICH
TIME IT WAS REFERRED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF
APPEALS.

1. It is my understanding that the application required a Variance
for front yard setback for the proposed building. The Board
should verify that such Variance was received by the Applicant
from the Zoning Board of Appeals. As well, the zoning variance
should be referenced on the submitted plan.

2. As previously requested, the status of the "paper street" thru
the southeast portion of the lot should be further reviewed.

3. Notwithstanding the fact that the parking requirements
calculations appear correct based on the numbers provided, the
plan should be more clear as to the particular uses within each
building, defining the location of the service bays, areas
outside of bays within each building, etc. such that an
understanding can result between the plan and the calculations.
The undersigned and the Building Inspector can coordinate this
aspect with the Applicant and their Engineer prior to stamp of
final approval.

4. The Planning Board should schedule the mandatory Public Hearing
for this Special Permit, per the requirements of Paragraph
48-35(A) of the Town Zoning Local Law.

5. The Planning Board may wish to assume the position of Lead Agency
under the SEQRA process.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania

-~ - [ ]
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PROJECT NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)
SECTION 48 - BLOCK 3 - LOTS 3 AND 2.2

AND SECTION 48 - BLOCK 2 - LOT 6.2
PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

DATE: 11 AUGUST 1993
-2_

6. Submittal of this application to the Orange County Planning
Department is optional; the Board should make a determination if
such a submittal will be required.

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.

sSp d,

i7/45 4 all, P.E.
Planning(/ Bgard Engineer

MJEss

A:toyota.ss
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TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH S.P. (93-10) Rt. 9w

Mr. Martin Rogers of Tectonic Engineering and Paul
Gaillard appeared before the Board for this proposal.

BY MR. ROGERS: My name is Martin Rogers,
representing Tectonic Engineering for the applicant.
The project has been before the Zoning Board and has
been granted a variance for the front yard
requirement on Lafayette Drive.

BY MR. PETRO: Do you have the Zoning Board findings
on the map anywhere?

BY MR. ROGERS: It has not been put on the map yet.

It will be placed on the map.
BY MR. PETRO: I'm sorry, go ahead.

BY MR. ROGERS: The variances have been granted. We
are basically here to get your input on the plan
before we go to work on our full engineering.

BY MR. PETRO: Being that they are not on the map,
refresh us as to the variances required.

BY MR. ROGERS: There was a front yard variance
required for the face of the proposed building on
Lafayette Drive, it is required to get a 12 foot
variance, since that parcel, the portion of the

property has two front yards, both facing 9W and
Lafayette Drive.

BY MR. PETRO: Any other variances?

BY MR. ROGER: That was it, that was the only
variance required.

BY MR. PETRO: That was a minor variance. I think
you were just missing by a few feet.

BY MR. GAILLARD: Yes, it was kind of strange, just
because of the width of the property and Lafayette
really not being, it was a strange case.

BY MR. LANDER: 1Isn't there something with the
Lafayette Drive?

BY MR. GAILLARD: No) the paper road, I have already
addressed that. The paper road is in back of the
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building. You can see that it would, I guess
theoretically it would attach Plum Point Road now
purchased by the people of the State of New York and
Lafayette Drive. Currently right now that is one of
the things being addressed. I'm working with George
Greene on that. Apparently it's been dedicated but
abandoned.

19

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It's got to be many, many years
ago that happened.

BY MR. GAILLARD: We bought the property in '71 and
you know, this just came up when we did the survey in
'92, I guess, so yeah, it happened before then. I
guess whatever they were going to do with it, but
nothing was ever done with it, and now I guess that
Plum Point has been purchased by the People of the
State of New York. It really can't attach.

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It doesn't go anywhere.

BY MR. GAILLARD: It goes nowhere. ©Now we are in the
process of getting it removed from the tax maps.

BY MR. LANDER: I just was wondering, Lafayette Drive
comes down the map and then stops right at the back
of your existing garage.

BY MR. GAILLARd: It's a deadend road now.

BY MR. PETRO: There is a few comments on Mark's
sheet. I think that you can handle with Mark, I
didn't think that we had to necessarily stating what
each building use is going to be on the map, getting
the zoning requirements on the map, this is going to
need a public hearing for the special permit. We can
schedule one of those tonight. And it's going to
have to go to Orange County Planning. It would be my
opinion, being it's on 9W and you have plenty of time
to do it, that you get a map sent to Orange COunty
Planning and it came back 4/15/93 as local
determination. We sent it there before it went to
Zoning Board.

BY MR.ROGERS: It would also have to go for the
Zoning Board, too.

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I suggest we send it out again.

BY MR. PETRO: Once the plan is more defined, you
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have plenty of time, it's not going to hold it up.
Any problem there?

BY MR. EDSALL: Just for the Board's information, I
had forwarded last year sometime a suggested
resolution to the Planning Board that they reach an
agreement with the Orange County Planning Department
under Section 239M and N of the General Municipal Law
where now all actions within 500 feet of the state
road, county roads and such don't have to go to the
county. The state legislature modified the general
municipal law to allow towns to execute those
agreements. I received a memo back from the town
attorney telling me that back in November they in
fact did adopt that agreement. I don't have a copy
of the executed agreement, but I have the memo that
tells me that they did execute it, so you are not
required to formally take action any more to send
those to the county planning department.

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Even when it's 500 feet from a
state and county road?

BY MR. EDSALL: That is right. The general municipal
law was changed and it did not make it blanket
change. It allowed it for agreement to be reached.
Orange County had a standard agreement prepared and
New Windsor evidently did execute it, so there is now
a list of items that must go, but this type of minor
application, it is not required any more. It's
optional.

BY MR. PETRO: In your review --

BY MR. SCHIEFER: And it already has been there once
from the Zoning Board of Appeals.

BY MR. PETRO: 1In your review, when we see the word
option =--

BY MR. EDSALL: §So we keep an eye on that because
there is a difference on the law now.

BY MR. PETRO: If it's already been there once and it
is optional --

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion that we declare
ourselves lead agency in this particular project.

BY MR. LANDER: Second it.
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BY MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that
the New Windsor Planning Board declare lead agency in
the Toyota of Newburgh site plan.

ROLL CALL:

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Avye.
MR. SCHIEFER: Aye.
MR. LANDER: Aye.
MR. DUBALDI: Aye.
MR. PETRO: Aye.

BY MR. PETRO: We'll schedule a public hearing.

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You need a motion to that
effect?

BY MR. PETRO: It's required, mandatory.

BY MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Then we don't have to, okay.

BY MR. PETRO: As far as the Orange County Planning,
it's my opinion it's been there once, I don't think
being it's optional that they have already seen the
outline of the building, I don't think we have to
clog up the mails, so let's not.

BY MR. SCHIEFER: I agree.

BY MR. PETRO: Get together with Myra and she'll give
you the information on when the public hearing will
be held. In the meantime, we'll get a copy of these
notes.

BY MR. BABCOCK: He's got them.

BY MR. PETRO: Do what you need to do with Mark.

BY MR. ROGERS: Thank you.
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TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, JINC.

MR. NUGENT: Request for 12 ft. front yard variance for
construction of addition (service and office area) at
96 Route 9W in an NC zone. Referred by Planning Board.

Mr. Ross Winglovitz of Tectonic Engineering and Richard
Gaillard of Toyota of Newburgh appeared before the
board on this proposal.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: This is the applicant of Toyota, what
we’re proposing tonight is a variance for front yard
setback on an awful odd shaped lot which is currently
the parking vehicle storage area to the left of
existing facility. I brought some extra maps, I don’t
know how many you have, if anybody needs one. What it
is what we’re proposing is a vehicle service area to
service the existing demands for vehicle service that
they have based on all the sales they have gone through
and vehicles that are coming in. Now, there’s
basically two reasons that we’re requesting the
variance. One becuase of the odd lot being double
front yards, where it’s a double fronting lot against
9W and against Lafayette Drive and the other reason
it’s a hardship for my client because of the fact that
Toyota has certain requirements on number of service
bays and so forth. You have to have based on vehicles
and they are requiring him to do an addition to the
building and this is basically the only spot that is
practical to do that addition in the size that he needs
to actually do the addition. Are any questions?

MR. LUCIA: Just to review couple of things that came
up at your Planning Board meeting. You do intend to
combine these 3 tax lots into a single tax lot?

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Correct, I believe there’s a note to
that effect.

MR. LUCIA: What’s the status of the paper street that
cuts across behind your existing.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: sStatus of that it’s just on a filed
map and it’s never been built on so it’s just there as
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a paper street.
MR. LUCIA: But not abandoned by the Town I take it?

MR. WINGLOVITZ: I would say it’s been more, I don’t
believe it’s been dedicated, it’s on an existing filed
map, it’s a private piece of property.

MR. LUCIA: I think the problem you look at the Town
Law isn’t there provision that if a street is shown on
a filed map, it’s deemed to be an offer of dedication
and it’s an open offer until the Town somehow
delinquishes whatever rights they may have.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: 1It’s a 6 year term if they don’t
maintain a street that it would revert back to actually
the property owner too so that is--

MR. WINGLOVITZ: You'’ve owned the property for how
long?

MR. GAILLARD: I think ‘71.

MR. LUCIA: ©Nobody’s asserted any rights?

MR. GAILLARD: No, not yet.

MR. NUGENT: This building is going up where you have
all the cars stored on the left-hand side facing the
building, correct?

MR. GAILLARD: Yes.

MR. LANGANKE: Is this where you store all your cars
now.

MR. GAILLARD: Yes.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: If you look at the plan, you can see
the edge.

MR. GAILLARD: We have storage in the back and also
because of how it’s going to be laid out differently,

you’re going to have a lot more parking integrated in
the existing 1lot.
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MR. LANGANKE: So you will still be able to get the
same amount of cars on the property?

MR. GAILLARD: Oh, yeah.

MR. LUCIA: The lot in the back poses an interesting
question. But actually in the R 5 zone and under 48-14
A 5, storage of unlicensed vehicles is prohibited in a
residential district, unless they are in an enclosed
structure and I’m not sure how that relates to your
operation, I presume all those vehicles aren’t going to
be licensed?

MR. WINGLOVITZ: I think it’s a pre-existing use, I
think they’d be using, they have been using it as a
vehicle storage area for some time.

MR. LUCIA: Pre-exists zoning.
MR. NUGENT: Would a structure be considered a fence?

MR. BABCOCK: No, that has been tested, it’s got to be
fully enclosed structure. 4816 under the parking
regulations says that you can have your parking doesn’t
say unlicensed, I understand what you’re saying, that
is what we looked at. We asked him to move it back so
there wouldn’t be any interference with the
right-of-way so there would be no question.

MR. HOGAN: What are you suggesting?

MR. LUCIA: I raised it as an issue that I see that if

that is going to be a new location for parking as I
gather it is.

MR. GAILLARD: 1It’s existing at the moment, not with
the amount of cars but it’s existing at the moment.
It’s an usable space back there and the thing with the
enclosure hasn’t been brought up yet.

MR. TORLEY: Isn’t there because of the property that
is in the C zone or NC, isn’t he permitted to have some
spill over in the portion of his property that is--
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MR. BABCOCK: He’s allowed to use it if the cars were

registered there wouldn’t be a question. The problen

is the cars are new and not registered. I think that

the applicant should seek a variance from that section
of the law and it wouldn’t be any gquestion.

MR. NUGENT: For all intents and purposes, he owns
those cars even though they don’t have plates on then.

MR. BABCOCK: They are unregistered vehicles though,
right?

MR. GAILLARD: If something happens to the vehicles,
it’s Toyota of Newburgh that is going to take care of
going through the insurance, all those vehicles come
with MSOs. When we sell the car, title work is
processed, ownership is transferred from and dealer to
owner by an MSO.

MR. TANNER: It’s not ownership, it’s registration
which is a distinct difference.

MR. LANGANKE: Is the object of that requirement to
keep people from loading up their property with
unlicensed cars?

MR. BABCOCK: Yes but the thing is with what Dan is
bringing up and I think it’s in the benefit of the
applicant if he is here tonight. 1It’s the same thing
whether he asks for one area or two area variances. 1If
there was a question to come down the road from a
resident or neighbor or something like that we have all
bases covered.

MR. TORLEY: Would this be a use or area variance?

MR. BABCOCK: Area.

MR. TORLEY: If my recollection of the code is fuzzy,
he’s asking to park unregistered vehicles in a
residential zone, that is prohibited, that would be a
use variance for that section.

MR. LUCIA: You certainly can argue it’s a use
variance.
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MR. LANGANKE: Isn’t he caught in like a no man’s land
here. The object of this is not to keep new cars from
being parked, it’s to keep junk cars off of somebody’s
property, that is the object of the requirement.

MR. LUCIA: You’re right but the problem is the Town to
protect the Town residents it so happens to be broad
enough to cover his type of operation and he’s coming
to this board asking for relief on a basis that I am
not loading up my lot with a bunch of hulks, I’m
storing new vehicles, can you give me an ordinance but
the point is well taken.

MR. LANGANKE: We should try to make that part as easy
as possible.

MR. TORLEY: I’1ll defer to my attorney whether it can
be as an area variance I’d be happy if it can be done
as an area variance, I’m not sure it can be.

MR. LUCIA: Honestly, area variances always have to
deal with numbers, you’re seeking relief from some
dimensional requirement in the ordinance, basically
this sounds like a use variance to me but I’ll1 be happy
to listen to anybody else.

MR. LANGANKE: How many unregistered cars are you
allowed on your property?

MR. BABCOCK: None.

MR. LANGANKE: Well, let’s change the number then we’ll
work in numbers which will now give him so many.

MR. HOGAN: That is the Town Board has to change the
code.

MR. BABCOCK: No.
MR. NUGENT: You can vary it.
MR. HOGAN: How many would you need?

MR. GAILLARD: We have the parking requirement in the
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back that is filled properly so.
MR. BABCOCK: 25 is what he’s got back there.

MR. BABCOCK: Maybe I can ask one question this might
clear it up. These parking spaces were not really put
in there basically for vehicle storage, we asked him to
write that in there, they are part of the requirements
of the parking spaces that he needs for his project
whether he opts to park these cars there or opts to
park the employees’ cars there, that is up to him. 1In
other words, the code required him to have a total of.

MR. GAILLARD: X amount of parking spaces and that is
inclusive of employees, how many per service bay and
whatnot so there can be, I can have my employees park
back there with all the registered vehicles.

MR. BABCOCK: With the parking requirements for this
size, he needs 115 parking spaces and that was the
problem so we asked him to put more in back here to
meet the requirement.

MR. GAILLARD: It wasn’t very clear as to how to arrive
at the parking requirements, correct?

MR. BABCOCK: Yes.
MR. GAILLARD: That was kind of a gray area.
MR. TORLEY: Which the out vehicle storage I’m happy.

MR. GAILLARD: Fine, done.

MR. LUCIA: Couple other aspects these are lower
hurdles however of your application looking at Section
A of the supplementary yard regulations for accessory
buildings, I gather would be deemed accessory to the

main showroom building, is that your interpretation,
Mike?

MR. BABCOCK: Well, we used all the regulations for the
principal building.

MR. LUCIA: The reason I raise it is if you 1look at
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4814 Al1A and 1A and C, the accessory building shouldn’t
be located in the front yard so the fact he’s looking
for front yard setback involves that part of the
ordinance.

MR. BABCOCK: Well actually if you want to call it an
accessory building, he only has to be ten feet from any
property line but he can’t be in the front yard.

MR. LUCIA: Also height comes in because the accessory
building shouldn’t be over 15 feet.

MR. BABCOCK: We considered it a principal building
that is why it’s got a front yard variance.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: In the commercial zone you can have 2
principal buildings.

MR. LUCIA: I just raise it for the board’s
consideration. However the board wants to deem it,
it’s fine as long as we’ve dealt with the issue, we can
go forward.

MR. LUCIA: Two principal buildings.

MR. HOGAN: Yes.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: I think that is the correct way.

MR. BABCOCK: That is how this plan has been laid out.
MR. LUCIA: Board has no problems with that.

MR. NUGENT: No. He doesn’t have a building height
problen.

MR. BABCOCK: Not now, if it is accessory structure, he
does. :

MR. HOGAN: Lafayette Drive to the rear these are all
vacant lots right to the rear of the new building?

MR. GAILLARD: No, they are houses back there but they
stop going down the dead-end. I think the last house
is right about here so they are right up in there.
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MR. NUGENT: Any further questions?

MR. TANNER: I just have one and it really concerns
last time the people were in here for a sign variance
on the other piece of property you have, didn’t we have
a discussion at that time about the overhead sign on
the building something was to be done with that? Do
you remember that Jim?

MR. NUGENT: They were supposed to move it.
MR. TANNER: Has that been removed?
MR. GAILLARD: The front part of the sign is.

MR. TANNER: Wasn’t the whole thing supposed to come
down, my recollection is vague.

MR. NUGENT: I thought the entire thing was deemed to
be unsafe and they were going to take it down.

MR. TANNER: Maybe if we can find the minutes of that
and check tonight because I don’t think we ought to go
ahead with this until the last one is taken care of,
that is my personal opinion.

MR. TORLEY: This wasn’t the same piece of property.

MR. TANNER: It’s not the same piece of property but
this is the used car section and I just don’t want to
get into more variances when they haven’t complied with
the last one if they haven’t.

MR. GAILLARD: From my recollection of that, what I

had, I’m trying to think if we were going to be in the
process of taking that down and the Town was, cause we
want to do something with it to get it to actually take
it down and whether to put up another structure and the
decision was that existing structure there was to stay.

MR. TANNER: I honestly don’t remember but I think we
ought to clear it up before we go ahead and go on to
more variances even though this is a--

v - -
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MR. HOGAN: You’re not suggesting we shouldn’t move to
a public hearing.

MR. TANNER: What I am suggesting is we just hold off
on this until we find out about the status of the last
variance, that is all.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Could it be set for a public hearing
and in the interim?

MR. TANNER: I don’t have a problem with doing that but
we need to clarify that.

MR. NUGENT: In the interim, we have it cleared up.

MR. TANNER: I just think we need to finish up with one
set of variances before we start granting another set,
that is all.

MR. LUCIA: The control the board has if it is resolved
to the board so by the time of the public hearing we
can just adjourn the public hearing, give you time to
research the minutes and do whatever you have to do.

MR. LUCIA: I don’t recall myself there was a safety
issue which first came in.

MR. TANNER: That is my major concern, I do remember
there was a safety thing.

MR. NUGENT: They brought it up.

MR. GAILLARD: We wanted to take it down but for some
reason taking it down it was decided that it was to be
re-faced or whatnot but we kept it up there in the best
interest from my recollection.

MR. TANNER: We can just refer to the minutes and see
what it says.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: I’1l1l get in touch with Mike and
resolve it.

MR. BABCOCK: You need to talk to Pat.

- - T -
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MR. NUGENT: 1I’1l1ll accept a motion.

MR. TANNER: Make a motion we set them up for a public
hearing.

MR. HOGAN: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. TORLEY AYE
MR. NUGENT AYE
MR. TANNER AYE
MR. HOGAN AYE
MR. LANGANKE AYE

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Anything additional, short form EAF?

MR. LUCIA: When you come back, we’d like to see copy
of the deed and copy of the title policy for the
property. We’d like to see some photographs of the
property. You’ll need two checks, one for $50
application fee and second for $250 deposit against
Town consultant review fees in connection with
processing of your application.

MR. WINGLOVITZ: Short form EAF?

MR. LUCIA: Not on an area variance. Give you a copy
of 267B of the Town Law, just put an arrow in the
margin there, if you would speak to the five factors on

the area variance when you come back, I’d appreciate
it.
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OYOTA OF NEWBURGH

Mr. Don Benvie of Tectonic Engineering, Mr. Richard
Gaillard and Mr. George Gaillard appeared before the
board for this proposal.

MR. NUGENT: Request for 12 ft. front yard variance to
construct addition for service and office area located
at 96 Route 9W in an NC Zone. If there’s anyone here
interested in this, please sign the sheet.

MR. BENVIE: Good evening, I’m Don Benvie W1ﬁ£ Tectonic
Engineering, I’m here to represent Toyota of Newburgh
with regards to the request.for the varlancey it’s for
variance for front yard setbacki? We’re asking for a
variance for 12 feet. The existing zoning or¥dinance
requires 40 foot setback, we’re requesting variance of
12 feet to allow 28 foot setback%for proposed 10,000
square foot service building. e

MR. TORLEY: This is the same drawing that you had?

MR. BENVIE: I believe so.

MR. LUCIA: 1It’s been amended since we last saw it.
The only change that I can see is that they took off
the language on the parking area in the back, I think
originally it was called vehicle storage.

MR. BENVIE: The other application was for 8,800 square
feet this is 10,000 square feet.

MR. LUCIA: The numbers changed. We need a different
denial if the numbers changed.

MR. BENVIE: Revision 3 is the 10,000 square foot
building.

MR. LUCIA: Let’s look at the one-~that,came from the
Planning Board.

MR. BENVIE: I believe-- o

MR. LUCIA: This is revision 2.
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MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: I guess it was 10,000 all along.

4

MR. LUCIA: No change.
MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: No. -

MR. LUCIA: Other than deleting the word vehicle
storage there’s no other change?

MR. BENVIE: That is all. * :
{

MR. LUCIA: With reference to that vehicléQSﬁbrage
issue you may recall when they came in for ¥ ¥e11minary
we raised a question that storage of unlicensed
vehicles in the R-5 part of thewparcel would’not be
permitted and I see in looking at the applicdtion the
applicant now says that the property has had a previous
use variance granted on December 19 of ‘85 and the use
variance is for cars storage, in R-5 zone so apparently
the issue has been dealt with. What I found curious
there were also area variances that I didn’t see the
resolution but I saw I guess what was preliminary and
it appeared that the applicant came in applying for 20
foot front yard variance on 9W as well as 20 foot front
yard variance on Lafayette and the building I see on
this plan couldn’t possibly have both of those
variances. I’m not sure whether you changed the
location after you applied for it or just what
happened.

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: That was how long ago?

MR. LUCIA: ’85.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: One time we applied we were going
to put another building to that piece that was going to
be for a showroomn.

MR. LUCIA: That building was never bujlt.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: No, so is that was just left by
the wayside.

<

MR. LUCIA: I don’t know why this data came from on the
85 variances on the application because we didn’t pull
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the file but I’m not sure whether those variances ever
went to the point of being adopted. This isn’t the
building that was then before the board so maybe
there’s not a use variance for vehicle storage but you
said you’re going to keep licensed vehicles anyway so
it is not an issue.

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: Yes.

MR. LUCIA: You do have a previous 'sign variance that
you are familiar with that is not a problem. /In
looking at your deeds, thank you for providln@ those, I
see there’s no deed to the tax lot number 3,.I guess
that was lot number one of ‘the old map, the§§a51c lot I
would like to see I guess it’s thls corner, the
original tax lot 3 would be the.one with the"exlstlng
building on it. I would like to see copy of ‘that deed
as well as copy of the title policy. We wouldn’t hold
up your application but someplmekbefore we do a formal
application, I would like to see it. I saw deeds on
the other two so if you would give me that because I’m
interested in how the title policy treats that private
road.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: Okay, it’s actually what’s that?
MR. BENVIE: Paper street it has been dedicated.

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: I thought we had that out, I’1l1l
have is to look for that.

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: I’m not sure, I know we raised
that question last time we were here that is how we got
into the vehicle storage, that is how we got on that
whole tangent.

-
MR. LUCIA: The impression I got was that it was
abandoned.

P
-~

MR. BENVIE: 1It’s not abandoned, it’s a dedicated
street, it’s on the tax rolls as being a dedicated
Street. e’

MR. LUCIA: The one measurement that doesn’t show here
I guess would be then the rear yard dimension from the
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that is something that is going to be actually that
becomes front yard again doesn’t it?

MR. BENVIE: Yes but that road was dedicated at the
time or prior to this building being constructed, I
believe. In other words, there should not be a zoning
variance required for that because we went through this
with Mike and Mark and there’s no zoning variance
required for it.
MR. LUCIA: Why? A ;
MR. BENVIE: It was my recollection that wﬁéﬁ we went
through the time going through when this I ﬁ?lieve the
building preceded the dedicatiom of this stf%ét.
MR. LUCIA: I’m sorry, I take the reverse of what
you’re saying. Ty

: e
MR. BENVIE: The building preceded the dedication of
that road.

MR. LUCIA: I realize you have laid this out on the
record but since this is a public hearing, if you would
just once again explain why it is you need to locate
the building in this location and why it generates a
need for the front yard variance?

MR. BENVIE: Okay, first of all, the building that they
are proposing is a service building, it’s to allow them
to be able to provide their service portion of their
business for new and used cars for new car service and
maintenance. The layout of the building is designated
by Toyota Corporation and they are the ones who
developed the footprint of this building, the footprint
being the width this way, especially is ;a function of
the stall width that they need to get the cars, stall
widths to get the cars in and maintain their aisle in
the building so there’s really no-room,to move on this
width and that is why we have ended up with a need to
have this 12 foot variance here because to try to
shrink down the building to meet the.40 foot on either
side would render half the building useless as far as
being able to service cars and again that is really
what’s driving the actual width of the building in this
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what’s driving the actual width of the building in this
direction. As far as addressing the 5 items.

MR. LUCIA: Go ahead, you’re on a roll. .
MR. BENVIE: One of the reasons why we believe it
should be granted we don’t feel it’s going to produce
an undesirable change in the character of the
neighborhood or be of a detriment to the nearby
properties. ,

MR. LUCIA: Can you describe for us what the Eharacter
of the neighborhood is? ' , e

o
-\

MR. BENVIE: Yes, the parcels 1ﬁ7questlon ar&
neighborhood commercial and the 'neighboring users
within the district I believe let’s see what we're

showing here, the neighbor over Here and then you
have-- 3 i

MR. LUCIA: That would be the parcel just to the north
of the subject parcel?

MR. BENVIE: Yes, that wouldrbe Valcenti’s Restaurant
and then across is R-5 across on the other side
Lafayette Drive and what we’re proposing there we
believe will not have anymore of an impact than the
facilities that exist there now.

MR. LUCIA: What you’re proposing is permitted in the
NC zone?

MR. BENVIE: Yes, this is permitted use in the NC zone.
And as I said, there’s really no other feasible method
to achieve the goals because we really need this width
on the building and you can’t rotate the building, it
would be worse off to rotate it because then you’d have
to have variances on both sides. We wouldn’t be able
to fit a through aisle all the way ardund the outside
of the building. And 12 foot we don’t believe that
going from 40 feet to 28 feet is a significant variance
based on just basically physical dimensions itself. We
also don’t feel that again it will have an adverse
impact on the neighborhood or have any environmental
impacts that would preclude the proposed construction
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there of any building. Again we gave existing facility
that is similar in use to this building here and based
on past performance records, we feel that the use of
the building that we’re proposing here will be at the
same level of compliance with maintaining the
environment, no environmental impacts. And finally, I
guess this difficulty is not a self-created difficulty,
it’s the fact of the matter is we have a piece here
that has got double frontage and because of the double
frontage, it has 2 roads we have dduble frontage and
because of that, we have to meet the more stringent
requirements of 2 front yard setbacks. If»thﬁs is a
rear yard obviously we’d meet the setback requirements
if it was a rear yard, we have 15 feet and Qﬁ propose
28. If one of them was rear yard, we would'gave
exceeded it. Unfortunately, because of the %.
configuration of the lot with respect to the ‘existing
roadways, we can’t meet that requirement.

: 2 b
MR. LUCIA: I notice your deed as all deeds are subject
to various covenants and restrictions and easements of
record. Is there anything affecting the title to the
property to your knowledge which would prohibit you
from maintaining the structure concerning which you’re
now seeking a variance?

MR. GEORGE GAILLARD: No.
MR. LUCIA: Thank you.
MR. NUGENT: Any other questions by the board?

MR. HOGAN: Just, Dan, did you cover this already, the
subjects that Ted brought up?

MR. LUCIA: I think when you did your last application
on the piece up by the corner of 94 and Quassaick, I
guess there was a question whether or not the board has
required you to remove the superstructure for the
existing sign. I think Ted was interested in whether
or not that was complied with.

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: I spoke with Mike Babcock and I

guess they are redoing sign variances on the 14th, is
that correct?
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MR. LUCIA: Well, there is a public hearing on the
14th, we’re addressing it and they should be treated
differently and we have to be sited for that location
and it can be sited and get the proper variances and
they are in no way related, I’11 address it. I don’t
think anyone on the board I think as he’s entitled to
when you get an applicant in, you make certain
representations and it establishes a track record. He
was asking whether or not it had been complied with and
if not when would it be’ _,_/

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: Like I said, Mike said because
they are re-doing the sign variances 1nstead“of handing
in the application, just hold offf until they;redo it
then I’11 know what I am doing. ’ Then I’11 be in
compliance with thenm. =

MR. NUGENT: 1It’s not the s&me'bﬁﬁlding.

MR. LUCIA: It was never an intent to make that subject
to. It was just a point of information he was
wondering what the board’s wishes were.

MR. RICHARD GAILLARD: Once they find out what the
requirements are, we’ll comply with it, here’s pictures
by the way.

MR. NUGENT: I’1l1 close the public hearing.

MR. TORLEY: We have had all the appropriate comments
from the County and whatever?

MR. LUCIA: 1It’s on a state highway, it does not
require a variance.

N
MR. NUGENT: No further questions, I’ll entertain a
motion.

Bt

e

“\

MR. LANGANKE: I make a motion we accept the variance
as proposed.

MR. HOGAN: Second it.

ROLL CALL
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS QN e
e° -
SUMMER SESSION % 50. M‘@
JULY 12, 1993 a2
AGENDA: /quew*:‘ﬂbi
Teantll o
7:30 P.N. - ROLL CALL ynihee bk -

MOTION TO ADOPT MINUTES OF THE 6/14/93 and 6/28/93 MEETING IF
AVAILABLE.

PRELIMINARY MEETINGS:

1. KIEVA, STEVEN - Request for 9 ft. side yard for an enclosed
porch and walkway located at 1 Mitchell Lane in an R-4 zone,.
(6-3-15). fy (k1 sy i\ Mokomte sdud. O H.

2. FAIRBANKS, JEFF - Request for 13 ft. 6 in. rear yard setback
for deck located at 7 Haight Drive in an R-4 zone. (70
RS - R AT ssuat (W LA = AV VATD
3. RIGOLI, RICHARD - Request for 18 ft. rear yvard variance to
construct deck attached to pool at 32 Birchwood Drive in an R-4

. (39-4-17 . 4.2, M Fosehs o O -
zone. ( Yo _—2z /0 f/ Con T New HePtor "\Q;)mw R bg,ngf

4. KRESEVIC, JOHN - Request for 8 ft. rear yard to construct |,
deck at 322 Nina Street in an R-4 zone. (73-5-7). /,7/4ﬁ7“/z’£;ﬂ

Mohin o sebeel 21,

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

£or use
o-resrdentia dwelllng on

variance —b: : :
rmorelli Drive in an R-4 zone€ 7-1-20)£“ﬁﬁ%-4u ng oy

o y)\(,'\- R
6. TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH - Request for 12 ft. front yard variance/.dgo Qj
to construct addition for service and office area located at 96 (“_gkfgéﬂ)

NIy 2 ,Q(/Iv;
7. GREENE, JAMES - Request for 26 ft. front yard variance, 3 ft.

6 in. fence height variance and variances from Sections
48-14A(1)(b), 48-14A(4), 48-14G(1l) and 48-14C(1l) at 1 Oakridge %'

+

Drive in an R-4 zone. (16-2-1). . Wﬂﬁuﬁ‘
FORMAL DECISIONS: (1) COLLINS~— acattet by2sh- 4
PR RRESHTORRSON—=
PAT - 563-4630 (0)
562-7107 (H)

P
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ZONING BOARD_OF APPEALS
A Moss3™? NEED 70 SErD P(oxy STHIEM ENT

June 14, 1993
Aol Tones To Z8A

AGENDA
7:30 p.m. - ROLL CALL
Motion to accept the minutes of the 05/10/93 and 05/24/9@ AppLos 0 :)

meetings as written (if available).
PRELIMINARY MEETING:

SET V{1, TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC. - Request for 12 ft. front yard
fof fffvariance for construction of addition (service and office area)
at 96 Route 9W in an NC zone. Present: Don Benvie of Tectonic
Engineering. (48-3-3, 2.2, 48-2-6.2). Referred by Planning
Board. .

SET 2. JONES, JEFFREY - Request for use variance for beauty shop at

be/)yresidence (owner:Carmen Correa) located on Rt. 32 next to
Bucciarelli property in an R-4 zone. (24-1-22 & 23). Referred by
Planning Board.

5?7‘%45 GREENE, JAMES - Request for 26 ft. front yard variance for
[ake%y ex15t1ng above ~ground pool-Sec. 48-21(1l), located at 1 Oakridge
Drive in an R-4 zone. (16-2-1).

/(/O 4. BERRY, ROBIN - Request for‘bz/ft side yard and? ft. rear
vard variances for an existing shed'7é ft. rear yard variance for

;f = existing wood deck and R ft. 6 in. side yard for an existing

Z. above ground pool located at 132 Beattie Road in an R-1 zone.

Hg | of— A-1-5

5. LEIDY, THOMAS - Request for 10 ft. rear yard variance for
existing shed located at 200 MacArthur Avenue in a PI zone.

(18-4-4). AWO /jp 7 Scd&E  YARD

/u)xzb££76 LA CASA D'ORO, INC. - Request for 84 s.f. free standing sign
at Heritage Square located on Rt. 32 in an NC zone. Present:
Pat Kennedy, L. S.

,3—7’ ,/,0
/:'0/6 #//UBLIC HEARING:

- Request from Antonio.Redominicis for extension

oneE ya:?}é ApprocED

RECEIVE AND F
of variance.

FORMAL DECISIO
(if available)

PAT - 562-7107 (h)
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OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

ORANGE COUNTY, NY

NOTICE OF DISAPPROVAL OF SITE PLAN OR SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: %5-//7 DATE: S ~/9-93
APELICANT: Jgelhs of Zhusthughy sl
96 .

Lol lindoer, 27. X

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOUR APPLICATION DATED 3S/f-F3

FOR (SUBBE¥ESION - SITE PLAN) Db (lar
LOCATED AT_9% (P . Qu/ (Sont L)
ZONE N C

Y5 3 32
DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING SITE: SEC:;% BLOCK: % LOT: 2:%

7 . .
(;Qz gé{ég anX 4%@&25 - ‘kgkézﬁg e/

IS DISAPPROVED ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS:

ICHAEL BABCOCK,
BUILDING INSPECTOR
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PROPOSED OR VARIANCE
REQUIREMENTS AVAILABLE REQUEST

ZONE N ¢ USE

MIN. LOT AREA

MIN. LOT WIDTH

REQ'D FRONT YD Ho T QY £T [ FT
REQ'D SIDE YD.

REQ'D TOTAL SIDE YD.
REQ'D REAR YD.

REQ'D FRONTAGE

MAX. BLDG. HT.

FLOOR AREA RATIO

MIN. LIVABLE AREA

DEV. COVERAGE

o\®
o
o\®

O/S PARKING SPACES

APPLICANT IS TO PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING BOARD SECRETARY AT:

(914-563-4630) TO MAKE AN APPOINTMENT WITH THE ZONING BOARD
OF APPEALS.

CC: 2.B.A., APPLICANT, P.B. ENGINEER, P.B. FILE
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OYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC. SITE PLAN (93-10) RT. SW

Don Benvie of Tectonic Engineering appeared before the
board representing this proposal.

MR. PETRO: For the Planning Board’s information, fire
has been approved on 3/18/93.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Does it have to go to the County?
MR. PETRO: Yes.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Has it been sent?

MR. PETRO: No.

MR. BENVIE: Good evening, we’re here tonight for
Toyota, what they are proposing to do is construct
8,800 square foot service center over right now if you
travel up 9W, where they store all the cars, there are
just north of the building they are proposing to put a
service building in that area. It will have 6,400
square feet of service area and 2,400 square feet of
office, an office and parts. Right now, on the bulk
requirements because we have double frontage here, we
are set back, we’re short on the setback for the
distance between Lafayette and the building I believe
is what we’re required to have 40 right now, we have 28
which would be--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So what you need is a turn down to go
to the Zoning Board?

MR. BENVIE: Exactly, 12 feet, right.

MR. PETRO: I can’t move it forward agalnst 9W because
you already have the minimum.

MR. BENVIE: We’re right at the 40 on 9W.
MR. PETRO: Can’‘t take 12 feet out of the building?
MR. BENVIE: That would really impeacﬁ.

MR. DUBALDI: I make a motion that the New Windsor

o ——
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Planning Board approve the Toyota of Newburgh site
plan.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’ll second that. Don, when you bring
this back, make sure you have a bit of landscaping
detail on this map. Kind of dress it up a little bit
because it doesn’t--

 MR. PETRO: Plan appears to depict proposed road
through the easterly part of the site. It should be
determined that that proposed road will actually be
offered for dedication to the Town. If so, it should
be determined if it is acceptable to utilize this area
as part of the site development.

MR. EDSALL: I want to make sure because before you get
your variances that we know we don’t have any other
problems and what I want to make sure is that this road
that is between the access to the Plum Point properties
and the extension of Lafayette that proposed road was
proposed someplace but never offered for dedication
because I think it was offered.

MR. BENVIE: This doesn’t show on the tax maps as a
Town road?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Town might own it.

MR. EDSALL: The Town may not own it. It may have been
offered for dedication and never taken. I think before
you spend the money to go to the ZBA, just find out
really what that is and if the Town Board has no intent
to ever make that connection, let them tell us now
rather than have a problen.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You’ve got ingress/egress coming off
Lafayette Drive? .

MR. BENVIE: Right now we’re showing two way access and
one way access onto Lafayette. |

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Why do you want to QO that if you
have got to do the road?

MR. BENVIE: Well, this is just a paper rocad here. I
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don’t think it’s ever intended we’re not planning to do
anything with this.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Where the new building is coming in
is that part paved?

MR. BENVIE: This is paved, all here and paved.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The upper end is not paved?

MR. BENVIE: Right, no, this thing is not paved all the
way out here, this is paved right down to this point
here, they are making, Mark, you’re making reference to
this paper road in here right?

MR. EDSALL: 1I’d rather not have this surprise later
on.

MR. PETRO: This is three separate tax parcels, is all
the new construction on just two of the parcels?

MR. BENVIE: Yes, it’s on actually new construction is
on one parcel, all the new construction.

MR. PETRO: Including the parking.

MR. BENVIE: Including the parking for here. The
parking that is on this parcel in really existing.

MR. PETRO: Mark, parking for new construction is more
than ample on one lot so I don’t have to show us that
other lot and that will eliminate the problen.

MR. EDSALL: Not really. Right now, the way the
calculation is shown, they are considering this all one
site and that is what you, how they want to do it.

They should combine the lots. If they-'don’t want to
combine the lots, they should show us the lines and we
have to make sure that every site stands on its own in
case it’s sold. And then you have to also make sure
that you have cross-easements for access. You can’t
ignore it. So again that is something that you can
work out when you come back from the ZBA. We’ll
straighten it out but I want, the reason I went through
this I didn’t want to have any surprises when you got
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back.

MR. BENVIE: So I think we do fit all the parking for
this new construction on the one tax parcel, if we can
do that it’s a matter of showing where the tax parcels

are and showing that each parcel that stands alone has
ample parking.

MR. PETRO: Take the road of less resistance, it might
be easier to do what Mark is saying.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Make the whole thing one lot, it’s
much easier.

MR. EDSALL: You pay taxes more for three.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If he goes to sell it, it’s cheaper
to sell it as one.

MR. PETRO: Mark, if the building on the new parcel can
be fitted on to that one parcel and the road going out

into Lafayette Drive is approved by the fire department
and everything stands on its own merits, we don’t have

to look at the other parcel.

MR. EDSALL: Well, there’s layout changes being
proposed effectively on all three lots.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We did the same thing for Casey
Manns, we made him show the lots.

MR. EDSALL: What I am suggesting is that if they want
to keep it as 3 lots, we just have to review it as 3

individual lots but an overall site that we’re looking
at.

MR. BENVIE: If we wanted to have it as one lot, what
do we have to do as far as taxes?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Go to Town Hall in the next month and
go there and just ask for them to wipe out those lines,
you don’t even know he did a site plan.

MR. EDSALL: Re-file the deed combining all the lots.
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MR. BENVIE: At that point probably take care of the
issue with regards to this paper road here so I guess
at this point, what we’re looking for is a referral to
to the ZBA.

MR. PETRO: Just want to clear up as much as we can
while you are here.

MR. EDSALL: Only other thing I’d like to go over
before you fill your application out, just to
doublecheck a couple questions on the parking. I don’t
want you to go through and find out you need a couple
parking space variances so we’ll resolve that as well.

MR. BENVIE: One of the comments I saw you had was on

the rear yard. There shouldn’t even be one because you
have 2 front yards.

MR. EDSALL: You have the rear behind the old building
which is way over unless that is a paper street, then I
don’t know what you do.

MR. PETRO: Anything else?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I restate my motion.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion is made and seconded that the New

Windsor Planning Board grant site plan approval to
Toyota of Newburgh site plan. Any further discussion?

ROLL CALL

MR. LANDER NO
MR. DUBALDI NO
MR. VAN LEEUWEN NO
MR. PETRO NO

MR. PETRO: You are referred to the Zoning Board to
grant the variance that you need. At that time, come

back and see us and we’ll further review your site
plan. ‘

MR. BENVIE: Thank you.
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RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

DATE : 774/%// AL 1973

PROJECT NAME:%%@_%M@Z, PROJECT NUMBER %3 -/0

LEAD AGENCY: NEGATIVE DEC:

PUBLIC HEARING:

DISCUSSION:
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SEND TO ORANGE CO. PLANNING: ;ﬁd/ Jﬂée”é?
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DISAPPROVED AND REFERRED TO Z.B.A.: YES NO_3/z4/43
RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO
APPROVED APPROVED CONDITIONALLY
NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO
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INTER~-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 23 May 1994
SUBJECT: Toyota of Newburgh
Planning Board Ref. Number: PB-93-10

Dated: 20 May 1994
Fire Prevention Ref.Number: FPS-24-024

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on 20 May 19%94.

This site plan is acceptable.

Plans Dated: 18 May 1994; Revision 7.
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N'EW WINDSOR ZONINGQARD OF APPEALS (2BA Dg(#10—030393.STU)

—————————————————————————————————————————— x
In the Matter of the Application of
TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, iNC. DECISION
GRANTING AREA
VARIANCE
$93-20.
------------------------------------------ x

WHEREAS, TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH, INC., 96 Route 9W, New Windsor,
New York 12553, has made application before the Zoning Board of
Appeals for a 12 ft. front yard variance in order to construct a
second principal building in addition to the existing principal
building, which will be used for additional service and office
area, at the above location in an NC zone; and

WHEREAS, the applicant's aforesaid premises are located in
both the NC zone and the R-5 zone since the zoning district
boundary passes through the applicant's premises. The proposed
construction which is the subject of this application is located
on the part of the premises that lies in the NC zone; and

WHEREAS, the applicant previously submitted to this Board an
application for use/area variances, and an application for sign
variances, both affecting the subject property, and both
applications were granted by decisions of this Board dated
December 9, 1985 and January 23, 1990, respectively; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 12th day of July,
1993, before the 2Zoning Board of Appeals at the Town Hall, New
Windsor, New York; and

WHEREAS, the applicant was represented at said public
hearing by Don Benvie of Tectonic Engineering Consultants, P.C.,
and by George Gaillard, President of Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.
and Richard Gaillard, also of Toyota of Newburgh, Inc., all of
whom spoke in support of the application; and -

WHEREAS, there were no spectators prééent at the public
hearing; and

WHEREAS, there was no opposition to the application before
the Board; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New
Windsor makes the following findings of fact in this matter:

l. The notice of public hearing was duly sent to residents
and businesses as prescribed by law and publlshed in The
Sentinel, also as required by law.

2. The evidence shows that applicant is seeking permission

to vary the provisions of the bulk regulations relating to front
vard in order to construct a second principal building at its

- - ———vow wn -



déalership located ®n Route 9W in an NC zone..

3. The evidence presented by the applicant substantiated
the fact that a variance for less than the allowable front yard
would be required in order to allow the construction of the
second principal building at applicant's dealership to be used
for the expansion of the service and office area, which
otherwise would conform to the bulk regulations in the NC zone.

4. The evidence presented on behalf of the applicant
indicated that the applicant is proposing to construct a second
principal building of 10,000 sg. ft. at its site. Said proposed
building will be free-standing and not connected to the present
principal building. Said proposed building is deemed a second
principal building, and not an accessory building because of its
size and because it will house additional service and
office/parts areas, which are integral parts of the applicant's
principal use of the site.

5. The evidence presented on behalf of the applicant
further showed that the subject parcel is "L" shaped and is
bounded on all sides (except for the top of the "L") by streets,
and in addition the parcel is bisected by a paper street (which
has been dedicated to the Town of New Windsor).

6. The applicant proposes to locate its second principal
building on the front portion of its parcel, near NY Route 9W, on
the part of its lands which are located in the NC zone. The
proposed use of the said second principal building is a permitted
use in the NC zone if the required special permit is granted by
the Planning Board.

7. The evidence presented on behalf of the applicant also
indicated that it is necessary for the applicant to construct an
additional service area because of requirements imposed upon
applicant by Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A., for which applicant is a
franchised dealer. The layout of the service building must
conform to Toyota's standard plans, which are based upon
prescribed stall widths and aisle widths, and which in turn
dictate the required building width.

AN
I

8. Given the constraints imposed by the parcel shape, the
multiple front vards, the zoning district boundary, and the
required size of the proposed building, it is the finding of this
board that the proposed location for this second principal
building is the only practical location therefore on the parcel.

9. The applicant is applying for a 12 ft. front yard
variance because the proposed second principal building is to be
located only 28 ft. from Lafayette Drive. Although Lafayette
Drive borders what, for practical purposes, would normally be
considered the rear of the applicant's property, it is considered
a front yard under the Zoning Law of the Town of New Windsor, New
York, and the required front yard depth is 40 ft. in the NC zone.

10. The evidence presented on behalf of the applicant
further indicated that the building could not be turned or




otherwise located ongle parcel so as to eliminaQ the need for a '
variance or reduce the variance requested. It appears that
alternate locations would increase the magnitude of the variances
needed.

11. The evidence presented on behalf of the applicant
indicated that if applicant were to apply for a lesser size
building, in order to conform to the bulk regulations, this would
result in a building which would not be functional and would not
conform to the size and layout of the service area which is
deemed necessary at this site by Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A. The
proposed building size and footprint are the minimum deemed
necessary by the applicant for an efficient and profitable
operation.

12. The evidence presented by the applicant indicated that
the neighborhood surrounding the subject site is devoted to mixed
commercial and retail services as well as to residential use.

The properties in the neighborhood fronting on NYS Route 9W (a
divided four-lane highway) are used for a restaurant, motel,
funeral parlor, commercial catering establishment, retail stores,
auto and boat sales, auto body shop, service station, tennis and
health club and bowling alley. The properties in the
neighborhood to the rear of the subject property are devoted to
residential use and to New York State owned mixed
recreational-greenway-conservation uses.

13. 1t is the finding of this Board that the proposed second
principal building, which will be devoted to a use permitted in
the NC zone, if the required special permit is granted by the
Planning Board, will expand the scope of the applicant's service
and office operations but will not generate substantially greater
impacts on the neighboring properties than are presently

-generated by the applicant's operations on the sites.

14. It is the finding of this Board that, given the
constraints of the site, the proposed location for the second
principal building is the only practical and suitable location
therefore and has the least adverse impacts on the neighborhood
and the applicant. ;.

15. Given these factors, it is the finding of this Board
that the proposed addition will not have an adverse effect on
property values in the neighborhood.

16. The evidence presented by applicant substantiated the
fact that the variance, if granted, would not have a negative
impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the
neighborhood. The dealership has been located in the area since
the early 1980's and since there were no spectators appearing at
the public hearing, this is a good indication that adjacent
neighbors do not harbor adverse opinions regarding the
applicant's present operations or its proposed construction.

17. It is the finding of this Board that the proposed front
vard variance 1s not unreasonable and will not adversely impact

=3 A - - a- ——
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the public health,Q&fety and welfare. ‘

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New
Windsor makes the following conclusions of law in this matter:

l. The requested variance will not produce an undesirable
change in the character of the neighborhood or create a detriment
to nearby properties. The parcel is presently being used for
uses permitted in the NC zone, either by right or by special
permit of the Planning Board, and the proposed construction is a
permitted use, if the required special permit is granted by the
Planning Board, and is consistent with the character of the
neighborhood.

2. There is no other feasible method available to applicant
which can produce the benefit sought other than the variance
procedure.

3. The requested variance is not susbtantial in relation to
the bulk regulations.

4., The requested variance will not have an adverse effect
or impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the
neighborhood or zoning district.

5. The difficulty the applicant faces in conforming to the
bulk regulations is not self-created. The siting of the building
with double frontage requires the applicant to meet the more
stringent requirements of two front yvard setbacks instead of the
single setback. If this were a rear yard, applicant would easily
meet this requirement, but because of the configuration of the
lot with respect to the existing roadways, applicant cannot meet
that requirement and must seek a front yard variance.

6. It is the finding of this Board that the benefit to the
applicant, if the requested variance is granted, outweighs the
detriment to the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood
or community by such grant. .

7. It is the further finding of this Board that the
requested variance is the minimum variancesnecessary and adegquate
to allow the applicant relief from the requirements of the bulk
regulations and at the same time preserve and protect the

character of the neighborhood and the health, safety and welfare
of the community.

8. The interests of justice Qill be served by allowing the
granting of the requested wvariance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of
New Windsor GRANT a 12 ft. front yard variance for construction
of a second principal building in addition to the existing
principal building, which said second principal building will be
used for additional service and office/parts area at the Toyota
of Newburgh, Inc. dealership, at the above location in an NC




zone, as sought by aglicant in accordance withgans filed with
the Building Inspector and presented at the public hearing. e

.

BE IT FURTHER,

RESOLVED, that the Secretary of the Zoning Board of Appeals
of the Town of New Windsor transmit a copy of this decision to
the Town Clerk, Town Planning Board and applicant.

Qe A0
/ Chalrmary

Dated: October 25, 1993.




D Bunch Office — =~ ‘;“""

&% MCGOEY, HAUSER ane EDSALL - oo - o i o .. ADOBroadSteet -

T A Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 -
<. CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. . » (717) 296-2765
Mwmemu L. e - . .

mRICHARD D. McGOEY P. E.
rpe WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. . .
““““ 'MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

'*:% xmfil”iﬁ' A e
- ELAHNING BOARD WORK SESSION
. RECORD OF AP.EEW

ILLAGE OF NC‘“’ w""“’" : P/Bt; Qf_/o

WORK SESSION DATE: / o OCT Q% APPLICANT RESUB.
REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: S REQUIREDM"
PROJECT NAME: 7&0 fz %

PROJECT STATUS: NEW ____ OLD—

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: /@xsfjc/,

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. %

FIRE INSP. .
ENGINEER X
PLANNER

P/B CHMN. -
OTHER (Specify)

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL:

= N Qi ' T
= b T L st (i€ X5/ Vo
— /é%c fo// fGols

4MJES1 pbwsform

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania




é . TOW% OF NEW WIND?OR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: g 3 - 1 0

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: 0CT — 7 1093

The maps and plans for the Site Approval (;éz%éZi/
J

Subdivision as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

has been

reviewed by me and is approved -

disapproved

If disapproved, please list reason

_dzz% /)
HIGHWAY SUPERZNTENDENT DMTE

WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE




INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 12 October 1993

SUBJECT: Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.

PLANNING ROARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-93-10
DATED: 7 October 1993

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-93-058
A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on B8 October 1923.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: &6 October 1993; Revision 5.

Robert F. Rodgers; CCA
Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.

—— oo —————



@ ~ TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 9 3 - 1 O

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: SEP 1 8 1098
The maps and plans for the Site Approval u////
Subdivision as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

_SeEpucs (2290777€ //at/«) has been

reviewed by me and is approved

disapproved

If disapproved, please list reason

 Ng ead  Seuer

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE

WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

/ ‘ 28://-3>

RY SUPERZNTENDENT DATE




é B rov® OF NEW WIND?O?{

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: g3~ 10

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: OCT ~ 7 1993

The maps and plans for the Site Approval u///
Subdivision as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

Lowors /Ué‘o/&//gq W Seeuce Cenrer has been
reviewed by me and is approved V/( ,
disapproved

If disapproved, please list reason

— - ET . e
v M Tow  ceiER  SEvcE
~ 7
HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE
WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

W L0 /)23
TARY SU?@QINTENDENT DATE




INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 24 September 1993

SUBJECT: Toyota of Newburgh Site Plan

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-23-10
DATED: 18 September 1993

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-93-055

A review of the above referenced suject site plan was conduted on
20 September 1993.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: B_Sepiember 19933 Revision 4.

Rober t E."R’od’é-e;?;_%—a T b,

Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.



@ TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY:

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 93=- 10

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: SEP 1 3 1993

The maps and plans for the Site Approval\g/

Subdivision

as slbmitted by

for the building or subdivision of

has been

reviewed by me and is approved
disapproved u///

If disapproved, please ;ist reason y/aé2£./xm;¢%4ﬁ‘ o
\ a0 ob// D\gincigy = ﬂx?‘/, ;ﬂli;djf g 7

/

Y, ~?33
IGHWAY SUPEKRINTENDE TE
WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE




INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 14 September 1993

SUBJECT: Toyota of Newburgh

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-23-10
DATED: 8 September 1993

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-93-~052

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on ? September 1993.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: 16 June 1993; Revision 3.

obert F. Rodger
Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.



@ = TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

~TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 9 3 - 10

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: SEP — 8 1003

The maps and plans for the Site Approval »////
Subdivision as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

Loy 0rA _or /\}szsa@glz/ has been

reviewed by me and is approved

disapproved

If disapproved, please list reason

o ' WK, INNcaz, _
HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE
WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE
74523

NTENDENT DATE




INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 9 August 1993

SUBJECT : Toyota of Newburgh Site Plan

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-93-10
DATED: 2 August 1993

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-93-045

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on 5 August 1993.

This site plan is approved.

PLANS DATED: 16 June 1993; Revision 3.

Robert F. Rodgers; CCA
Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Aatt.

ac: ME




] ®
@ ~ TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, (SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 9 8 = 1 0 Q@Uwfw"\ I
DATE PLAN RECEIVED: AUE — 2 1093

The maps and plans for the Site Approval p////
Subdivision as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

has been

reviewed by me and is approved u///

disapproved

If disapproved, please list reason

OnfATER SEOERATOR REQRED FEL Fiook
524V%MLS /N AgiVS

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE

WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

_ Wﬁ&?}
cCc.HE. S ARY SUP%?ENTENDENT DATE

- [ o



COUNTY OF ORANGE

Department of Planning
124 MAIN STREET, P.O. BOX 968, GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924

TEL: (914) 294-5151 FAX: (914) 294-3546
Mary M. McPhillips Peter Garrison
County Executive Commissioner of Planning
ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING R. Vincent Hammond
239 L, M OR N REPORT Deputy Commissioner

This proposed action is being reviewed as an aid in coordinating such action
between and among governmental agencies by bringing pertinent inter-community and
countywide considerations to the attention of the municipal agency having
jurisdiction.

Referred by:  Town of New Windsor ocpP Reference No.: NI 4 93 M
County I.D. No: 48-3-3,2.2,6.2
Applicant: Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.

Proposed Action:
Special Permit — Service Center and Additional Park

State, County, Inter-Municipal Basis for Review:
Within 500' of NYS 17M

Comments: There are no significant inter-municipal or countywide considerations to
bring to your attentien.

Related Reviews and Permits:

County Action: Local Determination X Disapproved Approved

Approved subject to the following modifications and/or conditions:

Date:  ,//5/03

Deputy Commissioner




[

ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
APPLICATION FOR MANDATORY COUNTY REVIEW

OF LOCAL PLANKRING ACTION

(Variances, Zone Changes, Special Permits, Subdivisions, Site Plans)

N ~ T
% P' (AT :‘7’)1,'\}46, referenice U
e pumise s G0 YE W ey ey e t

Local File No. * 23 /D

Municipality _TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR Public Hearing Date
[:]City, Town or Village Board Ei]Planning Board []Zoning Board
Owner: Name Tobm"'a of Neu)})urgfnj T ne.

Address 96 R+. 9w - New/s \/\/;.nc}so@ N.Y.

Applicant*: Nanme

Address

¥ If Applicant is owner, leave blank

Location of Site:

RE. 9w (Saet Side)

(street or highway, plus nearest intersection)
2/

s 3
Wy

. - . . . .2
Tax Map Identification: Section i Block ‘i Lot Z,g

Present Zoning District NC Size of Parcel 3.790 Fcrres

Type of Review:
Special Permit:
Variance: - Use

Area
Zone Change:
Zoning Amendment:
Subdivision:

Site Plan:

J&éf%;?

Date

Service  (enter % Qﬂgﬁknml ParKUqg

From To

To Section

Number of Lots/Units

use Service Center ?‘Hc}c}{h‘omﬂ BarKing

Z%mﬁam,_i%’r/&om £B,

Signatufe’ and Title




P —

TOV\*I OF NEW WINI%OR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T.,:WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 9 3 - 1 0

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: MAR 1 8 1083

The maps and plans for the Site Approval kgzb

Subdivision as subfnitted b
Aéi¢wﬂ47ﬂ for the building or subdivision of
/éiﬁéﬁug has been
reviewed by me and is approved ,
disapproved .

If disapproved, please list reason

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE

WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE




TOV& OF NEW WINI%OR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 9 3 o= 1 0
DATE PLAN RECEIVED: R ¢ 8 1808
The maps and plans for the Site Approval %¢Z{
Subdivision s su mitﬁed by

AEQMA,A/, for the building or subdivision of

has been

reviewed by me and is approved L ',
disapproved .

If disapproved, please list reason

2 Do g ooy

HIGHWAY SU?ﬁRINTENDENT DKTE

WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE




‘ ' O Main Office

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

pC O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL :/?igoar;o?:’der?:sey?\tlania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 206-2765

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

PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT NUMBER:
DATE:
DESCRIPTION:

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)

SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2 AND

SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-10T 6.2

93-10

24 MARCH 1993

THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN
8,800 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT THE NORTH END OF THE
SITE. THE PLAN WAS REVIEWED ON A CONCEPT BASIS
ONLY.

1. The proposed addition expands one of the existing uses on the
site; which is Special Permit Use B-7 of the NC Zone.

The plan as submitted appears to comply with all of the
appropriate bulk requirements, with the exception of the front
yard setback for the new building from Lafayette Drive. As such,
it appears that a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals is

necessary.

2. The bulk table should be corrected to indicate a correct
"provided" value for rear yard setback. In addition, the parking
requirements table should be corrected to reference "bays" rather

than "stalls".

In addition, the parking calculation should

receive a final review before consideration at the ZBA, to

address "floor area outside of service areas", as referenced on
the bulk tables.

3. The application indicates the existence of three (3) tax parcels.
The site plan does not appear to identify the location of these
individual tax parcels. Same should be added to the plan and, as
well, the Board must determine if the parcels must be combined as
part of this site plan application.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

D=

PROJECT NAME: TOYOTA OF NEWBURGH SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 9W (EAST SIDE)
SECTION 48-BLOCK 3-LOTS 3 AND 2.2 AND
SECTION 48-BLOCK 2-LOT 6.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-10

DATE: 24 MARCH 1993

4. The plan appears to depict a "proposed road" through the easterly
part of the site. It should be determined if this "proposed '
road" was actually offered for dedication to the Town; if so, it
should be determined if it is acceptable to utilize this area as
part of the site development.

5. After the Applicant has received all necessary variances from the
Zoning Board of Appeals and returns to the Planning Board for
further consideration, further engineering review of the site
plan will be made, as deemed necessary by the Planning Board.

A:TOYOTA.mk




‘ O Main Office

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

. i O Branch Office
MCcGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 400 Brozd Street
ilford, Pennsylvania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

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

j=5
PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION
RECORD QOF APPEARANCE

'@VILLAGE OF Nm\ LU iNNSoft pmos -

WORK SESSION DATE: !7 ma/ ‘qqz> APPLICANT RESUB.

REQUIRED
REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: _A)__ﬂ__ __45/}/

PROJECT NAME: ’Taﬂo%m' G
PROJECT STATUS: NEW __ /< omd
. REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: 6""\;& Lt Gew /s nf// b~ £,

. MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. _ X

FIRE INSP. _ <
ENGINEER _X
PLANNER

P/B CHMN.
OTHER (Specify)

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL:

\/P\/ Cl‘\ffe-&’f Lu/ﬂc. 2.¥ 7“ W/L?H\'F@» gc“w
,L U re spht ane. JZ- W% /r/w)

)F\

bek ‘ f’ Yo L /4/@) allns /z< S

O ME ﬁu«( C ﬂé’v/U) /A, \
o r‘w‘(
)“W/émd

o ihitr

"“"7

N
votes t heew Yors e Jerse, anrg Penne, van




INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

T0: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 22 March 1993

SUBJECT: Toyota of Newburgh, Inc.

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-93-10
DATED: 18 March 1993

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-93-012

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on 22 March 1993.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: 17 March 1993.

QLA -

Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.

CC M.E




McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C.

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

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION
RECORD OF APPEARANCE

VILLAGE OF ﬂﬁw [’1){:’1 dg% P/B #
2

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

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

(-3

3=~ 10

WORK SESSION DATE: . /Y) A Cj > APPLICANT RESUB.

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED:

App = REQUIRE

: .
PROJECT NAME: / 6\7{6 7_ 0\//
PROJECT STATUS: NEW _?LQ OLD

% /V//%K

'REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: Cepvee &z%w///ét'h 6/ [ D Fenie

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INGP. f@ﬂ%?
FIRE INSP.

ENGINEER _X°
PLANNER

P/B CHMN. /
OTHER (Specify) 2 (

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL:

S Cl o D Loontd Mé »z(_éezgéf%j

=M=

now /2%?00 /cum\ fﬂ7

old-"cloc - 4/.&///

%000 1 JZ?//Q(

Vf;ﬂ/m/; i /3004-*

\-/MJL <42>c 5‘/0,;?/ AL A

4h7ES pbwsform

Licenscd o New York haa Jerse, and Penngylvanid



B
178¥PE OF APPLICATION (check appropriate item):

TO®N OF NEW WIN®SOR

555 UNION AVENUE "xx"
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

APPLICATION TO:
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

Subdivision Lot Line Chg. Site Plan X Spec. Permit X
1. Name of Project Toyota of Newburgh Service Center
2. Name of Applicant Toyota of Newburgh, Inc. Phone (914) 561-0340
Address 96 Route 9W , South Newburgh, New York 12550
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)
3. Owner of RecordGaillard Realty Associates LLC Phone (914) 561-0340(Local)
Address 28 Lakeshore Drive, South Brookfield, Conn 06804
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)
4. Person Preparing Plan Tectonic Engineering
Address 600 Route 32 P.O Box 447 Highland Mills New York 10930
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)
5. Attorney Edelstein & Lochner Phone (914) 273-6600
Address 495 Main Street Armonk, New York 10504
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)
6. Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning
Board Meeting Don Benvie, P.E., T.E.C. Phone(914) 928-6531
(Name)
7. Project Location: On the  East side of NYS Route 9W
: (street)
350 feet North of Plum Point Lane Intersection
(direction) (street)
8. Project Data: Acreage of Parcel 3.79 Zone N.C. ,
School Dist. Cornwall
9. 1Is this property within an Agricultural District containing

a farm operation or within 500 feet of a farm operation
located in an Agricultural District? Y N X

If you answer "yes" to question 9, please complete the
attached Agricultural Data Statement.

Page 1 of 2




10. Tax Map Designation: Section 48 Block 3 Lot 2.2

11. General Description of Project: Service Center for service of

automotive vehicles including paving of additional parking area.

12. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variances for

this property? X ves no.

13. Has a Special Permit previously been granted for this
property? ves X no.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT :

If this acknowledgement is completed by anyone other that the
property owner, a separate notarized statement from the owner
must be submitted, authorizing this application.

STATE OF NEW YORK)
SS.:
COUNTY OF ORANGE)

The undersigned Applicant, being duly sworn, deposes and
states that the information, statements and representations
contained in this application and supporting documents and
drawings are true and accurate to the best of his/her knowledge
and/or belief. The applicant further acknowledges responsibility
to the Town for all fees and costs associated with the review of
this application.

Sworn before me this

<

_ 9 day of _July 1994 ﬁ\MéPQ'Micu/J
Applicafit's Signature

S laree. Q ZZM MARIE A. BENNETT

; . Notary Public, State of New Y:
Notary Public Qualified in Orango c:.‘:'w“

Commission Expires December 26, 19.25

R R T T
TOWN USE ONLY:

Date Application Received Application Number

Page 2 of 2




"XXH
APPLICANT'S PROXY STATEMENT
(for professional representation)
for submittal to the
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD
:11ard _ , deposes and says that he

(Applicant)

resides at 96 Route 9W, Soth Newburgh, New York 12550
{Applicant’'s Address)

in the County of Orange

and State of New York

and that he is the applicant for the__Toyota of Newburgh, Inc

i r
(Project Name and Description)
which is the premises described in the foregoing application and

that he has authorized 1 1 ino Cons .
(Professional Representative)

to make the foregoing application as described therein.

Date:__ July 5th, 1994 o% ST G%/GC%I
(Owngr's Sii:;;;re)
S Q. it

(Witness' Signaﬁure)

(

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED TO REPRESENT THE APPLICANT
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS.




.
I%delstem
I*ochner
GCOUNSELORS AT L2 N
MEMBERS OF NEW YORK 49% MAIN STREET
CONNEGTICUT AND ARMONK, NEW YORK 10504
FLORIDA BARS . TELEPHONE: (©14) 273-8600

TELEGOPIER: (P14) 273-6602

June 16, 1991

Mark Edsall, P.E..
45 Quassailck Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553 -

Re: Gaillard Realty Associites L.L.C.

Dear Mr. Edsall:
In accordance with the request o Andrew S. Krieger, Esq. we
are enclosing photocopies of three (3) deeds by which the "Toyota®

property located on Route 9W in New Windsor was transferred to
Gaillard Realty Associates L.L.C.

Please call if you have any ques :ions.

Ve :y sincerely,

Pe :er M. Edelstein

PME:gr
Enclosure

cc: Andrew S. Krieger, Esqg.
George E. Gaillard



Planning Board ‘
Town of New Windsor

*ﬁ(TﬁiS,iS a two-sided‘fprﬁ)

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12550

1.
2.

8.

10.
11.

<p s

Date Received

Meeting Date

Public Hearing

Action Date

Fees Paid

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN, SUBDIVISION PLAN,
OR LOT LINE CHANGE APPROVAL

Name of Project Toyota of Newburgh Service Center

Name of Applicant Toyota of Newburgh phone 561-0340 °

Address 96 Route 9W Newburgh NY 12550
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip)

Owner of Record sSape Phone

Address

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)

Person Preparing Plan Tectonic Eng. Phone (914) 928-6531

Address 600 Route 32 P.O. BOx 447 Highland Mills NY 10930

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip)

Attorney Phone

Address

(3treet No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2Zip)

Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning

Board Meeting Don Benvie, P.E., T.E.C. Phone 928-6531
‘ (Name)
Location: On the_ East : side of N.Y.S. Route 9W
(Street)
feet_ North ,
(Direction)
of Plum Point Lane Intersection
(Street)
Acreage of Parcel  3.79 9. Zoning District N.C.
3 3
Tax Map Designation: Section_ 48  Block 3 Lot_2:5%
This application is for Site PlamAﬁ[grdiz!f‘i

R Gy,




If so, list Case No. and Name

13. List all contlguous holdings in the same ownership NA
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. e

IN THE EVENT OF CORPORATE OWNERSHIP: A list of all
directors, officers and stockholders of each corporatlon 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
4
Eﬁzma/ x&gbﬁﬁgﬂe belng duly sworn, deposes and says
that the resides at_.3 & 4y /2 S

in the County of ZiWquA_ and State of é% ; é&i@
and that he is (the owner in fee) of %ﬁz % Lo %;;{ N
(Official Title)

of the Corporation which is the Owner in fee of the premises
described in the foregoing application and that he has authorized

to make the foregoing
application for Special Use Approval as described herein.

I HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY THAT ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS ANb
INFORMATION, AND ALL STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND DRAWINGS ATTACHED HERETO ARE TRUE.

Sworn before me this *
' (OwnegF's Signature)

/¥  day of_ Tl A 19893 . & [
(Applj€ant's Signature .

e @ Lt Presidet

Notary Public (Title)

MARIE A. BENNETT
Notary Public, State of New York
Qualified 12 Oran

Commission Expires December 26, 19-25
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8.
10.
11.

Planning Board R
Town of New Windsor ' B
555 Union Avenue ’ Cl
New Windsor, NY 12550

(This is a two-sided form) "

¥ i S

Date Received. -~
Meeting Date
Public Hearing
Action Date

Fees Paid

APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL ;PERMI‘I‘

Name of Project Toyota of Newburgh Service Center

Name of Applicant Toyota of NewburghPhohe 561-0340

Address 96 Route 9W Newburgh =~ = " Ny | 12580
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) .- (State) (Zip)
owner of Record Same Phone
Address = :
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2Zip)
Person Preparing Plan Tectonic Eng. Phone (914)928_-6531
Address " 600 Route 32 P.0O. Box 447 Highland Mills NY 10930
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)
Attorney Phone
Address

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)

Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning
Board MeetingDon Benvie, P.E., T.E.C. Phone 928-6531

(Name)
Location: On the East side of _ NYS Route 9W
. (Street)
feet North
. (Direction)
of Plum Point Lane Intersection
(Street)
Acreage of Parcel 3.79 9.Zoning Dis;rict N.C.
Tax Map Designation: Section 48 Block % Lot %%

Describe proposed use in detail:_Service Center for service of
automative vehicles including paving of additional parking area.

o) TR

NETLE TN
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12. Othef‘?rdpérkyulnfofmatioﬁ?

a.) Is the proposed use in or adJacent to a Res1dent1al
District?_ NO
b.) Is a pending sale or lease subject to Planning Board
- approval of this application? NO

.) When was property purchased by present owner?

.) Has property been subdivided previously? YesWhen? 8/6/1953

.) Has property been subject of special permit previously?
Yes When?

.) Has an Order to Remedy Violation been issued against
the property by the Zoning Inspector? NO

.) Is there any outside storage at the property now or is .

any proposed? Describe in detail: Outside storage of new
and used automobiles

13. Attach a proposed plan showing the size and location of the
Lot and location of all buildings and proposed facilities,
including access drives, parking areas and all streets
within 200 feet of the Lot. Plan should also comply with
the Site Plan Checklist, as applicable.

AFFIDAVIT
Date: 3-/5-73

STATE OF NEW YORK)

SS.:
COUNTY OF ORANGE)

The undersigned Applicant, being duly sworn, deposes
and states that the information, statements and representations
contained in this application are true and accurate to the best
of his/her knowledge or to the best of his/her information and
belief. The Applicant further understands and agrees that the
Planning Board may require you to periodically renew a Special
Permit and withhold renewal upon a determination that prescribed
conditions have not been or are no longer complied with.

(Aprd.icant)

Sworn to before me this

_/¥ da %7&_ 19 23
"7%(4(41 T

(Notary)

RIE A. BENNETT
Nouw%buc. State of New York
Qualified in Orange County

|MuhnﬁmmubﬂmeM2&1&Z?




PROXY STATEMENT
for submittal to the

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

7 Y Y , deposes and says that he
resides at__ 92 47 ) Mwtwzsb  SY LSS0

(Owner's Address)

in the County of thzoun€

and State of b A
7

and that he is the owner in fee of

TBwl o Atwlugs,

3/7(‘ §

which is the premises described in the foregoing application and

that he has authorized '}"gcvo/v/d ERCINELERIAE  COMS .

to make ‘the foregoing application as described sherein.

Date: ;@4%9425

(Ownér's Signature)

7
est' Iignature)
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR_PLANNING BOARD
SITE PLAN CHECKLIST

ITEM
1. v Site Plan Title 29. . Curbing Locations
2._y/Appllcant's Name (s) #30._ _ Curbing Through
3. _~Applicant's address(es) + Section
4. ,~Site Plan Preparer's Name 31.__ Catch Basin Locations
5. .7/ Site Plan Presparer's Address 32,7 catch Basin Through
6. y/DraW1ng Date Section
7. Am-ReVLSlon Dates /a7 7wrs 710 #33, Storm Drainage
#34.” Refuse Storage
8. . AREA MAP INSET 35.~Other Outdoor Storage
9.  ,/ Site Designation *36 __Water Supply
*10. ___Properties Within 500 Feet *37. __Sanitary Disposal Sys.
of Site ;
¥ll __Property Owners (Ttem #10) 38. /v/?lre Hydrants
Z/PLOT PLAN 39 y/Bulldlng Locations
13 " Scale (1" = 50' or lesser) ._~Building Setbacks
l4. .~Metes and Bounds - , 41 __Front Building
15. _3onn1ng Designation " "Elevations
16. .~ North arrow 42. . Divisions of Occupancy
17. .~ Abutting Property Owners 43 . wA_Sign Details (ews7iac)
18. :/Ex1st1ng Building Locations 44 &/BULK TABLE INSET
l9._£fEx15t1ng Paved Areas _~Property Area (Nearest
20._~Existing Vegetation 100 sqg. ft.)
21. < Existing Access & Egress 446.__ Building Coverage (sq.
‘ ft.)
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS +47. _ Building Coverage (%
+22.___Landscaping of Total Area)
+ 23.  Exterior Lighting +48. _ Pavement Coverage (Sqg.
24. .~Screening Ft.)
25._7Access & Egress +49. Pavement Coverage (%

26, u/Parklng Arsas

27-uﬁ Loading Areas

*28. __Paving Details
(Items 25-27)

of Total Area)
4+50.  Open Space (Sg. Ft.)
+51. _ Open Space (% of Total
Area)
52. ¢« No. of Parking Spaces
Proposed.
53._«No. of Parking
Reguired.

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 revisionls prior to granting approval.

PREPARER'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT :

The Site Plan has been prepared in a¢cordance with this checklist
and the Town of New Windsor Ordinpan
knowledge.

By

Llcensed Professional

Date: ”’/C/‘ ‘ﬁ‘ 5
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Appendix A
State Environmental Quality Review

FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Purpose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project
or action may be significant. The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to answer. 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: X Part1 X Part 2 Opart 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:

{0 A. The project will not result in any large and important impact(s) and, therefore, is one which will not
have a significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared.

O B. Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required,
therefore a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.*

{3 C. The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a sngnufucant impact
on the environment, therefore a positive declaration will be prepared.
* A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions

Toyota of Newburgh Service Center

Name of Action

Name of Lead Agency

POnL O 1y € lihe Ol .\e>pur15|bk OIIILGI i LwL. Aglialy Titie ©f i*e>pon>lb e (JIH(‘.GF

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (If different from responsible officer)

Date

e - -
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o . PART 1—PROJECT INFORMATION

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 additional
information you believe will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3.

It is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve
new studies, research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify
each instance.

NAME OF ACTION
Toyota of Newburgh Proposed Service Center

LOCATION OF ACTION (Include Street Address, Municipality and Coun(y)
Route 9W East of Plum Point Lane

NAME OF APPLICANT/SPONSOR BUSINESS TELEPHONE
Tectonic Engineering Consultants PC (914, 928-6531
ADDRESS

600 Route 32

CITYIPO STATE ZIP CODE
Highland Mills NY 10930
NAME OF OWNER (if ditterent) BUSINESS TELEPHONE
Toyota of Newburgh (914)561-0340
ADDRESS

96 Route 9W

CITYIPO STATE ZIP CODE
Newburgh NY 12550

DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

Proposed Office/Service Area with associated paved parking area

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: OUrban DOlndustrial R Commercial OResidential (suburban) ORural (non-farm)
Oiforest OAgriculture ROther _Car Dealership
2. Total acreage of project area: 3.79 acres.
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE PRESENTLY  AFTER COMPLETION
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural) acres acres .
Forested acres acres
Agricultural (Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.) : acres acres
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24, 25 of ECL) acres acres
Water Surface Area acres acres
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) 0.89 acres 0.59 acres
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 1.38 acres 2.01 acres
Other (Indicate type) Open Field 1.52 acres 1.19 acres ,
3. What is predominant soil ¢tvpels) on project site? MdAD. e e e e e
S e X Graned 400 %o O site - Zvieaeraicly wall crane ¢ v O il
OPoorly drained _______ % of site
b. if any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS
Land Classification System? _________ acres. (See 1 NYCRR 370).
4. Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? DvYes ONo
a. What is depth to bedrock? _ (in feet)

~n
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5. 'Ab';")roximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes: K0-10% __90% % 010-15% %
. &15% or greater _103g %
6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or the National’
Registers of Historic Places? OvYes X No
7. Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks? OVYes BINo

8. What is the depth of the water table?varies (in feet)

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20

B.

1.

Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? OvYes GiNo
Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area? OYes XNo

Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered?
OYes K¥No - According to
Identify each species

Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations)
OvYes EINo Describe

Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?
OvYes XXNo If yes, explain

Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community?
(Yes KINo

Streams within or contiguous to project area: __unamed drainage ditch
a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary _ Hudson River

Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:
a. Name NA b. Size (In acres)
Is the site served by existing public utilities? Rves ONo
a) If Yes; does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? Xves ONo
b) If Yes, will improvements be necessary to allow connection? OYes ONo

Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA,
Section 303 and 3047 OvYes X2No

Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8
of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 6172 OYes CiNo

. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? OvYes GiNo

Project Description . .
Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate)
a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor _3.79 acres.

b. Project acreage to be developed: __3.79  acres initially; 3.79 _ acres ultimately.
c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped ___1_2__ acres.
d. Length of project, in miles: ___NA __ (If appropriate)
e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed NA %,
f. Number of off-street parking spaces existing _% 60 . proposed __115

S cobbogte Urins penerated oo b 0 25 lupon completion of preiect)
h. I resigentai. Number and type ol Lousing units. NA

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium

Initially
Ultimately

i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure _23' height; __80 width; _110  [ength.
j. Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? 1271 . 5ft.

a
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2. H;):/v much natural material (i.e., rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? ___¢_ tons/cubic yards
3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed? - XlYes ONo ON/A h
a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed? Car Service Area
b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Aves {ONo
c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Glyes ONo
4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? _0.33 _ acres.
5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
OvYes XNo
6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction 3 months, (including demolition).

7. If multi-phased: NA

a. Total number of phases anticipated ________ (number).
b. Anticipated date of commencementphase 1 ________ _month ________ vear, (including demolition).
c. Approximate completion date of finalphase ______ month _______ vear.
d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? OYes ONo
8. Will blasting occur during construction? OvYes &INo
9. Number of jobs genérated: during construction ____15_____; after project is complete ____20 .
10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project _____Q___.
11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? OYes KINo If yes, explain
12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved? OYes X@No
a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc.) and amount
b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged
13. s subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? RYes ONo Type __Septic System
14, Will surfa”ce area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? OYes RNo
Explain
15. s project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? OYes HNo
16. Will the project generate solid waste?  XJYes ONo
a. If yes, what is the amount per month _1.5  tons
b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? RYes ONo
c. If ves, give name __Al Turi Landfill . location New Hampton
d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? Gves (ONo
e. If Yes, explain _Recycled oil and other recycl eable products
17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? OvYes GiNo
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? OYes RNo
19. Will project routinely produce odors {more than one hour per day)? OYes KINo
20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? OYes @No
: L T A P TR e BN PR O S X e T
If yes , indicate type(s) Gas and electric
22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity +5 gallons/minute.
23. Total anticipated water usage per day 880 gallons/day. (for new building)
24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding? OYes @No

If Yes, explain

.




SRR v sl vl G e BRI G T, L SR

1

FERPTHE M T

T a3 SN T e e SN e b AR ey N B

25. ;\pptovals Required: Submittal
Type Date
City, Town, Village Board OvYes [@No

City, Town, Village Planning Board XYes ONo Site Plan, special permit —3/93
City, Town Zoning Board OYes 0ONo.

City, County Health Department OYes [@No
Other Local Agrncies Oves [}No
Other Regional Agencies OYes &No
State Agencies Ryes [ONo NYS DQT
Federal Agencies OYes [ENo

C. Zoning and Planning Information
1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? OvYes [ONo
If Yes, indicate decision required:
Ozoning amendment tlzoning variance bdspecial use permit Osubdivision Msite plan
Onew/revision of master plan {Oresource management plan (other

2. What is the zoning classification(s)of the site? ___Neighborhood Commercigl

3. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?
NA ’

4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? NA

5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?
NA

6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? Rlves ONo

7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a % mile radius of proposed action?
Neighborhood Commercial

8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses within a % mile? KYes ONo

9. If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? NA

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?

10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? OvYes KINo
11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police,
fi-2 protectic " Xves ONo .
a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? X1Yes ONo
12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? Oves {dNo

a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic? OvYes ONo

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
| certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.

AppheantiSponsgr Name _ 7= C7DRI/C  ExMo. XS . Date 3ﬂ7/€3
res
Signature ///I/I A _glyﬂ) Title 477955 /G /n/ZEL

If the action is in the Coastal Are3/ 3Ad you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding
with this assessment.

O EOOBBE
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R Part 2—PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
Responsibility of Lead Agency

General Information (Read Carefully)
* [n 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 change(s) in the project to a small to moderate

1 2 3
Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By
IMPACT ON LAND impact Impact | Project Change
. Will the proposed action result in a physical change to the project site?
®NO  OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 ] (] Oves OnNo
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 O ad Oves [ONo
3 feet. .
Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles. O O OvYes 0OnNo
Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within O d Oves 0OnNo
3 feet of existing ground surface. - .
Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or involve more 0O O Oves [ONo
than one phase or stage.
Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 | a Oves 0ONo
tons of natural material (i.e., rock or soil) per year. )
Constrniction ar exnansion of a sanitary landfill. O O Oves 0OnNo
. [ . T SUnon L, 1.“ ,—«‘ ) ‘_ . N
Other impacts | ] Uives Lo
. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc)OONO  OYES
Specific land forms: g O Oves 0ONo

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.
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1 2 3
Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
IMPACT ON WATER Moderate | Large | Mitigated By
3. Will proposed action affect any water body designated as protected? Impact Impact | Project Change
(Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law, ECL)
GNO  OVES
Examples that would apply to column 2 .
o Developable area of site contains a protected water body. O (] OvYes [ONo
e Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of a O O Oves - CNo
protected stream.
e Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water body. d O Oves [OwNo
« Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland. O O Oves [ONo
e Other impacts: O (] Oves [ONo
4. Will proposed action affect any non-protected existing or new body
of water? BNO  TIYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
e A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water O Oves [ONo
or more than a 10 acre increase or decrease.
¢ Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface area. O O Oves [ONo
e Other impacts: O O OYes [ONo
5. Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater
quality or quantity? KENO  DYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
e Proposed Action will require a discharge permit. O O Oves [No
e Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not O O Olves [No
have approval to serve proposed (project) action.
e Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater than 45 O O Oves [ONo
gallons per minute pumping capacity.
e Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water O O OvYes [nNo
supply system.
e Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater. ] O Oves [No
e Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which presently O O Oves [No
do not exist or have inadequate capacity. )
e Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons per O O Oves [ONo
day. ° n
¢ Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into an O O OvYes [ONo
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 O Oves [ONo
products greater than 1,100 gallons.
¢ Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without water O OvYes [ONo
and/or sewer services.
e Proposed Action locates commercial andfor industrial uses which may 0 O OvYes [No
I T R R I IR UNIPAE S A P LSS ERER T TRL LAY O S P T
TaC.aitiva, \'
e Other impacts: O O Oves [ONo
6. Will proposed action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface
water runoff? BNO OVYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
¢ Proposed Action would change flood water flows. O O Oves [INo
- —— Al
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1 2 3
Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By
Impact Impact | Project Change
e Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion. O O Oves [ONo ’
* Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns. O O (Yes ONo i
1
» Proposed Action will allow development in a designated floodway. O 0 Oves OnNo '
e Other impacts: O O Oves [ONo
IMPACT ON AIR
7. Will proposed action affect air quality? GINO  OJYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
¢ Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given 0 O Oves OnNo
hour.
* Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of 0O O Oves DONo
refuse per hour.
e Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. per hour or a O O Oves ONo
heat source producing more than 10 million BTU’s per hour.
e Proposed action will allow an increase in the amount of land committed O O Oves [ONo
to industrial use.
* Proposed action will allow an increase in the density of industrial O O Oves [No
development within existing industrial areas.
e Other impacts: 0 0 Oyes UNo
IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS
8. Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered
species? ®NO  OYES i
Examples that would apply to column 2
¢ Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or Federal ] (] Oves [ONo
list, using the site, over or near site or found on the site.
* Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat. ] O Oves ONo
e Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other O ] Ovyes ONo
than for agricultural purposes.
* Other impacts: O O Oves [ONo
9. Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or
non-endangered species? ENO  [IYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
e Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident or O O Oves [ONo
migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife species.
e Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres O O | Oves 0ONo
of mature forest (over 100 years of age) or other locally important
vonetation
{MPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
10. Will the Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?
ONO  QOYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
e The proposed action would sever, cross or limit access to agricultural O O OvYes [ONo
land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc.)
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e Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of
agricultural land.

e 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)

e Other impacts:

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES
11. Will proposed action affect aesthetic resources? [NO  [JYES
(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.

e 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.

e Project components that will 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. Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic, pre-

historic or paleontological importance? @NO  OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

e 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.

e Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within the
project site.

* Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory.

o Other impacts:

IMFACT Gix OrFEN SPACE AND RECREATION
13. Will Proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or
future open spaces or recreational opportunities?
Examples that would apply to column 2 BNO OYES
e The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity.
e A major reduction of an open space important to the community.
e Other impacts:

MERNNNEL el

1 2 3
Small to, | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By
Impact Impact | Project Change
O O Oves [ONo
O ] Oves ONo
O d Oyes [OnNo
O O Oves [ONo
O O Oves DNo
O U Oyes No
] O Oves [ONo :
O 0 Oves ONo '-*
O O | Oves Do
O O Oves [nNo
O O Oves [No
O O Oves OnNo
O O Oves [No
O O Oves 0OnNo
O O OyYes [No
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IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

14. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems?
N0 OVYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
e Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or goods.
* Proposed Action will result in major traffic problems.
e Other impacts:

B TR T T A S TS LTI K R IO RO R H KT

IMPACT ON ENERGY

15. Will proposed action affect the community’s sources of fuel or
energy supply? KINO - YES
Examples that would apply to column 2

* Proposed Action will cause a greater than 5% increase in t-e use of

any form of energy in the municipality.

e Proposed Action will 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.

e Other impacts:

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACTS

16. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result
of the Proposed Action? XINO  [OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

e Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive
facility.

Odors will-occur routinely (more than one hour per day).

Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the local
ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures.

Proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would act as a
noise screen.

e Other impacts:

IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH

17. Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?
' ‘ XINO  [OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

® Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of hazardous
substances (i.e. oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation, etc.) in the event of
accident or upset conditions, or there may be a chronic low level
discharge or emission.

e Proposed Action may result in the burial of “hazardous wastes” in any
form (i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive, irritating,
infectious, etc.)

e Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquified natural
gas or other flammable liquids.

e 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.

e Other impacts:

1 2 3

Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be

Moderate Large Mitigated By

impact Impact | Project Change
O O Dfes ONo
0 O Oves [ONo
O a Oves ONo
0 O Oves [ONo
O O Ovyes DONo
0O 0O Oyes [ONo
O O Ovyes [OnNo
0 O OvYes [ONo
O 0 Oves [ONo
O O [Oyes (ONo
4 O Oyves No
O O Oves ONo
0 O OyYes UNo
[ ] Cyes UNo
] ] Oves [INO
O O (Oves [INo
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-t IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD :
18. Will proposed action affect the character of the existing community?
GNO  OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

e 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
will increase by more than 5% per year as a result of this project.
e Proposed action will conflict with officially adopted plans or goals.

* Proposed action will cause a change in the density of land use.

e Proposed Action will replace .or eliminate existing facilities, structures
or areas of historic importance to the community.

¢ Development will create a demand for additional community services
(e.g. schools, police and fire, etc.)

e Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future projects.
* Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.
e Other impacts:

1 2 3
Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By
Impact Impact | Project Change
O O Oves [ONo
O O Oves [ONo
O O Oves [ONo
O O Oyves ONo
O O Oves ONo
O a Oves OnNo
O O Oves Do
O O Oves ONo
O ad Oves ONo

19 Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to

potential adverse environmental impacts?

KINO

OYES

If Any Action in Part 2 Is ldentified as a Potential Large Impact or
If You Cannot Determine the Magnitude of Impact, Proceed to Part 3

Part 3—EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS

Responsibility of Lead Agency

Part 3 must be prepared if one or more impact(s) is considered to be potentially large, even if the impact(s) 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, consid<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>