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Lead Agency

And Attachments
Relating To

1.D.C. Soil Reclamatidn

4.4 acres situated on the easterly side of River Road in the
Town of New Windsor, Orange County, New York (Tax Map
Paroel Section 9, Block 1 Lot 96)

ira D. Conkiin & Sons, Inc.

- 92-94 Stewart Avenue

“Newburgh, New York 12550
(914) 561-1512
Town of New Windsor Planning Board A

555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553

~ Shaw Englneenng

744 Broadway

‘ Newburgh NewYork 12550

E Gregoay J.,Shaw. P.E.
: (914) 561-3695

" Date Of Submission:

Febmatyza 1994 ‘
November3 1994 (Amended)



Shaw Engineering Consuiting Engineers

744 Broadway

P.0O. Box 25689
Newburgh, New York 12550

(914] 561-3695

November 3, 1994

Chairman James Petro and
Members of the Planning Board

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Amended Site Plan For 1.D.C. Soil Reclamation

River Road
Dear Chairman Petro and Planning Board Members:
On behalf of I.D.C. Soil Reclamation | am pleased to submit, herewith, 14 copies of the
Environmental Assessment Form with Attachments that is dated February 28, 1994 and
containing an amendment date of November 3, 1994. This document is being
submitted in accordance with SEQR for the purpose of assisting your Planning Board in

revisiting the project's Determination Of Significance.

I.D.C. Soil Reclamation thanks you for your consideration of this project.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

Gregory«fy
Principal
GJS:mmv

Enclosure

cc: Ira D. Conklin 1, 1.D.C. Soil Reclamation
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM



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 mformatoon requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify
each instance.

NAME OF ACTION
New Facility for I.D.C. Soil Reclamation

LOCATION OF ACTION (include Street Address, Municipality and County)
River Road, Town of New Windsor, Orange County

NAME OF APPLICANT/SPONSOR BUSINESS TELEPHONE

Ira D. Conklin § Sons, Inc. 914 561-1512
ADDRESS »

92-94 Stewart Avenue -
CITYIPO STATE 2P CODE

Newburgh : h.y. 12550
NAME OF OWNER (it different) BUSINESS TELEPHONE

{ )

ADDRESS
CITYPO STATE 2iP CODE

DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

The construction of a soil reclamation facility where petroleum
contaminated soil is thermally stripped of its petroleum content.
After processing, the inert soil is transported off-site where it

can be used as clean fill materisl. This action would require the
demolition of -7 fuel storage tank':. New onstruction would consist of a
b 200 5 F EE i builds L 24 E s el "
Please Complete Each Quemon—lndlcate N.A. if not applu:able buildi ng-

A. Site Description
Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.
1. Present land use: Ourban Rindustrial OCommercial OResidential (suburban) ORural (non-farm)
OForest OAgriculture  XOther Marine - Hudson River
4.44

2. Total acreage of project area: 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 1.97 acres 1.97 acres
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) 0.50 acres acres
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 1.00 acres - 2.00 acres
Other (Indicate type,Stnrage Tank Retention Area 0.897 acres .47 acres

3. What is predominant soil type(s) on project site? DU (Oumps) Landscape/Buffer
a. Soil drainage: DWell drained 100 __ o of site [DModerately well drained _______ % of site

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
tand Classification System? _N.A. acres. (See 1 NYCRR 370).

4. Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? OvYes 3No
a. What is depth to bedrock? _10_Ffeet minimym feet) Determined by borings in May, 1987

2 N




5. Apprdximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes: X0-10% ,.EL.. % D1015% %
‘ T15% orgreater __________ %

6. s project substantially contiguous to, o1 contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or the National
Regnsters of Historic Places? Cives No

7. Is project substantially contiguous to a site hsted on the Register of National Natural Landmarks? OYes KiNo
8. What is the depth of the water table? __(in feet) As determined by borings in May, 1987
9. 15 site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? OYes @No '

10. Do huntmg fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area? Ovyes KINo

11. Does pro.ect site contain any species of plant or animal life that is ‘identified as threatened or endangered?
DOYes DiNo According to
Identify each species

12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations)
DOYes [XNo Describe

13. Is the pro;ect site presently used by the commumty or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?
CYes XNo If yes, explain

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community?
“'Yes XNo

15. Streams within or contiguous to proiect area; the site is 100 feet from Hudson River

a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary Hudson River

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:
a. Name b. Size (In acres)
17. Is the site served by existing public utilities?  XXYes ONo
a) If Yes, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? ves DONo
b) Hf Yes, will improvements be necessary to allow connection?  OYes  ONo

18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA,
Section 303 and 304? Yes XINo

19. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8
of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 6177 CiYes XINo

20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or-hazardous wastes? OvYes OiNo

B. Project Description
1. Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate)
a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor 0  acres.

b. Project acreage to be developed: e.47 acres initially; 2.47 acres ultimafely.

c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped ___1-S7__  acres.

d. Length of project, in miles: N.A. (if appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed N. A, _ __ %;

f. Number of off-street parking spaces existing __6 ___; proposed 13

g Maximum vehicular trips generated perhour _____ (upon completuon of prowct)' Refer to Traffic

h. 1f residential: Number and type of housing units: _ Study
One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium

Initially

Ultimately

i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure 33_AvQheight; 135 width; 180 length. '
j. Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? 245 ft.

3



2. How much natural material (i.e , rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? ____~ ___ tons:cubic vards

3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed? XYes ONo ON/A
a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed? facility operations or buffer ares:
b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation?  OOYes  [No No topsoil available

c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? XlYes ‘No
4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, grbund covers) will be removed from site? _ 0 acres.
S. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other focally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
OvYes XNo
6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction _____6  months, (including demolition),
7. If multi-phased: N A .
a. Total nurﬁber of phases anticipated __________ (number).
b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1 month year, {including demolition).
c. Approximate completion date of final phase month year.
d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? OvYes [ONo
8. Will blasting occur during construction? OvYes KiNo
9. Number of jobs generated: during construction _20 ___ ; after project is complete __E

10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project 0o

11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? OvYes INo if yes, explain

12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved? OYes BNo

a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc.) and amount
b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged

13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? OvYes KINo Type

14. Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? [lYes XNo
Explain
15. Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? BYes - [ONo Parcel II:East of

Conrail
16. Will the project generate solid waste? DOYes OiNo

a. If yes, what is the amountpermonth _______ tons
b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? Oves (INo

c. If yes, give name ; location
d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? OYes ONo
e. If Yes, explain

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? OvYes B3INo
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 X3No
19. Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? [Yes KiNo
20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? Oves 3No

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use? yes {ONo

If yes , indicate type(s) #2 Fuel o0il and Gasoline

22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity N-A. gallons/minute.
23. Total anticipated water usage per day 1_?’_000__ gallons/day. ‘

24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding? Oves XXNo
If Yes, explain




—~w—ry

25. Approvals Required:

Submittal
Type Date
City, Town, Village Board *Yes INo
€ity, Town, Village Planning Board XYes TiNo Site Plan Approval Nov. 1933
€#ty, Town Zoning Board Bives [DNo ‘ Variances Aug. 19394
City. County Health Department CYes [ONo
Other Local Agencies OYes [ONo
Other Regional Agencies Oyes DONo ,
State Agencies NYSDEC ' Klvyes [ONo é&;};ﬁéﬁaﬁz’ 3TN, March 1994
Federal Agencies Oyes [ONo Management
C. Zoning and Planning Information
1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? KlYes [ONo
if Yes, indicate decision required:
Dzoning amendment {Xzoning variance Ospecial use permit Osubdivision Dsite plan

Cnewl/revision of master pian Ciresource management plan DOlother

2 What is the zoning classification(s)of the sitez __Planned Industrial

3. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?

N.A.
4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? N.A.
5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?
N.A.
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local fand use plans? Rves No

7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a % mile radius of proposed action?
Industrial and Residential

8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses within a % mile? XYes ONo

9. If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? N.A.

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?

10. Wiil proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? [Iyes KINo

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police,

fire protection)? CYes X¥No
a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? OvYes ONo
12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? OYes XNo

a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic? DYes 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

I certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge. Amended:Nov. 32,1894
ApplicantiSponsor

e I.0.C. Soil Reclamation Date _Feb.28,18¢4

Signature 7o Title Engineer for Applicant

If the action is in thd Coatfai’Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding
with this assessment.
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Part 2—PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
Responsibility of Lead Agency

General information (Read Carefully)

In completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question: iiave 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 necessanly significant.
Any large impact rnust be evaluated in PART 3 to determme 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 andjor 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?
ONO  IXYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 0 O Oves No
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 Oyes ONo
3 feet.
Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles. O 4 DY_es T No
Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within ] O Ovyes INo
3 feet of existing ground surface. -
Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or involve more [} ] Oyes TINo
than one phase or stage. ’
Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 a O Oyves DTiNo
tons of natural material (i.e., rock or soil) per year. )
Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfill. O ] Oyes No
Construction in a designated floodway. (] O Ovyves ONo
Other impacts Removal of existing storage tanks =R O Oyes ONo
and regrading the site.
. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)INO  [JYES
Specific land forms: (W O Llyes LiNo

impact, also check the Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reductlon is not possible. This
must be explained in Part 3.




1 2 -3
' Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
. | ~ IMPACT ON WATER Moderate Large Mitigated By
7 3  Will proposed action affect any water body designated as protected? Impact Impact | Project Change
d (Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law, ECL)
@ ) BNO  DIYES
v Examples that would apply to column 2 .
No e Developable area of site contains a protected water body. O O Oves [ONo
No o Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of a O O Oyes [ONo
protected stream. -
No e Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water body. O O [Oyes [ONo
® -\, « Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland. ] 0O Ovyves [ONo
No e Other impacts: : O O Oyes [ONo
4. Will proposed action affect any non-protected existing or new body
of water? ENO  OYES
® Examples that would apply to column 2
No ® A10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water O Oyves ONo
or more than a 10 acre increase or decrease.
No e Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface area. O O Oyves OwNo
_No ¢® Other impacts: [ O Oyes [ONo
®
5. Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater
quality or quantity? ONO  YES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Yes e Proposed Action will require a discharge permit. (B3] O Oves [OnNo
@ NO e Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not O O Cyves ONo
have approval to serve proposed (project) action.
No * Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater than 45 O O Oves DONo
gallons per minute pumping capacity.
No e Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water O O Oves OnNo
PY supply system. .
No s Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater. O ] Oves OnNo
No e Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which presently 0 O Oves OnNo
do not exist or have inadequate capacity. i
No ® Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons per O O Oyves [ONo
- day.
@ No e Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into an O O Oves ONo
existing body of water to the extent that there will be an obvious visual .
contrast to natural conditions.
No * Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleum or chemical O O Oves DTNo
products greater than 1,100 gallons.
o No e Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without water O Oves ONo
and;or sewer services.
—No *® Proposed Action locates commercial and’or industrial uses which may O O Oyves [TinNo
require new or expansion of existing waste treatment and/or storage
facilities
No e Other impacts: 1 O Cyes [No
o
6 Will proposed action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface
water runofi? BNO  DOYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
No e Proposed Action would change flood water flows. O O Oves OwNo
@ 7




No e

No e
NO o
No °

No o

No e

Yeo

No

- No

No

No

No
No

No

No

No

No

. Will proposed action affect air quality?

Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion.

Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns.
Proposed Action wiii allow development in a designated floodway.
Other impacts:

IMPACT ON AIR

ONO  DIYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given

hour.

Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of

refuse per hour.

Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. per hour or a

heat source producing more than 10 million BTU's per hour.

Proposed action will allow an increase in the amount of land committed

to industrial use

Proposed action will allow an increase in the density of industrial

development within existing industrial areas.

Other impacts:

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

- Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered

species? N0 OOYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or Federal
list, using the site, over or near site or found on the site.

Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat.

Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other
than for agricultural purposes.

Other impacts:

Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or
non-endanzzred species? ®NO (OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would substantially interiere with any resident or
migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife species.
Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres
of mature forest (over 100 years of age) or other locally important
vegetation.

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES

10  Will the Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?

TNO DIVES
Examples that would apply to column 2
The proposed action would sever. cross or limit access to agricultural
land Gincludes cropland. havfields, pasture. vinevard. orchard, etc.)

8

1 2 3

Smali to | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By

Impact Impact | Project Change
] 0 Oves [Cno
] O Oves [Cno
o a Oves DNe
O O Oves TwNo
a a Oves No
a O DOves CNo
8 O Oves o
O O Oves No
a (] Oves TNo
(] O Oyes TNo
] O Oves DOnNo
O O Oves [ONo
] (W] Ovyes TwNo
0 O TYes T No
C O T“Yes _No
a ] Oves —No
0 G LYes —No




No

No

No

lNo

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
No

. Construct-on activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of
agricultural land.

* The proposed action would |rrevers|bly convert more than 10 acres
of agricultural land or, if located in an Agricultutal District, more
than 2.5 acres of agricultural land.

¢ The proposed action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricultural
land management systems (e.g., subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches,
strip cropping); or create a need for such measures (e.g. cause a farm
field to drain poorly due to increased runoff)

® Other impacts:

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES
11. Will proposed action affect aesthetic resources? ®NO  DOYES
(If necessary, use the Visual EAF Addendum in Section 617.21,
Appendix B.)
Examples that would apply to column 2

* Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different from
or in sharp contrast to current surrounding land use patterns, whether
man-made or natural. .

* Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of
aesthetic resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce their
enjoyment of the aesthetic qualities of that resource.

® Project components that 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? ENO OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

* Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or substantially
contiguous to any facility or site listed on the State or National Register
of historic places.

® Any impact to an archaeologlcal site or fossil bed located within the
project site. :

® Proposed Action will occur in an area designated a; sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory.

¢ Other impacts:

IMPACT ON OPEN 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 XINO  DVYES
® The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity.
® A major reduction of an open space important to the community.
® Other impacts:

1 2 3
Smalito | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By

impact impact Proiect Change

O 'D Oves OnNo

g (] Oves OnNo

[ = TOves T No

O 0 ‘Oves Ono

0 0 Oves ONo

0O O Ovyes DUOnNo

a (] Oves OwNo

O O Oves DONo

] O Oves ONo

O O Oves Owno

O [ Oves Ono

-0 (8} Jves Ono

] O Oves DOno

O 0O Oves ONo -

0O O Ovyes DOnNo




1 2 3

- IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
14. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems? Moderate Large Mitigated By
‘ ONO [YES Impact Impact |Project Change
Examples that would apply to column 2
No e Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or goods. a O | Oves 0OwNo
No e Proposed Action will result in major traffic problems. 0 O Oves [ONo
Yes o Other impacts: Refer to Assessment Of Traffic And [X ] Oves OwNo

Noise Impacts by John Collins Engineers, P.C.

IMPACT ON ENERGY

15. Will proposed action affect the community’s sources of fuel or

energy supply? NO DYES
Examples that would apply to column 2 ) .
- No * Proposed Action will cause a greater than 5% increase in the use of O O Oyes [OnNo

any form of energy in the municipality.

No e Proposed Action will require the creation or extension of an energy 0 O Oves ONo
transmission or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two family
residences or to serve a major commercial or industrial use.

No e Other impacts: O O Cyes ONo

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACTS

16. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result
of the Proposed Action? ' ONO KIYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

No ¢ Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive ] ] Oyes [ONo
facility. '

No e Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day). O O Oves [ONo

No e Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the local 0 O Oyes [ONo
ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures. _

NO o proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would act as a J (] Oves [ONo

. noise screen.

Yes o Other impacts.iefer _to Assessment OF Traffic and X a Oves [ONo

Noise Impacts by John Collins Engineers, P.C.

IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH

17. Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?
MANO  OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2
No ® Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of hazardous .0 O Oves ONo
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. )
No e Proposed Action may result in the burial of “hazardous wastes” in any O ] Oves [ONo
form (i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive, irritating, )
infectious, etc.)

No e Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquified natural 0 O Oyes [CNo
gas or other flammable liquids.

No e Proposed action may result in the excavation or other disturbance ] O Oves [ONo
within 2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of solid or haz" -dous
waste. . . '

No e Other impacts: : 0 -0 | DOves DOnNo

10



No

No

No
No
No

No

No

No
No

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD
18  Will proposed action affect the character of the existing community?
INO  OYES
Examples that would apply to column 2

¢ The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the
project is located is likely to grow by more than 5%.

* The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating services
will increase by more than 5% per year as a result of this project
* Proposec action will conflict with officially adopted plans or goals.

* Proposed action will cause a change in the density of land use.

* Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures
or areas of historic importance to the community.

¢ Development will create a demand for additional community services
(e.g. schools, police and fire, etc.)

¢ Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future projects.
¢ Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.
¢ Other impacts:

A 1 2 3
Small to | Potential | Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated By -
impact impact | Project Change
] O Tyes  TNo
O O “Yes _No
C = “Yes __No
O O —Yes °No
] O “ves LNo
0 0 Tves  'No
O O Oves Do
0 O Cves  [ONo
O O COves [ONo

19. Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to
ONO XIXYES

potential adverse environmental impacts?

If Any Action in Part 2 Is Identified as a Potential Large Iimpact 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 b

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
3 Based on the information available, decide if it is reasonable to conclude that this impact is important.

To answer the question of importance, consider:
The probability of the impact occurring
The duration of the impact

Whether the impact can or will be controlled
The regional consequence of the impact
Its potential divergence from loca! needs and goals

(Continue on attachments)

1"

its irreversibility, including permanently lost resources of value

Whether known objections to the project relate to this impact.



DESCRIPTION OF .SOVIL RECLAMATION PROCESS



Description of Soil Reclamation Process

I.D.C. Soil Reclamation will thermalily treat petroleum contaminated soils that are
primarily generated by IDC customers during the replacement of underground fuel
tanks, and accidental fuel leaks. Prior to transport to IDC's Facility, the contaminated
soil will be tested to determine if the material is non-hazardous and conforms to all pre-
acceptance criteria for the Thermal Treatment Controlled Waste, as set forth by the
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). Once it has been
determined that the sample has satisfied the criteria, it is "finger printed" for its
characteristics and for future reference.

Prior to transport, the delivery of the petroleum contaminated soils will be scheduled
with the Facility. This scheduling procedure will limit the maximum number of vehicles
arriving at the siie at one time to seventeen (17) tractor trailers. Trailers transporting
additional material will be scheduled accordingly. IDC Facility will accept this
contaminated soil between the hours of 6 AM to 6 PM, 6 days per week, excluding
Sundays and specific holidays.

Upon arriving at the IDC Facility the tractor trailer will proceed around the
storage/processing building to easterly truck scale where it will be weighed. The truck
will then enter the building where a qualified IDC employee will visually inspect the
transported material for the presence of any non-acceptable wastes. IDC personnel will
then take appropriate samples of the soil to insure conformance with the original "finger
printed" sample. This sampling procedure and the subsequent analysis will prevent the
acceptance of any hazardous soil by IDC.

Once the soil characteristics are confirmed, the contaminated soil will be deposited onto
the concrete floor in a designated area of the soil storage/processing building. This
building will be 24,750 square feet in area, while having a height of 51 feet at its ridge.
The concrete floor slab construction will contain a double impervious liner. Prior to
processing, a qualified IDC employee will again visually inspect the material for the -
presence of any non-conforming waste. A loader will then remove the material to the
designated stockpiling area where it will be screened of all oversized and non-
processable material. The material screened from the soil will then be deposited into
containers within the building that will consolidate the non-recyclable material for
alternative disposal, i.e.: rocks four inches and larger, wood and plastic. If the non-
recyclable rocks are contaminated with soil or petroleum product they will be washed
before being deposited into the disposal/recycling container.

The screened soil will be taken by a loader to the Soil Remediation Unit (SRU) and
placed directly into the hopper of the SRU for thermal treatment. The SRU will operate
24 hours per day, six days per week excluding Sundays and specific holidays. After
treatment in the SRU the soil will conveyed by a screw auger, while injecting water into
the treated soil for dust control, and deposited onto a designated area on the floor of
the building. Based on the SRU operating a maximum of 24 hours per day, the water




‘ usage is estimated at 10 000 gallons per day (GPD). The treated soil will then be taken
by a loader outside of the building to the concrete holding bins until lab analysis
confirms that the sorl has met the NYSDEC Memo No. 1 Soil Guidance Criteria For
Reuse.

: AII thermally treated material will be segregated on a daily basis. To insure that the
- contaminants have been removed from the soil, it will be sampled and tested in »
~ accordance with the NYSDEC Permit. After completion of the tests and the review of
the results by qualified IDC personnel, the sterile material will be transported from the
Facility as clean fill to a customer requiring same. :

There will be no discharge Vfrom the so_il reclamation process to the Town of New
- Windsor sanitary sewer system. The only waste water which will be discharged to the
municipal sewer system will be that generated by IDC personnel.

Prepared By: Ira D. Conklin Il
Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.



VISUAL ASSESSMENT AND ENHANCEMENTS



EXISTING VISUAL ASSESSMENT OF SITE:
Southern approach on River Road traveling north:
The approach from the south is at a higher elevation than the site, with the site coming

into full view only upon reaching the adjacent site to the south. The existing visual
character upon initial approach is one of industrial blight.

~ The lands immediately to the east (right) of River Road throughout the area are

composed of large visually open industrial tank facilities; with numerous steel tanks and
open space between covered with asphalt. There are minimal trees with none along
the roadway, thus giving no visual definition for the road or separation from road to site
and/or definition of sites to each other. An open view of the Hudson River does not
exist except on early approach, the Hudson River can be seen above the tanks
however when reaching an elevation equal with the site a full view of the River does not
exist. The rusted tanks and existing steel frame truck fill area interrupt the River view at
all points.

The land to the west of the road is composed of a steep wooded biuff with native
deciduous trees and along the roadway two story frame houses in poor condition dotted
here and there offering no visual unity to the roadway corridor however every so often
there are elderly street trees.

The view of the site itself is of the same character as its adjacent sites - open, highly
visible containing a relatively flat piece of asphalt, numerous rusted storage tanks and
offers no visual separation from the roadway or between adjacent sites. Similar to
adjacent sites there is no visual definition of entry to the sites

-

Northern approach on River Road traveling south:

This approach is similar to the southern approach but reversed. There are numerous
other tank facilities along the roadway on the west side with far fewer homes. The
existing view of the site itself is more visible upon this approach due to the orientation of
the roadway relative to the site and the openness of the adjacent northern site.

View from Hudson River: A

The view from the river is one of relatively flat terrain - the grade does not rise
dramatically until after looking beyond the site past River Road. At this point the grade
rises sharply and the deciduous trees and sparse view of homes on the slope can be
seen. In the foreground only the rusted tanks can be seen due to the perspective and
relative elevation of viewpoint. The adjacent sites all have similar visual character
without any attempt made to screen the tanks.



PROPOSED VISUAL ENHANCEMENT

(Visual improvements from present state)

Traveling North and South River Road:

Improvement can only be done from within the site’s property lines. Existing tanks will
be removed thus improving the view from the road by reducing the undesirable visual
impact of industrial type structures. The new office building in the foreground will be in
a style to be compatible to the area’s architecture. The proposed process and storage
building will be colored a neutral tone thereby reducing its visibility, blend with the sky
and river and will be partially screened by existing plantings at the adjacent site to the
south; therefore no visual treatment along the south property line is necessary. At the
entry points the visual openness of the site will be reduced by the use of planting and
mounding on each side of the entry thus acting as a visual buffer and separation
between adjacent sites and roadway. This will also serve to visually define the entry
points. The asphalt area and storage building will be screened from the road with

- mounding and evergreen trees on both north and south side comers. The buffer areas
were widened on both north and south sides such as much as feasible to provide this
screening. Adjacent to the roadway along the property line large deciduous trees will
be placed to define the road edge so the roadway appears visually separate from the
site and will reflect the original character of the area. Entry sign will be done in neutral
colors and all lighting near River Road will be in low level reflective lighting not
appearing harsh or industrial in character.

From The Hudson River

The view of the proposed storage/processing building shall be mitigated by coloring the
entire building with a non reflective taupe, green/grey color to blend in with the hillside
rising beyond. The lower base will be a solid darker earthtone. The entire site shall be
visually screened from the river by placing a berm within the property between the
railroad tracks and the site. The berm will be wrapped around at the corners as feasible
so the site is screened from the north and south. In areas where berming is not
feasible, a low decorative retaining wall shall be placed to raise the grade elevation so
planting of trees can be achieved at a higher elevation to better screen the building.
The berm will undulate to appear natural and be planted with large evergreens and
flowering trees in foreground. A flowering low maintenance groundcover shall be used
on steep slopes facing the river. The view shall therefore mitigate negative views of the
site so the viewers' eye moves up and past the site; recapturing the scenic quality of the
Hudson River shoreline at this point. Trees indigenous to the area and on adjacent

sites are proposed.

Prepared By: Carl Monte, L. A.
Sitework Services



STORMWATER MANAGEMENT



Having been formerly used as a fuel oil terminal, the site is presently segmented into
two separate drainage areas. On the easterly portion of the site is an area consisting of
seven fuel storage tanks and a small building. This area is enclosed by an earth berm
which provide retention for the fuel storage tanks. This retention area represents
approximately 55% of the parcel that is proposed for development. Stormwater
generated by this area ponds within contour elevation 5 where it ultimately infiltrates
into the ground.

On the westerly portion of the site are two buildings and a truck fill station. The majority
of this area’s surface is macadam pavement with the balance being unvegetated earth.
Stormwater generated within this area flows overland to the east where it enters a catch
basin, and flows through an oil/water separator prior to discharging into a drainage ditch
along the north property line. This stormwater flows in the ditch to the east, through a
culvert under the Conrail railroad tracks, where it ultimately discharges into the Hudson
River.

The development of the site will require the demolition of three buildings, the truck fill
station, the seven storage tanks, and the retention area.. The majority of the site will be
regraded, and surfaced with macadam pavement. Landscaped berms will be installed
along the propenty lines to serve as visual buffers. -

The development of the site will result in two drainage areas. The smaller of the two
will be the new soil processing/storage building totaling an area of 24,750 S.F. (0.57
acres). Stormwater runoff from the building’s roof will be conveyed to the eastina
closed storm drainage system where it will discharge into the northerly drainage course.
Upon entering the drainage course the stormwater will flow under the Conrail tracks into
the Hudson River.

The balance of the developed site constitues the larger drainage area. Stormwater
within the drainage area will be collected by an open storm drainage system which will
convey the flows to the west into an oil/water separator. After treatment within the
separator the stormwater will be discharged to the north into the above reference
northerly drainage course.. As under existing conditions, this stormwater will flow under
the Conrail railroad tracks into the Hudson River. Presently the discharge of
stormwater from the site operates under the SPDES Permit Number NY-0024261. This
SPDES Pemit will be transferred to the Soil Reclamation Facility. Only stormwater
generated by the building’s roof and the landscape/planting areas will flow from the site
without the benefit of being treated in the oil'water separator.

Prepared By: Gregory J. Shaw, P.E.
Shaw Engineering



- ASSESSMENT OF TRAFFIC AND NOISE IMPACTS




JOHN COLLINS | |
ENGINEERS, P.C. rurric.cammsronrarion svameens

11 BRADHURST AVENUE « HAWTHORNE, N.Y. « 10532 » (914) 347-7500 * FAX (914) 347.7266
October 25, 1994

nr. Gregory J. Shaw, P.E.
Shaw Engineering

744 Broadway

Newburgh, New York 12550

Re: IDC Soil Reclamation Facility
River Road
Town of New Windsor, NY

Dear Gregqg:

As a follow up to our previous evaluation of the above site
relative to traffic and noise, we have had the opportunity to
review the latest site plans for the facility which modifies the
location of the office and now proposed the construction of a
building to house the reclamation equipment.

Based upon a review of the plan and other information relative to
the proposed operation, the conclusions contained in our traffic
evaluation dated February 24, 1994 are still valid and appropriate.

With respect to the noise evaluation included in that report and
supplemented in our ‘May 20, 1994 letter to Mark Edsall (copy
attached), we offer the following additional comments based on the
new plan.

As summarized in the May zoth letter, to insure compliance with the
Town Code during evening hburs, the installétion of a noise barrier
wall to provide the necesséry attenuation was proposed. Now that
the processing equipment will be located in an enclosed building,



the barrier will not be required since the presence of the building
 will result in better attenuation than that shown in the table
contained in our May 20th letter. TheAlayout of the faéility
including positioning of the equipment within the building together
with the presence of the soil within the building will provide the
necessary attenuation to insure that the Town Code requirements
relative to noise in terms of both frequency and magnitude will be
met throughout the day.

If you have any questions regarding this, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Sincerely,

JOHN COLL NGINEERS, P.C.

Philip realy, P.E.

d.691.shaw



JOHN COLLINS
ENGINEERS, P.C. iccic.rnusronrarion cnameens

11 BRADHURST AVENUE s HAWTHORNE, N.Y. » 10532« o (914) 347-7500 * FAX (914) 347-7266

May 20, 1994

Mr. Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Town Engineer

Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: IDC Soil Reclamation Facility
River Road
Town of New Windsor, NY

Dear Mark:

As a result of the April 27th Public Hearing on the above -project,
we are hereby submitting the addltlonal information requested
relative to the noise levels associated with the Soil Reclamation
Unit proposed at this site. Since the time of the meeting, we have
had the opportunity to collect additional noise measurements
including some frequency data to address expected site noise
conditions relative to the Town of New Windsor Code. In addition,
we have been able to take additional measurements at various offset
distances from the eguipment to better identify the attenuation
associated with the distance separafion from the unit. In general,
the levels associated with the equipment are low frequency and the
following presents a summary of the expected noise levels by
frequency for the unit at River Road. These 1levels would be
lower at the residential building located on the west side of River
Road opposite the site. These measurements are shown with and
without the proposed noise attenuation barrier and represent
estimates of the future noise levels with the equipment fully
operational.
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o . , ' ESTIMATED LEVELS AT '
FREQUENCY RANGE | TOWN CODE‘" - RIVER_ROAD
(hz) REQUIREMENT L’&_EABBI% A
| W/BARRTER™
20 ~ 75 : 67 71 63 f1
75 - 150 66 70 62 ]
150 - 300 61 66 58
300 - 600 54 61 , 53
600 - 1,200 47 55 a7 AJ
1,200 - 2,400 39 1 a6 38 - I
2,000 - 4,000 29 1 (@) (2) I
4,000 - 10,000

NOTES:
(1) MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS FOR NOISE

. FROM A FACILITY BETWEEN HOURS OF 7:00 PM AND
7:00 AM.
SOURCE: TABLE I-PAGE 4824 OF NEW WINDSOR TOWN CODE.

(2) LEVELS AT TﬁESE FREQUENCIES WERE NOT MEASURABLE.

(3) REPRESENTS ESTIMATED LEVELS WITH NOISE ATTENUATION
BARRIER IN PLACE.

As discussed at the meeting and as concluded in our original report,
during normal working hours, the background noise levels along River
Road are higher than those associated with the site. During the
evening hours when the traffic levels on the road drop off, the
installation of the proposed noise attenuation barrier will result
in levels in compliance with the Town Code and thus, mitigating any
potential impact at the ad)acent residential building.



If you have any queétions regarding this
hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

dwp691l.edsall

James Loeb
John Ewasutyn
Gregg Shaw

cec:
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information, pleasé do not



JOHN COLLINS
ENGINEERS, P.C. ...ccc.rmnsronmanion enameens

11 BRADHURST AVENUE « HAWTHORNE, N.Y. ¢ 10532 + (914) 347.7500 « FAX (914) 347-7266

February 24, 1994

Mr. John Ewasutyn

Ira Conklin Inc.

P.O. Box 7457

Newburgh, New York 12550

Re: Proposed Soil Reclamation Facility
River Road
Town of New Windsor, NY

Dear John:

As per your. request, we have completed our traffic and noise
evaluations of the proposed Soil Reclamation Facility to be
operated at the former Shotmeyer Terminal property on River Road in
the Town of New Windsor, New York. The following summarizes the

results of our evaluation relative to each of these areas:

1. Introduction and Background (Figure No. 1)

A Soil Remediation Facility is proposed to be operated on a site
located on the east side of River Road generally opposite Silver
Spring Road and immediately north of the Belcher 0Oil Company
facility. This site formerly known as the Shotmeyer Terminal had
previously operated as an 611 distribution facility. The pfoposed
Soil Remediation Facility involves the utilization of state of the
art remediation units which includes a system consisting of a
conveyor belt which feeds the contaminated soil into a rotating

dryer/roaster that "cooks" the soil to remove contaminates. The

Mov,
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fadility will be served initially by vehicular deliveries which

will access the site via two driveway connections to River Road.

Depending on the future level of usage, longrterm plans allow for

the utilization of the rail spur which connects to the Conrail

River Line.

2.

Traffic conditions
a) Existing Conditions (Figure No. 2)

In order to evaluate traffic conditions associated with the

' proposed facility it was necessary to first identify current

traffic flows on River Road during both morning and afternoon

Peak Hours and on a daily basis. Detailed traffic counts were
collected in the vicinity of the site on February 2, February
7 and February 8, 1994 duriﬁg morning and afternoon peak
hours. This data was compared - with available count
information including daily volumes obtained from the New York
State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) for the River Road
cOrridor. Based on a comparison with the NYSDOT information,

the existing peak hour traffic volumes were identified and are

‘shown on Figure No. 2 for the AM and PM Peak Hours. The

existing peak hours were generally found to occur between 7:30

AM - 8:30 AM and 4:30 PM - 5:30 PM.

b) 2000 Projected Traffic Volumes (Figures No. 3)

In order to account for background traffic incréasgs along the

River Road Corridor, historical data from the New York State
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Department of Transporﬁation (NYSDOT) was referenqed.v This
data shows a slight decrease inrdaily-volumeé over the last
féw Years. However, in order to account for poténtial future
increases in volumes, the existing peak hour traffic volumes
were projected to the year 2000 utilizing a growth factor of
1% per year'. The resulting year 2000 Projeéted Traffic

Volumes are shown on Figure No. 3.

c) Site Traffic Generation

In order to identify any potential traffic impact associated
with the prbposed Soil Reclamation Facility, estimates of the
peak hour traffic generation were developed for the site.
Based on information supplied by your office, it is estimated
that a total of 12 tanker trucks will enter and exit the site -
per day over a five day week. These truék loads will

generally be spaced over the course of the day.

For comparison pﬁrposes we have obtained copies of the
historical inforhation for the Shotmeyer Terminal when it was
in operation and have summarized data for 1950 and 1981.
During these years, the average gallons distributed per month
were approximately 800,000 gallons with the peak months of
January, February and Harqh‘in the 1 million to 1.3 million
range. Based on a delivery truck sizes of between 2,800 and
3,400 gallons, this equates to between 385 and 464 vehicles

over the course of the month or assuming a seven day operation
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apprbximately 12-14 truckloads entering and exiting the site
per day. This corresponds to slightly higher volumes than

expected with the proposed use.

qa) Arrival/Departure Distribution (Figure No. 4)

Based on the expected distribution of truck traffic to and
 from the site, an arrival/departure distribution was

developed. The distributions are shown on Figure No. 4.

e)’ 2000 Build Traffic Volumes (Figures No. 5 and 6)

Although the traffic generated at the site is expectedAto be
spread out over the course of the day, to provide a
qonservative analysis, it was assumed that the truck traffic
to and from the site would all occur over a tw6 hour period
equating to approximately six entering and six ekiting trucks
per hour. These site generated volﬁmes shown on Figure No. 5
were combined with the 2000 Projected Traffic Volumes to
obtain the 2000 Build Traffic Volumes which are shown on

Figure No. 6.

f) Traffic Impact Analysis

In order to determine Levels of Service and operating
conditions, it was necessarf to conduét capacity analysis
utilizing the procedures contained in the 1985 Highway
Capacity Manual. A description of the analysis procedures

follows: : . .
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The unsignalized intersection capacity analysis method
utilized in this report was aiso'performed in accordance with
rthe procedures described in the 1985 ﬁighway Capacity Manual.
The procedure is based upon the utilization of gaps in the
major traffic stream and it coﬁputes a Level of Service based
upon the resefve capaéities of each key movement. On roadways
such as those in the vicinity of the site it can normally be
expected that the uncontrolled major- traffic stream will
experience favorable operating conditions while the side
streét may experience some delays during peak periods when

turning left or crossing the major traffic stream.

' Utilizing the above procedures caéacity analysis were
conducted at the site driveway. A review of the analysis
-contained in Appendix "C" indicates that Levels of Service
experienced during peak hours. Thus, the proposed Soil
Reclamation Facility will not impact Levels of Service or
operating conditions. 1In fact, in coﬁparison to the previous
use of the site will result in slightly fewer vehicular
movements to and from the property. The final design of the
access points will require review and approval from the Town
and NYSDOT and we suggest that the plan be submitted for their

review.
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3. Noise Impact Analysis

Due to its location, the primary noise sources in the area are due

primarily to vehicular trafficlalong River Road, rail activity along

the Conrail iine and more remotely from boat usage on the Hudson

River.

a) Scope of Evaluation

This evaluation has been prepared to identify existing noise
levels in the area, to project future noise 1levels for the

No-Build and Build conditions and to determine any potential

‘impact due to expected traffic noise increases as well as

increases due to the noise associated with the operation of

reclamation equipment.

Exiéting noise levels were measured to obtain the ambient
(background) noise level at receptor locations in the vicinity
of the site. At the time of the noise measurements,
simultaneous vehicle classification traffic counts were also
conducted to allow the development of é relationship between the
existing traffic volumes and the measured noise levels. The
existing traffic volumes and corresponding noise levels were
then projected to the future Design Year of 2000 based on the
traffic projections for the site. In addition, noise levels
measurements were taken of the.IDC Soil Reclamation Unit located
at your Newburéh.office. The existing and projectea noise

levels were then compared to recommended noise level guidelines.
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A description of typical noise descriptors, governmental
guidelines and the analysis methodology utilized in evaluating

the noise levels is described in the following sections.

In addition, a discussion of construction noise considerations

is presented in Section "F".

b) Characteristics Of Environmental Noise (Tables No. 1 and 2)

To characterize néiée environmen;s and to assess any impact on
noise-sensitive areas, a single value of broad band noise levels
is established using a frequency weighting that simulates human
perception. Governmental noise criteria generally specify noise
level guidelines in the units of A-weighted noise or decibels-A
(dBA). The A-weighted noise measurement has been found to
correlate well with the response of the human ear which is
relatively insensitive t§ low frequencies. Table No. 1 provides
a summary of some typical A-weighted noise levels. Federal
guidelines stipulate noise impacts to be evaluated in terms of
noise levels designated‘Leq or L10. The Legq (equivaient sound
level) is an equivalent level "energy-averaged" over a specified
period of time. This measure is useful for charactefizing
environmental noise since it specifically accounts for both the

duration and magnitude of sound.
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Community noise éuidelihes ére specified by éeveral agencies
including the Environmental Protecpion Agency (EPA), the Fédéral
Highway Administration (FHWA), and the Department of Houéihg and -
Urban Development (HUD). These agencies Have established
certain criﬁeria for acceptable noise levels for various land
uses and development types. A review of the FHWA guidelines

which are summarized in Table No. 2 indicate that for Activity
Category B, an exterior noise level of 67 dBA, expressed in

terms of Leq, is recommended.

c) Existing Noise Levels (Figure No. 7)

A detailed noise measurement survey was conducted at several
measurement locations (receptors) in the surrouhding area to
provide a representative sampling of existing noise levels. The
receptors sampied included 4 locations which are identified on

Figure No. 7.

The noise measurements were taken to identify existing noise
leﬁels and to develop the relationship between noise levels and
existing traffic volumes. Noise measurements were taken with a
Bruel & Kjaer Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter Type 2230,
which was calibrated prior to actual measurements utilizing a
standard acoustical calibrator. The actual measuremeﬁts and
calibration procedures followed were in conformance with

American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standards. .
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During measureﬁehts, thé microphones were located without
obstfuctioh from stationary objects at a height of 5 feet above
ground surface. Measurements taken included an L-equivalent
level (Leq) and L«maxiﬁum (Lmax) for each location. The
measurements. were taken 6ver a three day périod including
February 2, 7 and 8 and were taken during different times of the

day.

Existing noise 1evelé represented in‘terms of Leq during peak
hours ranged from 55 to 72 dBA range with tﬁe higher levels
observed at receptors loéated closest to River Road. The
maximum levgls 6bsefved during daytime periods range from the
low_80’s to mid 90 dBA range. The highést Leq levels observed
were atARe&eptor R1 which ié located immediately adjacent to

River Road between the site and the Belcher 0il Facility.

d) Noise Analysis Methodology

In order to evaluate the potential noise impacts, two criteria

are generally utilized:

1. Will the predicted noise level exceed the recommended

guidelines?

2. WilllthereAbé a significant increase above the existing

ievels?
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As indicated previouélf,. community noise guidelines are
published - by several federal .agenCies ~ including the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). These guidelines establish recommended
design noise levels for specific land uses. With respect to
roadway traffic noise, the FHWA has established certain

guidelines for various land use categories.

An Leq of 72 dBA is the recommended design level for commercial
areas and a Leq of 67 dBA is recommended for residential areas.
Table No. 2 summarizes the design levels/land use relationships
for various land use categories and Table No. 3 summarizes the
relationship between noise increases and significance- of

impacts.

With respect to thé second criteria, it is important to note
that in order to produce a 3 dBA increase in the sound pressure
level, ‘a doubling of the noise source must occur. Also, for
sound propagation in air, as distance doubles from the sound
source, the amélitude drops by half which is a drop of 6 dBA.
This is only true when there is no refléction in the sound path.
More typically, actual reductions of between 4 and 5 dBA for
doubling of distance are encoﬁntered under typical field

conditions. 7 .
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e) Future Noise Levels

To evaluate potential noise impacts with respect to the proposed
operation, existing noise levels were correlated to the existing
traffic volumes and then projected to represent future
conditions. To account for the site specific noise levels,
reference was made to measurements taken of the mobile
reclamation unit located at your office in Newburgh. The Leg
readings with the equipment operational varied from 75 to 95 GBA
at a reference distance of 15-feet. These levels were then
modeled to account for the distance separation from surrounding
receptors. The burner unit is proposed to be placed
approximately 300’ east of River Road. Adjusting for the sound
propagation, at River Road, the resulting levels will be some 20
to 25 dBA lower or in the 60 to 70 dBA. These levels are in the

same range as current levels due to existing traffic noise

be in a range which will not be critical in comparison to

existing ambient levels.

£) Construction Noise Impacts

As indicated previously, there will be a temporary increase in
noise levels due to construction activities on the site during
the development of the property. 1In order to identify noise

impacts during this phase, specific data is required, including

an identification of the type of construction equipment which




Page 12

will be used on the job site during construction. It can be
Aanticipafed that the types of equipment used on the site will be

used for the following purposes:

o Earth work and excavation
o Removing of vegetation

o0 Paving and construction of the driveways

For these activities the types of construction _equipment
generally utilized would include'bulldozers, compressdrs, front
end loaders, dump trucks and pavers. At a reference distance of
50 feet, the above equipment generally has levels fanging from

70 to 95 decibels (A-weighted dBa).

To limit any potential impact on adjacent residential areas, the

hours of construction should be restricted to daytime hours.
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4. Summary And Conclusion

Based oh the results of the field measurements and projections of
traffic noise levels in the surrounding area, the 'prbposed Soil
Remediation operation will result in increases in traffic and noise
levels in the area, however, the additional traffic volumes can be
processed at acceptable Levels of Service and the current ambient
levels resulting from background traffic noise generally offset the
significance of the noise level increases associated withb‘the
equipment operation.

Sincerely,
JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS, P.C.

Philip J. Grealy,

.E.

dwp691.2ewvas
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JOB NO.
FEBRUARY,

TABLE NO. 1

RANGE OF TYPICAL ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE LEVELS*

SITUATION

Discotheque -

Jet Flyover at iooo ft.
Inside Subway Train
Gas Lawn Mower at 3 ft.
Shouting at 3 ft.

Gas Lawn Mower at 100 ft.
Normal Speech at 3 ft.
Quiet Urban Daytime
Library

Optimum Sleeping Level
Threshold of Hearing

- NOISE LEVELS (DBA)

110
105
98
95
78
70
65
50
35
35 or less

5

691
1994

*#It should be noted that increases in noise levels less than 2-3
dBA are not noticeable by humans.

dMM.691.NT1


dMM.691.NTl

TABLENO.2

FHWA DESIGN NOISE LEVELS?
Activity Design Noise Level (dBA) Description of Activity .
~ Category Lo, Lv Category?

A 57 60 Tracts where serenity and

(exterior) (exterior) quiet are especially important.
B 67 70 Residences, motels, schools,

{exterior) ~ (exterior) - churches, hospitals, etc.
c 72 75 Developed lands other than

~ (exterior) - (exterior) those above.
E 52 55 Building interiors.
"~ (interior) (interior)

- Source: Federal Highway Administration, *Procedures for the Abétement of Highway
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise”, Federal Register 41 (80), Washington, D.C.

2~ Either L, or L,, can be used - not both - and an hourly measure applies. The land-use
descriptions are further qualified in the reference, and a category D is also reserved for

~ undeveloped land. The interior noise levels may be established by subtracting from
outdoor levels the attenuation expected of the particutar wall and window constructions



JOB NO. 691
FEBRUARY, 1994

TABLE NO. 3

SUBJECTIVE REACTION TO A CHANGE IN NOISE LEVEL

CHANGE IN NOISE LEVEL (dBA) - SUBJECTIVE REACTION

1 IMPERCEPTIBLE TO HUMAN RESPONSE
3 PERCEPTIBLE CHANGE
10 DOUBLING OR HALVING IN LOUDNESS

D.691.T3
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1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS = . Page-1
**t**ti*******************tt*t**ttttt**tt*t*t***************t********

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR. .eeoeveecenncsasense o9

AREA POPULATION.....ceseesseeesccsscs 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SITE DRIVEWAY SOUTH
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST.......ccc0neees... NAC

'DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED......eeceee..... PEAK AM HOUR

' OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE WESTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

o EB WB NB SB
LEFT - o 2
THRU - 0 404 362
RIGHT - ) 10 - 1

NUMBER OF LANES

EB WB ‘NB SB
LANES .- '

')
=
-



ADJUSTMENT FACTORS Page-2

S D G G T h W P O G S S G e D G G G T ST . I G D IS W T G SRS M . S Go G SIS W - - ——— — V. - W we = W W =

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft) ACCELERATION LANE

GRADE ANGLE FOR RIGHT TURNS FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND oo TTTT -— T — T T oo
WESTBOUND 0.00 90 20 N
NORTHBOUND 2.00 90 20 N
SOUTHBOUND +~2.00 90 ' 20 N

VEHICLE COMPOSITION

D e - G > G T - G S S G i G e S = - S S S - - - T - T T ———— R G ————

% SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES % MOTORCYCLES
EASTBOUND ——— - —-——-
WESTBOUND 0 100 0
NORTHBOUND 3 6 0
SOUTHBOUND 3 6 0
CRITICAL GAPS
TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP
MINOR RIGHTS
WB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS
SB 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS
WB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

W —_—_——— - > - —— - —— T Ty T - ———— " > W - - — T - — — — — Y > - - - S - —

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY SOUTH

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD .

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES




CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE

Page-3

_ POTEN-  ACTUAL
FLOW- TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED = RESERVE
S RATE  CAPACITY CAPACITY  CAPACITY  CAPACITY
MOVEMENT - v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) c¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c=c¢c =-vVv 10§
p M “SH R SH
MINOR STREET
WB LEFT 2 237 236 > - 236 > 234 > C
> 23 > 234 >C
| RIGHT 0 598 598 > s98 > 598 > A
MAJOR STREET '
'SB LEFT 2 710 710 710 708 . A
IDENTIFYING INFORMATION ,
NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY SOUTH

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES



11985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS . Page-1

************t*****t***************t***ttt*******t*********t*t*t**t***

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR...cceovecceccccccace o9

AREA POPULATION.....ccevensesassenass 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SITE DRIVEWAY SOUTH -
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST......cvceveeeeos. NAC

DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED.....cccec2:0.... PEAK PM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

INTERSECTION TYPE:

T-INTERSECTION

MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH

CONTROL TYPE WESTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB NB SB

LEFT - () 2

THRU - 471 423
- RIGHT - 10 1

NUMBER OF LANES

EB WB 'NB - 8B

LANES - 1 1 1



ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

PERCENT

ACCELERATION LANE

| CRADE. SNerz " FOR RIGHT TUMNS'  FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND ==-=- - -— -
WESTBOUND  0.00 90 20 N
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90 20 N
SOUTHBOUND '=2.00 90 20 N

_VEHICLE COMPOSITION

.* SU TRUCKS

% COMBINATION

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

A AND RV'S VEHICLES - % MOTORCYCLES
EASTBOUND - -— —_—
WESTBOUND . 0 100 0
NORTHBOUND 6
SOUTHBOUND 3 6 0
'CRITICAL GAPS
TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP

MINOR RIGHTS

WB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS :

SB . 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS '

WB 7.10 7.10 7.10

NAME OF THE EAST,

/WEST STREET...... SITE D%gVEWAY SOUTH

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....

RIVER ROAD
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ;

PEAK PM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES



CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE Pagé-:!
- . POTEN- ACTUAL '
FLOW-  TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
RATE CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c=¢ -v lOS
P M SH "R SH
MINOR STREET
WB LEFT 0 184 183 > 183 183 > D
: ) > 545 > 543 >A
RIGHT 2 545 ‘545 > 545 > 543 > A
MAJOR STREET
SB LEFT 2 651 651 651 649 A

 IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY SOUTH
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS - ‘ Page-l
t*******t*t*****tt*t**t*i*ttt*itti*titttt*t**tt***tt*t*tt****t*tt****

‘IDENTIFYING.INFORHATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR....cccecencasacscces o9

AREA POPULATION.....cceeceeecsenceess 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST........coceeeee.. NAC

DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yY)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED........e........ PEAK AM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 1994 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

INTERSECTION TYPE: T~INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE EASTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB WB NB SB
LEFT - o 0
THRU ' 0 - 381 332

RIGHT o - 0 1

NUMBER OF LANES

EB WB " NB . SB




ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

Paqe- 2

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft)
ANGLE FOR RIGHT TURNS

'ACCELERATION LANE
FOR RIGHT TURNS

A GRADE
EASTBOUND 0.00 90
WESTBOUND ==--- -
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90
SOUTHBOUND -2.00 90

VEHICLE COHPOSITION

.20

20 .

20

N

N

% SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES $ MOTORCYCLES
EASTBOUND 3 2 0 '
NORTHBOUND 3 6 0
SOUTHBOUND 3 6 o
CRITICAL GAPS
TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP
MINOR RIGHTS
EB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS
NB 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS
EB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10
IDENTIFYING INFORMATION
NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD
DATE AND TIME OF ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 1994 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES



CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE : Page-3

- G G TR @S G S . G G G G e S G S G S D s Ghy GRS N NS GI SED GED GE G SUR GED GLS IR GIN G SN S CEN NS GH G S D S S G P S S SR - S . G S -

POTEN-~ ACTUAL
FLOW- TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
‘RATE CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) c (pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c=c¢ -v LOS
P M SH R SH
MINOR STREET
EB LEFT 2 263 263 > 263 > 260 > C
> 263 > 260 >C
RIGHT 0 664 664 > 664 > 664 > A
MAJOR STREET
NB LEFT (0] 785 785 785 785 A

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD :

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 1994 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES




1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS _Page-1
************f*******t***********ﬁ***************************.*****'k***

 IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

-

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR..ccecccocsoascoarces o9

AREA POPULATION....cccececsacsccssses 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST....e..ccveceeeess NAC

DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yYy)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED......c..ec...... PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 1994 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE EASTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB WB NB SB
LEFT -- 0 0
THRU 0 - 444 390
RIGHT 0 - . 0 1
NUMBER OF LANES
EB WB - NB SB

-
[



ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

Page=-2

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft)

ACCELERATION LANE

GRADE ANGLE POR RIGHT TURNS FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND 0.00 90 ' N B
WESTBOUND ——==- - — -
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90 N
SOUTHBOUND =-2.00 90 N
VEHICLE COMPOSITION L

$ SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES % MOTORCYCLES

EASTBOUND - 3 2 o
WESTBOUND -— _— _—
NORTHBOUND 3 6 0
SOUTHBOUND - 3 6 o

CRITICAL GAPS

TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP

MINOR RIGHTS
7 EB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90

. MAJOR LEFTS
NB 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20

MINOR LEFTS
EB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD )

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 1994 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES



CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE

OTHER INFORMATION.... 1994 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Page-3
~_ POTEN-  ACTUAL . - .
_ _FLOW- TIAL _ MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
o RATE CAPACITY CAPACITY  CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) c¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c=¢C -V 105
- , p M SH R SH
MINOR STREET
EB LEFT 3 211 211 > 211 > 208 > C
, > 211 > 208 >C
RIGHT 0 612 612 > 612 > 612 > A
MAJOR STREET ‘
NBLIEFT = O© 730 730 730 730 A
IDENTIFYING INFORMATION .
'NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD :
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR



1985 ch'f UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS : Page-1
AR RN RRA AR R R AR R AR R AR AR R AR R AR AR AR AR AR RS AR AR AR AR RARARS

IDE}_ITI FYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR....ceceecccanccnsace o9

AREA POPULATION...cevceeeecececaeeees 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST..... P 7 Ye.

DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED................. PEAK AM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE EASTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB wB NB SB
LEFT -~ 0 0
THRU 0 - 404 352
RIGHT 0 - 0 1

NUMBER OF LANES

EB WB "NB ’ SB




ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

Page-2

ACCELERATION LANE

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft)
~ GRADE ANGLE . = FOR RIGHT TURNS  FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND  0.00 90 20 N
WESTBOUND  ~--=- —_— -— -
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90 20 N
SOUTHBOUND -2.00 90 20 N

VEHICLE COMPOSITION

% SU TRUCKS

% COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES $ MOTORCYCLES
EASTBOUND B 3 2 0 o
WESTBOUND —— — -——
NORTHBOUND 3 6 )
SOUTHBOUND | 3 6 0

- CRITICAL GAPS

TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP

MINOR RIGHTS

EB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS

NB 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS

EB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10

-IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WE

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ;
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOEUHES

ST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD
PEAK AM HOUR



CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE

Page~-3
o POTEN-  ACTUAL : .

FLOW- TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE

RATE . CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT - v{pcph) ¢ (pcph) c - (pcph) c (pcph) c=¢c =-v Los

C , P M - _SH R SH
" MINOR STREET
EB LEFT 2 244 244 > 244 > 241 > C
v > 244 > 241 >C
~ -RIGHT (o] 644 644 > 644 > 644 > A
MAJOR STREET '
764

NB LEFT 0 764 764

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

764 A

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES



1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS Page-1
'****t*t*t****tttt*t***'h***t*****ttt***t**ttt****t****tt*******ttt****{

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR....ceececsoesscsocce o9

AREA POPULATION. ..cvoseseososcassanes 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST......ccceeeeesss. NAC

DATE or THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)-..... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED................. PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

. INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE EASTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB WB NB SB
LEFT - o o0
THRU 0 -- 471 413
RIGHT o - 0 1

NUMBER OF LANES

EB WB ‘NB SB




et v

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

- G G - G D T A .. G S D OF G5 G P S G S G G D G G LS G ED D D GEP S G GUD I N G WS GV A S W - T - S —— e e

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft)
FOR RIGHT TURNS

GRADE ANGLE
EASTBOUND  0.00 s0
WESTBOUND  ===m- —
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90
SOUTHBOUND ~-2.00 90

VEHICLE COMPOSITION

ACCELERATION LANE
FOR RIGHT TURNS

e - e S W T G G G G D D D S G G WP G D G G5 (IS S GED P S S S G G S (R G S S TSGR CED D SN GNP GED I GEP GEP G G NV SN SEP S G WER S5 em

% SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES
EASTBOUND -3. ---------- ; -----
WESTBOUND . -
NORTHBOUND 4 ]
SOUTHBOUND 5 )

CRITICAL GAPS

% MOTORCYCLES

. - — — — — T S . - . W G S e e D - G G G b S D (ED SR S S S GER NS A SOV TN . S Gw G G G S W W O

TABULAR VAIUES
(Table 10-2)

MINOR RIGHTS
EB 5.90

MAJOR LEFTS
NB 5.20

MINOR LEFTS
EB 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

VALUE

SIGHT DIST.
ADJUSTMENT

- e - - - —

FINAL
CRITICAL GAP

- e W > G - . G G T — T N T - G G G = D S G = i A T T . T G S . P G —— — T ——— — - —

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS.....

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

e e e e e e P e Tttt e 2 g e

02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR



CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE

Page-3

ACTUAL

POTEN-
. FLOW-  TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
RATE CAPACITY CAPACITY  CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c. (pcph) c=c¢c =~-vVv 10S
. p M SH R SH
MINOR STREET '
EB LEFT 5 190 190 > 190 > 186 > D
' > 190 > 186 >D
"RIGHT o 594 594 > 594 > 594 > A
MAJOR STREET
NB LEFT 0 710 710 ‘ 710 710 A

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD :
DATE AND TIME OF. ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES



1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS '
***t*ttt*ttt*tt****ttti*tittttt*ttttt*****t*******************t**tt**

'IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

Page-1

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET..
PEAK HOUR FACTOR. .:ceeceevconnccnnons
AREA POPULATION. .ccccoecsvccsscasoses
NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET.........
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.......
NAME OF THE ANALYST. ..e.e.ceeeennnnns
DATE OF tﬁz ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)......
TIME PERIOD ANALYZED.....ceceveeeanns
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

40
.9
150000
SILVER SPRING ROAD
RIVER ROAD
NAC
02-22-1994
PEAK AM HOUR

INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE EASTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB WB NB  SB
LEFT - 0 0
THRU o - 404 364
RIGHT o -- 0 1
NUMBER OF LANES
EB . WB NB SB
LANES 1 - 1 1



ADJUSTMENT FACTORS - " Ppage-2

" PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft) ACCELERATION LANE

| " GRADE ANGLE FOR RIGHT TURNS  FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND  0.00 90 20 N )
WESTBOUND  —~-—- — -~ -
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90 | 20 N
SOUTHBOUND =-2.00 90 20 N

' VEHICLE COMPOSITION

% SU TRUCKS & COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES ‘s MOTORCYCLES
EASTBOUND 3 2 0
WESTBOUND — ‘ -—— —
NORTHBOUND 3 6 ' 0
SOUTHBOUND 3 6 o
CRITICAL GAPS
TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
- (Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP
'MINOR RIGHTS
. EB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS :
NB 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS :
EB . 7.10 7.10 '0.00 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES




CAPACITY AND

MOVEMENT

MINOR STREET
EB LEFT

RIGHT

MAJOR STREET
NB LEFT

LEVEL-OF~SERVICE

POTEN~- ACTUAL o
FLOW~- TIAL = MOVEMENT SHARED
RATE ‘CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pecph) ¢ (pcph)
p M SH
239 239 > 239
: > 239
o 632 632 > 632
0 753 753 753

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

RESERVE
CAPACITY

c=c¢c =-v 10§

R SH

vvy

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

- DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS.....

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

02-22-~1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR



1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS ~ Page-1l
L T Y Y Ll R L e S L R L S d L st it it g

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR. ... ceeeesencecesane o9

AREA POPULATION....c.evvecsecncensess 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SILVER SPRING ROAD
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST........eccece.... NAC

DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yY)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED...... ceveesess.. PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

- - - — - - — - — ——

INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE EASTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB WB NB SB
LEFT .- o o
THRU 0 - 471 425
RIGHT 0 - (0 1

-NUMBER OF LANES

EB WB ‘NB SB
LANES 1 -—

[
[



AD?USTﬁﬁNT_FACTORS ’ ' o Page-2

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft) ACCELERATION LANE

GRADE ANGLE FOR RIGHT TURNS  FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND  0.00 90 20 N
WESTBOUND -—---~- -— ' —— , -
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90 20 N
'SOUTHBOUND =-2.00 %0 20 - N

' VEHICLE COMPOSITION

% SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION. :
AND RV'S VEHICLES % MOTORCYCLES

EASTBOUND 3 2 0
WESTBOUND C ee- _— _—
NORTHBOUND 3 6 0
SOUTHBOUND 3 6 0
CRITICAL GAPS
TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL

7 (Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP
MINOR RIGHTS :

EB 5.90 5.90 0.00" 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS

NB 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS

EB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD :
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES




CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE

Page-3
POTEN- ACTUAL » : :
FLOW~- TIAL  MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
: RATE CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c=¢c -v LOS
p M SH R SH
MINOR STREET
EB LEFT 185 185 > 185 > 181 > D
> 185 . > 181 >D
RIGHT 0 585 585 585 > 585 > A
MAJOR STREET
NB LEFT 0 699 699 699 699 A
IDENTIFYING INFORMATION
NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SILVER SPRING ROAD

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS.....

02-22-1994 ;

PEAK PM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES



1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS - , Page—l
*************************t********************************t**********

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR. .. v vvevecesncecasses 29

AREA POPULATION......ceceeeevascensas 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SITE DRIVEWAY NORTH
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST......cecccce00... NAC

DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED........v........ PEAK AM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

- - - -

INTERSECTION TYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE WESTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EB WB NB SB
LEFT - 1o 0 0
THRU - 0 404 355
RIGHT - 0 o

-
-
("

LANES . -



ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

- - - - - - - - -

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft)

- —— - — - - ——— - — -

ACCELERATION LANE

) GRADE ANGLE FOR RIGHT TURNS FOR RIGHT TURNS
EASTBOUND  —==m- _— _— - T
WESTBOUND  0.00 90 20 N
NORTHBOUND 2.00 90 20 N
SOUTHBOUND -2.00 90 20 N
VEHICLE COMPOSITION L
% SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION
AND RV'S VEHICLES £ MOTORCYCLES
EASTBOUND - ——m O TTT_ITTTTT TTTTT —
WESTBOUND 0 100 0
NORTHBOUND 6
SOUTHBOUND - 3 6 0
CRITICAL GAPS _ N
TABULAR VALUES ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP

MINOR RIGHTS T T

WB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS ,

SB - 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS

WB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

- - - - f—-

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY NORTH
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS.....

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

02-22-1994 ; PEAK AM HOUR



CAPACITY AND LEVEL-OF-SERVICE Page-3
POTEN- ACTUAL _
FLOW- TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
RATE CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) ¢ (pcph) c¢ (pcph) c {pcph) c=c¢ ~-v 10S
p M SH R SH
MINOR STREET
WB LEFT 22 243 243 > 243 221 > C
, ' > 270 243 >C
RIGHT 4 602 602 > 602 597 > A
MAJOR STREET
SB LEFT 0 719 719 719 719 a

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY NORTH
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS.....

OTHER INFORMATION....

02-22-1994

PEAK AM HOUR
2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES ‘



1985 HCM: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS :
LI I3 I Y Y Y X X 2 222222 X223 2222222222222 22222222 222222222202

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

AVERAGE RUNNING SPEED, MAJOR STREET.. 40

PEAK HOUR FACTOR. ..eeseeescennncnnnee o9

AREA POPULATION......cc00ceeaaasnesss 150000

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET......... SITE DRIVEWAY NORTH
NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET....... RIVER ROAD

NAME OF THE ANALYST......c.ccevessss. NAC

' DATE OF THE ANALYSIS (mm/dd/yy)...... 02-22-1994

TIME PERIOD ANALYZED................. PEAK PM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
INTERSECTION TYPE AND CONTROL

INTERSECTIONATYPE: T-INTERSECTION
MAJOR STREET DIRECTION: NORTH/SOUTH
CONTROL TYPE WESTBOUND: STOP SIGN

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Page-1
o % g & & Kk ok

.EB WB NB SB
LEFT - 10 0 0
THRU - 0 471 416
RIGHT - 2 (o] 0
NUMBER OF LANES
EB . WB NB
LANES - 1 1



ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

PERCENT RIGHT TURN CURB RADIUS (ft)

- oo - —— - — -

ACCELERATION LANE

-~ GRADE ANGLE FOR RIGHT TURNS FOR RIGHT TURNS .
EASTBOUND  =--—=- B -— _— T
wEsTBoUﬁD' 0.00 90 20 N
NORTHBOUND  2.00 90 20 N
' SOUTHBOUND =2.00 90 20 N

' VEHICLE COMPOSITION
% SU TRUCKS % COMBINATION

AND RV'S VEHICLES

EASTBOUND oI - -
. WESTBOUND 0 100
NORTHBOUND 3 6

SOUTHBOUND 3 Y
CRITICAL GAPS o

% MOTORCYCLES

- . i A - - -

- e e -

TABULAR VALUES

ADJUSTED SIGHT DIST. FINAL
(Table 10-2) VALUE ADJUSTMENT CRITICAL GAP
MINOR RIGHTS ' :
WB 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90
MAJOR LEFTS A A '
SB . 5.20 5.20 0.00 5.20
MINOR LEFTS
WB 7.10 7.10 0.00 7.10

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY NORTH

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD
DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ;

PEAK PM HOUR

OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES



CAPACITY AND LEVEL—OF-SERVICE : ) ' - Page-3

- — " — - — o — - — -~ -

POTEN- ACTUAL . , :
FLOW- TIAL MOVEMENT SHARED RESERVE
: . CAPACITY CAPACITY  CAPACITY CAPACITY
MOVEMENT v(pcph) c (pcph) < (pcph) ¢ (pcph) c=c¢ -vVv LOS
p M , SH R SH
MINOR STREET
WB LEFT 22 189 189 > 189 > 167 > D
: : : > 213 > 186 >D
RIGHT 4 549 549 > 549 > 545 > A
MAJOR STREET
SB LEFT 0 660 660 660 660 A

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME OF THE EAST/WEST STREET...... SITE DRIVEWAY NORTH

NAME OF THE NORTH/SOUTH STREET.... RIVER ROAD

DATE AND TIME OF THE ANALYSIS..... 02-22-1994 ; PEAK PM HOUR
OTHER INFORMATION.... 2000 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES




SITE INVESTIGATION REGARDING
POSSIBLE PETROLEUM CONTAMINATION
BY FORMER FUEL OIL TERMINAL



SITE INVESTIGATION REGARDING POSSIBLE PETROLEUM CONTAMINATION
BY FORMER FUEL OIL TERMINAL o

In May of 1986 New England Pollution Control Co. Inc. performed a site inspection and

a groundwater analytical survey of the subject property. The purpose of the survey was
to determine the possibility of hydrocarbon contamination as the site had been used as
a fuel oil terminal for many years. Groundwater, sediment and air samples were
obtained and analyzed for the presence of hydrocarbons. The conclusion of the report
stated “We feel that the site does not present a significant potential for on site or off site
environmental impact. We do not fee that remedial activity is warranted at the present
time.” '

A copy of the report is presented on the following pages:



ST LY BT BT

Wepcco

New England Pollution Control Co.. Inc.
7 Edgawater Pisce, Norwalh, CT 06855 203/853-19%0

May 27, 198¢

Kr. Myron T. Holmar
Shotmever C.1 Corporation
1 Vzlley Streec
Hawthorne, NJ 07506

Re: Newburgh Terminal. New York

Dear M:. Holmarn:

NEPCCC, 1Inc. has essentially completed 2 curscry site
inspect.ion and greoundwater analytical survey at vour
Newburg:n, Nev York Terminal. Although we have mot fullw
tabulated the subsequent laboretcry results, we have dravr
some basic conclusion as indicated by this date.

Qur summery and preliminary conclusions are 2s follows:

i. Each monitoring point wvas monitorec for immicitle

hydrocarbons usimg & sonic interface probe. Free
floating hydrocarbons were absent during esch
monitoring 4nstance. Based on the access Watrix
provided, there appears to be no free floazing
hydroczrbon pocl present ir the study arez. Ihe
surficial sediments within the aree cf study alsc
appears tc be free 0f sigrifican: contaninatiorn |53

petroleur. products.

. Groundwater sacples were collectec frorv eac:.
monitoring poeint following baiiing procedures by EFA
standarc protocol. Sampies were analyzed fer
purgeabie aromatic compounds an? zcral hycrocarborns
Ae would be expected, kircr concerzrations €
volaiiie organic components wvere founc r cerrzl
sacples, bur it does nol appear chat & sigrifican
dissoived organic plume is presert ir the avee.




-2~

Given the history of petroleun operstions at the
$ite, contaminatiorn of _grounavater by dissolved
organic components appears rather glight anc does
BO: present & major imppact issue. Soil samples were
ccllectec st selectec locations throughout the study
Te2 and anslyzec for totel hydrocarbons and EF
Toxicity. Results o©f these snalyses indicate arn
absence of sgignificant contamination by metale
and/or organic compounds imdicative of perroleuc
opergtions.

3. Acbien: air ssmples were also collected at selectec
locations througnout the site srea deterxine the
occurance c¢f _organic vapor in the surficiel
sediments ané surrounding aree &s a Tesult of
hydrocarbor contazination. Again, these results
indicate the absence ¢f sny unusually higl volatile
organic concentrations at seampling - sites. All
sacples were collected and analiyzed by a New York
State approved laboratory using EPA reconmendec
anzlytical protocol.

Conclusion: We fee)l that the site does not presen: 2
sigrificant potential for or sire o 0ff site environmentel
impact. We dc mot feel that remedial activity is warrantec
a: the presen: time.

If we car be of any further assistance, Pplease contast us
3T your convenience.

Stncerely,

TRl

Thomas 4. Brigante, Jr.
Director, Projec: Nanagemen: Divisiorn

Herbert L. Woike
Chief Eydrogeciogis:

T, €. (s

Kimberlee W. Fillbesry
Senior Hycrogeologis:

Frn hirins - nw/mz,
]

E‘_:.;-_..-...__“,..__.-___” e e e e et —e et —-
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= AVENEL, NJ. T BATAVIANY. — »OBBINSVILLE, N.J.

D DEERFIELD BEACH, FL.

REpCcCo

A WrOLY OWNED SUBRSIDWRY OF
international Technoiogy Corporstion

7 EDGEWATER PLACE
NORWALK, CT 06853

. JIL BORING/WELL LOG NO. _«: 203-835-1990
PROJZST MAME - R . -3 i
. Stctmeyver 0il Corz. Newburgh Terminel ‘nmm 1G:23¢ - 7 I
PROJEZT LOCA .. . . C.
o Newburgh. New York PERMIT ) l i
SORG LOTATION DATE COMPLETEL z / 20 / 8-
DRILNG EQUPMENT ORULMASTEF. COMPLETID -
» Pcotable Auger (Bovd) o 1C fee:
hclleow Sterm Auger s " I. Bower
SAMPLE
& DEPTH BLOWS | HNU MONITORING WEL.
TYPE FT — NS SOIL DESCRIPTION PERE™ | (PPM! CONSTRUCTIOA
- TIll pee gravel == ||TYPE
— Grey sand, some gravel —i Above grace
- —
S 2 = — ! .
5 Grey Cizy ané silt, '_— = | WELL ELEVATION:
- somz gravel — .
i unknown
— B
5 i ' —— | REFERENCE POINT:
L - Grade
—t =
— ¢ ; T =
- Crey Cliay, some pebbles . !__"} DIAMETER:
. {ary) [ — _L-inch
i | ~ =
- B} =
i B i—:
- {—=t | SCREEN:
! =
s t—_i .020 slotted
— T iyl iC feer
— !
— il ; ] E
- - BOE -4 ' CASING:
o g N/I;"‘
- - WELL PACK:
- — - #2/#3 gravel
Type of Sample REMARKS: GROUNDWATER OBSERVATIONS :
f‘s:'h(fs'mmf’ . Grey Clay appears to be & Groundwater elevation orn the site
LS Lines Sampie (Drstur bli confining layer. is approximately 2 fee: below grade.
4 Jar Sampie (Drsturped;
ST Sheioy Tube (Unaiswroed:
RC Rocx Core
lSBa:Sampne,




= AVENEL.NJ. T BATAVIANY. O ROBBINSVILLE, N.J. ch

[ DEZRFIELD BEACH, FL. A WHOLLY OWNED SUBSIARY OF
hmw‘rxmmogyumtwn
= 7 EDGEWATER PLACE

NORWALK, CT 06855

. JIL BORING/WELL LOG NO. £ 205-635-1990

PROIETT NAME . X R .. PRQIECT ML j AL
Shotmever Qil Corc. Newburgh Terminal 102 3¢ !
PRQIEZ: LOCATION L. ] PERMIT G i /
Newburgh. New York . i
SOMA LOCATION , S lnmm-nm:: e/ 20 / g-
DRILLING EQUIPMEN OMLLMASTER. - COMPLETED DEPTR
' Fortable Auger ' (Bovd) J 10 feet
URLLAG SETHOC STAFF GEOLOGIST -
Hcllow Ster. Auger ‘ o J. Bowen
SAMPLE
& DEPTH BLOWS HNU MONITORING WELL
TYPE 1. —IN- SOIL DESCRIPTION PER 6 | (PPM) CONSTRUCTION
B3 Brown biack loam, ) “".’_‘_'.'“' Type:
A Silit, some sand ancd gravel f E__:; Above grade
i 1c =
' —— | WELL ELEVATION:
'_.' Unknowr.
[ 2 —_—
A it —— | REFERENCE POINT:
2'.. 15 - Grade
—_ =2 =i
% —
’-‘I- l.—.l
— by
L Very sof: Grey Clay. — DIAMETER:
- some gravel : g Leipen
n iy
_ ke
- _". | SCREEN:
-~ [~ .020 slicztec
N Dry Grey Clay, some gravel — 10 feer
- : iy
- N
) 9 =
- BOr — CASING:
M "_ :! 10
/4 12 N/A !
A i ik !
i ]
L - - WELL PACK:
: : #2/#3 gravel
L —
Yvpe of Sampie REMARKS: GROUNDWATER OBSERVATIONS:
auger (Disturbed) Grey Clay appears to be a Groundwater elevation on the site
u;:;nsm':uwl'"‘r confining layer is approximately 2 feet beiow grade
J lar Sampie (Disturded)
ST Shetdy Tube (Undéisturbed )
RC Rock Core
BS Bag Sample |




~  APPENDIX 1
Lab Analysis Results

Shotmeyer Petroleum
Newburgh Terminal, New York



' s ' ‘ 4ot Bluweway + Newburgh, New York 120+
LD‘HI'OLESI]@I o ' . 4 (914) 562-0890
Laboratories, Inc.

————— -

May 20, 1986

Kimberlee W. Millberry

Senior Hydrogeologist

New England. Pollution Control
7 Edgewater: Place

Norwalk, Connecticut 06855
'SUBJECT: RESULTS OF FUEL OIL ANALYSES, SAMPLES FROM

SHOTMEYER PETROLEUM, NEPCCO PROJECT #10 138
RECEIVED §/7/86.

Dear Ms. Millberry:

The results of the subject analysis are as follows:

Lab No. Semple 1D Matrix Results (as dodecane)
438968 OowW-1 water 320 ug/l
43896¢C ow-2 water 120 mg/1l
438860 ow-3 water 860 ug/l
43896G OW-6 water 8.9 ug/l
43896H OW-1 ‘ so0il <0.5 mg/kg
438961 ow-2 soil <0.5 mg/kg
43896J Oon-3 . soil ' 8.3 mg/kg
43896K- oW~4 soil <0.5 mg/kg
438861 oW~5 soil 0.5 mg/kg
43896M Ow-6 soil <0.5 mg/kg
43896N ow-8 soil <0.5 mg/kg

If there are any questions regarding this data, please do not
hesitate to contact our office.

Very truly yours,

ENVIROTEST LABORATORIES, INC.

Ronald A. Bayer
President

RAB/pkd

N.Y. Stare Health Department Approved
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Laboratories, Inc

LABH: 433%6A DATE REC’D: &¢/5/7 - DATE COLL’D: &&/5/7 STATUS: closec
JAME: NEPCCC . K

STREET: 7 Edgewater Place CITY: Norwalk STATE: CT ZIP:

PL LOCATION: Trip EAank "COLL’D BY:

*EPORT TO: Kim Mlllberty

ILbL TO:

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS

romodichloromethane Tetrachloroethylene :

romoform Trans-1,3-dichloroprc-ene
.romomethane Trans —1.0-dichlorcethy1ene
arbon tetrachloride l1,1,1-trichloroethane
hlorabenzene 1, 1,”-trichloroethane

hloroethare
-chloroethylvinyl ether
hHloroform

nloromethane
is=1,3-dichloropropene
ibromochloromethane

Trlchloroethylene
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-

trifluoroethane
Vinyl chloride

« Ve gs 4% 88 8% 4. e

20 ¥e ae €9 s 00 sr S0 we BB s
(X}

»1 vichloroethane
2=dichloroethane
y1=dichlaroethylene
y2=dichloropropane
2thylene chloride

Berizene
1,2~-dichlorobenzene
1,3—-dichlorobenzens
1,4~dichlarobenzenu
Ethylbenzene

»1,2,2~tet rachloroethane- Toluene
Total Xyleres

11 results in ug/l.

smarks: all EPA €02 ¢1.0 ug/l.

Ronald A. o

Laboratory Directo 5-19-5¢

° : 7 7 NX?&acthmllmumnnkAppuud
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Laboratories. Inc. |

e ¥

o
LAB#: 4339¢B DATE REC'D: 8&/S5/7 . DATE COLL'D: 8&/S/7 STATUS: close
NAME: NEPCCO S »
STREET: 7 Edgewater Place CITY: Norwalk STATE: CT 21P:
@ SP- LOCATION: Stotmeyer #1 COLL'D BY:
REPORT TO: Kim Millberry
3ILL  TO:
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS
@

3romodichloromethane

3romaform

dromomethane

Zarbon tetrachloride

Shlorobenzene

® chloroethane ‘
2-chloroethylvinyl ether
chloroform
chloromethane
lis-1,3~dichloropropene
Jibromochloromethane

® : . :

.» Jdichloroethane

Tetrachloroethylene :
Trans-1, 3-d1chloropropene :
Trans-1,2-dichloroethylene:
.1;1,1-trichlor0ethane
1,1,2-trichloroethane
Trichloroethylene
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-

trifluoroethane
vinyl chloride

.
-

e gq 28 s

: Berizene : 2¢0
.»2~dichloroethane : 1,2-dichloroberizene :
.,1-aichlnroethylene : l,3-dichlorobenzene :
2-dichloropropane : l,4-dichlorobenzene :
\etnylenc chloride : ‘ Ethylbenzene :
@ -.l.2,2-tetracnloroethane: - Toluene T AT
Total Xylenes : 1230
A1 results in ug/l.
emarks: All other &0l (1.0 ug/l.
o
®
Ronald aA. Bayer ,
Laboratory Directot 5-19-8¢
o

® ' N.Y.MWWAM



o o ea J.I.t:-..i._-_;_;; . o (914) 562-0890

Laboratones Inc.

. {
AB#H 4;’960 DATE REC'D: 8¢&/5/7 : DATE COLL'D: B&/5/7 STATUS: closec
{AME : NEPCCO ,
STREET: 7 Edgewater Place CITY: Norwalk STATE: CT Z2IP:
@ PL LOC ATIUN OW=-2 '. cOLL’D BY:
EPDR: TO: Kim Millberry
JILL TO:
. VOLATILE ORGANICE ANALYSIZ
L)

-romodichiloromethane
romoform

sromomethane

:arbon tetrachloride
chlorobenzene

® hloroethane
—~chloroethylvinyl ether
‘thloroform

‘hilorome chane

Tetra chloroethylene
Trans-1 -dlchlorop:opene
Trane-l d;chioroethylene
1,1, 1-t:1chloroetnane
1, l._-trlchloroethane
,Trichloroethylene
Trichlaorofluoromethane :
1,1,2=-trichloro=-1,2,2~ :
irifluoroethane :

[T

a3 ®s 8 se

€ sy s

[TIE TN 1)

xe ee

‘is-1,3-dichloropropene : Vinyl chloride :
‘ibromochloromethane :
@ .
» Jdichloroethane : Benzene :
y2=-dichloroethane : 1,2-dichlorobenzene :
,1~d1chlo:oethylene : ) 1,3-dichlorobernzene :
2-dicnloropropane : l,a-dicnlorobenzene :
ethylene chloride : Ethylberizene :
® -l.2,2-tetrachloroethane: Toluene : 97
Total Xylenes : 18¢0

11 results in ug/l.

emarks: all other &02 (1.0 ug/l.

o
o

Laboratory Directqgl ' 5-19-3¢
o

. ~ N.Y. Scate Health Departmen: Approved
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Laboratories, Inc.

LAB#: 433%9&b
NAME : NEPCCQ
STREET: 7 Edgewater Place
SPL LOCATION: OW-3

REPORT TO: Kim Millberry
BILL TO:

DATE REC’D: 8&/5/7

(914) 552-0820

ez .

" DATE COLL'D: €&/5/7 STATUS:

closec
CITY: Norwalk STATE: CT Z2IP:
COLL’D BY:

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS .

aromodichloromethane
3ramoform

Aromomethane

Carbon tetrachloride
chloroberizene
Tloroetharne
2-chloroethylvinyl ether
hloroform
shloromethane
is-1,3-dichloropropene
dipromochloromethane

s 9% ee

e %e s S8 s e

1,.-dichloroethane
1,2~dichloroethane
i,1-dichloroethylene
L, 2=dichlaoropropane
1ethylene chloride
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane:

es s s @

A1l results in ug/l.

emarks: All

—— -

Tetrachloroethylene :
Trans-1,3-dichloropropene :
‘Trans-1,2-dichloroethylene:
l,1,1~trichloroethane
1,1,2-trichloroethane

Trichloroethylene
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2- :
trifluaroethane
Vinyl chloride

Bernizene

1l,2-dichlorobenzene
1,3~dichlorobenzene
i,4=dichlorobenzene

e

[ Y I K]

Ethylbenzene 58
Toluene s 13
Total Xvylernes . 340

CPA &02 ¢1.0 ug/l.

------- ayer
Laboratory Direct

N.Y. Scate Health Wmt AW



STREET: 7 Edgewater

Cr v S e e .

| S

Laboratorxes Inc.

AB#: 4359cE
{AME: NEPCCO
iPL LOCATION: OW-a
EPORT TO:

Kim Millberry
ILL TO:

omodlchloromethane
:omofo:m

—mome thane
s non tetrachloride
hlorobenzene
hnloroethane
-chlcroethylvinyl ether
tloroform
aloromethane
1;-1.4-d1chxoropropena
ioromochloromethane

,- ichloroethane
y2=dichloroethane
l~dichloroetnvlene
.E-dichloropropane
a2thylene chloride

b Lot B
IR L RS

.1 results in

ug/l.

=marks: All other

. ——————

Place

w oo

S 0 ag BT ss e es e

TR LTI TS

~tetrachloroethane:

EPA &01

<1

cITY: Nor@alk

DATE REC’D: &¢&/5/7

.0 ug/l.

" DATE COLL'’D: &¢&/5/7

COLL’D BY:

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS

Tetrachloroethylene

STATE:

(914) $62-0890

STATUS:

CT ZIP:

Trans~l,3—-dichloropropene :

Trans-~1l,2~-dichloroethylene:

l,1,1-trichloroethanc
1,1,2—trichloroethane
Trichloroethylene
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1,2-trichloro-1,%,2~"

trifluorcethane
vinyl chloride

Bernizene
1,2-dichlorobenzene
1,3-dichloraobenzene
l,4-dichlorobenzene
Ethylbenzene
Toluene

Total Xylenes

Laboratory Direcsor

N.Y. Scaze Health Departmens Approved

ve e

e ae e

T

5350
110
1200

5-19~8¢

closec



Envirolest |2y
Laboratories. Inc.

— ——

. ¥

LAB#: ASSSCEF 'DATE REC’D: 8&/5/7 | DATE COLL’D: &&/5/7 STATU

IAME : NEPCCO

TREET: 7 Edgewater Place CITY: Norwalk .. STATE: CT Z1IF:
@ PL LOCATION: OW-5 COLL'D BY:

EPORT TO: Kim Millberry

ILL  TO: ‘

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS

L

romodichloromethane
romoform

romomethane

arbon tetrachloride

- hlorobenzene

® hloroethane
-chloroethylvinyl ether
hloroform
hloromethane
is-1,3-dichloropropene
ibromochlorowmetnane

Tetrachloroethylene
Trans-1,3-dichloroprope:.e
Trans=1,2-dichloroethy.ene
l1,1,1-trichloroethane
1,1,2-trichloroethane :
Trichloroethylene
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2- :
trifluorocethane :
'Vinyl chloride

e as s 4

T T I TR 1)

e B

TR T I T

.1 Jichloroethane
y2=dichloroethane
yi-dichloroethylene

Benzene
1,2-dichlorobenzenc
l,3-dichlorobenzene :
»2=dichloropraopane 1,4-~dichlorobenzene :
2thylenc chloride Ethylbenzene :
@® .l,2,2-tetrachloroethane: Toluene

Total Xvylerecs :

P oes ss S0 an 8¢

11 results in ug/l.

2marks: all EP4A 601 ¢1.0 ug/l.

o
. Ve
Ronald A. &ayer :
.Laboratory Director S5-19-38¢
®

° 3 N.Y. Scate Health Department Approved

! ' (914) $62-0590



Laboratories. Inc. | o

——~

s

_AB#: 4399¢G DATE REC’D: 8&/5/7 : DATE COLL’D:-86/5/7 STATUS: closec
NAME: NEPCCO , ) :

S5TREET: 7 Edgewater Place : CITY: Norwalk STATE: CT 21IP:

SPL LOCATION: OW=& - COLL'D BY:

REPORT TO: Kim Millberry
sILL TO:

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS

“:romodichloromethane
iromoform
sromomethane
rarbon tetrachloride
‘hloroberizene
hlorcethane
~chloroethylvinyl ether
‘hiloroform
hloromethane
1s~1,3-gicloropropene
ibromochloromethane

Tetrachloroethylene
Trans-1,3-dichloropropene
Trans-1,2-dichloroethylene:
l1,1,1-trichloroethane
1,1,2=trichloroethane
Trichloroethylene
Trichlaorofluoromethane
1,1,2~trichloro-1,2,2~

trifluoroethane
Vinyl chloride

¢ e g

s es se e 0 s s g0

LI T LR TR L T

y. «ichloroethane
2=dichloroethane
»l1=dichloroetnylene

Berizene
1,2~dichlorobenzene
1,3~-dichlorobenzene

athylene chloride
»1,2,2~tetruchloroethane

Ethylbenzene
Toluene
Total Xylenes

.2-dichloropropane : 1,4~dichlorobenzene

e we ¢ we tv ey M2

1l results in ug/l.

2marks: Al

)

EP4 602 (1.0 ug/l.

Laboratory Directo 5-19-~8¢

N.Y. Saate Haalth Department Approved



. . Nae B 717 broadway ¢ Newrurgn, New Yorx (2250
E nVlI'OTe St !E (914) 562-0890
[ ]
Laboratories, Inc.
[
LABS: abdoeH DATE REQ D: S4/05/07 DATE COLL'D: S2/05/07 STATUS: & loses
L HAMD : Nepoo FMAME ¢ ’
STRETT cITY: SIATE: 231
@ r LOCATION: OW-1
REPORT To:
BILL Ti:
T Con_l: [ 3 - (HE Y 4
® r uoT: IPheno. - HARD-T -
SiC : (IR : Ca Hard:
F : B : S05 :
NGO : 3t - Cl :
O : Color
T - Oco :
@ O-Fun. : Turk, -
STy : b :
MEA. LI :
s - Coona :
- Nbss—1 -
: Tk :
A : Vi =
0 : Cr R {8 s
: T : {hon
- K :
: : At 4
® . Lo i -
TOR v i COE 1 I O
BN - M :
Ch - i :
& : sl H:2 COEA & DIPS S Y T
i~ [T [ :
. ' - NN z
4 : il I3 -

Ardow wit= in
Tail@le wWas homodonl zed
avcoribed in the May 19

bozmay e

ma/ 1 unless otherwise indicated. The subject
then sub:jected to t EF i

» 1950 Federal Re

icity procedu e s
A, KMol =i

Ronald &. Baver
Laboratory Director

§T Feey Feec
af amer feats

- N.Y. Srate Health Department Approved
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717 Broadway » Newburgh, New York 1250

. |
i EﬂVlr 0T€St§ (914) 562-0890

——

Laboratories. Inc. —

JABH 459 DATE REC DL: 2&/05/07 DATE COLL’D: B&/05/707 STATUS: o lor
HNaMe - Nepoo FHAMLE -
STREZT - SITY - STATE - 710

@ . LOCATION: Oil-o

H 104 Sk V0 : COl -
: Phenal - HARD-T -
: CH : Ca Hard:

- : B H SO3 :

S : Gr : Cci :
0 : Color - Al :
Bl RE R Odor : BOI=In7T -

@ lu. : Jurp - BOD-ETFT:
BRPS : PH - EOob-<0 -

TAG : [ : Tas- nf:
v N | — —
et : Cong H RNt R B

2 - . N

o - ] SN N
. < P z

DA He o AGLr

..,. - i -

- . -

N N

T S M :
® - - Wi :

i S K A B 1’3 -
The =wb je 7
Procedar s a
W, 28,

Remearico: A1 resuwtlts in mg/l unless otherwise
Sampl e wax. homogenized then subjected to the
desnicribedas 1n the May 39, 1920 Federal L

Ronald A.
Laboratory Director

N.Y. State Health Department Approved
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* APPENDIX 2
Air Quality Analysis Results
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RnPOPT OP RESULTS

Your ID _ Shotmeyer Petroleum __Dete Received..05-07-86

EM; ID _60507-NEP Date Analyzed__ 05-07~86

LABORATORY ANALYSIS OF AIR SAMPLES/SAMPLING MEDIA
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ASSESSMENT OF
SOIL REMEDIATION UNIT EMMISSIONS
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ASSESSMENT OF SOIL REMEDIATION UNIT EMMISSIONS

The Soil Remediation Unit (SRU) equipped with an afterburner and baghouse to limit
the emissions within the requirements of the NYSDEC General Processes Emission
Sources Guidelines Part 212. This is accomplished by the following process:

The petroleum contaminated soil is initially heated in the rotary kiln to approximately
450 ° Fahrenheit. Following the rotary kiln the particulate matter and gasses are
conveyed to a baghouse system which filters the particulate matter down to 0.05 grains
per dry standard cubic foot (DSCF). The fugitive particulate matter and the gasses
enter a proprietary afterburner where greater than 99% of the hydrocarbons are
destroyed at approximately 1,600 ° Fahrenheit. The afterbumner is designed to meet
the NYSDEC Air Emissions Part 212 Requirements.

The majority of the emissions from the unit stack will be water vapor, carbon dioxide,
carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen and sulfur oxides. An extremely minute amount of
hydrocarbons and dust will also be emitted. An analogy of this process is best
illustrated in a test which was performed on a comparable SRU by the State of
Maryland. The test results indicated hydrocarbon emissions at a level of about 7 to 10
parts per million, which is approximately 1,000 times lower than exhaust from an
automobile. A comparison is made that a SRU that processes 50,000 tons of

_petroleum contaminated soil per year will be equivalent in hydrocarbon emissions to

that of a residential high efficiency oil furnace that bums 1,200 gallons of fuel per year.
After incineration the soil exiting the SRU is sprayed with water to add moisture and
limit dust emissions.

The following is a summary of the emissions generated by the Soil Remediation Unit:

Prepared By: Ira D. Conklin IlI
Ira D. Conklin & S_ons, Inc.



PROCESS EMISSIONS SUMMARY

123 GAL/HR
78 GAL/HR

MAIN BURNER REQUIREMENTS: 17,000,000 BTU/HR AT 138,000 BTU/GAL
AFTERBURNER REQUIREMENTS: 10,814,000 BTU/HR AT 138,000 BTU/GAL

GAS VOLUMES

8904 ACFM Process at 300° F (148.89° C) (Calculation # 3)
35040 ACFM For both burners  (Calculation # 7)

7900 SCFM Dry gas for total process

3198 SCFM Main Burner

9261 SCFM Both Burners

FUEL AND ASH PARAMETERS

0.05 % Sulphur 7.4 LB/GAL # 2 diesel fuel
20 LB NO,/1000 gallons of fuel 300° F Baghouse air temperature
51LB CO/1000 gallons of fuel . 1600’ F Afterburner temperature

0.34 LB of Particulates/1000 gallons of fuel

PROCESS PARAMETERS

25 TONS/HR PROCESSING OF HYDROCARBON CONTAMINATED SOIL UP TO 10,000 PPM (1%) AT 98% CONTROL.
ANNUAL OPERATING HOURS AT 21 HOURS/DAY, (3 HOURS/DAY MAINTENANCE) 7 DAY S/WEEK, 52 WEEKS/YEAR.
ANNUAL OPERATING HOURS = 21 HR/DAY X 7 DAYS/WK X 52 WK/YR = 7,644 HOURS/YEAR

CONVERSIONS

273°K = 0°C ' 453.59 grams =
46 g/mo! NO, 0.0283 meter® =
64 g/mol SO, 180 g/mol C,,H
28 g/mol CO 78 g/mol CiH,

1 pound
1FT
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PARTICULATE EMISSIONS

Particulates from Fuel per AP42, Table 1.3-1 Distillate Oil (as PM,,)

PROCESS: 123 GAL X 0.00034 LB
HR GAL

AFTERBURNER: /8 GAL X 0.00034 1B
HR GAL

TOTAL BURNER PARTICLUATES

0.04 LB/HR

0.03 LB/HR

0.07 LB/HR

Assume 0.03 gr/dscf in gas stream discharged from baghouse. This has been demonstrated to be a reasonable emission

limit from a Site Reclamation Systems, Mobile Soil Remediation Unit (MSRU).

PARTICULATES = 7900 FT° X 60 MIN X 0.03 GR
MIN HR FT°

TOTAL ALLOWABLE PARTICULATES

ANNUAL PARTICULATE EMISSIONS = . 21 LBHR X 7,644 HR/YR

X

11lB =
7000 GR

EMISSION RATE POTENTIALS FOR PARTICULATES

From AP-42 Sect. 8.1, Table 8.1-1;, Emission factors for conventional Asphalt Plants

Hourly - ERPp,, = 45 LB, X 25 TONS = 1125 LB/HR X

TON HR
CONTROL EFFICIENCY = (1125 - 2.1) X 100 = 99.8%
' 1125

7644 HRIYR =

2.03 LB/HR
2.10 LB/HR

16,042 LB/YR




EMISSONS OF SULPHUR DIOXIDE AS SO, (SOX)

S0, OF PROCESS BURNER = 123 GAL X 0.05% S X 7418 X 64 SO, = .91 LB/HR
HR GAL 328
SO, OF AFTERBURNER = 78 GAL X 005%S X 7418B X 64 SO? = .58 LB/HR
HR GAL 325
HOURLY EMISSIONS FROM PROCESS AND AFTERBURNER = 1.4 LB/HR
1.49 LB/HR X 7644 HR/YR = 11390 LB/YR X 1 TON = 5.7 TON/YR
2000 LB

EMISSION RATE POTENTIALS = ACTUAL EMISSIONS: ASSUME NO CONTROL




EMISSONS OF NITROGEN OXIDE AS NO, (NOX)

123GAL X 0.02 LB NO, = 246 L

NO, OF PROCESS BURNER =
HR GAL
NO, OF AFTERBURNER = 78GAL X  0.02LBNO, = 158L
HR GAL R—
HOURLY EMISSIONS FROM PROCESS AND AFTERBURNER = 402L

30729 LB/YR X 1 TON o=
2000 LB

'402LBHR X 7644 HRYR

ACTUAL EMISSIONS: ASSUME NO CONTROL

EMISSON RATE POTENTIALS



EMISSIONS OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOC)

EMISSION RATE POTENTIAL FOR VOC

Uncontrolled VOC from Soit Contaminants =

25 TONS 20001LBS 0.01 (CONC) =  500LBVOC X  7644HR = 3822000 LB,
HR TON T HR YR

ACTUAL EMISSIONS OF VOC =  (at 98.00% control)

500 LBHR X 2% UNCONTROLLED = 10 LBMHR

TOTAL POUNDS PER YEAR OF VOC = 10 LB X  7644HR = 76440 LB/IYF

- HR YR



EMISSIONS UF BENZENE

Assume all Benzene from gasoline in soil at 1% total contamination, and 5% benzene in gasoline.

Assume 99% control of Benzene in the afterburner. This is an emission limit which has been demonstrated to be

reasonable in a MOBILE SOIL REMEDIATION UNIT (MSRU).
EMISSION RATE POTENTIALS FOR BENZENE =

'6 TONS X 2000 LB 0118 GAS X 0.05 LB BENZ = 25 1B BENZ - X 7644 HR= 191,100 LB/YR
IR TON LB SOIL LB GAS HR

ACTUAL EMISSIONS OF BENZENE AT 99% CONTROL =

25LBHR X 1% uncontrolled = -0.25 Ib/hr

191100 LB/YR X 1% UNCONTROLLED = 1911 LB/YR



EMISSIONS OF CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)

CONCENTRATIONS OF CO IN STACK GAS =
CO per AP42, Table 1.3-1, Distillate Oil (as CO) =
122GAL X  0.0051BCO

‘Process Burmmer = = 0.615 LBHR
HR : GAL FUEL
Afterburner = 78 GAL X 0.005 LB CO = 0.390 LBHHR
HR ' "GAL FUEL
TOTAL POUNDS OF CO IN STACK GAS = 1.005 LBHR
TOTAL POUNDS/YEAR OF CO = 1.0051B X 7644 HR = 7682 LB/YR

HR YR



EMERGENCY RESPONSE CONTINGENCY PLAN



1.D.C. Soil Reclamation is required to obtain from the NYSDEC a Solid Waste

" . Management Facilities Permit in accordance with Article 27, Title 7 of BNYCRR Part

360. An integral component of this Permit is the preparation of a Emergency Response
Contigency Plan. At a minimum, this written plan addresses the following issues:

¢ an evacuation plan for facility personnel;

¢ alist of relevant emergency equipment maintained at the facility such as fire
" extinguishing systems, spill control equipment, and alarm systems;

¢ a list of names addresses and telephoné numbers of emergency coordinators;

¢ a description of arrangemenfs between the facility and the local police department,
-fire departments, and hospitals to coordinate emergency services and familarize
them with the layout of the facility, properties of material handled and associated
hazards,

The Emergency Response Contingency Plan as prepared by Ira D. Conklin & Sons,
Inc. is as follows: '



I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION
81 RIVER ROAD
NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553

EMERGENCY RESPONSE

CONTINGENCY PLAN

Prégarad By:

Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.
81 River Road
New Windsor, NY 12553
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SECTION I

GENERAL INFORMATION

NAME : 1.D.C SOIL RECLAMATION

FACILITY
MAILING ADDRESS: 81 River Road

New W;ndsor, NY 12553

FACILITY LOCATION: 81 River Road
New Windsor, NY 12553

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.
NYS DEC Part 364
Permit #3A-165

REGULATORY APPLICABILITY:

This Emergency Response Contingency Plan has been prepared in
accordance with:

Title 6 NYCRR, PART 360, (Solid Waste Management Facilities)
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation for the storage
of Petroleum Contaminated Soil in aboveground storage tanks.

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES:

The facility stores petroleum contaminated soil in a 24,700 square
foot building to be processed in an on-site Soil Remediation Unit
(SRU) which thermally strips the petroleum content from the soil.
After processing it exits the SRU into covered concrete bins
located on the eastern side of the property for eventual disposal
off-site. : :

I-1
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TABLE 1

ESTIMATE OF MAXIMUM INVENTORY STORED IN
TORAGE TANK

TANK # 'STORAGE TANK DESCRIPTION CAPACIIY DESCRIPTION

#1 Steel aboveground diked 4;000 Gal. Diesel
tank :
¥ 2 Double wall steel 8,000 Gal. Waste water from
underground storage tank oil/water
' separator
NOTE:

For the purpose of this Contingency Plan, inventory on-site is
defined as all regulated materials in storage at the facility. It
is a hypothetical inventory of the maximum amount on-site at any
time during the life of the facility.

It is nbt expected to have the maximum capacity on hand at any time
due to the in-~house process system.
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EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBERS

CONTACT ' WHEN TO CALL NUMBER

Quassaick Fire Dept. Fire emergency, 914-561-3112
explosion, ventilation

New Windsor . Medical Emervgency 914-565-3320

Volunteer Ambulance Requiring Transportation

Corp. . to Hospital

New Windsor Police 1st Aid Emergency 914-564-2200
Evacuation Assistance .

St. Lukes Hospital - Situation Requiring 914-561-4400
Medical Advice

Poison Control Center Situation Requiring 914-358-6200
Medical Advice

National Response When an incident threatens 1-800-424-8802

Center human health or the .

environment off-site

NYS DEC When an incident threatens 1-800-457-7362
human health or the
environment off-site

DEC Spill Response To report spills 518-457-7362
Hot Line
Weather Information For prevailing wind 800-992-7433

conditions during
emergencies (from Pough.)

Stewart Airport Notification of possible 914-562-2100
wind impairment

‘Ira D. Conklin & Sons Spill Response 1-800-677-7745

Allwash, Inc. Spill Response : 1-800-633-9274

(large scale only)
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EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBER - CONT'D.

CONTACT

Chemtrec

WHEN TO0 CALL
When a commercial chemical

product known by Trade Name
is involved.

I-6
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SECTION 11
EMERGENCY COORDINATORS

- PRINCIPAL EMERGENCY COORDINATORS

NAME:  John Scandurra TITLE: General Manager
OFFICE TEL. NO: (914) 561-1591
OFFICE HOURS: 8 A.M. - 5 P.M.
HOME TEL. NO: 914-564-6446
OR

ALTERNATE EMERGENCY COORDINATORS

" NAME: Richard Wein , TITLE: Industrial Waste
Coordinator
' OFFICE TEL. NO: (914) 561-1512
OFFICE HOURS: 8 A.M. - 5 P.M. -
HOME TEL. NO: (914) 561-5558
NAME: Ira D. Conklin, Jr. TITLE: President
OFFICE TEL. NO: (914) 561-1512
OFFICE HOURS: 8 ALM. - 5 P.M.
HOME TEL. NO: (914) 562-2712

"AFTER HOURS" EMERGENCY COORDINATORS

NAMES: John Scandurra & Richard Wein
NOTE: The Principal Emergency coordinator {(John Scandurra) is

on call 24 hours a day. Richard Wein is backup
coordinator at all times. ,

KRRKXXKKXAkXK

The Duties and Responsibilities of the Emergency Coordinator remain
with the on-scene Coordinator, in the above order of responsibility

ARKRAKKKK
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DUTIES OF THE EMERGENCY COORDINATOR

The on-scene Emergency Coordinator must be thoroughly familiar with
ALL aspects of this Contingency Plan, ALL material process
operations, ALL chemical handling activities on-site, the location
and characteristics of materials handled and the plant site layout.

™~

AUTHORITY TO COMMIT RESOURCES

The on-scene Emergency Coordinator, identified herein by order of
responsibility, has the authority to commit additional resources

_necessary to implement emergency procedures, if, in his opinion,

failure to do may result in either:

1. An imminent or actual human health hazard,
OR
2, A potential significant adverse impact to either property or

the environment.

IRA D, CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

I1-2
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ECTION 111
IMPLEMENTATION CRITERIA

This Contingency Plan must be implemented whenever any imminent or
actual incident involving chemicals could threaten human health
(on-site or off-site) or cannot be contained con-site:

SPILLS

The Contingency Plan must be implemented whenever:

*x

*

*

A spill could result in the release of flammable liquids or
vapors creating a fire or gas explosion hazard.

A spill could cause the s1gn1f1cant release of toxic liquids
or fumes into an area.

A spill cannot be contained on-site resulting in off-site
soil contamination and/or ground or surface water pollution.

FIRES

The Contingency Plan must be implemented whenever:

* A fire involves or threatens to involve hazardous materials.

*

A fire could spread and ignite hazardous materials at the
site, or cause heat induced explosions.

Use of water or water and fire suppressant could result in
contaminated run-off.

- EXPLOSIONS
An imminent danger exists that an explosion could occur,
resulting in a safety hazard due to flying fragments or
shock waves.

An imminent danger exists that an explosion could ignite
hazardous materials at the site.

An imminent danger exists that an exp1051on could result in
the release of toxic materials. .

An exp1051on has occurred. -

I11-1



SECTION IV
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROCEDURES

COMMUNICATION: There is telephone communications strategically

placed throughout the facility. An open-air
intercom system is also in place.

EMERGENCY PROCEDURES:

1.

B 1

Any employee discovering a fire that is not readily
controllable with equipment and materials at hand must:

- notify the Quassaick Fire Department and the Emergency
Coordinator. ‘

Any employee discovering a discrepancy in tank volume or any
other potential hazard involving the petroleum products or
natural gas.

- hotify the Emergency Coordinator.

The Emergency Coordinator or one of his designees will
conduct a head count of all employees to determine whether
any employees are in the affected area..

The Emergency Coordinator will identify the character, exact
source, amount and extent of any released material.

The Emergéncy Coordinator will assess the potential hazards
to human health and the environment, and notify the
appropriate parties identified in this document.

IF there is a potential thfeat to human health, or the
environment OFF-SITE the Emergency Coordinator will
IMMEDIATELY notify and report to:

NATIONAL RESPONSE CENTER...... (800) 424-8802
AND
NYS DEC..... (800) 457-7362

{OR 914-255-54531}

Iv-1



The reports will include the following:

x

*

‘Name and telephone number of the reporter.

Name and address: Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.
: ' 81 River Road
New Windsor, NY 12553
Time and type of incident (e.g.; spill occurred 3:30'p.m.).

Identlflcatlon and quantity of materials involved (e.g.;
6000 gallons of fuel oil onto concrete pad).

The extent of injuries (e.g.; no injuries).

The possible hazards to the environment and human health
outside the facility (e g.; possible contamination of
surface water).

IF there is a potential threat OFF-SITE, and the Emergency

Coordinator determines that evacuation of local areas may be

advisable, he must immediately notify the NEW WINDSOR POLICE
DEPARTMENT AT 914-564-2200.

Extra caution is to be taken for containerized material
fires due to the potential for container rupture, explosion
or due to heat releasing hot liquids, flammable vapors or
poisonous gases. .

CONTAINMENT AND CONTROL

*

The Emergency Coordinator will take all necessary measures
to contain the hazard within the smallest are possible and
to prevent its spread to off-site receptors (i.e.; stream
tributary, sewer lines, etc.) with the assistance of
Emergency Personnel.

In case of a spill, absorbent material will be placed on the
spill to keep risk of fire, explosions, or other hazards at
a minimum. Apply non-reactive sorbent materials.
Contaminated soil will be collected and managed as a solid
waste

Iv-2



3.

.* The Emergency Coordinator will employ one or more of the

following measures to ensure maximum protection of the
safety and health of employees, and Emergency Response
Personnel.

Use of appropriate protection eguipment,
dismiss all non-essential personnel, and
advise the Off-Site Emergency Response
Personnel on the hazards of the materials
involved, location and potential hazard of
materials not involved, and other site
specific information as appropriate.

FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS:

* Following containment and control of the emergency, the

Emergency Coordinator will provide for collection,

‘treatment, and disposal of any waste materials and ahy

contaminated soil, water or other materials generated by
the Emergency Response Personnel.

The Emergency Coordinator will ensure that all emergency
equipment is restored to full operational status.

The Emérgency Coordinator, assisted by other qualified
personnel, will investigate the cause of the emergency, and
will take steps to prevent a reoccurrence of such or similar

incidents. :

* Notify NYS DEC officials before resuming operations affected

by the close-down, if any.

NYS DEC.....518-457-7362

AND 914-255-5453

Iv-3



DATE:

EMERGENCY RESPONSE CHECKLIST

NAME OF PERSON REPORTING:

TIME:
" EXTENSION: | LOCATION:
INCIDENT: (CIRCLE) FIRE EXPLOSION  SPILL OF:
ACTION REFERENCE COMPLETE
REPORT TO: | |
Fire Dept. (561-3112) for all major fires ( )

NRC (800)424-8802 -
NYS DEC 1-800-457-7362
(914)255-5453

Weather Information
800-992-7433

Stewart Airport )
(914)564-2100

Evacuation & Roll Call
Assess nature and
extent of released
material, source,
amount

Assess Potential
Hazards

Request Additional
Assistance from:
Fire Dept (561-3112)
Ambulance (565-3320)
Police (564-2200)
Spill Contractor

to NRC, NYS DEC
ONLY if threat to
OFF-SITE HEALTH or

For prevailing winds
Notification of
possible visual
impairment

Assigned to:
Material:

Quantity:
Source:

To Emergency Response
Personnel

To the Environment

To Off-Site areas

Reason for Request

Large Scale Clean Up

o~~~
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' EMERGENCY RESPONSE CHECKLIST - CONT'D.

ACTION

Complete the Response

- Clean-Up & Restoration

of Emergency Equipment

Report to NYS DEC
(914)255-5453

Written Report to
NYS DEC

REFERENCE

Do not wash waste water
residue into storm drains,
or the ground surface area
To do:

When resuming

operations .

Within 15 days

IV-5
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SECTION V
EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT

DESCRIPTION - LOCATION CAPABILITIES
Fire Extinguisher In all areas of - Dry powder for
, potential fire hazard chemicals. Water
as defined by local to cool equip.
. fire dept. Foam for petro.
fire.
Heavy Construction Yard
(Empty Tanks) 7 In storage area
- Spill Absorbent : Gasoline/fuel-
Materials , oil and water
Booms
Pads



SECTION VI

COORDINATION AGREEMENTS

Following are ©brief (descriptions of Emergency Assistance
arrangements agreed to by local Emergency Response units:

QUASSAICK FIRE DEPARTMENT - (914) 561-3112

- the Department will inspect the site at least once a year in
order to familiarize themselves with:

-~ the places facility personnel would normally be working,
- entrances to the site,
~ location of fuel o0il storage areas.

NEW WINDSOR POLICE DEPARTMENT - (914) 564-2200

- the Department's primary function, in case of an emergency, is to
maintain civil order in the streets adjacent to the site, to
provide emergency medical assistance and to assist in the
possible evacuation of the outside area.

ST. LUKES HOSPITAL - (914) 561-4400

HORTON HOSPITAL - (914)343-2424

-~ the Emergency Room at the Hospital is open 24 hours a day. All
medical emergencies are received at the Emergency Room entrance.

VIi-1




SECTION VII

EVACUATION PLAN

EVACUATION CRITERIA

In the event that a fire, explosion or gasoline-oil spill emergency
could pose an imminent threat to personnel health, life or safety,
the Emergency Coordinator will evacuate the site. If evacuation is
called for, the Emergency Coordinator will notify the New Windsor
police Department (914)564-2200) of the potential threat to persons
outside the plant site.

Examples of situations which would warrant pArtial or complete
evacuation of the site include:

Explosions; or potential'explosioné, which could result in
either airborne debris (1nclud1ng tank fragments) or building
(off site) collapse

Fire, or potential for a majot fire, which either cannot be
contained or may result in the generation of smoke or toxic
fumes. ,

Spills or chemical reactions reéuiting in toxic fumes.

All incidents where necessary protectlve equlpment is not
available to site Personnel.

VII-1



SECTION VIII
ADMINISTRATION

NOTIFICATION AND REPORTING OF INCIDENTS

There are two types of immediate notification which MAY be required
for incidents involving chemicals.

A.

If the-Emergency,Coofdinator‘determines there has been a

‘RELEASE, FIRE, OR EXPLOSION which could:

- threaten human health or the env1ronment outside the
facility, -

: OR
- cause gasoline or fuel-oil to enter "waters of the
state",

He shall immediately (upon discovery) notify (by
telephone) ‘ : -

1. The National Response Center (800)424-8802
AND
2. The NYS Department of Environmental Conservatlon

(NYS DEC) 1-800-457-7362
914-255-5453

In both cases, the Emergency Coordinator will report the following

information:

1. Name and telephone number of reporter.

2. Name and address of facility. o

3. Time and type of incident (i.e.; release, fire).

4. Name and quantity of material(s) involved, to the extent
known.

5. The extent of injuries, if any; and

6. The possible hazards to human health, or the environment,

outside the facility.

B.

In addition, if the Emergency Coordinator determines that
evacuation of local areas may be advisable, he must
immediately advise local authorities. 1In this case the
appropriate local authority is the New Windsor Police
Department - (914) 564-2200,

VIII-1



NOTIFICATiON BEFORE RESUMING OPERATIONS

If the Contingency Plan was implemented,and immediate notification
was made to the NYS DEC, the Emergency Coordinator will notify
(telecom) the NYS DEC (914)255-5453 or 800-457-7362 that:

- All Petroleum Contaminated Soil (including clean-up
residues) are contained on-site.

- All emergency equipment is cleaned and fit for its
intended use before operations are resumed.

WRITTEN REPORTS

Within 15 days after an incident involving hazardous waste, the
Emergency Coordinator will submit a written report on the incident
to the NYS DEC. The report must include:

- Name, address and telephone number.

- Date, time and type of incident (i.e.; spill).

- Name and quantity of material (s) involved.

- The extent of injuries, if any.

- An assessment of actual or potential hazards to human
health or the environment, where this is applicable.

- Estimated quantity and disposition of recovered material
that resulted from the incident.

RECORD KEEPING

The Emergency Coordinator shall see that all incidents requiring
implementation of the Contingency Plan are recorded and kept on
file for at least three vyears. This record shall contain the date,
time and details of the incident. Both a copy of the completed
"Emergency Response Check List" and the copy of the written report
to the NYS DEC shall be kept to satisfy this requirement.

VIII-2



APPENDIX A

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
~ AND '
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
CHRIS (CHEMICAL HAZARD RESPONSE INFORMATION SYSTEM)
GUIDES IN CASE OF EMERGENCIES INVOLVING CHEMICALS.
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O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
New Windsor, New York 12553

' & (914) 562-8640
PC O Branch Office
507 Broad S
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL Milfor d‘fien:::;iania 18337
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.

22 April 1996

MEMORANDUM

TO: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Town Consulting Engineer

SUBJECT: TPS TECHNOLOGIES, INC. "STACK TEST" BURN
FIELD OBSERVATIONS 18 APRIL AND 19 APRIL 1996
MHE JOB NO. 87-56.2/T93-37

As per your request, on 18 April 1996 and 19 April 1996 the undersigned and Michael Babcock,
Town Building Inspector, visited the TPS Technologies (Ira D. Conklin) site during a portion of
the time where a "Stack Test" run was being performed under the review of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation.

For the test burn, the plant was being run by Galson Company of East Syracuse, with the
cooperation of TPS representatives. The operations were being observed and tests being taken
by representatives of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, with
additional testing samples being taken by TPS. The laboratory being utilized was Envirotest Labs
of Newburgh, New York. Present from TPS during our observations were David A. Edwards,
P.E., Facility Manager and Blair W. Dominiak, Manager of Regulatory Compliance.

On 18 April 1996 sand "spiked" with no lead and sand "spiked" with low lead gasoline was being
introduced into the process. Rate of application was approximately 25 tons per hour, with
sampling being taken at multiple points in the stack. Sampling includes, but is not limited to,
NOx, carbon monoxide, total particulates, sulfur dioxide, benzene and lead. -

During our discussions with Dave Edwards, he advised that they had performed a noise

T evaluation regarding the operations, with all results being below or at the compliance threshold
- for the Town Law. He advised us that they had identified two (2) equipment items which were

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsyivania



22 April 1996
MEMORANDUM
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contribuﬁng to the higher levels for certain octave bands; TPS has decided to install noise
insulation materials to these two (2) equipment items so as to lessen their noise generation and
bring the overall site to an operation point well below the noise limits of the Town Code. As
well, Dave Edwards indicated that they would provide a noise "curtain" at the bottom of the
building doors to also lessen noise generation while the doors are open.

We also visited the site on 19 April 1996. At the time of our visit, TPS was processing clayey
soil materials spiked with fuel oil. Based on our observations of the operating equipment, it
appears that a processing rate of approximately 15 tons per hour was occurring. Generally, the
" operation appeared nearly identical to the previous day’s operations. While we were on site on
19 April 1996 we had the opportunity to review and discuss the operation with Mike Merriman
of NYSDEC. At the time we left the site, NYSDEC representatives were conferencing to discuss
the ongoing operations and test. No test data was available from the operations at this time;
therefore, we may wish to request same once the final results are distributed.

MJEmk

cc: - Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

A:4-22-E.mk



© O MainOffice . . ..
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
New Windsor, New York 12553

(914) 562-8640
» ‘ . ) ’ 0O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL Millord, Peaneymvania 16397

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.

26 January 1996

Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.
92-94 Stewart Avenue

-P.O. Box 7457 A
Newburgh, New York 12550

ATTENTION:  IRA D. CONKLIN, III, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: '1.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN
NWPB NOS. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Dear Ira: - A

This letter is being written to supplement and correct information provided in our previous letter
to you dated 15 January 1996. Subsequent to issuance of that letter, we have received your letter
of 18 January 1996 and have reviewed the record information concerning the subject applications.
Based on that review, it appears that note no. 11 included on the amended utility plan
(Application No. 94-23) included an error which modified the hours of operation previously
approved by the Town Planning Board. Based on our review of the Town records, and as
accepted by the Planning Board at their meeting of 24 January 1996, the hours of operation, as

previously approved by the Planning Board (per Note 11 on 93-37 application drawing), are as
follows: : S

"I.D.C. will accept and transport soil between the hours of -
6:00 am. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. LD.C. will
operate the soil remediation unit only within hours of 6:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m., six days per week. This excludes maintenance on the

unit. 7

Uicensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



Ira D. Couklin ~ |
& Sons, Inc. . S Page 2 ‘ 26 January 1996

We are hopeful that thisiappropriately corrects and clarifies the approval as granted by the Town
Planning Board, correcting the information referenced in our 15 January 1996 letter.

If yrou"have' any further queétions'regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned. -

Very truly yours,

'McGOEY, HAJUSER and EDSALL

ark J. Edéal, P.E.
Town Cgnsyiting Engineer

cc: Gedrge J. Méyers, Town Sur;ervisor

TPS Technologies, 81 River Road, New Windsor, NY
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

~ A:CONKLIN2.mk
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‘15 Ja.nuary 1996

_Jra D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.

92-94 Stewart Avenue

- P.0.Box 7457
Newburgh, New York 12550

' ATTENTION: IRA D. CONKLIN, IIl, PRESIDENT
SUBSECT: " 1.D.C.SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN

- NWPB NOS. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Dear Ira:

The Town of New Windsor has received copies of correspondence, Permit Transfer, Renewal,

Extension & Correction notifications and other permit correction correspondence in connection
with your site plap located on River Road within the Town. In makmg a review of the content
of these items, the Town has become aware of an apparent inconsistency between the permit
issued by NYSDEC and the approval granted by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board.

Reference is made to the "Permit Transfer, Renewal, Extension & Correction” notification dated
13 November 1995 from the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation,
addressed to T.P.S.T .Soil Recyclers of New York, Inc. Under Section C - Correction of Special
Conditions, Paragrapt: I, the hours of operation wcre apparently amended to permit opcration of

~21 hours per day, Monday thru Saturday.

Pleasc be advised that the plan approved by the Town of New Wmdsor Planning Board included
a note as follows:

"I.D.C.will accept and transport soil between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,

Monday thru Saturday. 1.D.C.will operate the soil remediation unit only within the hours
of 6:00 2.m. to2 6:00 p.m.,six days per week. This excludes maintcnance on the unit. "

TOTAL P.@2
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fra D. Conklin A :
& Sons, Inc. Page 2 13 January 1996 -

Pléasé be advised that the hours of operation are a condition of the approval from the Town of
New Windsor Planning Board; theretore, notwithstanding the limits refsrenced in the NYSDEC

- pennit, the hours of operation as approved and restricted by the Town of New Windsoi Planning

Board remaip in full force and cffect as a condition of your site plan approval. Compliance with
these hours of operation is sequired. '

You are reminded that any other conditions of the approval granted by the Planning Board also
remain in full force and ceffect and are not modifiad by any permits issued by other regulatoty
apencics. There is, of course, the opportunity for Ira 1. Conklin & Sons, Inc. o apply to the
Planning Board for'an amendment of any of the approval conditions, by application to the Town
Planning Board.

I you have any questions concerning the above, please do not hesitate 0 contact the
undersigned. '

Very tiuly yours,

MIJEmk

ce: George I. Mcyers, Town Supervisor
TPS Technologies, 81 River Road, New Windsor, NY
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

A:CONKLIN.mk
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SITE PLAN FEES - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

/00.470
APPLICATION FEE:.....vccteeeeccasaccnascascassnsacsh 1560

X k Kk k* Kk Kk k *k Kk k Kk Kk X Kk *x *xk *k * Kk *k *k k * Kk k *k *x *x *k *x * x *

ESCROW:

SITE PLANS ($750.00 - $2,000.00)...... £t neaes .$ — ﬂ/

MULTI-FAMILY SITE PLANS:

UNITS @ $100.00 PER UNIT (UP TO 40 UNITS)....$ N4
UNITS @ $25.00 PER UNIT (AFTER 40 UNITS)..... $
TOTAL ESCROW PAID:.........-. $ /X

X % % Kk k KX *x kx kxk *x kx kx k Kk *x k k *x *x *k *x kx * * * k *x Kk *x Kk *x %k *x

PLAN REVIEW FEE: (EXCEPT MULTI-FAMILY) $_rs00-00

PLAN REVIEW FEE (MULTI-FAMILY): A. $I50700 J06°0°

PLUS $25.00/UNIT B. >§

TOTAL OF A & B:$ [060.00

RECREATION FEE: (MULTI-FAMILY)

$1,000.00 PER UNIT

@ $1,000.00 EA. EQUALS: $ X
NUMBER OF UNITS :

SITE IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE: $ _/_Iﬂ 542 &

A. 4% OF FIRST$50,660-00 A.
B. 2% OF REMAINDER- coor ¢s7, B. 2450 &9
s auvey A
TOTAL OF A & B: $ . 033677
TOTAL ESCROW PAID:...... R - \_ 250.0p
TO BE DEDUCTED FROM ESCROW: 27400
RETURN TO APPLICANT: $ 76. 09

ADDITIONAL DUE: $
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I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION AMENDED SITE_ PLAN (94—23)

- James Loeb, Esq., and Ira D. Conklin III appearéd

before the board for this proposal.

MR. LOEB: Good evening ladies and gentlemen, I’m :
accompanied by Ira D. Conklin III. The plan that you
have is an amendment to the plan that you previously
approved. The amendment deals with the construction of
a storage building. You’ll recall that when we were
before you, there were questions raised about what you
going to do when it rains and at that time, we told you
that just like an outside baseball game, there would be
no game when it rained. Well, we thought about it
again number one and number two, we just have been
through the wettest summer that anybody had and Ira
said this is kind of foolish, we’re making this
tremendous investment designing this first class
project and plant and if it rains as much as it’s
rained this year, we’re not going to be able to play
very often. So we’ve laid out the change in the plan
which is really the building.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Taking the tanks out?

MR. LOEB: Just what we show there.

MR. CONKLIN: All the tanks will come out now, we’re

not going to have any tanks any longer, no.
MR. LANDER: You’re not going to store in the tanks?

MR. CONKLIN: No, everything will be underneath one
roof. We’re dumping under one pad all the materials
stored under the one pad the material is treated and
brought outside and that will have a tarp type cover
over the outside storage. But basically, everything
that is contaminated will be under the roof, no chance
for rain to get on it either while we’re dumping or
after.

MR. KRIEGER: Machine will be under the roof too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
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MR. PETRO: Soil not being 1n a tank doesn’t have any
DEC implications?

MR. CONKLIN: No. What we’re worried about is the rain
water getting on contaminated soil and the runoff from
that and as long as it’s under a roof, the tanks were
just for the roof, more than for anything else and
wetre just trying to keep it, now instead of dumping
outside and bringing it inside, we’re trying to dump
inside and keep it inside.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How high is the building going to be
at the peak? ) ’

MR. CONKLIN: 51 feet at the peak.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Will that fit in the 2zoning code?

MR. EDSALL: No, that is one of the variances they
need.

MR. LOEB: We’re here to request that you refer us to
the Zoning Board. We need two variances, one is the
front yard setback. We have a new office building and
it has got to be 50 feet back. We’ve got 35 feet back
and then of course the usual New Windsor variance of
‘height and what we’re proposing 51 feet and because of
where it’s situated, we can only have a building 12
feet high. So obviously, we’ve got to go to the Zoning

Board.. What we hope is to achieve those variances and
come back before you for review of the amended site
plan. We believe that in the long run, this is a

better proposal because of the building and enclosing
more of our operation.

MR. LANDER: 1Ira, going into this building type
operation here, has the DEC mandated this or have they
told you you need a cover on the materials that will be
stored outside, anything new come up from the DEC?

MR. CONKLIN: No, DEC has not mandated it, however,
they can’t in their infinite wisdom, they can’t lead
you in any way, other than smile when you say you‘re
going to put up a bulldlng and we’ve got a lot of
smiles.
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MR. LANDER: I would think so.

MR. PETRO: Also for the minutes, I’d like for you to
state once again use of the property from the first
approval that you received is not being changed in any
way, shape or form?

\
MR. CONKLIN: No.

MR. PETRO: VYou’re just putting a roof over the
operation?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, we’re going to have not an outside
dumping area, we’re going to dump inside rather than
transfer to an inside storage.

MR. PETRO: Item number 3, do you feel that that is
absolutely necessary?

MR. EDSALL: Well, we have a full EAF. Now, what I am
suggesting is that we make sure that we have on record
an amended copy of the EAF which is a necessary item.
I’m not looking to ask for any other increase in SEQRA
review at this point, I believe the same full EAF just
amended to reflect this would be fine.

MR. LOEB: We have no problem with that at all, Jim.

MR. EDSALL: Maybe just something that would be
worthwhile getting into the record. I‘'m sure you’ll
get into it with the ZBA, but looking for 51 foot
height, I believe that is less than the height of the
existing tanks that are out there now?

MR. CONKLIN: Height of the existing tanks there now
are somewhere around 50, 55, could be even 60, I never
took a tape measure myself and measured them. They are
six or seven tiers of steel and I think they are about
six or seven feet in width so but I’ve never taken a
tape to it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I would take a tape to it.

MR. EDSALL: It may be that your finished building for
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this appliéation may be lower than the existing tanks.
Second item I believe would be worthwhile having on

-record is you’re looking to have a 30 and 24 foot side

yard setback, I believe from recollection, I don’t have
the plan here, at least one of the tanks is closer than
the closest point of the buiding you’re proposing?

~MR4 CONKLIN: You’re right, it is closer.

MR. EDSALL: So, in fact, although they are different

structure types, your building in fact is going to be

set back further than some of the tanks that are there
now.

MR.>PETRO: The hours of operation will not be changed
from the original application?

MR. CONKLIN: No, I think we’re going from a good
scenario to a better scenario now that the unit will be
underneath and in a building where before we were
worried about a sound barrier, now we’ll have the
building around it for the sound barrier. We’ll not
have to worry about any rain water on a concrete pad,
how are we going to deal with that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Are the processors going inside the

building too?

MR. LOEB: Yes.

MR. PETRO: We’re going to have ample time to go over
this, does anyone--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion to approve.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motiqn has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the
Ira D. Conklin site plan amendment on River Road. Any
further discussion from the board members? If not,

roll call.

ROLL CALL
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MR. SCHIEFER NO
MR. LANDER NO
MR. PETRO B NO
MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE

MR. PETRO: You have now been referred to the 1local
Zoning Board. Good luck. Once you have all your
variances and everything is on the plan, we’ll
certainly put you on the next agenda. '

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I‘d like to send the Zoning Board a
message that we’re very much in favor.

MR. PETRO: Yes and there was a public hearing held and
no opposition. '

MR. LOEB: That would be very helpful if the board
would indicate.

MR. EDSALL: For the record, I believe the only
question we had at the previous public hearing was

" noise. The final attachments to the EAF that we did

receive indicated that the noise barrier would decrease
the noise levels for the units to a level below the
town ordinance and as well below the background noise
that was anticipated because of traffic on River Road.
:Obviously, by moving the equipment inside they are
further decreasing the noise so therefore the only
concern that this board heard about during the public
hearing being noise is now being further decreased.

MR. PETRO: I believe also for the minutes I believe we
had one person show up for the public hearing.

MR. LANDER: Noise and they were questioning
stockpiling the material outside, odors. -

MR. BABCOCK: The other thing that you can keep in mind
is the ZBA will have a public hearing on this for the
variances so.

MR. EDSALL: He will be going in understanding what we
have heard in the past. '

MR. KRIEGER: 1I’d suggest that you be prepared to
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‘ address yourself as I say. that may be the only publlc

hearlng so maybe there to the appearance, facade,
appearance, I‘'m sure that is going to be a question.

,MR LOEB. We'll be prepared for that and we ant1c1pate

submlttlng updated noise calculations based upon chanqe
in the site plan with the building.  They of course are

~beﬁter.

MR. LANDER: What type of building are you going to put
up? :

MR. CONKLIN: Free span Butler building steel.

MR. LOEB: Thank you very much.



‘November 9, 1994 o 12

I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN (94-23

James R. Loeb, Esqg. appeared before the board for this

-proposal.

MR. LOEB: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘I‘m here tonight

- representing Ira D. Conklin and Sons, Inc. and I.D.C.

Soil Reclamation. I am accompanied by Ira Conklin, Jr.
and Ira D. Conklin III. This plan was before you on
several occasions, on April 27, 1994 for the public
hearing. You granted approval to our site plan for.the
soil reclamation project.  We-came back before you in

- August with what we think is a better plan which

involved a building which would house the soil
reclamation unit itself. You denied approval because’
we needed two variances. You sent us to the Zoning
Board of Appeals and I'm pleased to tell you that on
October 24 of 1994 following a public hearing, the
Zoning Board of Appeals granted the height variance and
the front yard setback variance and we are here before
you to night. We’ve submitted at your request a
revised full environmental assessment form, that has
been sent to the DEC indicating that this bocard wished
to retain lead agency status that has just gone out and
we’re ready to proceed. Greg is going to go over the

site plan with you. If you have gquestions, we have

Ccarl Monte, our landscape architect and Phill Grealy,
our traffic and noise consultant with us this evening.
I would like to submit two letters to the board. We
received one from Affron Fuel 0il and one from
Lightron. These are our neighbors and in each case,
the letters indicate that they support the project.
The letters are addressed jointly to the Zoning Board
and the Planning board. They were part of the record
at the Zoning Board hearing. You may also wish to know
that at the hearing, not only did no one appear in
opposition but somebody appeared in support which was
very nice for us. And if you are ready, we can have
Greg review the site plan.

MR. PETRO: I’m all set.

MR. SHAW: I’m sure the board is familiar with the
piece cf property. Previously on this site was seven
large fuel storage tanks, five have been removed as
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have the buildings, presently two exist, they are
proposed to be demolished also under the scheme. The
parcel is a-2.5 acre parcel located in the PI zone. As
Mr. Loeb mentioned, we have been before the Zoning
Board of Appeals and obtained a front yard variance for
a new 1,200 square foot office building, which is
located on the westerly portion of the property and
also a variance for building height for the main
structure. This proposal before you incorporates two
primary structures and two accessory structures. The

- primary structures are as I mentioned the 1,200 square

fcot office building and the. 25,000 square foot soil

.proce551ng and storage bulldlng. _With the previous
‘proposal before this board, the proce551ng, the

thermally stripping of the mater1a1 was to be done
outdoors, everything else was going to be within the
structure so concerns such as possible noise, possible

- vibrations, possible glare have now been eliminated.

There are two other accessory structures, one is on the
easterly portion of the project and that is for the
soil base and I’11 explain the process in a minute and
the last structure is located in this area, it’s a
remediation building, which is going to be installed to
take care of some of the by-products that exists from
this being a former fuel storage tank. Vehicles
entering the site will be coming in through the

‘northerly entrance and they’ll be gueuing around the

building, again it gives us a very large staging area.
As the trucks pass along the southerly building 1line,
they’11 be placed on this scale where the material will
be weighed in the trucks, at that point they will pull
up and then back into the building and deposit their
material. Then the trucks in turn will leave the site.
The material will be processed within the building and
will be removed from the building through the easterly
overhead door and the processed material will be placed
in these bins which will be buried in the landscape
berm. I‘11 just touch on that briefly. Prior to the
material leaving the site, the material will be tested
to make sure it’s sterile. Then the material will be
loaded into tractor trailers again be brought in this
fashion and placed on the westerly scale for final
weighing. Then the trucks will be departing through
the southerly entranceway. With respect to parking for
this facility, we’re providing 13 spaces consistent
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with the previous plan. This facility has not been
increased in size from the previous proposal to this
board. We’re providing two parking spaces along this

- building line, 9 employee parking spaces along the

southerly property line and spaces adjacent to the
building. With respect to utilities, we’re going to be
connecting both the office building and the soil
processing storage building into the town’s water and
sewer systems. There will be no discharging of

‘ pProcessed water whatsoever into the town system. The
. 'only water which will be utilized by this operation.
-will be water utilized by the employees in the rest

room areas and break room and also the injection of

- water -into the processed material after it has:been
. thermally stripped and. that is primarily for dust

control, flow is discharged into the town sewer systemn.

4As I mentioned, we’ll be connecting into the town’s

water system and again, water will be provided to the
office building and into the break room and the rest
room and the soil processing building, the storm
drainage system really will consist of two separate
systems. There will be a system strictly for the roof
approximately 25,000 square feet. That storm water
will be collected from the roof, piped and discharged
in this culvert adjacent to the Con Rail property. The

balance of the site which will be paved will be

collected by a separate storm drainage system and
brought to an area located between the office and the
s0oil processing building. There, it will be treated by
an oil water separator and then discharged into the
drainage ditch which is the northerly property line.
One final point with respect to this facility if the
board remembers, Ira D. Conklin went through an
elaborate effort in providing landscaping for this
property, as you’ll see, we’ve provided landscaping
along the northerly property line, the southerly
property line, also the easterly and we went through an
elaborate effort creating berms and plantings to create
a berm in this area with landscaping associated with
it. We have followed that through with this scheme so
we’re consistent with the previous plan in that
respect. That is a brief overview. As Mr. Loeb
mentioned, muself or traffic consultant or landscape
architect would be happy to answer any specific
questions which you may have.
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'MR. PETRO: Greg, the remediation building is not on
‘this plan, I didn’t see it on this plan, Greg.

MR. SHAW: Correct.
"MR, PETRO: What’s the building going to be used for?
'MR. SHAW: Maybe you can ask Ira.

. MR. CONKLIN: nght now - there we - found some- -
~contaminated soil underneath where the ‘0ld loadlng rack
was and we’‘re- designing a system now to treat the -
ground under there. There is a. pump and.you pump water
up there through a carbon fllter system and back out,
purifies the water so it treats the ground and the.
water that is underneath the property.

'MR. PETRO: Done in that building, remediation
building?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, like at Mobil, they have a big tower
that sticks out, this would be a low trace systen,
there’s no tower but it’s a shed like building and it
basically pumps both water and air from the ground and
cleans the ground.

MR. PETRO: Greg, you said the underground drain is
going to take the water off the roof, 25,000 square
foot roof into the culvert back there?

MR. SHAW: Correct.

MR. PETRO: You’re going to have piping underground, I
don’t see anything here with the culverts. Do you have
culverts?

MR. SHAW: You’d have to look on to drawing 2, which is
the utility plan that has the piping associated with
both systens.

MR. PETRO: I see, you’re going to the property line
and from the property line, just goes by surface.

MR. SHAW: Dlscharge in approx1mately in this area to
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culvert into the river.

MR. SCHIEFER: Greg, what’s a gabion retaining wall,
metal or--

~ MR. SHAW: No, it’s rock face, you have seen them on
state highways, chicken wire.

'MR. SCHIEFER: That is what I thought, thank you.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1It’s fencing, it’s a lot stronger
than chicken wire.

MR. LANDER: Retaining wall on this side.
‘MR. SHAW: Yes, to a maximum height of six feet, I
believe these are masonry walls which are really for

" landscaping purposes. We have a few here and a few
back here.

MR.A LNDER: How high is the berm out in front of the
office building?

MR. SHAW: Maybe about three feet. We really tried to
.accentuate the berms on the easterly property 1line.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Are all the tanks gone yet? Are they
still there?

MR. SHAW: Five have been removed, two remain and the
structures have been demolished.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The building is gone too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, the only two tanks that are left are
the two that we did use on the original plan.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: But if this goes through, you’re
going to take them down too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. PETRO: How many employees do you plan on having
there? :
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MR. CONKLIN: I would say, if we can run three shifts.
MR. PETRO: Shift at a time?

MR. CONKLIN: Shift at a time would be probably be
eight.

MR. PETRO: I was comparing that to the parking, it’s a
big site and there’s really not that much parking but I
realize there’s not much required either, you have
approximately double what’s required.

MR. SHAW: Correct, we have 13.
MR. PETRO: These are existing curb cuts, I believe?
MR. SHAW: Correct.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t have any problem, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. LANDER: No.
MR. PETRO:  Highway approval is on 8/29/94.

'MR. EDSALL: Because there are other involved agencies,
there was the need to issue another, I use the word
another becuase we had done it once before on the
previous plan, I issued a lead agency coordination
letter, one inconsistency in the letter which was
brought to my attention is that there is a typo,
instead of calling the office building 1,200, it’s
called out as 12,000. Luckily. 1It’s called out as
more. If no one is concerned with 12,000, they surely
won’t be concerned with 1,200, In either case, that is
in the record. If anyone does contact me as your
contact person, I’11 explain to them that in fact that
is a typographical error. The letter was issued
yesterday and it has been sent to all the agencies who
were previously notified and I would understand and
assume that if they were not interested in lead agency
last time, they won’t be this time. But there’s the 30
day period and I made sure that went out in time.
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MR. PETRO: 12,000 to 1,200, I don’t think we’d have an
office building with one parking spot for 12,000 square
foot so that is--

MR. EDSALL: I‘’m bringing to your attention, that
letter is out, the clock has started and you’ll be in a
position at your next meeting to take the lead agency
roll and run through the SEQRA process.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: This is an amendment to the site
plan, isn’t it?

MR. EDSALL: Correct.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have to do the SEQRA all over
again?

MR. EDSALL: When you change the plan to this extent,
that is what I suggest.

MR. LANDER: How about public hearing?
MR. EDSALL: That is your decision.

MR. PETRO: We cannot take lead agency.

'MR. EDSALL: If there’s more than one agency that has

the right to assume that roll, you must send out a
coordination or competition letter.

MR. PETRO: We have to wait 30 days.

MR. EDSALL: Yes, and that went out yesterday, I sent
it out as soon as I received the documentation from
Greqg.

MR. LANDER: Greg, is it a steel building?

MR. SHAW: Yes, would you like to see the design for
this?

MR. EDSALL: As far as the decision on the public
hearing, I would think that you’d want to review the
scope of the changes and decide if you need a public

hearing tonight, otherwise there’s no ability,
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MR. PETRO: My question to the attorney was do we have
the power or can we as a board find that it is
necessary or unnecessary to have a public hearing
before we take lead agency.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion that we waive public
hearing.

MR. SCHIEFER: Second it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It’s an amendment to the site plan,
we had a public hearing on the original site plan, I
don’t see a need for another one. .

MR. PETRO: To finish my sentence, the Planning Board
attorney has informed us that we can go along with the
motion before us at this point. Is that correct?

MR. KRIEGER: Yes.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board under its discretionary
judgment under paragraph 48-19C of the town zoning
local waive the public hearing for the Ira D. Conklin

amended site plan. Is there any further discussion

from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

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

MR. SCHIEFER: There’s not much else we can do. We’ll
see you at the next meeting. At that time, we need
within 30 days, which is going to be December meeting,
December 14 meeting. At that time, we should have the
letter stating that we can proceed. We just can’t go
any further.

MR. LOEB: Thank you very much.
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REGULAR ITEMS:

I.V.C. SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN (94-23) ~ RIV ROAD

James R. Loeb, Esq., Gregory Shaw of Shaw Engineering
and Ira D. Conklin III appeared before the board for
this proposal.

MR. LOEB: Good evening, Mr. Chairman and board
members, my name is James Loeb. I’m appearing tonight
for the Ira D. Conklin and Sons Soil Reclamation plan.
.I’m accompanied by Ira D. Conklin III and Greg Shaw,
our project engineer. You recall that we received site
pPlan approval from this board in May for what we
believe to have been a good plan but we came back to
you in August with a better plan which has incorporated
the construction of a building to house the SRU unit
and the soil because we were concerned that weather
conditions would prevent us from operating as
efficiently as we could without that building. We
presented the plan to you, you denied the plan because
we needed two area variances, one for the front yard
setback of the small office building and one because
the building itself exceeded the height limitations.
‘We went to the Zoning Board of Appeals. There was a
public hearing at which we received support from some
persons who were in attendance including letters of
support and the Zoning Board of Appeals granted us both
the variances. We returned to you at your first
meeting in November. At that meeting, we reviewed the
plans again. You passed a resolution in which you
determined to exercise your power to waive the public
hearing on the site plan approval. Your consultant
circulated a lead agency competition letter in
November, the 30 days have passed and I certainly hope
and trust that there are no other agencies raising
their hand.

MR. PETRO: We have had no response.

MR. LOEB: And we’re hopeful tonight to conclude the
site plan review process. I have put up one board. We
have two others here as well as the plan. The board
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that we put up showé the basic landscaping proposal as

well as the design of the building which is going to be

most visible because it’s next to the road. We're
ready to respond to any questions that the board has.

MR. PETRO: Jim, what was the response at the Zoning
Board, just for the record?

MR. LOEB: We receivéd the two variances that we

sought. The setback front yard setback 15 feet and the
height variance of 39 feet.

.MR. PETRO: What was the turnout at that public

hearing?

MR. LOEB: We had the former owner of the property, not
the one we bought it from, the prior owner who arrived
to indicate that he and his family were pleased that we
cleaned up the site. We had a letter from the
adjoining property owner in favor of it and a letter
from the property owner next to the adjoining property
owner in favor of it and I have submitted copies of
those letters to this board in November.

MR. PETRO: Mr. Krieger is also the Zoning Board

attorney, can you add anything to that?

MR. KRIEGER: No, what I was going to say what Mr. Loeb

‘has said is a correct representation of what occurred

within as far as I remember it for the record,
additionally, I have had at least one owner of property
very near to this development who had previously spoken
at the Planning Board here indicate his complete
satisfaction with the project, an agreement with what
was transpiring and that is why he has made no formal
appearance again.

MR. PETRO: Okay, Ron or Carmen, on number 2 on Mark’s
comments, I’d like to take care of that while we could

and being we had no responses from any other outside
agencies, we can.

MR. LANDER: Make a motion that the Town of New Windsor
Planning Board assume lead agency.
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MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board declare itself lead agency
in the Ira D. Conklin Soil Reclamation site plan. 1Is
there any further discussion from the board members?
If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL
MR. LANDER AYE
. . MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. PETRO . AYE

MR. PETRO: Any of the members have any comments on the
site plan itself? I know we have gone over the
landscaping at the last meeting. I asked if they’d
bring it back in so we can review it one more time and
make sure that it has properly been done up, I think
they have a couple nice plans before us. Greg, can you
just touch on the landscaping a little bit, please, and
tell us once again for the record what you plan on
planting and some sizes and what you plan on doing.

MR. SHAW: Okay, I’1l1 do the best that I can. Again,

“this was prepared by Carl Monte, our landscape

architect.

MR. PETRO: Greg, before you start, let me ask Ira
right now the property as it stands, I don‘’t think
there’s any landscaping at all?

MR. CONKLIN: There is not, no.

MR. SHAW: There’s three primary views that Mr. Monte
addressed in his preparation of the landscape plan.

One was a vehicle traveling in the southerly direction
and to mitigate visually, he has put in these plantings
which again I can refer to the landscape plan, if you
want the details of the type of plantings and calipers
and the shrubs, et cetera. Also vehicles traveling in
a northerly direction. Again he’s created a bermed
area with plantings in this particular area also. We
do have cross sections of the remaining two planting
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areas which is immediately along River Road on our
property which would mitigate the views in an easterly
direction. And finally there’s the berming of the
landscaping along the soil bins which is easterly side
of the property. So those four areas identified maybe
we can go to the cross-sections. What we have on this
particular board you’re looking at and it being the
middle view, you identified this treatment at River
Road, you’ll see the new office which is proposed for
construction between the office and River Road and a
small knee wall, masonry retaining wall and plantings
which would be between as I mentioned the office and
River Road. The lower view identified as concept
section and elevations, this is a view from the river.
Again, we’re creating a berm in this area bringing in
earth and raising up the elevations and putting the
Plantings on top of it to minimize visually the
building. 'As you can see in this growth is identified,
if I can just find it on the plan, it may be a ten year
growth, see that the majority of the building is not
visual except for the ridge line referring to a portion
at the top of the building. As Mr. Lander has done, if
you refer to drawing 4 of 6, you’ll see a detailed
landscaping scheduled which he identifies the trees,
the shrubs, their size and their caliper. Those are
the four primary areas which the landscape architect

‘addressed with a major, major emphasize being placed on

views from the Hudson River looking westward.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: When the trees go in, how big are
they going to be when you plant them?

MR. CONKLIN: Greg, I think it shows them underneath
that one. I think that will be when they first go in.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Cause you don’t want to put them in

too big because when you put them in big, you’re going
to lose them. '

MR. PETRO: Anything else on the landscaping,
gentlemen?

MR. LANDER: No, I think they’ve done a nice job.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’m inclined to agree with you.
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[ Sateatard

MR. PETRO: I want to start with number 3 on the
comments and I think Andy has some information and we
have a letter, do you want to touch on that and we’1ll
go with Andy as far as the full EAF or Andy, do you

want to do the whole thing? Do you want to touch on
that? '

MR. KRIEGER: On the environmental assessment form?

MR. PETRO: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: I hadn’t planned on it, other than Mark’s
comments.

MR. EDSALL: I believe that all the areas of concern
that were identified both at the initial review for the
original application and as well for the modifications
that were made as part of this amendment are addressed
in the full EAF and the attachments as well. They have
had concern for those issues that were raised by the
public during the initial review. So the full EAF
seems to address those concerns and obviously the
concerns that the board had identified.

MR. PETRO: So at this time there’s no outstanding
rconcerns, is that correct?

MR. EDSALL: I believe it’s acceptable, yes.

MR. KRIEGER: My review of the plan, the documents
would indicate the same as Mark has indicated.

MR. PETRO: Do any of the members have anything to add
or discuss?

MR. LANDER: Do we have anything from the DOT?

MR. PETRO: Yes, we have the original letter dated
March 30, 1994 on the original plan. ‘

MR. EDSALL: Just one comment I just had requested fron
Greg as part of the record information they submit that
they provide us with the profiles for the visual
analysis, although they have been presented and
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reviewed by the board in the colorized versions that we
have had before us more than once, I don’t believe that
the record that the Planning Board has includes the
profiles themselves. So I just suggested that they
include that into the record somewhere along the

process, if not during the week cause obviously I don’t

think Myra can file the poster boards.
MR. PETRO: Profiles for what again?

MR. EDSALL: Those are the visual profiles that are
part of the environmental review but we should have
some copies in the file.

MR. PETRO: Other than these?

MR. EDSALL: What yoﬁ're looking at now which obviously
will not fold and fit in the file, Greg has assured me
he will provide us with a copy.

MR. PETRO: Okay. Back to the DOT, Mark, I have this
March 30, 1994.

MR. EDSALL: March 30 letter makes it clear to me that
number one, the DOT did not object to this board
assuming the position of lead agency. As well it is

‘outlined no concern or objection to application.

However, they have advised us that if any work is
required within the right-of-way as we all know a
permit would be required. That is consistent with my
suggestion in comment #4 any approval action relative
to this application should be condition on the
applicant receiving the approval and/or a necessary
permit from the NYSDOT relative to the River Road
access. It is also worthwhile to note in the March 30
letter that the DOT has agreed with the traffic portion
of the full EAF.

MR. LOEB: Yes.

MR. PETRO: But the condition for work inside the DOT
right-of-way that would go with any application so
basically just reminding this appllcant that you have
to do that.
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MR. EDSALL: That is the normal procedural condition.

MR. LOEB: For the record, we should state that our
plan does not envision any work, we’re going to use the
existing curb cuts, we see no reason to go to the DOT.
We don’t believe we have to. We have at this time no
need to get a permit from them. We’re going to use
that access.

MR. EDSALL: For the record to protect the board and
the building inspector, they have acknowledged that
should they decide to do any work, they’1ll apply for
the reguired permit.

MR. LOEB: That is correct.

MR. PETRO: Can we have a motion or action for number
three?

MR. DUBALDI: So moved.

MR. KRIEGER: If I may, proposed in connection with
this proposed resolution in writing has been prepared
and circulated to the members of the board, I would ask
them at this point to consider it carefully and
consider whether or not the movement or anybody else

‘would care to adopt the proposed resolution as a

motion.

MR. DUBALDI: I include it in my motion, Mr. Chairman.
MR. PETRO: Do you want it as a separate motion?

MR. KRIEGER: No, in other words, if this is the
movement’s motion, adopt that.

MR. PETRO: Can we have a motion then?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board declare negative dec in the
Ira D. Conklin Amended site plan on River Road. Any

further comments from the board members? If not, roll
call.
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ROLL CALL

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

MR. PETRO: As far as the site plan goés, Ron, Carmen
and Hank, do you have any other comments? We have seen
it a number of times.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion Mr. Chairman to
approve.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

"MR. PETRO: ‘Motion has been made and seconded that the

New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the
Ira D. Conklin site plan on River Road. Subject to

that the profiles that they have copies of the profiles
presented to us sometime during the week, Greg, please.

MR. EDSALL: Jim, I’m sure that motion also included
the normal bond estimate.

‘MR. PETRO: Chapter 19 of Town Code. Any further

discussion from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO - AYE

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE



Vo -

June 28, 1995 : ' 34

IRA D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN - RIVER ROAD

James R. Loeb, Esqg. and Gregory Shaw of Shaw
Engineering appeared before the board for this
discussion. '

MR. LOEB: 1It’s a pleasure to be here again and I’d
like the record to indicate that Ira D. Conklin, Jr. is
here. '

MR. PETRO: Mr. Loeb, I received a letter June 19, 1995
from Ira D. Conklin Soil Reclamation, Inc., River Road.
There seems to be that there’s three field changes in
Progress. I have previewed them and looked at them and
for the rest of the board and for also the information
I asked them to come in. Personally, I felt they were
minor in nature but I also wanted the board to review
it along with me and Mr. Conklin and Mr. Shaw and Mr.
Loeb. So if you can go over those three field changes
briefly for the board, we’d be glad to hear it.

MR. LOEB: 1It’s my please to introduce Greg Shaw, the
engineer on the project and he will review those field
changes with you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
board.

‘MR. SHAW: The plan that I am presenting before you

tonight is a copy of the site plan that was approved by.
your board. So this plan does not reflect the field
changes, it reflects that which this board approved, I
believe it was in late 1994. If I may refer to the
letter that your chairman mentioned, June 19, 1995 from
IRA D. Conklin & Sons, Inc. to Chairman James Petro and
the Planning Board. Field change number one. In the
easterly portion of the site which is this area in
particular, the soil storage area was reduced by
approximately 50% and the masonry retaining wall facing
along the Hudson River was deleted. And if I may just
read from the letter because it’s probably the quickest
way of getting through these. 1In the development of
the design drawings, the new soil processing building.
Additional area was allocated form thermally treated
soil and this reduced the need for storage capacity
within the soil storage area. Also with the
elimination of the northerly portion of the soil
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storage area, the height of the landscaped berm could
be maintained without the masonry retaining wall. The
of the walls was considered a positive change as the

‘landscape berm is visually more attractive than a

masonry wall as viewed from the Hudson River. That is
field change number one.

MR. PETRO: The masonry wall had no other purpose just
to keep the 0il soil in? There was nothing for
contamination or nothing like that?

MR. SHAW: Nothing whatsoever. There was a side
benefit, it created a very small flat area for
planting. But other than that, that had no benefit.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How high is the wall?

MR. SHAW: How high was the proposed wall,
approximately 6 1/2 feet at the top.

MR. STENT: What’s that in relationship to the natural
berm that is there?

MR. SHAW: The berm is going to be the top of the wall
was to be elevation 14 and our berm is also at
elevation 14, so with the deletion of the wall as I

‘said we’re still going to maintain that height so we

have not compromised the landscape berm whatsoever.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Going to put all the shrubbery in?

MR. SHAW: Absolutely. Field change number two. Due
to the change in topo along the northerly property
line, an earth retaining wall was and continues to be
required. In lieu of constructing the specified gabion
type wall, a wall system consisting of steel sheeting
was installed. That was the field change. And the
reason for that change was the appropriateness of the
gabion type earth retaining wall system was

" re—-evaluated due to wall’s proximity to a drainage

course that discharges into the Hudson River. That
drainage course is along the entire northerly property

‘line.

MR. PETRO: Mark, do you see any problems with that
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type of construction for the retaining wall?

MR. EDSALL: No, not at all. I believe they have
constructed them in a manner that there is enough room
for the truck traffic and I believe it was monitored
during construction to see that they are put in proper.

MR. SHAW: It was to minimize the disturbance to the
stream which was the reason for that change and finally
the field change number three consisted of three parts,
the raising of the finish floor elevation of the soil
processing building by two feet. The addition of a
retaining wall along the southerly property line which
was a result again of raising the grade two feet and
the raising of the final grading by an average of two
feet throughout the site and the deletion of the storm
drainage system. The reason for that change was
primarily our concern and if I may just read the first
paragraph. The raising of the finish floor elevation
of the soil processing building was a direct result of
the Hudson River’s influence on the site and the
marginal soil bearing capacity for the soil processing
buildings foundation. In the original layout of the
site, we recognized that the hundred year flood
elevation of the Hudson River as elevation 8. This
resulted in establishing the building’s floor elevation

at elevation 10.5 With the potential for the site and

its building to be affected by the Hudson River during
a Nor-Easter storm, the field decision was made to
raise the floor slab by two feet to elevation 12.5 so
that was the reason for raising the finish floor
elevation. With that raise in elevation, comes the
raise in grade along the southerly property line that
in turn triggered the small wall. And finally, now
that we have had this increase in elevation and we can
drop the grade from the back of the site to the front
of the site, we deleted the storm drainage system to
the oil/water separator. That oil/water separator is
installed. I saw it today, the outlet piping from the
separator to this water course will remain as designed
so water will flow via piping and basins to the stream.
We have just changed the routing of water to overland
flow to the oil/water separator rather than through
pipes underground.
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The water will go aboveground instead
of underground?

MR. SHAW: Correct. This is still the low point of the
site.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Property pitches towards the road?

MR. SHAW: Correct, we have not changed the low point
and where the water is going to go.

MR. EDSALL: Greg, the changes in the grade increased
slopes on the finished surfaces?

MR. SHAW: Yes.

MR. EDSALL: Obviously, that improves the drainage on
the surface, whereas previously it was a little bit
flatter and it worked.

MR. PETRO: Better drainage piping.

MR. SHAW: Absolutely.

MR. PETRO: Well, again, number one I believe that you
have reduced the footprint as far as the storage of the

'soil so reducing the size of something certainly

doesn’t-~
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I like the idea.

MR. PETRO: --command a problem with the site plan. I
think the raising of the whole site having the sheet
flow to the drainage again you’re just sending the
water in the same spot by a different method. On
number three, the wall along the, what’s that northerly
side was constructed and Mark said 1t looks flne and
there’s no problem with that?

MR. SHAW: Correct.

MR. PETRO: And you did that to improve the situation
with the stream, is that right?

MR. SHAW: Well, our concern was the disturbance to the
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stream with the gabion type wall. The beauty with the
steal sheeting you can drive it in place as opposed to
excavating, opening up the earth, installing the wall
and backfilling.

MR. PETRO: Nothing else with the site plan has been
altered or changed?

MR. SHAW: The only other change is that this
remediation building was relocated to this portion of
the site, to this portion of the site and your board

approved that field change maybe about three months
ago.

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, that was something we talked about.
MR. SHAW: That is the only change.

MR. EDSALL: Greg, do you have new plans that show the
new grading and such?

MR. SHAW: 1In fragmented pieces. I do not have one
composite drawing.

MR. EDSALL: I think one thing the board should
discuss, ask whether or not you do want to have a
record plan or not.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think we should get a plan, just
give it to Mark.

MR. BABCOCK: How about an as-built at the time of the
C.0. we require that anyway, as-built showing the--

MR. PETRO: I think that would suffice.
MR. EDSALL: Put it in the Planning Board files.

MR. BABCOCK: Greg, do you have a problem submitting an
as-built at the time of the C.0.?

MR. SHAW: Absolutely not.

MR. LOEB: We had already indicated at the original
approval you asked for that and we agreed that we’d do
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that.

MR. BABCOCK: With the changes.

MR. LOEB: With the changes, yes.

MR. SHAW: That probably be the best this way, there’s
no interim drawing, you‘’ll have what’s built and that
will be the end of it. :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Motion?

MR. PETRO: Once again, Greg, just for the minutes,
there is no other changes, other than what you have
specified at this time?

MR. SHAW: Correct.

MR. PETRO: And the change in the use of the property
has not changed?

MR. SHAW: No, that has not changed}

MR. LANDER: So moved.

MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board approve the field changes to
the Ira D. Conklin & Sons site plan on River Road only
subject to I believe would be that we receive an
as-built plan for our files. Any further discussion
from the board members?

MR. EDSALL: My want to enter into the record from a
SEQRA standpoint there is no affect on your
environmental review and these are just minor field
adjustments for grade and such.

MR. PETRO: So read in.
ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. LANDER - AYE -
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MR.

MR. PETRO

MR. DUBALDI

MR.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN:
ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN
MR. LANDER

MR. STENT

MR. PETRO

MR. DUBALDI

STENT

AYE
AYE
AYE
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DUBALDI: Motion to adjourn.

Second it.

AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

Respectfully Submitted By:

el

Frances Roth Equt’
Stenographer
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IRA CONKLIN:

MR. EDSALL: I want to get into the record I sent a
memo to the planning board chairman following my site
visit with Mike for the site compliance for completion
for Ira Conklin. There’s nothing significant in my
view that was changed but we just want to let you Know
that things like gabion walls in some cases they
decided to put sheet pile wall, they put in a chain
link fence extension and eliminated some guiderails.
They moved some landscaping because of some final
grading adjustments, I think overall the landscaping
looks rather good for a commercial site but a lot of
those things were noted, they are on the record in the
planning board files, we just wanted to let you know
that they’ve gotten to that point and they had one
problem with the handicapped ramp which they have now
torn out and redone. So it’s basically in our mind in
substantial compliance. We wanted to let you know
there’s some minor adjustments that had to be made.

MR. LANDER: Landscaping in the rear of the property,
did they do that?

MR. EDSALL: 1It’s in, obviously there’s the spacing
right now whenever you start off with plantings they

‘'have to grow to maturity.

MR. LANDER: They are not mums, are they?

MR. EDSALL: No, they put in some evergreens that were
6, 7 footers, not as if they put in any cheap plantings
or downsized, we looked for the sizing compared to what
they told us and there was consistency.

MR. BABCOCK: The numbers in the rear exceed what the
plan did cause I started counting and I was halfway
through and I exceeded what was on the plan so--

MR. EDSALL: Because they had reduced that storage
area, that building in the back they crunched down,
they didn’t leave that vacant, they put in additional
landscaping. : :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yoﬁ guys see a problem?
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MR. EDSALL: No.

MR. PETRO: Any of the members have any problem with
what Mr. Edsall described?

'MR. BABCOCK: If the board would like to take a ride

through and 1look.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have been down there, very nice
job.

MR. LANDER: There is no problen.

MR. STENT: No problem.

-MR. KRIEGER: Just for the board’s information, doesn’t

require any action on the part of the planning board,
but the supervisor has received a letter voicing
certain procedural questions with regard to SEQRA
compliance, among others, from an individual named Dr.
Edelstein of Orange Environment. I have, at the
request of the supervisor, responded to that letter
provided with the response that it required and among
other things, he’s calling to guestion the public
notice procedures provided by the planning board. I

radvised him that in our opinion, it was adequate for

the purposes that were intended and apparently, he was
not aware of the existence of the draft environmental
impact statement as was provided to this board without
being asked for very early in the application process.
I made him aware of the existence of that and I just
want the board to be aware that that is going on as I
say it requires no action on the part of the planning
board at this point, just an informational thing.

MR. PETRO: Do you have anything else under Ira
Conklin? '

MR. EDSALL: No.



January 24, 1996 37

RA CONKLIN

MR. PETRO: Lastly, Ira Conklin, Mark, do you want to
talk about that a little bit? I want to say that

‘before you start, are you looking for some sort of a

clarification tonight on the hours of operation?

MR. EDSALL: Well, basically what I’d like to do is put
in the record what I found and I believe it’s factual
so the board really won’t have to take any action other
than say yeah, you’re right, that is what the records

show.

MR. PETRO: 1Is there an urgency to do so tonight?

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, only because the supervisor asked me
that this be resolved and I would like to correct the
letter that I had sent out. So I think it’s urgent in
the fact that I don‘’t like having a letter out to an
applicant that has information that we have now proven
to be incorrect. Quickly, the bottom line is that the--
original application 93-37 in your attachments, you’ll
see a copy of the actual note allowed operations from
6, 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday for delivery
and it allowed operation of the process between 6 a.m.

‘and 10 p.m. six days per week and then it excluded

maintenance on the unit. Apparently, what happened was
is that a subsequent utility plan submitted to this
board for approval as part of the several minor
amendments for some reason the hours of operation on
that plan were reflected as 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.. I went
back and all the minutes and Myra did the same so we
doublechecked, there’s no case where the planning board
changed what they initially approved. There were
discussions about hours but the board never modified
what you originally approved. So it is my conclusion
that the original hours that you approved are still
valid and this plan just has a typographical error for
the hours of operation. So what 1’d like to do is if
the board has no _objection to that, I’m just going to
correct our letter to the applicant.

MR. PETRO: Any objection from any of the board
members?
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MR. DUBALDI:
MR. LANDER:
MR. PETRO:
MR. EDSALL:
MR. PETRO:
MR. ESDALL:
MR. LUCAS:

MR. DUBALDI

MR. LANDER:

ROLL CALL

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

No.

No.

Yes.

Anything else?

No.

How did I do,
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You’ll take care of that?

George?

I move we adjourn.

Second it.

AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

Respectfully Submitted By:

X el e

Frances Roth
Stenographer
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15 January 1996

Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.
92-94 Stewart Avenue
P.O.Box 7457

Newburgh, New York 12550

ATTENTION: IRA D. CONKLIN, III, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: I.D.C.SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN
NWPB NOS. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Dear Ira:

The Town of New Windsor has received copies of correspondence, Permit Transfer, Renewal,
Extension & Correction notifications and other permit correction correspondence in connection
with your site plan located on River Road within the Town. In making a review of the content
of these items, the Town has become aware of an apparent inconsistency between the permit
issued by NYSDEC and the approval granted by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board.

Reference is made to the "Permit Transfer, Renewal, Extension & Correction" notification dated
13 November 1995 from the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation,
addressed to T.P.S.T Soil Recyclers of New York, Inc. Under Section C - Correction of Special
Conditions, Paragraph I, the hours of operation were apparently amended to permit operation of
21 hours per day, Monday thru Saturday.

Please be advised that the plan approved by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board included
a note as follows:

“I.D.C.will accept and transport soil between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,
Monday thru Saturday. I.D.C.will operate the soil remediation unit only within the hours
of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,six days per week. This excludes maintenance on the unit."
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Please be advised that the hours of operation are a condition of the approval from the Town of
New Windsor Planning Board; therefore, notwithstanding the limits referenced in the NYSDEC
permit, the hours of operation as approved and restricted by the Town of New Windsor Planning
Board remain in full force and effect as a condition of your site plan approval. Compliance with
these hours of operation is required.

You are reminded that any other conditions of the approval granted by the Planning Board also

.remain in full force and effect and are not modified by any permits issued by other regulatory
agencies. There is, of course, the opportunity for Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc. to apply to the
Planning Board for an amendment of any of the approval conditions, by application to the Town
Planning Board.

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

Very truly yours,

cc:  George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor
TPS Technologies, 81 River Road, New Windsor, NY
. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

~ A:CONKLIN.mk
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Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.
92-94 Stewart Avenue
P.O.Box 7457

Newburgh, New York 12550

ATTENTION: IRA D. CONKLIN, I, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: 1.D.C.SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN
NWPB NOS. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Dear Ira:

The Town of New Windsor has received copies of correspondence, Permit Transfer, Renewal,
Extension & Correction notifications and other permit correction correspondence in connection
with your site plan located on River Road within the Town. In making a review of the content
" of these items, the Town has become aware of an apparent inconsistency between the permit
issued by NYSDEC and the approval granted by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board.

Reference is made to the "Permit Transfer, Renewal, Extension & Correction” notification dated
13 November 1995 from the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation,
addressed to T.P.S.T .Soil Recyclers of New York, Inc. Under Section C - Correction of Special
Conditions, Paragraph I, the hours of operation were apparently amended to permit operation of
21 hours per day, Monday thru Saturday.

Please be advised that the plan approved by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board included
a note as follows:

- "I.D.C. will accept and transport soil between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p-m.,
Monday thru Saturday I.D.C.will operate the soil remediation unit only within the hours
of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,six days per week. This excludes maintenance on the unit."
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Please be advnsed that the hours of operation are a condition of the approval from the Town of
New Windsor Planning Board; therefore, notwithstanding the limits referenced in the NYSDEC
permit, the hours of operation as approved and restricted by the Town of New Windsor Planning
Board remain in full force and effect as a condition of your site plan approval. Compliance with
these hours of operation is required.

You are reminded that any other conditions of the approval granted by the Planning Board also
remain in full force and effect and are not modified by any permits issued by other regulatory
agencies. There is, of course, the opportunity for Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc. to apply to the
Planning Board for an amendment of any of the approval conditions, by application to the Town
Planning Board.

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

Very truly yours,

/Kﬁrk ‘.r 1,P.E.
Town nsulting Engineer
MJEmk .

cc: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor
TPS Technologies, 81 River Road, New Windsor, NY
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

A:CONKLIN.mk
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« PREGIDENT : VICE PRESIDENT

IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

92-94 STEWART AVENUE ¢ P.O. BOX 7457 NEWBURGH. N.Y. 12550
Januarv 18. 1996 TELEPHONE (914) 561-1512 « FaX (914) 561-1798

Town of New Windsor Planning Board

ATTN: Chairman James Petro and Planning Board Members
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

SUBJECT: Hours of Operation Clarification
LOCATION: IDC/TPS Soil Reclamation Facility

Gentlemen:

On January 17, 1996, 1 received a letter from Mark Edsall, Town Engineer stating a difference in
hours of operation at the facility. In our New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation permit, which allows us to operate 21 hours vs Town of New Windsor permit,
which I believed to be “acceptance of soil 5 days a week 6:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m. and operate the
facility 16 hours a day, 6 days a week”. I knew of this difference and fully intended to comply
with the Town Planning Boards granted permit hours. However, I was very suprised at the hours
which Mark has stated as being approved by the Town Planning Board.

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter dated January 17, 1996 from John Collins Engineers PC
with respect to hours as well as copies of the minutes of several town meetings where [ stated the
hours publicly. Also you will find a copy of the final approved site plan with Note #11 which
addresses the hours of operation. Please review this issue and clarify for me the hours of
operation. We have hired and are presently training people for the 2nd shift. If we cannot
operate 16 hours, a layoff will have to occur. It takes us time to train and test employees not to
mention the affect it would have on these new employees who have taken the positions in hopes
of career opportunities.

My hope is that the original approved site plan hours of operation will be carried thru onto the
amended site plan. - '

Sincerely,

IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

IDC/dmc
ENCL.
CC: Mark Edsall



NOTES CONTINUED

. 1.DC. WILL ACCEPT AND TRANSPORT SOIL BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 6:00 AM. TO

6:00 PM., MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY. |.D.C. HILL. OPERATE THE SOIL REMEDIATION
UNIT ONLY WITHIN HOURS OF 6:00 AM. TO 10:00 PM, SIX DAYS PER WEEK. THIS
EXCLUDES MAINTENANCE ON THE UNIT.

. THE SOUND ATTENUATION BARRIER MUST BE IN PLACE WHEN OPERATING THE SOIL
REMEDIATION UNIT.

CITE AAN
STAMPED AP F-1-9%

RPLICTION 93-37




NOTES CONTINVED

. LD.C. WILL ACCEPT AND TRANSPORT SOIL BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 6:00 AM. TO
6:00 PM., MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY. |.D.C. HILL OPERATE THE SOIL REMEDIATION
UNIT ONLY WITHIN HOURS OF 6:00 AM. TO 6:00 PM,, SIX DATS PER WEEK. THIS
EXCLUDES MAINTENANCE ON THE UNIT.

. LOCATION OF EXISTING SANITARY SEWER LATERAL OBTAINED FROM THE TOWN OF
NEW HWINDSOR SEWER DISTRICT 9 FILES.

. PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF SITE UTILITIES, CONTRACTOR SHALL EXCAVATE AND
LOCATE END OF EXISTING SANITARY SEWER LATERAL. SHOULD THE LATERAL'S
LOCATION AND ELEVATION BE OTHER THAN THAT ASSUMED, THE DESIGN ENGINEER
SHALL BE NOTIFIED AND THE DESIGN DRAWINGS SHALL BE MODIFIED ACCORDINGLY.

. STORM DRAINAGE STSTEM BASED UPON A TEN TEAR, | HR STORM HAVING A RAINFALL
INTENSITY OF 1.9 INCHES PER HOUR.

PARKING SCHEDULE

" PARKING SCHEDULE:
OFFICE BLDG.: ' 1200 SF.

SOIL PROCESSING ¢ STOM BLDG.: 24,150 SF.
COVERED SOIL STORAGE AREA: 4200 SF.
REMEDIATION EQUIPMENT STRUC TURE: 300 5F.
OFFICE USE: |
| SPACE PER 200 SF. OF

" FLOOR AREA:
(1200 SF. / 200 SF. PER SPACE)

SOIL PROCESSING ¢ STORAGE USE:
(EMPLOYEE PARKING) _ TOTAL: & SPACES

AMENOED UTILITY PLAV
REVISION OF G4-23 J#LD 140-98 framy)

Pere———"——— -_—



McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C.

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

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

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

23 January 1996
MEMORANDUM

TO: New Windsor Planning Board Members
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: IDC SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NO. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Reference is made to the attached letter dated 15 January 1996 which I issued pursuant to a
review requested by the Town Supervisor.

Subsequent to my letter, Ira D. Conklin & Sons issued a letter to the Town Planning Board dated
18 January 1996. A copy of this letter and the attachments are enclosed with this memorandum.

Subsequent to receipt of Ira Conklin’s letter, I have reviewed the previous plans and records for
this application. It appears that there is an inconsistency between the hours of operation
referenced on the plan notes for Application 93-37 and the notes indicated on Application 94-23.
A review of the minutes relative to Application 94-23, which was an amendment application,
would not support a conclusion that the hours of operation were being further restricted by the
Town Planning Board.

In line with the above, the Board may wish to consider the fact that the hours of operation listed
on the amended utility plan may be in error and, in fact, may not reflect the hours of operation
actually approved by the Planning Board. If this is the case, with your authorization, I will
reissue my letter to Ira D. Conklin & Sons, correcting this issue.

Encl.as
A:1-23-4E.mk

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



" PLANNING  BOARD -
L - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR .
~AS OF: 01/12/95 o A . - o , PAGE: 1

o LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS . B o
STAGE: : STATUS [Open;, Withd]
., e A [Disap, Appr]
FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-23 ‘ S e '

.  NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION - AMENDED SITE PLAN -

5 APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

--DATE-- MEETING-PURPOSE -------- ——————- ACTION-TAKEN-~==-=~~ -
01/10/95 PLANS STAMPED APPROVED
12/14/94 P.B. APPEARANCE ., LA:ND APPR. COND.

. 12/20/94 RECEIVED 1 SET OF LANDSCAPE PLANS AS REQESTED BY PB |
. BOND ESTIMATE REQUIRED

 11/09/94 P.B. APPEARANCE WAIVE P.H. NEXT AGEN

11/0Z/94 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE REVISE & NEXT AGENDA
| 11/02/94 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE NEXT AGENDA
08/24/94 P.B. APPEARANCE REFER TO Z.B.A.

. NEED AMENDED COPY OF FULL E.A.F.

08/17/94 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT




AS OF: 01/05/95

o

PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PAGE: 1
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-23
NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION - AMENDED SITE PLAN
APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.
DATE-SENT AGENCY-=-=---ccsocmmcmcmmmcmaaa DATE-RECD RESPONSE---=====-=--=

ORIG 08/19/94 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 08/29/94 APPROVED
ORIG 08/19/94 MUNICIPAL WATER 08/22/94 APPROVED
ORIG 08/19/94 MUNICIPAL SEWER 11/07/94 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
ORIG 08/19/94 MUNICIPAL FIRE 09/01/94 APPROVED

. A SPRINKLER SYSTEM IS REQUIRED UNDER TITLE 9 EXEC. B NYCRR
ORIG 08/19/94 11/07/94 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
ORIG 08/19/94 11/07/94 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
REV1 11/07/94 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 11/14/94 APPROVED
REV1 11/07/94 MUNICIPAL WATER 11/09/94 APPROVED
REV1 11/07/94 MUNICIPAL SEWER 11/09/94 APPROVED

.+ MAINTAIN WATER/SEWER SEPARATION - CROSSING WATER SERVICE
REV1 11/07/94 MUNICIPAL FIRE 11/07/94 APPROVED
REV1 11/07/94 / /
REV1I 11/07/94 / /



o | ® 74-23

SITE PLAN FEES - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

Jo o 90
HPLICATIONm:....‘......‘..........Q ...... Q‘..‘.s %59-.%

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

ESCROW:

SITE PLANS ($750.00 - $2,000.00)...... P — H#

MULTI-FAMILY SITE PLANS:

UNITS @ $100.00 PER UNIT (UP TO 40 UNITS)....$ \ /

UNITS @ $25.00 PER UNIT (AFTER 40 UNITS).....$ \/

TOTAL ESCROW PAID:..........$ A

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

PLAN REVIEW FEE: (EXCEPT MULTI-FAMILY) $ _ rso00-00

PLAN REVIEW FEE (MULTI-FAMILY): A. $150.00 f06°0°

PLUS $25.00/UNIT B. #

TOTAL OF A & B:§$ [£0.00

RECREATION FEE: (MULTI-FAMILY)
$1,000.00 PER UNIT

€ $1,000.00 EA. EQUALS: $ X
NUMBER OF UNITS i

SITE IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE: $ 4& 542 o
A. 45 OF FIRST4$50,600700 A.

TOTAL ESCROW PAID:....c.ccc...$ \_ 250.0p

TO BE DEDUCTED FROM ESCROW: 42%00

RETURN TO APPLICANT: $ 76.09

ADDITIONAL DUE: $
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Shaw Engineering

Consulting Engineers

December 30, 1994

Chairman James R. Petro and
Members of the Planning Board

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Construction Estimate IDC Soil Reclamation Facility
Amended Site Plan Application

Gentlemen:

744 Broadway

P.0. Box 2569
Newburgh, New York 12550

214) 561-3695

We have presented below for your consideration our construction estimate for the site
improvements for IDC Soil Reclamation Facility. Our estimate is as follows:

CON CTI TIMA
ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
Macadam Pavement 6,050 S.Y. $ 10 $ 60,500
Pavement Markings 220 L.F. $ .40 $ 88
Concrete Curbing 230 L.F. $ 9 $ 2,070
Concrete Sidewalk 260 L.F. $ 3 $ 780
Curb Bumpers 9 $ 15 $ 135
Handicap Sign/Striping 1 $ 100 $ 100
Guardrail 325 L..F. $ 10 $ 3,250
Chain Link Fence 541 L.F. $ 6 $ 3,246
Masonry Retaining Walls 705 S.F. $ 5 $ 3,625
Gabion Walls : 1,370 S.F. $ 5 $ 6,850
Storm Drain Piping 696 L.F. $ 15 $ 10,440
Catch Basins 7 $ 800 $ 5,600
Flushing Basins , 9 $ 800 $ 7,200



Chairman James R. Petro and (Cont'd)
Members of the Planning Board

ITEM QUANTITY
Seeding 1,515 8.Y.
Shrubs 224

Trees 52
Lightpoles 8

Total

$ 50
$ 25
$ 100
$ 900

December 30, 1994

AMOUNT
$ 758
$ 5,600
$ 5200
$ 7200

$122,542

We are also énclosing a check for the inspection fee in the amount of $2,450.84 which

represents 2% of the estimate amount.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

GJS:mmv

cc. Ira D. Conklin lll, Via Fax 561-1798
James Loeb, Esq., Via Fax 565-1999
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CHECKNO. (22677 IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC. ' - 2,450,814



Shaw Engineering Consulting .Engineers

744 Broadway
P.O. Box 2569
Newburgh, New York 12650
[914) 561-3695
December 30, 1994

Chairman James Petro and
~Members of the Planning Board
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

- 655 Union Avenue . =~ .
"New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Amended Site Plan For 1.D.C. Soil Reclamation
River Road

Gentlemen:

'Enclosed please find 6 copies of the drawings (6 sheets) entitled "Amended Partial Site Plan,

New Facility For 1.D.C. Soil Reclamation”, which contains an issue date of November 1, 1993
and an amendment date of November 3, 1994. Having received Site Plan Approval, these
drawings are being submitted for your Board’s Approval Stamp and Signature.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

Gregor%y aw, PE.

Principal

GJS:mmv
Enclosure

cc: Ira D. Conklin lll, Via Fax 561-1798
James Loeb, Esq., Via Fax 565-1999
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- WHEREAS, Ifa D. Conklin & Sons, Inc. filed an
application with the Planning Board of the Town of New Windsor on
August 18, 1994 for approval of neﬁ'facility for I.D.C. Soil
Réclamation for properﬁy located on Rivér Road in the Town of New
Windsor and identified on the tax maps as Section 9, Block 1, Lot
98, and |

WHEREAS, the application‘was for approval of an
amendment to the previously approved éite plan, and

WHEREAS, together with the required plans, the
applicant presented a Full Environmental Assessment Form together
Qith attachments dated November 3, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board caused a LeadAAgency
coordination letter together with a copy'of the Full EAF to be
sent to all other involved and interested agencies in accordance
yith the mailing list annexed to this resolution as an exhibit,
and

WHEREAS, no other involved agency has objected to the
Planning Board serving as Lead Agency, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has reviewed and considered
the Full Environmental Assessment Form together with the
attachments thereto, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board is now prepared to proceed,
the Planning Board makes the following determinations:

1. That the Planhing Board is and serves as Lead
Agency on this application.

2. That it is hereby deﬁermined that the action

proposed is an Unlisted Action.



@ - @

3. That the Planning Board-as Lead Agency has
deterﬁined that the proposed action described in the annexed
Negative Declaration will not have a éignificént effect on the
environment and a Draft Envirdnmental‘Impaét Statement will not
be prepared.

4. That the determination of non-significance of
action, also known as a Negative Declaration, be issued by the. . _.
Planning Board and filed in the office of the Planning Board with
a copy Served-upon those‘agencies who have previously received a
copy of the Lead Agency coordination letter of November 8, 1994.
| The foregoiﬁg resolution was presénted by
and seconded by |

The vote on the resolution was as follows:
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' | ® 9533
NEW WINDSOR ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS (9-1-98)
————————————————————————————————————————— x
In the Matter of the Application of

FORMAL DECISION

IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS/IDC SOIL GRANTING AREA
RECLAMATION. VARIANCES
#94-34.

————————————————————————————————————————— x

WHEREAS, IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, 92-94 Stewart Avenue,
Newburgh, N. Y. 12550, has made application for a 15 ft. front
vard and 39 ft. maximum building height variance for construction
of soil processing and storage buildings located on River Road in
a PI zone; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 24th day of
October, 1994 before the Zoning Board of Appeals at the Town
Hall, New Windsor, N. Y.; and

" WHEREAS, the applicant appeared by James R. Loeb, Esq.,
Gregory Shaw, P.E., Carl Monte, Landscape Architect, Philip
Grealy, P.E. and Ira D. Conklin, III; and

WHEREAS, there were two spectators present for the hearing;
and

WHEREAS, there were two letters from neighboring property
owners received by the Zoning Board of Appeals; and

WHEREAS, one person in the audience spoke in favor of the
application and no one spoke in opposition thereto or voiced any
questions; and

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

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

-

2. The evidence presented by the applicant showed that:

(a) The property is in an industrial/commercial area
zoned PI with some residential properties in the area mixed in.

(b) The property is presently improved by an abandoned,
non-operating, oil storage and dispensing facility containing oil
tanks and a terminal building with dispensing equipment.

(c) The applicant proposes to remove the items listed
in (b) above and to erect two buildings on the site with
landscaping improvements including various plantings and berms in
accordance with plans and drawings displayed at the hearing.

(d) Letters were received from neighboring property
owners and presented to the Board by the applicant and speaker,
both letters said the project would be an improvement in the



(e) O©Of the two buildings constructed, the large
building would have a peaked roof which would be approximately 10
ft. higher than the height of the existing tanks at the peak of
the roof but 14 ft. lower than the existing tanks at the eaves of
the roof.

area.

(f) Only a small triangular portion of the larger
building would appear from the river above the landscaping after
same is fully grown. This portion would be painted in a color to
match and consistent with the existing background.

(g) The large building height is the minimum necessary
to accommodate the loading and off-loading of tractor dump trucks
of soil necessary to the operation of the facility.

(h) The noise of the facility would be wholly contained
within the large building and no appreciable noise would escape
into the neighborhood.

(i) The large building would be insulated so as to
reduce the aforesaid noise.

(j) The small building is located closer to the front
than allowed by the Zoning Local Law so as to permit space for
the smooth and orderly movement of trucks to, from and at the
site. It is so situated by the applicant in such a way as to
permit adequate turn around and traveling space.

(k) If the front yard variance applied for said smaller
building is granted, the building will be no closer to the
existing roadway than are other structures in the neighborhood on
that road.

(1) The proposed facility is for the processing of soil
contaminated by hydrocarbons but will be constructed in such a
way as to capture all emissions therefrom within the building and
would not allow said contaminants into the soil by shielding the
contaminated soil from the rain.

(m) Emissions and the leaching of contaminated soil are
controlled by the NYS DEC for which permits are necessary to
operate the facility and which is monitoring the action.

(n) The traffic will not be increased over present
levels and beyond that which the roadway in front of the facility
can handle.

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

1. None of these variances will produce an undesirable
change in the character of the neighborhood or create a detriment
to nearby properties.

2. There is no other feasible method which can produce the
benefit sought except the granting of all of the variances

— o —— -



requested by the applicant. -

o 3. The requested variances are substantial in relation to
the town regulations, but nevertheless are warranted since the
effect of the variances would only be to make the project
consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood and
district.

4. None of the variances will have an adverse effect or
impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the
neighborhood or zoning district.

5. The difficulties in this matter are self-created since
the applicant is proposing new construction. Nevertheless, the
Board feels that the awarding of the variances are justified
because construction of this project will make the property an
addition to the neighborhood and will make it consistent with the
pPresent character and appearance of the neighborhood and zoning
district.

6. It is the finding of this Board that the benefit to the
applicant, if the requested variances are 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 all
variances are the minimum variances necessary and adequate 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 will be served by allowing the
granting of the requested area variances.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of
New Windsor GRANT the variances requested in paragraphs "1"
through "7" on page one of this decision, as sought by the
applicant in accordance with plans filed with the Building
Inspector and presented at the public hearing.

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 appllcant.

Dated: January 23, 1995.

| /?/ | 'Chairm;n‘

- -
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NEW WINDSOR ZONINGTBOARD OF APPEALS - (9-1-98)

In the Matter of the Application of
FORMAL DECISION

IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS/IDC SOIL : GRANTING AREA
RECLAMATION. VARIANCES
#94-34.

————————————————————————————————————————— x

WHEREAS, IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, 92-94 Stewart Avenue,
Newburgh, N. Y. 12550, has made application for a 15 ft. front
vard and 39 ft. maximum building height variance for construction
of soil processing and storage buildings located on River Road in
a PI zone; and

WHEREAS, a public heafing was held on the 24th day of
October, 1994 before the Zoning Board of Appeals at the Town
Hall, New Windsor, N. Y.; and

WHEREAS, the applicant appeared by James R. Loeb, Esq.,
Gregory Shaw, P.E., Carl Monte, Landscape Architect, Phlllp
Grealy, P.E. and Ira D. Conklin, III; and

WHEREAS, there were two spectators present for the hearing;
and

WHEREAS, there were two letters from neighboring property
owners received by the Zoning Board of Appeals; and

WHEREAS, one person in the audience spoke in favor of the
application and no one spoke in opposition thereto or voiced any
questions; and

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

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

2. The evidence presented by the applicant showed that:

(a) The property is in an industrial/commercial area
zoned PI with some residential properties in the area mixed in.

(b) The property is presently improved by an abandoned,
non-operating, oil storage and dispensing facility containing 011
tanks and a terminal building with dispensing equipment.

(c) The applicant proposes to remove the items listed
in {b) above and to erect two buildings on the site with
landscaping improvements including various plantings and berms in
accordance with plans and drawings displayed at the hearing.

(d) Letters were received from neighboring property
owners and presented to the Board by the applicant and speaker,
both letters said the project would be an improvement in the
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‘ area.

(e) Of the two buildings constructed, the large
building would have a peaked roof which would be approximately 10
ft. higher than the height of the existing tanks at the peak of
the roof but 14 ft. lower than the existing tanks at the eaves of
the roof.

(f) Only a small triangular portion of the larger
building would appear from the river above the landscaping after
same is fully grown. This portion would be painted in a color to
match and consistent with the existing background.

(g) The large building height is the minimum necessary
to accommodate the loading and off-loading of tractor dump trucks
of soil necessary to the operation of the facility.

(h) The noise of the facility would be wholly contained
within the large building and no appreciable noise would escape
into the neighborhood.

(i) The large building would be insulated so as to
reduce the aforesaid noise.

(j) The small building is located closer to the front
than allowed by the Zoning Local Law so as to permit space for
the smooth and orderly movement of trucks to, from and at the
site. It is so situated by the applicant in such a way as to
permit adequate turn around and traveling space.

(k) If the front yard variance applied for said smaller
building is granted, the building will be no closer to the
existing roadway than are other structures in the neighborhood on
that road.

(1) The proposed facility is for the processing of soil
contamlnated by hydrocarbons but will be constructed in such a
way as to capture all emissions therefrom within the building and
would not allow said contaminants into the 5011 by shielding the
contaminated soil from the rain.

(m) Emissions and the leaching of contaminated soil are
controlled by the NYS DEC for which permits are necessary to
operate the facility and which is monitoring the action.

. (n) The traffic will not be increased over present
levels and beyond that which the roadway in front of the facility
can handle.

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

1. None of these variances will produce an undesirable
change in the character of the neighborhood or create a detriment
to nearby properties.

2. There is no other feasible method which can produce the
benefit sought except the granting of all of the variances

e P P
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requested by the a’xicant. : .

, 3. The requested variances are substantial in relation to
the town regulations, but nevertheless are warranted since the
effect of the variances would only be to make the project
consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood and
district. -

4. None of the variances will have an adverse effect or
impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the
neighborhood or zoning district.

5. The difficulties in this matter are self-created since
the applicant is proposing new construction. Nevertheless, the
Board feels that the awarding of the variances are justified
because construction of this project will make the property an
addition to the neighborhood and will make it consistent with the
present character and appearance of the neighborhood and zoning
district. '

6. It is the finding of this Board that the benefit to the
applicant, if the requested variances are 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 all
variances are the minimum variances necessary and adequate 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 will be served by allowing the
granting of the requested area variances.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of
New Windsor GRANT the variances requested in paragraphs "1"
through "7" on page one of this decision, as sought by the
applicant in accordance with plans filed with the Building
Inspector and presented at the public hearing.

BE IT FURTHER,

RESOLVED, that the Secretary of the 2Zoning Board of Appeals
of the Town of New Windsor transmit a copy of this decision to
the Town Clerk, Town Planning Board and applicant.

Dated: January 23, 1995.
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. . 0 Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

ﬁ New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC 3 Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL m Broad Street
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. pevipaio ikt

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

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

REVIEW NAME: IDC SOIL RECLAMATION AMENDED SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: RIVER ROAD ‘
SECTION 9-BLOCK 1-LOT 98

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-23

DATE: 14 DECEMBER 1994

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES AN AMENDMENT OF THE
PREVIOUS IDC SITE PLAN ON THE EAST SIDE OF RIVER
ROAD. THE PROJECT WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT
THE 24 AUGUST 1994 AND 9 NOVEMBER 1994 PLANNING
BOARD MEETINGS.

1. At this time, it is my understanding that the Applicant has provided all additional
information and has made any necessary revisions to the site plan application package,
as requested by the Planning Board.

2. On 8 November 1994 a Lead Agency Coordination Letter was issued to all involved
agencies. As of this date, I am aware of no responses from any of those agencies
indicating an interest to assume the position of Lead Agency. As such, it is my
recommendation that the Board formally assume the position of Lead Agency for the
application/project.

3. The Board has had submitted for its review, a Full Environmental Assessment Form with
attachments. As well, the Applicant’s consultants previously made a presentation to the
Planning Board relative to mitigation of potential environmental impacts of the project.

The Board may wish to further discuss these documents and any potential environmental
impacts of the application/project. Following same, the Board should make a
determination regarding the type action this project should be classified under SEQRA
and make a determination regarding environmental significance. I recommend that a
formal notice of determination be adopted by the Board and appropriately circulated.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey ard Pennsylvania
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PAGE 2

: REVIEW NAME: IDC SOIL RECLAMATION AMENDED SITE PLAN
'PROJECT LOCATION: RIVER ROAD

SECTION 9-BLOCK 1-LOT 98

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-23

DATE:

4.

14 DECEMBER 1994

Any approval action relative to this application should be conditioned on the Applicant
receiving the approval and/or a necessary permit from the NYSDOT relanve to the River
Road access.

~ The Plannmg Board should require that a bond estimate be submitted for this Site Plan

in accordance with Paragraph A(1)(9) 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.

A IDC2.mk
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RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

DATE: ﬁﬂ/’/’./{(lm‘ /6/’ /994
pROJECT NAME:0.0.0. Joil el PROJECT NUMBER 94/-.7%3

******‘********“*******************
\ . %

NEGATIVE DEC: ( see 2ile)

LEAD AGENCY: *
*

Mk s)8 vore:a_3 N__ O * M) D s)V voTeE:a_ 4 N_O
CARRIED: YES v NO * CARRIED: YES: - NO
*****************:********.***f“*»\**
PUBLIC HEARING: M) __ S)__  VOTE:A N 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) XsYL voTE:a N APPROVED:
MV s)l VoTE:A_ Y N_ O APPR. CONDITIONALLY: _ /2-/Y-9¥
NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS:

J -

/),

Rmrl Eatimat




Shaw Engineering Consulting Engineers

744 Broadway

P. 0. Box 2569
Newburgh, New York 12550

[914) 561-3695

December 20, 1994

Chairman James Petroand
Members of the Planning Board

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Amended Sﬁe Plan For 1.D.C. Soil Reclamation

River Road
Gentlemen:
On December 14 your Board approved the Site Plan for the above referenced project. A
condition of this approval was that you receive a copy of the illustrative landscape plans for your
files. To satisfy this condition we are enclosing a copy of the three drawings prepared by Carl

D. Monte, LA, which were presented to your Board during the project’s review.

We trust the enclosed drawings fulfills this condition.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

regory d.
Principal

GJS:mmv
Enclosure

cc: Ira D. Conklin ill, Via Fax 561-1798
James Loeb, Esq., Via Fax 565-1999



State Environmental Quality Review
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Notice of Determination of Non-Significance

Date: December 14, 1994

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the
implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 (State
Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental
Conservation Law.

The Planning Board of the Town of New Windsor, as Lead
Agency, has determined that the proposed action described below
will not have a significant effect on the environment and a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

Name of the Action: I.D.C. Soil Reclamation site plan amendment.
SEQR Status: Unlisted
Conditioned Negative Declaration: No

Description of Action: The Town of New Windsor Planning Board
has had placed before it an application for site plan approval of
the Ira D. Conklin & Sons soil reclamation facility located on
River Road within the Town. The project involves, in general, a
soil reclamation facility where petroleum contaminated soil is
thermally stripped of its petroleum content. The process to be
used is the same as that presently permitted by New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation for applicant’s mobil
so0il reclamation unit. The site is the former Shotmeyer oil
site. The applicant proposes to demolish seven fuel storage
tanks. The site development, in general, includes a 1,200 sq.
ft. office building, and a 24,750 sg. ft. soil storage and
process building with a height of 51’ at the roof ridge line.
There will be no disposal of contaminated soils on site and no
discharge from the reclamation process to the Town’s sanitary
sewer system.

Location: East side of River Road, Town of New Windsor as shown
on the location map, Section 9, Block 1, Lot 98.

Reasons Supporting This Determination: An expanded, Full EAF was
completed with attachments describing the following:

. Description of Soil Reclamation Process.
. Visual Assessment and Enhancements.
. Stormwater Management.
4. DBAssessment of Traffic and Noise Impacts.
5. Site Investigation regarding possible Petroleum
contamination by former oil terminal.
6. Assessment of Soil Remediation Unit Emissions.
7. Emergency Response Contingency Plan.

W N



On March 19, 1994, the Planning Board viewed the site and
attended a "test burn" of the mobil Soil Reclamation Unit on the
site, in order to make a firsthand, independent evaluation of the
proposal. ' : SR .

The proposed project is consistent with past and present use
of this area of the Town. On October 24, 1994 the New Windsor
Zoning Board of Appeals granted applicant’s request for a 15’
front yard variance and a 39’ building height wvariance. These
variances were granted following a public hearing which was held
by the Zoning Board of Appeals after public notice of the hearing
was published in the official newspaper of the Town and mailed to
surrounding property owners. No use variances were requested.
Site remediation, storm water management, SPDES discharges and
air emissions will all meet state requirements.

Impacts on traffic were evaluated using data collected in
February, 1994 and projections of the volume expected in the year
2000. The evaluation determined that the proposed project will
not impact levels of service or operating conditions on
surrounding roads.

-Noise generation during construction and operation were
evaluated at four receptor sites using data collected in
February, 1994. The Planning Board made an independent
evaluation of noise levels during the "test burn" period. Noise
levels will be increased, but current ambient levels offset those
increases. The storage and process building will further reduce
operational noise.

A visual assessment of existing and proposed conditions was
conducted from both land and river perspectives. The proposed
storage and processing building is approximately 10’ higher at
the ridge line of the building than several of the existing fuel
storage tanks, but the storage tanks have a solid bulk unlike the
proposed building. The building is lower than the existing
natural ridge line to the west of the site. On September 26,
1994 the applicant’s licensed landscape architect presented to
the Planning Board photographs of existing conditions and
architectural renderings of the project as built together with
the landscaping plans proposed to buffer and enhance the site.
The visual impact of the proposed building will be mitigated by
appropriate coloring. The visual impact of the site will be
mitigated by vegetated berms, trees and landscaping.

For Further Information:

Contact Person: Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
Town of New Windsor
555 Union Avenue »
New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
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NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz
NYS Department of Environmental Conservatlon, Albany
‘NYS Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation

NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie
Orange County Department of Health

Town of New Windsor Supervisor

Town of New Windsor Town Clerk

Orange County Department of Planing

State Clearing House Administrator

NY District Offlce, US Army Corp. of Engineers
Applicant

Planning Board Chairman

Planning Board Attorney



STATE OF New YORK :
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
4 BURNETT BOULEVARD
POUGHKEEPSIE, N.Y. 12603

ALBERT J. BAUMAN : B : , JoHN C. EGaN
REGIONAL DIRECTOR i ) S . B c E COM:ISSIONER

March 30, 1994

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.

Planning Board Engineer

Town Of New Windsor Plannxng Board
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor

" New. York 17553

Re: State Eovifoo-entol Quoiity Retiew_
.Ira D. Conklin Soil Reclamation
"Town Of New Windsor, Orange County

Dear Mr. Edsall

We have completed our review of the ‘above referenced ,
document in connection with the lead agency des1gnatxonAand
.the traffic related impacts posed by ‘the proposed Soxl
Reclamatlon facility. - . . D .

ot .
We have no obJectlon to'the Town of New Windsor Planning
Board being the lead agency for this proposal. However, we
would like to inform you that a state highway work permit
will be required for any curb cuts and/or work within the
River Road rlght-of—way. S

Our review of the traffzc'iﬁpact study have indicated that
the methodology utilized in the traffic analysis, including
the existing traffic volumes, background growthlrate, trip
generation and the desxgn year traffxc volumes is
reasonable.- .

For highway work permit review process, an applicotion and
final site plans should be forwarded“to th1s department s’
local maintenance resxdency office., i %!-z )

If we can be of further a551stance, please feelo
contact this office at (914) 431~ 7905.r»>;,rg W

Very truly yours,

Wai K. Cheung
vaxl Engxneer II

Akhter A.‘_Sbha;:eefv,' . S S AR A S L
Civil Engineer I o , B RECEIVEDHAR 3 1‘%’? @



- @ ®

WHEREAS, Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc. filed an
application with the Planning Board of the Town of New Windsor on
August 18, 1994 for approval of new facility for I.D.C. Soil
Reclamation for property located on River Road in the Town of New
Windsor and identified on the tax maps as Section 9, Block 1, Lot
98, and

WHEREAS, the application was for approval of an
amendment to the previously approved site plan, and

WHEREAS, together with the required plans, the
applicant presented a Full Environmental Assessment Form together
with attachments dated November 3, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board caused a Lead Agency
coordination letter together with a copy of the Full EAF to be
sent to all other involved and interested agencies in accordance
yith the mailing list annexed to this resolution as an exhibit,
and

WHEREAS, no other involved agency has objected to the
Planning Board serving as Lead Agency, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has reviewed and considered
the Full Environmental Assessment Form together with the
attachments thereto, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board is now prepared to proceed,
the Planning Board makes the following determinations:

1. That the Planning Board is and serves as Lead
Agency on this application.

2. That it is hereby determined that the action

proposed is an Unlisted Action.



3. That the Planning Board as Léédiégency has
determined that the broposed action described in the annexed .
Negétive-DeClarétion will not have a significant’éffect on the
envirénmeﬁt—and a Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not
be prepared. |

" 4. That the determination of non-significance of
action, also known as a Negative Declarétion,_be issued by,thé o
PlénningrBoard and filed in the office of the Planning Board with
a copy served upon those agencies who have previously-received a
copy of the Lead Agency coordination letter of November 8, 1994.

The'foregoing resolution was presented by |
and seconded by

The vote on the resolution was as follows:



State Environmental Quality Review
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Notice of Determination of Non-Significance

Date: December 14, 1994

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the
1mplement1ng regulations pertaining to Article 8 (State
Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental
Conservation Law.

The Planning Board of the Town of New Windsor, as Lead
Agency, has determined that the proposed action described below
will not have a significant effect on the environment and a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

Name of the Action: I.D.C. Soil Reclamation site plan amendment.
SEQR Status: Unlisted
Conditioned Negative Declaration: No

Description of Action: The Town of New Windsor Planning Board
has had placed before it an application for site plan approval of
the Ira D. Conklin & Sons soil reclamation facility located on
River Road within the Town. The project involves, in general, a
soil reclamation facility where petroleum contaminated soil is
thermally stripped of its petroleum content. The process to be
used is the same as that presently permitted by New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation for applicant’s mobil
soil reclamation unit. The site is the former Shotmeyer oil
site. The applicant proposes to demolish seven fuel storage
tanks. The site development, in general, includes a 1,200 sq.
ft. office building, and a 24,750 sg. ft. soil storage and
process building with a height of 51’ at the roof ridge line.
There will be no disposal of contaminated soils on site and no
discharge from the reclamation process to the Town’s sanitary
sewer system.

Location: East side of River Road, Town of New Windsor as shown
on the location map, Section 9, Block 1, Lot 98.

Reasons Supporting This Determination: An expanded, Full EAF was
completed with attachments describing the following:

1. Description of Soil Reclamation Process.

2. Visual Assessment and Enhancements.

3. Stormwater Management.

4. Assessment of Traffic and Noise Impacts.

5. Site Investigation regarding possible Petroleum
contamination by former oil terminal.

6. Assessment of Soil Remediation Unit Emissions.

7. Emergency Response Contingency Plan.



On March 19, 1994, the Planning Board viewed the site and
attended a "test burn" of the mobil Soil Reclamation Unit on the
site, in order to make a firsthand, independent.evaluation of _the
proposal. -

~ The proposed project is consistent with past and present use
of this area of the Town. On October 24, 1994 the New Windsor
Zoning Board of Appeals granted applicant’s request for a 15’
front yard variance and a 39’ building height variance. These
variances were granted following a public hearing which was held
by the Zoning Board of Appeals after public notice of the hearing
was published in the official newspaper of the Town and mailed to
surrounding property owners. No use variances were requested.
Site remediation, storm water management, SPDES discharges and
air emissions will all meet state requirements.

Impacts on traffic were evaluated using data collected in
February, 1994 and projections of the volume expected in the year
2000. The evaluation determined that the proposed project will
not impact levels of service or operating conditions on
surrounding roads.

Noise generation during construction and operation were
evaluated at four receptor sites using data collected in
February, 1994. The Planning Board made an independent
evaluation of noise levels during the "test burn" period. Noise
levels will be increased, but current ambient levels offset those
increases. The storage and process building will further reduce
operational noise.

A visual assessment of existing and proposed conditions was
conducted from both land and river perspectives. The proposed
storage and processing building is approximately 10’ higher at
the ridge line of the building than several of the existing fuel
storage tanks, but the storage tanks have a solid bulk unlike the
proposed building. The building is lower than the existing
natural ridge line to the west of the site. On September 26,
1994 the applicant’s licensed landscape architect presented to
the Planning Board photographs of existing conditions and
architectural renderings of the project as built together with
the landscaping plans proposed to buffer and enhance the site.
The visual impact of the proposed building will be mitigated by
appropriate coloring. The visual impact of the site will be
mitigated by vegetated berms, trees and landscaping.

For Further Information:

Contact Person: Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
Town of New Windsor
555 Union Avenue , :
New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640



Distribution:

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, -Albany )
NYS Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie
Orange County Department of Health

Town of New Windsor Supervisor

Town of New Windsor Town Clerk

Orange County Department of Planing

State Clearing House Administrator

NY District Office, US Army Corp. of Engineers
Applicant

Planning Board Chairman

Planning Board Attorney
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OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
- ORANGE COUNTY, NY

NOTICE OoF DISAPPROVAL OF SITE PLAN OR SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 9Y-23 . pate: A/ JEFT /197y
AppLxcm; TZA DCONELIN < SOVS
92-9Y STEWMT AVE

NEWBVROH N Y [ASYD

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOUR APPLICATION DATED /S ANV 9.3
FOR (SUROPOSIM - SITE PLAN)_
LOCATED AT LIVER LAY

ZONE T

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING SITE: sec: I Brock: /  1or: 95

IS, DISAPPROVED ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS:

LOT FRONT 5942 SE784CK /90D

BV/LAIVE HEIEHT FOR PMLV/V&
AVD) sTOLRBGE BLHG Y

’ -
_;NSPEQ?QR. /4



PROPYSED OR VARIANCE

REQUIREMENTS AVAILABLE REQUEST
sone, PL use_ A-/5
MIN. LOT AREA Y0 00 S F 07 535 e
MIN. LOT WIDTH /S0 FT Z¥s —
REQ'D FRONT YD SD Fr 38 FT /S Fr
REQ'D SIDE YD. VAW 24 ZY¥ F7 I
REQ'D TOTAL SIDE YD. Yy PT SY AT —_—
REQ'D REAR YD. YD P7T 7B ET —
DIHER BudGs 2 D FRONTAGE 174 % —— —
K EX/ST ON ¥ MAX. BLDG. HT. LS MLL=/2 5/ FT J9 F7
;%f(:%;/ Vp FLOOR AREA RATIO 12774 0,27 —_—
% /)iﬁ’ MIN. LIVABLE AREA ‘r’/q — —
DEV. COVERAGE ol DS — & — 3
0/S PARKING SPACES i3 /3

APPLICANT IS TO PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING BOARD SECRETARY AT:

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

ey / cC: z.B.A., APPLICANT, P.B. ENGINEER, P.B. FILE



“' | ® | o
PLANNING BOARD
: TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 01/12/95 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
ESCROW

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-23
, NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION - AMENDED SITE PLAN
APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION---==-=-~- TRANS AMT-CHG AMT-PAID  BAL-DUE
08/19/94 REC. CK #7479 (SHAW) PAID 750.00
08/24/94 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
08/24/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 27.00
11/09/94 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
11/09/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 36.00
12/14/94 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
12/14/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 36.00
01/04/95 P.B. ENGINEER FEE CHG 470.00
01/12795 RET. TO APPLICANT CHG .
TOTAL: "750.00  750.00  0.00

a4/ 1951 iﬂﬂ¢7 :
T7Zazn4“??%a ;?->( /R5S0




Hudson River Sloop
CLEARWATER Inc.

112 Market Street, Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 12601 Tel.: 914/454-7673 Fax: 914/454-7953

-James Petro, Chairman

Town of New Windsor Planmng Board
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

10 November 1994
RE: RedevelopmentofhrmerShotmeyer'l‘emmalbleC
Dear Mr. Petro:

I have had an opportunity to review Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.’s proposal to construct and operate a soil
reclamation facility at the former Shotmeyer Terminal. I would like to call the following to your attention
(as lead agency for the proposed activity). ' :

The proposed facility is not a water-dependent use, and as such is wholly inconsistent with the New York
State Coastal Zone Management Act. The proposed soil reclamation facility is equally inconsistent with
local and regional waterfront planning policies and objectives, mcludmg the Hudson River Greenway and
the Hudson River Estuary Management Plan.

The site is presently zoned Planned Industrial, and has in fact been used as a fuel oil terminal in the past.
However, the site has been inactive for some time, which presents an excellent opportunity to restore it for
the use and enjoyment of neighboring communities, which desperately need improved access to their
waterfront.

Once industrial, always industrial no longer applies as communities throughout the region realize the value
of their waterfronts. The Hudson River Valley Greenway, Hudson River Estuary Management Plan and
local waterfront revitalization plans are all excellent examples of initiatives which recognize the social,
economic and environmental benefits of revitalized waterfront areas. The proposed activity is wholly
inconsistent with local, regional and state waterfront planning pohcm and objectives, and as such has no
place on the New Windsor waterfront.

I look forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

Nnac gﬂuﬂ WJL—

* Nonna B. Shlipelmah
Environmental Associate

To restore and protect the Hudson River, its shorrelihesr and related waterways
: priltéd oa recycled paper



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

DATE: W peantin. 9, 1994
PROJECT NAME:Q.,Q. (f.' ,é_‘[ ﬁcém PROJECT NUMBER ¢+ -ﬁ?jr

******\********‘*****************t*
\ A * - .

LEAD AGENCY: * NEGATIVE DEC:
*

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

CARRIED: YES NO * CARRIED: YES: NO

* .
*******************'******-********

PUBLIC HEARING: M)V S)$§ VOTE:A__ 5§ N O

WAIVED: YES V/, 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 AP2ROVED:

M) __S)__ VOTE:A N ADPR. CONDITIONALLY:

NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS:

02y o Py Lptads
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OF CORNWALL, INC.

6ctober 18, 1994

Planning Board ,

Zoning Board of Appeals

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

Gentlemen;

I am the principal in the entity owning property
on River Road in the Town of New Windsor which is in
the immediate vicinity of lands of IDC Soils Reclam-
ation, Inc.. I am familiar with the proposal to develop
a soil reclamation project on those lands and I write

this letter to express my support of that project.

Very truly yours,

ne Littman

President of Littman Industries, Inc

85496

MAILING ADDRESS ' PLANT AND SHIPPING ADDRESS

P.0. BOX 4270, NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553-0270 S 65 RIVER ROAD, NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553
Tel. (914) 562-5500 : FAX (314) 562-3082

Frcind at tihy #8 Hatsg &
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October 18,

'Plann1ng Board . :
- Zoning Board of- Appeals -
" Town of New Windsor -
-~ . 555 Upion Avenue T
- New Wlndsor, New . York 12553

'Gentlemen-h

P O. Box 67, Newburgh NY 12550 (914) 562 0440

1994

g am the pr1nc1pa1 of ACS Property, Inc., the

:entlty that owns lands 1n-ed1ate1y adJacent to 1ands

_of IDC 80113 Reclanatlon Inc. on
Town - of Nev Vlndsor. I have seen
‘proposed so11 reclamatlon prOJect

*both of your Boards ‘and I want: to

support the prOJect and hope that'

R1ver Road in the

the plans for the S

_that are before J

let” you know that’I: -

:the approvals whlch,

the appllcant seeks fro- you ‘are speedlly granted

:Very_trﬁlyApoﬁts A

C ACSfPfoperti;oine.

- R C . Jefrome S‘.'»Af'tfroo;’:vPrﬁ;’ideﬁt"f '
o JSA/GC . -7e:h731_ -/ o T A




Shaw Engineering : Consulting Engineers

744 Broadway

P.O. Box 2569
Newburgh, New York 12650

[914)] 561-3695

November 4, 1994

Chairman James Petro and
Members of the Planning Board
TOWN OF NEWWINDSOR

555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Amended Site Plan For 1.D.C. Soil Reclamaiion
River Road
Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find the following documents for the above referenced project which are being
submitted to your Board for nded Site Plan A

- 8 copies of the drawing entitled "Amended Partial Site Plan, New Facility For 1.D.C. Soil
Reclamation”, which contains an issue date of November 1, 1993 and an amendment date
of November 3, 1994;

- 14 copies of the Environmental Assessment Form with Attachments that is dated February
28, 1994 and containing an amendment date of November 3, 1994

We trust the above documents are in order for your Board's review.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

Principal

GJS:mmv
Enclosure

cc: Mr. Ira D. Conklin |l w/Drawings And EAF
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REGULAR ITEMS:

.D.C. SOIL RE ATIO T AN 4-2 = _RIVE D

James R. Loeb, Esqg., Gregory Shaw of Shaw Engineering
and Ira D. Conklin III appeared before the board for
this proposal.

MR. LOEB: Good evening, Mr. Chairman and board
members, my name is James Loeb. I’m appearing tonight
for the Ira D. Conklin and Sons Soil Reclamation plan.
I’m accompanied by Ira D. Conklin III and Greg Shaw,
our project engineer. You recall that we received site
pPlan approval from this board in May for what we
believe to have been a good plan but we came back to
you in August with a better plan which has incorporated
the construction of a building to house the SRU unit
and the soil because we were concerned that weather
conditions would prevent us from operating as
efficiently as we could without that building. We
presented the plan to you, you denied the plan because
we needed two area variances, one for the front yard
setback of the small office building and one because
the building itself exceeded the height limitations.

‘We went to the Zoning Board of Appeals. There was a

public hearing at which we received support from some
persons who were in attendance including letters of
support and the Zoning Board of Appeals granted us both
the variances. We returned to you at your first
meeting in November. At that meeting, we reviewed the
plans again. You passed a resolution in which you
determined to exercise your power to waive the public
hearing on the site plan approval. Your consultant
circulated a lead agency competition letter in
November, the 30 days have passed and I certainly hope
and trust that there are no other agencies raising
their hand.

MR. PETRO: We have had no response.
MR. LOEB: And we’'re hopeful tonight to conclude the

site plan review process. I have put up one board. We
have two others here as well as the plan. The board
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that we put up shows the basic landscaping proposal as
well as the design of the building which is going to be
most visible because it’s next to the road. We’re
ready to respond to any questions that the board has.

MR. PETRO: Jim, what was the response at the Zoning
Board, just for the record?

MR. LOEB: We received the two variances that we

sought. The setbhack front yard setback 15 feet and the
height variance of 39 feet.

-MR. PETRO: What was the turnout at that public

hearing?

MR. LOEB: We had the former owner of the property, not
the one we bought it from, the prior owner who arrived
to indicate that he and his family were pleased that we
cleaned up the site. We had a letter from the
adjoining property owner in favor of it and a letter
from the property owner next to the adjoining property
owner in favor of it and I have submitted copies of
those letters to this board in November.

MR. PETRO: Mr. Krieger is also the Zoning Board

‘attorney, can you add anything to that?

MR. KRIEGER: No, what I was going to say what Mr. Loeb

‘has said is a correct representation of what occurred

within as far as I remember it for the record,
additionally, I have had at least one owner of property
very near to this development who had previously spoken
at the Planning Board here indicate his complete
satisfaction with the project, an agreement with what
was transpiring and that is why he has made no formal
appearance again. ‘

MR. PETRO: Okay, Ron or Carmen, on number 2 on Mark’s
comments, I’d like to take care of that while we could
and being we had no responses from any other outside
agencies, we can.

MR. LANDER: Make a motion that the Town of New Windsor
Planning Board assume lead agency.
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MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board declare itself lead agency
in the Ira D. Conklin Soil Reclamation site plan. Is
there any further discussion from the board members?
If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO . AYE

MR. PETRO: Any of the members have any comments on the
site plan itself? I know we have gone over the
landscaping at the last meeting. I asked if they’d
bring it back in so we can review it one more time and
make sure that it has properly been done up, I think
they have a couple nice plans before us. Greg, can you
just touch on the landscaping a little bit, please, and
tell us once again for the record what you plan on
planting and some sizes and what you plan on doing.

MR. SHAW: Okay, I’1l1 do the best that I can. Again,

‘this was prepared by Carl Monte, our landscape

architect.

MR. PETRO: Greg, before you start, let me ask Ira
right now the property as it stands, I don’t think’
there’s any landscaping at all?

MR. CONKLIN: There is not, no.

MR. SHAW: There’s three primary views that Mr. Monte
addressed in his preparation of the landscape plan.

One was a vehicle traveling in the southerly direction
and to mitigate visually, he has put in these plantings
which again I can refer to the landscape plan, if you
want the details of the type of plantings and calipers
and the shrubs, et cetera. Also vehicles traveling in
a northerly direction. Again he’s created a bermed
area with plantings in this particular area also. We
do have cross sections of the remaining two planting
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areas which is immediately along River Road on our
property which would mitigate the views in an easterly
direction. And finally there’s the berming of the
landscaping along the soil bins which is easterly side
of the property. So those four areas identified maybe
we can .go to the cross-sections. What we have on this
particular board you’re looking at and it being the
middle view, you identified this treatment at River
Road, you’ll see the new cffice which is proposed for
construction between the office and River Road and a
small knee wall, masonry retaining wall and plantings
which would be between as I mentioned the office and

- River Road. The lower view identified as concept
section and elevations, this is a view from the river.
Again, we’re creating a berm in this area bringing in
earth and raising up the elevations and putting the
plantings on top of it to minimize visually the
building. As you can see in this growth is identified,
if I can just find it on the plan, it may be a ten year
growth, see that the majority of the building is not
visual except for the ridge line referring to a portion
at the top of the building. As Mr. Lander has done, if
you refer to drawing 4 of 6, you’ll see a detailed
landscaping scheduled which he identifies the trees,
the shrubs, their size and their caliper. Those are
the four primary areas which the landscape architect
‘addressed with a major, major emphasize being placed on
views from the Hudson River looking westward.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: When the trees go in, how big are
they going to be when you plant them?

MR. CONKLIN: Greg, I think it shows them underneath
that one. I think that will be when they first go in.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Cause you don’t want to put them in

too big because when you put them in big, you’re going
to lose then. '

MR. PETRO: Anything else on the landscaping,
gentlemen? , S

MR. LANDER: No, I think they’ve done a nice job.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’m inclined to agree with you.
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MR. PETRO: I want to start with number 3 on the
comments and I think Andy has some information and we
have a letter, do you want to touch on that and we’ll
go with Andy as far as the full EAF or Andy, do you
want to do the whole thing? Do you want to touch on
that? :

MR. KRIEGER: On the environmental assessment form?
MR. PETRO: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: I hadn’t planned on it, other than Mark’s
comments.

MR. EDSALL: I believe that all the areas of concern
that were identified both at the initial review for the
original application and as well for the modifications
that were made as part of this amendment are addressed
in the full EAF and the attachments as well. They have
had concern for those issues that were raised by the
public during the initial review. So the full EAF
seems to address those concerns and obviously the
concerns that the board had identified.

MR. PETRO: So at this time there’s no outstanding

iconcerns, is that correct?

MR. EDSALL: I believe it’s acceptable, yes.

MR. KRIEGER: My review of the plan, the documents
would indicate the same as Mark has indicated.

MR. PETRO: Do any of the members have anything to add
or discuss?

MR. LANDER: Do we have anything from the DOT?

MR. PETRO: Yes, we have the original letter dated
March 30, 1994 on the original plan. ’

MR. EDSALL: Just one comment I just had requested from
Greg as part of the record information they submit that
they provide us with the profiles for the visual
analysis, although they have been presented and
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reviewed by the board in the colorized versions that we
have had before us more than once, I don’t believe that
the record that the Planning Board has includes the
profiles themselves. So I just suggested that they
include that into the record somewhere along the
process, if not during the week cause obviously I don’t
think Myra can file the poster boards.

MR. PETRO: Profiles for what again?

MR. EDSALL: Those are the visual profiles that are
part of the environmental review but we should have
some copies in the file.

MR. PETRO: Other than these?

MR. EDSALL: What you’re looking at now which obviously
will not fold and fit in the file, Greg has assured me
he will provide us with a copy.

MR. PETRO: Okay. Back to the DOT, Mark, I have this
March 30, 1994.

MR. EDSALL: March 30 letter makes it clear to me that
nunber one, the DOT did not object to this board
assuming the position of lead agency. As well it is

‘outlined no concern or objection to application.

However, they have advised us that if any work is
required within the right-of-way as we all know a
permit would be required. That is consistent with my
suggestion in comment #4 any approval action relative
to this application should be condition on the
applicant receiving the approval and/or a necessary
permit from the NYSDOT relative to the River Road
access. It is also worthwhile to note in the March 30
letter that the DOT has agreed with the traffic portion
of the full EAF.

MR. LOEB: Yes,

MR. PETRO: But the condition for work inside the DOT
right-of-way that would go with any application so
basically just reminding this applicant that you have
to do that.
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MR. EDSALL: That is the normal procedural condition.

MR. LOEB: For the record, we should state that our
plan does not envision any work, we’re going to use the
existing curb cuts, we see no reason to go to the DOT.
We don’t believe we have to. We have at this time no
need to get a permit from them. We’re going to use
that access.

MR. EDSALL: For the record to protect the board and
the building inspector, they have acknowledged that
should they decide to do any work, they’ll apply for
the required permit.

"MR. LOEB: That is correct.

MR. PETRO: Can we have a motion or action for number
three?

MR. DUBALDI: So moved.

MR. KRIEGER: If I may, proposed in connection with
this proposed resolution in writing has been prepared
and circulated to the members of the board, I would ask
them at this point to consider it carefully and
consider whether or not the movement or anybody else

:would care to adopt the proposed resolution as a

motion.
MR. DUBALDI: I include it in my motion, Mr. Chairman.
MR. PETRO: Do you want it as a separate motion?

MR. KRIEGER: No, in other words, if this is the
movement’s motion, adopt that. :

MR. PETRO: Can we have a motion then?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board declare negative dec in the
Ira D. Conklin Amended site plan on River Road. Any

further comments from the board members? If not, roll
Call. . R B -
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ROLL CALL

MR. LANDER AYE
'MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO . . AYE
‘MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE

MR. PETRO: As far as the site plan goes, Ron, Carmen
and Hank, do you have any other comments? We have seen
it a number of times.

"MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion Mr. Chairman to
‘approve. '

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the
Ira D. Conklin site plan on River Road. Subject to

that the profiles that they have copies of the profiles
presented to us sometime during the week, Greg, please.

MR. EDSALL: Jim, I’m sure that motion also included
the normal bond estimate.

‘MR. PETRO: Chapter 19 of Town Code. Any further

discussion from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI : AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
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.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION/CANADA OIL CORP.

MR. NUGENT: Request for 15 ft. front yard 'and 39 ft.
vmax1mum building height varlance for construction of

soil processing and storage bulldlng located on River
Road in a PI Zone.

.Gregory Shaw, P{E. of Shaw Enginéering and Ira D.
Conklin, III appeared before the baord for this
proposal. ' :

MR. SHAW: With me tonight is Ira Conklln, III who’s a
principal in the I.D.C. Soil Reclamation venture.
There’s a little story with this project and maybe I

~can just take a step back and explain. In the earlier
part of 1994, we made an application to the Town of New
-Windsor Planning Board for a soil processing facility
for I.D.C. on the subject site. After a thorough
environmental review, a public hearing and review by
the Town’s consultants, we received site plan approval,
I believe it was probably in May or June of this year
and with that is a copy of the approved site plan. We
have given a little extra thought since this approval
on the ultimate development of the site and what we’re
now proposing and we’re going before the Planning Board
for an amended site plan approval, not a new approval,
"is a construction of a new building on this site and
that building is approximately 24,000 square feet in
size. Cost to my client probably somewhere between
three quarters of a million to a million dollars. With
this amended site plan comes the variances. One
variance is for a front yard setback for the new office
building. With this being in the PI zone, we’re
required to provide 50 feet. We'’re providing 35 feet.
And we’‘re also requiring a building height variance,
okay, permitted in this zone is 12 feet and we’re
proposing a maximum building height at the ridge of 51
feet. Now, you may think that is rather substantial
but not in light of the existing site. What we have
brought is a board showing photos of the site taken
from different angles.

MR. NUGENT: The big building is 51 foot, not the
office? : ‘
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MR. SHAW: Correct, thank you. What I’d like to pass
out is a sketch which was prepared by my office showing
what’s physically on the site now. There are two tanks
that are indicated, both of which are 41 feet high and
again in comparison to our structure which is 51 feet
high at the ridge and these tanks are in closer
proximity to the property lines than our building is
going to be one tank which you’ll note is 11 feet from
the easterly lot line and the second tank is 23 feet
from the northerly lot line.

MR. TORLEY: Would you mind pointing those out on the
picture which one is which?

MR. CONKLIN: These two tanks right here.
MR. TORLEY: One is that is the northern line.

MR. CONKLIN: This one is the northern one actually
this is the westerly one and thlS is the easterly one
towards the river.

MR. LANGANKE: .Did you say they_were empty tanks?

MR. SHAW: Yes. Presently on the site I believe there
is a total of seven tanks, the one in front of you
‘'which is an old sketch reflects five of the tanks being
removed and two remaining. What we’re proposing or
maybe I can just take a step back and explain how this
operation is going to be utilized. Vehicles will be
coming in from River Road, primarily in the northerly
direction. It would enter the site, come behind the
rear of the building, it would que in this area, it
would be weighed, it would pull over in this area back
up through the overhead door, ockay, deposit the
material. Then it would pull out, be weighed again and
go down River Road in a southerly direction. I know
one of the criteria that this board evaluates in every
application is whether the variances are minimized and
in this case, I can say they are. With respect to the
building height, while 51 feet may sound a lot, we need
that height to unload vehicles. The vehicles that will
be coming in here, the trucks will have carriages in
the back, probably 40 feet in length and when you 1lift
them up to deposit a material, unfortunately, you need
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that much headroom. So that is the reason, that is
what sets the height of this building. With respect to
the new office building, which will be adjacent to

:.River.Road,'aqain)pas.I,explainéd;hbwAthe”vehicles.,

would move and queue and stage and leave the site, if

we were to take this building and simply push it back

15 feet to eliminate the variance, there’s not enough
room for the movement of the trucks. We spend a good
amount of time doing a circulation study within the
site as who how these vehicles could stage, enter the
building, leave and hit the scales all at the same time

.and this 15 feet becomes critical if it wasn’t, we

-~ would not be asking for a variance. So with that, that
-is a brief overview. We’ve brought some boards which
‘'we’ll be prepared to review at the public hearing next

month. We plan on bringing before this board a noise
and traffic consultant, a landscape architect, myself
and an engineerm who’s familiar with the process to
answer any questions which the board may have or the
public. But again, we’ve already had one public
hearing so I would think that the input at that point
would probably be minimum because of that.

MR. TORLEY: One gquick question, you may or may not
know the answer to this, the transfer building up over _

in Newburgh for the dump, is that about the same size

as what you’re talking about far as height?

MR. CONKLIN: I’m not familiar with the building.
MR. TORLEY: The transfer station up near Stewart?
MR. CONKLIN: I would say--

ﬁR. BABCOCK; The back of the building definitely.
MR. CbNKLIN: I would say it’s about the same.

MR,‘BABCOCK: The back of the building is two stories

"high, about that.

MR. SHAW: I want to point out this important to look

;at, this is a view from the river and again we’ll get

into detail but we plan on doing substantial planting
and creating a berm between the building and river but



September 26, 1994 ' ‘16

I may point out that we’re 51 feet high at this point
at the eaves we’re 27, right, so for the most part, you
can probably say 2/3 of the building is probably
between somewhere between 30 and 35 feet in height.
It’s only 51 feet at the ridge line, unfortunately,
with the zoning ordinance that determines building
height so that is what we ask a variance on. Again,
this is the architecture of the building which will
been adjacent to River Road.

MR. KRIEGER: I’m familiar with it cause I’ve seen it
in the Planning Board, the members of the board are
adequately familiar with what they are going to do, the
concept of why they are even bothering with this.

MR. NUGENT: I happen to know.
MR. KRIEGER: What they are going to do with this

property it seems to me you may have gotten the cart
before the horse there.

MR. NUGENT: Do you want to explain a little bit about
the procedure so that the members know?

MR. BABCOCK: What’s the use here?

.MR. SHAW: That I’1l1l turn it over to Ira who has

firsthand knowledge of this operation.

MR. CONKLIN: I don’t know if you know the background
of our company. My grandfather started the company, mny
dad has run the company since the early 50’s. We
primarily replace underground storage tanks from
gasoline stations, hospitals, schools for the fuel oil
storage and in doing that work, we encounter
contaminated soil with gasoline or hydrycarbons or .
fuel. We generate just from our own customers 30
thousand tons a year of soils. And three years ago,
there was 11 landfills, there’s one I think right now.
There was two a couple months ago but that is closed,
one landfill left, and what we do with this is to bring
the so0il in from a site, store it in the building, we
take soil and thermally treat it, we heat the soil up
to. 450 degrees on the exit temperature. The emissions
that go out, everything is controlled by the DEC. We
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have standards we have to meet and criterias we have to
meet. Carbon monoxide puts out 90 parts per million,
this runs, machine runs between 27 and 32 parts oer
~million so it puts out. 1ess COs than a car does. . The
""" process ba51ca11y takes the’ good and bad ‘out of the

soil. So when the soil is cleaned, it won’t grow grass
and it won’t have any hydrycarbons in it. If you leave
it out in a field for a couple years, the natural

_ germination will take over on the top couple inches and
will start to grow grass again but it becomes inert or
sterile when the soil comes out. So our customers have
a need. Again, if a customer wants to landfill it, as
you know, Catskill Landfill was taking a lot of
material now they are experiencing gasolines and oils
coming out in the leach aid system and they are going
back to the people proportionately and charging back.
So even though you brought the soil to them, you’re
still responsible for it. So everybody is being billed
backwards accordingly so we’re stopping that process.

MR. LANGANKE: Do you lose a lot of volume in this
process and where are you going to go? Are you going
to put it back into the landfill? :

MR. CONKLIN: Soil can be used as clean f£fill. At the
end of every day, we have Envirotest comes in and takes
‘a sample of the soil. Even though we may pay them
directly, the results go to the DEC. DEC gives us a 3
day turnaround and says okay, the material’s good
enough for fill needs to meet some criteria then it can
go from there. Jack Devitt has an agreement with us
for 300,000 yards for his fill and we have made
arrangements to haul some soils to our properties we
own so it is going to be for clean fill.

MR. LANGANKE: If you bring in like 80,000 pounds and
you put it through your process, how much do you have
left after the process?

MR. CONKLIN: You’ll probably lose about 20 percent due
to water weight. You still reintroduce water back into
it to keep any dust down on it, but about 20 percent.

MR. LANGANKE: Does it have a uniform color or does
that change according to what you bring in?

e ————— R LR -
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MR. CONKLIN: It all has pretty much is a uniform color
from the soils we handle around here. What I will do
at the public hearing, I’1l1l bring a jar of the
unprocessed and the processed. If anybody’s riding
around town sometime at Forge Hill Apartments right now
we’re burning throughout the State. We have a little
bit more experience now than we did when we first went
before the board. We’ve burned around 15,000 tons so
far this year. We’re going to burn about 300 tons down
at Forge Hill so if you happen to be driving down
there. '

MR. LANGANKE: You have a mobilé unit?
MR. CONKLIN: We have a mobile unit permitted
throughout New York State and we have done probably 8

jobs or so so far.

MR. KRIEGER: Correct me if I am wrong. The mobile
unit is the same unit as waht is going to be here?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: You’ll be able to take it out on the job

.but the purpose of it is that a lot of work is here

where they can bring the dirt to it, you can process it
and have a place to store the clean dirt and more
efficiently process it. :

MR. CONKLIN: Correct. If you remember Vails Gate in
Five Corners, there was a pile of dirt there forever
and the site was too small to bring a plant in on that
site and for the smaller customer with 100 tons or 200
tons or homeowner with 30 yards out of the leaky fuel
oil tank, what I do, you can bring it down here and
we’ll take care of it down there.

MR. LANGANKE: Is that going to cut the costs of this
operation? I understand what you’re doing right now is
pretty expensive and is this g01ng to save people
money?

MR. CONKLIN: It will not probabiy save money in the
forefront but in long term, if the landfill comes back
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to you 5 years from now and hits you with a bill for a
‘couple thousand or a couple million, it will be a lot
cheaper. :

MR. TORLEY: There’s no stack at this facility?

MR. CONKLIN: No, there’s not.

MR. TORLEY: Are you intending to go to the railroad?
MR. CONKLIN: We don’t have any, we would like to some
day be able to do that but we have no plans right now
- to do that.

MR. LANGANKE: You said you heat the material to 450
degrees?

MR. CONKLIN: Right.

MR. LANGANKE: What temperatures do you use to get the
material to that temperature?

MR. CONKLIN: Usually around anywhere .between 600 to
800 degrees in the kiln and it’s always at 1,500
degrees in the afterburn.

'MR. TORLEY: Natural gas in the kiln?

MR. CONKLIN: Gas or diesel fuel. We’re using diesel
fuel because it’s easier to get, we’re going to talk to
Central Hudson and they are going to run natural gas
in. :

MR. LANGANKE: I think it’s a great idea.

MR. TORLEY: Improve the environment.

MR. KANE: That will improve the looks of the property
down there.

MR. NUGENT: 1I’1l1 accept a motion.

MR. LANGANKE: I make a motion we set I.D.C. up for a
public hearing. : «
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MR. TORLEY: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. KANE AYE
" MR. LANGANKE AYE
MR. TORLEY ~ AYE
MR. NUGENT AYE



. ' . D Main Office
' 45 Quassaick Ave. (Route W)

& New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
'pc 7 0O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL . >p7 Broad Street
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. : (717) 296-2765

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

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

3

REVIEW NAME: IDC SOIL RECLAMATION AMENDED SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: RIVER ROAD
SECTION 9-BLOCK 1-LOT 98

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-23

DATE: 14 DECEMBER 1994

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES AN AMENDMENT OF THE
PREVIOUS IDC SITE PLAN ON THE EAST SIDE OF RIVER
ROAD. THE PROJECT WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT
THE 24 AUGUST 1994 AND 9 NOVEMBER 1994 PLANNING
BOARD MEETINGS.

1. At this time, it is my understanding that the Applicant has provided all additional
information and has made any necessary revisions to the site plan application package,
as requested by the Planning Board.

2. On 8 November 1994 a Lead Agency Coordination Letter was issued to all involved
agencies. As of this date, I am aware of no responses from any of those agencies
indicating an interest to assume the position of Lead Agency. As such, it is my
recommendation that the Board formally assume the position of Lead Agency for the
application/project.

3. The Board has had submitted for its review, a Full Environmental Assessment Form with
attachments. As well, the Applicant’s consultants previously made a presentation to the
Planning Board relative to mitigation of potential environmental impacts of the project.

The Board may wish to further discuss these documents and any potential environmental
impacts of the application/project. Following same, the Board should make a
determination regarding the type action this project should be classified under SEQRA
and make a determination regarding environmental significance. I recommend that a
formal notice of determination be adopted by the Board and appropriately circulated.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD

REVIEW COMMENTS
PAGE 2 '

REVIEW NAME: ~ IDC SOIL RECLAMATION AMENDED SITE PLAN
PROJECT LOCATION: RIVER ROAD | '
- " SECTION 9-BLOCK 1-LOT 98
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4. Any approval action relative to this application should be conditioned on the Applicant
receiving the approval and/or a necessary permit from the NYSDOT relative to the River
Road access.

S. The Planning Board should require that a bond estimate be submitted for this Site Plan
in accordance with Paragraph A(1)(9) of Chapter 19 of the Town Code.

6. 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.

A:IDC2.mk



November ’ 1994 . ' 12

I.D.C. SOIL REC ATION SITE PLAN (94-23

James R. Loeb, Esq. appeared before the board for this
proposal. : » ~

' MR. LOEB: Thank you, Mr..Chaitman. I’'m here tonight
- representing Ira D. Conklin-and Sons, Inc. and I.D.C.

Soil Reclamation. I am accompanied by Ira Conklin, Jr.
and Ira D. Conklin III. This plan was before you on
several occasions, on April 27, 1994 for the public
hearing. You granted approval to our site plan for.the
soil reclamation project. We came back before you in
August with what we think is a better plan which
involved a building which would house the soil
reclamation unit itself. You denied approval because-
we needed two variances. You sent us to the Zoning '
Board of Appeals and I’'m pleased to tell you that on
October 24 of 1994 following a public hearing, the A
Zoning Board of Appeals granted the height variance and
the front yard setback variance and we are here before
you to night. We’ve submitted at your request a
revised full environmental assessment form, that has
been sent to the DEC indicating that this board wished
to retain lead agency status that has just gone out and
we’re ready to proceed. Greg is going to go over the

site plan with you. If you have questions, we have

Carl Monte, our landscape architect and Phill Grealy,
our traffic and noise consultant with us this evening.
I would like to submit two letters to the board. We
received one from Affron Fuel 0il and one from
Lightron. These are our neighbors and in each case,
the letters indicate that they support the project.
The letters are addressed jointly to the Zoning Board
and the Planning board. They were part of the record
at the Zoning Board hearing. You may also wish to know
that at the hearing, not only did no one appear in
opposition but somebody appeared in support which was
very nice for us. And if you are ready, we can have

‘Greg review the site plan. g

MR. PETRO: I’'m all set.

MR. SHAW: I‘m sure the board is familiar with the
piece of property. Previously on this site was seven
large fuel storage tanks, five have been removed as
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‘have the buildings, presently two exist, they are

proposed to be demolished also under the scheme. The
parcel is a 2.5 acre parcel located in the PI zone. As
Mr. Loeb mentioned, we have been before the Zoning
Board of Appeals and obtained a front yard variance for
a new 1,200 square foot office building, which is
located on the westerly portion of the property and
also a variance for building height for the main
structure. This proposal before you incorporates two
primary structures and two accessory structures. The

primary structures are as I mentioned the 1,200 square

foot office building and the 25,000 square foot soil

processing and storage building. With the previous

proposal before this board, the processing, the
thermally stripping of the material was to be done
outdoors, everything else was going to be within the
structure so concerns such as possible noise, possible
vibrations, possible glare have now been eliminated.
There are two other accessory structures, one is on the
easterly portion of the project and that is for the '
soil base and I’11 explain the process in a minute and
the last structure is located in this area, it’s a

. remediation building, which is going to be installed to

take care of some of the by-products that exists from
this being a former fuel storage tank. = Vehicles
entering the site will be coming in through the

'northérly entrance and they’ll be queuing around the

building, again it gives us a very large staging area.
As the trucks pass along the southerly building line,
they’1l1l be placed on this scale where the material will
be weighed in the trucks, at that point they will pull
up and then back into the building and deposit their .
material. Then the trucks in turn will leave the site.
The material will be processed within the building and
will be removed from the building through the easterly
overhead door and the processed material will be placed
in these bins which will be buried in the landscape
berm. I’1l1 just touch on that briefly. Prior to the
material leaving the site, the material will be tested
to make sure it’s sterile. Then the material will be
loaded into tractor trailers again be brought in this
fashion and placed on the westerly scale for final

‘weighing. Then the trucks will be departing through

the southerly entranceway. With respect to parking for
this facility, we’re providing 13 spaces consistent
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with the previous plan. This facility has not been
increased in size from the previous proposal to this
board. We'’re providing two parking spaces along this
building line, 9 employee parking spaces along the

"southerly property line and spaces adjacent to the

building. With respect to utilities, we’re going to be
connecting both the office building and the soil
processing storage building into the town’s water and
sewer systems. There will be no discharging of
processed water whatsoever into the town system. The
only water which will be utilized by this operation
will be water utilized by the employees in the rest

.room areas and break room and also the injection of

water into the processed material after it has been
thermally stripped and that is primarily for dust
control, flow is discharged into the town sewer system.
As I mentioned, we’ll be connecting into the town’s
water system and again, water will be provided to the
office building and into the break room and the rest
room and the soil processing building, the storm
drainage system really will consist of two separate
systems. There will be a system strictly for the roof
approximately 25,000 square feet. That storm water
will be collected from the roof, piped and discharged
in this culvert adjacent to the Con Rail property. The
balance of the site which will be paved will be

‘collected by a separate storm drainage system and

brought to an area located between the office and the
soil processing building. . There, it will be treated by
an oil water separator and then discharged into the
drainage ditch which is the northerly property line.
One final point with respect to this facility if the
board remembers, Ira D. Conklin went through an
elaborate effort in providing landscaping- for this
property, as you’ll see, we’ve provided landscaping
along the northerly property line, the southerly
property line, also the easterly and we went through an
elaborate effort creating berms and plantings to create
a berm in this area with landscaping associated with
it. We have followed that through with this scheme so
we’'re consistent with the previous plan in that
respect. That is a brief overview. As Mr. Loeb
mentioned, muself or traffic consultant or landscape
architect would be happy to answer any specific
questions which you may have.
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MR. PETRO: Greg, theiremediation'bdilding is not on
this plan, I didn’t see it on this plan, Greg. :

MR. SHAW: Correct.
MR. PETRO: What’s the bulldlng g01ng to. be used for’
MR. SHAW: Maybe you can ask Ira.

MR. CONKLIN: nght now there we found some
contaminated soil underneath where the old .loading rack
was and we’re designing a system now to treat the
ground under there. There is a pump and you pump water
up there through a carbon filter system and back out,
purifies the water so it treats the ground and the .
water that is underneath the property.‘

MR. PETRO: Done in that bulldlng, remediationA
building? C ’

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, like at Mobil, they have a big tower
that stlcks'out this- would be a low trace. system,
there’s no tower but it’s a shed like bulldlng and it
basically pumps both water and air from the ground and
cleans the ground. - :

' MR. PETRO: Greg, you said the underground drain is
going to take the water off the roof, 25,000 sgquare
foot roof into the culvert back there? T '

MR. SHAW:  Correct.

MR. PETRO: . You’re going to have‘piping'uhderground; I
don’t see anything here with the culverts. Do you have
culverts? - o

MR. SHAW: You’d have to look on to drawing 2, which is
the utility plan that has the piping assocxated with
both systems. .

MR. PETRO: I see, you’re going to the property line
-and from the property line, just goes by surface.

MR. SHAW: Dischargejin‘appfbximately inithis»afea to



Novémber91994 ' ® 16
flow into this northerly dralnage ditch through the

cuIVert 1nto the rlver.

MR. SCHIEFER: Greg, what's a'gabioh retaining wall,
metal or-- o

MR. SHAW: No, it’s rock'facé, yoﬁ have seen them on
state highways, chicken wire. ' :

'MR. SCHIEFER: That is what I thought, thank you.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1It’s fencing, it’s a lot stronger
than chicken wire. ‘ S

MR. LANDER: Retaining wall on this side.

" MR. SHAW: Yes, to a maximum height of six feet, I

believe these are masonry walls which are really for

" landscaping purposes. We have a few here and a few

back here.

MR.A LNDER: How high 1s ‘the berm- out in front of the
office building? ,

MR. SHAW: Maybe about three feet. We really tried to

‘accentuate the berms on the easterly property line.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Are all the tanks gone yet? Are they
still there? : , ' : '

~MR. SHAW: Five have been removed, two remaln and the

-~ structures have been demolished.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The building is gone too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, the only two tanks that are left are -
the two that we did use on the original plan.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: But if this goes through, you’re -
going to take them down too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. PETRO: How many employees dd'yoﬁ plan on having

" there?
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MR. CONKLIN: I would say, if we can run three shifts.
MR. PETRO: Shift at a time?

MR. CONKLIN& shift at a time would be probably be
eight.

MR. PETRO: I was comparing that to the parking, it’s a
big site and there’s really not that much parking but I
realize there’s not much required either, you have ‘
approximately double what’s required.

MR. SHAW: Correct, we have 13.

MR. PETRO: These are existing curb cuts, I believe?

MR. SHAW: Correct.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don‘t have any problem, Mr.
Chairman. ' o , S

MR. LANDER: No.

' MR. PETRO: Highway approval is on 8/29/94.

‘MR. EDSALL: Because there are other involved agencies,

there was the need to issue another, I use the word
another becuase we had done it once before on the
previous plan, I issued a lead agency coordination
letter, one inconsistency in the letter which was
brought to my attention is that there is a typo,
instead of calling the office building 1,200, it’s
called out as 12,000. Luckily. It’s called out as
more. If no one is concerned with 12,000, they surely
won’t be concerned with 1,200. In either case, that is
in the record. If anyone does contact me as your
contact person, I‘1ll explain to them that in fact that
is a typographical error. The letter was issued
yesterday and it has been sent to all the agencies who
were previously notified and I would understand and
assume that if they were not interested in lead agency .
last time, they won’t be this time. But there’s the 30 .
day period and I made sure that went out in time. ‘
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MR. PETRO: 12,000 to 1,200, I don’t think we’d havevan
office building with one parking spot for 12,000 square
foot so that is-- :

MR. EDSALL: I‘m bringing to your attention, that
letter is out, the clock has started and you‘’ll be in a
position at your next meeting to take the lead agency
roll and run through the SEQRA process.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: This is an amendment to the site
plan, isn’t it? '

MR. EDSALL: Correct.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have to do the SEQRA all over

~again?

MR. ‘EDSALL- When you change the plan to this extent,
that is what I suggest.

MR. LANDER: How about public hearing?

MR. EDSALL: That is your decision.

MR. PETRO: We cannot take léad-agency.

‘MR. EDSALL: If there’s more than one agency that has

the right to assume that roll, you must send out a
coordination or competition letter.

MR. PETRO: We have to wait 30 days.

Vﬁﬁ. EDSALL: Yes, and that went out yesterday, I sent

it out as soon as I received the documentatlon from
Greqg.

MR. LANDER:  Greg, is it a steel building?

-'MR. SHAW: Yes, would you like to see the design for

this?

MR. EDSALL: As far as the decision on the public
hearing, I would think that you’d want to review the
scope of the changes and decide if you need a public
hearing tonight, otherwise there’s no ability.



November ,, 1994 o . - 19

MR. PETRO: My questlon to the attorney was do we have

‘the power or can we as a board find that it is

necessary or unnecessary to have a publlc hearlng
before we take lead agency.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion that we waive pubiic
hearing.

MR. SCHIEFER: Second it.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It’s an amendment to the site plan,
we had a public hearing on the original site plan, I

don’t see a need for another one.

MR. PETRO: To finish my sentence, the Planning Board

attorney has informed us that we can go along with the -
‘motion before us at this point. 1Is that correct?

MR. KRIEGER: Yes.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board under its discretionary
judgment under paragraph 48-19C of the town zoning

‘local waive the public hearing for the Ira D. Conklin
‘amended site plan. Is there any further discussion

from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

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

MR. SCHIEFER: There’s not much else we can do. We’ll
see you at the next meeting. At that time, we need
within 30 days, which is going to be December meeting,
December 14 meeting. At that time, we should have the
letter stating that we can proceed. We just can’t go
any further.

MR. LOEB: Thank you very much.
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APPLICATION WAS REFERRED TO THE ZONING BOARD
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1. It is my understanding that the Applicant has received all necessary variances with regard
to this proposed site plan amendment. A record of same should be in the Planning Board
files.

2. As I indicated in my August review comments, it is my recommendation that the Board
review the proposed changes to the site plan and, as well, their potential environmental
impacts.

3. We have received a revised Full Environmental Assessment Form for this application.
I have issued a follow-up Lead Agency Coordination Letter to all the agencies previously
contacted for the Board’s initial SEQRA review of the IDC Soil Reclamation project
review. Attached to this Lead Agency Coordination Letter was the Full EAF, with
attachments, including the amended site plan (all as prepared by the Applicant’s
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4, The Planning Board should determine, for the record, if a Public Hearing will be

necessary for his Site Plan Amendment, per its dxscrenonmyjudgementundcrhragmph
48-19.C of the Town Zoning Local Law.
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DATE:
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It is my understanding that Scenic Hudson has been in contact with the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation with regard to their concerns with regard to
this proposed operation. It is also my understanding that the NYSDEC would be
responding to the indicated concerns, whxch were addressed to that State agency.

At such time that the Plannmg Board has made further review of this application, further
engineering reviews and comments will be made, as deemed necessary by the Board.

Y,

Mark 4’ ,PE.
Plaghing Board Engineer
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I.D.C. SOI1. RECLAMATION AMENDED SITE PLAN (94-23)

James Loeb, Esq., and Ira D. Conklin III appeared
before the board for this proposal.

MR. LOEB: Good evening ladies and gentlemen, I'm
accompanied by Ira D. Conklin III. The plan that you
have is an amendment to the plan that you previously
approved. The amendment deals with the construction of
a storage building. You’ll recall that when we were
before you, there were questions raised about what you
going to do when it rains and at that time, we told you
that just like an outside baseball game, there would be
no game when it rained. Well, we thought about it
again number one and number two, we just have been
through the wettest summer that anybody had and Ira
said this is kind of foolish, we’re making this
tremendous investment designing this first class
project and plant and if it rains as much as it’s
rained this year, we’re not going to be able to play
very often. So we’ve laid out the change in the plan
which is really the building.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Taking the tanks out?
MR. LOEB: Just what we show there.

MR. CONKLIN: All the tanks will come out now, we’re
not going to have any tanks any longer, no.

MR. LANDER: You’re not going to store in the tanks?

MR. CONKLIN: No, everything will be underneath one
roof. We’re dumping under one pad all the materials
stored under the one pad the material is treated and
brought outside and that will have a tarp type cover
over the outside storage. But basically, everything
that is contaminated will be under the roof, no chance
for rain to get on it either while we’re dumping or
after.

MR. KRIEGER: Machine will be under the roof too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
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MR. PETRO: Soil not being in a tank doesn’t have any
DEC implications?

MR. CONKLIN: No. What we’re worried about is the rain
water getting on contaminated soil and the runoff from
that and as long as it’s under a roof, the tanks were
just for the roof, more than for anything else and
wetre just trying to keep it, now instead of dumping
outside and bringing it inside, we’re trying to dump
inside and keep it inside.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How high is the building going to be
at the peak?

MR. CONKLIN: 51 feet at the peak.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Will that fit in the zoning code?

MR. EDSALL: No, that is one of the variances they
need.

MR. LOEB: We’re here to request that you refer us to
the Zoning Board. We need two variances, one is the
front yard setback. We have a new office building and
it has got to be 50 feet back. We’ve got 35 feet back
and then of course the usual New Windsor variance of
height and what we’re proposing 51 feet and because of
where it’s situated, we can only have a building 12
feet high. So obviously, we’ve got to go to the Zoning
Board. What we hope is to achieve those variances and
come back before you for review of the amended site
plan. We believe that in the long run, this is a
better proposal because of the building and enclosing
more of our operation.

MR. LANDER: Ira, going into this building type
operation here, has the DEC mandated this or have they
told you you need a cover on the materials that will be
stored outside, anything new come up from the DEC?

MR. CONKLIN: No, DEC has not mandated it, however,
they can’t in their infinite wisdom, they can’t lead
you in any way, other than smile when you say you‘re

going to put up a building and we’ve got a lot of
smiles. , .
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MR. LANDER: I would think so.

MR. PETRO: Also for the minutes, I’d like for you to
state once again use of the property from the first
approval that you received is not being changed in any
way, shape or form?

v
MR. CONKLIN: No.

MR. PETRC: You’re just putting a roof over the
operation?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, we’re going to have not an outside
dumping area, we’re going to dump inside rather than
transfer to an inside storage.

MR. PETRO: Item number 3, do you feel that that is
absolutely necessary?

MR. EDSALL: Well, we have a full EAF. Now, what I an
suggesting is that we make sure that we have on record
an amended copy of the EAF which is a necessary item.
I’'m not looking to ask for any other increase in SEQRA
review at this point, I believe the same full EAF just
amended to reflect this would be fine.

MR. LOEB: We have no problem with that at all, Jim.

MR. EDSALL: Maybe just something that would be
worthwhile getting into the record. I’m sure you’ll
get into it with the ZBA, but looking for 51 foot
height, I believe that is less than the height of the
existing tanks that are out there now?

MR. CONKLIN: Height of the existing tanks there now
are somewhere around 50, 55, could be even 60, I never
took a tape measure myself and measured them. They are
six or seven tiers of steel and I think they are about
six or seven feet in width so but I’ve never taken a
tape to it. :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: TI would take a tape to it.

MR. EDSALL: It may be that your finished building for
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this application may be lower than the existing tanks.
Second item I believe would be worthwhile having on
record is you’re looking to have a 30 and 24 foot side
yard setback, I believe from recollection, I don’t have
the plan here, at least one of the tanks is closer than
the closest point of the buiding you’re proposing?

MR. CONKLIN: You’re right, it is closer.

MR. EDSALL: So, in fact, although they are different

structure types, your building in fact is going to be

set back further than some of the tanks that are there
now.

MR. PETRO: The hours of operation will not be changed
from the original application?

MR. CONKLIN: No, I think we’re going from a good
scenario to a better scenario now that the unit will be
underneath and in a building where before we were
worried about a sound barrier, now we’ll have the
building around it for the sound barrier. We’ll not
have to worry about any rain water on a concrete pad,
how are we going to deal with that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Are the processors going inside the
building too?

MR. LOEB: Yes.

MR. PETRO: We’re going to have ample time to go over
this, does anyone--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion to approve.
MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the
Ira D. Conklin site plan amendment on River Road. Any
further discussion from the board members? If not,
roll call. '

ROLL CALL
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MR. SCHIEFER NO
MR. LANDER NO
MR. PETRO NO
MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE

MR. PETRO: You have now been referred to the local
Zoning Board. Good luck. Once you have all your
variances and everything is on the plan, we’/ll
certainly put you on the next agenda.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’d like to send the Zoning Board a
message that we’re very much in favor.

MR. PETRO: Yes and there was a public hearing held and
no opposition.

MR. LOEB: That would be very helpful if the board
would indicate.

MR. EDSALL: For the record, I believe the only
question we had at the previous public hearing was
noise. The final attachments to the EAF that we did
receive indicated that the noise barrier would decrease
the noise levels for the units to a level below the
town ordinance and as well below the background noise
that was anticipated because of traffic on River Road.

Obviously, by moving the equipment inside they are

further decreasing the noise so therefore the only
concern that this board heard about during the public
hearing being noise is now being further decreased.

MR. PETRO: I believe also for the minutes I believe we
had one person show up for the public hearing.

MR. LANDER: Noise and they were questioning
stockpiling the material outside, odors.

MR. BABCOCK: The other thing that you can keep in mind
is the ZBA will have a public hearing on this for the

variances so.

MR. EDSALL: He will be going in understanding what we
have heard in the past. '

MR. KRIEGER: I’d suggest that you be prepared to
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,addreés yoﬁrself‘as I Say that may’be the only public

hearlnq so maybe there to the appearance, facade,
appearance, I'm sure that is going to be a question.

MR. LOEB; ‘We’ll be prepared for thatAahd we anticipate
submitting‘updated noise calculations based upon change
in the site plan with the bulldlng They of course are
better.

MR. LANDER: What tYpe of building are you going to put
up?

MR. CONKLIN: Free span Butler building steel.

MR. LOEB: Thank you very much.
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Shaw Engineering Consulting Engineers

744 Broadway
P.0. Box 25669
Newburgh, New York 12550
August 18, 1994 [914] 561-3695

Chairman James Petro and
Members of the Planning Board

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

~*Re: Amended Site Plan For 1.D.C. Soil Reclamation
River Road

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find the following documents for the above referenced project whlch are being

submitted to your Board for Amended Site Plan Approval:

- 10 copies of the drawing entitled "Amended Partial Site Plan, New Facility For 1.D.C. Soil
Reclamation", which issue date of August 16, 1994,

- acopy of the "Application For Site Plan Approval",
- acopy of fhe "Proxy Statement" which is executed by the Owner;
- a"Short Environmental Assessment Form" and a "Site Plan Checklist";

- checks in the amounts of $150.00 for the Site Plan Application Fee, and $750.00 for the
Escrow Fee

We trust the above documents are in order to be placed on the August 24th Agenda of the
Planning Board.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

regoryl. , P.E.
Principal

GJS:mmv
Enclosure

cc: Mr. Ira D. Conklin i1l w/Enclosure
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INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 7 November 1994
SUBJECT: IDC So0il Reclamation
Planning Board Reference Number: PB-24-23
Dated: 7 November 1994

Fire Prevention Reference Number: FPS—-24-0464

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on 7 November 19%94.

This site plan is accepted.

Plans Dated: 3 November 1994 Revision 2

loid 1

obert F. Rodgergd, c.t.a.

RFR/mvz

- —— E———
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“ RECEIVED AUG 1 9 199

Planning Board {(This is a two-sided form)
Town of New Windsor ‘

555 Union Avenue
- New Windsor, NY 12553

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN, SUBDIVISION PLAN,
: OR LOT LINE CHANGE APPROVAL

1. Name of ProjectNew Facility for I.D.C. Soil Reclamation
Conklin & S .
2. Name of Appi{cant neoTm R coms Im:Phcme 561-1512

_Address 92—94 Stewart Avenue, Newburgh, N.Y.’tlg§50
‘ (Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zZip)

3. Owner of RecordCanada 0i1l Corp. Phone

Address_l Valley Street, Hawthorne, N.J. 07506
¢ (Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip)

. F.E.
4. Person Preparing Planfregory J. Shavw,pPhone_ 561-3695

Address 744 Broadway, Newburgh, N.Y. 12550
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)

5. Attorney James R. Loeb Phone 565- 1100

’*Address One Corwin Court, Newburgh, N.Y. 12550 S
: (Street No. & Name) (Post Office) | (State) (Zip)

6. '-,‘Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning

Board neeting Gregory J. Shaw, P.E. Phone 561-3695
: (Name) S _
7. Location: On the__ east - - side of_River Road -
. (Street)
0 feet opposite of _ Silver Spring Road
(Direction) (Street)

8. Acreage of Parcel 4.44 9. Zone PI » 9A.School Dist Ne{:burgh

9B. If this property is within an Agricultural District
containing a farm operation or within 500 feet of a
farm operation located in an Agricultural District,

please complete the attached Agricultural Data Statement.

10. Tax Map Designation: Section_ 9  Block 1 - Lot 98

11. This application is for Soil Reclamation Facility

e s



12. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variance or a
Special Permit concerning this property? No

If so, list Case No. and Name

13. List all contiguous holdings in the same,ownershi;:N/A
Section Block Lot(s)

Attached hereto is an affidavit of ownership indicating the dates
the respective holdings of land were acquired, together with the
liber and page of each conveyance into the present owner as
recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office. This affidavit
shall indicate the legal owner of the property, the contract

owner of the property and the date the contract of sale was:
_executed. , ,

IN THE EVENT OF CORPORATE OWNERSHIP: A list of all
directors, officers and stockholders of each corporation owning

more that flve percent (5%) of any class of stock mmst be
attached. .

OWNER'S ENDORSEMENT ' ‘
(Completion required ONLY 1f applicable)

COUNTY OF ORANGE e e e e e
| sS.: . A

STATE OF NEW YORK

and that he is etho-owaef—tn—fcei ot

(Officle Title) W B
of the Corporatlon which is the Owner in fee of the premlses .
described in the foregoing application and that he has authorized
Gregory J. Shaw & James R. Loeb to make the foregoing
application as described herein.

I HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY THAT ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS AND
INFORMATION, AND ALL STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND DRAWINGS ATTACHED HERETO ARE TRUE.

Sworn before me this

\5-&\' day of \\\mrz.«nbﬁ R CANY

-pllcant's Signature)

(\~:)Nota lic . (Title).

Galy . o~ les

:iesdr hl (Jrange Cm:n*.y
.Rezistreticn No. 1€ 53255

Commss.on Expres Jan. 31, 1354

e e e —
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. - -~ _@AECEIVED aus
14.16-4 (2/87)—Text 12 . i & LT 1 9 ]994

PROJECT 1.0. NUMBER ’ ‘ In 9 4 - 9 9 SEQR
Appendix C "¢
State Environments! Quality Review
SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only
PART —PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor) .
" 1. APPLICANT /SPONSOR

2. PROCTRAME Noy Facility for.
Ira D. Conklin & Sons,Inc. I.D.C. Soil Reclamation
3. PROJECT LOCATION: 2

Municipatty Town of New Windsor - Mjrangé ' ' ' ‘
PRECISE LOCATION (Street address and roed intersections, prominent lendmarks, eic., or provide map)

4.

East side of River Road immediately opposite of Silver Spring Road

$. IS PROPOSED ACTION:

B0 New DOepension Dmodiricationsatteration
. DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY:

Reclamation of soil by incineration

7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED: A
Initiaity 2.47 ecres Ultimately 2.47 acres

. WILL PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS?
Xl ves DNo ¥ No, Gescribe briefly

8. WHAT 1S PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OF PROJECT?

O Resigentiat 3 ndustriat Do:mnuuu Dwm UMW DO oter

10. DOES ACTION mvowEAmnm&mmmmummvmmmmmumm
- STATE OR LOCAL)?

X ves Olno #f yes, st agencyts) and permitispprovais
NYSDEC Solid Waste Management
NYSDEC Air Discharge Permit

DOES ANY ASPECT OF THE ACTION HAVE A CURRENTLY VALID PERMIT OR APPROVAL?
DYu ﬂNo f yes, list agency name and permitiapproval

n".

12. ASARESULTWPWEDWM&MWWMMWW

DOves Ono N/A

1 CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE 18 TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

- Aoz 18, /5F S
ra D. Conklin & Sons, Inc. wef_;._’dg;

Signaturs: ’ o~ et Lo ol recel
b

tf the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are & state agency, complets the
Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this assessment

OVER
1




PART H—ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSM > be oo :

© be completed by Agency) Q : -
A. DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE | THRESH 6 NYCRR, PART 617.127 H yes, coordinate the process and use the FULL EAF.
Yos Oino -

e. WlLLACﬂONHEOENEMMTEDREWEWASWWDEDFORWLMEDMNCMMMCVM ~ # No, a negative declaration
maybewpemdodbyanolh«hvﬂmw

ves  Ulwo

C. wmmmrmmmmmmmmmem (Answers may be handwritten, if legidle)

C1. Existing air quslity, surface or groundwater quality or quantity, mm«mn«nmwﬂmummuuw
mwmmmmummwm

Yes o

cem Tenl g - e S

Yes

ca vmumnummmuhu-kmummmwmunuuuammrmm
No . .

C4. Amnmny'uuhtmm«mhw&:&mm«amhmuM&yddeummﬂwmm

No

memmammM»umuﬁMWmm.
No :

CB. Long term, short Serm, cumulative, o other effacts not ideritified in C1-C5? Explain briefly.
SNo T e R

a.mmmwh’.ﬂmumumummm. :
No o LT

. 16 THERE, OR IS THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGTS?
Oves Bdno o Ves, explein bristy

c2. WWWMuMMuwwumummmm

PART HI—DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be completed by w

INSTRUCTIONS: For each adverse effect identified above, mmmnummw«mmm
Each effect shouid be assessed In connection with #ts (a) setting (L.e. wben or rural); () probability of occurring; (c) duration; () -
lreversibility; (e) geographic scope; and {f) magnitude. if necessary, add aitachments or sreference supporting materials. Ensure that
mmummnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

[] Check this boxuyoun-vemmuumummmmuwumnummmmpmmuv
occur. Then proceed directly to the FULL EAF andior prepare a positive declaration. .

Dcheckmisboxﬂyoum\vedaunnlmd based on the information and analysis above and any

documentation, memmummmwwmmmwm
mnpmvmeon-mcmm-smry the reasons supporting this

Nome of Lead Agency

ot or Type Name of Resporaible OFicer i Tosd Ageacy

 Signature of Respomsile Oficer m Lead Agemcy




. ‘IECEIVED AUG 1 9 1994

94- o4

PROXY STATEMENT
, for submittal 3:0 the
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

Canada 0il Corp. . deposes and says that -lfeo nducts
Egiiaszsat \ VAiter ST z LT8R RN C
(Owner's Address)
in the County of . A._SJ‘A( (4
and State of MNew JTeesed

and that %xfé is the owner in fee of Tax Map Designation 9,
Block 1, Lot 98

which is the premises described in the foregoing application and
that he has authorized Gregory J. Shaw & James R. Loeb .

' to make the fo:egoing application as described therein.

Date:_ Mo (0. /993 | 2
K4 '; s Signature)
Lee

-

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF

THE COMPANY WHO 1S BEING AUTHORIZED TO REPRESENT THE APPLICAN‘I‘
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS.
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

o

94-

SITE_PLAN CHECKLIST

ITEM

l. X Site Plan Title

2. X Applxcanr's Name(s)

3. X _Applicant's Address(es)

4._x Site Plan Preparer's Name
S._X_ Site Plan Preparer's Address
6. X Drawing Date

7._X _Revision Dates

8._X AREA MAP INSET

9. y Site Designation
10.N/aProperties Within 500 Feet

of Site

11 .N/AProperty Owners (Item 010)
12._X PLOT PLAN

13.”x Scale (1" = 50' or lesser)
14. Metes and Bounds

15._X Zoning Designation

16._X North Arrow

17._x Abutting Property Owners
18. y Existing Building Locations
19. y Existing Paved Areas

20._xy Existing Vegetation

2l._x Existing Access & Egress

PROPOSED_IMPROVEMENTS

22._x Landscaping

23._x Exterior Lighting

24. x Screening

25. x _Access & Egress

26. x_P::lrlung Areas

27._x Loading Areas

28._x Paving Details
(Items 25-27)

47.X Building

 48.X _Pavement

29. X Curbing Locations
30.X Curbing Through
T section

' élxg Catch Basin Locations

32N/A Catch Basin Through
Section

33.X Storm Drainage

34.X Refuse Storage

355/A Other Outdoor Storage

36. X Water Supply

37.X Sanitary Disposal Sys.

38 Jy__l"ue Hydrants
39.X Building Locations
40 LBulldxng Setbacks
41 N/A Front Building
" Elevations
42N/A pivisions of Occupancy
43.X X Sign Details
44.x BULK TABLE INSET
45. x _Property Area (Nearest
100 sq. ft.)
46. X Building Coverage (sq.
ft.)

~ of Total Area)

Coverage (Sq.
Pt.)
49.X Pavement Coverage (%
of Total Area)
50._X Open Space (Sq. Ft.)
51._X Open Space (% of Total
Area)
52._X No. of Parking Spaces
Proposed.
53._X No. of Parking
Required.

This list is provided as a guide only and is for the convenience

of the Applicant.

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board may

require additional notes or revisions prior to granting approval.

PREPARER'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:

The Site Plan has been prepared in accordan
and the Town of New Windsor Ordinances,

knowledge.

with this checklist

RECEIVED 5 | 4 1994

23

Coverage (& -- 7~

Date: Aov—rA—rFEIF /8 /RF
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