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TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

            Westchester County, New York 
        

                                                                                                                                                                                               
      

            Planning Board        Tel:  (914) 763-5592 
PO Box 725        Fax: (914) 763-3637 
Cross River, New York 10518      Email: planning@lewisborogov.com                       

                                                                                                        AGENDA 
 

Tuesday, October 18, 2016        Cross River Plaza, Cross River 
 

Note: Meeting will start at 7:30 p.m. and end at or before 11:30 P.M. 
 

 

I. PUBLIC HEARING, CONTINUED 

 

Cal #1-16 SW, Cal#1-16 WP 

Lichtman Residence, 192 Kitchawan Road, South Salem, NY 10590, Sheet 45, Block 10300, Lot 012 (Aaron 

Lichtman, owners of record) - Application for demolition and removal of existing five-bedroom house and cottage.  

Application for Wetland Activity Permit and Stormwater Permit for the construction of a new five-bedroom house, 

garage, courtyard and modified driveway.   

 

 

II. PROJECT REVIEW 

 

Cal# 3-13PB, 03-16WP 

“Silvermine Preserve,” Silvermine Drive & Lockwood Road, South Salem, NY, 10590 Sheet 48, Block 10057, Lot 

15 (Ridgeview Designer Builders, Inc. & Daniel Higgins, owners of record)-  Applications for Subdivision, Wetland 

Activity and Stormwater Permits for the construction of a 12-lot subdivision. 

 

Cal# 32-16WP 

Martini Residence, 152 Elmwood Road, South Salem NY 10590, Sheet 47, Block 10056, Lot 44 (Anthony and 

Mari Martini, owners of record) – Application to install an in ground pool 

 

Cal #43-16 WP 

Wallach Residence, 49 Lake Shore Drive, South Salem, NY 10590, Sheet 36G, Block 11174, Lot 10 (Clifford 

Wallach, owner of record) - Application for Wetland Activity Permit for installation of lake wall. 

 

 

III. SKETCH  PLAN REVIEW 

 

       Cal #10-15 PB  

Wilder Balter Partners, NY State Route 22, Goldens Bridge, NY 10526, Sheet 5, Block 10776, Lots 19, 20 & 21 

(Property Group Partners, LLC, owner of record) – Application for a 46 unit MF development on a ±35.4 acre parcel 

 

 

IV. WETLAND VIOLATIONS 

 

Cal #4-14 WV, Cal #04-16 WP (demolition) and Cal#25-16WP (construction), Cal #12-16SW 

Sandler Residence, 28 Lake Street, Goldens Bridge, NY 10526, Sheet 7F, Block 12663, Lot 5 (James Sandler – 

owner of record) - Application for Wetland Activity Permit and Stormwater Permit for the construction of a new 

residence. 

 

Cal# 5-14WV, Cal# 6-16WP              

Caban Residence, 31 South Shore Road, South Salem, NY  10590, Sheet 33D, Block CAMP, Lot 13, (Ryan and 

Patricia Caban, owners of record)    

 

Cal #1-15WV 

Woodstead Residence, 18 Birch Spring Road, South Salem, NY 10590, Sheet 42A, Block 10545, Lot 22 (Steven 

and Kim Woodstead, owners of record)    

 

Cal#1-16WV    

Mogil Residence, 92 Waccabuc Road, Goldens Bridge, NY 10526, Sheet 10, Block 11152, Lot 6 (Arthur Mogil and 

Mary McCarty Mogil, owners of record)    

 

Cal#2-16WV    

Palomino Residence, 292 Waccabuc Road, Goldens Bridge, NY 10526, Sheet 7C, Block 12668, Lot 20 (Gustavo 

Palomino, owner of record)   

  

 

V. EXTENSION OF TIME REQUEST 
 

Cal# 8-14PB, Cal# 95-14WP, Cal# 20-14SW 

Goldens Bridge Village Center, NYS Route 22, Goldens Bridge, NY 10526, Sheet 4, Block 11126, Lot 07 
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(Stephen Cipes, owner of record)   Application for Site Plan, Wetland Activity and Stormwater Permits in connection 

with the construction of new building, parking lot and modifications to the existing shopping center. 

 

Cal# 8-12PB 

Rudolph Petruccelli, Oscaleta Road, South Salem, Sheet 33B, Block 11157, Lot 46 (Rudolph Petruccelli, owner of 

record) - Request for a 90-day Extension of Time to resolution granting Preliminary/Final Subdivision Plat, 
Negative Declaration Under SEQRA, dated October 21, 2014. 
 

VI. CORRESPONDENCE AND GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

Cal #6-02PB  

Oakridge Gardens (aka Laurel Ridge), 450 Oakridge Common, South Salem, NY 10590, Sheet 49L, Block 9830, 

Lots 279 - 314  (Smith Ridge Housing, LLC, owner of record) –  Request for bond reduction  

 

Cal #pending  

T Mobile, 377 Smith Ridge Road, South Salem, NY, Sheet 50A, Block 9834, Lots 84, 88, and 94 (Vista Fire 

District, owner of record) – proposed collocation of nine antennas on existing monopole and installations of three 

equipment cabinets within existing fenced compound 

 

Cal #N/A  
Town of New Canaan, CT - Zoning Regulation Changes Related To Telecommunication Facilities 

 

Cal #N/A  
Town of North Salem, NY - Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approval and Lead Agency SEQR Negative Declaration for 

Hawley Woods Subdivision 

 

Cal# 12-10PB  

Hayes/Stein Subdivision, 124 North Salem Road, South Salem, NY, Sheet 15, Block 10533, Lots 7, 8 & 9 (Jocelyn 

Hayes and Janet Stein, owners of record) – Application for Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plat in connection with 

a three-lot subdivision. 

 

Cal #N/A  

US Dept. Of Justice Request for Information on Town Of Lewisboro’s Zoning Code and Affordable Housing 

Opportunities 

 

Wetland Violations Update 
 

 

VII. MINUTES OF March 15, 2016;  MINUTES OF April 19, 2016; MINUTES OF May 4, 2016; MINUTES OF May 

17, 2016; MINUTES OF June 21, 2016; MINUTES OF August 16, 2016; MINUTES OF September 13, 2016 and 

MINUTES OF September 20, 2016 

 









TO:    Town of Lewisboro Planning Board 

 

FROM:   Lewisboro Conservation Advisory Council 

 

SUBJECT:  Silvermine Preserve Subdivision   

    Silvermine Drive & Lockwood Road, South Salem, NY  

    Sheet 48, Block 10057, Lot 15 

    Cal # 3‐13PB, #3‐16 WP 

 

DATE:    October 7, 2016 

 

 

The Conservation Advisory Council (CAC) reviewed the applicant’s updated plans for the 

subdivision, wetland, and stormwater permits at our October meeting. We agreed to 

reiterate our previously stated concerns about maintenance of the stormwater features. 

 

As previously expressed, the CAC remains concerned about the requirement for 

maintenance of the stormwater practices that will be installed on the open space parcel. 

These facilities require ongoing management and continuing expenses. We understand 

that these expenses will be the responsibility of the homeowners’ association, but we 

have not yet seen a draft HOA agreement. We are also concerned with permanent 

access for this maintenance, in particular, whether this would take the form of an 

easement across the WLT properties or across the homeowners’ lots. In particular, 

because large equipment may be necessary to perform maintenance tasks over time, 

we would like to see the access routes defined and documented.  In accord with the 

requirements of the Town’s MS4 and the requirements of the permit GP‐0‐15‐003, we 

understand that the various stormwater facilities must become part of the Lewisboro 

MS4 inventory of stormwater practices, and that the responsible party must provide the 

Town with an annual report of the inspections in accord with the NYS Stormwater 

Design Manual. We encourage the applicant to commit that the party responsible for 

maintenance will provide the maintenance inspection checklists from Appendix G of the 

design manual to the Town each year. 

 



















TO:    Town of Lewisboro Planning Board 

 

FROM:   Lewisboro Conservation Advisory Council 

 

SUBJECT:  Martini Wetland Permit 

152 Elmwood Road, South Salem NY 10590 

Sheet 47, Block 10056, Lot 44  

 

DATE:    October 7, 2016 

 

 

The Conservation Advisory Council (CAC) reviewed the applicant’s documentation and 

application for an inground pool at our October meeting.  

 

The CAC recognizes that the area where the pool would be installed is currently lawn 

area, but we would prefer to see consideration given to moving the pool further from 

the wetland if possible, perhaps by being incorporated into the existing deck.  If other 

pool locations options have been considered and are not considered feasible, we remain 

concerned that the infiltrator appears to be very close to the wetland, and suggest that 

the infiltrator should be pulled back further from the wetland.  We are also concerned 

that, in the proposed location, portions of the infiltrator appear to be below the level of 

the wetland, and rely on the opinion of the Town’s consultants regarding the 

functionality of the infiltrator as proposed.  

 



App~cation No.: .37 - /Ci! {J.)p 

Fe~k5S Date: 812~11U1.. 
ALc.-1d.... ({ 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO ~4t4~Cp3~~ 
WETLAND PERMIT APPLICATION 

Towll Offices @ Orchard Square. uit L (Lower Level). 20 North Salem Road. ross River. NY 10518
 
Phone: (914) 763-3060
 

Fax: (914 533-0097
 
Project Information 

Project Address: Is 2 CunWOOD KD Sour/-/' ~Lefl/l (Y·0· /0:510 
Sheet: Block: loaSu LOl{s): 14­4, 
Project Description (identify the improvements proposed within th wetland/wetland buffer and the 

'+lJ~~ .I'~O· ~ rL	 I'_~,_,---,;:>=-"",approximate amount of wetland/wetland buffer disturbanc ):_--===..!r~~L,5~_-f--I2;.-+-.L....:.....::.e::-f-=-- _ 

Owner's Information 

Owner's Name: AtTTf/orf!1I1fJ£:l1f'/1 Phone: 9f11-slZ -7~7<­
Owner's Address/52 £2.bt,v()dJJ ib SS'. /'l. (} .IOS)()Email:(Y7F1cnf{{&&Y~~1 

./ 

Applicant's Information (if different) 

Applicant s Name:	 Phone: _ 

Applicant's Address:,	 Email: _ 

Authorized Aeent's Information (if applicabl 

Agent's Name:	 Phone: _ 

Agent's Adress:	 Email: _ 

To Be Completed By Owner/Applicant 

I.	 What type ofWeUand Permit is required? (see §117- -C nd. _17-5D of the Town Code) 

o Administrative ~ Planning Board 

Is the project located within the NYCDEP Watershed? 0 Yes No 

3.	 Total area of proposed disturbance: J< 5.000 s.f. 0 5.000 .f. - < I ncr o ~I acre 

4.	 Does the proposed action require any other permits/approval from other agen iesldepartmellls? 
(Planning Board. Town Board. Zoning Board of App als. Building Department. own Highway, 
ACARC, NYSDEC, NYCDEP. WCDOH. YSDOT. tel: Identify all adler permits/approvals 
required:	 _ 

Note: Initially. all applications shall b ubmitted with a plan that illustrates the e. isting conditions and 
propo ed improvements. aid plan mu t include a line which encircles the total area of propo cd land 
disturbance and the approximate area of di turbance must be alculated ( quare feet). The Planning 
Board and/or Town Wetland Inspector may require additi nal materials. information. report and plans. 
determined necessary, to review and evaluate the proposed action. If the proposed action requires a 
Planning Board Wetland Permit. the appl ication materials outlined under §217.7 of the Town Code must 
be submitted unless waived by the Planning Board. The Planning Bard may establish an initial escrow 
deposit to cover the cost of application/plan review and inspections onduclcd by th Town' consultants. 

For administrative wetland per hed Administrative Wetland Permit Fe Schedule. 

Date:8 ·27--/6 



__

AFFIDA VIT OF OWNERSHIP
 

STATEOF~4r"-) 
COUNTY OF () ) ss: ~~ 

~11~anti H~ 'being dUly sworn, deposes and says that 

she/he resides a IS.2 L-lmwoZJ/) !?b 
in the County of: &.5-r'C~fe,(L 

State ~ b' 
of: ~ ~;e;~
 

And that she/he is (check one) (1) the owners, or (2) the _a6r'--'~"'--?ULA
O-- _ 

Title 

of &T/ltJNia M;4~rl;V ( 
name of corp ration, partnership or other legal entity 

which is the owner, in fee of all that certain lot, piece r parcel of land situated, lying 

and being in the Town of Lewisboro, New York, aforesaid and known and designated 

on the Tax Map in the Town of Lewisboro as Lot Number ---7-1-------­
Block on sheeti _ 

For (check one): 

[] SKETCH PLAN REVIEW [] PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT [] FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT 

[ ] SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN [ ] SPECIAL USE PERMIT ( ] WAIVER OF SITE PLAN PROCEDURES 

[] WETLAND PERMIT [] STORMWATER PERMIT [] FILING WITH WESTCHESTER COUNTY CLERK 

Sworn to before me this PATRICE APACE 
f«JfAlY PUBUC, STATE OF NEW YOU 

......No. OJPA620JI64 
QIaIified in Dutcbea C'*Ily 

Commissioe..M1rd12, 20 I ';I 



-------------------------

--------------------
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TOWN OF LEWISBORO 
FAX (914) 533-0097 
(914) 763-3060 

Building Department 
TTY 800-662- 1220 P.O. BOX 725 
Email: hllilding@lewishorogov.com CROSS RIVER, NY 10518 
www.lcwisborogov.com 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO, WESTCHESTER COliNTY 

BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

TAX PA YMENT AFFll)AVIT REQUTREMENT 

Under regulations adopted hy the Town of Lewisboro, Section 220-75(8)(3) of the Zoning 
Ordinance, the Building Department may not accept any applications unless an affidavit from the 
Town of Lewisboro Receiver of Taxes is on file in the Building I)epaltment. 

If any taxes are found to be due on the property included in the application, the application for a 
bui Iding permit will not be accepted. 

OWNER OF RECORD: 

tOO$PROPERTY DESIGNATION: SH LOT(S)4f 

WORK COVERED UNDER TH IS PERM IT: 

Addition:
 

A Iteration/Renovation:
 

New Building: ~--=D=--~=....!.\-------------......

The undersigned, being dul)' sworn deposes and says that 3 search of the ta~ records in the 
office of the Receiver of Taxes, Town of Lewisboro, "cveals that all amounts due to the 
Town of Lewisboro as rcal estate taxes d special assessments, together with all penalties 
and interest thereon, affeding the pr'cmis described helow~ have been paid. 

Signature - Receiver of Taxes: . .' Date: q /7jJ 0
J7/,,­

Sworn to before me this ~'day of ,2 :...~ ( G 

ature ­ Notary Public (affix stamp) 

FJANET L. DONOHUE 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK 

No. 01006259627 
Qualified in Westchester County 

Commission Expires April 16, 2020 



J n Associates 
[nvironm ntal Consulting. Incorpor ted 

WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT 

DATE: May 26, 2016 

PROPERTY: Martini Property: 152 Elmwood Road 
Town of Lewisboro, Westchester County, New York 

REPORT BY: Evans Associates Environmental Consulting, Inc. 

INTRODUCTION
 

Wetlands inunediately to the west of the residence on the above-captioned property were 
del ineated in accordance with Chapter 217, Wetlands and Watercourses, of the Code of the 
Town ofLewisboro, and the technical criteria in the 1987 Anny Corps ofEngineers (ACOE) 
Wetland Delineation Manual (TR-Y-87-1) as updated. The site visit was conducted on May 
12,2016 by a Professional Wetland Scientist ofEvans Associates Environmental Consulting, 
Inc. (Evans Associates). Wetland flags numbered A-I through A-9 were hung along the 
wetland boundary closest to the residence. 

The property is located on the west side of Elmwood Road, just south of Shady Road and 
west of the intersection with Deer Run Road. The property is residential, with a house and 
drive. A man-made pond is located to the nOlih of the property, and the stream leaving the 
pond flows to the south through the subject property. The propeliy continues on the westerly 
side of the stream, but only the easterly side ofthe stream-side wetlands was delineated. The 
remainder of the undeveloped portion of the site is wooded, with mapped wetlands and 
watercourse on the undeveloped portion of the prope11y. The existing conditions of the 
wetlands and uplands on the property are discussed below, followed by a discussion of the 
wetlands regulatory jurisdictions (including photos). 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Wetlands 

The wetlands closest to the residence on the property are associated with a perennial stream which 
drains from a small pond to the north ofthe site. The stream flows from nOlth to south through the 
property, and is a Class AA Special waterbody (see jurisdictional status below). 

Vegetation 

Vegetation in the stream-side wetlands includes red maple (AceI' rubrum), American elm 
(Ulmus americana), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) , yellow birch (Betula 
alleghaniensis) , and pin oak (Quercus palustris) trees and saplings, winterbelTy (llex 
verticillata), spicebush (Lindera benzoin), and high-bush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum) 
shrubs, along with skunk cabbage (Symplocmpus joetidus), cinnamon fern (Osmunda 
cinnamomea), nettle (Urtica sp.), and some tussock sedge (Carex stricta). 

Soils 

Soil in the wetlands is mapped as Leicester loam. This soil is poorly drained, very deep to 
bedrock, and is found in low areas and depressions. Leicester loam has an aquic moisture 
regime and is listed on hydric soils lists. Leicester loam is fOlmed in glacial till. 

Hydrology 

The wetlands are sustained by the interception of the groundwater table, along with runoff 
from up gradient areas, including the pond to the north ofthe property. Evidence ofwetland 
hydrology includes flowing and ponded water, saturated soils, drainage patterns, and the 
presence of see s. 

t_r-"'l~~~ 

Stream-side wetland corridor, looking south. Picture taken May 12,2016.
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Uplands 

The uplands immediately to the east of the wetland are developed as lawn and play areas for the 
residence. To the west of the wetland the property is undeveloped and remains wooded with mixed 
hardwoods. 

Vegetation 

Vegetation in the forested uplands includes tulip-tree (Uriodendron tuhpifera), Amelican 
beech (Fagus grandifoha) , red oak (Quercus rubra) , white oak (Quercus alba), sugar maple 
(Acer saccharum), black birch (Betula lenta), and shag-bark hickory (Carya ovata) trees and 
saplings, winged euonymus (Euonymous alatus), and Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii) 
shrubs, grape (Vitis sp.) vines, along with Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides). 

Soils 

Soils in the uplands are mainly Charlton-Chatfield complex. Charlton and Chatfield loams
 
are well drained to somewhat excessively drained and are found on hilltops and hillsides.
 
Charlton is very deep, while Chatfield is moderately deep to bedrock.
 
These soils are often found complexed with each other and with rock outcrops, which were
 

Uplands surrounding the stream conidor are rocky and well drained. Photo looking north 
towards pond. Taken May 12,2016 
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REGULATORY JURISDICTIONS 

Town of Lewisboro Wetland Regulations 

The Town ofLewisboro regulates wetlands and watercourses, along with their surrounding ISO-foot 
upland areas, as defined in Chapter 217 of the Town Code. The stream and wetland delineated on 
the site, along with the ISO-foot buffer, are regulated by the Town. 

New York State DEC Article 24 Wetland Regulations and Article 15 Protection of Waters 

The DEC regulates wetlands in accordance with the New York State Freshwater Wetlands Act 
(Article 24 ofthe New York State Environmental Conservation Law). The DEC regulates wetlands 
that are 12.4 acres in size or greater, primarily based on vegetation, that are shown on, or are 
connected to wetlands shown on, the DEC Freshwater Wetland maps. In addition to regulating 
wetlands, the DEC also regulates 1DO-foot adjacent areas around the wetlands. The on-site stream­
side wetland that was flagged is not mapped as part ofDEC Freshwater Wetland 0-30, but portions 
of the DEC wetland may lie on the western portions ofthe property. The stream which traverses the 
property is mapped as a Class AA-SpeciaI stream, and is therefore subject to regulation as a 
protected water in accordance with Article 15, Protection of Waters. 

Federal Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Regulations 

The United States ACOE is the federal agency that regulates wetlands under the Clean Water Act. 
The ACOE regulates wetlands based on the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and 
wetland hydrology as defined in the 1987 ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual (TR-Y-87-1) as 
modified by the 2012 Regional Supplement for the Northcentral and Northeast Region (TR-l2-1). 
The ACOE regulates watercourses that connect to navigable waters, along with the wetlands that are 
associated with these watercourses. There is no wetland buffer regulated under federal jrnisdiction. 
The outflow from the pond is mapped as a perennial stream which flows off site to a larger stream 
(The Silvennme River) which is considered navigable waters. Therefore, the wetland on this site is 
regulated by the ACOE. 

New York City Watershed Regulations (NYC Department of Environmental Protection) 

The property (including the wetlands) is located within the Silvermine River Drainage Basin, which 
is tributary to Scotts Reservoir in Connecticut. Therefore, the property is not within the New York 
City Watershed, and is not subject to regulation by the NYC DEP. 
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TO: Town of Lewisboro Planning Board 

 
FROM: Lewisboro Conservation Advisory Council 
 
SUBJECT: Wallach wetland application 

        49 Lake Shore Drive, South Salem, NY   
Sheet 0366, Block 11174, Lot 010 

   
DATE: October 7, 2016 
 
The CAC reviewed the application at our October meeting and has the following concerns 
with the proposal for an extension of the lake wall. A natural shoreline with shrubs and bushes 
helps filter pollutants and keeps them from entering the water system. In viewing this property 
it appears that a great percentage of the shoreline is already stone wall and the proposed 
additional wall will make it almost 100% stone wall and that is certainly a concern. Natural 
shorelines also improve the habitat for the various animals that may live in and around the 
lake because they enable access to and from the lake for these animals. We also understand 
that a lake study of Lake Truesdale was recently completed and resulted in a lake 
management plan. We would like to know whether this proposal that will result in increased 
hardscaping of the lake shore is in accord with this new Lake Truesdale Management plan.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appllcation No.: .A.3 -I 4? uJ-f/ 
Fee: Date: ,7uflu 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO 
WETLAND PERMIT APPLICATION 

Town Offices @ Orchard Square, Sulle L (Lower Level), 20 North Salem Road. Cross River. NY lOS 18
 
Phone: (914) 763-5592
 

Fax: (914) 763-3637
 
plannlna@Jewisbolpgov.com
 

ProlccllnCong't1°q 

Project Address: f/q UfiG:; J /-Ioll.~ 

Sheet: 3G, ~ • Block:...l.1.lH Lot(s): 0 I \0 

Project Description (identify the improvements proposed within the wetland/wetland buffer and the 
approximate amount of wetland/wetland buffer disturbance): Ii (51+IJ"~ :x IS il IV , 

S·re. Ie L-NA::4-: OM (AI<, ~ 5/ f) - cF r ec:. ~ t. 

Owner" Inform.don 

Owner's Name: ~ l LV 

Owner's Address: 'Itt UKI:. 5/V. -A1, ,IA 

ApR'lpnt's 1,(ormlUog (ifdifferent) 

Applicant's Name:.	 Phone:. _ 

Applicant's Address:	 Ernail: _ 

Authorized A,ent',ln(onnation (Ifapplicable) 

Agent's Name:.	 Phone: _ 

Asent's Adress:.	 Email:. _ 

To Be Completed By OwRer/Applicant 

1.	 What rype of Wetland Permit Is required? (see §217·5C and §217-50 of the Town Code) 

CJ Administrative ;.cPlanning Board 

2.	 Is the project located within the NYCDEP Watenhed? Yes CJ No 

3.	 TotallRa of proposed disturbance: '1....< S,OOO s.f. CJ 5.000 s.f.· <I acre 0 ~I acre 

4.	 Does the proposed action require any other permits/approvals (rom other agencies/departments? 
(Planning Board, Town Board. Zoning Board of Appeals. Building Department. Town Highway. 
ACARC, NYSDEC. NYCDEP. WCOOH, NYSDOT. etc): Identify all other permits/approvals 
required: PLA-!"j.M t("b 6~i> 

Note: Initially. all applications shaJJ be submitted with a plan that lIIustntes the existing conditions and 
proposed improvements. Said plan must include a line which encircles the lotal area of proposed land 
disturbance and the approXimate area of disturbance must be calculated (square feet). The PIlMin~ 

Bnerd alllVor l'nwro Wed!I!~ !!'.:,p:c:c;, ~j' rc'lU;ru ~.JiliullUi IIlo11\:rta1s. iniormauon, repons &nU pllUllI,l5 
determined necessary. to review and eVlluale the proposed action. If the proposed action requires a 
Planning Board Wetland Permit. the application materials outllncd under §217-' of the Town Code must 
be submitted. unless waived by the Planning Board. The Planning BOird may establish an Inllial escrow 
deposit to cover the cost ofapplication/pian review and Inspections conducted by the Town's consultam. 

Por ad..lalstnt\.e w_~~7ed Ad....IsInIO..W.....d re...1t P.. SeW.1e. 

Owner/Applicant Signatu I~ 1...£ f-.,	 Date: i/vl'W(h 





TOWN OF LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

PO Box 725, 20 North Salem Road, Cross River, NY 10518
 
Email: planning@lewisborogov.com
 

Tel: (914) 763-5592
 
Fax: (914) 763-3637
 

Affidavit of Ownership 

State of: 

County of: 

--",=~=::...cI--'oA==-"~__vJ_~M--~=--":2.....>..=\-4:....:- -,, being duly swo rn, de poses a nd says tha t he/she 

, State of --J.-L='--~___!.~...::!..:=-'<~ _

&.C 
Title 

of ~11 
Name ofcorporation, partnership, or other legal entity 

which is the owner, in fce of all that certain log, piece or parcel of land situated, lying and being in the 

Town of Lewisboro. New York, aforesaid and know and designated on the Tax Map in the Town of 

Lewisboro as: 

Block _/_1_1-'..-7--'-1_---'. Lo t / U ,0nSheet 030 L, 

~~ Sworn to before me this 

~ day of _-=.;~r__'_"""""-'--l-L.:...o=<-=~---J2~--l-~__ 

-"-"-_-----"=-.:.----''--'-=''--=---L-:::::....<....:=-­

Notary Public - affix stamp 

Revised 6-2015 

JESSICA L CASTRO 
Notary Public - State of New York 

NO.01CA6293241 
Qualified in Putnam County 

My Commission Expires Dec 9, 2017 



TOWN OF LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

PO Box 725, 20 North Salem Road, Cross River, NY 10518 
Email: Dlaooj0l:@!ewishorQl:0Y com
 

Tel: (914) 763-5592 Fax: (914) 763-3637
 

Tax Payment Affidavit Requirement 

This form must accompany all applications to the Planning Board. 

Under regulations adopted by the Town ofLewisboro, the Planning Board may not accept any application unless an 
affidavit from the Town of Lewisboro Receiver of Taxes is on file in the Planning Board office. The affidavit must show 
that all amounts due to the Town ofLewisboro as real estate taxes and special assessments on the total area 
encompassed by the application, together with all penalties and interest thereon, have been paid. 

Under New York State law, the Westchester County Clerk may not accept any subdivision map for filing unless the same 
type ofaffidavit from the Town ofLewisboro Receiver of Taxes is submitted by the applicant at the time offiling. 

This form must be completed by the applicant and must accompany all applications to the Planning Board. Upon receipt, the 
Planning Board Secretary will send the form to the Receiver of Taxes for signature and notarization. If preferred, the applicant 
may directly 0 btain the signature of the Receiver of Taxes and notarization prior to submission. 

Name ofApplicant 

Property Description 

Tax Block(s): (/ (1 i 
Tax Lot(s): 

Tax Sheet(s): 

010 

To Be Completed by Applicant 
(Please type or print) 

<)WHG ~ 01{ W~ 
Project Name 

Property Assessed to; 

LtFF~W~ 
Name

'-Ii L4-t<.£ f. . 
Addeess . 
~uTtt 

Zip 

The undersigned, being duly sworn deposes and says that a search of the tax records in the office of the Receiver of Taxes, 
Town of Lewisboro, reveals that all amoun~dlle to the Town of LeWisboro as real estate taxes and special assessments, 
together with all penalties and interest ther n, affecting the premises deSCribed below, have been ald. 

7 

Signature- Receiver of Taxes: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_/_~~~~~~ 
Sworn to before me this 

_-l.-....:.(6_~ayof ~_- --', 2----'-O"-'-(~h_ 

JANET L DONOHUE
 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK
 

No. 01006259627
 
Qualified in Westchester County
 

Commission Expires April 16, 2020
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49 Lake Shore Drive 
South Salem, NY 10590 

September 22, 2016 

Ms. Ciorsdan Conran, Planning Board Secretary 
TOWN OF LEWISBORO 
P.O. Box 725 
Cross River, NY 10518 

Dear Ms. Conran, 

We have reviewed the plans for the proposed additional stone wall at the Wallach/Goble residence, 49 
Lake Shore Drive, and we have no objection to the project. 

~Since Iyyours, 

~\\'­

~Re1~ 

47 !-,.J.4. ~ kutL 
OV1~ 



Ciorsdan Conran 

From: Clifford Wallach <c1ifford@halcraft.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 11:40 AM 

To: Ciorsdan Conran 

Subject: RE: Wallach neighbor Itr 092816.pdf - Adobe Acrobat Standard 

Dear Ciorsdan, 

Yes, confirmed. 

Thank you very much and best regards, 

Halcraft 
60 South MacQuesten Pkwy 

Mt. Vernon, NY 10550 

Tel: (914) 840-0505 

www.Halcraft.com 

From: Ciorsdan Conran [mailto:Planning@lewisborogov.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 11:12 AM 
To: Clifford Wallach 
Subject: Wallach neighbor Itr 092816.pdf - Adobe Acrobat Standard 

Hi Cliff-

Could you please confirm that the attached letter is from Gary Reback at 47 Lake Shore Dr? 

Thanks, 

Ciorsdan 

i )1$ :ian Conran 

Clll.liL Planning@Iewisborogov.com 

tel # 91-1:-763-5592, fax # 91 4-76~,-36 •..,7 

mailing address PImming oard. PO Box 725. Cm s Rivcl" NY 1051<.­

physical address. 20 North Salem Road. Cl'O s Rivct', NY (!lex! fo the Police Dept.) 

Ii Ul'S, Tuesday, W dlllsda and Thursday. 9-3pm 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION   
 
Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. (the “Project Sponsor” or “Applicant”), proposes to develop a 46 
unit46-unit affordable residential community on a 35.4 acre site located on NYS Route 22 in the 
western portion of the Town of Lewisboro, Westchester County, New York. The development 
site is located approximately three-quarters of a mile south of Route 138 and one mile south of 
the Goldens Bridge train station. The location of the site is shown on Figures 2-1 and 2-2. The 
site is currently vacant wooded land and is not served by public water or sewer service. 
 
This Expanded Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) evaluates a focused scope of potential 
environmental impacts for the Proposed Action, based upon the evaluation process and 
questions found in the Full Environmental Assessment Form, and “EAF Workbooks” prepared 
by the NYSDEC. 
 
This Expanded EAF is prepared in accordance with Section 8-0101 of the New York State 
Environmental Conservation Law and the regulations promulgated by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) thereunder, which appear at 6NYCRR 
Part 617 (known as the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act, SEQRA, or SEQR). 
 
This document includes the EAF form Parts 1, 2 and supplemental information as Part 3.  Part 1 
of the EAF Form provides project details and its environmental setting.  Part 2 of the EAF Form 
identifies potential project impacts by category, such as surface water, aesthetic resources and 
transportation. The EAF Part 2 was initially prepared by the Project Sponsor and was then 
reviewed and modified by the lead agency, the Town of Lewisboro Planning Board. The Part 2 
contained in this document was approved by the lead agency on May 17, 2016.    
 
The Part 3 evaluations provided in this Expanded EAF provide background information, 
technical studies and analyses of the potential impact categories as may result from the 
development. The evaluations are based upon materials provided by the Project Sponsor, its 
professional consultants and submissions from the lead agency’s consultants. Part 3 also 
identifies proposed measures that are integral to the project design which will mitigate, minimize 
or avoid the identified impacts as relates to the magnitude and importance of potential impacts. 
The Part 3 evaluations have been modified based upon the lead agency approved Part 2 and 
comments received from the lead agency. The Part 3 sections and evaluations are further 
described below.     
  

Development Purpose, Needs, and Benefits 
 
The proposed development will provide AFFH affordable rental apartments in a portion of the 
Town where multi-family residential is permitted. The proposed affordable rental units will add to 
the Town’s housing inventory and expand affordable housing opportunities within the 
community.  
 
The development will comply with Westchester County’s fair and affordable housing programs 
and policies, including the Westchester County Fair and Affordable Implementation Plan.  The 
proposed development will assist the County in meeting its court mandated obligation to 
complete 750 affordable AFFH units and with financing and building permits in place by 
December 31, 2016. The proposed AFFH apartments will also count towards the Town of 
Lewisboro’s substantially unmet “fair share obligation” to create 239 units of affordable housing 
as identified in established by the County’s Affordable Housing Allocation Plan (2000-2015).  
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Funding for the development will include programs provided by Westchester County and 
NYSHCR. 
 
The proposed buildings will be set back from NYS Route 22.  The size, scale and architecture 
for the proposed residential buildings will be similar to a recently completed multi-family 
affordable development in North Salem, New York named Bridleside, which community serves 
as the Applicant’s vision for the proposed action.      
 

Objectives of the Applicant  
 
The Applicant's proposal intends to accomplish the following: 

 To provide affordable rental housing opportunities in an area of the Town zoned for and 
suited to support such land use, especially its location in relation to mass transportation 
and shopping opportunities within the I-684, Route 22 and Route 138 interchange area 
in Goldens Bridge.  

 To create an residential development in accordance with the recent changes in the Town 
Code to allow multi-family housing in the CC-20 zoning district, and a development that 
is compatible with surrounding land uses and those permitted by the Town Code in the 
CC-20 district. 

 To minimize the environmental impacts of the development by locating the development 
on the western portion of the property on the most level and suitable areas of the 
property. The eastern portion of the site (Parcel 40.2-2-5), is proposed to be 
permanently preserved through the use of restrictive covenants and/or conservation 
easements.    

 
The Applicant, Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. (“WBP”) is a developer of residential developments in 
the New York metropolitan area. WBP companies have built market rate and affordable 
communities throughout the Hudson Valley, in Connecticut and in Nassau and Suffolk counties 
in Long Island for 25 years. WB Residential Communities, Inc. (WBRES) is the property 
management affiliate of WBP. This group successfully manages and oversees 32 WBP 
developed properties with more than 3,200 apartments located in New York, Connecticut and 
the US Virgin Islands.   
 

Site Location and Environmental Setting  
 
 Property Location  
 
The development site is located on the east side of NYS Route 22, immediately east of 
Interstate 684 and approximately three-quarters of a mile south of Route 138. The subject 
property is bounded on the north and east by vacant land, to the south by low density residential 
properties and on the west by NYS Route 22.  Interstate 684 lies directly west of NYS Route 22 
and the highway parallel the Metro North rail line. The Croton Reservoir, part of the New York 
City water supply system, lies approximately 550 feet west of the site.   
 
The development site is located approximately one mile from the Goldens Bridge Metro North 
train station (5,540 feet walking distance as measured from proposed Building 2). The Goldens 
Bridge Post Office is located approximately 0.8 miles north of the development site.  The closest 
taxi service to the site is based in Mount Kisco, New York approximately 6.7 miles from the 
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project site.1 A telecommunications facility and tower is located directly across Route 22 from 
the development site (520 feet from proposed Building 2).      
 
Route 22 provides the only road frontage to the subject property. The site is comprised of three 
tax lots.  
 
 Environmental Setting 
 
The development site is located within an area of low density residential development, 
undeveloped land and transportation uses, as shown in Figure 2-2 Aerial Photo. The land uses 
in the area are predominantly low density residential, although the western portion of the 
property is located in the CC-20 Campus Commercial zoning district.  This district is located 
along the Route 22 corridor, approximately one-quarter  mile south of the Route 22 – Route 138 
intersection.  
 
The topographic setting of the property includes an east-west trending rocky hill which slopes 
towards lower elevations to the north, west, south and east. Elevations on the property range 
from 208 feet in the wetlands in the southwest portion of the site to 450 feet at the hilltop in the 
north central portion of the site. Steep slopes, consisting of slopes greater than 15 % are 
located on the slopes of the hill and many upland portions of the property. Steep slopes 
comprise approximately 67 percent of the subject site (23.8 acres). 
 
The property is currently undeveloped with the exception of two water supply wells that were 
installed in the 1980’s as part of an earlier proposed development that was never completed.  
The site is primarily wooded with second growth successional forest on upland portions of the 
site and mapped wetlands are located in the southeastern portion of the property. A small 
intermittent stream runs through the middle of the wetland. The wetlands are regulated by the 
Town of Lewisboro, the NYSDEC (Wetland F-29) and by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
Based upon mapping by the NYSDEC the property is not part of or adjacent to any designated 
significant natural community or state listed Critical Environmental Area.   
 
The site is serviced by electric, telephone and cable service from private utilities on Route 22.  
However, the subject property contains no utilities and these utility services will need to be 
brought onto the site as part of the proposed development. No municipal water or sewer 
services are available to the site.    
 

Development Description, Proposed Uses, and Layout 
  
 Building Layout and Design 
 
The proposed residential development will include five (5) multi-family buildings serviced by a 
single 24-foot wide access driveway.  Development is concentrated in upland areas in the 
western portion of the property. Each of the five buildings will contain between 8 and 10 
residential units and one building (Building 2) will also contain a community meeting and 
recreation space (clubhouse for project residents’ use). The size of the clubhouse space is 
proposed to be +2,500 sf and will include a social meeting room, computer room, exercise 
rooms, kitchenette and restroom. The layout plan is provided as Figure 2-3 and full sized 
drawings are attached.  The building locations were selected to minimize s were located to 

                                                 
1 Katonah Taxi & Car Service, 37 West Main Street, Mount Kisco, NY, 10549. The taxi fare from the site to Goldens 
Bridge train station is approximately $8.00 according to Katonah Taxi & Car Service. 
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minimize grading and site disturbance to the extent necessary on a property that has varied 
topography and areas of exposed bedrock.  The buildings, driveways and parking areas were 
situated to make use of more level portions of the site and minimize disturbance to slopes.    
 
Parking and driveway access for emergency vehicles is provided at the front of all buildings and 
additional parking is provided at the west side of Buildings 2 and 3, to take advantage of the 
difference in elevations from the front to the back of the Buildings.  A traffic circle with a full 
radius of 65 feet is provided between Buildings 4 and 5 to allow for emergency vehicles to 
circulate through the development. In addition to the community space in Building 2, a children’s 
play area is proposed between Buildings 2 and 3 and a multi-purpose sports court is provided 
next to Building 5. These recreation facilities will be available for the project residents’ use and 
not for the general public. Sidewalks will link all of the buildings, parking and play areas. The 
locations of trash and recyclables receptacle enclosures are shown on the Layout Plan. 
Arrangements for collection of recyclables will occur along with the trash disposal by private 
carting at the project sponsor’s expense. 
 
Given the natural slopes on the property, the building designs will facilitate a grade change from 
front to back, with retaining walls between Buildings 2 through 5. The location and elevation of 
the retaining walls have been designed to minimize their visibility, while preserving their 
functional integrity. Portions of the buildings and retaining walls, as well as light poles and 
lighting in the development will be partially visible to drivers on Route 22 and from Exit 6A, with 
new landscaping proposed to mitigate providing mitigation of direct views of the development 
(see further description in Section 3.6 Aesthetic Impacts). Two stormwater management basins 
are located south of the residential development, at lower elevations where stormwater naturally 
flows. A graded driveway will be provided for maintenance access to the stormwater 
management basins. Due to the topography, the stormwater basins will not be visible to drivers 
on Route 22 or from Exit 6A.  
 
The residential development will be fully landscaped with vegetation that is common to the 
northeast. 
 
 Compliance with Zoning Code  
 
The development site lies in two Town zoning districts: the two westerly lots are located in the 
CC-20 zoning district and the easterly lot is located in the R-4A zoning district.  The proposed 
residential development is proposed for the two westerly lots in the CC-20 district, while the 
eastern lot is proposed to be permanently preserved through the use of restrictive covenants 
and/or conservation easements. A portion of the community septic system will be placed on the 
easterly lot (R-4A district), but no structures or impervious surface will be constructed or sited on 
this portion of the property. The proposed action will include a lot consolidation to result in a 
single tax lot for the entire property, replacing the three existing lots.    
 
The preliminary site plans developed for this affordable housing application show and tabulate 
the various zoning requirements of the CC-20 and R-4A districts applicable to the property, 
including the new reference to the provisions for multi-family dwellings which are found in the R-
MF requirements. 
 
Multi-family dwellings are a permitted use in the CC-20 district, subject to the requirements of 
Section 220-26, Multifamily Residence District (R-MF), of the Zoning Code. The dimension and 
bulk zoning requirements of the R-MF district replace those of the underlying CC-20 district. The 



EAF Part 3  
September 29, August 30, 2016    

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing – Expanded EAF   
1-5 

proposed plan meets all of the dimension and bulk requirements of the R-MF district, with the 
exception of parking.   
 
The Applicant is proposing a total of 92 parking spaces for this facility, whereas 124 spaces are 
required by zoning based on the proposed bedroom count. The Applicant is requesting a 
parking variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals, based upon the actual parking usage at 
similar projects developed and managed by the Applicant. 
 
The Applicant proposes to permanently preserve at least 17 acres of the site through the use of 
restrictive covenants and/or conservation easements. This preserved area will be located 
substantially on the R-4A zoned parcel and provide a permanent buffer and open space 
resource for the benefit and use of the development’s residents. The maintenance of open 
space will further benefit the surrounding properties. The Applicant is open to discussions with 
the Planning Board to accommodate public access to the 17 acres for passive recreation, 
provided that the access is from adjoining lands owned by the NYCDEP and/or the Bedford 
Audubon Society and not from the proposed residential development.  Hunting or motorized 
vehicles would not be permitted.   
 
 Compliance with the Master Plan 
 
The Town Master Plan outlines policies and goals formally adopted by the Town of Lewisboro in 
19852 as a guide for land use and future development in the Town. In its Plan, the Town 
identified considerations for preservation of open space resources as well as for development 
that are generally applicable to the subject proposal today. The Plan does not identify site-
specific consistency criteria, but it was intended to provide overall guidance on the local scale 
for land planning decisions. 
 
The 1985 Town Master Plan speaks of a vision for land use in the I-684/Route 22 corridor that 
would provide for development of campus commercial land use incorporating the preservation 
of open space. According to the Master Plan cCampus commercial development was 
envisioned and planned for in lands bordering Route 22 (lands totaling approximately 113 
acres) including the 35.4-acre development site, which explains its rezoning to CC-20. As stated 
in the Master Plan relative to campus commercial facilities, adequate buffering between such 
use and adjacent residential areas would allow the two different types of land use to coexist, 
and reduce impacts to the natural environment resulting from development.  
 
The development site is not designated as an “open space resource” by the Town Master Plan 
and the property is privately owned. The Town Master Plan identifies the Route 22 road 
frontage as an “Open Space Corridor Buffer Area or Key Natural Area.” The frontage of the 
development site is in the Area, and the Applicant maintains that implementation of buffering 
requirements associated with development in the CC-20 zoning district is consistent with the 
designation. 
 
According to a member of the Lewisboro Planning Board, the property may have been used, 
from time to time, by one or more members of the community for hunting purposes. The 
property is privately owned and its informal use for this purpose is solely at the owner’s 
discretion, regardless of whether it is developed. The proposed residential development would 
eliminate future informal hunting opportunities since the Project Sponsor intends to post the 

                                                 
2 Accessed on the Town’s website 1/21/16.  
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property to enforce a prohibition of public trespass and hunting. (See discussion above 
regarding the potential for public access for passive recreation).  
 
The Town’s Master Plan cites general design principles to guide future public and private 
development in the Town to support the goals and objectives of the Town. These 
recommendations refer to landscape buffering of buildings and parking areas, minimization of 
disturbance on steep slopes where potential for erosion needs to be addressed, and provisions 
to minimize adverse visual impact on Town character and neighboring uses. 
 
The proposed plan will comply with the requirements of the Town zoning regulations, with the 
exception of a parking variance. The preliminary site plan will incorporate various conventional 
slope protection and wetland protection measures that will minimize the potential for soil erosion 
and surface water impacts.  The plan also will incorporate tree preservation measures 
(particularly by minimizing the overall area of site disturbance) and proposed landscape 
plantings that will minimize visual intrusion and create an asset to the community. Moreover, the 
preliminary site plan will preserve approximately 17 acres of land outside of the limits of 
disturbance in permanent open space. 
 
The Applicant maintains the proposed development plan addresses the Town's design 
principles relative to environmental protection and visual consistency, which is subject to 
Planning Board review. in the Applicant’s opinion. The proposed site plan has been laid out in 
an effort to minimize the development’s visual prominence; such that the buildings and other 
site features will be substantially surrounded by wooded open space.  and will not be visually 
prominent at any time of year.  In addition to the proposed landscape plan, natural topographic 
conditions shield portions of render the development area of the site largely obscured from view 
from most offsite locations.  thereby avoiding potential impact on community character. 
 
Future residents of the proposed development will be subject to the existing noise environment 
at the site, which includes vehicle traffic noise from Interstate 684 and to a lesser extent from 
vehicles on Route 22.  The traffic noise is an existing condition and would be most pronounced 
during peak commuting periods in the morning and afternoon.  Traffic noise would be mitigated 
somewhat by the layout of the residential buildings and site topography. The proposed 
residential buildings are set-back some distance from Route 22.  Buildings 1 and 2 are 
approximately 260 to 270 feet from the north-bound travel lane of Route 22 and these buildings 
are approximately 420 to 460 feet from Interstate 684 (Building 1 and 2 respectively).  The other 
three residential buildings are further distant from Route 22 and Interstate 684. The rock outcrop 
that parallels Route 22 and the western property line may provide some noise mitigation given 
its elevations and the lower elevations of Route 22 and Interstate 684.   

In order to assess existing noise conditions, noise measurements were collected by TMA on 
September 27, 2016 at three locations: 1) near the southwestern corner of proposed Building 1, 
2) at the crest of the bedrock outcrop above Route 22 in the northwest portion of the site and 3) 
in the location of the proposed play area between Buildings 2 and 3.  A noise monitoring 
location map is provided in Appendix L. Measurements were collected over an approximate four 
to six hour period between 7:20 AM and 1:00 PM. The averaged noise levels as measured over 
time (reported as Leq) were as follows: 

 Location 1: 58.8 dBA 

 Location 2: 66.8 dBA 
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 Location 3: 58.1 dBA 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), which are 
absolute noise levels for varying land use categories that are used to determine if and where 
traffic noise impacts occur3. For residential land uses the exterior noise abatement criteria is 67 
dBA. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has noise criteria and  
standards that apply to HUD programs (24 CFR Part 51 – Environmental Criteria and 
Standards). The HUD “site acceptability standards” are not to exceed 65 dB, as a day-night 
average sound level external to buildings or other facilities containing noise sensitive uses.   

The average noise levels measured near the proposed residential building locations during a 
typical morning period (Location 1: 58.8 dBA and Location 3: 58.1 dBA) were below the 
published FHWA and HUD standards.  The average noise levels measured near the northwest 
property line, above Route 22 were near the FHWA noise abatement criterial (Location 3: 66.8). 
Although FHWA and HUD noise standards do not apply to the proposed WB Lewisboro AFFH 
residential development, the criteria can be used for comparative purposes.   

 

In the Applicant’s opinion, future residents will make decisions whether to live at the 
development based, in part, upon its location near Interstate 684 and existing noise conditions, 
among many other considerations.  Other existing residential properties adjoin Route 22 and 
Interstate 684 in the Town.  

 
Residential Use and Management  
 

The proposed development will be exclusively used for residential purposes. The Applicant 
proposes an affordable AFFH development with 45 rental units and a single 
caretakerscaretaker’s unit (46 units total). The rental apartments will meet the requirements of 
the Westchester County Fair and Affordable Housing Implementation Plan (2000). While the 
development will be funded utilizing programs provided by Westchester County and NYSHCR, 
the development will be developed, built, marketed, owned and operated by WBP.  
 
The development will include a mix of one, two and three bedroom units as follows: 
 

1 BR – 14 Units 
2 BR – 28 Units (including caretakerscaretaker’s units) 
3 BR – 4 Units 
 

The units will range will in size from approximately 842 square feet (1-BR unit), 1,025 square 
feet (2-BR unit) and 1,285 square feet (3-BR unit).   
 
The development is proposed as a fair and affordable community subject to maximum income 
requirements. The units will be available to residents whose household incomes do not exceed 
60% of the Area Median Income (AMI), based on family size, as established by the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on an annual basis. Nine of the units (20 percent) 
will be set aside for households at or below 50% of the AMI. In 2015, the area median income in 

                                                 
3 Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Frequently Asked Questions, May 2015; 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/faq_nois.pdf  
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Westchester County was established at $105,700 for a 4 person4-person household. Therefore, 
for a family of 4, 60% of the AMI would be $63,420 and 50% would be $52,850. The applicant 
has further advised that preferences for up to five (5) of the units may be extended to a class of 
“first responders” (i.e. fire fighters, police, EMS workers).  Further information on income 
eligibility, marketing and building occupancy is provided in Section 3.9 Community Facilities and 
Services and in the January 6, 1016 letter from Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. to the Planning 
Board (see Appendix A – Correspondence). 
 
The apartments will be marketed by WBP together with a non-profit partner (expected to be the 
Housing Action Council) to households meeting the income eligibility requirements. Marketing 
will comply with the Westchester County Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Plan. A typical 
application is provided in Appendix A (see January 6, 2016 WBP letter). Applicants will be 
selected for an interview by public lottery.  Interviews will be conducted by management staff.  
In addition to income and asset information, all applicants will be required to pass established 
credit and criminal screening processes. 
 
Further information regarding anticipated community demographics is provided in Section 3.9 – 
Community Facilities and Services. Information provided in the demographics and community 
services discussion is based, in part, on a recently completed and fully occupied affordable 
rental community in North Salem managed by WBP named Bridleside at North Salem. 
   
 Drainage / Stormwater Management Plan 
 
A preliminary stormwater management plan for the proposed development has been prepared 
by the project engineer, Insite Engineering, Surveying, & Landscape Architecture, P.C.  The 
preliminary plan includes a stormwater pollution prevention plan report, or SWPPP and relevant 
engineering drawings. A copy of the preliminary SWPPP is provided in Appendix B. 
 
The SWPPP is required to meet the regulatory requirements of the Town of Lewisboro, the 
NYSDEC and the New York City Department of Environmental Conservation (NYCDEP).  Once 
the SWPPP is approved in final form (as part of the final site plan approval after the conclusion 
of the SEQR process), the document will govern all activities associated with site disturbance 
for construction and all permanent drainage features required to comply with applicable 
stormwater management regulations. Section 3.2 provides further description of the proposed 
stormwater management system. 
 
The preliminary site plans call for a stormwater collection system to collect and direct 
stormwater from developed impervious surface to a single stormwater management practice, 
given the use of an infiltration practice for treatment. Therefore, the stormwater design consists 
of a dry pretreatment extended detention basin followed by discharge to an infiltration area (see 
Drawing SP-2 Conceptual Grading Plan). 
 
The SWPPP also provides for erosion and sediment control during construction and on-going 
maintenance for stormwater management facilities.   
 

Utilities (Water and Sewer)  
 
The development site is not located in an area served by municipal water and sewer service. 
Water service will be provided by a new community water system supplied by on-site wells and 
wastewater will be treated by a new community on-site septic system.  These systems are being 
designed by the project engineer, Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.  
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The Applicant’s engineer has developed preliminary water and sewer reports for the residential 
development and they are attached in Appendix C and D. The community water and sewer 
systems will be designed and constructed in accordance with the standards and subject to the 
approval of the Westchester County Department of Health (WCDOH) and New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).  The design will also be reviewed by the 
Town’s engineer and hydrogeologist.  
 
Water demand for the development has been estimated in the Water Facilities Report to be 
9,020 gallons per day (gpd) based upon bedroom count. The Applicant reports that a Average 
daily flow is estimated to be 6 gpm, with peak hourly flow estimated at 60 gpm. Each building 
will be equipped with sprinklers and the combined peak flow from domestic and fire sprinkler 
demand will be used to design the water system. 
 
Water will be supplied from two existing wells, but an additional 1 to 2 wells will be required (3 to 
4 wells total) to meet the NYSDEC requirements for maximum day demand with the best well 
out of service. Water supply for the development was evaluated by Leggette Brashears & 
Graham (see Water Supply Report – Appendix E). Further discussion of groundwater supply is 
provided in Section 3.4 Groundwater. 
 
The community water system will include on-site water treatment facilities and an estimated 
15,000-gallon storage tank. The location of the water control/treatment building will be based on 
the locations of the project wells after all wells are drilled. Preliminary discussions with the 
Goldens Bridge Fire Department have included the developer’s proposal to install a water 
storage tank on-site for use by the Fire Department. The location and design details of the 
system are currently being discussed with the Department. 
 
Wastewater design flow for the residential development is based upon bedroom count and is 
estimated at 9,020 gallons per day (gpd). Preliminary soil testing for the Subsurface Treatment 
System (SSTS) areas have been completed by the project engineer. Suitable soils for the SSTS 
areas have been identified in the southwestern, northern and eastern portion of the site.  No 
portion of the proposed septic system will impact wetlands or wetland buffer. Based on the site 
constraints, preliminary testing and initial assessment indicate that the on-site soils can 
accommodate a SSTS to support a wastewater design flow of up to 9,020 gpd (see Appendix 
D).  The final SSTS capacity will be based on witnessed soil testing with the WCDOH and 
NYCDEP and the final bedroom count for the development. There will be a backup generator 
only for the wastewater pumps and the water control/treatment system.  
 
 Construction  
 
 Construction Period Anticipated 
 
The duration of the construction is anticipated to be approximately 16 months, beginning in 
Spring 2017. The residential development will be constructed as one continuous project.  
Construction activity will occur weekdays from 8:00 AM and Sunset, in conformance with the 
Town of Lewisboro regulations.  No construction activity will occur between Sunset and 8:00 AM 
or on weekends or holidays.  
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 Erosion and Sediment Controls During Construction   
 
The preliminary site plan documents for permitting and construction will include detailed erosion 
and sedimentation control plans, details and notes designed in accordance with Town, 
NYSDEC and NYCDEP requirements for stormwater management. Erosion and sediment 
controls will include implementation and maintenance of temporary measures throughout the 
duration of the construction activities and installation of structural measures for the permanent 
stabilization of the site. Details of the proposed erosion and sediment controls are specified in 
the preliminary Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (see Appendix B). 
 
Site excavation will entail excavation and earth removal. Based upon observation and 
preliminary soil testing, it is anticipated that grading for construction will require rock hammering 
and blasting. Earthwork calculations prepared by the project engineer indicate a total cut of 
24,000 cubic yards and a total fill of 33,000 cubic yards. This results in a net deficiency of 9,000 
cubic yards. These calculations are based upon total volumes and do not account for the 
expected swell of excavated material. Accordingly, this deficiency is likely to be substantially 
reduced by the swell of processed/crushed material excavated and used onsite. As the project 
design progresses, opportunities to better balance earthwork will be considered as the goal is to 
balance the onsite earthwork. A discussion of truck traffic is provided below, should the import 
of any material be required. Re-using the on-site rock as construction fill will require on-site rock 
processing by a rock crusher. Any required blasting and/or rock crushing will be done in 
compliance with all Town of Lewisboro and New York State regulations and requirements. A 
Blasting Permit from the Town of Lewisboro is required for the work. Blasting procedures, 
including a Blasting Plan, are further described in Section 3.1 Soils, Topography and Geology.  
 
A stabilized gravel construction access pad will be installed at the construction entrance point 
identified on the erosion control plans to limit soil transport onto the local roadways from trucks 
leaving the site. The SWPPP will specify measures to stabilize the steep slopes during and after 
construction and to divert clean runoff water away from the construction area.   
  
 Construction Staging  
 
Construction material and staging areas will be maintained on the site. Areas for equipment 
staging and soil stockpiling within the site will need to be designated prior to commencement of 
construction activities. Erosion controls will be utilized around all areas selected for material 
storage and equipment staging. The construction equipment entrance will be stabilized with 
broken stone and perimeter silt fencing will be installed around all construction areas. 
 
 Truck Traffic   
 
Construction traffic will arrive at the beginning of the construction period, primarily consisting of 
trucks delivering equipment and building materials, and daily trips of construction workers.  
Large construction equipment will include bulldozers, graders, excavators and dump trucks.  
This equipment is typically brought to the site on tractor trailers and generally is kept at the site 
for the duration of site preparation activities.    
 
As indicated, the project engineer will endeavor to balance cut and fill through the re-use of 
excavated material on-site and minimize the transport of material to and from the site.  Based 
upon conservative preliminary estimates which do not take into account the expected swell of 
excavated materials to be reused on-site, up to 9,000 cubic yards may need to be imported to 



EAF Part 3  
September 29, August 30, 2016    

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing – Expanded EAF   
1-11 

the subject property. The 9,000 cubic yards equates to approximately 500 truckloads, assuming 
18 cubic yards per truck.   
 
The conservative estimate of needed fill material would result in approximately 500 truckloads of 
soil being imported to the site. Assuming approximately 290 working days per year (excluding 
Sundays and holidays), the soil transport would result in approximately 2 truckloads per day 
over a one yearone-year construction period (for site grading activity). The number of truck trips 
per day is likely to vary depending upon the specific construction activity. The installation of the 
access road and grading for the building pads will require the most soil to be imported to the 
site. This activity will entail the The addition of approximately 2 truckloads (4 truck trips to and 
from the site) per day.  is not expected to significantly impact local traffic. Truck trips will occur 
throughout the day and therefore only a limited number of trips will occur during the morning 
peak traffic periods. Construction traffic will be coordinated with the NYSDOT and the Katonah-
Lewisboro School District. To the extent practical, deliveries will be scheduled to avoid peak 
morning and afternoon traffic periods.      
 
Construction staff flaggers will assist all large trucks to safely exit the site onto Route 22.  It is 
likely that delivery trucks will travel to the site via Exit 6A from Interstate 684 and leave the site 
using Route 22 to Exit 6 at NYS Route 35, south of the site. Exit 6 has both northbound and 
southbound ramps. Some construction traffic may travel north to Route 138 and use the 
southbound ramp from Route 138 to travel south on Interstate 684.  
  
While the construction activity is ongoing, construction materials will be brought in throughout 
the 16 month16-month construction period.  

 
EAF Part 3 Evaluation 
 

As described, the EAF Part 3 Evaluation provides information and analyses for those potential 
impact categories that are relevant to the proposed development. The Part 3 sections provide a 
description of existing conditions, potential impacts and proposed mitigation to avoid and/or 
minimize potential impacts.  
 
3.1 Impact on Land (Soils, Topography, Geology) 
The development will require grading and excavation for project construction. The project has 
been designed to minimize the limits and extent of grading. Mitigation measures including a Soil 
Erosion Control Plan are described in the section. 
 
3.2 Impact on Surface Water 
Site development, grading and soil erosion have the potential to impact on-site and off-site 
water quality. Mitigation measures including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
are described in the section.   
 
3.3 Impact on Wetlands 
The subject property contains a wetland regulated by the NYSDEC, the Town of Lewisboro and 
the US Army Corps of Engineers. The proposed preliminary Site Plan requires encroachment 
into the Town of Lewisboro and NYSDEC designated wetland buffer area (designated wetlands 
are avoided). Approximately 7,000 sf of DEC adjacent area and 14,500 sf of Town of Lewisboro 
buffer will be disturbed. Mitigation measures including a wetlands mitigation plan are described 
(see Section 3.3 for further analysis, including alternatives and mitigation).   
 
3.4 Impact on Groundwater 
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The development site is not located in an area served by municipal water and therefore water 
service will be provided by a new community water system supplied by on-site wells. A 
hydrogeologic assessment for the property has been prepared and it is anticipated that on-site 
wells can meet the estimated water demand of 9,020 gallons per day (gpd)., An estimated one 
to two new wells will necessary, subject to regulatory approval.  with no significant impact to the 
nearby private wells.     
 
3.5 Impact on Ecology 
The site is primarily wooded with second growth successional forest on upland portions of the 
site and a mapped wetland is located in the southeastern portion of the property. Grading for 
site development will alter approximately 10 acres of existing vegetation and habitat.  An 
evaluation of existing vegetation and mitigation measures are provided.  
 
3.6 Impact on Aesthetic Resources   
The development will alter the view for drivers on the I-684 exit ramp 6A and on a limited 
section of NYS Route 22.  A visual analysis has been completed and mitigation measures are 
described. Mitigation will include building design elements such as building materials and colors.  
  
3.7 Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources 
On-site grading has the potential to impact archeological resources. Phase 1A and 1B Cultural 
Resources Surveys have been completed for the project area. The Phase 1B investigation 
involved soil test pits.  Based upon the surveys, the development will have no impacts upon 
Historic and Archeological resources.      
 
3.8 Impact on Transportation 
The proposed development will result in approximately 43 new vehicle trips during the p.m. 
peak traffic hour. A traffic study has been completed with respect to transportation impacts and 
is described in the section.  The development will not result in significant impacts to local traffic.   
 
3.9 Impact on Community Facilities and Services 
The new development will result in new demand for municipal services, including the addition of 
an estimated 17 school children to the Katonah-Lewisboro School District. The potential impacts 
to the Town of Lewisboro and the School District are evaluated.  
 
3.10 Consistency with Community Character 
The subject property lies in two Town zoning districts: the two westerly lots are located in the 
CC-20 zoning district and the easterly lot is located in the R-4A zoning district.  The proposed 
residential development is proposed for the two westerly lots in the CC-20 district, while the 
eastern lot is proposed to be permanently preserved through the use of restrictive covenants 
and/or conservation easements. A discussion is provided regarding the development’s 
consistency with nearby existing land uses, the Town Zoning Code and the Master Plan.     
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Approvals, Reviews and Permits 
 
Approvals, reviews and/or permits required for the implementation of this development are listed 
below by issuing agency. These agencies are called Involved Agencies under SEQRA, and 
have approval authority over one or more aspects of this application.  
 
Site Plan, Wetlands Permit and Stormwater Permit  
Town of Lewisboro Planning Board 
20 North Salem Road  
Cross River, NY 10518 
 
Variances from Zoning Code   
Town of Lewisboro Zoning Board of Appeals 
20 North Salem Road  
Cross River, NY 10518 
 
Building Permit, Blasting Permit 
Town of Lewisboro Building Department   
20 North Salem Road  
Cross River, NY 10518 
 
Community Septic System, Community Water Supply 
Westchester County Department of Health 
145 Huguenot Street 
New Rochelle, NY 10801 
 
Community Septic System, SWPPP 
NYC Department of Environmental Preservation  
465 Columbus Avenue 
Valhalla, NY 10595 
 
SPDES General Permit for Stormwater, Wetland Permit 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY 12561 
 
Highway Permit 
NYS Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett, Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, New York 12603 
 
Development Funding 
Westchester County Board of Legislators 
148 Maritine Avenue 
White Plains, New York 10601 
 
Development Funding  
New York State Homes & Community Renewal 
641 Lexington Avenue 
New York, New York 10022 
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Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 1 - Project and Setting 

Instructions for Completing Part 1              

Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor.  Responses become part of the application for approval or funding, 
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.   

Complete Part 1 based on information currently available.  If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to 
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, 
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to 
update or fully develop that information.   

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B.  In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that 
must be answered either “Yes” or “No”.  If the answer to the initial question is “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow.  If the 
answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to the next question.  Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any 
additional information.  Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in 
Part 1is accurate and complete. 

A. Project and Sponsor Information. 

Name of Action or Project:  

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map): 

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need): 

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone:  

E-Mail: 

Address: 

City/PO: State:  Zip Code: 

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

E-Mail: 

Address: 

City/PO: State: Zip Code:

Property Owner  (if not same as sponsor): Telephone: 

E-Mail: 

Address: 

City/PO: State: Zip Code:

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91625.html
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B. Government Approvals 

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

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) 
Required 

Application Date 
(Actual or projected) 

a. City Council, Town Board, 9 Yes 9 No
or Village Board of Trustees

b. City, Town or Village 9 Yes 9 No 
Planning Board or Commission

c. City Council, Town or 9 Yes 9 No 
Village Zoning Board of Appeals

d. Other local agencies 9 Yes 9 No 

e. County agencies 9 Yes 9 No 

f. Regional agencies 9 Yes 9 No 

g. State agencies 9 Yes 9 No 

h. Federal agencies 9 Yes 9 No 

i. Coastal Resources.
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? 9 Yes 9 No 

ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program?   9 Yes 9 No 
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? 9 Yes 9 No 

C. Planning and Zoning 

C.1. Planning and zoning actions. 
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or  regulation be the 9 Yes 9 No  
 only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?  

• If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.
• If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1

C.2. Adopted land use plans. 

a. Do any municipally- adopted  (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site 9 Yes 9 No 
where the proposed action would be located?

If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action 9 Yes 9 No 
would be located? 

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example:  Greenway   9 Yes 9 No 
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)

If Yes, identify the plan(s):   
     _______________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________   
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan,   9 Yes 9 No
or an adopted municipal farmland  protection plan?

If Yes, identify the plan(s): 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91635.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91640.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91630.html
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C.3.  Zoning 

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance.  9 Yes 9 No
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district? 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? 9 Yes 9 No 

c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? 9 Yes 9 No  
If Yes, 

i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site?   ___________________________________________________________________

C.4. Existing community services. 

a. In what school district is the project site located?    ________________________________________________________________

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

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

d. What parks serve the project site?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

D. Project Details 

D.1. Proposed and Potential Development 

a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all
components)?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

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

or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? _____________  acres 

c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? 9 Yes 9 No 
i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units,

square feet)?    % ____________________  Units: ____________________

d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision?  9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes,  

i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
  ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed?  9 Yes 9 No 
iii. Number of  lots proposed?   ________
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes?  Minimum  __________  Maximum __________

e. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? 9 Yes 9 No 
i. If No, anticipated period of construction:  _____  months 

ii. If Yes:
• Total number of phases anticipated  _____ 
• Anticipated commencement date of  phase 1 (including demolition)  _____  month  _____ year 
• Anticipated completion date of final phase  _____  month  _____year 
• Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may

determine timing or duration of future phases: _______________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91645.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91650.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91655.html
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f. Does the project include new residential uses? 9 Yes 9 No  
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed. 

  One Family      Two Family         Three Family        Multiple Family (four or more)  

Initial Phase    ___________      ___________    ____________      ________________________ 
At completion 
   of all phases       ___________      ___________    ____________   ________________________  

g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)?  9 Yes 9 No   
If Yes, 

i. Total number of structures ___________
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: ________height; ________width;  and  _______ length

iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled:  ______________________ square feet

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any   9 Yes 9 No 
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?

If Yes,  
i. Purpose of the impoundment:  ________________________________________________________________________________

ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water:                     9  Ground water  9 Surface water streams  9 Other specify:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment.    Volume: ____________ million gallons; surface area: ____________  acres 
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure:       ________ height; _______ length

vi. Construction method/materials  for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

D.2.  Project Operations 
a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both? 9 Yes 9 No

(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)

If Yes:  
  i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging?  _______________________________________________________________ 
ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site?

• Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): ____________________________________________
• Over what duration of time? ____________________________________________________

iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials?  9 Yes 9 No 
   If yes, describe. ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated?  _____________________________________acres
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? _______________________________ acres

vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? __________________________ feet
viii. Will the excavation require blasting? 9 Yes 9 No 
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan: _____________________________________________________________________

   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment 9 Yes 9 No 
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?

If Yes: 
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic

description):  ______________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91660.html
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ii. Describe how the  proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines.  Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments?       9 Yes 9 No
If Yes, describe:  __________________________________________________________________________________________

iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? 9  Yes 9 No 
If Yes:
• acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed:  ___________________________________________________________
• expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion:________________________________________
• purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access):  ____________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
• proposed method of plant removal: ________________________________________________________________________
• if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): _________________________________________________

v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: _________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water?  9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes:  

i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day:      __________________________ gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply?  9 Yes 9 No 

If Yes:  
• Name of district or service area:   _________________________________________________________________________
• Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal?  9 Yes 9 No 
• Is the project site in the existing district?  9 Yes 9 No 
• Is expansion of the district needed?  9 Yes 9 No 
• Do existing lines serve the project site?  9 Yes 9 No  

iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project?  9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes: 

• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

• Source(s) of supply for the district: ________________________________________________________________________
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site?  9 Yes 9 No 

If, Yes: 
• Applicant/sponsor for new district: ________________________________________________________________________
• Date application submitted or anticipated: __________________________________________________________________
• Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: _______________________________________________________________

v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: ___________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: _______ gallons/minute.

d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes: 

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day:  _______________  gallons/day
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and

approximate volumes or proportions of each):   __________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes:
• Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: _____________________________________________________________
• Name of district:  ______________________________________________________________________________________
• Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? 9 Yes 9 No 
• Is the project site in the existing district? 9 Yes 9 No 
• Is expansion of the district needed? 9 Yes 9 No 
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• Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? 9 Yes 9 No 
• Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? 9 Yes 9 No 

If Yes:  
• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ____________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes:
• Applicant/sponsor for new district: ____________________________________________________________________
• Date application submitted or anticipated: _______________________________________________________________
• What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? __________________________________________________

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

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

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new point 9 Yes 9 No 
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point

   source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction? 
If Yes:  

i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?
 _____ Square feet or  _____ acres (impervious surface) 
_____  Square feet or  _____ acres (parcel size) 

ii. Describe types of new point sources.  __________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff  be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?   

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________    
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
• If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands:  ________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

• Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? 9 Yes 9 No 
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater? 9 Yes 9 No 

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel 9 Yes 9 No 
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?

If Yes, identify: 
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit, 9 Yes 9 No 
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit?

If Yes:  
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area?  (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet 9 Yes 9 No 

ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)
ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate:

• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N2O)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflourocarbons (HFCs)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants, 9 Yes 9 No 
landfills, composting facilities)?

If Yes:  
i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): ________________________________________________________________

ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring): ________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as 9 Yes 9 No 
quarry or landfill operations?

If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):   
 _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial 9 Yes 9 No 
new demand for transportation facilities or services?

If Yes:   
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply):  Morning  Evening Weekend

 Randomly between hours of __________  to  ________.
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: _______________________

iii. Parking spaces: Existing _____________ Proposed ___________ Net increase/decrease  _____________ 
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? 9 Yes 9 No 
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within ½ mile of the proposed site? 9 Yes 9 No 
vii  Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric 9 Yes 9 No 

 or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing 9 Yes 9 No 

pedestrian or bicycle routes?

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand 9 Yes 9 No 
for energy?

If Yes:   
i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: ____________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or

other):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? 9 Yes 9 No 

l. Hours of operation.  Answer all items which apply.
i. During Construction: ii. During Operations:
• Monday - Friday: _________________________ • Monday - Friday: ____________________________
• Saturday: ________________________________ • Saturday: ___________________________________
• Sunday: _________________________________ • Sunday: ____________________________________
• Holidays: ________________________________ • Holidays: ___________________________________
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m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction, 9 Yes 9 No 
operation, or both?

If yes:   
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen? 9 Yes 9 No 
 Describe: _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

n.. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? 9 Yes 9 No  
 If yes: 
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:

  _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen? 9 Yes 9 No 
 Describe: _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? 9 Yes 9 No 
  If Yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest 
  occupied structures:     ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

p. 9 Yes 9 No Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) 
or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage?

If Yes: 
i. Product(s) to be stored ______________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Volume(s) ______      per unit time ___________  (e.g., month, year)
iii. Generally describe proposed storage facilities:  ___________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, 9  Yes  9 No 
insecticides) during construction or operation?

If Yes:  
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? 9  Yes  9 No 
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal 9  Yes  9 No

of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?
If Yes: 

i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
• Construction:  ____________________  tons per ________________ (unit of time)
• Operation :      ____________________  tons per ________________ (unit of time)

ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste:
• Construction:  ________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
• Operation:  __________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site:

• Construction:  ________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

• Operation:  __________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? 9  Yes  9  No  
If Yes: 

i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities): ___________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
• ________ Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
• ________ Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment

iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: ________________________________ years

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous 9 Yes 9 No 
waste?

If Yes: 
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility: ___________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: ___________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated  _____ tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: ____________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? 9 Yes 9 No  
If Yes: provide name and location of facility: _______________________________________________________________________ 
       ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
If No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:     

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action 

 E.1. Land uses on and surrounding the project site 

a. Existing land uses.
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site.

9  Urban      9  Industrial      9  Commercial      9  Residential (suburban)      9  Rural (non-farm) 
9  Forest      9  Agriculture   9  Aquatic      9  Other (specify): ____________________________________ 

ii. If mix of uses, generally describe:
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

Land use or  
Covertype 

Current 
Acreage 

Acreage After 
Project Completion 

Change 
(Acres +/-) 

• Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces

• Forested

• Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural)

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

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

• Wetlands (freshwater or tidal)

• Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill)

• Other
Describe: _______________________________ 
________________________________________ 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91665.html
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? 9 Yes 9 No 
i. If Yes: explain:  __________________________________________________________________________________________

d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed 9 Yes 9 No 
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?

If Yes,  
i. Identify Facilities:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes: 

i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
• Dam height:    _________________________________  feet 
• Dam length:    _________________________________  feet 
• Surface area:    _________________________________  acres 
• Volume impounded:  _______________________________ gallons OR acre-feet

ii. Dam=s existing hazard classification:  _________________________________________________________________________
iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility, 9 Yes 9 No 
or does the project site adjoin  property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?

If Yes:  
i. Has the facility been formally closed? 9 Yes 9  No 
• If yes, cite sources/documentation: _______________________________________________________________________

ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

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

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin 9 Yes 9 No  
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste?

If Yes:  
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:

 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

h. Potential contamination history.  Has there been a reported spill at the proposed  project site, or have any 9 Yes 9  No  
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site?

If Yes: 
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site 9 Yes 9 No 

Remediation database?  Check all that apply:
9  Yes – Spills Incidents database       Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________ 
9  Yes – Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________ 
9  Neither database 

ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures:_______________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? 9 Yes 9 No 
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s):  ______________________________________________________________________________ 

iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):

 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 



Page 11 of 13 

v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? 9 Yes 9 No  
• If yes, DEC site ID number: ____________________________________________________________________________
• Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement):    ____________________________________
• Describe any use limitations: ___________________________________________________________________________
• Describe any engineering controls: _______________________________________________________________________
• Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? 9 Yes 9 No 
• Explain: ____________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E.2.  Natural Resources On or Near Project Site 
a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site?  ________________ feet 

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings?  __________________% 

c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site:  ___________________________  __________% 
 ___________________________  __________% 
____________________________  __________% 

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

e. Drainage status of project site soils: 9  Well Drained: _____% of site 
 9  Moderately Well Drained: _____% of site 
 9  Poorly Drained _____% of site 

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: 9  0-10%: _____% of site  
9  10-15%: _____% of site 
9  15% or greater: _____% of site 

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? 9 Yes 9 No 
 If Yes, describe: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

h. Surface water features.
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, 9 Yes 9 No 

ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? 9 Yes 9 No 

If Yes to either i or ii, continue.  If No, skip to E.2.i. 
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal, 9 Yes 9 No 

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

• Streams:  Name ____________________________________________ Classification _______________________ 
• Lakes or Ponds: Name ____________________________________________ Classification _______________________• Wetlands:  Name ____________________________________________ Approximate Size ___________________ 
• Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) _____________________________

v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired 9 Yes 9 No 
waterbodies?

If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: _____________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? 9 Yes 9 No 

j. Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain? 9 Yes 9 No 

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain? 9 Yes 9 No 

l. Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes: 

i. Name of aquifer:  _________________________________________________________________________________________

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91670.html
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:  ______________________________ 
______________________________ _______________________________ ______________________________ 
______________________________ _______________________________ ______________________________ 

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes: 

i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): _____________________________________
  ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Source(s) of description  or evaluation: ________________________________________________________________________
iii. Extent of community/habitat:

• Currently:    ______________________  acres 
• Following completion of project as proposed:   _____________________   acres
• Gain or loss (indicate + or -):  ______________________ acres 

o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as   9 Yes 9 No 
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species?

  

 

 

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of 9 Yes 9 No
special concern?

 

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing? 9 Yes 9 No  
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: ___________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

E.3.  Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site 
a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to 9 Yes 9 No 

Agriculture and  Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304?
If Yes,  provide county plus district name/number:  _________________________________________________________________  

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? 9 Yes 9 No 
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site?  ___________________________________________________________________________

ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s):  _________________________________________________________________________________

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National 9 Yes 9 No 
Natural Landmark?

If Yes:   
i. Nature of the natural landmark:           9  Biological Community             9   Geological Feature
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: ___________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
  ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes: 

i. CEA name: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for designation: _____________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Designating agency and date:  ______________________________________________________________________________
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e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district   9 Yes 9 No 
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the
State or National Register of Historic Places?

If Yes:  
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource:   9 Archaeological Site   9 Historic Building or District     

ii. Name:  _________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:

   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

f. Is the project site, or any portion of  it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for 9 Yes 9 No 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? 9 Yes 9 No 
If Yes:  

i. Describe possible resource(s):  _______________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for identification:   ___________________________________________________________________________________

h. 9 Yes 9 No Is the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local 
scenic or aesthetic resource?

If Yes:  
i. Identify resource: _________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.):  ___________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Distance between project and resource: _____________________ miles.

i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers 9 Yes 9 No 
Program 6 NYCRR 666?

If Yes:  
i. Identify the name of the river and its designation: ________________________________________________________________

ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666? 9 Yes 9 No 

F. Additional Information  
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project.  

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any 
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

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

Applicant/Sponsor Name ___________________________________ Date_______________________________________ 

Signature________________________________________________ Title_______________________________________ 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91680.html
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Disclaimer:   The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist 
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental 
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are 
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF 
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks.  Although 
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to 
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order 
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a 
substitute for agency determinations.

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area] No

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area] No

C.2.b. [Special Planning District] Yes - Digital mapping data are not available for all Special Planning Districts. 
Refer to EAF Workbook.

C.2.b. [Special Planning District - Name] NYC Watershed Boundary

E.1.h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - 
Potential Contamination History]

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

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - 
Listed]

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

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - 
Environmental Site Remediation Database]

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

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of  DEC Remediation 
Site]

No

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features] No

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features] Yes

E.2.h.ii  [Surface Water Features] Yes

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features] Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and 
waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook.

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands 
Name]

Federal Waters, NYS Wetland

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands 
Size]

NYS Wetland (in acres):14.4

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - DEC 
Wetlands Number]

F-29

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies] No

E.2.i. [Floodway] No

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain] No
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E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain] No

E.2.l. [Aquifers] Yes

E.2.l. [Aquifer Names] Principal Aquifer

E.2.n. [Natural Communities] No

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species] No

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals] No

E.3.a. [Agricultural District] No

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark] No

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area] No

E.3.e. [National Register of Historic Places] Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook.

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites] No

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor] No
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3.1 SOILS, TOPOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY

Existing Conditions

The soils on the development site have been mapped by the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service (SCS) of Putnam and Westchester County, New
York. Soils on the property are varied and are partly controlled by the varied topography and
bedrock that is shallow or exposed in portions of the site.

The eight (8) soil types mapped on-site include: Chatfield-Hollis-Rock outcrop complex (CtC
and CuD), Hollis-Rock outcrop (HrF), Palms muck (Pa), Riverhead loam (RhB), Leicester loam
(LcB), Chatfield-Charlton Complex (CsD), Charlton Loam (ChD), and Charlton-Chatfield
Complex (CrC). The  location of these soils groups on the site is shown in Figure 3.1-1, Soils
Map. A summary of on-site soils, soil characteristics, depth to groundwater and depth to
bedrock is provided in Table 3.1-1. 

The Chatfield-Hollis-Rock outcrop complex soils (CtC and CuD) are either hilly (CuD) or rolling
(CtC) and are moderately to very deep and well drained to excessively drained. Slopes range
from 3 to 15 percent (CtC) and 15 to 35 percent (CuD). Depth to water is more than 6 feet
throughout the year, permeability is moderate to moderately rapid, and available water capacity
is very low to moderate. The depth to bedrock is typically between 10 inches and 40 inches.

The Hollis-Rock outcrop complex soils (HrF) are shallow, very steep and well drained soils with
areas of rock outcrop. Slopes will range from 35 to 60 percent. Depth to water is more than 6
feet throughout the year, permeability is moderate or moderately rapid, and the available water
capacity is very low. The depth to bedrock is generally between 10 to 20 inches.

The Palms muck soils (Pa) are nearly level, very deep and very poorly drained soils and
consists of 16 to 51 inches of organic material. Depth to water is typically 6 inches above to 12
inches below the surface from September through June, and up to 24 inches during dry
periods. Permeability is moderately slow to moderately rapid with a high water capacity. Depth
to bedrock is typically more than 60 inches.

The Riverhead loam (RhB) soils are gently sloping, very deep and well drained. Slopes range
from 3 to 8 percent. Depth to water is more than 6 feet throughout the year. Permeability is
moderately rapid with a moderate water capacity. The depth to bedrock is typically more than
60 inches.

The Leicester loam (LcB) soils are gently sloping, very deep and somewhat poorly drained.
Slopes range from 3 to 8 percent. Depth to water is typically 1.5 feet in depth from November to
May. Permeability is moderate or moderately rapid with a moderate water capacity. Depth the
bedrock is greater than 60 inches.

The Chatfield-Charlton complex (CsD) is a soils unit that is very deep and well drained.  Slopes
range from 15 to 35 percent. Depth to water is generally more than 6 feet throughout the year.
Permeability is moderate to moderately rapid with a low water capacity. Depth to bedrock is
typically 20 to 40 inches.

The Charlton loam (ChD) soils are moderately steep, very deep and well drained. Slopes range
from 15 to 25 percent. Depth to water is 6 feet below the ground surface throughout the year.
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Permeability is moderate to moderately rapid with a moderate water capacity. Depth to bedrock
is more than 60 inches.

The Charlton-Chatfield complex (CrC) consists of very deep and well drained soils. Slopes
range from 2 to 15 percent. Depth to water is typically 6 feet throughout the year. Permeability
is moderate to moderately rapid with a low to moderate water capacity. Depth to bedrock is
greater than 60 inches.

1 Hydrologic groups are used to estimate runoff from precipitation; they range from high
infiltration (A) to low infiltration (D).

2 Erosion Factor K indicates susceptibility to sheet and rill erosion by water measured in
tons/acre/year.  K values range from 0.05 to 0.69.  Higher values indicate greater
susceptibility
Source:  Soil Survey of Westchester and Putnam Counties, New York, USDA SCS.

>6 feet>60 inches0.20-0.240.6-6.0
(0-60" deep)B

Charlton-
Chatfield complex
(CrC)

>6 feet>60 inches0.240.6-6.0
(0-60" deep)BCharlton loam (ChD)

>6 feet20-40 iches0.20-0.240.6-6.0
(0-60" deep)BChatfield-Charlton

complex (CsD)

0-1.5 feet 
(November
thru May)

>60 inches0.24-0.28

0.6-6.0
(0-26" deep)

0.6-20.0
(26-60" deep)

CLeicester loam (LcB)

>6 feet>60 inches0.17-.28

2.0-6.0
(0-30" deep)

>20
(30-60" deep)

BRiverhead loam
(RhB)

+1-1.0 feet
(November
thru May)

>60 inches0.37

0.2-6.0
(0-48" deep)

0.2-2.0
(48-60" deep)

A/DPalms muck (Pa)

>6 feet10-20 inches0.24-0.320.6-6.0
(0-16" deep)C/DHollis-Rock outcrop

(HrF)

>6 feet10-40 inches0.20-0.320.6-6.0
(0-24" deep)B/C/D

Chatfield-
Hollis-Rock outcrop
(CtC & CuD)

K2

Depth to
Water

(feet below
the ground

surface)

Depth to
Bedrock

(inches below
the ground

surface)

Erosion
FactorPermeability

(in./hr.)
Hydrologic

Group1Soil Series

Table 3-1-1
Soil Characteristics and Limitations

The site generally slopes from the north to the south towards the wetland in the southwestern
portion or the property. Bedrock underlying the development site consists of Fordham Gneiss
and Inwood Marble.

The project engineer has analyzed the existing slopes on the property. As shown in Drawing
CM-1 Constraints and Net Lot Area Map, development is proposed on the more level, western
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portions of the property.  Existing slopes based upon slope categories are shown in Table 3.1-2
Existing Slopes.

Source: insite Engineering, Surveying, & Landscape
Architecture, P.C. March 2016

35.4 acresTotal
19.7 acres>20%
  4.1 acres15-20%
11.6 acres0-15 %

Table 3.1-2
Existing Slopes

Potential Impacts

Grading is required to build the internal road network, install utilities, prepare areas for the
proposed residential buildings and parking, and to create the stormwater management facilities  
located in the southern portion of the site. The conceptual grading is shown in Figure 3.1-2 -
Conceptual Grading Plan. The preliminary site plan layout is designed to utilize the existing
topography thereby minimizing the amount of earthwork necessary. Based on preliminary
engineering estimates approximately 10 acres is proposed to be disturbed for the development.
Exposed soils, especially in areas of steep slopes has the potential to result in soil erosion and
sedimentation into areas of  lower topography including wetland buffers and wetlands located in
the southwest portion of the site.

Attached is Figure 3-3 showing the mass earthwork for the site improvements depicting the
changes between finished grades and existing grades in the developed portion of the site. The
earthwork calculations indicate a total cut of 24,000 cubic yards and a total fill of 33,000 cubic
yards. This results in a net deficiency of 9,000 cubic yards. This deficiency is likely to be made
up by the swell of material excavated and used onsite. As the project design progresses,
opportunities to better balance earthwork will be considered as the goal is to balance the onsite
earthwork.

Based upon analysis by the project engineer, the development will require some disturbance to
slopes greater than 15 percent. Disturbance to slopes by category is provided in Table 3.1-3.
Grading on steeper grades increases the potential for soil erosion, if stabilization and erosion
control techniques are not properly implemented.  An erosion and sediment control plan has been
prepared to assure proper management of exposed soils and to minimize erosion, as further
described below.

Source: Insite Engineering, Surveying, & Landscape
Architecture, P.C. March 2016. 
* Based on an estimate by Kellard Sessions, 10 acres of
disturbance is cited in the text.

8.9 acres*Total
3.6 acres>20%
1.4 acres15-20%
3.9 acres0-15%

Table 3.1-3
Slope Disturbance
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Bedrock outcrops are more prevalent in the eastern portion of the property and include a
topographic ridge.  Development on the eastern portion of the property is not proposed, with the
possible exception of septic fields.  The septic fields, as shown in the preliminary plans, would
only occur on level portions of the site with sufficient soil cover above the bedrock. All major
development is located on the western portion of the property. If bedrock is encountered during
construction, mechanical means (i.e. ripping, chipping) would be employed first to avoid any
unnecessary blasting. Development of the site for residential building pads, parking lots and the
access drive is likely to encounter bedrock where bedrock is exposed or within 5 feet of the
surface. The proposed grading is shown in Figure 3.1-2  and the depth of cut and fill is shown in
Figure 3.1-3 Cut and Fill Map. Based upon observation and preliminary soil testing, it is
anticipated that grading for construction will require rock hammering and blasting. In limited
circumstances such as improper design or implementation, blasting has the potential to
damage off-site foundations. The nearest existing off-site residences are located on Todd Road
south of the property and approximately 850 feet from the proposed area of potential blasting
development. Blasting mitigation measures are described below, and the Applicant would
require a Blasting Permit from the Town of Lewisboro Building Department..

Avoidance or Minimization of Potential Impacts and Mitigation

Soils

As indicated, construction of the development will require the grading of approximately 10 acres
of the 35.4 acre property or 28 percent. The project engineer has provided an estimate of the
amount of grading required in each slope category, as shown in Table 3.1-3.  As shown in the
grading plan (Figure 3.1-2), grading on slopes greater than 15 percent is unavoidable, but has
been minimized to the extent practical through the layout of the buildings, parking areas,
driveways and septic fields. 

Engineering measures such as proper design of foundations, subsurface drainage as needed,
and proper designs of pavement subbase and excavated slopes can be utilized to overcome any
construction limitations of the onsite soils. 

A Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (Drawing SP-3) has been prepared for the subject
development, as part of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to assure proper
management of soils to minimize erosion, as further described below. 

Blasting

A Blasting Permit will be obtained from the Town of Lewisboro for any required blasting, which
will commit the developer to compliance with Town Code requirements of §92-18 Blasting
Operations.

Any necessary blasting would only be carried out in conformance with an approved Blasting
Plan, specific to this project, developed between the Blasting Contractor and the Town. The
Blasting Plan would include, but not be limited to the following:

� Determination of a radius of sensitive receptors to the blasting site.
� Notification of property owners within the radius of sensitive receptors. This notification

would provide warning that blasting will occur and the dates it is planned to start and
finish.
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� Conducting pre-blasting inspections for buildings within the radius of sensitive receptors.
This will be completed by the Blasting Contractor.

� Conducting post-blasting inspections of the buildings within the specified radius.
� Blasting would only be conducted during specified hours in conformance with the Town

of Lewisboro Building Code (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM).

The Blasting Plan would be developed in full conformance with the Town of Lewisboro's
Building Code and in accordance with New York State blasting law. A preliminary Blasting Plan
is attached as Appendix H. The contractor’s Blasting Contract would be based on site specific
blasting requirements, and would be submitted to the Town for approval in advance of any site
work activity. In accordance with the Town Building Code, the Building Inspector shall not issue
a permit for blasting unless the applicant has filed with the Building Inspector a certificate of
insurance evidencing comprehensive general liability insurance.

Potential Erosion

The anticipated development includes the grading and disturbance of 10 forested acres. The
area proposed to be disturbed is in the western portion of the site with more level topography
minimizing disturbance to steep slopes to the extent practical. During construction, erosion
control measures will be implemented to mitigate any steep slope disturbance that may occur.
It is anticipated that the potential for soil erosion would be limited to the construction period,
since following construction, all disturbed ground will be stabilized with either impervious
surface or with landscaping such as lawn, groundcover plantings or native grasses and
vegetation. No exposed ground will be left unstabilized and any limited future treatment by
herbicides would not result in increased erosion (see discussion on herbicides on page 3.2-2).  

A Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (Drawing SP-3) has been prepared for the subject
development, as part of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP is
provided in Appendix B. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan shows the limits of disturbance
and the placement of silt fencing in locations down-slope from areas of grading. The proposed
stabilized construction entrance is also shown in the preliminary Plan. Drainage inlets with inlet
protection will be installed in conjunction with the stormwater collection drain system.

Construction phasing for the project will be limited to 5 acre maximum disturbance area. The
construction is envisioned to initiate with the construction of the entry road, stormwater basins,
and western buildings.  The second phase would include the eastern buildings and related
improvements. The final phase of work will include the installation of the subsurface sewage
treatment system (SSTS). As the details in the project Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) progress, the sequencing plan will be further detailed, and keyed to the site
stormwater and erosion control improvements.

The SWPPP has been designed to conform to applicable requirements of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), SPDES General Permit GP-0-15-002.
The preliminary Site Plan will be completed in accordance with New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation best management practices ("BMPs") as further described below.

Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The principle objectives of the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan include the following:

EAF Part 3
September 29, August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF 
3.1-5



� divert clean surface water before it reaches the construction area; 
� control erosion at its source with temporary and permanent soil protection measures;
� capture sediment-laden runoff from areas of disturbance and filter the runoff prior to

discharge; and,
� decelerate and distribute storm water runoff through use of natural vegetative buffers or

structural means before discharge to off-site areas. 

These objectives will be achieved by utilizing a collective approach to managing runoff, i.e. Best
Management Practices (BMPs). Prior to any disturbance, erosion and sediment control
measures will be installed in accordance with the specifications of the Erosion Control Plan. The
construction contractor will be required to install all sediment and erosion control measures and
maintain them throughout the entire construction process.

Based upon the proposed erosion control measures being implemented, construction impacts
will be minimized.
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3.2 IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES

Existing Conditions

The development site is mostly wooded with second growth forest and an area of wetland
located in the southwestern portion of the site. Topography on the property is varied and
elevations range from about 210 feet to 450 feet. An east-west trending ridge is located in the
northern portion of the property, and run-off generally drains from north to south towards the
wetland. Surface water drainage flows by sheet flow from higher elevations to lower elevations
on the site. Pre-development drainage is shown in Figure 3.2-1 Pre-Development Drainage
Map.  

The wetland in the southwest portion of the property is mapped as a NYSDEC regulated
wetland (F-29). This wetland is also regulated by the Town of Lewisboro and the US Army
Corps of Engineers. According to the NYSDEC on-line database Wetland F-29 is 14.4 acres in
size. Approximately 2.3 acres of this wetland is located on the subject property.

An unnamed intermittent watercourse is located in the mapped wetland and this watercourse
flows towards the west under Route 22 and the eventually drains to the Muscoot Reservior
located west of the property. AThe Applicant has reported that a  site walk with the New York
City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) on March 9, 2016 confirmed that the
on-site watercourse is not a reservoir stem.  This intermittent watercourse is not designated on
NYSDEC maps (NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper) and is not connected to Brady
Stream/ Brook which is located further to the north. The property contains no other streams,
ponds or lakes.  

The development site is in the Muscoot Watershed Basin. This Reservoir is located in the New
York City East-of-Hudson Croton Watershed, where the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has established a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDLs) for phosphorus. The burden for
reducing current phosphorous loading to achieve the TMDL presently lies with the Applicant,
Town of Lewisboro and its regional partners. The program for phosphorous reduction has been
established in the NYSDEC document entitled Croton Watershed Phase II Phosphorous TMDL
Nonpoint Source Implementation Plan (TMDL Implementation Plan) dated January 14, 2009.

The NYSDEC TMDL Implementation Plan clearly states that for simplicity and ease of local
government administration, the Plan is largely structured to use existing programs to achieve
phosphorus reductions. These programs include:  

� Potential additional point source reductions.

� NYSDEC SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges for Municipal Separate
Stormwater Sewer Systems (MS4s) Permit No. GP-0-10-002.

� State and regional source control and agricultural programs.

� US EPA Filtration Avoidance Determination Program.

� Westchester County “Croton Plan”

� NYSDEC “Croton Strategy”

� NYCDEP EOH Water Quality Investment Funds.

� New York State non-point source programs.  
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� NYSDEC - NYCDEP Coordinated Stormwater Enforcement Protocol.   

The proposed Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project is consistent with  
the TMDL Implementation Plan and applicable portions of the above-cited programs. Through
compliance with the General Permit for Construction Activity, which requires enhanced
stormwater design in the NYC East of Hudson Watershed targeted at removing phosphorus,
the project SWPPP is consistent with the TMDL Implementation Plan and other strategies for
removing phosphorus from the watershed.  

  Potential Impacts 

Stormwater run-off during construction or post-development, has the potential to affect water
quality for wetlands and water courses identified on-site and may potentially affect off-site water
courses. During construction, stormwater run-off has the potential to transport sediment into
wetlands and water courses and may result in turbidity, siltation or other degradation of
receiving water bodies. The development will result in the introduction of 2.4 acres of new
impervious surface to the site. As described in Section 3.3 Wetlands, the proposed
development will involve the construction of a stormwater management facility within the
NYSDEC 100 foot buffer and within the Town 150 foot Control Area. No direct impacts to Town
or NYSDEC wetlands or watercourses are proposed.    

The current preliminary stormwater plan involves a pretreatment / attenuation stormwater basin
and an infiltration stormwater basin located at the lower elevations of the site adjacent to and
encroaching upon the Town/ NYSDEC wetland buffer. From a stormwater perspective this
arrangement will provide the maximum benefit for water quality and quantity. An alternative to
this design would be to provide subsurface storage of stormwater for quantitative purposes and
install a pretreatment hydrodynamic separator and eliminate the attenuation / pretreatment
basin. This would allow the infiltration practice to be moved uphill to reduce the wetland buffer
disturbance. This alternative design requires additional maintenance and would not include
certain biological benefits of the open attenuation / pretreatment basin (open basins are
vegetated providing for filtration and uptake of pollutants that buried systems do not provide).
and would substantially increase the cost of stormwater management, including maintenance.    
  

Site grading and the introduction of impervious surface and stormwater management facilities
will require the modifications of existing drainage patterns. Post-development drainage on the
property is shown in Figure 3.2-2 Post Development Drainage Map. As shown in the preliminary
plan, stormwater on the site will continue to flow from north to south towards lower elevations
and will be directed to proposed stormwater basins located at the base of the slope. Treated
stormwater will flow and infiltrate to the wetland in the southern portion of the site, similar to
existing conditions.  

The site development includes earthwork in areas where there is shallow rock. Unfortunately
this condition does not support the use of permeable pavement as a green infrastructure
practice.  Although this practice has clear benefits, its application in this instance is not feasible.
 The proposed development will incorporate other green infrastructure practices that are
suitable for this site, including sheet flow to filter strips, vegetated swales, reduction in
impervious surface, conservation of natural areas, and tree planting. Opportunities for including
rain gardens and stormwater planters can be considered as the detailed site plan is further
developed.
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The proposed development will require the construction of a new community on-site septic
system. The system will be subsurface and rely on infiltration and will not involve discharge to
any surface water resources. The proposed development septic system is subject to review and
approval by Westchester County Department of Health and NYCDEP and the discharge is
permitted by the NYSDEC. 

The proposed development may involve the limited application of pesticides and herbicides in
the maintained landscaped portion of the development.  Pesticides and herbicides would not be
used in or around any water body, with the exception of limited use of Rodeo-Type glyphosate
to eliminate invasive plants in the wetland buffer as part of the Wetland Buffer Restoration and
Enhancement Plan (see discussion below). An Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPM Plan)
has been prepared for the future maintenance of property landscaping (see discussion below). 

Post-development, stormwater may transport sediment, sand from winter deicing and oil and
grease from parking lots and driveways. Effective stormwater management, both during and
following the development, will minimize these potential stormwater impacts.

Avoidance or Minimization of Potential Impacts and Mitigation

In connection to the preliminary project plans, the project engineer has prepared a preliminary
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the proposed development. The
development will require grading, excavation and the construction of driveways, parking areas
and buildings. Approximately 2.4 acres will be converted to impervious surface for the
development. Mitigation for the proposed impervious surfaces resulting from the development
will be provided by the proposed stormwater management practices (SMP's) described in the
SWPPP. The proposed SMP's will be designed to capture and treat runoff from the impervious
surfaces associated with the proposed buildings, parking areas and access drive. A copy of the
preliminary SWPPP is attached in Appendix B.

Pesticides and herbicides may be used on a limited basis to maintain proposed landscaping or
in the event of a serious infestation of pests in the future residential development. Pesticides
and herbicides on the exterior grounds would only be used by professional landscaping staff,
supervised by the development owner. An Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPM) has been
prepared for the WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing development and is attached in Appendix
K. The IPM provides specific procedures and criteria for the limited future use of pesticides and
herbicides at the development. Pesticides and herbicides will be used in the minimum quantities
needed and only after other, non-chemical means of pest control are found to be ineffective.    

The existing drainage patterns on the site will be maintained to the maximum extent practical in
the proposed condition. As shown in the Post-Development Drainage Map, stormwater on the
site will continue to flow from north to south towards lower elevations and will be directed to
proposed stormwater basins located at the base of the slope. Treated stormwater will flow and
infiltrate to the wetland in the southern portion of the site, similar to existing conditions. The
existing wetland buffer provides additional water quality treatment and further minimizes the
potential for erosion and sedimentation from the development.  

Stormwater treatment for the subject project will be accomplished with several practices
including an extended detention dry stormwater basin, used as pretreatment practice prior to an
infiltration basin. The infiltration basin and extended detention pretreatment dry stormwater
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basin will both be sized to capture and treat the Water Quality Volume from the contributing
area of the proposed development. The stormwater runoff from the proposed development will
be captured in a collection system and conveyed to the extended detention dry stormwater
basin for pretreatment of the stormwater runoff, prior to discharging to the infiltration basin for
final treatment.

Given Tthe topography and natural constraints on the subject property, limited practicallimits
the area was available for stormwater management practices. As shown in Figure 3.1-2
Conceptual Grading Plan, the infiltration basin and extended detention pretreatment dry
stormwater basin are currently located located partially within the Town of Lewisboro 150 foot
wetland buffer and the NYSDEC 100 foot adjacent area. Under this scenario, approximately
Approximately 7,000 sf of NYSDEC adjacent area and 14,500 sf of Town of Lewisboro buffer
would will be disturbed. 

As mitigation for this disturbance, a wetland mitigation plan has been prepared and is attached
in Appendix I. These transition areas will receive manual removal of invasive species during
basin construction that will allow the native species to regenerate and compete with the more
aggressive invasive species that currently occupy this part of the site. The Wetland Buffer
Restoration and Enhancement Plan also includes the planting of trees, shrubs and herbaceous
plants to enhance the existing vegetation. The proposed enhancement of the wetland buffer is
intended to minimize any erosion from the developed site and maintain water quality. The
removal of invasive species vegetation would include the limited application of “Rodeo” type
glyphosate. This compound would only be used on the re-growth of Phragmites after the first
cut.  In  addition the stormwater management facilities will be planted with wetland vegetation,
as further described in Section 3.5 - Impact on Ecology.

The proposed stormwater management system for the development has been designed to
meet the requirements of local, city, and state stormwater ordinances and guidelines, including
but not limited to those of the Town of Lewisboro, the NYSDEC, and the New York City
Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP). Since the subject development proposes
the disturbance of more than one (1) acre, coverage under the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) SPDES General Permit No. GP-0-15-002 is required.
In order to meet the requirements set forth by this permit, the latest edition of the NYSDEC
New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual (NYSSMDM), including Chapter 10:
Enhanced Phosphorus Removal Standards (Chapter 10), was referenced for the design of the
proposed stormwater management system. Based upon NYCDEP rules and regulations in the
watershed, NYCDEP review and approval of a SWPPP Approval is required for this for this
project. The proposed stormwater management facilities are intended to minimize the potential
for siltation, turbidity and degradation of water quality both during construction and long--term,
following construction. In the opinion of Tthe Applicant maintains that , adherence to the
NYSDEC, NYCDEP and Town of Lewisboro stormwater regulations and requirements will
ensure that stormwater quality from the development will be maintained.

Given the above mitigation measures, it is the Applicant’s opinion that the proposed action will
have no significant impact to on-site or off-site water resources. 
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3.3 IMPACT ON  WETLANDS

Existing Conditions

The 35.4 acre subject site is a mix of wooded upland slopes and wetland/stream corridor,
located between undeveloped lands to the north and east, undeveloped lands and large lot
residential development along Todd Road to the south, and Route 22 and I-684 to the west.
The site wetland corridor is located along the southern property line, and drains to New York
City owned property to the south. The 27 acre undeveloped parcel to the north is also owned by
the DEP. 

Site observations were conducted by Steve Marino, PWS, of Tim Miller Associates in October
and November of 2015 and January of 2016. The following description complies with Section
271-7A(5) and (6) of the Town of Lewisboro Code.  A Wetland / Watercourse Delineation
Report and Assessment consistent with the Town wetland ordinance is provided in Appendix J.   

The site wetlands have been subject to disturbance over the years. Hydrology for the wetland is
derived from the steep rocky slopes both north and south of the wetland, with runoff collecting
at the bottom of the slopes within a relatively broad flat area. This wetland is identified as DEC
Wetland F-29, and is listed as 14.4 acres total (Figure 3.3-1). It is shown as a palustirne
scrub-shrub wetland on NWI mapping (Figure 3.3-2)

Soils in the wetland are best described as Palms Muck for the majority of the flatter areas
(Figure 3.3-3). As noted above, the soils in the western part of the wetland have been disturbed
by previous activities, and exhibit some characteristics of udorthents (i.e., previously disturbed
soils). Along the northwestern part of the wetland, the soils transition into Leicester loam as the
slope rises, before changing over to the Chatfield Hollis soil group on the rocky steep upland
slopes.

In the relatively undisturbed portions of the wetland, the most common species are red maple
(FAC), slippery elm (FAC), green ash (FACW) and occasionally pin oak (FACW). A
well-developed shrub layer was not observed. Skunk cabbage (OBL), cinnamon fern (FACW),
sensitive fern (FACW), Canada goldenrod (FACU) and occasional tussock sedge (OBL) were
the most common native herbaceous species. Representative photos of the wetland are
provided with this EAF. 

However, the majority of the wetland area on site is previously disturbed, resulting in a mix of
non-native and invasive species throughout the wetland and the surrounding buffers. Several
impenetrable areas of Phragmites australis (FACW) were observed. Fox grape (FACU),
multifloral rose (FACU), climbing bittersweet (UPL), garlic mustard (FACU), and Japanese
barberry (FACU) were observed throughout the wetland and adjacent areas. Occasional
morrow honeysuckle (FACU), tartarian honeysuckle (FACU) and brambles (FACU) were also
observed. The majority of these introduced species are FACU and UPL, and are an indication
of the wetland drying out over time, most likely due to the channelizing of the watercourse
through the area. 

A watercourse has been created (or channelized) by past site activities, which flows from east
to west, then turning south at the southwest property line and onto DEP property. This
watercourse derives its hydrology from the rocky, steep slopes to the north, south and east, and
becomes channelized on the parcel to the east of the subject property. After leaving the site,
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the watercourse flows south, and presumably eventually reaches a culvert under Route 684 and
to the Muscoot Reservoir. This could not be verified in the field. The watercourse is not mapped
by the DEC. 

Wetland/Watercourse and buffer area functions

Due to its location in the watershed, this wetland functions primarily to capture and treat
stormwater runoff from the adjacent rocky hillsides before it makes its way into the stream
channel and offsite. Nutrient attenuation by the wetland is high due to it dense vegetation and
flat slope, which provides for a long residence time in the wetland. However, the “vegetative
diversity” function is relatively low due to the high percentage of non-native species within the
wetland corridor. While no wetland dependent wildlife were observed during the site
inspections, it is likely that common salamanders (red-backed, slimy and two-lined) live within
the wetland and its adjacent areas, and a number of bird species feed on the fruit and seeds of
the various herbaceous plants. It is also possible that box turtles may utilize this corridor if they
are present in the surrounding woods. The adjacent areas are less densely vegetated, due to
the rocky substrate, but do function somewhat as a filter before runoff enters the wetland.
Runoff is rapid, due to the rocky soils, but is also aerated as it flows over the rocks down the
slope.   

Proposed Impacts 

No direct impacts to Town or DEC regulated wetlands is proposed. One of the two stormwater
management areas is proposed to be constructed partially within the 100 DEC adjacent area
and entirely within the Town 150 foot control area. As currently proposed and as addressed in
Section 3.2 Impact on Water Resources, Of necessity these basins will be located within DEC
and Town of Lewisboro buffer areas. Approximately 7,000 sf of DEC adjacent area and 14,500
sf of Town of Lewisboro buffer will be disturbed. No buildings, parking or other impervious
surfaces will be placed within the adjacent area.

In order to minimize site grading and take advantage of site topography, the basins have been
must be located in the flattest portion of the site that is downgradient of the development areas.
There is such an area available on the northern side of the flagged wetland, and Tthe project
engineer has developed preliminary plans that locate the basins within the wetland buffer use
this area while minimizing disturbance to the adjacent area. The chosen location is part of the
previously disturbed buffer area, which is dominated by opportunistic volunteer species
(primarily Canada goldenrod and multifloral rose), so that vegetative impacts will be minimized
as well. 

No grading or other activities will occur within the wetland, but will of necessity be near the
wetland. The New York City DEP’s interpretation of the Watershed Rules and Regulations
results in a redundant stormwater treatment program, requiring two basins on the current
design and sufficient capacity to capture the regulated runoff volumes.

The current preliminary stormwater plan involves a pretreatment / attenuation stormwater basin
and an infiltration stormwater basin located at the lower elevations of the site adjacent to and
encroaching upon the Town/ NYSDEC wetland buffer. From a stormwater perspective this This
arrangement is intended to will provide the maximum benefit for water quality and quantity, but
will be further reviewed during the site plan review process. . An alternative to this design would
be to provide subsurface storage of stormwater for quantitative purposes and install a
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pretreatment hydrodynamic separator and eliminate the surface basin. This would allow the
infiltration practice to be moved uphill to reduce the wetland buffer disturbance. This alternative
design would not include certain biological benefits of the open attenuation / pretreatment basin
and would require additional maintenance (open basins are vegetated providing for filtration
and uptake of pollutants that buried systems do not provide). and would substantially increase
the cost of stormwater management, including maintenance.

Mitigation

The stormwater management basins will be planted with wetland vegetation (both woody and
herbaceous) and overseeded with seed mixes appropriate for the transitional nature of the
hydrology associated with storm basins. Additionally, a program of wetland and buffer
restoration is proposed for transition areas immediately bordering the stormwater basin
construction disturbance area (See Appendix I). As mitigation for this disturbance, these
transition areas will receive manual removal of invasive species during basin construction that
will allow the native species to regenerate and compete with the more aggressive invasive
species that currently occupy this part of the site. The Wetland Buffer Restoration and
Enhancement Plan also includes the planting of trees, shrubs and herbaceous plants to
enhance the existing vegetation. The proposed enhancement of the wetland buffer is intended
to minimize any erosion from the developed site and maintain water quality. The removal of
invasive species vegetation would include the limited application of “Rodeo” type glyphosate.
This compound would only be used on the re-growth of Phragmites after the first cut.  A
detailed plan, showing the areas to be treated, details of the methodology and plants to be
installed is included with this EAF (See Appendix I).
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3.4 IMPACT ON GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

Existing Conditions

The development site is located in a rural suburban setting with surrounding properties a mix of
undeveloped wooded land and low density residential properties. The property is approximately
35.4 acres in size and located on the east side of NYS Route 22 and Interstate 684 which lie
directly west of the site. 

Topography on the property is varied and elevations range from about 210 feet to 450 feet.  A
east-west trending ridge is located in the northern portion of the property, and an area of
wetland is located in the southwest corner of the site adjacent to Route 22.  Approximately 67
percent of the property (23.8 acres) contain steep slopes (15 percent or greater) and bedrock is
exposed or near surface in much of the northern portion of the property.  

Since no municipal water supply is available to the property, the proposed residential
development will require the installation and testing of new water supply wells and the
development of a new community water system. The development of such a system will result
in residential uses in areas of Lewisboro without water and sewer services. As noted herein,
residential uses are a permitted use in the CC-20 zoning district and any new residential
development on this property would require a new water supply system. A hydrogeologic
assessment has been completed for the property by Leggette Brashears & Graham, Inc. (LBG)
and is provided in Appendix  E. The technical information provided below summarizes the LBG
hydrogeologic assessment.

Surficial Geology

The subject property is underlain by glacial till with areas of bedrock at or near the surface.
Glacial till is composed of unsorted and non-stratified sediments deposited by glacial activity.
These sediments contain variable proportions of clay, silt, sand, gravel and boulders. Till is
usually not suitable for wells and water supply since the unsorted material does not readily
transmit water. No sand and gravel deposits are mapped in the vicinity of the property.  A map
of the surficial material for the study area is provided in Appendix E, Figure 2.

Bedrock Geology

Bedrock underlying the development site is mapped as Inwood Marble on the northern portion
and Fordam Gneiss on the central and southern portions. A map showing the distribution of
bedrock types is shown in Appendix E - Figure 3. Inwood marble consists of white to whitish
grey calcite and dolomite marble. In general, marble formations exhibit similar characteristics to
other carbonate rocks, but have fewer solution cavities. Marble bedrock is susceptible to
weathering and under deformational stress forms numerous open fractures. Groundwater is
contained in the interconnected fractures, joints and secondary openings.

Fordam Gneiss consists of undifferentiated gneiss bedrock units. Gneiss is a metamorphic rock
that typically appears layered with light and dark minerals. Gneiss bedrock is highly resistant to
weathering and erosion and therefore forms the varied topography and ridges where it is found.
Groundwater is found in secondary fractures, joint systems and weathered zones in gneiss
bedrock.
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A fracture trace analysis was conducted for the study area to identify potential areas that have
the potential to develop bedrock wells with higher than average yields. A fracture trace map
includes the delineation of faults, fracture trace joint systems, old or buried stream courses and
major unconformities.  These features often identify areas of subsurface fractures and
weathering that provided favorable well locations for productive well yields. AThe fracture trace
map completed as part of this analysis is provided in Appendix E, Figure 3.  It delineates
projected areas in which production wells may be sited.  

Precipitation Recharge  

A recharge analysis provides a comparison of the natural precipitation recharge for a given
property compared to the estimated water demand for a proposed development. This analysis
can determine if a property is self sufficient with regard to precipitation available to supply
groundwater, or whether proposed water demand exceeds the available recharge. If on-site
recharge meets or exceeds the proposed demand, the water supply should be reliable and not
adversely affect the aquifer in off-site areas. Although recharge analysis or water-budget
analysis, is useful in estimating available groundwater, drilling and pump-testing wells is the
only definitive indicator of groundwater availability and method to identify potential off-site
impacts. Bedrock fractures and the nature of the bedrock underlying a given property greatly
affects groundwater availability and potential off-site impacts.

Groundwater recharge is generally related to precipitation, but the amount of rain-fall that
reaches the aquifer and becomes groundwater is difficult to measure. Groundwater recharge
occurs as a portion of overall precipitation that infiltrates soil and bedrock fractures to reach the
bedrock aquifer. Records for nearby Westchester County airport, in White Plains, NY report an
annual rainfall of 50.45 inches.  Approximately one-half of this amount is lost to run-off and the
evaporation and transpiration processes. Recharge to till-covered metamorphic bedrock is
estimated to be approximately 7 inches annually (Mazzaferro et.al., 1979)1 or about 520
gpd/acre (gallons per day per acre). This estimate provides approximately 18,400 gpd for the
35.4 acre site, which greatly exceeds the estimated water demand for the development of 9,020
gpd  (See discussion of Development Water Demand, below and Appendix E.). This recharge
estimate of 18,300 gpd also exceeds the consumptive water demand of 1,350 gpd which is the
project water demand minus the water returned to the aquifer by the subsurface wastewater
system (see discussion of Development Water Demand, below).  

Existing Wells

Two wells were drilled on the subject property in March 1987 by P.F. Beal and Sons. Inc. The
wells were installed for a previously proposed site plan application for the property that was
never developed beyond well installation.  Based upon preliminary estimates those wells yield
approximately 5 gpm each.  The existing wells will require testing to confirm actual sustainable
yields and any potential impacts to off-site water supplies.  As further described below, the two
existing wells are not sufficient to support the proposed action and will need to be
supplemented with an additional one to two new wells (three to four wells total) to produce the
development’s water supply. 

The estimated yields reported on the well driller’s logs were obtained by the driller conducting
air-lift tests on the wells.  The driller inserts the drilling rods into the well down to the bottom and
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injects air.  The continuous overflow from the well is measured as the well yield.  This method of
measuring a well’s yield does not allow for the direct measurement of a pumping water level.
Therefore, the driller reports the depth at which the drill rods are set as the pumping water level.

A yield test conducted in accordance with Westchester County Department of Health (WCDOH)
and New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) will need to be conducted on any well
that is proposed for use to supply potable water to the proposed development.  These well tests
will assess the stabilized pumping rate and water-level drawdown in the wells, and will
determine whether the wells are suitable for use as public water-supply sources. A 72-hour
pumping test is further described below.

Potential Impacts

Development Water Demand

The proposed development will require an estimated water demand of approximately 9,020
gallons per day (gpd), or 6.25 gallons per minute (gpm) based upon bedroom counts and
engineering estimates (see Appendix C - Engineers Water Report). NYSDOH standards require
new water supply systems to provide twice the average daily water demand with the best well
out of service. To meet this requirement, on-site wells must would need to provide a combined
rate of 12.5 gpm (18,040 gpd), with the best well out of service.  

The table below contains a summary of the water demand calculation for the project along with
a breakdown of the unit type and number. The New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation’s (NYSDEC) March 2014 “Design Standards for Intermediate Sized Wastewater
Treatment Systems” water usage values were used to calculate the water demand.

gpd = gallons per day
9,020Total Water Demand

1,32033043 Bedroom

6,160220282 Bedroom

1,540110141 Bedroom

Total Water Usage
(gpd)

Water Usage
Multiplier (gpd)Number of UnitsType Unit

The use of subsurface wastewater disposal would return approximately 85 percent of the
withdrawn water back to the groundwater. This would reduce the consumptive water use by the
development to approximately 1,350 gpd (see Appendix E).  The subsurface wastewater
system is designed per NYSDOH and WCDOH standards to circulate the development’s
wastewater and return it to the ground.  The system engineering design must be reviewed and
approved by WCDOH.   

The details of the water supply system are discussed in the Preliminary Engineer’s Report for
Water Facilities (see Appendix C). Generally this system is comprised of drilled wells, buried
storage tanks, appropriate treatment based on water quality results, and a piped distribution
system.  The details of this system will be developed through the preliminary site plan design
and WCDOH permitting process.   
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The proposed water supply system will be similar in design to the system designed and
constructed for the Applicant's 65-unit affordable multifamily rental development located in
North Salem known as "Bridleside" consisting of three (3) on-site wells, a 25,000 gallon buried
storage tank, piped distribution and a water treatment/booster pump.  As reported by the
Applicant, tThe Bridleside water system was designed to meet a minimum production capacity
of 35,200 gpd and an average daily demand of 17,600 gpd to serve an anticipated population of
230 residents.  The Bridleside water system has been in service at full occupancy (actual
population of 137 residents) for more than two years, consistently and comfortably operating
within design parameters.  As required by law, the water system is operated by an independent,
licensed third party operator in accordance with all applicable codes and regulations, at the sole
cost of the project owner.  The water system is also inspected by the WCDOH semi annually.
Additionally, four (4) offsite wells were monitored both prior to and post construction (for a
period of two (2) years after full occupancy), which monitoring revealed no adverse impact on
the off-site well water levels. 

The bedrock groundwater recharge estimate for the 35.4 acre property is 18,400 gallons per
day (gpd) under normal precipitation conditions and 13,070 gpd under one-year-in-thirty
drought conditions. Based on these figures, tThe estimated recharge under both normal and
drought conditions appears is more than sufficient to support the estimated consumptive
demand of 1,350 gpd for the proposed development. 

The desktop evaluation of the contributing recharge from the 35.4 acre subject property 18,400  
gpd (gallons per day) under average precipitation conditions and 13,070 gpd under extreme
drought conditions with a 3.3 percent probability of recurrence. The recharge under both of
these scenarios exceeds the calculated water demand of the project of 9,020 gpd.  Therefore,
the evaluation indicates that the site’s water usage does not exceed its recharge contribution to
the groundwater system. These calculations are based on the site acreage’s contribution to
recharge within the whole watershed. Groundwater recharge and groundwater flow will cross
the project site boundaries under natural conditions.

Additionally, the project will be utilizing onsite subsurface wastewater discharge. Therefore,
approximately 85 percent of the groundwater withdrawal from onsite wells would be returned to
the groundwater system through percolation of the wastewater discharge. This results in a
consumptive water use of about 1,350 gpd for the project. The calculated recharge under both
normal (18,330 gpd) and drought (13,000 gpd) precipitation conditions appears to significantly
exceed the project’s consumptive water use. Based upon the development demand and
contributing recharge estimates, the water supply demand from the development is not
expected to exceed safe and sustainable withdrawal capacity rate of the local aquifer.   

As indicated above, the two existing on-site wells yield 5 gpm apiece.  An additional one to two
new wells (three to four wells total) will be necessary to produce the developments water
demand of 12.5 gpm with the best well out of service. For the development of a new water
supply, the NYSDOH requires the demonstration of a stabilized yield of 5 gpm or greater,
regardless of the development’s water demand.  

In addition, public water supplies must also comply with minimum separation distances from
potential contamination sources identified in Appendix 5-D of the NYSDOH sanitary code. The
proposed development will require the construction of a community on-site septic system. The
required minimum separation distance to protect public water supply wells from contamination
is 200 feet for absorption fields and for stormwater infiltration basins (treating stormwater from
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driveways and parking lots). The proposed development must will meet or exceed all NYSDOH
required minimum separation distances.  and therefore is not expected to affect water quality.
The proposed development septic system is subject to review and approval by WCDOH and
NYCDEP and the discharge is permitted by the NYSDEC.

The proposed residential development will be heated with propane and therefore no petroleum
such as fuel oil will be stored at the property. Two emergency generators will be installed to
supply the water supply treatment and pumping equipment and a sewer pump station and those
generators will also be supplied with propane. Proposed project design does not entail
emergency generators for the  The residential units (although the Planning Board has
suggested that this be considered).will not be provided with emergency generators, Oonly the
critical water supply treatment and sewer pump facilities are to have generator back-up. The
location of the septic pumping equipment is envisioned to be at the low end of the site adjacent
to the driveway. Access to the pump will be shared with a proposed driveway to the stormwater
treatment area.  

Limited quantities of chlorine (less than 50 gallons stored in 5 gallon containers will be stored
on-site for water treatment. This material will be stored inside the water pumping / treatment
building on pallets. No other petroleum or chemical storage will occur on the residential
property. 

As discussed in Section 3.2 Surface Water, the development may require the future use of
pesticides and herbicides in limited quantities for the maintenance of the development
landscaping. Pesticides and herbicides will only be applied by professional licensed commercial
applicators, in compliance with all NYSDEC and federal regulations (see Appendix K -
Integrated Pest Management Plan). No pesticides or herbicides will be applied within 200 feet
of potable water supply wells and none will be stored on-site.  
 
According to the Applicant and bBased upon LBG’s hydrogeologic assessment of the
development site and environs, future wells drilled at geologically favorable locations (i.e.
fracture trace lineations) will likely yield water in the range of 5 to 10 gpm.  

The relatively low average water withdrawal for the proposed development of 9,020 gpd (6.25
gpm) indicates a low likelihood of significant mutual interference between the on-site wells and
existing nearby off-site wells. The closest nearby wells are approximately 600  feet from the
on-site wells. These include existing homes on Todd Road south and southeast of the subject
site.  However, the drilling and pump testing of the proposed wells is the only definitive indicator
of groundwater availability and any potential impacts to neighboring water supplies.

Avoidance and Minimization of Potential Impacts or Mitigation 

As described above, the relatively low average water withdrawal for the development indicates
a low likelihood of significant mutual interference between on-site wells and existing nearby
off-site wells.  The drilling and pump testing of the proposed supply wells will provide definitive
information regarding groundwater availability and potential impacts to neighboring wells.

As indicated in the Hydrogeologic Report, a 72-hour pump test will be required by the Applicant
to be completed to the satisfaction of the Planning Board and prior to approval of the project.
 Existing on-site and off-site wells located a minimum of 2000 l.f. ("subject area") from the
proposed on-site wells will  be monitored during the 72-hour pump test to determine if the
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pumping of the new wells will result in drawdown of the static water on any of the existing wells
within the subject area. 

Westchester County Department of Health reviews and approves new public water systems,
and the system will not be approved without demonstrating adequate yield and water quality
from on-site wells during the 72-hour pump test.

Once the proposed wells are drilled, the applicant shall submit a pumping test plan to the Town
for review by the Town engineer, Town Consulting Hydrogeologist and Planning Board..
Additionally, after the pumping tests are completed, the applicant will submit the results of the
test to the Town. It is anticipated the additional one to two wells will be drilled and all onsite
wells pump tested during the site plan review process.  

In order to address the unlikely event that  neighboring well(s) are affected to a consequential
extent necessitating  mitigation, a draft Complaint Response and Mitigation Plan has been
prepared (see Appendix E Hydrogeologic Assessment and Mitigation Plan). The Plan provides
a process for off-site well owners to file a complaint to the Applicant and for the complaint to be
promptly investigated. If the complaint is found to be valid, remedies will be provided to the
private well owner, fully paid for by the Applicant. Remedies may include lowering a well pump,
replacing a well pump, deepening a well, redeveloping a well or replacing a well. The  protocol
is consistent with that routinely employed for rectifying off-site well impacts upon the
implementation of a central well field or system. The draft Complaint Response and Mitigation
Plan will be finalized in consultation with the Planning Board during the site plan review
process.. 
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3.5 IMPACT ON ECOLOGY

Existing Conditions

The 35.4 acre subject site is a mix of wooded upland slopes and wetland/stream corridor,
located between undeveloped lands to the north and east, undeveloped lands and large lot
residential development along Todd Road to the south, and Route 22 and I-684 to the west.
The site wetland corridor is located along the southern property line, and drains to New York
City owned property to the south. The 27 acre undeveloped parcel to the north is also owned by
the DEP. According to the NYSDEC database (EAF Mapper) no portion of the property is a
designated significant natural community. 

Vegetation

Site observations were conducted by Steve Marino, PWS of Tim Miller Associates in October
and November of 2015 and January of 2016. Dedicated wildlife and vegetation inventories were
conducted on April, 15, April 20 and April 28, 2016. Each inventory date included four hours of
time in the field. The investigation employed a series of random/zig-zag transects with
observation, listening, and/or ground searches being conducted as site specific features
changed along the walking transect route. The random nature of these transects allowed the
investigator to observe and actively investigate features of interest along the way. This tactic
also allowed data to be collected from a greater variety of micro-habitats. The following
conditions were noted.  

The site slopes downward from east to west, with steep slopes downward toward the wetland
corridor along the southern border of the site. leveling off at the central stream corridor. The
upland areas of the project site are predominately wooded with tree and shrub species typical
of a mix of oak-tulip forest and successional northern hardwood forest community in a rocky
substrate, as described by NYNHP “Ecological Communities of New York State, second edition
(Edinger and Reschke, 2002) (Figure 3.5-1). Vegetation on the site is characterized as second
growth woodlands including sugar maple, red oak, white oak, white ash, and various birches.
Beech, tulip poplar and black cherry were occasionally observed. The shrub and herbaceous
layer are sparse due to heavy deer grazing. Where there are groundcovers Christmas fern and
Pennsylvania sedge are the most common.

Historically, the majority of the site has remained wooded since the 1940’s, probably due to the
rocky topography. Those areas closest to Route 22 are shown as open pasture in the 1947
aerial, and it is likely that some logging occurred through the 1960’s. See Figures 3.5-2 and
3.5-3.

The site wetlands have been subject to disturbance over the years, as indicated in the aerial
photograph from 1947.  That photograph shows hedgerows and rock walls through the wetland
area and the wetland cleared of trees. Hydrology for the wetland is derived from the steep
slopes both north and south of the wetland, with runoff collecting at the bottom of the slopes
within a relatively broad flat area. This wetland is identified as DEC Wetland F-29, and is listed
as 14.4 acres total. A watercourse has been created by past site activities, which flows from
east to west, then turning south at the southwest property line and onto DEP property.

In the relatively undisturbed portions of the wetland, the most common species are red maple,
slippery elm, green ash and occasionally pin oak, and best described as a “red maple hardwood
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swamp”. A well-developed shrub layer was not observed. Skunk cabbage, cinnamon fern,
sensitive fern, Canada goldenrod and occasional tussock sedge were the most common native
herbaceous species.

However, the majority of the wetland area on site is previously disturbed, resulting in a mix of
non-native and invasive species throughout the wetland and the surrounding buffers. Several
impenetrable areas of Phragmites australis were observed. Fox grape, multifloral rose, climbing
bittersweet, garlic mustard, and Japanese barberry were observed throughout the wetland and
adjacent areas. Occasional morrow honeysuckle, tartarian honeysuckle and brambles were
also observed.

A table of those plant species that were observed on the site is provided below.

Note: Species observed during site visits - 10/16/2015, 04/15/2016, and 04/20/2016
Note: This list includes many species that could potentially inhabit this site. It is not, however, an
exhaustive list.
Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc. 2016

Tussock sedge (Carex stricta)
Catail (Typha)
Common reed (Phragmites australis)
Onion grass (Romulea rosea)
GRASSES AND SEDGESPeat moss (Sphagnum)

Sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis)
Aster species (Aster spp.)New York fern (Dryopteris noveboracensis)
Bedstraw species (Galium spp.)FERNS AND CLUBMOSSES
Goldenrod species (Solidago spp.)
Yarrow (Achillea millefolium)Larch (Larix americana)
Violet (Viola spp.)Crabapple (Malus)
Trout lily (Erythroniuim americanum)Eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides)
Dandeliion (Taraxacum officinale)Eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana)
Skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus foetidus)American elm (Ulmus americana)
Bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus)Slippery elm (Ulmus rubra)
Garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata)Sassafras (Sassafras albidum)
Mugwort (Artemisia vulgaris)Black cherry (Prunus serotina)
Common yarrow (Achillea millefolium)Eastern hop-hornbeam (Ostrya virginiana)
Aster species (Aster spp.)Black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia)
Grape (Vitis spp.)Black birch (Betula nigra)
FORBS AND VINESShagbark hickory (Carya ovata)
Privet (Ligustrum vulgaris)Pignut hickory (Carya glabra)
Winged euonymus (Euonymus alata)Sugar maple (Acer saccharum)
Multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora)Red maple (Acer rubrum)
Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii)American beech (Fagus grandifolia)
Morrow honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii)Pin oak (Quercus palustris)
Tartarian honeysuckle (Lonicera tartarica)Chestnut oak (Quercus prinus)
Witch hazel (Hamamelis virgininiana)White oak (Quercus alba)
Flowering dogwood (Cornus florida)Red oak (Quercus rubra)
SHRUBSTREES

Common Name (Scientific name)
Project Site Vegetation

Wildlife

The site is part of a large open space corridor located to the east of the Route 22/684 corridor.
Several hundred acres of undeveloped properties extend from Route 138 to the north to Todd
Road to the south, with additional open space areas located south of Todd Road. In general
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this corridor is wooded with ridge and valley topography, including steep slopes and rocky
substrates. It is likely that the connecting lowlands, with stream corridors running through the
center of the valley features, could act as a wildlife corridor for larger animal species in the
area. The sloped upland forests, with little understory or groundcovers for cover, are less likely
to support movement of wildlife due to the open exposure to predation.

During the course of the fieldwork for this assessment several species of wildlife and signs
were observed. The following is a list of wildlife species that were either observed on site or
sign, including tracks or scat, was observed.  The wooded slopes on the north part of the site
provides habitat for some of the more common species in the area, including white-tailed deer,
raccoon, eastern gray squirrel, striped skunk, red fox and opossum. These species are likely to
move back and forth through the wetland and upland areas. The overall quality of the wildlife
habitat for less common species is compromised by the absence of understory and herbaceous
layers and diversity of habitat available. However, undeveloped lands to the north and south do
present opportunities for wildlife movement, and it is likely that coyote, rodents, some snake
species and a variety of birds move through the area. Significant noise from Route 684 was
observed during each of the site visits. This noise is experienced on the site , and it is likely that
the proximity to the highway impacts wildlife use of the site somewhat. The lack of larger
numbers of bird species, particularly during the earlier hours of the April site visits, was
surprising, and perhaps is attributed to the proximity to Route 684 and its the noise associated
noise impact. with that. More birds were found and more bird song heard further east into the
site.

The level of past site disturbance in the wetland is reflected in the habitat potential and number
of species that are expected to be observed on these parcels. Green frogs, spring peepers,
wood frogs, American toads and other small mobile species may utilize the wetland system.
Some of the smaller bird species (wrens, sparrows, bluebirds) likely feed on the seeds of the
grasses and wildflowers that are found on the site. 

There are no known listed rare or threatened plant species on the site. The NYSDEC
Environmental Resource Mapper did not identify the possible existence of a sensitive species in
the immediate site vicinity (see attached Figure 3.5-4). However, NYSDEC Natural Heritage did
notify the Applicant about a record of a bog turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergii) being seen south of
the site near Todd Road in 1978. Bog turtles are considered to be extirpated from Westchester
County, and as Natural Heritage puts it, “there is uncertainty regarding their continued
presence” (see attached letter from Natural Heritage Program). However, the bog turtle was
unlikely to come from the site wetland, which is generally a wooded wetland and does not meet
the typical habitat criteria for this species.

Potential habitat for other species of conservation concern was also evaluated based on the
site investigations. Ambystomid salamander species are not likely to be present due to the
absence of vernal pools on or near the site. Timber rattlesnakes prefer rocky hilltops with
southern sun exposure for over-wintering, which is not available on this site since the entire
property is essentially a closed canopy. Winter hibernaculum for the Indiana bat and northern
long-eared bat are not available or known on or near the site. The site is a significant distance
from known maternity and roosting trees for these species.

Habitat does exist for several listed species of special concern, including box turtle, hog-nosed
snake and worm snake. Extensive areas of undisturbed woodlands and adjacent wetlands will
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remain after site development, and the long term potential for impacts to these species, if they
exist on the site, is unlikely.

A table of those animal species that were observed during the spring inventories is provided
below.

Note: Species observed during site visits - 10/16/2015, 04/15/2016, and 04/20/2016
Note: This list includes many species that could potentially inhabit this site. It is not, however, an
exhaustive list.
Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc. 2016

turkey vulture (Cathartes aura)
downy woodpecker (Dryobates pubescens)
ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapilla)

White-tailed deer (Odiocoileus virginiana)wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina)

Raccoon (Procyon lotor)white-throated sparrow (Zonotrichia
albicollis)

Woodchuck (Marmota monax)blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata)
Eastern chipmunk (Tamias striatus)crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos)
Eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis)chickadee (Parus spp.)
MAMMALSBIRDS

Green frog (Rana palustris)Garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis)
AMPHIBIANSREPTILES

Common Name (Scientific name)
Project Site Wildlife

 Potential Impacts

Vegetation

The current preliminary plans call for the disturbance of approximately 10 acres of the 35.4 acre
site for the construction of the new residences, parking facilities and stormwater management
basins. These activities will occur primarily within the wooded upland areas of the site, in both
the successional hardwood forest and the oak-tulip dominated forest (Figure 3.5-5). Most of
these structures will be located within the higher elevations of the site, with the exception of the
stormwater basins. 

The upland areas of the site are predominantly wooded with a mix of oak-tulip forest and
successional northern hardwood forest. Based on a review of existing site conditions, it is
estimated that the site contains approximately 80 hardwood trees per acre in excess of 10” dbh.
Based upon the anticipated clearing of 9 acres of woodland (out of the 10 acres total
construction area), approximately 720 trees would be removed for construction. The preliminary
project plan includes measures to address proposes to minimize disturbance, maintain
perimeter buffer trees, and protect perimeter buffer trees during construction. It is also
proposed to implement a landscaping plan for the project consisting of trees, shrubs and
groundcover. At present, the preliminary site plan proposes to install 80 trees strategically
located throughout the development. 

The stormwater basins are proposed will be located out of necessityas set forth in Section 3.2,
at the lower elevations closer to the wetland. The location of the stormwater facilities have been
laid out at the flattest available parts of the hillside slopes and parallel to the topography to the
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extent practicable and at elevations designed to optimize stormwater treatment and capture.. Of
necessity (due to site topography) Tthese basins are proposed will be located within DEC and
Town of Lewisboro buffer areas. Approximately 7,000 sf of DEC adjacent area and 14,500 sf of
Town of Lewisboro buffer are proposed to be will be disturbed. The Applicant maintains that the
proposed conversion of 10 acres of existing forest and wetland buffer to residential
development, including landscaped area, will not adversely affect any designated regional or
locally important habitat.  

Construction activity near existing trees can disturb their root systems and affect the trees.
Tree protection notes and details will be provided in the plans to guide the contractors with
appropriate measures to protect the root zones of trees outside of the limits of disturbance.
Tree loss can occur after development is completed and if this does happen then appropriate
measures will be undertaken to remove the tree or address its condition. There is no proposal
to establish a bond for tree replacement.  

Wildlife

The site does not contain areas of significant or unusual wildlife habitat that would be impacted
by the development project, and the project itself affects only ten of the 35.4 acres available.
Approximately ten acres of wooded habitat will be lost as a result of this development, with most
of this loss occurring on the western part of the site closest to the Route 684 corridor. Some
large trees, primarily oaks, will be cut for this development. Bird and mammal species that
depend on these particular trees for habitat and food will be somewhat impacted by this action.
A large number of trees of a variety of species, some of a significant size, will be preserved. ,
mitigating this loss. 

Figure 3.5-6 shows the extent of the site disturbance in the context of the adjacent open spaces
that are available for wildlife habitat. In the context of this larger corridor, the development of
the site as proposed, owing largely to its proximity to the western side of the site and the Route
22/684 corridor, is unlikely to impact any existing wildlife corridors that may exist. Further, no
noise study was undertaken or deemed to be necessary to evaluate the influence of the project
on the surrounding landscape since the area of proposed development is closest to the major
transportation corridor which will have greater influence on ambient noise at the site than
project-generated noise. 

The proposed loss of ten acres of upland and wetland buffer habitat is an unavoidable impact to
develop the affordable residential community. The development will retain approximately 75
percent of the existing vegetation and wildlife habitat. As noted above, no species of
conservation concern were identified on the property or are likely to utilize it, and therefore no
impacts to such species is expected.  Given the adjacent open space available for wildlife
habitat and the retention of approximately 75 percent of the existing habitat, the proposed
development is not expected to substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or
overwintering habitat for the predominant species that use the site. 

Avoidance or Minimization of Potential Impacts and Mitigation

With Tthe preservation of the 17 acre eastern parcel as conservation land, and the undisturbed
portions of the two western parcels (another approximately eight acres), will alleviate in the
opinion of the Applicant the development will not result in adverse environmental impacts to
ecologically significant or unusual vegetation.
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The proposed plan incorporates a landscape program for all areas disturbed by construction
around the perimeter of the buildings and parking lots. Any disturbed side slopes below the
development on the south side will be seeded with a restoration mix of quick germinating grass
cover crop and herbaceous perennials to establish vegetative stabilization of the soil.
Additionally, the mix used for the slopes will include seed for native grass and woody species
that produce berries and seeds that will provide a food source for a greater diversity of animal
species. 

The stormwater management basins, which will serve to capture and treat stormwater runoff
before it is discharged to receiving waters downstream of the site, will be planted with wetland
vegetation (both woody and herbaceous) and overseeded with seed mixes appropriate for the
transitional nature of the hydrology associated with storm basins. Additionally, a program of
wetland and buffer restoration is proposed for transition areas immediately bordering the
stormwater basin construction disturbance area. As mitigation for this disturbance, these
transition areas will receive manual removal of invasive species during basin construction that
will allow the native species to regenerate and compete with the more aggressive invasive
species that currently occupy this part of the site. The wetland mitigation plan is provided in
Appendix I, and will be subject to continued evaluation in the site plan review process.

In the opinion of the Applicant, enhancement ofThe proposed measures to enhance the existing
wetland and adjacent areas are intended to will provide an opportunity for the restoration of a
more diverse and native vegetation community to that portion of the site, which will benefit a
wider diversity of animal species, particularly birds.
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3.6 IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES

Existing Conditions 

Development Site Location - Visual Context

The setting in which the development site is situated consists of a mix of land uses --
commercial development to the north (including North County Shopping Center, aka Goldens
Bridge Village Center), a major regional transportation corridor immediately to the west (NY
State Route 22, Interstate Route 684 and the Metro-North railroad), single family residences on
relatively large lots to the south, and wooded, undeveloped land and open water of the Croton
reservoir system in much of the surrounding area. Figure 1-2 shows the site vicinity in a recent
aerial photograph; Figure 3.6-1 shows the site on a topographic map. 

The visual character of the immediate site vicinity is dominated by the Route 22 / I-684
transportation corridor including Exit 6A for Goldens Bridge, which meets Route 22 opposite the
site. This corridor serves as an entranceway into the Town of Lewisboro. Route 22 and I-684
follow a winding north/south route in very undulating and irregular topography that has many
small hills and narrow valleys and dense woodland cover that characterizes the rural feel of
Lewisboro.    

The site is a topographic knoll, rising some 200 feet above the road elevation, similar to
numerous other knolls in the area. The site is almost entirely wooded with the exception of a
rock outcrop exposed by the construction of Route 22. The trees are up to 55+ feet tall,
predominantly deciduous, with moderately dense understory vegetation. The sizable rock
outcrop provides a visual feature along the property frontage. While not prominent in the
landscape of the street corridor, it provides a reminder of the nature of the Lewisboro
landscape. 

Views of the site would be experienced predominantly by occupants in vehicles using the
nearby roadways in routine daily travel, such as to and from work. Viewers on I-684 would be
traveling at highway speeds, except those who use Exit 6A where they would be stationary for a
short interval1 while making the turn onto Route 222; viewers on Route 22 would also be
traveling at moderate speed. 

The visual experience for someone traveling in the road corridor in the site vicinity is a mix of
single family residential lots, commercial development of varying sizes, and wooded open
space. Buildings are visible, in many instances partially obscured, amongst the extensive
woodland cover (evident in Figure 1-2), particularly for users of Route 22. In the immediate site
area, the corridor is visually dominated by I-684. There are no provisions for pedestrian traffic in
the corridor and incidental use by bicyclists was observed on Route 22.

The potential for views of the subject site were reviewed during a site area visit in January
2016.  Key study views were identified within approximately one-half mile of the site. Views
toward the site from publicly accessible locations are depicted in photographs presented in
Figures 3.6-2 through 3.6-6. The limits of the possible view of the site are indicated in the
figures. A key to the locations of the view points is shown in Figure 3.6-1. A +125 foot high cell

EAF Part 3
September 29,August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF
3.6-1

2 Delays at the Stop sign were calculated to be between 62 and 242 seconds at peak periods (Maser Traffic Study,
Table 2).  Delays during off peak times were observed to be approximately 5 to 15 seconds.  

1 Delays at the Stop sign were calculated to be between 62 and 242 seconds at peak periods (Maser Traffic Study,
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tower located on the opposite side of Route 22 from the subject property provides a landmark in
the photographs. The study area views are:

� The street corridor within about one-half mile, which is primarily experienced by motorists
passing the site on I-684 at highway speed or on Route 22 at varying speeds. Views 1A and
1B from southbound and northbound I-684, respectively, were investigated. These views
are partially obscured by intervening vegetation and diminished by the speed of travel.
These views are further obstructed during the warmer months when leaves are on the trees.
Figure 3.6-2 shows existing views 1A and 1B looking toward the subject site from I-684
southbound and northbound. View 1A is interrupted as the driver passes under the bridge
and quickly disappears behind intervening vegetation as one travels south. Likewise, the
mid-distance view toward the site (View 1B) for drivers approaching the Goldens Bridge exit
quickly disappears behind intervening roadside vegetation.3

� Views 2A and 2B from northbound and southbound Route 22, respectively, were found to
reveal visibility of the development site for motorists approaching the site. Figure 3.6-3
shows these existing views from Route 22 northbound and southbound. There is roadside
vegetation that interrupts or obscures portions of the view as a driver approaches the site
from either vantage point. 

Additional photographic images are shown in Figures 3.6-9A, B and C, taken approximately
300 feet apart starting at View point 2A and traveling north on Route 22, toward and
passing the subject site. These images, which include brackets indicating the site
development area, show the extent of the intervening trees that exist along the roadway that
largely obscure views to the development area.

� The Exit 6A ramp from I-684 northbound meets Route 22 opposite the site at a Stop sign.
Thus, there is a stationary view (View 3) near the site frontage and looking into the western
portion of the site, as experienced by drivers while they negotiate a right or left turn onto
Route 22.  Figure 3.6-4 shows a wide-angle view from this location in winter. The site rises
above the road and, being a topographic knoll, much of the site is hidden from view due to
the topography and intervening vegetation. During the winter months it a view exists is
possible to see into the site several hundred feet amongst the tree trunks; when leaves are
on the trees views into the site are largely obscured. View 3 will provide the greatest visual
exposure of the site from any of the identified vantage points.

� Figure 3.6-5 shows Views 4A and 4B from the ramp from Route 138 to Route 22, looking
south, and from the top of the Route 138 ramp onto I-684 southbound, respectively. View
4A may be briefly experienced by drivers while they negotiate the turn onto southbound
Route 22. View 4B may be experienced by drivers after they negotiate the turn from Route
138 onto the southbound ramp. The view from this viewpoint quickly vanishes as the driver
descends the ramp and enters I-684.  

� Views toward the site from Todd Road (south of the site) were investigated. Due to the
intervening topography of Todd Road properties, view of the subject site from publicly
accessible vantage points on the road is limited to a partial view beyond the intervening
trees from one location in the vicinity of #35 Todd Road, the Bedford Audubon Society
property. This is identified as View 5. Figure 3.6-6 shows a wide-angle view from this
location, looking westward through the intervening trees. 

 
There are no formally designated aesthetic resources or designated scenic views sensitive to
visual change in the viewshed of the subject site. It is noted that the Town’s Master Plan map of
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1985 depicts an “Open Space Corridor, Buffer Area or Key Natural Area” along the property’s
Route 22 frontage and over the rear portion of the property.4 Although the Town’s zoning code
imposes no such restrictions on these areas of the property, the proposed development’s
design nevertheless respects this frontage areathese areas by preserving maintaining, to the
greatest extent practicable, the natural landscape buffer that is being preserved along the
public road (including the visually prominent rock outcrop) and through the permanent
preservation of more than 17 acres of open space at the interior and rear portions of the
property.

Given the topography and dense tree cover of the site area, there is limited view of the
development site from surrounding roads and there is no location in the study area that would
afford a view of the entire site, based on site area reconnaissance undertaken in January 2016
along I-684, Route 22, Route 138, and Todd Road and at Goldens Bridge train station. 

The Code of the Town of Lewisboro includes mention of aesthetics, most pointedly in §220-1
Zoning, Statement of Purpose: “To preserve the natural beauty of the physiography of the
Town; to protect the Town against unsightly, obtrusive and obnoxious land uses and
operations; to enhance the aesthetic aspect of the natural and man-made elements of the
Town; and to ensure appropriate development with regard to those elements.” 

Potential Impacts5

To utilize the site in accordance with current zoning and a site-sensitive affordable housing
plan, the proposed development will remove trees from the western portion of the site and small
pockets in the interior of the site, create an opening in the tree canopy on the middle elevations
of the site, and create an opening on Route 22 for a driveway, while preserving the existing tree
cover on most of the property. The proposed action will may be partially visible from publicly
accessible vantage points, to the limited extent from the various study vantage points as
explained below.  In the Applicant’s opinion, given its topographic position and density of
woodland cover around it, this clearing will not be startling, visually prominent, nor out of
character from the surrounding landscape. Given its topographic position and the density of
woodland cover around it, this clearing is not expected to be startling, visually prominent, nor
out of character from the surrounding landscape. 

The proposed buildings will be placed along the contour on the southwest-facing slopes of the
knoll on the site. According to the Applicant tThe 2-story buildings will be lower in elevation than
the existing tree tops that will remain, thereby limiting avoiding prominent visual exposure of the
development.  and minimizing direct visibility from offsite.  There will also be four SSTS areas
cleared on in the eastern portion rear of the property (located where suitable soils are found),
covering small areas of one-quarter to one-half acre in size. These areas are proposed to be
replanted with a low growing conservation mix.   

Site Profile Figure 3.6-7 shows a profile of the post-development ground line and tree line taken
through the site generally in a southwest/northeast orientation. This profile is taken through the
center of the proposed development area and one of the SSTS clearings. The profile is drawn
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termed open space, a decision has been made to dedicate or reserve the land for recreational purposes or for
conservation, aesthetic or passive use. There is no such commitment on "undeveloped" land and, absent that, it can
be assumed that the land, or portions of it, will eventually be developed for some other use.” (Master Plan, page 97.)



to scale, with the height of the existing trees being approximately 50 feet. An enlarged version
of this profile is depicted in Figure 3.6-7E. (See Figure 3.6-1 showing the location of the profile
line.) The Site Profile figure shows the line of sight for a person in a vehicle stopped on the Exit
6A Stop sign at Route 22, facing the subject property. This is View 3 depicted in the existing
condition photograph in Figure 3.6-4. Figure 3.6-14 depicts a rendering of the anticipated view
toward the proposed development from the Exit 6A Stop sign at Route 22. As identified above,
this vantage point would provide the most visual exposure of the proposed development from
any of the identified vantage points. The graphics show how portions of the site development
and buildings, limited to partial sections of the entrance drive and buildings 2, 3 and 4, will be
visible through the intervening trees and landscaping, while the parking areas and other
buildings will be largely hidden from view.   

Views On the Street Corridor and From Study Vantage Points

The development will open a view into the subject property via the new entrance driveway on
Route 22. (See the Conceptual Grading Plan, Figure 3.1-2.) Tree clearing will occur where the
proposed driveway will access the site and climb the west side of the knoll, leaving a strip of
existing trees along the driveway and atop the rock outcrop that faces Route 22. The lower
portion of the driveway and buildings 2, 3 and 4 (as described above) will be seen from the Exit
6A Stop sign and from vehicles traveling north past the site on Route 22. Vehicles traveling
south past the site will see the driveway intersection on Route 22, and the entrance area
landscaping.  South of the driveway, an SSTS area is proposed in an area that already has low
growing vegetation, and further into the site stormwater management basins are proposed.
These areas will be situated some 15 to over 20 feet below the elevation of the road. , virtually
out of sight from the public.  

Site Profile Figure 3.6-8 shows a north/south profile of the post-development ground line and
tree line taken through the proposed development area of the site -- is drawn to scale, with the
height of the existing trees being approximately 50 feet. An enlarged version of this profile is
depicted in Figure 3.6-8E. (See Figure 3.6-1 showing the location of the profile line.) The Site
Profile figure shows the line of sight for a person in a vehicle traveling south on Route 22,
facing the subject property and approximately one-quarter mile away. In this case the potential
line of sight is obscured by trees located on the intervening properties north of the site. This is
View 2B depicted in the existing condition photograph in Figure 3.6-3.6

Mitigation Measures

The Applicant has proposed and its consultants have worked with the Planning Board, its
consultants and the CAC to locate the buildings and site improvements on the site so as, to the
maximum extent practicable, work with the topography of the site to minimize disturbance on
steep slopes and , provide landscape buffering surrounding the development area, and thereby  
 in an effort to minimize adverse visual impact on the character of Lewisboro and neighboring
uses.

The changes to the streetscape character of the property frontage along Route 22 will consist
of not be significantly changed by the development: the proposed driveway entrance which will
be the only disturbance of existing vegetation on the frontage , whichand the project entrance  
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units in the project. This is not an impact of the project, but the monopole structure will be part of the overall
landscape into which the future project will be situated. 



will receive appropriate landscape treatment. The existing rock outcrop and vegetation
immediately above it will be preserved, thereby screening or buffering direct views into the site
so that the new development will be compatible with the characteristics of the neighborhood
(that is, having glimpses of buildings in the largely wooded landscape). In the Applicant’s
opinion, this minor change in the streetscape will not create an adverse visual impact. 

The Route 22 frontage and the rear (eastern) portion of the property (indicated on the Town’s
Master Plan map for buffers) are proposed to remain natural landscape buffers that preserve
opportunities for visual appreciation by the public of the Lewisboro landscape and the Route 22
corridor. The property frontage including the visually prominent rock outcrop is being preserved
(with the mere addition of the access driveway which will be landscaped) and permanent open
space will be preserved on the rear of the property in the proposed development plan. 

The visibility of the project driveway as seen from a stationary vehicle stopped at the Exit 6A
ramp will be affected mitigated by the following factors: the section of driveway entering from
Route 22 will create a narrow cut of between 50 and 80 feet wide (over the property frontage of
some 785 feet) thereby retaining existing vegetation in the right-of-way on both sides of the
driveway; the driveway will proceed into the property some 100 feet from the traveled way
before turning uphill to the building area, thereby maintaining a 100 foot depth of existing
vegetation both in the right-of-way and on-site; and the driveway construction will have between
15 feet (at the least) and over 40 feet on the site (outside the right-of-way) to plant trees and
shrubs between the driveway and Route 22. 

The view from the Exit ramp to the proposed driveway will be at a considerable angle from the
straight-ahead view of a vehicle occupant at the Stop sign, and will not become a prominent
focal point of the view. To further screen the view, the Applicant will pursue approval of
landscaping within the Route 22 right-of-way with the NYSDOT during the highway work permit
application process.

The Applicant conducted a balloon flight at the property on January 21, 2016, to provide two
points of reference for investigating possible views to the proposed development from local
area vantage points. Two 3-foot red balloons were raised to the proposed height of the roof
peak of buildings 1 and 3.7  In both locations the balloons were situated well below the tops of
the trees. 

The eight vantage points shown in the accompanying graphics were visited, however only from
the Exit 6A Stop sign location could one of the balloons be seen, largely obscured by the trees.
(Balloons are not visible in any of the accompanying photos.) Observations while driving the
area roads found that the balloons were visible from Route 22 and I-684 in very close proximity
to the site (within approximately 800 feet of the proposed development area), demonstrating
that the density of the existing tree cover on and off the property can be expected to provide
significant buffering of views (mitigation) of the proposed buildings in winter. In summer months,
it is likely that there will be little or no visibility of the buildings from offsite other than from Route
22 between Exit 6A and the site driveway. 

According to the Applicant, tThere will be no new direct views created from any nearby
residence.  Regarding site lighting for the development, the proposal includes street lighting
designed with respect to pole height and light intensity as specified in §220-14 of the Lewisboro
Code: All lighting in connection with all structures and uses shall be directed away from nearby
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streets and properties and shall not cause any objectionable glare observable from such street
and properties. Exterior lights shall be placed or shielded so that no direct light source (i.e.,
bulb, lamp, tube) shall be visible at any property line at a height of more than four feet above
grade. Exterior lights shall be mounted not more than 14 feet above adjacent finished grade or
floor level. "Mounting height" is defined as the distance between the adjacent finished grade or
floor level and the bottom of the luminaire (the light unit). The vertical dimension of a luminaire
shall not exceed 36 inches.

Light levels at the lot line will generally not exceed 0.2 foot-candle at ground level. Energy
efficient LED lighting is proposed. The specification of site lighting will take into account
potential nighttime visibility from Route 22 and I-684 to avoid any glare or excessive intensity,
and will be Dark Sky compliant.  

All of the proposed buildings will be below the height of the tree line, and, while portions of
buildings will likely be visible through the trees from vehicles passing the site, more so in winter
than in summer. The Applicant maintains that  , their presence will be compatible with the
character of the  characteristics of the neighborhood and the Route 22 corridor, which includes
glimpses of buildings in the largely wooded landscape. From no location will the entire
development be visible; the “worst case” view studied in Figure 3.5-7E demonstrates the limited
exposure of the development to outside views, and mitigation of partial views will be
incorporated into the design plans. such that no significant adverse visual impact will result. The
documentation provided demonstrates that such visibility would not be considered a significant
adverse or unmitigated impact, nor an avoidable  significant alteration of the views experienced
by drivers on Route 22, I-684, or Exit 6A that connects these corridors. 

In summary, the proposed affordable housing development will create new openings in the tree
canopy on portions of the existing wooded knoll, and to the greatest extent practicable will place
new buildings below the tree line and behind a dense buffer of existing trees, resulting in very
limited visibility from off-site due to the extent of existing trees and understory vegetation
proposed to remain on the site and the surrounding predominance of woodland cover. 

Overall, the project design is intended to minimize effects on in the applicant’s opinion, the
development will have a minimal effect on the wooded, open space character of this area of the
Town of Lewisboro, and thereby limit will not have a significant adverse impact on any visual or
aesthetic resources. The visual changes which will result from the development, in the
applicant’s opinion, will not result in significant adverse impacts to identified aesthetic resources
or vantage points with views to the subject site.  

Photographs of representative building architecture planned for the WB Lewisboro development
are depicted in Figures 3.6-10 and 3.6-11. These images show the Bridleside project recently
built by the Applicant in North Salem.  Figures 3.6-12 and 3.6-13 show architectural elevations
of the style of building proposed at WB Lewisboro. The Applicant anticipates working directly
with the Town during development of the design plans with the intent of purposefully creating a
project appearance that will complement the community. Such design elements would include
building facade materials and color, roof pitch, materials of the landscape features such as light
fixtures, signage and retaining walls, and selection of plant materials. The Applicant is
committed to designing a housing development that will be an asset to the Town.
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3.7  IMPACT ON HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Existing Conditions

As described herein, the 35.4 acre subject site is undeveloped and mostly wooded land. No
structures or foundations have been observed on the property. Based upon historical
photographs, the majority of the site has remained wooded since the 1940’s, probably due to
the rocky topography. Those areas closest to Route 22 are shown as open pasture in the 1947
aerial photograph, and it is likely that some logging occurred through the 1960’s.

A Phase 1A  and Phase 1B Cultural Resource Investigation has recently been conducted on the
property.  The Phase 1A / 1B investigation is provided in Appendix F.  A file search at the NYS
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation  (OPRHP) identified no New York State
Museum (NYSM), OPRHP sites or National Register Listed or Eligible properties on or within
500 feet of the subject property. There have been no prior archeological investigations
conducted within 500 feet of the subject property.

Potential Impacts

According to the Phase 1A investigation, the subject site is considered to have moderate
sensitivity for the presence of prehistoric cultural remains. The location exhibits several
characteristics  that are known to have been conducive to Native American occupation including
the elevated hilltop adjacent to water sources that are themselves tributaries to a larger nearby
river system.  No rockshelters or usable lithic resources were identified within the proposed
area of disturbance indicating that pre-contact sites would likely be limited to small temporary
hunting camps rather than larger long-term settlements.

The proposed residential development will involve the grading of approximately 9 acres of
relatively undeveloped land. The grading and excavation has the potential to disturb
archeological cultural resources, should they be present on the property.

The Phase 1B fieldwork was conducted in December, 2015 at the subject site. The fieldwork
consisted of 45 hand-excavated shovel tests across more level portions of the Area of Potential
Effect (APE). The Area of Potential Effect is based upon the project plans. The test locations
are shown in the Phase 1A/1B Archeological Investigation (Maps 9 and 10). No significant
cultural resources were identified and no further archeological work was recommended.

Mitigation Measures 

Based on the results of the Phase 1A/1B Cultural Resources investigation, no historic or
archeological resources have been identified on or near the subject property and none will be
impacted.  No mitigation measures are warranted or proposed.
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3.8 IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION

Existing Conditions

The Project Sponsor proposes to develop a 46 unit affordable residential community on a
35.4-acre site located on NYS Route 22 in the western portion of the Town of Lewisboro,
Westchester County, New York. The project site is located south of the center of Goldens
Bridge, approximately three-quarters of a mile south of Route 138, and one mile from the
Goldens Bridge train station. The location of the site is shown on maps in Figures 2-1 and 2-2.
The site will have a single access slightly north of the northbound Interstate 684 Exit 6A ramp.
This section summarizes the detailed transportation report by Maser Consulting P.A. contained
in Appendix G.

Interstate 684 is a six lane divided limited access highway and is a major commuter route to
Interstate 287 in southern Westchester County. Thus most regional commuter traffic does not
use NYS Route 22 that passes by the site and parallels Interstate 684 in this area. The
northbound exit ramp (6A) from Interstate 684 is located immediately south of the site and was
studied along with the site access to NYS Route 22. NYS Route 22 is a two lane road with a
posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour in the immediate vicinity of the site. Peak hour traffic
volumes (weekday a.m. and p.m.) were counted in December of 2015 and compared with
counts taken in 2014 for the Goldens Bridge Shopping Centre to the north.

 Potential Impacts 

Future Traffic Without the Project (No Build Volumes)

Traffic volumes were projected to the design year of 2020 using a background growth of 2.5
percent (0.5 percent per year) based on historical data. Traffic from the proposed Golden
Bridge Village Shopping Centre expansion was also added to the future traffic.

Future Traffic With the Project (Build Volumes)
 
Site generated traffic was estimated for the apartments (Land Use code 220) using the Institute
of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9th edition, 2012. In the a.m. peak hour 5
entering and 21 exiting trips were estimated. In the p.m. peak hour 28 entering and 15 exiting
trips were projected.  Distribution of arrival and departure traffic was based on existing traffic
volumes and supplemental data.

The intersections of NYS Route 22 and North Street and of NYS Route 138 and North Street
were analyzed in detail as part of the Goldens Bridge Shopping Center expansion. That study
had considered background traffic growth which accounts for the expected volumes from the
proposed multi-family development. Even considering the conservatively high trip estimates
used in the traffic study for the proposed multi-family housing project, these volumes equate to
2 entering and 9 exiting vehicles during the a.m. peak hour and 9 entering and 6 exiting
vehicles during the p.m. peak hour at NYS Route 22 and North Street and less at North Street
and Route 138.  As shown in the Level of Service Summary Table (see Table No. 2A at the end
of this section), the project will result in some not have a significant impact on the Levels of
Service or vehicle delays at these intersections. 
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Tabular summaries have been prepared to indicate the existing and proposed trip rate traffic
volumes, levels of service, and sight distance summaries. Copies of Tables 2A (Level of
Service Summary), 3A (Traffic Volume Summary-a.m.), 3B (Traffic Volume Summary-p.m.) and
3 (Sight Distance Summary) are provided at the end of this section. attached.

The site access centerline is now located approximately 250 feet north of the centerline of the
I-684 Exit 6A Off Ramp. This location was chosen to maximize sight distance for entering and
exiting vehicles and the driveway includes appropriate radii to accommodate entering and
exiting vehicles. As part of the Highway Work Permit Review, curbing and shoulder/pavement
improvements will be finalized with NYSDOT.

Capacity Analysis

Capacity analysis using SYNCHRO analysis software is based on procedures documented in
the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual. Traffic conditions are defined based on a level of service
grade from A the best to F the worst conditions. NYS Route 22 and the site driveway are
anticipated to operate at a level of service C or better for all movements. 

“The results of the capacity analysis indicated the proposed residential development will not
significantly change the overall Levels of Service at each of the key locations. The intersection
of I-684 and Route 22 will continue to experience operating problems during peak periods and
should continue to be monitored in the future for a possible traffic signal.” (See Appendix G -
Page 6  Mr. Grealy letter to Mr. Bainlardi, January 29, 2016).

The Interstate 684 northbound off ramp (Exit 6A) at NYS Route 22 experiences a level of
service F in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in the Existing Condition and will experience
increased delay with future traffic. The traffic at the I-684 Exit 6A/Route 22 intersection during
the p.m. Peak Highway Hour will continue to operate with long delays for the left turn exiting the
ramp under future No-Build conditions. This is due to the high volume, projected to be 562 left
turning vehicles over an hour period. The proposed project is expected to add approximately 15
vehicles to this movement or approximately a 2.5% increase.

It should be noted that level of service is a measurement of delay, or how long a driver has to
wait to make the intended movement. The Exit 6A ramp from I-684 is long enough to
accommodate the vehicles waiting to turn and the poor level of service does not translate into a
safety concern, but rather a driver inconvenience.

Although a traffic signal would improve operation to a level of service B or better for all
movements, the review of traffic volumes indicates the intersection does not satisfy signal
warrants as specified by the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Based upon
conversations with NYSDOT, since it does not satisfy traffic signal warrants, this intersection is
not proposed to be signalized at this time. However, it could continue to be monitored for a
future signalization.

The off ramp has been reviewed in terms of additional widening, signing and striping to
accommodate additional vehicles.  However, the left turn off the ramp has to occur in a single
lane since the intersection is “Stop” sign controlled.  Advanced “Intersection Ahead” signing on
Route 22 could be installed to better advise motorists and to possibly reduce travel speeds
which would improve the ability to exit the ramp.
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The 43 new vehicle trips referenced are comprised of 28 entering and 15 exiting trips during the
p.m. Peak Hour.  However, to put it in perspective, the total volume on Route 22 in this vicinity
during the p.m. Peak Hour is 907 vehicles per hour without the project and the additional project
generated vehicles will be 43 vehicles, which represents an increase of less than 5% of the total
volume.

Access Sight Distances

The posted speed limit on NYS Route 22 immediately north of the site is 45 mph.  Further south
of the site, approaching Todd Road, the posted speed limit changes to 40 mph. There are also
posted advisory signs of 35 mph and 25 mph, respectively, due to the alignment of the road
south of that area.   NYS Route 22 speed limits are 45 miles per hour entering into the 40 mile
per hour speed limit in the section including the site access. Sight distances were observed and
summarized with only the intersection sight distance not meeting a 55 mile per hour posted
speed looking to the right. Vegetation pruning is recommended to the north of the site access to
increase the sight distance to exceed the intersection sight distance.  A W2-2 “Intersection
Ahead” sign should be posted in advance of the site north and south on NYS Route 22 with a
final determination to be made by the New York State Department of Transportation as part of
the Highway Work Permit Process.

As noted on page 3 of the Traffic Impact Study, the speed limit on Route 22 immediately north
of the site is posted at 45 MPH. The data collection included actual speed data in this vicinity,
which identified 85th percentile speeds of approximately 52 to 53 MPH. The sight distances for
the driveway, shown in Table 3 of the Traffic Study in Appendix B, are based on a design speed
of up to 55 MPH.

The site access centerline is now located approximately 250’ north of the centerline of the I-684
Exit 6A Off Ramp. This location was chosen to maximize sight distance for entering and exiting
vehicles and the driveway includes appropriate radii to accommodate entering and exiting
vehicles. As part of the Highway Work Permit Review, curbing and shoulder/pavement
improvements will be finalized with NYSDOT.

The Applicant has had initial discussions with the School District regarding transportation
safety. The safety of students boarding or discharging from a school bus on Route 22 in
proximity to Interstate 684 Exit 6A is of concern. The preliminary development plans will be
forwarded to the School District for review and comment on transportation safety, bus turning
radius and bus stop locations. District representatives, in coordination with the Planning Board
will identify the best school bus routing and the entry and exit of school buses onto the project
site, with student safety being the primary consideration. The Applicant will work with the
School District to coordinate school bus routing in a manner which avoids drop-off or pick-up in
the south bound lane of Route 22. It is the preference of the Applicant for buses to enter the
site to pick-up and drop-off school children.  

As indicated in the Traffic Impact Study, if it is determined by the School District that school
buses will stop on Route 22 near the proposed roadway access for the development, it is
anticipated that the school bus trips would primarily occur during the morning and afternoon
(prior to the PM Peak Hour). It is not anticipated that school buses will be stopping during the
PM peak Hour when heavy traffic flow is exiting from the I-684 Exit 6A Ramp. The sight
distances provided exceed the stopping sight requirements.  Thus, a stopped school bus would
be clearly visible from all approaches.  
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Pedestrian Access

The subject site is located approximately three-quarters mile south of NYS Route 138 and the
North County Shopping Center located in Goldens Bridge on NYS Route 22. The Metro-North
rail station is directly west of the Route 22/ Route 138 Intersection on the west side of Interstate
684. A post office and grocery store and several convenience stores are all located in close
vicinity to the Route 22/ Route 138 intersection, in the North County Shopping Center. The
nearest bus service to the development site is in the Hamlet of Katonah, located approximately
2.2 miles south of the site (via Jay Street). Information and schedules regarding the
Westchester County bus service and Metro-North railroad is provided in Appendix G -
Transportation Report. No sidewalks or designated bike lanes are provided on Route 22 in the
vicinity of the project site either to the north  or to the south between Route 138 and Route 35.
 approaching Katonah. Limited sidewalks are located on Route 22 near its intersection with
Route 35. Taxi service is provided to the area by several companies including the Katonah Taxi
and Car Service, located in Mount Kisco, New York. Taxi fare from the Goldens Bridge Train
Station to the site would be approximately $8 dependent upon the number of persons and the
time of day.  NYS Route 22 has a relatively wide paved shoulder (approximately 10 feet wide),
which would allow pedestrians or cyclists from the development to travel to the Hamlet of
Goldens Bridge.

It is anticipated that most residents of the WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing development will
possess vehicles, based upon the applicant's experience with the Bridleside development in
North Salem. Consistent with Bridleside, the Applicant has proposed to provide a 10 passenger
shuttle bus or van with handicapped accessibility, to be provided and maintained by the project
owner at no cost to the residents. Based upon the owner's experience with the shuttle bus
service provided at Bridleside, it is expected that the shuttle bus will provide daily transport to
the train station and/or bus stop (for both the a.m. and p.m. peak commuting period), as well as
set scheduled shopping opportunities during the week and on Saturdays. The availability of the
shuttle bus is intended to reduce the need for pedestrian travel to and from the site and may
reduce the need for vehicles for some residents.          

There is an existing wide shoulder along Route 22 in the vicinity of the project that can
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic; there is no sidewalk existing or proposed along
Route 22 north and south of the site, between Route 138 and Route 35, with the exception of
limited sidewalk near the intersection of Route 22 and Route 35. A sidewalk will be installed
along the project frontage by the Applicant if required by NYSDOT as per their current
standards.  This determination will be made during the Highway Work Permit process.  

Given the growing public interest in bicycling as a mode of transportation as well as a popular
recreational activity, facilities for bicycle storage will be incorporated into the project. Bicycle
racks will be shown near the clubhouse and sports court.

Construction

During construction, as required as part of the NYSDOT Highway Work Permits, a Maintenance
and Protection of Traffic Plan will be prepared to ensure than any impacts to the adjacent state
highway are minimized during construction. These plans include appropriate signing, and limits
of hours of any work within the State right-of-way associated with the project and also
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maintenance of the construction entrance to the site all in accordance with state standards and
requirements.  The details will be finalized as part of the Highway Work Permit.

Avoidance or Minimization of Potential Impacts or Mitigation 

Based on the transportation report, the proposed residential development will not significantly
change the overall levels of service at NYS Route 22 / I-684 northbound off ramp (Exit 6A);
levels of service would remain “F” with increased delays. Based on the Transportation Report,
the projected traffic increase from the development will not exceed the capacity of the existing
road network and will not significantly alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods.

However, to enhance safety and improve the operation of the off ramp during peak hours, the
Applicant proposes the following, subject to conceptual approval by the Town and NYSDOT:

� Install a “Light Pole” (luminaire) in the vicinity of the I-684 off ramp either within the
NYSDOT Right-of-Way or on the Applicant’s  property. 

� Undertake a signal warrant analysis of the intersection of the I-684 off ramp (Exit 6A)/
Route 22 to establish whether or not a traffic signal is warranted.  This analysis will be
undertaken when the Project is 50% occupied and within one year of completion of the
Project.

� Install traffic calming signage (“Intersection Ahead”) along Route 22 in the vicinity of the
entrance warning motorists of the Project entrance/I-684 ramp.

� Install sidewalk along the site’s Route 22 roadway frontage from the Project’s proposed
entrance to the site’s northern boundary.

The Applicant will work with the NYS Department of Transportation regarding the entrance
driveway and the development’s traffic as part of the Highway Work Permit Process.    
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The attached Tables are from:  Maser Consulting P.A.
Traffic Impact Study
WBP AFFH Multi-Family Development
NYS Route 22
Town of Lewisboro, Westchester County, NY
April 22, 2016

The complete Traffic Impact Study is attached in Appendix G 
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3.9 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

3.9.1 Demographic Resources

Existing Conditions

As discussed, The Project Sponsor proposes to develop a 46 unit affordable residential commu-
nity on a 35.4-acre site located on NYS Route 22 in the western portion of the Town of Lewis-
boro, Westchester County, New York. The project site is located south of the center of Goldens
Bridge, approximately three-quarters of a mile south of Route 138, and one mile from the
Goldens Bridge train station. The project site is currently vacant. 

Potential Impacts

The Applicant proposes to construct 45 units of affordable rental apartments plus one
superintendents apartment (46 units total). The rental apartments will meet the requirements of the
Westchester County Fair and Affordable Housing Implementation Plan. The proposed development
will assist Westchester County in meeting its court mandated obligation to complete 750 affordable
AFFH units, and with building permits and funding in place, by December 31, 2016. The proposed
AFFH apartments will also count toward the Town of Lewisboro’s substantially unmet “fair share
obligation” to create 239 units of affordable housing as identified in established by the County’s
Affordable Housing Allocation Plan (2000-2015).

As illustrated in Figure 1-3, the 46 apartments will be located in five buildings of eight to ten
units. The buildings will contain a mix of one, two and three bedroom units. The majority (eighty
percent) of the units will be affordable to residents whose income does not exceed 60% of the
Area Median Income (AMI), based upon family size, as established by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on an annual basis. To further meet the affordability
guidelines, twenty percent of the rental units will be marketed to residents whose income does
not exceed 50% of the (AMI).

For the purpose of this analysis the development is envisioned to include 14 one bedroom units,
24 two bedroom units and 8 three bedroom units. The actual number of units and the proposed
bedroom counts will be finalized prior to site plan approval. According to the NYS HCR funding
guidelines the units are projected to rent for $988 to $1,643 depending upon number of
bedrooms, unit size and affordability criteria.

Demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research
(CUPR) were used to project the future population of the proposed affordable 46 unit AFFH
multifamily community. Population projections are based upon the geographic region, type of
unit, number of bedrooms, and the anticipated rental value. Although there are other published
demographic multipliers, the CUPR multipliers are more specific because they are calculated
based upon the specifics of geographic location, bedroom count and unit type. The researchers,
Burchell and Listoken are considered the experts in demographic projections and the CUPR
multipliers are considered the standard in this field of study. As shown in Table 3.9-1, based
upon the nature of this development, the multipliers used to project the population are as
follows; three bedroom units house 3.81 persons per unit, two bedroom units are 2.31 persons
per unit and a one bedroom unit is 1.67 to 1.99 persons per unit depending upon the rental
value. By comparison, 2010 U.S. Census data indicate that the average household size for all

Community Facilities and Services
September 29,  August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF
3.9-1



housing types in the Town of Lewisboro is 2.78 persons, and the average family size is 3.16
persons.

Based upon the CUPR residential multipliers, approximately 110 persons, including 16 school
age children are projected to reside in the anticipated housing. This projection is based on the
demographic modeling and represents a static moment in time. In reality, individual family sizes
change over time. Families that already have school age students will see them move through
the grade levels and eventually graduate from the student population while at the same time,
young families that did not have any children, will increase the student population by having
babies that will eventually fill in the spots vacated by students graduating. The factors below
represent a modeling of the average number of students projected to be in the district at any
given time. 

Source: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, June 2006. Table prepared by TMA, 2016. 
Values are based upon 5+ Unit Structures for Rent at more than $1,000 per month for one, two and three
bedroom units as noted in the table.

1611046TOTAL

0.230.2322.311
2-BR Superintendent
Apartment

71.00273.817
4.140.23422.31182-BR 60% AMI
0.880.08181.67111-BR 60% AMI
1.51.5043.8113-BR 50% AMI

1.150.23112.3152-BR 50% AMI
0.90.3061.9931-BR 50% AMI

School Age
Population

School Age
Children
Multiplier

Population
Population
Multiplier

Number
of Units

Unit Type

Table 3.9-1
Population Projections

3.9.2 Fiscal Resources

Existing Conditions

Current Assessed Value

The proposed AFFH multifamily community is contained on the following Town Tax Parcels:

 Sheet 5 - Block 10776 - Lot 19
 Sheet 5 - Block 10776 - Lot 20
 Sheet 5 - Block 10776 - Lot 21

The current equalized assessed value of the three undeveloped parcels is $87,300. This
represents 9.9 percent of the total market value of the three parcels. According to a review of
the 2015 tax bills for the subject parcels, the total annual property taxes paid to the Town of
Lewisboro are $1,639 and the municipal taxes paid to the Goldens Bridge Fire Department are
$890. The municipal taxes paid to Westchester County are $2,990. Thus, the total municipal
taxes paid are $5,520 while the annual property taxes paid to the Katonah Lewisboro School
District (KLSD) are $17,061.
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Potential Impacts

The New York State Office of Real Property Services (NYSRPS) requires that rental properties are
assessed in terms of the value of the income they provide. Based upon the income value of the
proposed affordable rental apartments, the total market value of the proposed community is
estimated to be $4,717,342. Using the current Town of Lewisboro 2015 equalization rate of 9.9
percent, the total future Assessed Value for this analysis is estimated to be $467,017

Projected Revenues

Table 3.9-2 compares the revenues generated presently by the property to the revenues to be
generated after the proposed rental community is complete. Revenues are based on the most
current 2015 municipal tax rates (2015-2016 tax rate for the Katonah Lewisboro School District).

According to the Town of Lewisboro budget, the Town’s tax rate includes Town governmental
services, highway maintenance, justice court, police services, and parks & recreation.

As presented in Table 3.9-2, annual revenues to the Town of Lewisboro are projected to be
approximately $8,770. Tax revenues to the Goldens Bridge Fire Department are estimated to be
$4,762. The tax revenues to Westchester County would be approximately $15,995 annually,
thus the total municipal revenue is estimated to be $29,527.

Table 3.9-2 also indicates the annual revenues to the Katonah Lewisboro School District would
be approximately $91,268. The net increase between the current tax revenues generated by the
site and paid to the School District and the total future project-generated revenues to the school
district are projected to be approximately $74,207 annually. 

As can be seen in Table 3.9-2, overall, the combined tax revenues from each jurisdiction are
projected to total more than $120 thousand annually.

Notes:
Municipal taxes are based upon Town of Lewisboro 2015 Tax Rates.  These rates are in effect 4/1/15 through 4/1/16.
Katonah Lewisboro School District Tax Rates are for the 2015-2016 school year.

$98,215$120,796$22,581$258.6543TOTAL

$74,207$91,268$17,061$195.4287Katonah Lewisboro School District

$24,008$29,258$5,220$63.2256Total Municipal

$11,003$13,533$2,530Total Town of Lewisboro
$3,872$4,762$890$10.1963Goldens Bridge Fire District
$7,131$8,771$1,640$18.7796Town of Lewisboro

$13,005$15,995$2,990$34.2497Westchester County 

Net Increase
Between Current &
Projected Taxes ($)

AFFH Projected
Taxes  
Total ($)

Current 
Taxes ($)

Current Tax
Rate

Taxing Authority

Table 3.9-2
Current & Projected Taxes Generated by the 46 Unit AFFH Residential Community
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Infrastructure Costs

A management company will operate and maintain all common areas, facilities and
infrastructure included in the proposed action. All of the community aspects of the project will be
privately maintained, including the roadway. There are no aspects of the project which are
anticipated to result in an ownership, maintenance or operational responsibility to the Town of
Lewisboro, thus reducing municipal costs to the maximum extent practicable.

3.9.3 Police, Fire and Emergency Services

Existing Conditions

Police Protection

The Town of Lewisboro is served by the New York State Police, acting as the primary
responders by providing 24/7 police protection services to properties within the 29 square mile
area that comprises the Town of Lewisboro. The New York State Police are stationed on Route
100 in Somers, NY, approximately 3.2 miles (driving distance) northwest of the subject site. The
New York State Police have a satellite office (Zone 3) located at 81 Spring Street in Lewisboro
(approximately 8.3 miles driving distance) southeast from the subject site.  The NYS Police work
in conjunction with the Lewisboro Town Police, whose headquarters is located at 20 North
Salem Road, Cross River, NY, approximately 5.5 miles (driving distance) southeast of the
development site.

The New York State Police and the Lewisboro Police Department provide police protection for
the Town of Lewisboro including the hamlets of Cross River, Goldens Bridge, South Salem,
Waccabuc and Vista.  

The Lewisboro Police Department is led by Police Chief Charles BeckettFrank Secret.
According to discussions with Police Chief Secret, Tthe Town of Lewisboro police force
currently has a total of 12 officers and seven vehicles. of which Ffour officers are full time and
eight are part time. The Town police patrol vehicles are dispatched by the New York State
Police when Lewisboro officers are on duty.1  When Lewisboro Officers are not on duty, Ppolice
coverage is also provided 24 hours a day, 7 days per week by the NYS Police as needed.
According to the former Police Chief2, in 2015 the department handled approximately 1,851
calls for service.  The population data from the 2010 Census indicates there are 12,411 persons
residing in the Town of Lewisboro.  Based upon these figures, there is approximately one Town
police officer for every 1,000 residents and annual average calls per capita equates to 0.15. 

Sworn personnel are involved in various programs including Crime Prevention, Accident
Investigation, STOP DWI, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement, Intelligence, and Youth Court.

According to the former Police Chief, based upon location, typical police response time to a
residence in the proposed community is estimated to be five to ten minutes.

Community Facilities and Services
September 29,  August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF
3.9-4

2 Phone conversation with Police Chief Secret on February 1, 2016. 

1 Source; Lewisborogov.com/police.



Fire Department

The proposed development is within the Goldens Bridge Fire District and is served by the
Goldens Bridge Fire Department (GBFD) which is a 100% volunteer fire department. According
to the Fire Department website3, the Fire District covers an area of approximately 8 square
miles in and around the hamlet of Goldens Bridge, which includes a mix of both business and
residential areas, as well as a section of Interstate 684 and the Metro North Railroad. Serving a
population of approximately 4,000 residents and countless number of commuters who use both
Interstate 684 and Metro-North Railroad, the fire department provides coverage 24 hours a day,
365 days a year. The Goldens Bridge Fire Department typically responds to an average of
approximately 275 fire related calls annually. In addition the GBFD is the first responder to calls
for Emergency Medical Service EMS, thus the total calls for service are approximately 750
annually. Based upon these figures, annual average calls per capita equates to 0.2.

There are approximately 50 active members who serve the community by providing Fire,
Rescue, Disaster Relief and Emergency Medical Services to anyone in need. The Goldens
Bridge Fire Department is also dedicated to community service by offering scholarships for
community minded youth, supporting Scouting organizations of America and supporting other
local charities.

The Goldens Bridge Fire Department currently operates 3 engines, 1 tanker truck, 1 light duty
rescue vehicles, and 2 Chiefs' vehicles. These units are staffed by the 50 active volunteer
members who respond from a fire station at 254 Waccabuc Road in Goldens Bridge. The
station is approximately 1.5 miles (driving distance) from the subject site. In 2015, the depart-
ment responded to approximately 250 alarms. These alarms consisted of structural fires, motor
vehicle accidents (MVA's), automatic alarms, vehicle fires, mutual aid, and various other calls
for assistance. As stated above, the Goldens Bridge Fire Department  responds jointly with the
Lewisboro Volunteer Ambulance Corps (LVAC) to medical emergency calls.4 

Ambulance and Health Services

The Lewisboro Volunteer Ambulance Corps (LVAC) provides emergency ambulance service to
the project area. In 2013, LVAC responded to 416 ambulance calls. According to their records,
320 patients were transported to area hospitals. Based upon these figures, annual average calls
per capita equates to 0.04.

Each ambulance response is staffed by a crew chief who is a New York State Certified
Emergency Medical Technician, and a driver, who may or may not be an EMT. Most calls have a
third crew member, referred to as the first aider, who also may or may not be an EMT. The crew
chief is in charge of patient care decisions, including which hospital the patient is transported to.

The Town of Lewisboro is one of several towns in northern Westchester County which are
additionally served by a paramedic service, Westchester EMS. According to Westchester EMS
personnel5 average response time in Northern Westchester is approximately eight minutes.
There are three paramedic fly cars in service at all times and one is paged out along with LVAC  
and GBFD on all calls. If the patient's condition warrants ALS, the paramedic will ride with the
LVAC crew and provide advanced life support.
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According to the Lewisboro Volunteer Ambulance Corp (LVAC) website6, LVAC currently
operates 2 ambulances, 67B1 and 67B2, the B standing for basic life support. The Corps also
has a first response vehicle, a fully-equipped Chevrolet Tahoe. The Corps has approximately 40
riding members. All members are trained to use AEDs (Automatic Electronic Defibrillators), and
LVAC has 10 Lifepak AEDs. LVAC also participates in the Epipen program to administer
epinephrine, is certified to use albuterol for the treatment of asthma, and trained to use
glocometry. They have recently added the Lucas device to all vehicles which is used to provide
continuous CPR for any patients that require the treatment.

The primary hospital serving the project area is Northern Westchester Hospital in Mt. Kisco.
According to the Northern Westchester Hospital website8, services offered by this hospital
include: emergency services, ambulatory surgery, cardiopulmonary center, diagnostic imaging,
mental health unit, MRI center, nutritional services, occupational therapy, pediatrics, physical
therapy, prostate cancer treatment, alcohol & substance abuse, speech & hearing, and a wound
care center.

According to Northern Westchester Hospital7, its physicians represent all of the medical
specialties and offer their patients the latest in medical care supported by nursing, clinical, and
technical staff. Northern Westchester Hospital also offers various outreach programs that
present preventive medicine and wellness subjects.

Although LVAC transports most patients to Northern Westchester Hospital in Mt. Kisco,
depending upon the location of the nearest hospital or the type of specialized medical service
needed, occasionally patients may be transported to Putnam Hospital in Carmel, Westchester
Medical Center in Valhalla, and Danbury or Norwalk Hospitals in Connecticut. 

Potential Impacts

As shown in Table 3.9-1, development of the proposed residential community is anticipated to
result in a population increase of approximately 110 persons. This increase represents less than
one percent of the current Town population of 12,411 (2010 Census). 
  

Police Department

Based on planning standards contained in the Development Impact Assessment Handbook
published by the Urban Land Institute, model factors for police protection recommend two (2)
police personnel per 1,000 persons which further breaks down to 1.5 police personnel per 1,000
persons for residential uses and 0.5 police personnel per 1,000 persons for nonresidential uses.
Based on this standard, 110 persons would increase police staffing needs by less than one
quarter of a person which is not likely to have an  impact on the Town's police personnel ratio of
1.0 officers personnel per 1,000 residents. As discussed earlier, annual average calls per capita
equates to 0.15, thus it can be expected that calls for service to the Police Department would
increase by approximately 17 calls annually. 

Fire Department
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Based on planning standards published in the Development Impact Assessment Handbook,
approximately 1.65 fire department personnel per 1,000 population is recommended to provide
adequate fire protection service. One hundred ten new residents would generate demand for an
additional 0.18 fire department personnel. As discussed earlier in this section, the proposed
development would generate $4,762 in annual property tax revenues to the fire district to
partially offset any additional demand. The proposed site access roads will be designed in
accordance with Town road specifications which are designed to adequately accommodate
emergency service vehicles.  As discussed earlier, annual average calls per capita equates to
0.2, thus it can be expected that calls for service to the Goldens Bridge Department would
increase by approximately 12 calls annually.

Each of the proposed residential buildings will be equipped with fire sprinklers and the water
system is designed to meet the combined peak flow for domestic and sprinkler use. Fire
hydrants are not proposed given the use of sprinklers. The Applicant will provide emergency
back-up water supply storage in underground tanks. The Applicant will work with the Goldens
Bridge Fire Department regarding the final design for emergency back-up water supply.  

Emergency Medical Service

Based on planning standards contained in the Development Impact Assessment Handbook,
approximately 36.5 calls per 1,000 population are made annually. Based on this standard, the 110
residents would increase EMS calls by approximately four calls annually on average. The
Lewisboro Volunteer Ambulance Corps has sufficient capabilities to handle this increase. As
discussed earlier, annual average calls per capita equates to 0.04, thus it can be expected that
calls for service to the Lewisboro Volunteer Ambulance Corps from the proposed development
would be approximately 4 calls annually.

Hospital

Based on planning standards contained in the Development Impact Assessment Handbook,
four (4.0) hospital beds should be provided per 1,000 persons. Based on this standard, the
projected population increase associated with the proposed residential development has the
potential to increase the need for beds in hospitals serving the Northern Westchester County
area by less than half of a bed.  This is not considered a significant impact.

3.9.4 Comparison to Bridleside, North Salem

New housing developments are often controversial. Existing residents like the character of their
existing neighborhoods and are often attached to the undeveloped parcels which have provided
areas of open space. There are also practical considerations like traffic, property values and
additional school children, that can be cause for concern. These concerns can be even more
exaggerated when the proposal is for affordable housing. 

The Project Sponsor has successfully developed many multifamily communities throughout the
Hudson Valley, including a substantially similar affordable housing development in the
neighboring Town of North Salem, known as “Bridleside” which provides a vision for the subject
proposal. The Bridleside residential development includes 65 units of affordable housing with a
similar mix of one, two and three bedroom units as are proposed in the 45 unit WB Lewisboro
Affordable Housing Development. The projected funding sources and rental values will be
virtually identical in the two developments. The market values of residential real estate is
comparable in North Salem and Lewisboro. The tax structure, tax rates and equalization rates
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are also similar in the two communities. Beyond the projections provided in development
models, real life experience with similar development can provide an accurate window into what
the future will bring post development. 

Table 3.9-3 shown below provides data on population and relevant demands for community
services at the Bridleside project. Data was gathered from the Town of North Salem Police
Department, the North Salem Fire Department, the North Salem Volunteer Ambulance Corps. And
the North Salem School District. Table 3.9-3 lists the annual calls for service to the North Salem
emergency service providers, and compares this data to the projections of demands for community
services anticipated from the Lewisboro residential community. Since the proposed Lewisboro
development is 45 units compared to the 65 units built in Bridleside, the statistics for Bridleside
have been factored by 69% to provide a direct comparison to the Lewisboro projections.  

A count of school age children who reside at Bridleside indicates there are a total of 35 students,
however of this total 9 students already lived within the North Salem School District, indicating
the increase in the school districts enrollment was 26 students as shown in Table 3.9-3. 

The 26 new students currently residing at Bridleside is higher than the pre-development
projection of up to approximately 18 students. The projection of students for the WB Lewisboro
study used the multipliers for ALL school age children and used parameters that would result in
an analysis that would estimate the highest number of students. Using these parameters, the
number of projected students at Lewisboro is consistent with the number of students who
actually reside in Bridleside. To further corroborate this data, a survey of the actual number of
students at Roundtop Commons in Montrose was conducted. Roundtop Commons is another
Wilder Balter Partners, Inc. affordable housing development in Westchester County, thus it is
very comparable to both Bridleside and the proposed Lewisboro development. Roundtop
Commons has 91 affordable rental apartments. Representatives for the Hendrick Hudson
School District indicate that each student is geocoded and assigned placement in the school
and for transportation.8 According to the Hendrick Hudson School District, there are a total of 34
students at Roundtop Commons. This would translate into an average multiplier of 0.37
students per unit, compared to 0.36 used for Lewisboro. 

School Districts, including the Katonah Lewisboro School District, typically conduct multi-year
projections for the entire district in forecasting their future needs. These studies consider district
wide data including community birthrates, historical enrollment data, house sales, new housing
starts and factor in a number of other variables. Based upon these factors, the studies typically
discuss a range between a high value and a low value. The demographic projection for a
specific project has the benefit of knowing the exact unit count, the number of bedrooms, a
more precise valuation, and a fixed build year. Under this circumstance a more precise value
can be projected as the result of the demographic modeling. However, even with these
parameters being known, the projection is a forecasted number to provide an order of
magnitude, not necessarily a definitive number. 

The most recent Demographic Study Update for the Katonah Lewisboro School District was
completed in November 2015 and projects grade by grade enrollments from 2016-17 through
2020-21. The Study considered the impact of new housing being built including the proposed
WB Lewisboro affordable townhouse rental units. Even with these units, plus other new housing
in the mix, the study indicates that enrollments will decline both district wide and specifically in
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the Increase Miller Elementary School, with the largest enrollment declines expected in the John
Jay Middle School. 

Notes:  Estimates are approximate.    
Source: Insite Engineering; Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2016 
* Based upon existing average annual calls within the current service area.  

$91,268$70,423$102,076 School Taxes
$29,527$30,766$44,588 Municipal Taxes
    4 * 57 Ambulance Annual Calls for Service
    8 * 1217 Fire Annual Calls for Service
   17 *1623 Police Annual Calls for Service

161826School-age Children - New to the District
11095137 Population
454565Residential Units

AFFH 
Lewisboro

Bridleside
Factored at 69%

Bridleside
Full Value

Community Resources
2.43.1Impervious Surfaces (acres)
9.014.1Total Area of Disturbance (acres)
35.440.0Total Site Area (acres)

Land Use

AFFH 
Lewisboro

Bridleside
North Salem

Area of Concern

Table 3.9-3
Impact Comparison Bridleside vs. Lewisboro AFFH

Minimization of Potential Impacts and Mitigation

Police, Fire and Emergency Services

Table 3.9-3 shows the projection of need for emergency services from the WB Lewisboro
development as relates to the reported number of calls from an equal number of units at
Bridleside. When compared to the existing demand for these services discussed above, the
projection demonstrates there would be an  small increase in demand for these community
services -- up to approximately one percent for police and ambulance services, and three
percent for fire protection. According to the Applicant, tThe anticipated number of calls for
emergency services from the proposed residential development is not anticipated to result in
any significant impact to police protection, or fire and emergency service provision in the Town
of Lewisboro. 

Additionally, Tthe proposed development will generate tax revenues to partially offset the cost of
its use of the various municipal services.

The identified need for affordable housing in Lewisboro was recognized by the Town Board in
its adoption of Local Law 7-2015 permitting multi-family housing in areas including the CC-20
zone in which the subject site is located. The anticipated effect on emergency services (costs
and revenues) must be balanced with the fact that the WB Lewisboro proposal will advance the
Town and County goals to provide needed affordable housing.

Community Facilities and Services
September 29,  August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF
3.9-9



Secondary Benefits

There are expected to be secondary benefits to the local economy as a result of construction
activities and the future spending by the new residents of this project. The spending of residents
expected to live at the proposed development will benefit commercial businesses in the local
area and the region, both in the Town of Lewisboro and the surrounding region. 
 

3.9.5 Schools

Existing Conditions

The project site is served by the Katonah Lewisboro Union Free School District. The District
includes three K-5 elementary schools, one middle school (grades 6, 7 and 8), and one high
school.  The Katonah Lewisboro Union Free School District geographically includes all of the
Town of Lewisboro and the Katonah Hamlet area in the Town of Bedford, and smaller portions
of the Town of North Salem and the Town of Pound Ridge.

According to information provided by the School District9, enrollments have been steadily
decreasing over the past 10 years. As of October 2014, 3,204 students were enrolled in the
District. Table 3.9-4 below summarizes the 2014-2015 grade distributions and enrollments of
the various schools within the District:

Katonah Lewisboro School District, 2015. 
3,204TOTAL
1,1499-12John Jay High School
7776-8John Jay Middle School
384K-5Meadow Pond Elementary School
415K-5Katonah Elementary School
479K-5Increase Miller Elementary School

2014 Enrollment
Grades
Served

School 

Table 3.9-4
Katonah Lewisboro School District (2014-2015 School Year)

All of the schools in this School District received a rating of “5” from the New York State Public
School Report Card of Comprehensive Information with respect to the “district need to resource
capacity”. This rating states that “this is a school district with average student needs in relation
to district resources capacity”.

Potential Impacts

As shown in Table 3.9-1, based upon demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers
University Center for Urban Policy Research, approximately 16 students are projected to reside
in the proposed residential development.

As related by the Applicant, According to the Assistant Superintendent for Business has advised
that, bBased upon the geographic location of the project site and the current student distribution
among schools in the district, it is likely that students from the proposed residential development
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would attend the Increase Miller Elementary School, the John Jay Middle School and the John
Jay Hhigh School.  It should be noted that student distribution is reviewed annually and is
subject to change. 

School District Costs Associated with the Proposed Project 

The budget for the 2015-2016 school year for the Katonah Lewisboro Union Free School District
totals approximately $108,731,720. The portion of the budget to be raised through taxation is
$95,904,695 - approximately 88 percent of the budget is met through the property tax levy.  The
addition of 16 students to a population of more than 3,200 students represents an increase of
less than half of one percent. The School District conducted its own demographic projection and
got similar results to this analysis plus or minus one student.10 This deminimus increase in
student population will not have a significant impact on administrative or capital needs of the
district. Any costs to the District’s would be related specifically to instruction and transportation,
which are referred to as marginal costs,  District wide, these costs total $49,544,46411. Since 88
percent of the Budget is to be raised by the tax levy, the portion of these costs to be raised by
the tax levy total $43,599,128.

With an enrollment of 3,204  students, the per-student marginal cost to be raised by the tax levy
are calculated to be $13,608, ($43,599,128 / 3,204). This cost is likely overstated given the
small percentage of new students compared to the existing student population. Projected costs
to the school district could be up to $217,728 annually based on an estimated 16 students that
would reside in the community.

The proposed residential housing development is estimated to generate $91,268 in property tax
revenues annually to the school district. Thus, the overall impact on the district’s budget could
conservatively result in a cost of up to $126,460. If this cost materializes, it would need to be
met by an adjustment to the overall tax rates of the School District of approximately 25 cents per
$1,000 of assessed valuation. For a typical home in the Katonah Lewisboro District, this
translates into approximately $12.50 per household. 

The anticipated cost of education must be balanced with the fact that the WB Lewisboro
Affordable Housing Development will be a resource that will provide for affordable housing that
will help to advance the Town and County goals for such housing and will help to satisfy local
and regional housing needs, truly a mitigation factor that must be given appropriate
consideration.

Construction is projected to take 12 to 18 months which is likely to be spread over two school
years. The increased student population is also expected to be distributed throughout the grade
levels, resulting in an average of less than one student per grade. The multi-year phasing and
distribution of students will allow for an additional 16 students to be integrated to the local schools
with minimal impact. Conversation with the Business Administrator for the Katonah Lewisboro
District12 indicated absorption of the new students should not present a capacity problem for the
school district, particularly in light of the declining enrollment trend the district is experiencing. 
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A letter from the School District, dated April 25, 2016 states “If the enrollment continues to
decline as projected, and if these new students are distributed among all of the different grade
levels, we will likely be able to handle the students without any problem.” The District provides
additional detail as to the potential for impact in the unlikely event that all 16 students were to
attend the same grade. The letter is included in Appendix B for reference. 

Table 3.9-5 lists the published demographic multipliers for grade groupings for each unit type at
the WB Lewisboro development. Table 3.9-6 indicates the total number of students at WB
Lewisboro that can be anticipated for each grade grouping (by calculating each column in the
prior table) and supports the analysis that the increase in student population can be expected to
be distributed among all grades in the school district. This illustration demonstrates the reduced
potential for impacts on the school district, consistent with the assumption referenced in the
April 2016 letter. 

Source: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, June 2006. Table prepared by TMA, 2016. 
Values are based upon 5+ Unit Structures for Rent for one, two and three bedroom units as noted in the table.
* Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

Rounds to
16

46TOTAL

0.230.040.050.060.070.231
2-BR Super
Apartment

7.000.230.210.310.251.0073-BR 60% AMI
4.140.040.050.060.070.23182-BR 60% AMI
0.880.010.020.020.030.08111-BR 60% AMI
1.500.280.340.510.371.5013-BR 50% AMI
1.150.040.050.060.070.2352-BR 50% AMI
0.900.040.050.100.110.3031-BR 50% AMI

School
Age

Population

School Age
Children
Multiplier

Grades 10-12

School Age
Children
Multiplier

Grades 7-9

School Age
Children
Multiplier

Grades 3-6

School Age
Children
Multiplier
Grades

K-2

School Age
Children
Multiplier

All Grades

Number
of Units

Unit Type

Table 3.9-5
School Age Children 

Population Multipliers by Grade Distribution

Source: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, June 2006. Table prepared by TMA, 2016. 

163355
Total Whole
Students

15.563.083.384.644.46Total Calculated 

School Age
Children 

All Grades

School Age
Children 

Grades 10-12

School Age
Children

Grades 7-9

School Age
Children 

Grades 3-6

School Age
Children

Grades K-2

Table 3.9-6
School Age Children by Grade Distribution

Minimization of Potential Impacts and Mitigation

The Applicant has had initial discussions with the School District regarding transportation safety.
The safety of students boarding or discharging from a school bus on Route 22 in proximity to
Interstate 684 Exit 6A is of concern. The preliminary development plans will be forwarded to the
School District for review and comment on transportation safety, bus turning radius and bus

Community Facilities and Services
September 29,  August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF
3.9-12



stop locations. The Applicant, in coordination with District representatives, in coordination with
the Planning Board will identify the best school bus routing and the entry and exit of school
buses onto the project site, with student safety being the primary consideration.  It is the
preference of the Applicant for buses to enter the site to pick-up and drop-off school children.
Since the potential for significant impacts is minimal, no further mitigation is proposed. 

3.9.6 Summary

Lewisboro has a responsibility to provide its share of the regional need for affordable
housing. This need was recognized by the Town Board in its adoption of Local Law 7-2015
permitting the development of multi-family housing, including AFFH units, in various zoning
districts throughout the Town (including the CC-20 zone in which the subject site exists).  

As set forth in the Westchester County Affordable Housing Allocation Plan 2000-2015
(November 9, 2005), 239 units were estimated as Lewisboro’s “fair share obligation” which has
been substantially unmet. The WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing Development will provide
needed affordable housing opportunities for the Town of Lewisboro. All of the 45 residential
units will be designated affordable, in accordance with Westchester County’s eligibility require-
ments. The County has indicated its support for the development of AFFH rental units in the
Town of Lewisboro (specifically in response to this project) and its willingness to move forward
with the request for housing assistance funding made by the developer.13

Most impacts to be considered in development projects are site specific – traffic, visual, natural
resources, etc.  But fiscal impacts are not site specific other than whether or not a site has
public roads, water, sewer and/or sanitation.  Fiscal impacts relating to school children are not
at all site specific and therefore must be supported by the entire community. Residential
communities in northern Westchester County include amenities that attract and encourage
family life and children including open space, good schools, parks, libraries, cultural features
and recreational activities. In the applicant’s opinion, the children residing at the WB Lewisboro
development will not impact these amenities, other than to enhance their use and enjoyment by
the community at large.  

As stated above, the Westchester County Affordable Housing Allocation Plan 2000-2015
(November 9, 2005), identifies Lewisboro’s “fair share obligation” in the provision of affordable
housing as 239 units. (45/239 = 18.8%). The proposed 45 units in the WB Lewisboro Affordable
Housing Development represent less than 20% of the Town’s “fair share obligation” to provide
affordable housing. Given the privately owned infrastructure and the relatively low expected
population of school age children, the fiscal impacts of these affordable units are not significant.  
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3.10 IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITY

Consistency with Community Plans and Community Character

Existing Conditions 

The subject property encompasses 35.4 acres of land on three lots located in the Town of
Lewisboro, Westchester County, New York. The property is located on the east side of NYS
Route 22, proximate to the I-684 northbound Exit 6A ramp and south of Route 138. The three
parcels are located in the following special districts: Katonah-Lewisboro School District and
Goldens Bridge Fire District. The two westerly lots are located in the CC-20 zoning district and
the easterly lot is located in the R-4A zoning district.

The site is located approximately three-quarters of a mile south of the North County Shopping
Center, which includes several community-scale commercial businesses and a post office,. It is
approximately one mile from the Goldens Bridge Metro-North train station. Generally within
approximately one mile of the site, land uses to the north and west include residential, public
uses, warehouse (King’s Lumber), commercial, retail, transportation and vacant land. To the
south and east, land use is predominantly single family residential, and vacant land. 

The subject property, while possibly used informally by individuals for hunting activities (without
express permission of the landowner), is privately owned land that is not designated for any
public use by the community. 

Town Master Plan

The Town Master Plan outlines policies and goals formally adopted by the Town of Lewisboro in
19851 as a guide for land use and future development in the Town. In its Plan, the Town
identified considerations for preservation of open space2 resources as well as for development
that are generally applicable to the subject proposal today. The Plan does not identify
site-specific consistency criteria, but it was intended to provide overall guidance on the local
scale for land planning decisions. Consistency of the proposed development with policies
identified in the Plan, to the extent such policies are defined, is described below.

The 1985 Town Master Plan speaks of a vision for land use in the I-684/Route 22 corridor that
would provide for development of campus commercial land use that would also incorporate the
preservation of open space. Campus commercial development was envisioned and planned for
in the area bordering Route 22 including the subject site and paved the way for the subsequent
rezoning to CC-20. As stated in the Master Plan relative to campus commercial facilities,
adequate buffering between such use and adjacent residential areas would allow the two
different types of land use to coexist, and reduce impacts to the natural environment resulting
from development.
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Zoning Requirements

A recent amendment to the zoning code adopted by the Town Board in 2015 (LL 7-2015) added
provisions that would permit multi-family housing in commercial and business areas.  The
amended provisions of the code apply to the subject site. and is particularly appropriate for this
application for affordable housing. 

In a letter of January 25, 2016 to the Chair of the Lewisboro Planning Board, the Chair of the
Lewisboro Housing Committee stated:

The majority of the Housing Committee feels that the proposed Wilder Balter
45-unit development would accomplish the goal for which the Zoning code was
amended: providing fair and affordable housing in Lewisboro. The construction
of the proposed AFFH housing in Lewisboro would also substantially help
Lewisboro and the County in complying with the Settlement, joining other nearby
towns such as North Salem, Pound Ridge and Bedford, who have also taken
steps in this direction.3

Potential Impacts

The preliminary site plans developed for this affordable housing application show and tabulate
the various zoning requirements of the CC-20 and R-4A districts applicable to the property,
including the new reference to the provisions for multi-family dwellings which are found in the
R-MF requirements.  The plans identify the conformance of this proposal to the applicable
zoning requirements including the following information: 

� Front, side and rear yard setbacks of the R-MF district or double the R-4A district
setback, as applicable (these replace the setbacks of the CC-20 district); 

� Density transition area of the R-MF district (replaces the perimeter buffer of the
CC-20 district); 

� Buffer lot with conservation easement (CC-20 district requirement); 
� Town wetland control area and  State wetland adjacent area; and, 
� Tables with the applicable net land area calculations, density unit calculations,

parking requirements and recreation requirements.

Multi-family dwellings is a permitted use in the CC-20 district, subject to the requirements of
Section 220-26, Multifamily Residence District (R-MF), of the Zoning Code. The dimension and
bulk zoning requirements of the R-MF district replace those of the underlying CC-20 district (to
be confirmed by the Planning Board Attorney or Building Inspector).

The Applicant is proposing a total of 92 parking spaces for this facility (2.0 per unit), whereas
124 spaces are required by zoning based on the proposed bedroom count.  The required
number of spaces far exceeds the parking needs of the development based upon the
Applicant's experience with other similar developments owned and managed by the Applicant
throughout the Hudson Valley. For example, the Bridleside 65-unit affordable rental community
in North Salem was approved with 144 parking spaces but a recent three day survey showed
that only 76 spaces were being used (53 percent of the requirement or 1.17 cars per dwelling
unit). Another example is the 92-unit Roundtop affordable rental community in Montrose which
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3 See January 25, 2016 letter to the Chair of the Lewisboro Planning Board from the Chair of the Lewisboro Housing
Committee. 



was approved with 141 parking spaces (1.5 parking spaces per unit).4  The survey for that
property showed that only 98 spaces were being used (70 percent or 1.07 cars per dwelling
unit).  Accordingly, the Applicant is requesting a parking variance from the Zoning Board of
Appeals.  

The project site is located in a rural setting where there is no public sewer and water
infrastructure available nearby.  Like other development in the local area, the proposed action
includes development of its own water supply from groundwater wells and a conventional
sanitary treatment (septic) system. This project is of modest size, and is located next to a major
transportation corridor, so that in the Applicant’s opinion maintains  the project does not warrant
any road improvements (see Section 3.8.), however, the NYSDOT will have the final
determination on this matter as part of the Highway Work Permit review process.5 In Tthe
Applicant maintains ’s opinion the project does not warrant any other public infrastructure
improvements, nor is it of a nature that would cause a change in the density of development on
the lands around it. 

Mitigation Measures

The Town’s Master Plan cites general design principles to guide future public and private
development in the Town to support the goals and objectives of the Town. These
recommendations refer to landscape buffering of buildings and parking areas, minimization of
disturbance on steep slopes where potential for erosion needs to be addressed, and provisions
to minimize adverse visual impact on Town character and neighboring uses. The current goals
and objectives of the Town are further supported by the recent amendment (LL 7-2015) to the
zoning code that permits multi-family housing at this site. Given the mix of land uses that occur
in the area surrounding Goldens Bridge -- including single family residential, multi-family
residential, commercial, retail, transportation and vacant land -- the proposed Town Code
compliant multi-family development with open space dedication will not be notably different
from, and certainly not in sharp contrast to, the current land use pattern of the surrounding
area. 

The Applicant proposes to permanently preserve a portion of the undeveloped land as open
space on the easternmost part of the property located in the R-4A zoning district. While there is
no requirement in the Town’s Master Plan or Zoning code for a private property owner to
preserve open space on its property, the Applicant intends to dedicate at least 17 acres for
open space preservation through restrictive covenants and/or a conservation easement,
thereby providing a permanent buffer to the adjoining lands in the low-density R-4A district.  

The Master Plan highlights the need for care in site planning of parcels containing steep slopes,
wetlands and other open space resources to minimize the potential for impacts to the sensitive
qualities of such areas as well as potential visual intrusions into the landscape of Lewisboro.  In
addressing these concerns, Tthe proposed development plan is designed to avoid steep slope
disturbance, wetland incursion and includes a 17 acre open space element. presents a balance
between the environmental goals of open space resource preservation and wise utilization of
the land to address a demonstrated need, in the Applicant’s opinion. 
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5 No sidewalk exists or is proposed along Route 22 north and south of the site, betweem Route 138 and Route 35.
A sidewalk will be installed along the project frontage by the Applicant if required by NYSDOT as per their current
standards.  

4 The Bridleside project is located approximately one mile from the nearest train station, and provides shuttle bus
service for its residents. The Roundtop project is located approximately 1/4 mile from the nearest train station, and
does not provide shuttle bus service for its residents.



The preliminary site plan will incorporates various conventional slope protection and wetland
protection measures that will minimize the potential for soil erosion and surface water impacts.
The plan also will incorporates tree preservation measures (particularly by minimizing the
overall area of site disturbance) and proposed landscape plantings that will minimize visual
intrusion and create an asset to the community. Moreover, the site plan will preserve a
significant area located outside of the limits of disturbance in permanent open space. 

Refer to the preceding narratives in this Part 3 on specific subject areas for discussions of
environmental concerns relating to particular physical components of the proposed preliminary
plan that are integral to the design and will effectively avoid or minimize impacts.  

The Applicant maintains the proposed preliminary site plan, in the Applicant’s opinion, will be
consistent with the Town's Zoning Statement of Purpose (§220-1): "To preserve the natural
beauty of the physiography of the Town; to protect the Town against unsightly, obtrusive and
obnoxious land uses and operations; to enhance the aesthetic aspect of the natural and
man-made elements of the Town; and to ensure appropriate development with regard to those
elements." The current zoning code permits multi-family housing at this site and the proposed
preliminary plan incorporates measures to compliment make it compatible with its surroundings,
such as preservation of aesthetic buffers (described above), placement of buildings and other
site elements to limit that minimizes visibility from off-site, and permanent preservation of
wooded open space. The general criteria applied under §220-48 of the Town Code for site plan
review, and the SEQRA review, further insure orderly development that is site sensitive.

While there is a mix of architecture evident in the local area including the train station, shopping
center, various commercial establishments and a variety of house styles, the Applicant submits
that there there is no predominant architectural scale or character in the Route 22 corridor with
which the proposed buildings would be inconsistent. Likewise, the proposal to preserve a large
portion of the property as natural woodland is not inconsistent with the surrounding wooded
landscape.  

In revising the The proposed preliminary plan, the Planning Board will apply will meet the site
plan standards set forth in §220-48, which include: the Planning Board will consider in acting on
a site development plan application:6

(1) The proposed number, size, location, height, bulk, use, appearance and architectural
features of all structures and facilities.

(a) The overall building and site design shall enhance and protect the character and
property values in the surrounding neighborhood.

(b) Development shall be compatible with the architectural style and visual composition
of the hamlet area in which it is located.

(c) Development shall have a harmonious relationship with the natural terrain and
vegetation on the site and on adjacent properties.

The proposed preliminary site plan will address a housing need cited in the Town Master Plan.
In it’s determination of significance at the time that When multi-family dwellings were was

EAF Part 3
September 29, August 30, 2016

WB Lewisboro Affordable Housing - Expanded EAF
3.10-4

6 The four items listed from §220-48 are but a few of the numerous provisions in the Town Code, NY State Town
Law, and SEQRA under which this project will be considered in the ultimate decisions on this application by the
Town.



added as a permitted use in the CC-20 district regulations (LL 7-2015), the Town’s Board
findings stated the “...definition of AFFH Unit ... in addition to allowing multifamily housing within
the Town’s commercial zones, is consistent with the Goal and Policy set forth in the Town
Master Plan, which recites that 'opportunities should be provided for a range of housing,
including type, cost and character' (Town Master Plan, Goal 1C).”   

The Westchester County Department of Planning supports the development of affordable
affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) rental units in the Town of Lewisboro7.   .
Specifically related to this proposal, the County has indicated it is ready to move forward with
the request for housing assistance funding made by the developer.8   

According to the Commissioner, Westchester County Planning Board, this application is
consistent with the County’s long-range planning policies and strategies. The Commissioner
stated this application is consistent with the Westchester County Planning Board's long-range
planning policies set forth in Westchester 2025 - Context for County and Municipal Planning
and Policies to Guide County Planning (adopted 2008 and amended 2010), and its
recommended strategies set forth in Patterns for Westchester: The Land and the People
(adopted 1995), which calls for increasing the range of housing types in Westchester County.9 

The Applicant is cognizant of the Town’s Complete Streets Policy adopted in 2011 and although
the policy does not specifically address individual site plans, this development proposal will
conform with the policy as it might be applied to the plan.

The Applicant maintains the proposed affordable housing development preliminary plan
addresses the Town's design principles relative to environmental protection and visual
consistency. , in the Applicant’s opinion. The proposed preliminary site plan has been laid out
such that the buildings and other site features will be virtually surrounded by wooded open
space, limiting their visual prominence will not be visually prominent at any time of year, and will
be largely obscured from off-site views when leaves are on the trees. 

The development includes a natural landscape buffer to the public roads and nearby uses
through the preservation of existing vegetation over much of the property. (These buffers reflect
what is depicted for the property in the Town’s Master Plan map of 1985.) In addition to the
mixture of native and adaptive deciduous and evergreen tree and shrub species proposed on
the landscape plan, natural topographic conditions render the development area of the site
largely obscured from view from most off-site locations thereby avoiding potential impact on
community character.
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9 Letter to Ciorsdan Conrad, Planning Board Secretary, Town of Lewisboro, from Edward Buroughs, AICP,
Commissioner, Westchester County Planning Board, dated February 12, 2016.

8 Letter to Jerome Kerner, Chair, Town of Lewisboro Planning Board, from Norma V. Drummond, Deputy
Commissioner, Westchester County Department of Planning, dated March 11, 2016.

7 Letter to Jerome Kerner, Chair, Town of Lewisboro Planning Board, from Norma V. Drummond, Deputy
Commissioner, Westchester County Department of Planning, dated March 11, 2016.
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Executive Summary 
Traffic and Access Evaluation 

 
A detailed Traffic Impact Study and evaluation was completed for the 46-unit AFFH multi-
family development proposed by Wilder Balter Partners.  The following is a brief summary of 
the findings relative to traffic conditions and recommended potential mitigation to minimize any 
potential impacts now or in the future.   
 

1) The traffic study analyzed the potential impact of the 46 unit affordable residential 
community based on ITE, which used conservatively high estimates of traffic generation 
during the PM Peak Hour equating to a total of 43 vehicle trips (28 vehicles entering the 
project’s access road and 15 vehicles exiting the project’s access road).  It should be 
noted that more recent studies have indicated that for this type of development, the trip 
generation is typically lower (generating at a trip rate of approximately 0.6 trips per 
dwelling unit) resulting in a reduced total of approximately 30 peak hour trips.  Thus, 
the analyses presented are considered conservative. 

 
2) The location of the site access for this development is proposed to be located over 200 

feet north of the I-684 Exit 6A Ramp and, when constructed, the access road will have 
good sight distance for entering and exiting vehicles to the Project.  

 
3) Even using the conservatively high trip generation estimates discussed in 1) above, the 

project was computed to generate approximately 15 northbound turning vehicles being 
added to the Exit 6A Ramp during the critical Peak PM Highway Hour.  This ramp 
currently is projected to have over 560 vehicles without the project during this time 
period.  The 15 northbound turning vehicle increase equates to approximately a 2.5% 
increase.  This would equate to one additional vehicle every four minutes at this 
location, and is not considered to result in a significant impact. 

 
4) New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) has indicated that they do not 

plan to signalize the I-684 off ramp intersection at this time. 
 

5) The posted speed limit on this section of Route 22 is 45 mph.  South of the ramp, 
approaching the intersection with Todd Road, the speed limit changes to 40 mph.  south 
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of Todd Road, there are advisory speeds of 35 mph and 25 mph, respectively, due to the 
existing horizontal and vertical curves on Route 22 in this section. 

 
6) The introduction of any access driveway or road connection to the highway system 

results in additional turning movements and potential conflict points.  However, based on 
the following, including the results of the field observations and analysis, the provision of 
this access and the associated traffic volumes are not expected to result in a significant 
impact on the operations or safety of the proposed access road or the I-684 Exit 6A Ramp 
for the following reasons. 
 
a. The access location has adequate sight distances for the travel speeds observed on the 

roadway.  The sight distance for vehicles approaching the access road is in excess of 
1,000 feet with the required stopping sight distance less than 500 feet.  Some minor 
pruning will be required north and south of the I-684 Exit 6A ramp to enhance the 
sight distance from the ramp. (See Drawing CP-1) 

 
b. The section of Route 22 currently has wide paved shoulders ranging from 8 to 10 feet.  

While there is currently an existing wide shoulder, approaching the site access on 
Route 22 from the south.  The Applicant as part of the Highway Work Permit (HWP) 
would upgrade that shoulder and/or provide a separate right turn lane for entering 
traffic to remove them from the through traffic on Route 22.  These improvements 
would be subject to NYSDOT approval as part of the HWP. 

 
c. The driveway offset distance from the ramp is at a location that has a good visibility 

and traffic exiting the ramp going to the development, as indicated above, is expected 
to be fewer than one vehicle every four to five minutes. 

 
d. The Town’s Zoning allows multi-family development on the proposed project’s site 

as a principal permitted use.  Thus, there will be school children who would be picked 
up by school buses.  If it is determined by the School District, in coordination with 
the Planning Board, that school buses will stop on Route 22 near the proposed 
roadway access for this development, it is anticipated that the school bus trips would 
occur primarily during the morning and afternoon (prior to the PM Peak Hour).  It is 
not anticipated that school buses will be stopping during the PM Peak Hour when the 
heavy traffic flow is exiting from the I-684 Exit 6A Ramp.  Based on information 
obtained from the Katonah Lewisboro Director of transportation, there are three 
buses, i.e., high school, middle school and elementary school, which are spaced over 
a 1.5 to 2 hour period in the morning and again in the mid-afternoon.  (During the PM 
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Peak Highway Hour, there is also an activity bus from the high school.) The sight 
distances provided exceed the stopping sight requirements, as noted above.  Thus, the 
stopped school bus would be clearly visible from all approaches. (Also see additional 
signing improvements, listed below.) 

 
e. The Applicant proposes the following subject to conceptual approval by the town and 

NYSDOT to enhance traffic flow in this vicinity. (See Drawing CP-1.) 
 

• Install a “Light Fixture” (luminaire) in the vicinity of the I-684 off ramp either 
within the NYSDOT Right-of-Way or on the existing utility pole adjacent to the 
Applicant’s property.  

 

• Undertake a signal warrant analysis of the intersection of the I-684 off ramp   
(Exit 6A)/Route 22 to establish whether or not a traffic signal is warranted.  This 
analysis will be undertaken when the Project is 50% occupied and within one year 
of completion of the Project. 

 

• Install traffic calming signage (“Intersections Ahead” W2-7) along Route 22 both 
northbound and southbound in the vicinity of the entrance warning motorists of 
the Project entrance/I-684 ramp. 

 
• Install “School Bus Stop Ahead” signing (S3-1) on the Route 22 approaches both 

north and south of the Project’s access drive. 
 

• Prune vegetation along the west side of Route 22 north and south of the I-684 exit 
ramp to enhance the existing sight distances. 

 

• A sidewalk will be installed by the Applicant along the site’s Route 22 roadway 
frontage if required by NYSDOT.  This will be determined during the Highway 
Work Permit process. 

 

• The Applicant proposes to provide a passenger shuttle bus for the site.  This 
would likely result in further reduction in the traffic generation for the site since 
no credit was taken for this in the traffic analysis. 
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TO:    Town of Lewisboro Planning Board 

FROM:   Lewisboro Conservation Advisory Council 

SUBJECT:  Wilder Balter Partners 

NY State Route 22 

Goldens Bridge, NY 10526  

Sheet 5, Block 10776, Lots 19, 20 & 21 

           Cal #10‐15 PB 

DATE:    September 16, 2016 

 

The Conservation Advisory Council (CAC) has reviewed the applicant’s plans and has previously 

commented where we felt it necessary to articulate our concerns.  The CAC has generally agreed that 

the Planning Board has considered the key environmental concerns in their review and that further 

comments by the CAC were not necessary.   

 

We recently were informed by the applicant that the Planning Board would like our comments on the 

EAF, specifically on the impact this development would have on trees on the site.  

 

Regarding our general comments, the CAC recognizes that this proposal uses 10 of the 35.4 acres, less 

than 30% of the site, and that 17 acres that are currently zoned for residential use will be given a 

conservation easement.  The development will be on the portion of the property that is closest to the 

Route 22 and Route 684 corridors, leaving much of the interior undisturbed. Overall, the CAC feels that 

this proposal has a relatively limited environmental intrusion and disruption of the property, especially 

when compared to the potential for a both commercial and residential development on the combined 

35 acre parcels.  

 

The CAC understands that the proposal will result in the removal of approximately 720 trees on the 10 

acres that will be developed. The CAC recognizes the multitude of benefits that trees provide, ranging 

from increased house value to additional carbon capture and reduced stormwater runoff.  The 

Planning Board may be aware that the CAC has advocated for stronger tree protection and appeared 

twice on the Town Board agenda with suggested protective tree ordinances for the Town Board’s 

consideration.  The Town Board decided they did not want to implement tree protection regulation for 

the Town. Their message was that a property owner should have the right to use their land as long as 

they were in compliance with the existing codes, and they were hesitant to impose further regulatory 

restrictions regarding trees. That said, the CAC continues to advocate for a respectful approach to the 

native landscaping, protection of specimen trees, and the installation of additional trees where 

appropriate. On this specific proposal, the CAC understands that the development will result in 

changes to the existing landscaping, including tree removal, on a portion of the site.  The concern of 

the CAC is somewhat muted because much of the property has been previously disturbed, and 

contains second growth forest.  As noted previously, the large proportion of undisturbed and 

conserved area also diminishes our concern.   





 
 
 

WB Lewisboro AFFH Residential Development 
Noise Assessment 

Town of Lewisboro, New York 
 
 
 Introduction 
 
The property proposed for the WB Lewisboro AFFH Residential Development is 
currently undeveloped vacant land. The development site is located on the east side of 
NYS Route 22, immediately east of Interstate 684 and approximately three-quarters of a 
mile south of Route 138. The subject property is bounded on the north and east by 
vacant land, to the south by low density residential properties and on the west by NYS 
Route 22.  Interstate 684 lies directly west of NYS Route 22 and the highway parallels 
the Metro North rail line.  
 
The residential development proposed for the site is a 46 unit multi-family affordable 
development in five buildings.  The proposed residential buildings are set-back some 
distance from Route 22.  Buildings 1 and 2 are approximately 260 to 270 feet from the 
north-bound travel lane of Route 22 and these buildings are approximately 420 to 460 
feet from Interstate 684 (Building 1 and 2 respectively).   
 
This noise assessment is intended to provide an analysis of the existing highway traffic 
noise in the vicinity of the proposed WB Lewisboro residential development and the 
potential impacts of that noise on future residents.   
 
 Noise Background 
 
Noise can be defined as undesirable or "unwanted sound". Even though noise is 
somewhat subjective, it affects the full range of human activities and must be considered 
in local and regional planning.  Most of the sounds heard in the environment are not 
composed of a single frequency, but are a band of frequencies, each with a different 
intensity or level.  Levels of noise are measured in units called decibels.  Since the 
human ear cannot perceive all pitches or frequencies equally well, these measures are 
adjusted or weighted to correspond to human hearing.   
 
This adjusted unit is known as the A-weighted decibel, or dBA.  Since dBA describes a 
noise level at just one instant and since ambient noise levels are constantly varying, 
other ways of describing noise levels, especially over extended periods, are needed.   A 
commonly used descriptor is the Leq.   
                                                                                                                    
The Leq noise level is the level of a constant noise source which has been averaged 
over a period of time, based upon a measurement over a certain time period.  A one 
decibel change in noise is the smallest change detectable by the human ear under 
suitable laboratory conditions.  Under normal conditions, a change in noise level of two 
or three decibels is required for the average person to notice a difference.  Table 1 
shows the typical perception of noise change.  Ten dBA represents a doubling or halving 
of the loudness of sound.   
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To the average person in an outside environment and close to the noise source, a noise 
level increase of 2 to 3 dBA is barely perceptible, an increase of 5 dBA is noticeable, and 
an increase of 20 dBA is perceived as a dramatic change.  Annoyance frequently results 
from increases of 10 dBA or more, depending on the frequency and duration of the noise 
events. 
 
 

Table 1 
 PERCEPTION OF NOISE CHANGES 

Change (dBA) Human Perception of Change 
2-3 Barely perceptible 
5 Readily noticeable 

10 A doubling or halving of the loudness of sound 
20 A dramatic change 
40 Difference between a faintly audible sound and a very loud sound 

SOURCE: Bolt Beranek and Neuman, Inc., Fundamentals and Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise, Report No. PB-222-703.  Prepared for Federal Highway Administration, 
June 1973. 

 
 
 Noise Standards 
 
The Town of Lewisboro has noise standards provided in the Town Code (Chapter 160. 
Noise). The purpose of the chapter is to “prevent unreasonable, unreasonably loud, 
disturbing or unnecessary noise which unreasonably interferes with the sleep, comfort, 
repose, health or safety of others”. The Code applies to specific activities and noise 
sources including construction, the playing of music, loudspeakers, yelling and the 
operations of vehicles, among others. No specific sound levels or standards are 
provided in Chapter 160, but any “unreasonable, unreasonably loud, disturbing or 
unnecessary noise” is prohibited.   
 
Article VIII - Performance Standards of the Zoning Code (Chapter 220) sets specific 
standards that apply to “control noise perceptible beyond the boundaries of the site of 
the use”.   The performance standards specifically apply to nonresidential uses, and the 
following uses and activities are exempted: “4) transient noises from moving sources, 
such as automobiles, trucks, airplanes and railroads”. Therefore, there are no specific 
noise levels in the Town Code that apply to the proposed WB Lewisboro development.   
 
The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has adopted 
environmental criteria, and guidelines for determining acceptability of federally assisted 
projects (24 CFR Part 51 – Environmental Criteria and Standards). The standards 
consider an exterior noise level of 65 dBA to be acceptable for residential uses. These 
standards reflect an EPA goal that continuous exterior noise levels do not exceed 65 
decibels.   
 
The 65 decibel criterion is more restrictive than the criteria used by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) design standards for noise. The FHWA uses 67 decibels as a 
noise criterion for residential areas (23 CFR 772 – Procedures for Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise).  The FHWA regulations apply to any 
highway or multi-modal projects that require FHWA approval or Federal funding.  
Although the proposed WB Lewisboro residential development is not a FHWA or HUD 
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funded project, the noise standards applied to HUD and FHWA projects can be used for 
reference and as a comparison of noise levels.   
 
 
 

Table 2 
  HUD SITE ACCEPTABILITY STANDARDS 

 Outdoor Noise (dBA) 
Acceptable                                 Not exceeding 65 
Normally Unacceptable              65 to 75 
Unacceptable    Above 75 
Source:  Title 24, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 5l.103 (c), Exterior Standards. 

 
 
 Ambient Noise Measurements 
 
In order to assess existing noise conditions, noise measurements were collected by Tim 
Miller Associates, Inc. on September 27, 2016 at three locations: 1) near the 
southwestern corner of proposed Building 1, 2) at the crest of the bedrock outcrop above 
Route 22 in the northwest portion of the site, and 3) in the location of the proposed play 
area between Buildings 2 and 3. The measurement locations are shown in Figure 1 and 
the results of the measurements are summarized in Table 3, below. 
 
Noise measurements were collected with a Soundpro DL data logging noise meter. The 
meter was calibrated before measurements using an acoustical calibrator. 
 
Weather conditions during the measurements were overcast and cool, with no 
noticeable wind.  Measurements were collected on a continuous basis during the 
morning of September 27, 2016. This measurement period provides average noise 
readings during a typical morning commuting period. The schedule and measurement 
results are provided in Table 3, below.   
 
 

Table 3 
  Noise Measurements  

 
Location  

 
Interval  

Noise Level 
dBA - Leq 

Lmin  Lmax 

    
Location 1              7:18 AM – 1:08 PM 58.8  55.7 61.8 
Location 2 7:22 AM – 12:39 PM 66.8 63.2 70.7 
Location 3  7:22 AM – 11:45 AM 58.1 49.0 63.0 

 
 
During measurements, the traffic noise from I-684 and Route 22 was noticeable and the 
dominant sound at the monitoring locations. Noise from the periodic passage of Metro-
North trains, including air-horns was also observed during monitoring. No other noise 
from wind, bird-song or off-site sources were observed.     
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 Conclusions 
 
The average noise levels (Leq) measured at outdoor locations near the proposed 
residential buildings (Locations 1 and 3) at the subject site were below HUD and FHWA 
noise standards for residential settings.     
 



L-1

L-2

L-3

Tim Miller Associates, Inc.,10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400 Fax (845) 265-4418

Figure 1: Noise Monitoring Location Plan
WB Lewisboro Afordable Housing

Town of Lewisboro, Westchester County, New York
Base Map: Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.

Approx. Scale: 1” = 115’

File 15038 10/03/16
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Site Property Boundary



Joseph J Buschynski. PE.BIBBO ASSOCIATES, L.L.P. Timothy S. Allen. PE. 

Consulting Engineers Sabri Barisser. P.E. 

September 15, 2016 

Lewisboro Planning Board
 
20 North Salem Road
 
P.O. Box 725
 
Cross River, NY 10518
 

Attn: Jerome Kerner, AlA, Chairman 

Re:	 North County Shopping Center Expansion 
A/K/A Goldens Bridge Village Center 
Site Development Plan Approval 
Wetland Activity Permit Approval 
Town Stormwater Permit 
Sheet 4, Block 11126, Lot 7 

Dear Chairman and Members of the Board: 

On behalf of our client we are requesting that a 90 day extension be granted for Resolutions 
CAL#8-14PB, Cal#95-14 and CAL#20-14SW that will be expiring on October 19, 2016 for the above 

referenced project. 

Final plans for signature have been submitted and we are awaiting the Town's approval. 

We respectfully request that this matter be placed on your next available agenda for 

consideration. As always, if you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to call our office. 

SB/mme 

cc: J. Johannessen 
Robert Lauria 
Peter Helmes, AlA 

File 

Site Design • Environmental 

Mill Pond Offices . 293 Route 100. Suite 203 . Somers. NY 10589
 
Phone: 914-277-5805 . Fax: 914-277-8210 E-Mail: bibbo@opronline.net
 





Laurel Ridge Development Inc.
 

450 Oakridge Commons
 

South Salem, New York 10590
 

Telephone 914-533-7519
 

September 20, 2016, 2016 

Town of Lewisboro Planning Board 

20 Cross River Shopping Center at Orchard Square 

Suite L 

Cross River, New York 10518 

Attention: Ciorsdan Conran, Secretary 

RE: Laurel Ridge Townhomes 

Sheet 49D, Block 9830, Lots 279 & 325 

Cal #1 6-02 P.B. 

Dear Chairman Kerner and Members of the Planning Board: 

The following is presented in response to Jan K. Johannessen, Town Planner's Memorandum dated September 14
th 

which addressed the items presented in our August 23
rd 

submission to the Planning Board.
 

In support and documentation of our request for the release of the Phase II portion of the Performance Bond for
 

the Sewer & Water Extension we submit herewith; a copy of the Security Agreement for Construction of Water &
 

Sewer Improvements and a copy of a letter from WCHD dated September 7, 2016 confirming their acceptance of
 

Phase II of the Water & Sewer Main Extension. Please note, section 3.b) of the Security Agreement sets forth the
 

partial release amount for Phase II of $26,151. We request a letter from the Planning Board to the Town Board
 

(OW & OS) acknowledging your approval of the partial release amount.
 

As noted in our August 23
rd 

letter to the Planning Board we divided the items for consideration into two parts.
 

Each of the three items in Part 1 relate to approving material specification changes only and do not involve either 

adding, subtracting or changing the location of any of these improvements. We believe in each case, we are 

seeking Planning Board acceptance of an equivalent product or material. We believe each of these changes make a 

better product and enhances market acceptance. We are asking for a green light on these three specification 

changes so we can continue on our schedule to complete site and building improvements needed for final sign off 

and C of a's. 

PART 1: 

Substituting Belgium Block curbing for Concrete curbing in all areas of Phase II and Phase III. See SP-4a 

with highlite of all concrete curb areas that will be done in Belgium Block. 

1 
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Changing the material spec of the proposed screening fence along the easterly property line of Phase II 

from wood to PVc. The fence style (solid privacy), height (6'), spacing between posts (8') are the same as 

the original proposal and conforms to the Town Zoning Code. We would like to point out that the original 

fence proposal dates to 2003. Since that time, the fencing industry has moved to product lines that utilize 

man-made materials from sustainable sources and that are more resident to rot and decay and require 

little or no maintenance. This spec change will help the unit owners Association keep common element 

maintenance expenses lower. The existing fence shown on the Site Plan will be removed. A material spec 

sheet and photo of a 100' section is provided. 

Changing the material specifications on the rear patios from poured concrete to concrete pavers or 

bluestone. This change is requested to provide an enhancement of the marketability of the townhomes. 

We and most of the marketplace consider this a better product. 

PART 2: 

Throughout the marketing of the Laurel Ridge townhomes we have had a number of prospects inquiring 

about the availability of 3 bedroom units. As we moved into the 2
nd 

Phase of the development we introduced the 

Floor Master Bedroom att plans. Our buyer profiles are empty nesters currently living in significantly larger 

single family homes often 5000 sf with 4 or more bedrooms. Although most if not all of these buyers will use 1 or 2 

bedrooms, many are asking for the three bedroom townhome to accommodate guests or family visits. 

As noted in Jan Johannessen's response, item #3; three bedroom vs two bedroom has no effect on the required 

parking spaces. In response to his item #4, we have submitted a letter request (copy enclosed) to the Town (Water 

& Sewer Companies) asking for their determination of sufficient water supply and sewer capacity if the bedroom 

count of Laurel Ridge is increased by 18. Attached is our preliminary analysis of the Water & Sewer System 

adequacy for handling an additional 18 bedrooms. Also attached is a Schedule showing the 2015 and 2016 to date 

gpd volumes for water consumption and sewer treatment levels. This data was provided by VRI Environmental 

Services, the licensed contracted operator of both plants. 

Item #2 of Jan's Memorandum addresses the density issue relating to changing 18 two bedroom units to three 

bedroom units. We understand the current Planning Board approval of 46 two bedroom units uses the maximum 

DU (Density Units) permitted on the 9.193 acre site. Further the change of 18 units to three bedroom would 

increase the overall site DU calculation by 3 DU over the level currently permitted by zoning. We would like to 

point out that this change would have no effect on the building footprints (land coverage) or the size (sf and 

volume) of the buildings or units. The architects plans showing elevation of building 6 were presented to show the 

window changes in a "typical building" as a result of adding a third bedroom. As the DU calculation and number of 

Dwelling Unit determination is a Zoning matter, we believe this change will require a Zoning variance. 

All of our requests for alteration or amendments to the Planning Board Resolution has been driven by our interest 

in improving the development and the product. We hope the Board agrees and allows us to proceed in the 

process. 

Phi' G. Pine 

2 



President 

Attachments: 

Security Agreement (Performance Bond) 

WCHD Phase II Water & Sewer Extension Approval 

Analysis of Impact of 18 Three Bedroom on Water & Sewer 

Actual GPD data on 2015 & 2016 Water & Sewer system usage. 

3 



SMITH RIDGE HOUSING LLC
 
SECURITY AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION OF
 

WATER AND SEWER IMPROVE S TO BE CONVEYED TO
 
OAKDRIDGE WATER AND SEWER DISTRICfS
 

THIS SECURITY AGREEMENT made the __ day of ,2013 
by SMITH RIDGE HOUSING LLC, a New York limited liability company, with 
offices I ated at 450 Oakridge Commons, S uth Salem, New York 10590 "Smitb 
Ridge"). 

WIT N E SSE T B: 

WHEREAS, Smith Ridge is the owner ofcertain property located on the 
northerly and southerly side of Oakridge Drive (a private access road within the Oakridge 
condominium complex located on the westerly side of Smith Ridge Road (NYS Route 
123) in the Hamlet of Vista, Town of Lewisboro, Westchester County, New York as 
designated on the Town of Lewisboro Tax Maps as Sheet 49L, Block 9830, Parcel l-A-8 
and Sheet 49M, Block 9830, Parcell-A-9, now known as Laurel Ridge (the "Laurel 
Ridge Property"); and 

WHEREAS, by Resolution adopted on September 24, 2012, the Lewisboro 
Planning Board granted approvals pertaining to the development ofmulti-family 
residences on the Laurel Ridge Property (the "Resolution"); and 

WHEREAS, in connection with the development of Laurel Ridge, Smith Ridge 
has proposed to construct certain water and sewer mains, laterals and the necessary 
valves, hydrants fittings and appurtenances (the "Utility Improvements") on the Laurel 
Ridge Property in accordance with the plans prepared by Kellard Sessions Consulting, 
P.C. (the "Plans") as detailed in the Resolution and as same may thereafter have been or 
will be amended with the approval of the Town of Lewisboro (the ''Town of 
Lewisboro"); and 

WHEREAS, by approvals dated September 13,2012, the Westchester County 
Deparbnent of Health approved the Plans for the Utility Improvements; and 

WHEREAS, Condition SP 39 of the Resolution requires that Smith Ridge post a 
bond or letter ofcredit with the Town of Lewisboro in the amount of $243,770.00 which 
amolDlt represents the estimated cost of the water and sewer improvements to be 
conveyed to the Oakridge Water and Sewer Districts; and 

WHEREAS, in compliance with said ondition SP39, Smith Ridge has elected to 
deposit with the Town of Lewisboro the said sum of$243,770.00 in cash as and for its 
bond (the "Bond"). 

I 



NOW~ THEREFORE, Smith Ridge hereby agrees, as foil rws: 

I. Smith Ridge will install the Utility Improvements in accordance with the 
Plans and the Resolution. 

2. The condition of this Security Agreement is that Smith Ridge shall be held 
and firmly bound to the Town of Lewisboro in said sum ofS243,770.00 as security for 
the completion ofthe installation ofthe Utility Improvements in accordance with the 
Plans and the Resolution. 

3. The Town ofLewisboro shall release the Bond and deliver same to Smith 
Ridge, or its designee, as follows: 

a) Upon completion of the installation of the Utility Improvements 
for Phase I (Units #1 - #19), the Town ofLewisboro shall release the sum of 
$190,281.00; and 

b) Upon completion of the installation of the Utility Improvements 
for Phase II (Units #20 - #36), the Town of Lewisboro shall release the sum 
of$26,151.00; and 

c) Upon completion of the installation of the Utility Improvements 
for Phase III (Units #37 - #46), the Town of Lewisboro shall release the 
remaining sum of$27,338.00. 

4. For the purposes hereof, "completion of the installation ofthe Utility 
lmprovem nts" shall be evidenced by the appropriate inspection report of the Town of 
Lewisboro's Engineer certifying that said improvements have been satisfactorily 
completed, the issuance ofa Completed Works Certificate pennitting operation of the 
Utility Improvements by the Westchester County Department ofHealth and acceptance 
of the Utility Improvements by the Oakridge Water and Oakridge Sewer Districts, as 
applicable. 

5. As set forth in the following instruments of record, upon completion of the 
installation of the Utility Improvements, the Utility Improvements shall become and 
remain the property of the Oakridge Water and Oakridge Sewer Districts, as the case may 
be: 

Laurel Ridge Declaration of Water Lines, Pump House and Well, 
Easement to Oakridge Water District dated June 20, 2013 and 
recorded in the Westchester County Clerk's Office, Division of 
Land Records on July 9,2013 under Control #531763614. 

Laurel Ridge Declaration of Sewer Lines Easement to Oakridge 
Sewer District dated June 20, 2013 and recorded in the Westchester 
County Clerk's Office, Division of Land Records on July 9,2013 under 
Control #531763623. 
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Robert P. Astorino 
County Executive 

Sherlita Amler, M.D. 
Corom' ·one.rofHealth 

September 7, 2016 

John Kellard, P.E.,
 
Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.e.
 
500 Main Street
 
Armonk, NY 10504
 

Re: Partial Certification of Sanitary Sewer 
Main Extension 
Oakridge Gardens - Phase II 
lewisboro (T) 
Westchester County 

Dear Mr. Kellard: 

This Department hereby acknowledges the receipt of leakage test results, as-built plans, and the 
engineer's certification of construction compliance for the above-captioned sanitary sewer main 
extension. 

A review of the information you submitted under the letter dated August 31, 2016 indicates that the 
sanitary sewer main installation complies with the terms and conditions of the approval of plans issued by 
this Department. The sewer main extension may be placed into service. 

ve~ 

Delroy Taylor, P.E. 
Associate Engineer 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 

DT:fb 

(c; Philip Pine, Oakridge Gardens, Ownerv' •
Peter Barrett, Building Inspector, Town of Lewisboro
 
Shohreh Karimpour, P.E., NYSDEC
 
Thomas Lauro, P.E., WCDEF
 
File
 

'Depart.ment of Health 
25 Moore Avenu 
Mount Kisco, NY 10549 Telephone: (91-l) 813-5000 Fax.: (914) 864·7341 
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Analysis of LRD Request to Increase Units Size to 3 BR on the Water & Sewer Systems 
08/03/16 

GIVEN: 

NVSDEC Water Taking Permit for 80,000 gpd for Oakridge Water District 

Existing SPDES Permit allows for 80,000 gpd discharge from the Oakridge Sewer Treatment System 

RE: Adequacy of Muni Water Supply 

EAF (Part 3) Prepared by Kellard Sessions
 

Proposed Usage by 46 (2 Br) units
 

300gpd/2Br x 46 = 13,800 gpd
 

Delaware Engineering Report to WCHD 

Avg Daily flows based on 2004 Actual Usage 

58,808 gpd leaves an additional 21,000 gpd for new usage under existing DEC permit 

Using the following gpd factors acceptable to WCHD to estimate revised daily water usgae 

150 gpd/bedroom 

2 Br =300 gpd 

3Br =450 gpd 

Revised usage based on maximum number of 2 and 3 BR Units 

2 Br =28 x 300 gpd =8400 gpd 

3 Br =18 x 450 gpd =8100 gpd 

REVISED TOTAL for 46 Units =16,500 gpd 

The max gpd usage remains below the excess capacity (21,000 gpd ) of the water supply system. 

NOTE: The excess or available supply volume is prior to the addition of Well #3 to the system 

RE: Adequacy of Waste Water Treatment System 

Town of Lewsiboro Application to WCHD for Approval of Wastewater Disposal System prepared by 

Kellard Sessions date Feb 16, 2012 

Existing district water consumption = 55,000 gpd 



Future district water consumption (after the addition of 46 units) =66,040 gpd 

NOTE: Not sure why additional gpd is 11,040 rather than 13,800 ( 300 K 46) 

Existing wastewater treatment works avd daily flow = 42,000 gpd 

Future wastewater treatment works avd daily flow =53,040 gpd 

NOTE; Not sure why additional gpd is 11,040 rather than 1.3,800 ( 300 K 46) 

Revised usage based on maximum number of 2 and 3 BR Units 

2 Br =28 x 300 gpd =8400 gpd 

3 Br =18 x 450 gpd =8100 gpd 

REVISED TOTAL for 46 Units =16,500 gpd 

Adding the Revis(~d Total wastewater flow of 16,500 gpd to the pre Laurel Ridge daily volume 

of 42,000 gpd = 58,500 gpd which is well below the SDPES permit 80,000 gpd discharge. 



2015 & 2016 Oakridge Water & Sewer Consumption 
8/22/2016
 

WATER (gpd) SEWER (gpd) 

MONTH 2015 2016 2015 2016 
JAN 45700 45000 52000 53000 
FEB 46100 46200 51000 52000 

MAR 43300 44500 56000 51000 
APR 47300 45000 52000 50000 
MAY 50700 49035 49000 51000 
JUN 50200 55233 49000 47000 
JUL 53200 59645 49000 
AUG 50400 46000 
SEP 50100 44000 
OCT 45800 47000 
NOV 44400 50000 
DEC 45000 52000 

572200 597000 

Avg Daily 47683 49750 

Daily usage data provided by VRI Environmental Services 



Laurel Ridge Development Inc.
 

450 Oakridge Common
 

South Salem, New York 10590
 

October 5, 2016 

Supervisor Peter Parsons 

Town of lewisboro 

11 Main Street 

South Salem, New York 10590 

RE: Oakridge Water & Sewer Extension; Partial Release of Bond 

Dear Supervisor Parsons: 

Previously, we requested the Town Board release an initial portion ($191,774) ofthe Cash bond we 

posted for the performance of our work in the extension of the water and sewer district to serve the 

Laurel Ridge Townhomes. The Security Agreement required by the Planning Board in connection with 

this work and the bond provides for an additional partial release of $ 26,151 upon completion of the 

Water & Sewer Extension work of the South parcel allowing for utility services to Phase II Buildings 5 

thru 8. That work has been completed and accepted for use by WCHD (see letter attached). Accordingly, 

we request the release of the $26,151 per the terms of the Security Agreement. 

PRESIDENT 

CC: Planning Board, Town of lewisboro 



.HD.
 
rofHealth
 

September 7, 2016 

lard, P.E., 
essions Consulting, P.c.
 

in Street
 
,NY 10504
 

Re: Partial Certification of Sanitary Sewer 
Main Extension 
Oakridge Gardens - Phase II 
lewisboro(T) 
Westchester County 

r. Kellard: 

partment hereby acknowledges the receipt of leakage test results, as-built plans, and the
 
eer's certification of construction compliance for the above-captioned sanitary sewer main
 

- ion.
 

iew of the information you submitted under the letter dated August 31,2016 indicates that the 
ry sewer main installation complies with the terms and conditions of the approval of plans issued by 

Department. The sewer main extension may be placed into service. 

ve~ 

Delroy Taylor, P.E. 
Associate Engineer 
Bureau of Environmental Quality 

-- Philip Pine, Oakridge Gardens, Owner 

Peter Barrett, Building Inspector, Town of Lewisboro 
ShohrehKarimpour, P.E., NYSDEC 

Thomas Lauro, P.E., WCDEF 
File 

Department of Health 
_3 11oo1'e Avenue 
..taunt Kisco, NY 10549 Telephone: (914) 813-5000 Fax: (914) 864-7341 





















In the matter of: 
CAL. NO. 20~09wBZ 

ZONING BOARD OF AJ>PEALS 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO 
TOWN CLERK 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

Application ofHomeland Towers, LLC, 1121 Walt Whitman Road, Suite 300, Melville, NY 
11747 [Owner ofrecord: Vista Fire District, 377 Smith Ridge Road, South Salem, New York 
10590 for [I] a variance of Article V, Section 220-41.1£ (I) of the Zoning Ordinance in the 
matter of the proposed ISO'tall cell tower component of the facility with appurtenances 
cresting to an overall height of approximately 154' above grade level and that will exceed the 
120' height limitation for all towers, antenna towers and monopoles and [2] a variance of Article 
V, Section 220-41.1 E ( 4) of the Zoning Ordinance in the matter of the proposed rear yard tower 
setback of !27' where 190' is required and a proposed side yard tower setback of 149' where 180' 
is required. 

The Public Hearings were held on Wednesday, August 261
h September 23rd and October 281h 

2009, at the Town House, 11 Main Street, South Salem, NY, at 8:15 p.m. 

Board Members: Present: 

Absent: 

The Property: 

Appearances: For Applicant: 

In Opposition: 

CAL. NO. 20-09-BZ RESOLUTION: 

Geoftrey Egginton 
Chairman 
Carolyn Mandelker 
Thomas Casper 
Robin Price, Jr. 
Jason Krellenstein 

Carolyn Mandelker 9/23/09 
Thomas Casper 8/26/09 

The property is located on the east side 
of Smith Ridge Road, designated on the 
Tax Map as Sheet 50A, Block 9834, 
Lots 84, 88, 94, in an R-IA, One-Acre 
Residential District 

Chris Fisher, Esq. of Cuddy and Feder 
Manuel Vicente of Homeland Towers 
Michael Koperwhats ofVHB 
Stephen Kane of General Dynamics 
Daniel Laub, Esq. of Cuddy and Feder 

Scott Panzer and Deborah Van Der 
Heyden, 2 Murray Place 
Joe and Jeanine Habemy, 371 Smith 
Ridge Road 
Sven Moeller, 6 Tommy's Lane 
Randy Samuelson, 5 Tommy's Lane 
Mario Difiore, 7 Lorraine Road 
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References: 

Action of the Board: 

The Vote: To Approve: 

Affinnative: 

Negative: 

Abstain: 

Absent: 

Minutes of the Public Hearings; Email 
!Tom AAB, dated l 0128/09; Memo from 
AAB, dated 1 0/16/08; Memo from 
AAB, dated 6/27/07; Memo fromZBA 
to AAB, dated 9/24/09; FCC Fact Sheet, 
dated 4/23/96; FCC lAC Memo WT 
Docket No. 08-165; NYS DOT Traffic 
Count Report, undated; Lewisboro 
Planning Board Negative Declaration 
and Resolution, dated 7/28/09; Narrative 
in Support of Area Variance Application 
with Exhibits A, B and C, undated; 
Letter from ZBA to Cuddy and Feder; 
VHB Visual Resource Evaluation 
Report, dated 2/09; Letter from Cuddy 
and Feder to ZBA, dated 6/30/09; NYS 
Department of Environmental 
Conservation Notice, dated 6/23/09; 
Title Sheet and Index, 500' Radius Map 
and Abutters List, Existing Conditions 
Survey, Site Plan, Site Grading and 
Sedimentation/Erosion Control Plan, 
Access Road Profile and Site Details, 
Landscape Plan, Compound Plan and 
Elevations, Antenna Plan and Details, 
Foundation Plan and Civil Details, 
Typical Details and Equipment 
Elevations, dated 3/3/09; Cover Letter 
from Cuddy and Feder with Exhibits A, 
B, C and D, dated 9/9/09; 

THE APPLICATION IS APPROVED 
AS PRESENTED. 

October 28th 2009 

Egginton, Mandelker, Krellenstein 

Casper 

Price 

None 

NATURE OF APPLICATION 
AND 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE PRESENTED 
Application for [l] a variance of Article V, S~ction 220-41.1 E (l) ofthe. Zoning Ordinance in the 
matter of the proposed 150'tall cell tower component ofthe facility with appurtenances crestiug 
to an overall height of approximately 154' above grade level and that will exceed the I 20' height 
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limitation for all towers, antenna towers and monopoles and (2] a variance of Article V, Section 
220-41. I E ( 4) of the Zoning Ordinance in the matter of the proposed rear yard tower setback of 
127' where 190' is required and a proposed side yard tower setback of 149' where 180' is 
required. 

The property is located on the east side of Smith Ridge Road, designated on the Tax Map as 
Sheet 50A, Block 9834, Lots 84, 88, 94, in an R-IA, One-Acre Residential District. 

Chaim1an Eggjnton asked if anyone objected to the notice as it appeared in the Lewisboro 
Ledger. No one responded. 

Mr. Chris Fisher, Esq. of Cuddy and Feder was present at the August 26111 meeting. Also present 
were Manny Vicente President of Homeland Towers, Mike Koperwhats ofVHB, Stephen Kane a 
Radio Frequency Engineer of General Dynamics. Mr. Fisher stated that this project has been a 
planning issue in the Town of Lewisboro for the better part of 5 years either at the Shady Lane 
site or at the Vista Fire House. He stated that the dialogue of the .Planning Board, Zoning Board 
of Appeals and the Antenna Advisory Board has included discussion for one tower facility that 
can accommodate all major carriers in one location. Mr. Fisher stated that the carriers have other 
sites in Pound Ridge, Wilton and approved sites in New Canaan. He stated that there still is this 
fundamental need for a site in Lewisboro between the Connecticut border and the Leon Levy site. 
Mr. Fisher stated that the Planning Board was the principal driver of trying to find an alternative 
to the Shady Lane site. He stated that he is not speaking for the Planning Board but the discussion 
that took place was that although the fire house site is lower in topography it is better from a land 
use standpoint because of the overall commercial nature of the surrounding area and thatthe 
Vista Fire Department does not have a communications tower. He stated that it would make sense 
for the fire department to have the enhanced emergency communications. Mr. Fisher stated that it 
makes sense for overall land use compatibility. He stated that the Town Board issued requests for 
proposals for town owned parcels along Route 123 in a residential area surrounded by single 
family homes as well as the Town Park site. Mr. Fisher stated that the Town was not going to 
proceed with the proposals for the town properties on 123 because land use compatibility was the 
primary motivation and the fire department site makes more sense. He stated that they refiled 
their application with the Planning Board and have been addressing the special pennit criteria as 
well as a local wetland permit application. Mr. Fisher stated that they have been coordinating 
with the fire department and the Planning Board on those planning functions and then addressing 
the overall special permit criteria which largely for a communications site charges the Planning 
Board with ultimate responsibility. He stated that in July the Planning Board declared a negative 
declaration under SEQR. Mr. Fisher stated that the 2 questions for the ZBA are: is the additional 
height from 120' to 154' needed for the carriers to provide service and the tower location relative 
to side and rear setback. He discussed the proposal for the location behind the fire pond and that 
there is no direct wetland impact in that particular area and surrounding the entire area are DEC 
wetlands and local wetlands. Mr. Fisher stated that related to setbacks the rear is all wooded as 
well as the side and the nearest structure is over 200' away. He stated that the only possible 
location that is setback compliant on the site would bring it closer to Smith Ridge Road. Mr. 
Fisher stated that their feeling and the Planning Board agreed that that would make the tower 
more visible. 

Mr. Haberny of 371 Smith Ridge Road stated that his home is to the left of the proposed site. 

Mr. Mike Koperwhats ofVHB stated that they prepared the visual analysis for the site based 
upon a crane test and balloon float and they prepared a computer generated predictive model that 
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they use the GIS system (geographic information system) for. 

Mr. Koperwhats discussed the view shed map from the report. Mr. Koperwhats stated that the 
yellow areas predict viewing of a 120' tower and the red area depicts the view of a 150' tower. 
He stated that overall the visibility is confined to the subject property and it does extend in a 
westerly direction to the Oakridge condominiums as well as the commercial development across 
the street and portions of the residential development. 

Mr. Fisher stated that the overall year round visibility at 120' is 36 acres of property primarily 
west and the overall year round visibility at ISO' is 41 acres. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the issue here is solely 120' or we grant a variance for 154'. 

Mr. Fisher stated that the difference between 120' and 150' is the difference of 5 additional acres 
on tl1e other side of the street where you would have views above the tree line. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the issue before them is not whether the tower goes up. He stated that 
the issue is how high. 

Ms. Deborah VanDer Heyden, 2 Murray Place stated that her understanding was that the set back 
requirement is twice the height of the tower. 

Mr. F'isher responded that the Town Board changed it. He stated that it is now the tower height 
plus the underlying setback. 

Mr. Scott Panzer, 2 Murray Place stated that they were never told of the balloon test. He stated 
that they actually conducted their own balloon test on their property and were able to see it 

Ms. Van Der Heyden asked for clarification on why they did photo simulations as opposed to a 
crane test because in the past there was a crane test. She stated that there was not a lot of notice to 
the town so that residents could photograph the balloon from their property. 

Mr. Habemy stated that they could not get the crane back there because it was too wet. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the ordinance was changed in July of 2008. 

Mr. Koperwhats stated that they conducted a crane test at the site and they erected the crane as 
close as they could get the crane to the actual site in addition they floated a balloon at the exact 
location ofthe proposed site. He stated that the public was noticed and people did request that 
pictures be taken from their yard and documented in the report. 

Mr. Fisher stated that they offered to take pictures from private properties; if people tried to take 
photos they were not aware of it. He stated that their purpose for doing the view shed analysis is 
to try and come up with reliable information beyond the quantitative assessment of areas of 
visibility forthe 120' and 150' tower. 

Mr. Koperwhats stated that they often go back and evaluate towers post construction and compare 
it to the models and they find it is accurate with very little discrepaucy. He stated that it is a 
comprehensive and standard procedure. 
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Mr. Krellenstein asked ifthey conducted the crane test but not in the exact location of where the 
tower is to be built. 

Mr. Fisher responded yes. 

Mr. Haberny stated that the crane would have sunk into the wetlands. 

Mr. Fisher stated that it was not just an issue of access they would have had to clear trees to do a 
crane test and improve the access road which is part of their project. He stated that they backed 
the crane up and elevated the crane as well as flew the balloon with both reference points. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden asked what month the test took place. 

Mr. Koperwhats responded April. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked how far away was the crane from the proposed tower site. 

T\1r, Koperwhats responded 180' away from where the tower will be. He stated that the crane was 
positioned in line with where the tower will be. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden asked if it was at the same grade. 

Mr. Kopenvhats responded pretty close. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that in lieu of putting the crane exactly where it will be, you are proffering 
the photo simulations. 

Mr. Fisher responded that they flew the balloon simultaneously with the crane. 

Mr. Kopenvhats reviewed photo simulations from the report. 

Mr. Panzer asked if any photos were taken from Glen Drive. 

Chairman Egginton read the locations ofthe photos from the report. 

Mr. Fisher responded that the point of the photos correlates back to the view shed map which 
demonstrates the quality of what they agree is a seasonal view. He stated that in leaf on 
conditions you will not be able to discern the tower. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden asked if it is an accurate presentation of the bulk of the tower and all of the 
anticipated carriers and lighting on the tower. 

Mr. Koperwhats stated that there will be no lighting on the tower. He stated that as far as the 
configuration of the antennas, they don't know that. 

Mr. Fisher responded that they would anticipate collocation at 10' separations. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the aesthetics of the tower are not before the ZBA. He asked if they 
could share what the tower will look like. 
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Mr. Fisher responded that they do not know but they have given the Planning Board all ofthe 
options. He stated that some have operational detriments for the carrier like the flag pole. 

Mr. Koperwhats stated that they are viewing a 2 carrier model. 

Mr. Haberny asked what a triplex tower is. 

Mr. Kopenvhats stated that sounds llke a lattice tower. 

Mr. Fisher stated that an example of a lattice tower is located near Bedford CorrectionaL 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if anyone was present tonight from the Antenna Advisory Board. No one 
responded. 

Mr. Habemy stated that he spoke with them last night and that they were so disgusted that they 
were not coming. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that their advice is to put up 2 towers. 

Mr. Haberny stated that an AAB member told him that to put the tower back at the fire house is a 
waste of time to put it in a (curse) swamp makes no sense because at 150'it will not do what it is 
going to do because it is too low. 

Mr. Krellenstcin stated that that opinion would have vastly more credibility if the person who 
made the statement came to the meeting. 

Mr. Habemy stated that he was at the last meeting and said it. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that a member of the AAB should attend the meeting. He stated that he 
has been on the ZBA over a year and would love to hear the AAB's opinion. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden asked if it will be a monopole. 

Mr. Fisher stated that they never proposed a monopole. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the aesthetics of the tower are not before the ZBA just the height 

Chairman Egginton stated that the purview of this Board is the height and the setbacks. 

Mr. Koperwhats stated that his opinion is that there is no material difference in the height 
between 120' and 150'. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if that is his opinion as an expert is that there is no material difference. 

Mr. Koperwhats responded yes. 

Mr. Fisher stated that in regards to comments made here tonight regarding the AAB are not 
consistent with the comments that the AAB most recently advised at a Planning Board meeting as 
far as an appropriate location. He stated that what went into the Negative Declaration the 
document is actually referenced. 
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Mr. Krellenstein stated that he will review the Negative Declaration for the latest AAB memo. 

Mr. Fisher stated that he can get the Planning Board minutes. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that it is interesting that the changes to the Code were done as part of 
the RFP process. She asked if it is the purview of the ZBA to take into account health and safety 
issues. 

Chainnan Egginton stated that they are limited to judging any requests tor variances based upon 
existing and cum!nt Town Law. He stated that if there is a recent change then they are subject to 
that interpretation. 

Mr. Panzer stated that a year ago it was deemed appropriate by the Town Board to increase the 
height from 80' to 120' and not from 80' to 160'. He state.d thatthey hope that the Board will 
take that into consideration. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that in the Planning Board's Negative Declaration it says that while the 
AAB's 2006 status and outlook report advised against a facility at the Vista Fire House, on 
October 16m 2008 memo from the AAB to the Planning Board revises it's earlier statement that 
the Vista Fire Department site is needed to provide the coverage to NYS Route 35. He stated that 
that statement does not speak to the height but leaves many questions unanswered. Mr. 
Krellenstein stated that the Planning Board seemed to assign enough significance to this to 
inchlde it in their Negative Declaration. 

Mr. Haberny stated that at last years meeting he made it very clear that the tire house is not ihe 
right site. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if it was a ZBA meeting. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden responded it was a Planning Board meeting. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if it predated October 161
h 2008. 

Mr. Haberny responded yes. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that there is some evidence to suggest that it is not so bJack and white 
anymore. 

Ms. Van D~r Heyden stated that he works for Motorola. 

Mr. Panzer asked if the ZBA could hold off on a decision tonight. 

Chairman Egginton stated that they will not make a decision tonight. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated thatthe context of the Board's decision is 120' or 154' not whether or not 
it goes there at all or what it looks like. He stated that he is sensitive to land values and the 
aesthetic values of the homes. Mr. Krellenstein stated that as a homeowner in Vista he is sensitive 
to that but be does not think that anyone wi II disagree >.vith that. 

Mr. Panzer stated that they have an approved site in New Canaan less than a mile away. He stated 
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that that tower is not built yet because people are fighting that one. 

Mr. Fisher responded that the New Canaan tower is built He discussed the proposed and existing 
coverage area. Mr. Fisher stated that for collocation you effectively need a 150' tower height He 
stated that if you did not have a 150' tower height then you would have one of two different types 
of situations. Mr. Fisher stated that there could be multiple 120' towers on this parcel or in Vista 
or multiple tower sites along Smith Ridge Road at varying heights. He stated that their position as 
applicants and the town's overalJ objective is to minimize the number of towers and try to keep it 
in this particular geographic area. Mr. Fisher stated that they would need a 150' tower to 
accomplish that with carriers at 150', 140' and 130'. He stated that these are emergency type 
services and the public relies on them and expects them. Mr. Fisher stated that NYS traffic count 
statistics along Route 123 include the DOT trip count of9000 cars almost 4000 cars one way. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden asked why they need the extra 30'. She stated that she understands that they 
can accommodate more carriers and that the Telecommunications Act requires them to collocate. 
Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that they should demonstrate: to the community that there are 
demonstrable significant coverage gaps, not estimated gaps but actual complaints by customers 
that there are dropped calls. She stated that what she sees here is a projected gap. 

Mr. Fisher responded that they displayed existing coverage. He stated that they have an area 
variance application pending and that they provided the Board with relevant case law, Mr. Fisher 
stated that they are worried about what the local Code says. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that if the local Code accommodates the applicant in placing the 
tower here and approve the application, it is based on the Telecommunications Act in not barring 
you from our community. She stated t1Htt it is relevant. 

Mr. Fisher stated that they try to minimize the overall number of towers that they have in town. 
He stated that this particular location is a lower elevation and in order to reasonably 
accommodate carriers they would need a 150' structure. 

Chairman Egginton asked for clarification as to the reasons the Town in their RFP process 
eliminated the alternate sites for a single tower. 

Mr. Fisher stated that he can only speculate because he is not sure the Town Board articulated it 
this way. He responded that the Town Board looked at this and said why would we want to have a 
120' cell tower on these residential parcels and a 120' tower at the fire department when we think 
one 150' tower at the fire department will do the trick. 

Chairman Egginton stated that he thought the alternate sites are of higher elevation. 

Mr. Fisher stated that as part of the RFP the carriers that responded provided propagation plots 
that bore out what he has been saying, He stated that even at 120' they could not do it. Mr. Fisher 
stated that the Town Board could have gone higher but they chose not to. He stated that it is more 
of a residential area overall and there certainly are residences by the fire house on Tommy's Lane 
and Oakridge condos but there is still a mixed use with some commercial area that does not exist 
north on Route 123, Mr. Fisher stated that that is not his judgment ca.ll; he is an applicant's 
representative. He stated that there is prior precedent in the community for these types of 
variances and cited the r¢Solution for an application for a 150' tower on 684 from the then 80' 
height and additional setback variances. 
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Chainnan Egginton stated that all the previous applications are deserving of their own merit and 
it had different circumstances. He stated that their purview is the height and setback requests. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked will Homeland Towers LLC own the tower. 

Mr. Fisher responded correct. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked will Home1and Towers lease the space up upon which it sits from Vista 
Fire Department. 

Mr. Fisher responded correct. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that they will pay Vista Fire Department. 

Mr. Fisher responded yes. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that Homeland Towers will then lease space on the tower to various 
carriers. 

Mr. Fisher responded yes. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the commercial carriers don't own the tower. 

Mr. Fisher responded that they will do a sublease and they own their own equipment upon the 
tower and at grade. He stated that this is effectively a standard process. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if Homeland Towers is owned in part by any of the carriers. 

Mr. Fisher responded it is a separate company. 

Mr. Haberny asked if it is the Vista Fire Department volunteer members or is the Vista Fire 
District. · 

Mr. Fisher responded the Vista Fire District. 

Mr. Sven Moeller, Tommy's Lane stated that he had an issue with the timing of the meetings with 
it being prime vacation time. He urged that no decision should be made tonight 

Mr. Panzer agreed. He stated that theyjust approved an addition to the fire house which everyone 
will get a special assessment on. Mr. Panzer stated that Mr. Krellenstein made a point earlier that 
the tower will detract from the property values. 

Mr. Krellenstein disagreed. Mr. Kretlenstein stated that all he said was that as you point out that 
this is about revenue for Homeland it seems to him respectfully from your perspective it is about 
your property values. He stated that he can sympathize but he did not make the point that it will 
detract from values. 

Mr. Habemy stated that they spoke with real estate people and they told him it would. 
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Mr. Panzer stated that they will bring in nationwide statistics regarding the property values. He 
asked for the revenue that the fire district will get on the tower. 

Mr. Fisher responded that it is not public record. 

Mr. Vicente stated that he does not want to disclose the revenue because be is only one pruty 
involved. He stated that he has to respect that there are 2 parties to the agreement and he does not 
feel at liberty to discuss it 

Mr. Moeller stated that there is excellent cell coverage in the area by Verizon. 

Mr. Panzer stated that he takes the train from New Canaan everyday and has cell coverage. He 
asked if they are receiving 9000 complaints a day from the 9000 people that drive down Route 
123. Mr. Panzer stated that the ZBA and Planning Board both have fiduciary responsibilities. He 
threatened to sue the town. 

Mr. Dave Amerling an Oakridge resident st1ted that he personally has had issues with coverage at 
his home and currently has Verizon. l:le stated that it is not a given tl1at everyone has service. Mr. 
Amerling stated that Oakridge represents 8% of the population in Lewisboro which is a 
significant number of people. He stated that from the safety and security point of view lt is 
important to have reliable cell coverage due to frequent power outages in the area. Mr. Amerling 
stated that he supports the antenna in spite of the visual detraction. 

Mr. Haberny stated that the tower is right in his back yard. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that to demonstrate coverage they only need 75% not 100% seamless 
coverage. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked for the cites on the cases. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden responded Sprint vs. \Villoth. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the brief suggests that tbis is a public necessity standard and a lot 
could be read into that. He stated that the standard for granting the variance is not the standard 
that is generally applicable to town variances but a different standard a lesser standard, public 
necessity. Mr. Krellenstein stated that you further point out that public necessity is demonstrated 
when the coverage is inadequate and the question is what is the quantum ofinadequacy for public 
necessity. 

Mr. Fisher responded that the for public necessity which was the Con Ed case for a use variance, 
the balancing test is what is the public need for the service itself vs. what is the impact for the 
proposed associated with the variance request on the height. He asked is the impact going to ISO' 
compared to 120' so substantial that it outlays the actual need for that extra 30' of structure height 
in order to provide service for these carriers. Mr. Fisher stated that their assertion is that it is not 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that between 120' and 150' the augmenting of coverage is not so material. 
He stated that the issue is you can squeeze three more carriers on the tower. Mr. Krellenstein 
stated that it is four as opposed to one. 

Mr. Fisher stated that if you have go this way our plot guarantees that there will be a second 
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tower. He stated that even if you did a 120' tower the carriers may say that even at 80' or 90' the 
coverage is so degraded from the tree line that they could put another 1 20' tower on the same 
parcel instead of going lower. Mr. Fisher stated tl1at collocation will not work at 80' to serve 
Vista. He stated that that is a lesser argument. Mr. Fisher stated that the objective under the Code 
is to reduce the proliferation of the total number of towers. 

Mr. Panzer asked if they could put 2 poles on that parcel at 120' to get multiple carriers. 

Chairman Egginton stated that from a hypothetical perspective and you have 4 carriers on a 150' 
pole that is cheaper to build, 4 carriers on l tower and more revenue. He stated that if you can get 
the same coverage with 2 poles that are 1 0' or 20' apart that have 2 carriers on each of them at 
120' tlle visibility is not as severe. 

Mr. Fisher stated that it is the reverse. He stated that the visibility is not severe from the 
difference from 120' to 150' why would we say we want more towers when the Code says you 
don't want more towers. Mr. Fisher stated that the Code says one tower. 

Mr. Vicente stated that tllere have been a few statements tonight regarding economics. He stated 
that he docs not know if2 shorter towers is less expensive then 1 taller tower because there are a 
lot of factors that go into that type of analysis. Mr. Vicente stated that he is uncomfortable when 
we start making statements about economics beeause they have not been analyzed. He stated that 
until you test those soils, you don't know if tlte foundation for 2 towers is cheaper than 1. Mr. 
Vicente stated that general statements are misleading. He stated that we are working on u property 
that is fairly limited as far as space and the impact on wetlands in pa1ticular. Mr. Vicente stated 
that a lot of the work that has gone into this before the Planning Board has focused on minimizing 
the impact and wetland issues. He stated that if we start changing the application fundamentally 
willwut understanding all of the impacts we may be causing a lot more problems. Mr. Vicente 
stated that they have been through a long and detailed process to resolve complicated issues. He 
stated that they are here to discuss a height issue. Mr. Vicente stated that the statements regarding 
economics are not the basis for a decision. 

Mr. Panzer stated that he is in the business. 

Mr. Vicente stated that the design of the tower is still before the Planning Board. He stated that 
economics is not an issue for discussion here. 

Chairman Egginton stated that they are here for a very limited purview which is the height of the 
tower and health and safety. He stated that he does not know as fact whether one tower vs. two 
towers is more revenue producing. 

Mr. Panzer stated that this group has explored every alternative to significantly minimize the 
impact on tlle surrounding community rather tllan focusing on the difference ben.veen 120' and 
154' tower which allows them to get two more providers. He stated that it comes down to revenue 
forthent 

Mr. Fisher stated that they disagree with that statement. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden asked if they will conduct another crane test and notice the public properly. 
She stated that she reads the New York Times not tlle Lewisboro Ledger. Ms. Van Der Heyden 
stated that if they know that the impact win be approximately 30 acres, they should draw a radius 
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around the site and contact everyone within the 30 acres to notify them of the crane test. She 
stated that then she can take a photo from her own back yard and see what the impact wiH be 
from her property. Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that it will diminish her property values and she 
pays $50,000 in taxes to the town. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked is the issue that the tower does not go up at alL 

Mr. Haberny responded that there are a lot higher spots in town such as Onatru Farm. He stated 
that the tower is literally in his back yard. 

Mr. Panzer asked why the tower was not put forth at Onatru Farm. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that she heard there was a deed restriction on Onatru at the time of 
the dedication of the property. She stated that at the time that the property was dedicated they did 
not have ceU towers. Ms. Van Dcr Heyden stated that recreational use may be interpreted 
differently today. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that the issue before us is not if the tower goes up at Onatru. He stated that 
he understands that one of the prongs is whether there is an alternative but it is helpful to keep it 
focused and not whether it should go to Onatru. Mr. Krellenstein stated that the ZBA looks at the 
impact to the neighbors and whether they met the burden of demonstrating public necessity. 

Ms. VanDer H.eyden stated that she does not know the statistics on public necessity. She stated 
that she did not see the crane from her backyard. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if sl)c doubts that the applicant put the crane up. He asked if they were 
disputing that the crane went up. 

Mr. Panzer responded no. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that she never saw the crane and she passes the fire house every day. 

Mr. Randy Samuelson, 5 Tommy's Lane stated that there are residences within 200 teet of the 
tower and a bunch of storage units and shelters will be built around it. 

Chaim1an Egginton stated that they are aware of that. He asked when the crane test was done. 

Mr. Panzer asked if the applicant has Pla1ming Board approval subject to zoning. 

Mr. Fisher stated that the Planning Board issued a Negative Declaration on the SEQR and they 
still have to have a public hearing. He stated that the crane test was done on April 29th 2006. 
NOTE: Crane Test took place on Saturday, April 27'h 2007. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that the people that got a notice about this meeting were the 
Habemy's and a few other neighbors. She stated that the notice area should be much wider. 

Mr. Fisher stated that the ZBA is required to follow the application process with respect to notice. 

Chairman Egginton stated that Lewisboro is one of the few towns were the ZBA secretary mails 
the notice out to the neighbors. 
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Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that a sign should have been posted on the property. 

Mr. Panzer asked if the ZBA does not approve the variance for the I SO' can the tower be built as 
of right at 120'. 

Mr. Fisher stated that the 120' tower is not as of right. He stated that they would still have to go 
through the Special Permit process. 

Chainnan Egginton stated that it would not come to the ZBA for the height. 

Mr.l'isher stated that the Planning Board has a lot of other criteria that the Town Board 
compelled it to look at such as one tower and collocation as well as other issues. He stated that 
the ZBA does not have to balance that, the Planning Board does. Mr. Fisher stated that he can not 
predict what the Planning Board would say in the event the ZBA does not grant the variance. He 
stated that they may look at it much differently bec.ause it could not accommodate collocation. 
Mr. Fisher stated that it is not what your Board should do; it is their burden of proof. 

Mr. Panzer stated that we are talking about something that impacts the rural character. 

Mr. Fisher stated that we are talking about public utility services, He stated that the Town bas 
given applicants and their representative's direction and we are trying to implement that direction 
and they have to move forward based upon that. Mr. Fisher stated that he encourages them to 
exercise their right to speak before this Board and to submit their evidence. 

Mrs. Jeanine Habemy stated that she lives right next door. She stated that she would never buy a 
house next to a cell tower. Mrs. Habemy asked if Mr. Fisher would live next to a cell tower. 

Mr. Fisher responded it would not bother him. 

Mr. K.reUenstein stated that there is a legal standard and burden ofproofthat Mr. Fisher has to 
meet He stated that the decision that tbe Board has to make is if they met that standard. Mr. 
Krellenstein stated that on the one hand it is that simple yet so complex. He stated that he lives in 
town and is sensitive to these issues. Mr. K.rellenstein stated that no matter where we put it a 
dozen citizens will come in and say the same thing. He asked if they will build the tower ifthey 
don't get the variance. 

Mr. Vicente stated that they want the variance and they can demonstrate that they need it. He 
stated that whether they would move forward withJhe project would depend on the Planning 
Board. Mr. Vicente stated that he is not prepared to respond without doing a full analysis. 

Mr. Samuelson asked if they would need the setback variance request if the tower was 120'. 

Mr. Fisher stated that there is a location on the parcel where a I SO' tower would comply with the 
setbacks, it moves closer to the residence, lie stated that while in theory that location could be 
built, it is clear, open and closer to the street which is more of an impact while the proposed 
location is towards the woods, Mr. Fisher stated that it is a visibility and aesthetic consideration. 

Chairman Egginton stated that the public hearing will remain open and a site walk will be 
conducted on the morning of Saturday, September l2'h 2009. 
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Mr. Panzer asked when the Board would make a decision. 

Chairman Egginton stated that ideally at the September 2Yd meeting. 

Mr. Fisher stated that they would conduct a balloon test on the morning of September 12111 

Chairman Egginton stated that they have one member this evening that is not present and one 
member that will recuse himself. He stated that they have a quorum of three members tonight and 
asked if the applicant would like to hold the public hearing open until next month or continue 
tonight. 

Mr. Daniel Laub, Esq. of Cuddy and Feder LLP was present to represent the applicant at the 
September 23'd meeting. Also present were Manny Vicente President of Homeland Towers and 
Mike Koperwhats ofVHB. Mr. Laub stated that they conducted a site walk and he would like to 
discuss any issues that the Board may have. He stated that at a minimum they would seek to close 
the public hearing tonight 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if any member of the Antenna Advisory Board was present No one 
responded. 

Mr. Casper stated that there was a memo from the AAB suggesting that there was as much 
coverage as a taller antenna would provide at the fire house than two l20'antennas with one 
located at the tire house and one at a town owned parcel that that would be the only way to 
provide coverage from Connecticut to Route 35. He stated that apparently there is a topographica.l 
anomaly there that will make this particular tall tower not as effective as we would like. Mr. 
Casper stated that he is concerned about a very tall tower that does not accomplish the goal of 
providing cell coverage. 

Mr. Laub &tated that what they have provided is a conservative analysis from the major carriers. 
He stated that basically the idea is that if you are looking to provide service then 120' is the floor 
at which you are beginning to provide service to reach over to the preserve and into New Canaan 
to their 11 0' tower. 

Mr. Casper asked if the tower in New Canaan is a monopole. 

Mr. Laub responded yes. 

Mr. Vicente stated that they did produce the latest AAB memo and it is not exactly as stated. 

Mr. Laub stated that the AAB revised their opinion. 

Chainnan Egginton stated that the AAB bad stated in a 10/16/08 memo that they were 
recommending 2 towers, one at Vista Fire House at 120' and one on a town owned parcel on 
Route 123. He stated that at that time they were satisfied that they could provide excellent 
coverage from the state line along Route 123 to Route 35. Chainnan Egginton stated that 
unfortunately Mr. Sohonyay was not present last month or tonight to further clarify their position. 
He stated that Cuddy and Feder submitted Exhibit C an excerpt from the minutes of a 4/28/09 
Planning Board meeting in which Mr. Cole of the AAB bad some concerns about coverage from 
a 120' tower implying that they were in favor of a tall~r tower at Vista Fire House. Chairman 
Egginton stated that there is no mention of a second tower in the Planning Board minutes. He 
stated that he is fine with the infon11ation he has received. 
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Mr. Krellenstein stated that we should not have to read the tea leaves on what these comments 
may or may not mean. He stated that if the AAB has a comment then they should rest on what 
they have written or be here and they have apparently chosen to rest on what they have written. 
Mr. Krellenstein stated that there have been queries and we know that the AAB is aware that 
there is a meeting tonight and they chose not to show up. He stated that it is not incumbent on us 
to read into the 2 memos about what they may or may not have meant by this. Mr. Krellenstein 
stated that the issue before us is a narrow one, the issue is simply whether or not to grant a 
variance for 34' to extend it from 120' to 154'. He stated that is the only issue in front of us right 
now. Mr. Krellenstein stated that the applicant has a burden to meet and in his view they have met 
that burden. Mr. Krellenstein stated that if there are opponents to the tower they have an 
obligation to respond and we will take their comments. He stated that the applicant last month 
made a requisite showing and it is not that complex. Mr. Krellenstein stated that they have to 
show that it is necessary to provide service and eliminate gaps and they have shown that. He 
stated that it is incumbent on the opponent to demonstrate that it is not the case or the least 
intrusive way to do this or that the variance should not be granted. 

Chairman Egginton stated that the Town Board has gone on record meeting after meeting 
recommending fewer rather than multiple towers to provide maximum coverage as possible. He 
stated that he agrees with that approach because the fewer the environmental impacts and the less 
visual impact. Chairman Egginton stated that they conducted a balloon test on September Ii11 

He asked for the definition of a monopole and a flag pole structure. 

Mr. Vicente responded that they discussed this at length with the Planning Board and they are 
both identical in the sense that they are free standing structures. He stated that the traditional 
monopole can give the carriers the flexibility they need to control their signal and you would have 
platforms with antennas on them. Mr. Vicente stated that the flagpole structure has the antenna:> 
in the hollow space at the top or in sections of that free standing monopole with fiberglass covers. 
He stated that unfortunately what that does is limit the number of antennas and the flexibility of 
directing the antennas for carriers and many times it forces additional height that is needed for the 
structure. Mr. Vicente stated that rather than the carriers being able to achieve their coverage 
objective with the platfonn or 1 0' spot they may need 20' to get the same amount of antennas. He 
stated that they are identical free standing stmctures, one hides the antennas one does not and the 
down side to biding the antennas is you are limiting the use of the antennas and the use of the 
structure which usually means you need to increase the height. 

Mr. Laub stated that you would have a proliferation of towers. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked how much better would coverage be with two 120' towers as opposed to 
one 154' tower. 

Mr. Vicente responded thatthe consensus was that the one 154' tower would actually provide 
better coverage than the two at 120' because the 120' tower located further up Route 123 would 
be redundant coverage. He stated that the one taller tower actually provided much better coverage 
than the two tower model because the one to the north would not enhance the coverage all that 
much. Mr. Vicente stated that the difference in the time frame and the two AAB memos may 
have been looking at that data from different carriers in that time frame. He stated that that is 
what we are really doing here is deciding whether one taller structure is better than 2 smaller 
ones. Mr. Vicente stated that the one taller tower does seem to have better coverage than the two 
smaller ones. 
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Mr. Laub Stated that we are actually talking about three towers because without the variance we 
would have a 120' tower at Vista Fire House so we would have a carrier at 120'and a carrier at 
1 10' and then with the tree canopy he did not think that in terms of coverage they could have a 
carrier at I 00' and at 90'. He stated that then you would need another tower in that area. 

Chairman Eggintou stated that he believes the town site is south of Steven's Memorial Church. 
He asked if the Vista Fire tower were 120' would they need another tower in that immediate area. 

Mr. Laub stated that somewhere in that vicinity because the tower could host only AT & T and 
Sprint so where doT-Mobile and Verizon go. 

Mr. Vicente stated that when you think about it from a development and infi·astructure standpoint, 
if this Board does not grant the variance we can not accommodate all the carriers on a 120' 
structure, so we would need two towers there. He stated that then we would need two towers 
further up on Route 123 because the same problem exists there also. Mr. Vicente stated that we 
could only do two carriers effectively at that height so in essence we are talking about 34' which 
is the difference between one tower and potentially four towers. He stated that it sounds simplistic 
that way but it is about space and height and unfortunately carriers need the separation and the 
height. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that he wants to hear on the record that this is the least intrusive means to 
give coverage in tl1e area and that there is a need to remediate the coverage situation in the area so 
that he ca11_justify this. Mr. Krellenstein stated that he would feel most aggrieved if there is a 
second application because someone says there still are gaps in coverage and that would be a 
tremendous disservice to the Town. He stated that we can swallow one tower but two towers as 
proposed by the AAB is more intrusive. 

Chairman Egginton stated that the main concern is with respect to coverage. He stated that he 
shares Mr. Krellenstein's concerns. 

Mr. Casper asked if this tower will provide coverage from Route 35 into New Canaan. He asked 
if it is tbe magic bullet. 

Mr. Vicente stated that from what he has seen and what they have presented, this site with a 154' 
tower achieves the coverage objective which is connectivity from existing sites. He stated that 
they have shown that Mr. Vicente stated that he can not see into the future and can not predict 
what some other company might do in the future. He stated that based on the data that they have 
today and the tests that have been done and submitted, a 154' tower does achieve the coverage 
objective. 

Mr. Casper asked for what the coverage objective is. He stated no g-a.ps in coverage. Mr. Casper 
stated that if be votes for it, he wants to know that he is voting for the technology and the 
physicality. 

Mr. Vicente responded that it provides the coverage that we show on the maps. He stated that 
there may be some holes based on terrain but those will always exist so it is not 100% seamless 
but it is what the industry needs and what folks need to use their phones. 

Mr. Casper stated that he is not questioning whether or not it will provide coverage. He asked if 
he could keep his phone call going fronliZoute 35 to Starbucks in New Canaan. 
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Mr. Vicente responded yes, 

Mr. Casper asked if they have any other plans to apply for a cell tower in this coverage area. 

Mr. Vicente responded not in this coverage area. 

Chairman Egginton stated that on September 12'h the ZBA did conduct a site walk and the 
applicant flew 2 balloons, one at I 20' and one at 154'. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that although there is a 34' difference and from what he could tell tlmre is 
no material difference bet\:veen 120' and 154 '. He stated that the tower is not going to be viewed 
as desirable to a lot of people. Mr. Krellenstein stated that the issue before us is a narrow one, do 
they meet the criteria for the variance. He stated that they made their initial requisite showing, the 
burden shifts to the opponents who must demonstrate that there is a less obtrusive means of 
remedying the gap in service. Mr. Krellenstein stated that if someone has some evidence that 
there is a less intrusive means of remedying the gap in service he would like to see it 

Mr. Casper stated that he does not look at it the same way. He stated that to him it is a matter of 
showing that this works. Mr. Casper stated that we have an Antenna Advisory Board that works 
on paper only and they need to substantiate tltis with a non-conflicting opinion of the desirability 
oftwo 120' towers vs. one 154' tower. 

Chairman Egginton asked if anyone wished to be heard on this application. 

Ms. Deborah VanDer Heyden, 2 Murray Place stated that the requested variances are for the 
height of the tower and the setback or fall zone. She stated that the setback is supposed to be two 
times the height of the tower. Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that the impact is great to the neighbors 
because of the fall zone and the affected area bas been a preserve because of the wetlands. She 
stated that the equipment storage area will be very intrusive for the neighbors. 

Chairman Egginlon stated that the tower was sited with respect to the setback so that it would be 
further back from Route 123 and from Tommy's Lane. He stated that this was done in difference 
to the visual impact. 

Mr. Casper asked what their responsibility is regarding the fall zone. 

Mr. Vicente stated that regardless of what the Code says and the need for a variance, the way the 
structure is engineered is so that they collapse on themselves and don't fall over. He stated that 
they are engineered to break in to sections and fall straight down rather than over. Mr. Vicente 
stated that tl1e way the base is constructed along with the foundation it is literally impossible for it 
to fall down like a tree. He stated that it is designed to collapse in sections. 

The Board Members reviewed Article V, Section 220-41.1 E ( 4) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden ~Stated that she is concerned because ofthe collapse of the World Trade 
Center. 

Chairman Egginton stated that he was deeply involved in the analysis of the tower collapse. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden sta.led that she is only referencing it because you can't anticipate everything 
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and it was a very unusual set of circumstances. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if that is a basis to deny an application for a variance. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated it is not just the height, the area is not going to be well screened and 
the tower will be very visible above the tree line. She stated that the other issue is if the AAB was 
here they could interpret the data. Ms. VanDer Heyden stated not every provider has to be 
afforded the opportunity to ease through our community. She stated that there is no guarantee that 
you will have unintenupted service around the world. Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that she would 
like to see a layman's interpretation of the data. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that they will not do it for you. 

Ms. VanDer I.-leyden stated you are asking community members to come up with the resources to 
go out and hire specialists to present contrary evidence. She stated that our property values are at 
risk and we as a town should hire consultants that could advise us. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that he understands her point and is not minimizing it at all and he 
recognized that it is a tremendous burden. He stated that as a town we actually have those experts 
and they are called the AAB. Mr. Krellenstein stated that they choose to absent themselves from 
these proceedings, they have known about it, we have memos and yet they have chosen to absent 
themselves. He stated that it seems relatively clear they have to show that there are gaps in the 
coverage and they have shown that Mr. Krellenstein stated that it is up to the Town to show that 
there are less intrusive means to remedy the gaps other than what is proposed. He stated that 
nobody has made that showing. Mr. Krellenstein stated that the state of the law is pretty dear 
they have made their showing; there are gaps in the coverage and the anecdotal accounts by 
people that get service in a particular area is just not enough to overcome what they have shown. 
He stated that without speaking for them, he thinks that the Town wants the tower there otherwise 
they would have heard about it. Mr. Krellenstein stated thai perhaps someone else would like to 
show that either there is a less intrusive alternative or that the gaps in coverage are manufactured. 
He stated that he absolutely accepts that the proponent will spin the evidence in the way that is 
most favorable for the proponent. Mr. Krellenstein stated that if someone wants to demonstrate 
that they are wrong, he is willing to listen. He stated that he is sensitive to the fact that nobody 
likes this and he accepts that the neighbors have a right to speak on it but he needs more than that. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that it exceeds the zoning which was already set for a height of 120'. 
She stated that they have alJowed spot zoning to allow cell providers into our community and the 
Town has provided a pathway for them to come in. 

Mr. Casperresponded that the Federal government says that we have to. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that we had an 80' limit and now we increased it to 120'. 

Mr. Casper stated that he is assuming that the members of the AAB are on that board for some 
level of expertise. He stated that they are involved in those recommendations for some reason 
other than an interest in antennas. Mr. Casper stated that he wants them to affinuatively confinn 
or deny wh,at is said. He stated that he just wants them to say that this is the best thing to do. Mr. 
Casper stated that it is highly unlikely that the tower could fall. 
CAL. NO. 2~09-BZ RESOLUTION: PAGE 18 OF 25 



Mr. Sven Moeller, 6 Tommy's Lane stated that initially it was 2 additional companies that would 
collocate and now it is 4, therefore they would have twice the revenue and we would have twice 
the impact. 

Mr. Casper asked if Mr. MoeHer was opposed to 34 '. 

Mr. Moeller responded that he is opposed to the tower because it is an economic benefit to the 
company. He stated that he is opposed to two towers at 120' because that is also an economic 
benefit to the company because now they are offering a spot to 4 companies. 

Mr. Casper asked if he would prefer 2 towers. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked what do you propose we do, deny the variance. 

Mr. Moeller responded that they have to find a location that is not in a hole. 

Mr. Krellenstein responded that that is not before the Board. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that it is not the best location due to the topography. She asked if 
anyone on the ZBA contacted the AAR 

Mr. Krellenstein responded that they were in contact this week and they were aware of the 
meeting as well received a copy of the agenda. 

Chairman Egginton stated that they chose not to attend. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that we don't know why they did not attend tonight; possibly they 
had a conflict tonight just as a Zoning Board member had a conflict tonight. 

Mr. Krellenstein a&rreed. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that we don't have to give them permission to put a tower in, if there 
is no significant coverage gap. 

Mr. Casper stated that our issue is 34 •. 

Chairman Egginton stated that there wiH be a cell tower somewhere and the Town Code allows 
120'. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that it is an overriding issue. She stated that we do not have to say 
yes to it because it is not within the rural nature of our community. Ms. VanDer Heyden stated 
that the ZBA should write a letter to the AAB with their questions and ask them to respond with a 
deadline. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that he does not know if the ZBA actually needs their help. He stated that 
we have their comments. Mr. Krellenstein stated that you may be right, there may be a town 
obligation but other than saying anecdotally there may not be a gap in the coverage, there is 
nothing else to base a decision denying the. variance. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that we need proof. She stated that they have not demonstrated a 
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need from their customer base regarding dropped calls and a lack of coverage. 
Mr. Krellenstein stated that there are two sets of jurisprudence on that; there are cases that say it 
is detennined based on the carrier's need and there are other cases that say it is determined by the 
user need. He stated that as a theoretically neutral body, it is not our purview to go and ferret out 
the evidence that may support your case. Mr. Krellen:..1ein stated that he is glad that that is not 
their obligation. He stated that he keeps trying to frame this as a narrow issue. Mr. Krellenstein 
stated that the issue is not whether or not there is a cell tower there because he can not influence 
that on this Board. He stated that the issue to him is whether or not to grant the variances. Mr. 
Krellenstein stated that in his view they have made a showing to justify granting the variances. 
He stated that he understands that no one wants a cell tower in their backyard but they get less 
concerned when it is in someone else's backyard. Mr. Krellenstein stated that it is going to go 
somewhere and that is not before this Board. He stated that when he looked at the height of the 
balloon he did not see a big difference between 120' and 154'. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that a balloon does not represent a standing still structure. 

Mr. Krellenstein agreed. 

Ms. VanDer Heyden stated that 1J1e only reason for the variance is to accommodate the carriers. 
She stated that they are responsible for decisions that impact the community. Ms. VanDer 
Heyden stated that she has Mr. Sohonyay's phone number and she will contact him. 

Mr. Casper stated that he does not know anyone that would ask for a tower in their backyard. He 
stated that we know that we need them and we can not look into other health related issues. Mr. 
Casper stated that they can not consider the aesthetics. He stated that there are only 3 Board 
members that can vote tonight and 4 members next month. Mr. Casper asked if the applicant 
would hold the application over until next month in order to receive a concrete statement from the 
AAB. He stated that then we would feel that we had the interests of neighbors, community and 
providers adequately represented. 

Mr. Laub stated that they would agree to hold the application over to get the AAB's involvement. 

Chainnan Egginton stated that if it is acceptable they will put a control date on the application. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that he is not sure how much light the AAB can shed on this. He stated 
that this is a serious matter and it is another month that someone can provide proof that there is a 
less intrusive means to meet the standard to justify this Board denying the variance. Mr. 
Krellenstein stated that he is willing to carry the application over until next month but it doesn't 
mean that if someone comes in and says that two 120' towers are better that would meet that 
standard. 

Mr. Laub asked jf they could conditionally close the public hearing on the sole acceptance of the 
AAB's submission of information. 

Mr. Casper responded no. 

Mr. Krellenstein responded no. 

Mr. Laub stated that the carriers needs have been demonstrated from time to time as to whether 
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one particular carrier has slight scatter coverage in this area or that area, is irrelevant. Mr. Laub 
stated that carriers all have the right to provide their services in an area, there should not be a mini 
monopoly were everyone is forced to go to only one carrier in a particular area. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that there should not be towers popping up everywhere because everyone 
wants their own towet·. 

Mr. Laub agreed. He stated that that is why they are proposing one tower with collocation. 

Mr, Casper stated that ultimately that is the bottom line for him. He stated that he wants our 
experts to come in and act on behalf of the community. Mr. Casper stated that at best the AAB 
has sent mixed signals. He stated that he wants to do it the right way. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that he would vote on this tonight but he is sensitive to the neighbor's 
concerns, this is not a shed or barn, it is big stuff. He stated that he wiJI go to the next month 
because he does not know that the applicant will be materially prejudiced. 

Mr. Vicente questioned what is big. 

Mr. Krellenstein responded putting a eel! tower in someone>s backyard is big. 

Mr. Vicente stated that it is a 34' variance and the setback variances. 

Mr. Krellenstein responded that they only have to grant the variance if they can demonstrate that 
there is a gap in coverage. 

Mr. Vicente stated that they did demonstrate that 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that they will give the appiication another month to see if they can meet 
the burden that there is a less intrusive means. 

Mr. Vicente stated that he understands. He stated that there is a tremendous amount of history and 
balancing. Mr. Vicente stated that he is glad that the Board has seen all that they have done on 
this application. He stated that he has not heard anyone make the case for a less intrusive means. 
Mr. Vicente stated that he has been waiting meeting after meeting for someone to show 
othenvise. He stated that they should take everything into this balance and if the Board needs 
another meeting to get to their decision and give everyone else an opportunity he is fine with that. 
Mr. Vicente stated that they have been discussing the same issue for a long time. 

Mr. Casper stated that the applicant has only been before this Board once in 3 years. 

Mr. Mario DiFiore, 7 Lorraine Road asked what is their tie to the community. He stated that it is 
the community that should be voicing their concerns. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that they are a public utility and that is the law. 

Mr. Casper stated that they are also here on behalf of the con1munity because they provide 
emergency service, communication and celt phone coverage. He stated that it is part of safety and 
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welfare so they do represent the community. Mr. Casper stated that our town's experts have to 
speak up and frankly if they don't having had explicit pressure put on them; he teels that their 
answer to us is no big deal move forward. 

Ms. Van Der Heyden stated that she went through two years of meetings to get approval for one 
house. 

Chainnan Egginton stated that the public hearing will remain open until the next meeting on 
October 28th. He stated that he will communicate with the AAB in writing requesting their 
comments and opinion on this particular application. 

FlN()INGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Mr. Chris Fisher, Esq. of Cuddy and Feder LLP was present to represent the applicant at the 
October 28°1 meeting. 

Mr. Ted Sohonyay and Mr. Neil Bem1an of the Antenna Advisory Board were present at the 
October 28th meeting. 

Chainnan Egginton asked if any member ofihe public is present on this application. 

Mr. Randy Samuelson and Mr. Sven Moeller both of Tommy's Lane were present. 

Chainnan Egginton read an email from Mr. Sohonyay dated October 281
h into the record. He 

stated that the issue that is before the ZBA is the extent of coverage of a 154' tower would 
provide for the Vista hamlet to the Levy tower and the issue of the setbacks. Chaimmn Egginton 
stated that they did visit the site and asked if any member of the Board wished to comment. 

Mr. Casper asked if any member of the public wished to comment because he was still 
deliberating and wanted to make sure he had all the facts. 

Mr. Samuelson stated that iftbe Board does approve this, they will set precedent for another 
tower somewhere is town. 

Mr. Sohonyay stated that the coverage surveys that have been done follow standard RF 
engineering practices and there are exceptions and a number of different ways this can go. He 
stated that the applicant's main concern may be slightly different from the AAB concern. Mr. 
Sohonyay stated that specifically they will have coverage along Route 123 and that is understood. 
He stated tlmt the AAB has concerns in the area ofOnatru Fann because townspeople congregate 
for various events and the coverage may be in a shadow area. Mr. Sohonyay stated that it could 
go either way with having sean1less coverage on Route 123, although northerly it is uphilL He 
stated that the reason the AAB choose (2) 120' towers were specifically to provide seamless 
coverage through to Onatru Farm. Mr. Sohonyay stated that in that the Tmvn Board rejected 2 
towers then the AAB was constrained to look at one tower. He stated that the applicant did due 
diligence with the third site at Steven's Memorial Church. 

Mr. Moeller stated that potential sports injuries at Onatru Farm has always been a consideration. 

Mr. Fisher stated that when they look at RF coverage maps, there is some coverage at Onatru 
Farm it will not be as reliable but if you are using your phone outdoors it will be reliable. He 
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stated that the question before this Board is a variance for height, in order to make it more reliable 
at Onatru Farm from this location; we would have to go higher. Mr. Fisher stated that if that was 
the prime objective we would go with 180' or possibly 200'. 

Mr. Bennan stated that should be considered. 

Mr. Sohonyay stated the AAB was no ol:(jection up to and including a height of J 99' because at 
200' FAA regulations require that the tower be lit and colored in red and white. 

Ms. Mandelker asked if it is true that there would not be a material difference in geographic 
coverage between 120' and 154 '. 

Mr. Sohonyay responded the coverage would be considerably greater. He stated that the height 
differential from the Vista Fire House to the top of the hill that has to be crested by RF waves is 
86'. Mr. Sohonyay stated that RF engineering standards usually call for this area tn have 70' trees 
although there can be some variation. He stated that you are already at 86'and if you have 50' 
trees you would need 136' to get over the top of the trees. Mr. Sohonyay stated that there has to 
be a I 0' separation between carriers, if you drop below the 136' it will be difficult. 

Ms. Mandelker stated that if you have more carriers that means that more people will have more 
service. 

Mr. Sohonyay responded yes. He stated that the AAB's recommendation from 15 years ago is 
that collocation is to be strongly encouraged. 

Mr. Krellenstein asked if the bottom line is that granting them the variance to l54' gives them 
better coverage than 120' tower would. 

Mr. Sohonyay responded yes. 

Mr. Casper stated lhat if we had (2) 120' towers on the town owned parcels on Route 123 that 
would be better than the 154' tower. 

Mr. Sohonyay responded that they believe it would, however we are talking about academics 
since the town bas said no. 

Mr. Casper stated the Town has not said no to other antennas, they said no to an antenna on their 
property. 

Mr. Sohonyay responded no. He stated that the Town has said no to 2 towers in the same hamlet. 

Mr. Fisher stated that in the Town's deliberations, they had a request for proposals out on these 
Town parcels. He stated that his client responded to thai and when they talked about the Town 
parcel the AAB 's recommendation was that you should consider a 120' tower at Vista Fire House 
and a 120' tower at the Town parcel. 

Chaim1an Egginton stated that both would be in Vista hamlet. 

Mr. fisher stated that the Town Board was looking at that as an alternative and also a taller tower 
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at Vista. He stated that for whatever reason the Tmvn Board said that they do not want to move 
forward with the Town site. Mr. Fisher stated that he does not know why but they would rather 
have one taller tower. 

Mr. Casper asked if they were then saying it should be at the Methodist Church. 

Mr. Fisher responded no. 

Mr. Casper asked how the Town Board could preclude the Methodist Church site. 

Mr. Fisher responded that they did apply for the Methodist Church site and then they withdrew 
the application. He stated that they applied, there was a lot of opposition and the Planning Board 
recommended that we look at Vista hamlet area. Mr. Fisher stated that the Planning Board asked 
them to pursue tl1is application and they leased the site. 

Mr. Casper asked if in a year that Onatm lacks decent coverage should we be surprised if you 
come back next year with a Methodist Church site application. 

Mr. Fisher responded that he did not think it would be there. He stated that Mr. Sohonyay has 
done a fair job of saying we can as an industry say we will have reliable coverage. Mr. Fisher 
stated that they have spent 5 years as a group trying to come up with a plan for this area. He 
stated that there is a need for the site and the environmental effect is not materially different from 
what is allowed under the Code. 

Mr. Sohonyay stated that the proof is when we go into the wimax and wifi world in the 2400 mHz 
and 5800mHz frequency range, your powers will decrease and you will need a lot more sites. He 
stated that the AAB does not disagree. 

Mr. Fisher stated that we are still trying to achieve coverage, to say that overnight we are going to 
a denser more robust design in Lewisboro to provide in building broad band speeds. He stated 
that he does not see that happening in Lewisboro because they still have to fix coverage in other 
parts of the Town. 

A question was asked regarding failure of the tower. 

Mr. Fisher responded that if it were a catastrophic failure, such as hurricane force winds, the 
residential structures would have sustained damage in advance of the tower because it deflects 
and yields. 

Mr. Krellenstein stated that he appreciated everyone's comments. He stated that he is struggling 
with comments about what might be or what might happen. He stated that it is a very simple 
application before us, 120' to 154' and the setback variance~ Mr. Krellenstein stated that he has 
not heard anything to suggest that the applicant has not met the standards in the law, they have 
met them. He stated that the AAB was kind enough to attend and they approve of it. Mr. 
Krellenstein stated that perfect coverage is never going to be achieved, what we have.before us is 
an application for a single tower, He stated that we should vote on it. Mr, KreHenstein asked if 
any member of the public wished to be heard. 

Mr. Samuelson stated that there may be new technology in 2 years and we might not need cell 
towers in the future. 
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Chairman Egginton asked if anyone wished to be heard either in favor or opposed. No one 
responded. 

Chairman Egginton moved that the application be approved as presented for the following 
reasons: 

• That there will be some change in the character of the neighborhood which is relatively 
small; 

• Based on the coverage and technical aspects that there is no practical alternative to the 
requested variances based upon the Town Board's opinion with respect to minimizing the 
number of towers in the Town and hamlet; 

• That the area variance is reasonably unsubstantial; 
• That there will be no adverse environmental impact and the application is before the 

Planning Board and for Wetland approval; 
• That the difficulty is not self-created; 

The moti()n was seconded by Ms. Mandelker; In favor: Ms. Mandelker, Mr. KreHenstein and 
Chairman Egginton. To Deny: Mr. Casper; Abstain: Mr. Price; Absent: None; 

Prior to commencement of any work done under this approval, the Applicant is directed to 
contact the Building Department to obtain such permits as may be necessary and to pay such fees 
as may be required. 

Dated in South Salem, New York 
This Z.bday ofNovember 2009 

CAL. NO. 20-09-BZ RESOLUTION: 

r•E~ 
Chahman 

Expiration: The variance shall be deemed to authorize 
only the particular use or uses specified in the decision, 
and unless other provisions are set forth by the Zoning 
Board of Appeals in connection with its decision, shall 
expire if work is not initiated pursuant thereto within one 
(1) year of the date said decision is filed with the Office 
of the Towl1 Clerk or if said use or uses shall cease for 
more than one (I) year. 
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RESOLUTION 

LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL 
WETLAND ACTIVITY PERMIT APPROVAL 

HOMELAND TOWERS · 
TOWER FACILITY AT VISTA FIRE DEPARTMENT 

377 SMiiH RIDGE ROAD 

Sheet SOA, Block 9834, Lots 84, 88, 94 
Cal. #33-09 P.B. 

December 15, 2009 

WHEREAS, Homeland Towers, LLC, together with Sprint!Nextel and AT & T Wireless 
("the applicant") is proposing to construct a communication facility on ±5.95 acres of 
land, owned by the Vista Fire Department, located at 377 Smith Ridge Road in the R·IA 
Zoning District ("the subject property"); and 

WHEREAS, the applicant is proposing a 154-foot tall monopole tower, affixed with 
twelve ( 12) Sprint/Nextel panel antennas, twelve ( 12) AT&T Wireless panel antennas, 
four (4) Sprint/Nextel GPS antennas, one (I) AT&T Wireless GPS Antenna, all ofwhich 
is proposed to be contained within a 4,000 s.f. fenced compound area proposed to be 
improved with a 12' x 20' Sprint/Nextel equipment shelter and a lO' x 25' AT&T 
Wireless concrete slab with equipment cabinets. The compound area will be accessed via 
a proposed twelve (12) foot wide gravel driveway, to be located within an existing 50 
foot wide right-of-way, commencing from the existing Vista Fire Department parking lot 
("the proposed action"); and 

WHEREAS, the pmposed communication facility has been designed to allow for two (2) 
additional future wireless carriers; and 

WHEREAS, a crucial component of the proposed action is the ability to co-locate 
communication equipment needed by the Vista Volunteer Fire Department and the Town 
of Lewisboro; and 

WHEREAS, there are currently only two (2) communication facilities within the Town 
of Le .. visboro, one {I) located within the Leon Levy Preserve and one {I) along 1·684; 
and 

WHEREAS, each Planning Board member and each of the Town's consultants have 
conducted one {I) or more site visits; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant appeared before the Planning Board for review of the project 
plans on multiple occasions prior to the scheduling of a public hearing on the proposed 
action, and 
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WHEREAS, an October 16, 2008 memorandum from the Antenna Advisory Board 
(AAB) to the Planning Board states that the Vista Volunteer Fire Department site is 
needed to provided the desired coverage from the State line to NYS Route 35; and 

WHEREAS, the Town's desire to provide wireless coverage throughout the Town of 
Lewisboro is evidenced by the Town Board's August 2008 circulation of a Request for 
Proposal (RFP) for the installation of communication facilities on Town owned property; 
and 

WHEREAS, Sprint/Nextel, AT&T and other wireless carriers all generally have the 
same long range siting plans for providing cell coverage to the Town of Lewisboro: 
• Maintain facilities on the tower located at the Leon Levy Preserve. 
• Maintain facilities on the State tower located at Exit 6A along 1684. 
• Build a facility at the Vista Fire Department (the proposed action). 
• Build a facility in the Cross River area of Town (agreement in place between 

Verizon Wireless and the Town of Lewisboro for a tower to be located at Town 
Park on NYS Route 35). 

• Build a facility in the Goldens Bridge area of Town, possibly along NYS Route 
138. 

WHEREAS, the proposed action will fill a significant gap in coverage and is consistent 
with the long range siting plans for providing cell coverage to the Town of Lewisboro; 
and . 

WHEREAS, Section 220-41.1 E( I) of the Zoning Code establishes a maximum tower 
height of 120 feet and Section 220-41.1 E( 4) of the Zoning Code requires a front, side and 
rear property line setback equal to the height of the tower plus the distance of the 
corresponding minimum yard setback; and 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals has issued a height variance (120 feet 
required/154 feet proposed), rear yard setback variance (190 feet required/127 feet 
proposed) and side yard setback variance ( 180 feet required/149 feet proposed); and 

WHEREAS. the applicant has provided maps illustrating proposed coverage limits based 
on an 80-foot, 120-foot and 154-foot tower. An 80-foot tower would provide minimal 
service and would require a second tower to be located somewhere between the Leon 
Levy Preserve tower and the subject property; and 

WHEREAS, it is not until the tower reaches l 20 feet that reliable coverage expands 
significantly: and 

WHEREAS, coverage provided by a 154-foot tower is better than what is shown for a 
120-foot tower; however, the two (2) heights generally provide similar coverage. The 
154-foot tower is justified by allowing carriers at 120 feet, 130 feet, 140 feet and 150 feet 
without a decrease in coverage; and 
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WHEREAS, lower tower heights will require future carriers to co~locate below the 120-
foot reliable coverage height; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed 154-foot tall tower will be visible from various locations. In 
an effort to evaluate the visibility of the proposed tower, a visual impact analysis was 
conducted. Reference is made to a report entitled "Visual Resource Evaluation Report", 
prepared by VHB, dated Febmary 2009. Further. the EAF Visual Addendum was 
prepared to evaluate the presence and visibility of important public resources; and 

WHEREAS, the visual impact analysis referenced above evaluates the visibility of the 
proposed communication facilities within a two (2) mile radius of its proposed location 
("the study area"). A I though the applicant is proposing a 154-foot tall tower. the report 
evaluates the visibility of a 120-tbot tall and 154-foot tall tower; and 

WHEREAS, the tree canopy occupies approximately 6,677 acres of the 8,042 acre study 
area (83%) and the average tree height is approximately 65 feet; and 

WHEREAS, based on the results of the visibility analysis, a 120-foot tower will be at 
least partially visible within 1.3% of the study area and a !54-foot tower will be visible 
within 1.4% of the study area. The lack of significant views beyond the immediate area 
of the subject property is attributable to the abundance of mature trees, the height of the 
tree canopy and the varied topography of the area; and 

WHEREAS, a landscaping and screening plan has been developed to properly mitigate 
visual impacts of the facility from surrounding residences and from NYS Route 123; and 

WHEREAS, on December 3, 2009, the application was referred to ACARC; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action was reviewed by ACARC on December 9, 2009 and a 
positive recommendation has been made to the Planning Board; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has prepared an assessment of radiofrequency (RF) levels and 
associated FCC compliance for the proposed facility. Reference is made to a report 
entitled "Antenna Site FCC RF Compliance Assessment and Report", prepared by 
Pinnacle Telecom Group, dated January 30, 2007. The report concludes that the 
maximum RF effect from the proposed facility is only 0.4924%, less than one-half of 1% 
of the FCC's limit Put another way, the calculated RF level is more than 200 times 
below the FCC's limit and, therefore, the proposed communication facility will be in 
compliance with the limit for safe continuous exposure of the general population; and 

WHEREAS, the tower and foundation will be designed and constructed in accordance 
with the ''Siruc/ural Standards for Steel Antenna Towers and Antenna Supporting 
Structures'', ''Minimum Design Loa&i for Buildings and Other Structures" and the New 
York State Building Code; and 

WHEREAS, there are no occupied structures or areas of public access within the fall 
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zone of tbe tower. The proposed 154-foot tower is located ±300 feet from the firehouse, 
±200 feet from the firehouse parking lot and ±375 feet from the closest residence; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action will result in .48 acres of land disturbance and 
impervious surfaces will be limited to the tower and equipment shelters and cabinets for 
up to four (4) wireless carriers and future equipment needed by the Vista Volunteer Fire 
Department and the Town of Lewisboro; and 

WHEREAS, the subject property is not located within the New York City East of 
Hudson Watershed. Given the fact that the total area of disturbance is less than one (1) 
acre, a full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is not required. A Basic 
SWPPP, including a sediment and erosion control plan, has been prepared and 
storm water runoff will be collected and treated appropriately on-site; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board received a report from the NYSDEC Natural Heritage 
Program, dated April 1, 2009, identifying that the Kentucky warbler, a NYS Protected 
bird, is known to be located in proximity to the subject property (west of the Siscowit 
Reservoir, ± 1.25 miles from the subject property); and 

WHEREAS, as summarized in a report prepared by VHB, dated June 26, 2009, the area 
of proposed disturbance does not contain the preferred habitat of the Kentucky warbler 
and, therefore, the proposed action will not negatively impact this species; and 

WHEREAS, the subject property contains wetland and wetland buffer areas that are 
jurisdictional to the Town of Lewisboro, the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE); and 

WHEREAS, during the wetland identification and delineation process, an off-site vernal 
pool (±0.3 acres) was identified on the adjoining property, immediately south of the 
proposed access driveway. Upon identification of this vernal pool, the Town requested 
that the applicant evaluate potential impacts from the proposed action on the off-site 
vernal pool. Reference is made to a vernal pool study prepared by VHB, dated June 5, 
2009, supplemented by a letter from VHB dated June 26, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed site disturbance is located entirely within NYSDEC and Town 
of Lewisboro jurisdictional wetland buffer area. The installation of the gravel driveway 
will result in the permanent alteration of± I ,025 s.f. of jurisdictional wetlands and the 
proposed action will result in 17,825 s.f. ofwetland buffer disturbance; and 

WHEREAS, on June 18, 2009, the ACOE determined that the proposed action will be 
accomplished under the existing Department of Army Nationwide General Permit 
Number 18; and 

WHEREAS, following the relocation of certain facilities and the tower at the request of 
the NYSDEC, an Article 24 Freshwater Wetland Permit was issued by the NYSDEC on 
October 26, 2009; and 
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WHEREAS, the application was referred to the Westchester County Planning Board 
under Section 239-m of General Municipal Law and more than 30 days has lapsed 
without a response from the County; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action is an Unlisted Action, pursuant to the New York State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), 6 NYCRR Part 617.4; and 

wa_EREAS, in accordance with SEQRA, 6 NYCRR Part 617, the Planning Board issued 
a Negative Declaration of Significance on July 28, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board conducted a duly noticed public hearing which was 
opened on October 13, 2009 and adjourned to November 24, 2009, re-opened on 
November 24, 2009 and adjourned to, re-opened, and closed on December 15, 2009, at 
which times all interested parties were afforded an opportunity to be heard; and · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has considered the submitted Special Use Permit 
Application, Wetland Activity Permit Application, correspondence from outside 
agencies, permits issued from outside agencies, other materials submitted by the 
applicant in support of its proposal, the written and verbal comments from the Board's 
professional consultants, the verbal commentary and written submissions made during 
Planning Board meetings and public hearings, testimony of the applicant, observations 
made at site visits, and the decisions, comments and recommendations of the ZBA, 
ACARC and the CAC. 

NOW THEREFORE BE RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby finds that 
the Wetland Activity Permit Application pertaining to proposed action is consistent with 
the provisions and policies of Chapter 217 of the Code of the Town of Lewisboro and 
said permit is hereby approved, subject to the conditions set forth below; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, all work associated with this Wetland Activity 
Permit shall be conducted in strict compliance with the plans approved herein; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, no work shall commence until a Wetland 
Activity Implementation Permit is issued by the Town Wetland Inspector; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, this Wetland Activity Permit shall expire 
without further written notice if the requirements of this Resolution are not completed, as 
set forth herein. As provided pursuant to the Town Wetlands and Watercourses Law, this 
Wetland Activity Permit is subject to revocation should the owner/applicant not comply 
with the terms and conditions of this Resolution; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, this Wetland Activity Permit shall expire two 
(2) years from the date of this Resolution, unless a Certificate of Occupancy and/or Use 
has been obtained prior thereto; and 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the proposed action meets the purpose and 
intent described under Section 220-41.1 A of the Zoning Code, the proposed action has 
been designed to satisfy the regulatory compliance standards identified under Section 
220-41 .l B of the Zoning Code, the proposed communication facility has been designed 
and sited to comply with Section 220-41.1 C and Section 220-41.1 E of the Zoning Code, 
and the applicant has submitted to the Planning Board for its review. the application 
material required by Section 220-41.1 D of the Zoning Code; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby makes the 
following findings in connection with the Special Use Permit: 

I. The location and size of the use, the nature and intensity of the operations 
involved in it or conducted in connection with it, the size of the site in relation to 
it, and the location of the site with respect to streets giving access to it, are such 
that it will be in harmony with the appropriate and orderly development of the 
district in which it is located and that the proposed action complies with all 
special requirements for such use established in Section 220-32, Zoning. 
Specifically: 

Land uses within the general vicinity of the subject property are comprised of 
retail, service business, office, and residential uses. Oakridge Shopping Center is 
located across the street as is Rings End Lumberyard. The adjacent property to 
the south is currently being used as a landscaping nursery, the adjacent property to 
the east is an undeveloped wooded lot, and the adjacent parcel to the north is 
residential. 

The visual impact analysis referenced herein evaluates the visibility of the 
proposed communication facility within a two (2) mile radius of its proposed 
location ("the study area"). Although the applicant is proposing a I 54-foot tall 
tower. the report evaluates the visibility of a 120-foot tall and 154-foot tall tower. 
A 120-foot tall tower was evaluated in order to represent the maximum tower 
height allowed under the Town of Lewisboro Zoning Ordinance. The topography 
within the study area can be classitied as rolling hills and the elevation ranges 
between 300 feet AMSL to 725 feet AMSL. The forest cover within the study 
area consists mainly of deciduous hardwoods interspersed with stands of mature 
coniferous species. The tree canopy occupies approximately 6,677 acres of the 
8,042 acre study area (83%) and the average tree height is approximately 65 feet. 

Based on the results of the visibility analysis, a 120-foot tower will be at least 
partially visible within 1.3% of the study area and a 154-foot tower will be visible 
within 1.4% ~of the study area. The lack of significant views beyond the 
immediate area of the subject property is attributable to the abundance of mature 
trees, the height of the tree canopy and the varied topography of the area. 

While the proposed tower will be visible from various locations within Vista and 
beyond, the Planning Board has determined that the proposed 154-foot tower will 

Page 6of 16 



not interfere with or reduce the public's enjoyment and/or appreciation of the 
appearance of an inventoried resource. The benetit of cell coverage will outweigh 
the visual impacts of the proposed tower. 

A properly sited and designed communication facility is the best way to mitigate 
its visibility. The tower will be less visible on this particular parcel than it would 
be on other potential sites within the hamlet of Vista. Further, the location of the 
tower on the subject property itself will reduce visual impacts. AdditionaJ 
mitigation includes, proper screening of the facility by planting approximately 13 
evergre·en trees along the westerly side of the compound, additional landscaping 
along the southerly boundary of the parcel, the installation of a fence with wood 
stockade surround along the perimeter of the compound area, limiting the total 
limits of disturbance to .48 acres and limiting the number of trees to be removed, 
prohibiting lights on the tower and requiring all compound lighting to be shielded 
and wiJI be on motion detection. 

2. The location, nature and height of buildings, walls and fences and the nature and 
extent of existing or proposed planting on the site are such that the use will not 
hinder or discourage the appropriate development and use of adjacent land and 
buildings. Specifically: 

See response to Finding# l above. 

3. Operations in connection with the Special Use will not be more objectionable to 
nearby properties by reason of noise, fumes, vibration or other characteristics than 
would be the operation of any pem1itted use not requiring a Special Permit. 
Specifically: 

Following construction, the proposed use will not generate objectionable amounts 
of noise, fumes, or vibration. Further, the applicant has prepared an assessment of 
radiofrequency (Rf) levels and associated FCC compliance for the proposed 
facility. Reference is made to a report entitled "Antenna Site FCC RF' 
Compliance Assessmenl and Report", prepared by Pinnacle Telecom Group, dated 
January 30, 2007. The report concludes that the maximum RF effect from the 
proposed communication facility is only 0.4924%, less than one~half of I% of the 
FCC's limit. 

4. Parking areas will be of adequate size for the particular use, properly located and 
suitably screened from adjoining residential uses, and the entrance and exit drives 
shall be laid out so as to achieve maximum and adequate safety. Specifically: 

The proposed communication facility will be accessed via a 12-foot wide gravel 
driveway, which will extend from the existing parking lot serving the Vista 
Volunteer fire Department to the tacility. The proposed access drive will be 
properly screened with both existing and proposed vegetation. The proposed 
action will not generate significant amounts of traffic, in fact it is anticipated that 
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the facility will be accessed by a technician once every month. The compound 
area has been developed to accommodate two (2) vehicles, with adequate space to 
maneuver/turn-around a vehicle. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby approves a Special 
Use Permit, subject to the below conditions and compliance with the Special Use Permit 
Conditions specified below; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the following drawings, which shall be 
referred to as "the Special Use Permit Plans", prepared by APT Engineering, Barrett 
Bonacci & Van Weele, P.C. and/or William Johnson Landscape Architect and dated (last 
revised) November 5, 2009 are hereby approved, subject to the below conditions and 
compliance with the Special Use Permit Conditions specified below: 

• Title Sheet and Index (T-1) 
• 500' Radius Map & Abutters List (R-1) 
• Site Plan (SP-1) 
• Site Grading & Sedimentation/Erosion Control Plan (SP-2) 
• Access Road Profile & Site Details (SP-3) 
• Landscape Plan (LS-I) 
• Wetland Mitigation Plan (WM-1) 
• Compound Plans & Elevations (A-1) 
• Antenna Plan & Details (A-2) 
• Foundation Plan & Civil Details (C- I) 
• Typical Details & Equip. Elevations (Z-1) 

BE £T FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, this Special Use Permit shall be deemed to 
authorize only the particular Special Permit Use described herein and illustrated on the 
approved Special Use Permit Plans referenced herein and shall expire if work is not 
initiated pursuant thereto within one ( l) year of this Resolution, or if all required 
improvements are not completed within two (2) years from the date of this Resolution, or 
if all such required improvements are not maintained and all conditions and standards 
complied with throughout the duration of the use, except that the Planning Board may, 
upon request, extend the above time periods as determined appropriate. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Signing of the Site De,,elopment Plans by the 
Secretary an.d Chairman: 

I. Each and every sheet of the Special Use Permit Plans shall contain a common 
revision date with notation stating ''Planning Board Approval", shall contain an 

original seal and signature of the design professional and shall contain an original 

signature of the owner(s). 
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2. The following signature blocks shall appear on all sheets: 

PLANNING DOARO APPROVAL 
Approved b) the Plannmg Board of the Town or Le~>isboro, 
Westchester County. N.Y. by resolution dat~d 
Any change, erasure, modification or revision lo.ihis Pi~;;, 
as approved. shall void this approval. 

Atmce Hodges 

OWNEH'S CEIHifiCATION 
The undersigned owner oft he property sh0\\11 her~on ts familiar with this 
drawing(s). its contents. and its legends and hcr.:by arprove.~ the same for fihng. 

Owners Name 
Owners Address 

TOWN ENGINEER'S CERTif'lCATION 

Uatr 

Reviewed lor compliance with the Planning Board R~solutmn dated ....... 

Ryan Coyne. P.E Date 
To"'n Consulting Engmeer 

3. Additional screening to the south of the facility, to the satisfaction of the Town 
Consulting Planner and Town Wetland Inspector, shall be shown on Sheet LS-I. 

4. The first 60 feet of the tower shall be painted a light brown/green mix and the 
second 94 feet of the tower shall be painted to match the sky (very pale gray/blue 
mix). All antennas, wiring, and accessory equipment shall match the color of the 
tower to which they are affixed. The applicant shall submit color samples to the 
Planning Board and the Planning Board shall select the exact colors. 

5. The Special Use Permit Plans shall be revised to identify the color scheme 
approved by the Planning Board. 

6. The owner/applicant shall satisfy any outstanding written comments provided by 
the Town Consulting Engineer. Town Consulting Planner and Town Wetland 
Inspector. 

7. The owner/applicant shall obtain and submit all necessary approvals from the 
New York State Depat1ment of Transportation (NY SOOT). 

8. The owner/applicant shall submit to the Planning Board Secretary an 
engineering/inspection fee equal to 5% of the estimated cost of construction, said 
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estimate to be provided by the ~1pplicant and approved by the Town Consulting 
Engineer. 

9. The owner/applicant shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by certified check, a 
Wetland Permit monitoring and inspection fee in the amount of $1,140. 

I 0. Proposed wetland mitigation plantings shall be bonded in the amount approved by 
the Town Wetland Inspector, based upon a cost estimate as provided by the 
owner/applicant. Said bond, or other security acceptable to the Planning Board, 
shall be supplied to the Planning Board and shall be released after a period of five 
(5) years,, provided that the Town Wetland lnspector verifies that a minimum of 
85% of the planted species have survived as measured from the date of the 
submitted and accepted as·built map (see Condition #23). All plants shall be 
installed between Apri I I 51 and October I>(. 

II. Proposed landscaping/screening shall be bonded in the amount approved by the 
Town Wetland Inspector, based upon a cost estimate as provided by the 
owner/applicant. Said bond, or other security acceptable to the Planning Board, 
shall be supplied to the Planning Board and shall be released after a period of two 
(2) years. Any tree, shrub or other planting that does not survive the initial two 
(2) year period, shall be replaced, in kind, at the sole expense of the 
owner/applicant. Verification of the survival of trees/shrubs shall be made by the 
Town Consulting Planner and Town Wetland Inspector. 

12. The owner/applicant shall submit paper copies of the Final Special Use Permit 
Plans, prepared in final form and in accordance with the conditions of this 
Resolution, for review by the Planning Board's consultants. 

13. Any revisions required as a result of the consultants review of the Final Special 
Use Permit Plans shall be made and within six (6) months of the date of this 
Resolution, the owner/applicant shall furnish the Planning Board with two (2) 
complete mylar sets of the Final Special Use Permit Plans for tina I review by the 
Town Consulting Engineer and endorsement by the Town Consulting Engineer, 
Planning Board Chairman and Secretary. 

14. The owner/applicant shall provide a written statement to the Planning Board 
Secretary acknowledging that they have read and will abide by all conditions of 
this Resolution. 

15. The owner/applicant shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by certified check, all 
outstanding professional review fees. 
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Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Issuance of a Building Permit: 

16. Following the endorsement of the Final Special Use Permit Plans by the Town 
Consulting Engineer, Planning Board Chairman and Secretary, one (I) mylar set 
will be returned to the owner/applicant for copying and the second mylar set will. 
be retained by the Planning Board as a record copy. 

17. Within ten ( 10) days after ·endorsement of the Final Special Use Permit Plans by 
the Town Engineer, Planning Board Chairman and Planning Board Secretary, the 
owner/applicant shall deliver to the Planning Board Secretary nine (9) printed sets 
of the signed plans, collated and folded. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to Commencement of Work: 

18. The applicant/owner shall obtain from the Wetland Inspector a Wetland Activity 
Implementation Permit. 

19. Prior to commencement of any site work or construction activity, a site visit shall 
be conducted with the applicant/owner, contractor, Building Inspector, Town 
Consulting Engineer, Town Consulting Planner. Town Wetland Inspector, and 
any other involved agency wishing to attend. Prior to the site visit, all erosion and 
sedimentation controls shall be properly installed by the owner/applicant and the 
limits of disturbance shall be staked by a NYS Licensed Land Surveyor and a 
construction fence installed along said limits. 

Conditions to be Satisfied During Construction: 

20. During construction, the Town Consulting Engineer, Town Consulting Planner 
and Town Wetland Inspector may conduct site inspections, as necessary, to 
determine compliance with the provisions of this Resolution and the approved 
Final Special Use Permit Plans. 

21. The applicant/owner shall notify the Town Consulting Engineer, Town Wetland 
Inspector, Building Inspector, and Planning Board Secretary when reaching each 
of the following stages of conslruction. Advance notice of at least two (2) 

working days shall be given when possible: 

• Installation of erosion and sediment control measures; and 
• Prior to site clearing; and 
• Prior to work within the State right-ot:.way; and 
• Completion of rough grading; and 
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• When excavations are ready for placing foundations and when trenches 
are shaped and prepared for laying pipe and/or underground utility lines; 
and 

• Following the installation of the tower; and 
• Following the installation of the gravel driveway; and 
• After completion of all improvements; and 

22. A copy of this Resolution, approved Final Special Use Permit Plans, and 
approved Basic SWPPP shall be kept on site at all times, 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy and/or 
Use: 

23, Submission of an as-built map depicting the planted materials (wetland mitigation 
and screening) shall be submitted to the Planning Board (four (4) copies) and 
Building Inspector. 

24. Submission of an as-built survey, prepared by a NYS Licensed Land Surveyor, 
demonstrating compliance with the approved Special Use Permit Plans shall be 
submitted to the Building Inspector and Planning Board (four (4) copies). 

25. Certification by a NYS Professional Engineer that all stormwater management 
practices and associated improvements have been installed in conformance with 
the approved Special Use Permit Plans shall be submitted to the Building 
Inspector and Planning Board (four copies), 

26. The Building Inspector, Town Consulting Engineer, Town Planner and Town 
Wetlands Inspector shall conduct a site visit to determine conformance with the 
approved Final Special Use Permit Plans, Wetland Activity Permit and this 
Resolution. 

27. The Town Consulting Engineer shall issue a report to the Building Inspector 
stating that the subject property was developed in accordance with the approved 
Final Special Use Permit Plans and Basic SWPPP. 

28. The applicant shall obtain a Wetland Certificate of Compliance from the Town of 
Lewisboro Wetland Inspector. 

29. The owner/applicant shall pay to the Town of lewisboro, by certified check. all 
outstanding professional review fees. 
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Conditions to be Satisfied Following the Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
and/or Use: 

30. In accordance with notes provided on the ''Wetland Mitigation Plan" 
(Sheet WM-1 ), mitigation areas will be monitored for the first five (5) growing 
seasons, in accordance with the NYSDEC's Freshwater Wetlands Enforcement 
Guidance Memorandum, following construction and planting. Monitoring reports 
shall be submitted to the Town Wetland Inspector and Planning Board no later 
than December I 51 of each year. The first year of monitoring will be the first year 
that the mitigation areas have completed a full growing season. For monitoring 
purposes, a growing season starts no later than May 31 51

• 

Special Use Permit Conditions: 

31. The proposed tower contiguration shall be a monopole, the antennas of which will 
be affixed to a low profile platform. The color of the monopole, antennas and 
accessory equipment shall be maintained as selected by the Planning Board. 

32. The owner/applicant shall be responsible for maintaining the appearance of the 
communication facility. 

33. Within 45 days of initial operation. the owner/applicant shall submit to the 
Building Inspector a written certitication by a Professional Engineer, with the 
qualifications set forth in Section 220-41.1 D of the Zoning Code, that the 
operating facility is in compliance with the application submitted, the conditions 
of this Resolution, and Section 220~41.1 of the Zoning Code, in order to continue 
operations past the 45 day period. 

34. The Town may confirm and periodically reconfirm compliance as necessary to 
ensure that the provisions of Section 220-41.1 of the Zoning Code, including 
NIER level thresholds. are in compliance. 

35. If the proposed communication facility is found not to be in compliance with the 
approved Special Use Permit Plans, said facility shall immediately cease 
operation. 

36. A yearly inspection of emissions and structural soundness shall be submitted, in 
writing, to the Antenna Advisory Board and the Building Inspector. The first 
report shall be due 12 months from the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
and/or Use. 

37. If interference to any preexisting FCC approved communication device or 
antenna, which complies with current FCC standards and requirements. results 
from the operation of the proposed facility. the owner of the proposed facility 
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shall immediately eliminate the interference or cease operation of the facility. 
Failure to correct or eliminate the interference shall be subject to the immediate 
revocation of any and all operating perm its, including this Special Use Permit. 

38. lf the names or address of the owner or operator is changed, the Building 
Department and Planning Board shall be notified in writing by the operator of the 
change within 30 days of said change. 

39. If the proposed tower or any related antenna or facility, including any supporting 
structure and related appurtenances, or part thereof, ceases to operate for a period 
of six (6) months in any 12 month period, the owner of the property or operator of 
the facility shall remove said inactive tower, related antenna. or facility, at his or 
her sole expense. An extension of an additional six (6) months may be granted by 
the Building lnspector and Planning Board upon submittal of a written request for 
said extension, including proof, as determined reasonable by the Building 
Inspector, that the owner is actively engaged in the marketing of the property for 
sale or rent. 

40. Alterations (not co-location) t.o the approved communication may, at the 
discretion of the Planning Board and upon submission by the applicant of a 
written description of the proposed alteration, be considered exempt from the 
requirements for a Special Use Permit, provided the following criteria are met and 
a Building Permit is obtained. Exemption determinations made by the Planning 
Board shall be made by Resolution: 

a. Existing approved antennas and other related equipment may be upgraded, 
replaced or added to, provided: 

i. The upgrade, replacement or addition of antennas or other 
. equipment onto the existing approved communication tower does 
not result in any increase in the total height of said tower, 
including the height of any approved antenna protruding above 
said tower structure. 

ii. The combined bulk (or physical volume) of all antennas or other 
equipment shall be reduced, equal to, or result in an increase of 
less than 5%. Bulk (or ''volume") shall be calculated in 
appropriate cubic (thrce,dimensional) units, such as cubic inches 
or cubic feet, and shall be compared to the total bulk last approved 
tor the tower structure. 

b. Existing approved communication facility ground equipment may be 
upgraded, replaced or added to, provided same can be accommodated 
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within the approved fenced-in compound, building or structure. A facility 
alteration under this exemption shall not include the construction of any 
new accessory buildings, structures greater than eight (8) feet in height, 
fencing, or other site improvements involving grading, vegetation removal 
(with the exception of invasive plant removal approved herein), or new 
land disturbances. 

41. Future applications for co-location shall apply to the Planning Board for a Special 
Use Permit. Applications involving co-location, determined to be consistent with 
the structural, safety and visual aspects of the approved communication facility 
shall be processed in an expedited manner. The Planning Board may waive, upon 
the request of the applicant and subject to appropriate circumstances, the 
application submission requirements as set forth by Section 22041.1 H(3) of the 
Zoning Code. 

42. The proposed action allows the instal!ation of antennas for Sprint!Nextel and 
AT&T Wireless. The communication facility has been design to accommodate 
two (2) additional wireless carries and communication devices needed by the 
Vista Volunteer Fire Department and the Town of Lewisboro. Future co­
locations by wireless carriers shall not prohibit or impede the future co-location of 
equipment needed by the Vista Volunteer Fire Department and the Town of 
Lewisboro. 

43. Upon the successful co-location of communication devices needed by the Vista 
Volunteer Fire Department on the subject tower, the existing lattice tower located 
on the subject property, 1 which currently serves the communication needs of the 
Vista Volunteer Fire Department. shall be removed by the owner of the property. 

44. All exterior fights shall be on motion detection. 

45. This approval shall expire, without prior notification, upon the expiration or 
termination of the lease between the applicant and the Vista Volunteer Fire 
Department or its successors and/or assigns. Should this permit expire, the 
communication facility shall be removed from the subject property and properly 
disposed of, at the applicant/tower owners sole expense. 

46. This Special Use Permit shall be valid tor a period not to exceed five (5) years 
from the date of the filing of this Resolution with the Town Clerk, except as may 
be extended by the Planning Board pursuant to the review and approval of an 
application for renewal. The approved communication facility shall either be 
entirely removed from the subject property and properly disposed of, at the 
applicant/tower owner's sole expense, or an application for renewal of this 
Special Use Permit shall be made to the Planning Board a minimum of two (2) 

Page 15 of 16 

---···~~~·-



months prior to the expiration of this Special Use Permit. Any subsequent renewal 
application shall be subject to the same procedure, rules and regulations 
applicable to an original application; however, the Planning Board may waive, 
upon the request of the applicant and subject to appropriate circumstances, the 
application submission requirements as per Section 220-41.1H(3) of the Zoning 
Code. 

47. The continued validity of a Certificate of Occupancy and/or Use shall be subject 
to continued conformance with the approved Final Special Use Permit Plans and 
the conditions of this Resolution. 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as follows: 

The motion was moved by:_.R\dt\a..v-~~w~JtyoJ t 
The motion was seconded by:_J"~'Du-.LV\{A 'v\~tA.1\, 

The vote was as follows: 

P.J. ROSSI 
JOSEPH DECAMINADA 
MAUREEN MAGUIRE 
RICHARD ELLRODT 
JOHN ANO 

December 15, 2009 
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RESOLUTION 
LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

~ ~~~HH ~ 
MAY 2 0 RfC'D lJd} 

~ TOWN CLERK )tJ/j 
TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

AUTHORIZING RELEASE OF WETLAND MITIGATION BOND 

HOMELAND TOWERS 
TOWER FACILITY AT VISTA RIDGE FIRE DEPARTMENT 

377 SMITH RIDGE ROAD 

Cal.# 3-09 P.B. 

May 17,2016 

WHEREAS, by Resolution adopted on December 15, 2009, the Planning Board granted 
Special Use Permit Approval and Wetland Activity Permit Approval to Homeland 
Towers, LLC for a communication facility at 377 Smith Ridge Road; and 

WHEREAS, a condition of this approval was the delivery to the Planning Board of a 
Wetland Mitigation Bond, in an amount approved by the Town Wetland Inspector, to 
guarantee the planting and continued maintenance of wetland species at the site of the 
communication facility, which bond is to be released within five (5) years, provided the 
Town Wetland Inspector has verified that a minimum of 85% of the planted species have 
survived in accordance with the terms of the Special Use Permit and Wetland Activity 
Permit Approval; and 

WHEREAS, a bond in the $16,621 was posted by Homeland Towers, LLC in 
compliance with this condition; and 

WHEREAS, Homeland Towers, LLC has submitted monitoring repmts to the Town 
Wetland Inspector for five (5) consecutive years, the last report (dated November 20, 
2015) having confirmed a 105% success rate with regard to planted species; and 

WHEREAS, Homeland Towers, LLC, by letter dated April 21, 2016, has requested the 
release ofthe Wetland Mitigation Bond; and 

WHEREAS, the Town Wetland Inspector has advised the Planning Board that more than 
85% of the planted species have survived over a five (5) year period in accordance with 
the terms of the Special Use Permit and Wetland Activity Permit Approval; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT, in accordance with its December 
15, 2009 Resolution, the Planning Board authorizes the release of the Wetlands 
Mitigation Bond posted by Homeland Towers, LLC in the amount of$16,621. 
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ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as foJlows: 

The motion was moved ~T~ 

The motion was seconded by: ):j!)P::) ~· ~. 

The vote was as follows: 

JEROME KERNER 
JOHN O'DONNELL 
RON TETELMAN 
GREG LASORSA 
ANTHONY PALMESI 

12171031J6649Nl 51131!6 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE PLANNING BOARD 

OF THE TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

AT A MEETING HELD ON OCTOBER 7, 2014 

WHEREAS, Condition #11 of the Planning Board resolution dated December 15,2009 required the posting 
of a bond in the amount of$24,130 to cover the cost of plant material associated with landscaping and 
screening; and 

WHEREAS, in a memo dated September 23,2014, Kellard Sessions had no objection to the release of the 
landscaping and screening bond. 

BE IT RESOLVED that at the Town of Lewisboro Planning Board hereby recommends to the Town of 

Lewisboro Town Board the release of the Hanover Insurance Company (Ailmerica Financial Citizens 

Insurance) Performance bond, number BLQ8046849, in the amount of$24,130, submitted by Homeland 

Towers, LLC, as security for the completion of landscape plantings at the location of 3 77 Smith Ridge Road, 
South Salem, New York 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of the Town of Lewisboro as 
follows: 

The motion was moved by: Mr. Goett 
The motion was seconded by: Mr. Tetelman 
The vote was as follows: 

JEROME KERNER Aye 
ROBERT GOETT Aye 
GREG LASORSA Aye 
JOHN O'DONNELL Aye 
RON TETELMAN Aye 

ST E OF NEW YORK 
OUNTY OF WESTCHESTER 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

I, Lisa Pisera, Secretary to the Planning Board ofthe Town of Lewisboro, County of Westchester, State of 
New York, do hereby certify that I have compared the preceding copy of a resolution adopted by the 
Planning Board of the Town Lewisboro, County Westchester at a meeting held on the 7th day of October, 
2014 and thatthe same is a true. and correct copy of said original and of the whole thereof. 

~~ 
Dated at Cross River, New York 
This 15th day of October, 2014 

Lisa M. Pisera 
Planning Board Secretary 



RESOLUTION 
LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

JtJN 2 ~ RW11 
/ TOWN CLERK N! .b 
TOWN OF LEWlSBORO 

EXEMPTION FROM SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC (AT & T) 
TOWER FACILITY AT VISTA FIRE DEPARTMENT 

377 SMITH RIDGE ROAD 

Sheet SOA, Block 9834, Lots 84, 88, 94 
Cal.# P.B. 

June 21, 2016 

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2009, the Town of Lewisboro Planning Board granted 
Special Use Permit Approval and a Wetland Activity Permit, subject to conditions, 
pertaining to the construction of a communication facility on ±5.95 acres of land located at 
377 Smith Ridge Road; and 

WHEREAS, the Special Use Permit Approval, which was granted to Homeland Towers, 
LLC, together with Sprint/Nextel and AT&T Wireless, allowed for the consttuction of a 
154-foot tall monopole tower, 4,000 s.f. compound area, access driveway, and the 
installation of antennas, equipment shelters, equipment cabinets and related equipment for 
both Sprint/Nextel and AT&T Wireless; and 

WHEREAS, AT&T Wireless was approved to install twelve (12) panel antennas, one (1) 
GPS antenna and a 1 0' x 25' concrete slab with equipment cabinets within a fenced 
compound area; and 

WHEREAS, following construction of the communication tower, AT&T Wireless installed 
six (6) panel antennas at ±140 feet AGL, one (1) GPS antenna, a concrete pad with various 
equipment cabinets and related equipment; and 

WHEREAS, in addition to AT&T Wireless, the communication tower accommodates the 
w1reless installations ofSprint/Nextel and Verizon Wireless; and 

WHEREAS, New Cingular Wireless,PCS/ AT&T (the "Applicant") now proposes to alter 
this approved facility by installing a SOkW diesel generator \vithin the existing fenced 
compound (the "proposed action"); and 
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.. 

WHEREAS, Section 220-41.1 of the Lewisboro Town Code authorizes the Planning Board 
to exempt, from special use permit requirements, alterations to an approved 
telecommunications facility; and 

WHEREAS, Section 220-41.1(1)(b) of the Lewisboro Town Code provides that such an 
exemption may be applied for the replacement of, or addition to, ground equipment within a 
fenced compound accompany1ng an approved telecommunications facility; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant has requested that such an exemption be applied so that it can 
install the aforementioned generator; and 

WHEREAS, the nature and scope of the proposed action involves activity categorized as 
Type II under the SEQRA regulations and is exempt from SEQRA re\riew; and 

WHEREAS, materials submitted by the Applicant have been referred to both the Antenna 
Advisory Board, the Consetvation Advisory Committee and the Vista Fire District; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action has been endorsed by the AAB, the Vista Fire 
Department has reported that it has no objection to the proposed action and has endorsed 
the environmental questionnaire accompanying the exemption request and the CAC has 
provided written comments that have been considered by the Planning Board; 

NOW THEREFORE BE RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board, in its discretion, 
hereby finds that the proposed installation of the 50 kW generator meets the criteria stated 
in §220-41.1 of the Lewisboro Town Code and is therefore exempt from the requirements 
for Special Use Permit Approval; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, work shall not commence without the benefit 
of a Building Permit as issued by the Town of Lewisboro Building Inspector; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board has based this decision on 
the following documents and plans submitted by the Applicant: 

1. Plans prepared by Tectonic, dated March 1, 2016 (For Vista Fire Department); 

• Title Sheet 
• Site Plan 
• Partial Site Plan 

• Equipment Layout Plans 

• Generator Details & Notes 
• Automatic Transfer Switch & Notes 

• Details 
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• EH & S Details 
• ATS Alarm Relay 
• Conduit Routing Plan & Notes 
• Electrical Details 
• Detail & Riser Diagram 
• Alarm Details 

• Grounding Details & Notes 
• General Notes 

2. Letter submitted by MD7 dated May 20, 2016 on behalf of the Applicant. 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of the 
Town of Lewisboro as follo'vvs: 

The motion was moved by: 

The motion was seconded by: 

The vote was as follows: 

JEROME KERNER 

JOHN O'DONNELL 

RON TETELMAN 

ANTHONY PALMESI 

GREG LASORSA 

Job O'Donnell, Actmg Cha1rman '""Sv\Ae ).. \ .=.__, 2016 

12/7102/568706vl 6/21116 

-3-



-~-------------- --~--~-~----~--------------------------~--

RESOLUTION 
LE\VJSBORO PLANNING BOARD 

Tvvvi~ ......... :..::.,..,1{ 
TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION UF SIGNIFICANU'C"!!-::~ --:..:.....::::.:..:~~~_J 
SPJi:CIAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL ANI> RENEWAL 

TOWEll F AClLITY AT VISTA FIRE DEPARTMENT 

NEW YORK SMSA LIMITED PARTNERSHIP D/B/A VERIZON WIRELESS 

377 SMITH RIDGE ROAD 

Sbeel SOA, Ulock 9834, Lots 84, 88, 94 
Cal. #10-IOPB 

August 18, 2015 

WHEREAS, the subject property is owned by the Vista Fire Department, consists of 
±5.95 acres of land vvithin the H .. -lA Zoning District, and is identified on the Town of 
.Lewisboro Tax Maps as Sheet 50A, Block 9834. Lots 84, 88 and 94 ("the subject 
property''); and 

WHEREAS, on September 14, 2010, the Planning Board granted Verizon Wireless a 
Special Use Permit in connection with its co-location application involving the 
installation of a 12' x 30' equipment shelter, a propane generator, 1.2 panel antennas and 
other related ancillary improvements; and 

WHERKAS, in accordance with the Planning Board's approving resolution, the Special 
Permit issued to Verizon Wireless is valid for a period of five (5) years and expires on 
September 14, 20 15; and 

\VHEREAS, in addition to requesting a five (5) year renewal, the applicant is proposing 
to replace the existing antennas with 12 new panel antennas and other related 
modifications, including the installation ofRemote Radio Heads and GPS antennas; and 

\-VIIEREAS, the proposed antenna work is necessary for Verizon Wireless to be able to 
provide enhanced voice and data services to the area, allo,:ving for high speed wireless 
data transmission; and 

WHEREAS, reference is made to a memorandum of support, prepared by Leslie J. 
Snyder of Snyder & Snyder, LLP, dated June 19, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, reference is made to a letter prepared by Michael Sheridan, Esq. of Snyder 
& Snyder, LLP, dated July 28, 2015, which contains responses to comments provided by 
the Planning Board, its consultants, and the CAC; and 
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\VHEREAS, reference is made to a structural certification letter prepared by All-Points 
Technology Corporation, dated February 9, 2015, and the structural analysis report, 
prepared by Bennett & Pless, dated February 5, 2015, which is referenced therein; and 

WHEREAS, reference is made to a certification letter prepared by All-Points 
Technology Corporation, dated July 28, 2015. which certifies that Verizon Wireless's 
existing facility on the subject propet1y complies with prior approvals granted by the 
Planning Board; and 

WHEREAS, reference is made to a report entitled "Antenna Site FCC RF Compliance 
Assessment and Report'\ prepared by Pinnacle Telecom Group, dated June 22, 2015; and 

WliEREAS, given the nature of the application and as no significant modifications are 
proposed to the existing facility, the following submission requirements have been 
waived by the Planning Board: 

a) Verifiable list of FCC complaints (220·41.113(7)) 

b) Communication facility siting {220-41.1 C) 

c) Full Environmental Assessment Form (220-41.10(1)) 

d) Service coverage maps (220-41.1 0(2) and 220-41.1 E( 1)) 

e) Long range communication facilities plan (220-41.1 0(3)) 

0 Documentation demonstrating that the height of the tower 1s the minimum 
necessary (220-41 .l D( 4)) 

g) Legal description of property (220-41.1 0(5)( e)) 

h) Landscaping plan (220-41.10(9) and (220-4l.lE(5)) 

i) Alternatives (22 0-41.1 E(2)) 

j) Provisions for additional antennas(220-41.1E(3)) 

k) Setbacks (220-41.1£(4)) 

WHEREAS, the application was referred to the Antenna Advisory Board (AAB) andthe 
AAB provided positive comment via an email prepared by Chainnan Ted Sohonyay on 
July 7, 2()15; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action has been determined to be an Unlisted Action, pursuant 
to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), 6 NYCRR Part 
617.4; and 
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WHEREAS, the applicant submitted the Short Environmental Assessment Form (EAF), 
dated July 28, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has compared the proposed action with the Criteria for 
Determining Signii1cance in 6 NYCRR 617.7 (c) and determined that the proposed action 
\-vill not have a significant adverse impact on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has considered all reasonably related longwierm, short­
term, direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects associated with the proposed 
action including other simultaneous or subsequent actions; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board conducted a duly noticed public hearing, which was 
opened and closed on August 18, 2015, at which time all interested parties \vere offered 
an oppornmity to be heard; and 

WHEREAS, in addition to the above, the Planning Board has considered the written and 
verbal comments 1rom the Board's professional consultants, comments provided by the 
CAC, written documentation and plans submitted by the applicant. in support of its 
application, the verbal commentary made during Planning Board meetings, and tesiimony 
of the applicant 

NOW THEREFORE BE RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby reconfirms 
its Negative Declaration of Significance, issued for the original collocation, dated 
September 14, 2010; and 

HE IT .FURTHER RI<~SOLVED THAT, the proposed action meets the purpose and 
intent described under Section 220-41. lA of the Zoning Code, the proposed action has 
been designed to satisfy the regulatory compliance standards identifled under Section 
220-41.1 B of the Zoning Code, the proposed communication facility has been designed 
and sited to comply wiih Section 220-41.1 C and Section 220-41.1 E of the Zoning Code, 
and. unless waived by the Planning Board, the applicant/facility owner has submitted the 
application materials required by Section 220-41.1 D of the Zoning Code; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the proposed action represents a minor 
modification to an existing facility and the Planning Board hereby reconfirms the 
findings described in its September 14, 2010 Resolution; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby approves a Special 
Use Permit, subject to the below conditions and compliance with the Special Use Permit 
Conditions specified below; and 

BElT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the following drawing, which shall be referred 
to as the "Special Use J>ermit Plan", prepared by APT Engineering and dated (last 
revised) July 28, 2015, is hereby approved, subject to the below conditions and 
compliance with the Special Usc Permit Conditions specified below: 
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• "Plans & Elevations" (Sheet A-l) 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, this Special Use Permit shall be deemed to 
authorize only the particular Special Permit Use described herein and illustrated on the 
approved Special Use Permit Plan referenced herein and shall expire if work is not 
initiated pursuant thereto \Vithin one (I) year of this Resolution, or if said use or uses 
shall cease for more than one (1) year for any reason, or if all required improvements are 
not completed \\~thin two (2) years from the date of this Resolution, or if all such 
required improvements are not maintained and all conditions and standards complied 
with throughout the duration of the use, except that the Planning Board may, upon 
request, extend the above time periods as determined appropriate; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Special Usc Permit for Verizon Wireless is 
hereby renewed for a period of five (5) years and shall expire on September 14, 2020, 
subject to the following conditions; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, Conditions #1 through #7 must be fulfilled 
within six (6) months of the date of this Resolution. Should the below-listed conditions 
not be completed within the allotted time fl·ame, this Resolution shall become null and 
void unless an extension is requested by the applicant/facility owner (in writing) within 
said six (6) month period and granted by the Planning Board. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Signing of the Special Usc Permit Plan by the 
Secrctarv and Chairman: 

1. The applicant shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by certified check, all 
outstanding professional review fees, if any. 

2. The Special Use Permit Plan shall contain a revision date with notation stating 
"Planning Board Approvar', shall contain an original seal and signature of the 
design professional and shall contain an original signature of the owner. 

3. The applicant shall satisfy any outstanding VvTitten comments provided by the 
Planning Board's consultants. 

4. The applicant shaH submit a "check set" of the Final Special Use Pennit Plan (two 
(2) sets), prepared in final fonn and in accordance with the conditions of this 
Resolution, for review by the .Planning Board's consultants. 

5. Any revisions required as a result of the consultant's review of the Final Special 
Use Permit Plan shall be made. Following review and revision (if necessary), the 
applicant shall furnish the Planning Board with two (2) complete mylar plan sets, 
complete with all required original signatures, for final review by the Town 
Engineer and endorsement by the Town Engineer, Planning Board Secretary and 
Planning Board Chainnan. 
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6. The applicant shall provide a written statement to the Planning Board Secretary 
acknowledging ihat they have read and will abide by all conditions of this 
Resolution. 

7. The applicant shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by ccrtiJied check, all 
outstanding professional review fees. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Issuance of a Building .Permit: 

8. Following the endorsement of the Final Special Use Permit Plan by the Town 
Engineer, Planning Board Chairman and Secretary, one (1) mylar set will be 
returned to the applicant/facility owner for copying and the second mylar set will 
be retained by the Planning Board as a record copy. 

9. Within l 0 days atier endorsement of the Final Special Use Permit Plan by the 
Tovm Engineer, Planning Board Chairman and Planning Board Secretary, the 
applicant shall deliver to the Planning Board Secretary nine (9) printed sets of the 
signed plans, collated and folded. 

Conditions to be Satisfied During Construction: 

I 0. Constmction-related activities shall be conducted between 8 a.m. and sunset, 
Monday through Saturday. 

11. During construction, the Town Engineer andior Town Planner may conduct site 
inspections, as necessary, to determine compliance with the provisions of this 
Resolution and the approved Final Special Use Permit Plan. 

12. A copy of this Resolution and approved Final Special Use Permit Plan shall be 
kept on site at all times. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy and/or 
Use: 

13. Certification by a NYS Professional Engineer that all proposed antennas and 
related equipment have been installed in accordance with the approved plans. 

14. The Town Engineer shall conduct a site visit to determine conformance with the 
approved Special Use Permit Plan. 

15. The applicant/facility owner shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by certitied or 
Attorney check, all outstanding professional review fees. 

Special Usc Permit Conditions: 

16. ]'he applicant/facility owner shall comply with the conditions specified within the 
Planning Board's September 14, 2010 Resolution referenced herein. 
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17. Unless further extended by the Planning Board, the Special Use Permit for 
Verizon Wireless shall expire on September 14, 2020. Any subsequent renewal 
application shall be subject to the same procedure, rules and regulations 
applicable to an original application; however, the Planning Board may waive, 
upon the request of the applicant/facility owner and subject to appropriate 
circmnstances, the application submission requirements as per Section 220-
41.1 H(3) of the Zoning Code. 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

\VH.KREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as follows: 

The motion was moved by: __ __Q')_c__Q
1
L)o V\f\ eLl 

The motion was seconded by: nil. r. ~ 0~.-t....t-
The vote was as follows: 

JEROME KERNER 
JOHN O'DONNELL 
RON TETELMAN 
ROBERT GOETT 
GREG LASORSA 

August 18,2015 
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Planning Board 
PO Box 725 
Cross River, New York 10518 

October 18, 2013 

Ms. Jeanene Chambliss 
Cuddy & Feder LLP 
445 Hamilton Avenue 
White Plains, New York 10601 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

Rc: New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (AT&T) 
!3lock 10263, Lot 62 Sheet 40 
Cal# 5·13PB 

Dear Ms. Chambliss: 

Tel: (914) 763-5592 
Fax: (914) 763-3637 
Email: planning@lewisborogov.com 

Please find enclosed a certified copy of the resolution adopted by the Planning Hoard at the October 15, 
2013 Planning Board meeting for your information and subsequent action. 

~y~ 
Lisa M. Pisera 
Planning Board Secretary 

Enclosure 

cc: Planning Boatd Members 
Jan Johannessen, AICP, Town Planning/Wetland Consultant 
Margaret Clark, Esq. 
janet Donahue, Town Clerk 
Conservation Advisory Board Members 



RESOLUTION 
LEWISBORO PLANNIN(; BOARD 

EXEMPTION FROM REQUIREMENTS 

NEW CINGlJLAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC (AT&T) 
NYS ROUTE 35 AND NYS ROUTE 123 

Sheet 40, Block I 0263, Lot 62 
Cal. #5-13 P.B. 

October 15, 2013 

WIIEI~EAS, the.: subject property consists of a ±4.0 acre landlocked parcel. identified on 
the Town of Lewisboro Tax Maps as Sheet 40, Block 10263, Lot 62. owned by American 
Tow·er, Inc. (hereafter refeiTed to as "the subject property''): and 

WI-IEREAS, the subject property is surrounded by lands known as the Leon Levy 
Preserve. is accessed from NYS Route 35, and is located within the R-4A Zoning 
District and 

WHEREAS, the subject property is developed with a telecommunication liH.:ility 
consisting of n ± 125-foot tall lattice tower. a± 75 · x 35 · equipment building. and a ±2. 900 
s.t: lt·nced equipment compound area: and 

WHEREAS, on July J 3, 2004. the Planning Board issued AT&T Wirl'lcss a Ncguti\'e 
Declaration or Significance and granted Special Use Permit Approvul in connection with 
the replacement of nine (9) antennas and coax cubics and the installution of one ( 1) 
equipment cabinet within the existing equipment building; and 

WIIEREAS, New Cingular Wireless PCS. LLC (AT&T), herearter rell:rred to as '"the 
applicant". is proposing to replace one (1) antenna per sector, install two (2) Remote 
Radio Head units per sector. install one ( 1) GPS unit on the existing ice bridge. and 
install associated equipment within the enclosed equipment building (hereafter referred to 
as ''the proposed uetion"); and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action will not increase the total number of panel amennas 
associated with the applicant's antenna array; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action is consistent with the Planning l3oard"s July 13. 2004 
Resolution and will not increase the overall height or pmfile of the tower: and 

WHEREAS, the proposed new antennas will be painted to match the existing facility: 
and 
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WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a Radio Frequency (RF) Exposure Analysis 
Report, prepared by Bechtel Communications, Inc., dated July 18, 2013, which 
demonstrates that the facility will continue to operate well below the maximum 
pennissiblc exposure limits established by the FCC; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a structural certification letter, prepared by 
American Tower Corporation, dated June 20, 2013, which demonstrates that the existing 
tower will continue to meet structural design standards following the proposed upgrade; 
and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a request that the Planning Board consider the 
proposed action exempt from the requirements for Special Use Permit Approval in 
accordance with §220-41. I H ofthe Zoning Code: and 

WHEREAS, materials submitted by the applicant have been referred to the Antenna 
Advisory Board (AAB); and 

WHERit:AS, in an email from Mr. Ted Sohonyay, Chainnan of the AAB, Mr. Sohonyay 
states that the AAB has no formal input on the proposed action and recommends that the 
Planning Board confirm to the applicant that the application is exempt. 

NOW THEREFORE BE RESOLVED THATi the Planning Board. in its discretion, 
hereby finds that the proposed upgrade/alteration meets the criteria outlined under §220-
41.1 1-l of the Zoning Code and is therefore exempt from the requirements tor Special Use 
Permit Approval: and 

BE IT FUI~THER RESOLVEI> THAT, work shall not commence without the benefit 
of a Building Pem1it as issued by the Town of Lewisboro Building Inspector; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, all new antennas. Remote Radio I lead units, 
mounting p!atfonns/brackets. wiring, etc. to be mounted on the communication tower 
shall be painted to match the colorofthe tower to which same will be <lflixed: and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, should the proposed action be modified from 
that depicted on the below-referenced drawings. revised drawings shall be re-submitted to 
the Planning Board for review; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board has based this decision on 
the 1ollowing documents and plans submitted by the applicant: 

I. Letter from Cuddy & Feder, LLP. dated August 16. 2013, including Exhibits A 
through G: and 

2. Verbal commentary between the Planning Board. its consultants and Anthony 
Morando, Esq. of Cuddy & Feder, LLP (acting on behalf of the applicant) during 
the September 17, 20 13 Planning Board meeting: and 
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3. The following plans prepared by Tectonic Engineering & Surveying Consultants. 
P.C., dated (last revised) July 31.2013: 

• ·'Title Sheet" (TO l ) 
• "Site Plan & General Notes" (AO I) 
• ··Equipment Layout Plan & Notes'' (A02) 
• ''Elevation, Antenna Plan & Details'' (A03) 
• "RRH Mounting & Details" (A04) 
• ·•Details" (AOS) 
• "Notes, Abbreviations & Symbols'' (EO!) 
• "Grounding Details & Notes" (E02) 
• "Grounding Details" (E03) 
• ''System Diagram" (E04) 
• ''Wiring Diagram" (E05) 
• "Detail" (E06) 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as follows: 

The motion was moved by: :Yo h."\ Q · \1oDn e.\\ -
The motion was seconded by: 

The vote was as tbllows: 

JEROME KERNER 
JOHN O'DONNELL 
RON TETELMAN 
ROBERT GOETT 
GREG LASORSA / 

.. l 

~fe...~ Lu Sor.::.Q 

J;ome Kerner, Chairman October 15, 2013 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER 
TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

I. Lisa Piscra, Secretary to the Planning Board of the Town of Lewisboro. County of 
W~!stchester, State ofNew York. do hereby certify that I have compared the preceding 
copy of a resolution adopted by the Planning Board of the Town Lewisboro. County 
Westchester at a meeting held on the 15111 day ofOctober. 2013 and that the same is u true 
and correct copy of said original and ofthe wholt! thereof. 

Dated at Cross River. New York 
This 171

h day of October. 2013 

..... 

~rrl~ " . Ptsera 
Planning Board Secretary 
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RESOLUTION 
LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

EXEMPTION FROM REQUIREMENTS 

SPRINT SPECTRUM UPGRADE 
TOWER FACILITY AT VISTA FIRE DEPARTMENT 

371 SMITH RIDGE ROAD 

Sheet 50A, Block 9834, Lots 84, 88, 94 
Cal. #6-15 P.B. 

September 29, 2015 

TOVvN ~Lc:KK 
TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2009, the Town of Lewisboro Planning Board granted 
Special Use Permit Approval and Wetland Activity Permit Approval, subject to 
conditions, pertaining to the construction of a communication facility on ±5.95 acres of 
land and located at 377 Smith Ridge Road ("the subject property"); and 

WHEREAS, Special Use Permit Approval, which was granted to Homeland Towers, 
LLC, together with Sprint/Nextel and AT&T Wireless, allowed for the construction of a 
154-toot tall monopole tower, 4,000 s. f. compound area, access driveway, and the 
installation of antennas, equipment shelters, equipment cabinets and related equipment 
for both Sprint/Nextel and AT&T Wireless; and 

WHEREAS, Sprint/Nextel was approved to install 12 panel antennas and associated 
ancillary equipment; however, according to the applicant, Sprint/Nextel installed only 
three (3) panel antennas; and 

WHEREAS, since the original December 15, 2009 approval, the tower owner has 
changed from Homeland Towers, LLC to lnsite Wireless Group, LLC and Sprint/Nextel 
is now referred to as Sprint Spectrum; and 

WHEREAS, on May 19, 2015, the Planning Board granted fnsite Wireless Group, LLC, 
AT&T, and Sprint Spectrum a five (5) year Special Use Permit renewal, subject to 
conditions; and 

WHEREAS, Sprint Spectrum ("the applicant") is now proposing to remove and replace 
the existing three (3) panel antennas with six (6) new panel antennas. along with six (6) 
Remote Radio Heads (RRHs), tower mounted amplifiers, and other ancillary equipment 
("the proposed action"); and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a request to the Planning Board that it consider 
the proposed action exempt from the requirements for Special Use Permit Approval in 
accordance with Section 220-41.1 H of the Zoning Code; and 
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WHEREAS, to demonstrate compliance with Section 220-4l.IH of the Zoning Code, the 
applicant has compared the equipment originally approved for Sprint!Nextel to that 
currently proposed by Sprint/Spectrum and has determined that the combined bulk 
(physical volume) of all proposed antennas and ancillary equipment will result in an 
increase of less than 5% (4.95%); and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a Radio Frequency (RF) Exposure Analysis 
Report, prepared by Pinnacle Telecom Group, dated June 22, 20 I 5, which demonstrates 
that the facility will continue to operate well below the maximum permissible exposure 
limits established by the FCC; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a structural rcpot1 prepared by Bennett & Pless, 
dated Apri129, 20 15; and 

WHEREAS, materials submitted by the applicant have been referred to the Antenna 
Advisory Board. 

NOW THEREFORE BE RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board, in its discretion, 
hereby finds that the proposed upgrade/alteration meets the criteria outlined under §220-
41.1 H of the Zoning Code and is therefore exempt from the requirements for Special Use 
Permit Approval. subject to the below condition; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, work shall not commence without the benefit 
of a Building Permit as issued by the Town of Lewisboro Building Inspector; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, all new antennas, mounting 
platforms/brackets, wiring, etc. to be mounted on the communication tower shall be 
painted to match the color of the tower to whi.ch same will be affixed; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, should the proposed action be modified from 
that depicted on the below-referenced drawings, revised drawings shall be re-submitted to 
the Planning Board for review; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board has based this decision on 
the follo\:ving documents and plans submitted by the applicant: 

J. The following plans prepared by LETS America, Inc. and dated (last revised) 
June 26, 2015: 

• "Title Sheet" (last revised February 26,2013) 
• "Compound Plan, Antennas Plan & General Notes" 
• "Equipment Pad Plan & Notes" 
• "Monopole Elevation & Details'' 
• "Remote Radio Head Mounting ... " 
• "DC Power Surge Protection ... " 
• "'GPS Unit Mounting & Purcell Cabinet Details'' 
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• 

• ·•tee Bridge Detail'' 
• ··system Diagram·· 
• ''RRH Wiring Diagram" 
• ·'Electrical, TYSS Notes ... " 
• ·•Grounding Notes & Details'' 
• "LTE Cross Sector ... " 

Radio Frequency (RF) Exposure Analysis Report prepared by Pinnacle Telecom 
Group, dated June 22, 20 IS 

3. Structural report prepared by Bennen & Pless. ualet! April 29. 20 I 5 

4. Certitkation letter prepared by Madhan Humar. P.E. of Blue Point, dated August 
18, 2015 

Conditions .to be satisfied prior to the issuance of u Building Permit: 

1. The applicant shall satisfactorily address and outstanding written comment 
provided by the Town's professional consultants. 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as follows: 

The motion was moved by: -::J'QJu•,.)_Q "~ 
The motion was seconded by: ~ J,o.~. 

The vme was as tallows: 

JEROME KERNER 
JOHN O'DONNELL 
RON TETELMAN 
ROBERT GOETT 
GREG LASORSA 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER 
TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

September 29, 2015 

1, Danielle Cinguina, Interim Secretary to the Planning Board of the Town of Lewisboro, 
County of Westchester, State of New York, do hereby certify thai I have compared the 
preceding copy of a resolution adopted by the Plaruting Board of the Town Lewisboro, 
County Westchester at a meeting held on the 29111 day of September. 2015 and that the 
same is a true and correct copy of said original and of the whole thereof. 

Dated at Cross River, New York 
This I st day of October, 20 15 



RESOLUTION 
LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL 

VERIZON WIRELESS CO-LOCATION 
377 SMITH RIDGE ROAD 

Sheet SOA, Block 9834, Lots 84, 88, 94 
Cal. #10..10 P.B. 

September 14, 2010 

SEP 1 5 2010 
TOWN CLERK 

TOWN OF LEWISBORO 

WHEREAS, the subject property consists of ±5.95 acres of land, owned by the Vista 
Fire Department, located at 377 Smith Ridge Road in the R-lA Zoning District ("the 
subject property"); and 

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2009, the Planning Board granted a Special Use Permit 
an~ a Wetland Activity Pennit in connection with a proposed 154 foot tall monopole 
tower, proposed by Homeland Towers, LLC, along with a series of antennas and 
equipment shelters for AT&T Wireless and Sprint/Nextel; and 

WHEREAS, the Site Development Plans prepared for Homeland Towers, LLC, AT&T 
Wireless and Sprint/Nextel, were signed by the Planning Board Chairman on July 30, 
2010;and 

".' . . 
WHEREAS, on July 27, 2010, the Planning 'Board' amended its December 15, 2009 
Resolution, allowing the applicant to obtain a Building Pennit prior to the issuance of the 
required New York State Department?~T~~sp~~Jation (NYSDOT) pennit; and 

WHEREAS, Verizon Wireless ("the applicant") is proposing to co-locate on the 
previously approved tower ("the proposed action"); and 

WHEREAS, more specifically, the applicant is proposing 12 panel antennas and six 
tower-mounted amplifiers to be mounted at 130 feet and two GPS antennas to 'be 
mounted at 70 feet; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant is also proposing the construction of a 12' x 30' equipment 
shelter, with two wall-mounted HVAC units, a propane generator, and a 13.5 foot tall 
propane tank (750 gallons); and 

WHEREAS, the proposed antennas and propane tank will be painted to match the color 
ofthe tower; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed facility meets all of the Special Pennit criteria set forth in 
Section 220-41.1 of the Zoning Code, certain criteria being waived under Section 220-
41 J H(3); and 
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WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a structural report, prepared by All-Points 
Tedmology Corporation, P.C., dated April 21, 2010, confinning that the previously 
approved tower meets the requirements ofthe New York State Uniform Fire Prevention 
an~ Building Code and it is structurally capable of supporting the proposed antennas; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted Radio Frequency Compliance Assessment and 
Report, prepared by Pinnacle Telecom Group, dated May 19, 2010, which states that the 
proposed facility, together with the previously approved facilities of AT&T and 
Sprint/Nextel, will conform to the applicable regulations pertaining to radio frequency 
emissions; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant submitted a Noise Analysis Report, prepared by HMB 
Acoustics, LLC, dated August 20, 201 0, which evaluates noise generated fro.m the 
proposed emergency generator and HV AC system; and 

WHEREAS, in order to reduce noise levels to those required by Section 220-60 of the 
Zoning Code, the owner/applicant will install a noise barrier/sound absorber in front of 
the exhaust end and the intake side of the generator equipment shelter and will install low 
noise blower assemblies on the HV AC units; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action will not result in land disturbances outside the 
originally approved 4,000 s.f. fenced compound area; therefore, a Wetland Activity 
Pennit from the Planning Board is not required provided that all regulated activities are 
completed by the expiration date of the originally granted Wetland Activity Permit; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board is in receipt of a letter from the New Y ark State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), dated June ll, 2010, which 
states "since the above noted DEC issued Freshwater Wetland Pennit references plans 
that allows for additional users of the facility (i.e., pending equipment shelters, future 
carrier antennas), an individual permit will not be required provided that all proposed 
Verizon Wireless structures are installed by the expiration date of said permit 
( 12/31/20 12)"; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board is in receipt of a memorandum from the Antenna 
Advisory Board, dated June 14, 2010, recommending that the application proceed with 
dispatch; and 

WHEREAS, the previously approved tower was reviewed and approved by ACARC; 
and 

WHEREAS, since the proposed action is consistent with the originalLy approved plans, 
the Planning Board has determined that a referral to ACARC is not necessary; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 239-m of the General Municipal Law, a 
"notification only" referral was made to the Westchester County Planning Board on 
August 12, 2010; and 
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\VHEREAS, the proposed action is an Unlisted Action, pursuant to the New York State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), 6 NYCRR Part 617.4; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted Parts l and 2 of the Full Environmental 
Assessment Form (EAF), dated June 23,2010, and the Visual Addendum; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board conducted a duly noticed public hearing which was 
opened and closed on September 14, 2010, at which time a.ll interested parties were 
afforded an opportunity to be heard; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has considered the submitted Special Use Permit 
Application, correspondence from outside agencies, other materials submitted by the 
applicant in support of its proposal, the written and verbal comments from the Board's 
professional consultants, the verbal commentary and written submissions made during 
Planning Board meetings and public hearings, testimony of the applicant, observations 
made at site visits, and the decisions, comments and recommendations of the Antenna 
Advisory Board. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the proposed action is an Unlisted 
Action under SEQRA and the Planning Board hereby issues the attached Negative 
Declaration of Significance; and · 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the propo~~9 action meets the purpose and 
intent described under Section 220-41. i A of the Zoning' Code, the proposed action has 
been designed to satisfy the regulatory compliance standards ·identified under Section 
220-41.1 B of the Zoning Code, the proposed facility has been designed and sited to 
comply with Section 220-41.1 C and Section 220-41.1 E of the Zoning Code, and the 
applicant has submitted to the Planning Board for its review, the application materials 
required by Section 220-41.1 D of the Zoning Code, certain criteria being waived under 
Section 220-41.1 H(3); and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby makes the 
following findings in connection with the Special Use P~rmit: 

1. The location and size of the use, the nature and intensity of the operations 
involved in it or conducted in connection with it, the size of the site in relation to 
it, and the location of the site with respect to streets giving access to it, are such 
that it will be in harmony with the appropriate and orderly development of the 
district in which it is located and th&t the proposed action complies with all 
special requirements for such use , established in Section 220-32, Zoning. 
Specifically: 

• The proposed antermas wi~l be Jtmunte~,· on an already approved tower, 
which was designed to accommodate multiple carriers. Reference is made 
to the Planning Board's December 15, 2009 Resolution. 
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• 

• 

Land uses within the general VJCimty of the subject property are 
comprised of retail, service business, office, and residential uses. 
Oakridge Shopping Center is located across the street as is Rings End 
Lumberyard. The adjacent property to the south is currently being used as 
a landscaping nursery, the adjacent property to the east is an undeveloped 
wooded lot, and the adjacent parcel to the north is residential. 

While the tower and the proposed antennas will be visible from various 
locations within Vista and beyond, the Planning Board has determined that 
the antennas mow1ted at 130 feet will not interfere with or reduce the 
public's enjoyment and/or appreciation of the appearance of an 
inventoried resource. The benefit of cell coverage will outweigh the 
visual impacts of the antennas. . . 

• An already approved perimeter fence and a multitude of trees and shrubs 
will reduce the visibility of the proposed equipment shelter. 

2. The location, nature and height of buildings, walls and fences and the nature and 
extent of existing or proposed planting on the site are such that the use will not 
hinder or discourage the appropriate development and use of adjacent land and 
buildings. Specifically: 

• The proposed action will not hinder or discourage the appropriate 
development of adjacent lands. The proposed antennas will be mounted 
on an already approved tower and the proposed equipment shelter will be 
located within an already approved 4,000 s.f. fenced compound area. 

3. Operations in cormection with the Special Use will not be more objectionable to 
nearby properties by reason of noise, fumes, vibration or other characteristics than 
would be the operation of any permitted use not requiring a Special Permit. 
Specifically: 

• 

• 

Following construction, the p~oposed usk'wm not generate objectionable 
amounts of noise, fumes, or vibration. Further, the applicant has prepared 
an assessment of radiofrequency (RF) levels and associated FCC 
compliance for the proposed facility. 

Noise generated from the proposed emergency generator and HV AC 
system has been evaluated. In order to reduce noise levels to those 
required by Section 220-60 of the Zoning Code, the owner/applicant will 
install a noise barrier/sound absorber in front of the exhaust end and the 
intake side of the generator equipment shelter and will install low noise 
blower assemblies on the HV AC units. The generator will only be 
operational during power outages and during weekly testing, for a period 
of 15-20 minutes. 
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4. Parking areas will be of adequate size for the particular use, properly located and 
suitably screened from adjoining residential uses, and the entrance and exit drives 
shall be laid out so as to achieve maximum and adequate safety. Specifically: 

• The facility will be accessed via a previously approved 12-foot wide 
gravel driveway, which will extend from the existing parking lot serving 
the Vista Volunteer Fire Department to the facility. The proposed action 
will not generate significant amounts of traffic. The compound area has 
been developed to accommodate 2 vehicles, with adequate space to 
maneuver/tum-around a vehicle. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, given the fact that the proposed action is a co­
location on a previously approved tower and the proposed action is consistent with 
previously approved plans for said tower, the Planning Board hereby waives the 
following submission requirements in accordance with Section 220-41.1 H(3) of the 
Zoning Code: 

• A verifiable list of complaints provided to the Public Service Commission for 
interruptions of service (Section 220-41.1 B(7)). 

• Demonstration that adequate coverage cannot be achieved by locating the facility on 
a lot which is not or does not abut a residential district (Section 220-41.1B(8)). . ','('-. 

• A review of at least three alternatives for providing coverage (Section 220-
41.1E(2)). 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board hereby approves a Special 
Use Permit, subject to the below conditions and compliance with the Special Use Permit 
Conditions specified below; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the following drawings, which shall be 
referred to as ·~the Special Use Permit Plans", prepared by APT Engineering and dated 
(last revised) August 20, 2010, are hereby approved, subject to the below conditions and 
compliance with the Special Use Permit Conditions specified below: 

• Title Sheet and Index (T -1) 
• 500' Radius Map & Abutters List (R-1) 
• Site Plan (SP-1) 
• Compound Plans & Elevations (A-1) 
• Antenna & Equipment Plan & Details (A-2) 
• Foundation Plans & Details (C-1) 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, this Special Use Permit shall be deemed to 
authorize only the particular Special Permit Use described herein and illustrated on the 
approved Special Use Permit Plans referenced herein and shall expire if work is not 
initiated pursuant thereto within 1 year of this Resolution, or if all required improvements 
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are not completed within 2 years from the date of this Resolution, or if all such required 
improvements are not maintained and all conditions and standards complied with 
throughout the duration of the use, except that the Pla£Uling Board may, upon request, 
extend the above time periods as determined appropriate; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, Conditions 1-7 must be completed within 6 
months of the date of this Resolution. Should the below-listed conditions not be 
completed within the allotted time frame, this Resolution shall become null and void 
unless an extension is requested by the applicant (in writing) within said 6 month period 
and granted by the Planning Board. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Signing of the Site Development Plans by the 
Secretary and Chairman: 

1. Each and every sheet of the Special Use Permit Plans shall contain a common 
revision date with notation stating "Planning Board Approval", shall contain an 
original seal and signature of the design professional and shall contain an original 
signature of the owner(s). 

2. The owner's signature block should be revised to include the Vista Fire 
Department. 

3. The owner/applicant shall satisfy any outstanding written comments provided by 
the Town Consulting Engineer, Town Consulting Planner and Town Wetland 
Inspector. 

4. The owner/applicant shall submit paper copies of the Final Special Use Permit 
Plans, prepared in final form and in accordance with the conditions of this 
Resolution, for review by the Planning Board's consultants. 

5. Any revisions required as a result of the consultants review of the Final Special 
Use Permit Plans shaH be made. The owner/applicant shall furnish the Planning 
Board with 2 complete mylar sets of the Final Special Use Permit Plans for final 
review by the Town Consulting Engineer and endorsement by the Town 
Consulting Engineer, Planning Board Chairman and Secretary. 

6. The owner/applicant shall provide a written statement to the Planning Board 
Secretary acknowledging that they have read and will abide by all conditions of 
this Resolution. 

7. The owner/applicant shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by certified check, all 
outstanding professional review fees. 
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Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Issuance of a Building Permit: 

8. Following the endorsement of the Final Special Use Permit Plans by the Town 
Consulting Engineer, Planning Board Chairman and Secretary, 1 mylar set will be 
returned to the owner/applicant for copying and the second mylar set will be 
retained by the Planning Board as a record copy. 

9. Within 10 days after endorsement of the Final Special Use Permit Plans by the 
Town Engineer, Plaruting Board Chairman and Planning Board Secretary, the 
owner/applicant shall deliver to the Planning Board Secretary 9 printed sets of the 
signed plans> collated and folded. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to Commencement of Work: 

10. Prior to commencement of any site work or construction activity, a site visit shall 
be conducted with the applicant/owner, contractor, Building Inspector, Town 
Consulting Engineer, Town Consulting Planner, Town Wetland Inspector, and 
any other involved agency wishing to attend. Prior to the site visit, all erosion and 
sedimentation controls shall be properly installed by the owner/applicant and the 
limits of disturbance shall be staked by a NYS Licensed Land Surveyor and a 
construction fence installed along said limits. 

Conditions to be Satisfied During Construction: 

II. During construction, the Town Consulting Engineer, Town Consulting Planner 
and Town Wetland Inspector may conduct site inspections, as necessary, to 

determine compliance with the provisions of this Resolution and the approved 
Final Special Use Permit Plans. 

12. A copy of this Resolution and approved Final Special Use Permit Plans shall be 
kept on site at all times. 

Conditions to be Satisfied Prior to the Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy and/or 
Use: 

13. Submission of an as-built survey;p1;epared by a NYS Licensed Land Surveyor, 

demonstrating compliance with the approved Special Use Permit Plans shall be 
submitted to the Building Inspector and Planning Board ( 4 copies). 

14. The Building Inspector, Town Consulting Engineer, Town Plam1er and Town 
Wetlands Inspector shall conduct a site visit to determine conformance with the 
approved Final Special Use Permit Plans and this Resolution. 
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15. The owner/applicant shall pay to the Town of Lewisboro, by certified check, all 
outstanding professional review fees. 

Special Use Permit Conditions: 

16. The color of the proposed antennas and propane generator shall match the color of 
. ' 

the tower. 

17. The generator shall only be operational during power outages and during weekly 
testing. Weekly testing shall take place on Wednesdays, between the hours of 
11 :00 AM and 1:OOPM and shall last no more than 20 minutes. 

18. All exterior lights shall be on motion detection. 

19. Within 45 days of initial operation, the owner/applicant shall submit to the 
Building Inspector a written certification by a Professional Engineer, with the 
qualifications set forth in Section 220-41.1D of the Zoning Code, that the 
operating facility is in compliance with the application submitted, the conditions 
of this Resolution, and Section 220-41.1 of the Zoning Code, in order to continue 
operations past the 45 day period. 

20. The Town may confirm and periodically reconfirm compliance as necessary to 
ensure that the provisions of Section 220-41.1 of the Zoning Code, including 
NIER level thresholds, are in compliance. 

. • :. '·' ' '1 •· . .' ~). 2 . .• '. 

21. If the proposed communication facility is found not to be in compliance with the 
approved Special Use Permit Plans, said facility shall immediately cease 
operation. 

22. Alterations (not co-location) to the approved communication may, at the 
discretion of the Planning Board and upon submission by the applicant of a 
written description of the proposed alteration, be considered exempt from the 
requirements for a Special Use Permit, provided the following criteria are met and 
a Building Permit is obtained. Exemption detenninations made by the Planning 
Board shall be made by Resolution: 

a. Existing approved antennas and other related equipment may be upgraded, 
replaced or added to, provided: 

1. The upgrade, replacement or. addition of antennas or other 
equipment onto the existing approved communication tower does 
not result in any increase in the total height of said tower, 
iucluding the height of any appt:oved antenna protruding above 
said tower structure. 
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11. The combined bulk (or physical volume) of aU antelTilas or other 
equipment shall be reduced, equal to, or result in an increase of 
less than 5%. Bulk (or "volume") shall be calculated in 
appropriate cubic (three-dimensional) units, such as cubic inches 
or cubic feet, and shall be compared to the total bulk last approved 
for the tower structure. 

b. Existing approved communication facility ground equipment may be 
upgraded, replaced or added to, provided same can be accommodated 
within the approved fenced-in compound, building or structure. A facility 
alteration under this exemption shall not include the construction of any 
new accessory buildings, structures greater than 8 feet in height, fencing, 
or other site improvements involving grading, vegetation removal (with 
the exception of invasive plant removal approved herein), or new land 
disturbances. 

23. This Special Use Permit shall be valid for a period not to exceed 5 years from the 
date of the filing of this Resolution with the Town Clerk, except as may be 
extended by the PlalUling Board pursuant to the review and approval of an 
application for renewal. The approved communication facility shall either be 
entirely removed from the subject property and properly disposed of, at the 
applicant/tower owner's sole expense, or an application for renewal of this 
Special Use Permit shall be made to the Planning Board a minimum of2 months 
prior to the expiration of this Special Use Permit. Any subsequent renewal 
application shall be subject to the same procedure, rules and regulations 
applicable to an original application; however, the Planning Board may waive, 
upon the request of the applicant and subject to appropriate circumstances, the 
application submission requirements as per Section 220~41.1 H(3) of the Zoning 
Code. 

24. The continued validity of this Special Use Permit and a Certificate of Occupancy 
and/or Use shall be subject to continued ·conformance with the approved Final 
Special Use Permit Plans and the conditions of this Resolution. 

ADOPTION OF HESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as follows: 

The motion was moved by: ~UAI\ U ~ ~·1/'6 

The motion was seconded by: /.ir}.tl~ Bl L£tZ>o{ r 
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The vote was as follows: 

JEROME KERNER 
JOSEPH DECAMINADA 
MAUREEN MAGUIRE 
RICHARD ELLRODT 
OH GUSMANO 

September 14, 2010 
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State Environmental Quality Review 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Notice of Determination of Non-Significance 

Date: September 14, 2010 

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pel1aining to 
Article 8 (State Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental Conservation 
Law. 

TI1e Town of Lewisboro Planning Board has determined that the proposed action 
described below will not have a significant envirorunental impact and a Draft 
Envirorunental Impact Statement will not be prepared. 

Name of Action: Verizon Wireless· Co-location 

SEQRA Status: o Type 1 

• Unlisted 

Conditioned Negative Declaration: o Yes 

• No 

Coordinated Review: o Yes 

• No 

Description of Action: The subject property consists of ±5.95 acres of land, owned by 
the Vista Fire Department, located at 377 Smith Ridge Road in the R·lA Zoning District 
("the subject property"). On December 15, 2009, the Planning Board granted a Special 
Use Permit and a Wetland Activity Pe,rmit inconnection with a proposed 154 foot tall 
monopole tower, proposed by Homeland Towers, LLC, along with a series of antennas 
and equipment shelters for AT&T Wireless and Sprint/Nextel. 

Verizon Wireless ("the applicant") is proposing to co-locate on the previously approved 
tower ("the proposed action"}. More specifically, the applicant is proposing 12 panel 
antennas and 6 tower-mounted amplifiers to be mounted at 130 feet and 2 GPS antennas 
to be mounted at 70 feet. The applicant is also proposing the construction of a 12' x 30' 
equipment shelter, with two wall-mounted HVAC units, a propane generator, and a 13.5 
foot tall propane tank (750 gallons). 

Location: 377 Smith Ridge Road (NYS Route 123), Town of Lewisboro, Westchester 
County, New York. 
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RESOLUTION 
LEWISBORO PLANNING BOARD 

EXEMPTION FROM REQUIREMENTS 

NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC (AT&T) 
TOWER FACILITY AT VISTA FIRE DEPARTMENT 

377 SMITH RIDGE ROAD 

Sheet 50 A, Block 9834, !Ats 84, 88, 94 
Cal. #2-13 P.B. 

May 7, 2013 

MAr ~013 

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2009, the Town of Lewisboro Planning Board granted 
Special Use Pennit Approval and Wetland Activity Pennit Approval, subject to 
conditions, pertaining to the construction of a communication facility on ±5.95 acres of 
land and located at 377 Smith Ridge Road; and 

WHEREAS, Special Use Pennit Approval, which was granted to Homeland Towers, 
LLC, together with Sprint/Nextel and AT&T Wireless, allowed for the construction of a 
154-foot taU monopole tower, 4,000 s.f. compound area, access driveway, and the 
installation of antennas, equipment shelters, equipment cabinets and related equipment 
for both Sprint/Nextel and AT&T Wireless; and 

WHEREAS, AT&T Wireless was approved to install twelve (12) panel antennas, one (l) 
GPS antenna and a 10' x 25'concrete slab with equipment cabinets; and 

WHEREAS, following construction of the communication tower, AT&T Wireless 
installed six (6) panel antennas at ±140 feet AGL, one (1) GPS ante1ma, a concrete pad 
with various equipment cabinets and related equipment; and 

WHEREAS, in addition to AT&T Wireless, the communication tower accommodates 
the wireless installations of Sprint/Nextel and Verizon Wireless; and 

WHEREAS, AT&T Wireless ("the applicant") is proposing to alter by upgrading its 
existing communication facility in the furtherance of the deployment of its Long Term 
Evolution (L TE) technology and the provision of enhanced voice and data services; and 

WHEREAS, more specifically, AT&T is proposing the installation of an additional 
equipment cabinet, to be stacked on top of an existing cabinet, three (3) panel antennas, 
six (6) Remote Radio Head (RRH) units, one (1) GPS antenna, and related equipment 
("'the proposed action"); and 

WHEREAS, while the proposed upgrade will result in an increase in the number of 
antennas, the resulting number of antennas (9 antennas) will comply with the approved 
Special Use Permit, which authorized the installation of twelve (12) antennas; and 
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WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a Radio Frequency (RF) Exposure Analysis 
Report, prepared by Bechtel Communications, Inc., dated February 19, 2013, which 
demonstrates that the facility will continue to operate well below the maximum 
permissible exposure limits established by the FCC; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a structural certification letter, prepared by 
Structural Components, LLC, dated October 19, 2012, which demonstrates that the 
communication tower will continue to meet structural design standards following the 
proposed upgrade; and 

WHEREAS, materials submitted by the applicant have been referred to both the Antenna 
Advisory Board and the Vista Fire District; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action has been endorsed by the AAB both in writing and 
verbally during the April 9, 2013 Planning Board meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a request that the Planning Board consider the 
proposed action exempt from the requirements for Special Use Permit Approval in 
accordance with §220-41.1 H of the Zoning Code. 

NOW THEREFORE BE RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board, in its discretion, 
hereby finds that the proposed upgrade/alteration meets the criteria outlined under §220-
41.1 H of the Zoning Code and is therefore exempt from the requirements for Special Use 
Permit Approval; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, work shall not commence without the benefit 
of a Building Permit as issued by the Town of Lewisboro Building Inspector; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, all new antennas, RRH' s, mounting 
platforms/brackets, wiring, etc. to be mounted on the communication tower shall be 
painted to match the color of the tower to which same will be affixed; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, should the proposed action be modified from 
that depicted on the below-referenced drawings, revised drawings shall be re-submitted to 
the Planning Board for review; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Planning Board has based this decision on 
the following documents and plans submitted by the applicant: 

I. Letter from Cuddy & Feder, LLP, dated March 26, 2013, including Exhibits A 
through E; and 

2. Verbal commentary between the Planning Board, its consultants and Christopher 
Fisher, Esq. of Cuddy & Feder, LLP {acting on behalf of the applicant) during the 
April 9, 2013 Planning Board meeting; and 
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3. The following plans prepared by Bechtel Associates Professional Corporation, 
dated (last revised) December 17,2012, unless otherwise noted: 

• "Title Sheet" (last revised February 26, 2013) 
• "Compound Plan, Antennas Plan & General Notes" 
• "Equipment Pad Plan & Notes" 
• "Monopole Elevation & Details" 
• "Remote Radio Head Mounting ... " 
• "DC Power Surge Protection ... " 
• "GPS Unit Mounting & Purcell Cabinet Details" 
• "Ice Bridge Detail" 
• "System Diagram" 
• "RRH Wiring Diagram" 
• "Electrical, TVSS Notes ... " 
• "Grounding Notes & Details" 
• LTE Cross Sector ... " 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 

WHEREUPON, the Resolution herein was declared adopted by the Planning Board of 
the Town of Lewisboro as follows: 

The motion was moved by: 

The motion was seconded by: _;:::.Un::_~""'7-t----=-(A.::_:__~_~_?~tc-=· '-------

The vote was as follows: 

JEROME KERNER 
JOHN O'DONNELL 
RON TETELMAN 
ROB RTGOETT 
G GLASORSA 

_____ , 

May 7, 2013 

Page 3 of3 























Ciorsdan Conran 

From: Carl Grossman <carl@carlgrossman.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 18, 2016 1:29 PM 
To: TED SOHONYAY 
Cc: Alan Cole; Neil Berman; Thomas LoBosco; Ciorsdan Conran 
Subject: Re: T-Mobile - Exemption Filing - 337 Smith Ridge RD - T-Mobile Collocation 

I'm on board. 

Carl S Grossman 
134 Lake Dr S 
New Fairfield CT 06812 
914645-8619 

Sent via iPhone 6 

On Sep 18, 2016, at I :20 PM, TED SOHONYAY <tedsohonyay@yahoo.com> wrote: 

AAB Members, 

I've reviewed the documentation that Ciorsdan sent us and find no reason to object to the filing 
for the following reasons: 

1. The antenna center lines [~120-124 feet] are ~40' below the maximum height of the tower and 
would have minimal visual impact. 
2. The other equipment [antenna lines, RF base equipment, etc.] similarly have minimal visual 
impact. 
3. The collocation provision of our Town Law has been complied with. 

Therefore, I reconunend that this filing be endorsed by the AAB. 

Should any of you have concerns or issues regarding this endorsement, please advise all 
addressees in this email communication and I shall endeavor to resolve them. 

Regards, 
Ted Sohonyay, Chair 
Lewisboro Antenna Advisory Board 

From: Ciorsdan Conran <Planning@lewisborogov.com>
 
To: 'Alan Cole' <colea@bestweb.net>; Carl Grossman <carl@carlgrossman.com>; 'Neil Berman'
 
<nsberman@msn.com>; 'Ted Sohonyay' <tedsohonyay@yahoo.com>; 'Thomas LoBosco'
 
<TLoBosco@usthq.com>
 



Sent: Friday, September 16, 2016 2:12 PM 
SUbject: FW: T-Mobile - Exemption Filing - 337 Smith Ridge RD - T-Mobile Collocation 12of 2 

Good afternoon AAB members-

Part 2 ofT Mobile at the Vista Fire house. 

Thank you in advance for your comments and have a terrific weekend, 

Ciorsdan 

From: Frank Ferraro [mailto:FrankF@ferrarostamos.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 5:24 PM 
To: planning@lewisborogov.com 
Subject: RE: T-Mobile - Exemption Filing - 337 Smith Ridge RD - T-Mobile Collocation 12of 2 

Part 2 

Frank Ferraro, Esq. 
Ferraro & Stamos, LLP 

Rockleigh Business Center 
22 Paris Avenue, Suite 105 
P.O. Box 158 
Rockleigh, New Jersey 07647-0158 
Tel: 201-767-4122 
Fax: 201-767-4223 
Cell: 201-321-4992 
frankf@ferrarostamos.com 
www.ferrarostamos.com 

FRAUD ALERT: 
Never wire transfer money to our accounts without calling this office and 
speaking with someone personally to confirm wire information. Even if an email 
looks like it has come from this office, or someone involved in your transfer, 
please call first to verify the information before initiating any wire transfer. You 
will never be instructed to wire money related to a closing without verbal 
confirmation. Do not accept emailed instructions from anyone without voice 
verification. 

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email and any attachments is covered by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.s.C. Sections 2510-2521, is confidential and intended 
solely for the use of individuals or entities to whom it is addressed. This communication may contain 
material protected by the lawyer-client privilege or settlement discussions which are not to be used for 
any other purpose. If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this email in 
error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email and any attachments 
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately by 
email and delete this communication and all copies. 

From: Frank Ferraro 
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 5:23 PM 
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To: 'planning@lewisborogov.com'
 
Subject: T-Mobile - Exemption Filing - 337 Smith Ridge RD - T-Mobile Collocation 1 of 2
 

Hello Ms. Conran, attached please find a pdf version of the filed exemption request. 

Best Regards, 

Frank 

Frank Ferraro, Esq. 
Ferraro & Stamos, LLP 

Rockleigh Business Center 
22 Paris Avenue, Suite 105 
P.O. Box 158 
Rockleigh, New Jersey 07647-0158 
Tel: 201-767-4122 
Fax: 201-767-4223 
Cell: 201-321-4992 
frankf@ferrarostamos.com 
www.ferrarostamos.com 

FRAUD ALERT: 
Never wire transfer money to our accounts without calling this office and 
speaking with someone personally to confirm wire information. Even if an email 
looks like it has come from this office, or someone involved in your transfer, 
please call first to verify the information before initiating any wire transfer. You 
will never be instructed to wire money related to a closing without verbal 
confirmation. Do not accept emailed instructions from anyone without voice 
verification. 

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email and any attachments is covered by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.s. C. Sections 2510-2521, is confidential and intended 
solely for the use of individuals or entities to whom it is addressed. This communication may contain 
material protected by the lawyer-client privilege or settlement discussions which are not to be used for 
any other purpose. If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this email in 
error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email and any attachments 
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately by 
email and delete this communication and al/ copies. 
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TOWN OF NORTH SALEM PLANNING BOARD

UNLISTED ACTION - COORDINATED ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

NOTICE TO INVOLVED and INTERESTED AGENCIES

HAWLEY WOODS SUBDIVISION
Three (3) Residential Lots Accessed by a Common Driveway

Hawley and Post Roads,  North Salem, Westchester County, New York
Assessor Sheet 47, Block 1155, Lot 1

LEAD AGENCY SEQR NEGATIVE DECLARATION

AUGUST 3, 2016

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that on August 3, 2016, the Town of North Salem Planning Board, as
SEQR lead agency for the coordinated (SEQRA) environmental review of the proposed Hawley Woods
Subdivision, an Unlisted Action, has determined in accordance with SEQR 6 NYCRR Part 617 that the
proposed Unlisted action, as described below, will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment
and further determined that preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement will not be required.

See Attached Lead Agency SEQR Negative Declaration for Further Details

PROPOSED ACTION
Hawley Woods Subdivision - A proposed three (3) lot residential subdivision with access via a single
common driveway connecting to Hawley Road, requiring Preliminary Subdivision Plat, Wetland Permit and
Stormwater Permit approvals from the Town of North Salem Planning Board, as well as other State, County
and local permits and approvals.

SEQR CLASSIFICATION
Unlisted Action - Coordinated Environmental Review
Lead Agency - Town of North Salem Planning Board

PROJECT LOCATION
396-404 Hawley Road, Town of North Salem, Westchester County, consisting of approximately 48.4466
acres within an R-4 Rural Density Residence Zoning District located on the southerly side of Hawley Road
with approximately 315 feet of street frontage and on the easterly side of Post Road with approximately
1,131 feet of street frontage.

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION
Dawn Onufrik, Planning Board Secretary
Town of North Salem
266 Titicus Road
North Salem, New York 10560

TEL:  (914) 669-4393    FAX:  (914) 669-8460    Email:  donufrik@northsalemny.org













































































•	 Main Office 
445 Hamilton Avenue 
White Plains, NY 10601 

KEANEfIBEANEp.c. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Phone 914.946.4777 
Fax 914.946.6868 

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

June 16,2016 
..JUDSON K. SIEBERT 
Principal Member 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Anthony Mole', Esq. 
Herodes & Mole', P.e. 
88-8 Route 6 
Mahopac, New York 10541 

Re: Open Wetland Violation Matters 

Dear Anthony: 

I write as a follow-up to our conversation concerning certain wetland violations 
handled by the Planning Board. 

As discussed, there are several violations previously addressed by the Planning Board 
in which its jurisdiction and enforcement powers have been exhausted. These 
matters include: 

•	 Cambaren', Rocco, Sheet 39, Block 1054, Lot 34 (planning Board Case Nos. 10­

04 WV, 11-04 WV, 12-04 WV, 13-04 WV, 16-04 WV and 35-04 WV);
 

•	 East Street Partners, Sheet 53, Block 985, Lot 1 (planning Board Case Nos. 4-06
 
WV and 21-10 WP); and
 

•	 Gennimi, Wentfy, Sheet 12, Block 10819, Lot 15 (planning Board Case Nos, 7­

04 WV).
 

In each of these matters, guilty pleas were entered in response to summonses issued 
with respect to the underlying violations. Thereafter, pursuant to the Town Code, 
Chapter 217, Wetlands and Watercourses, the Planning Board assessed civil penalties 
and authorized the commencement of restorative work. 

In Cambaren', an $8,000 civil penalty was imposed of which $1,500 remains unpaid. In 
East Street Partners, a $1,500 penalty was assessed and paid, yet restorative work has 
evidently not proceeded. In Gennimi, a series of civil penalties were imposed, 
including two penalties of $5,000 each for the depositing of fill and $7,500 on 
account of the willful violation of Chapter 217's provisions, all of which remain 
unpaid. 
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KEANEl:EEANEp.c. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Anthony Mole', Esq.
 
Herodes & Mole', P.c.
 
June 16,2016
 
Page 2
 

Although the Planning Board may assess a civil·penalty, under the Lewisboro Town
 
Code, pursuit of these fines cannot be sought by the Planning Board. Instead, under
 
§217-11 (E)(2) (c) of the-Town of Lewisboro, an action must be brought by the Town
 
of Lewisboro. Moreover, the Planning Board is without authority to seek equitable
 
relief in the form of a self-executing order directing restorative work.
 

Accordingly, at the request of the Planning Board, I am forwarding the fJles to you as
 
counsel for the Town Board and Town for further disposition.
 

I am, of course, available to answer any questions you may have regarding these
 
matters.
 

truly yours, 

JJci:1:ii~ 
JKS/pe 
cc: Hon. Jerome Kerner, Planning Board Chairman 

1217/03/56844OvI 6/15/16 
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	-SS3: The applicant proposes the development of a multi-family community consisting of 45 affordable (AFFH) residential units and a caretaker's unit (46 units total) in five buildings.  The development will include a clubhouse, recreational facilities and supporting parking and stormwater management facilities.    The development site is located in two zoning districts: the western portion of the site near NYS Route 22 is located in the CC-20 Campus Commercial district and the eastern portion of the site is located in the R-4A residential district.  Based upon recent revisions to the Zoning Code, multi-family housing is a permitted use in the CC-20 zoning district. Water service will be provided from on-site wells and wastewater will be treated by a private on-site septic system. The development will provide needed affordable housing units in the Town of Lewisboro, in accordance with the recommendations detailed in the Affordable Housing Allocation Plan 2000-2015 prepared by Westchester County. It is intended that financing for the development of this affordable community will include funding from programs provided by Westchester County and NYSHCR. 
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