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@@ ATZL, NASHER & ZIGLER P.C.

January 26, 2022

Planning Board

Town of Carmel

60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, NY 10541

Attn: Craig Paeprer, Chairman

Re:  Suez Water (Mahopac Wells 1,2 &3)
Coventry Circle, Mahopac, NY 10541
Tax Lot 75.20-2-68

Dear Chairman Paeprer and Honorable Board Members,

The following is our response to Michael G. Carnazza, Director of Code Enforcement for
the Town of Carmel, letter dated January 13, 2022:

1. Comment: The applicants propose to add a GAC Treatment Facility Building to the
water treatment facility off Bucks hollow Rd. in Mahopac.

Response: No response required.
2. Comment: A Use Variance is not required for the Private Utility. The ZBA interpreted
that Private and Public Utilities are permitted in the Town of Carmel.
Response: No response required.
3. Comment: Provide a detail of the buffer. Code §156-37C requires "A landscaped
buffer area at least 10 feet in width and six feet in height shall be provided

and maintained along all property lines to satisfactorily screen public utility
substations and any other buildings from surrounding uses of land". The
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Response:

4. Comment:

Response:

buffer that is provided in the picture could be re-located closer to the
building, therefore, allowing for more coverage of the building.

The current screening is located at a higher elevation which would give
more visual coverage of the proposed structure.
Referral to the ECB, Fire Department and Putnam County Dept. of Health

are required by code.

No response required.

The following is our response to Patrick Cleary, AICP, CEP, PP, LEED AP of Cleary
Consulting, letter dated January 13, 2022:

1. Comment:
Response:
2. Comment:
Response:
3. Comment:
Response:
4. Comment:
Response:

The ZBA ruled that the Applicant is a public water company, and as such,
the proposed use is a permitted principal use.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the project will require USACOE and
NYSDEC wetland permits.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the project is not located within the Plumb
Brook floodplain.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the PFAS treatment facility will be a
permanent and on-going operation.

No response required.
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5. Comment:
Response:
6. Comment:
Response:
7. Comment:
Response:
8. Comment:
Response:
9. Comment:
Response:
10. Comment:

No new fencing is proposed.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the new pumps will be located within the
wells and are between 100' and 189' below grade. No noise impacts are
expected, and the project will comply with the sound level standards for
residential districts established in Chapter 105 of the Town Code.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that all chemical storage tanks will have
secondary containment structures designed to accommodate the entire
volume of chemical storage. Chemical levels are constantly monitored
remotely.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the operator will visit the site twice per day
as required by the Health Dept. for the operation of the iron/ manganese
pilot treatment system. Additionally, approximately once every week and a
half the backwash water from the pilot treatment system is removed by a
waste hauler.

No response required.

Lighting illumination details have been added to the Lighting Plan.

No response required.

A new landscaping plan has been provided which adds screening plantings
new the residences along Coventry Circle.
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Response: No response required.

11. Comment: The Applicant has located a vendor that can provide the prefabricated
building to meet the project timeframe. The building will be a prefabricated
metal building will steel framing, a standing seam roof system and a cast in
place concrete foundation. The color of the building will be "hemlock
green." The roof trim, gutters and downspouts will be "cool harvest." A 4'
split face masonry wall is proposed around the building, to be "Tribeca
tan." Revised project renderings have been provided.

A color sample of "hemlock green", "cool harvest" and Tribeca tan" should
be provided.

Response: These samples will be provided to the Planning Board for review.

The following is our response to Richard J. Franzetti, P.E, letter dated January 5, 2022:
General Comments

1. Comment: The following referrals are required:

a. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC).
Putnam County Department of Health (PCDOH).

The Town of Carmel Environmental Conservation Board (ECB).
The Town of Carmel Highway Department.
Mahopac Fire Department.

o0 o

The applicant has noted these referrals

Response: No response required.

2. Comment: The following permits are required.

a. NYSDEC - for stormwater and wetlands.
b. PCDOH for well and treatment system.
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3.

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

c. Town of Carmel Highway- work permit.
d. ECB for wetlands.

The applicant has noted these permit requirements

No response required.

The area of disturbance for the work as provided is 18,644 sf. The threshold
criteria of disturbances for the NYSDEC stormwater regulation are
between 5,000 square feet and one (1) acre and over one (1) acre. The
project will require coverage under the NYSEC SPDES General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity (GP-0-20-001) and the
development of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that has
erosion and sediment controls.

The applicant has provided a SWPPP which is currently under review. The
applicant should note the area of disturbance must include the areas for the
proposed underground utility service.

Area of disturbance has been revised on plans. SWPPP will be revised.

All re-grading required to accomplish the intended development should be
provided. It is unclear from the drawings provide the extent of cut and fill
proposed for the site. This includes the areas for the proposed underground
utility service.

The applicant has provided a grading plan. The amount of fill, if any, being
brought to the site should be provided.

All fill brought to the site must be certified per NYSDEC regulations and
manifests/certification of the fill material being delivered should be
provided. A note should be added to the drawing.

Cut and fill analysis will be provided. Any fill required will be certified per
NYSDEC regulations.
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5. Traffic and Vehicle Movement Plans should be provided which provide the following:

6.

7.

a. Comment:

Response:

b. Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

All turning radii for the site should be graphically provided. This includes
the turning radii into the site entrance. All calculations should be provided.

All radii provided on drawing 8.

Slopes at the entrance way need to be defined. It is suggested that slopes of
less than 6% be used for the first 20 feet of entry and that slopes of no
greater than 8% be used entering the site. Please refer to AASHTO
guidelines for commercial properties.

A driveway profile should be provided.

Driveway profile off Bucks Hollow Road provided. Entrance conforms with
AASHTO requirements.

All easement information regarding the areas for the proposed underground
utility service must be provided.

Applicant has provided easement information. This should be reviewed by
Planning Counsel.

No response required.

Should any public improvements be deemed necessary as part of the
development of the tract, a Performance Bond and associated Engineering
Fee must eventually be established for the work. The applicant will need to
develop a quantity take off for bonding purposes.

The applicant has noted this requirement. The applicant should note that a
Performance Bond and associated Engineering fee is minimally required for
the stormwater management practices, erosion and sediment control
drainage features, landscaping etc. installed on the site. Please see §156-61
J and K of the Town Code for additional information.
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Detailed Comments

1.

3.

Compiled_4870 Mahopac Wells c&r 1-26-22

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

No public improvements are required. Performance Bond and Engineering
Fee is noted.

A landscaping plan should be provided to show the location and extent of
all plantings.

Applicant has requested a waiver of this requirement and have provided a
tree removal plan.

We have filled the gaps with proposed screening as shown on the tree plan.
This will mitigate any visual impacts to the nearby residences. A waiver is
no longer requested.

The rain garden locations have been provided. The applicant should note
that they must meet the criteria as defined by the NYSDEC. This includes
providing sufficient depth to groundwater.

Applicant indicated that the calculation will be provide prior to
construction. Minimally these calculations will need to be
provided/approved as part of the ECB approval and prior to
seeking coverage under the NYSDEC general stormwater permit.

Per discussion, required testing for groundwater, percolation etc. will be
performed when the weather permits.

Adequate protection should be provided in the stormwater management
practice (SMP) areas to minimize disturbance during construction. Details
should be provided to show how the rain garden will be protected during
construction.

Rain gardens will be installed in the final stage of the project. No
disturbance to the rain gardens due to construction is anticipated.
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4, Comment: It is unclear if additional electrical utilities are being installed.

Applicant indicated that an electrical upgrade is being installed
underground. The extent of the underground utilities should be provided.

Response: Three phase electric is required for the new facility. The existing
underground electric from Coventry Circle is not adequate and will be
abandoned. Three phase electric service will be brought in from Bucks
Hollow Road as provided on plans.

5. Comment: The wastewater report should provide loading values (#/dy) for the
proposed system.

The applicant has provided a wastewater report. It needs to provided
loadings from the system. The applicant should refer to §120 of the Town
Code. The report should provide the parameters in alphabetical order.

Response: The loading rates were provided in the wastewater report. We have
received confirmation of receipt of the loading rates and additional
comments from Rich Franzetti which we are in the process of addressing.

6. Comment: Details for the proposed connection into the Town of Carmel Sewer
system must be provided.

The applicant should note that all sewers must meet the Town of Carmel
Town Code §120. The full set of drawings should provide this information.

Response: Per the Town Code, we will be connecting directly to the existing sewer

and have provided a connection detail with this response letter. This
detail will be added to the site plan.

7. Comment:  Road cut details must be provided.
The applicant should note that Town road specifications are 12" item 4,
3"base, 2" binder and 1" top course. This should be identified on the

drawings.

Response: Pavement specifications for macadam apron have been provided on
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8. Comment:
Response:
9. Comment:
Response:
10. Comment:
Response:
11. Comment:
Response:
12. Comment:
Response:

drawing 4.

Gate valves shall be AWWA non-rising stem type, as manufactured by
Mueller Company, Model A-2360-23, or approved equal, conforming to the
latest AWWA Standard for Gate Valves - 3" through 48" - for Water and
Other Liquids, AWWA Designation C-509.

No response required.

Sizes up to and including 12" shall be 250 psi working pressure. The valve
body and bonnet shall be ductile iron. All interior and exterior metal
surfaces shall be coated with a two-part thermo setting epoxy complying
with AWWA C550.

No response required.

Valves shall have dual "O" ring seals, inside screw, resilient wedge seats in
accordance with AWWA Designation C-550 and shall be constructed so as
to provide unobstructed full port clearance when fully open and immediate
complete closure when closed. The ends of the valves shall be mechanical

joint.

No response required.

All valves shall be arranged to open in counterclockwise direction unless
otherwise specifically indicated and operating nuts shall be 2" square.

No response required.

Valves shall be tested to a pressure of not less than two times the working
pressure.

No response required.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

All hydrants shall be six inches in size with six-inch mechanical joint inlet
connection and shall be equal to the Mueller Centurion A-421, with one (1)
4 %" pumper nozzle and two (2) 22 " hose nozzles.

No response required.

Water Service Saddles shall be equal to those manufactured by Mueller,
Model 7 42" x 1" SS Series Stainless Steel Saddle, Double Stud.

No response required.

Corporation stops shall be equal to those as manufactured by Mueller
Company, Model B- 25000Series, NRS and of the size required. Such
corporation stops shall meet the requirements of AWWA Specification No.
C800.

No response required.

Curb valves (stops) shall be equal to those as manufactured by Mueller
Company, Model H- 15214 and shall conform to AVVWA Specification
No. C800.

No response required.

Curb boxes shall be equal to those as manufactured by Mueller Company
and similar to Mueller extension type with arch pattern base model H-

10314 all extension rods shall be stainless steel.

No response required.
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18. Comment: All fire hydrants shall be the approved AWWA type fire hydrants in
conformance with the American Water Works Association Standard for
Fire Hydrants for Ordinary Water Works Service, AWWA Designation
C502, and shall have a 5-1/4" valve opening, a 6" mechanical joint inlet
complete with an auxiliary gate valve (close coupled), a 6" mechanical joint
shoe, and all appurtenances.

Response: No response required.

19. Comment: Fire hydrants shall be rated for a working pressure of 250 Psi. Fire
hydrants shall be sized fora 4'-6" bury.

Response:  No response required.
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KIRKPATRICK LAW, LLC
120 BLOOMINGDALE ROAD
WHITE PLAINS, NEW YORK 10605
OFFICE (914) 997-2747

CELL (914) 420-5756
jkirk@kirklawllc.com

January 27, 2022

Planning Board
Town of Carmel
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac NY 10541

Dear Members of the Board:

Clarification has been requested regarding the easement rights
which my client, Suez Water New York, holds to make necessary
connection to the sewer line in Coventry Circle.

For convenience, our prior maps have always indicated a 20-foot
wide right of way centered on the existing waterline.

In actuality, however, Suez holds an easement to install and
maintain necessary utility lines anywhere within, and over any
of the lots i1n, this subdivision.

Attached i1s the original grant of easement, made April 12, 1988,
from the developer of the subdivision (Aphrodite Acquisitions,
Inc.) to the predecessor of Suez (Forest Park Water Company and
Buckshollow Sewer Corporation). The language thereof, beginning
on the first page iIn the second paragraph grants "an exclusive
and permanent general right of way and easement over lands owned
by the Grantee to install, construct, extend, replace, relocate,
operate, repair, maintain and renew wells, water and sewer pipes
and lines and such other appurtenant and supporting equipment,
apparatus or structures as the Grantee, or such assignees as the
Grantee may elect, may now or shall from time to time hereafter
deem necessary or appropriate for the providing of sewer and
water service to the residential development presently under
construction on the premises and known as "‘Hunters Run',
together with the right of ingress and egress over the premises
for the passage of men, vehicles and machines as shall be deemed



necessary or appropriate by the grantee for all of the above
purposes.'"

While this grant is remarkably broad, it is not the intention of
Suez to start excavating the lawns and landscaping on these
residential lot without care and consideration for the residents
thereof. Every effort will be made to keep the installation of
the new sewer line as unintrusive as practicable. Likewise,
every effort will be made to restore all of the disturbed ground
to its condition prior to any excavation.

Sincerely,

. vihtld

John B. Kirkpatrick



CREAMER

J. FLETCHER CREAMER & SON, INC.
PoOweReD By APi Group

Town of Carmel
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, NY 10541

Re: Site Plan Application
SUEZ Water New York, Inc. - Mahopac Wells 1, 2, & 3
Proposed Building Materials Narrative

All,

Due to extensive lead time delays for the design, fabrication and delivery of the original prefabricated
metal building, we explored other material or manufacturer options for the building to better meet
schedule requirements.

After exploring several different options, we were able to proceed with a different prefabricated metal
building vendor to furnish and install the building. We were able to expedite the design process and
improve the fabrication duration of the prefabricated building in order to meet our schedule.

We will be installing a prefabricated metal building, with steel framing, insulated metal wall panels
with an exterior color, standing seam roof system, with a cast in place concrete foundation designed to
accommodate the load of the building structure, equipment, vessels, and all other loads impacting the
foundation.

The color of the building will be Hemlock Green and the roof trim, gutters and downspouts color will
be cool harvest. The building will have a 4’ masonry facade along the perimeter of the building for
aesthetics and durability and will be Hemlock Green to match the building. Please refer to renderings
for visual representation of the building and masonry facade.

Sincerely,
J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc.

101 East Broadway
Hackensack, NJ 07601-6851
Phone (201) 488-9800 | Fax (201) 488-2901

Copy to: JFCSON.COM
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January 28, 2022

Town of Carmel Planning Board
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, NY 10541

Re:  Suez Water, Forest Park Wells
Archer, Geymer, Chateau,
Mahopac, & London Bridge

Dear Members of the Board.

During the Planning Board meeting held on January 13, 2022 you asked the Suez Water
PFAS Team if we could relocate the generators that are currently installed at the Chateau and
Mahopac facilities. In this letter | will explain why the generators were installed and why their
locations are critical to the Suez Operations.

In June 2016, prior to Suez taking ownership of the Forest Park water treatment facilities, the
Forest Park Water Company had charges brought against them by the Putnam County Board
of Health for failing to install an “Electric Manual Transfer Switch(s) so as to facilitate the
immediate plug in to portable on-site Emergency Electric Power Generation”. Upon taking
ownership of the Forest Park facilities, Suez became responsible for these improvements. In
a letter dated January 3, 2018 from Suez to Michael Budzinski, P.E. of the Putnam County
Department of Health (PCDOH), Suez provided a schedule for these improvements and
advised the PCDOH that an initial quantity of 4 portable generators would be purchased.
Additional generators were purchased in the subsequent years. The schedule in the 2018
letter showed that the transfer switches for the Chateau and Mahopac facilities were the first
to be installed and had already been installed. These facilities were prioritized because they
have historically experienced power failures and they are our two largest systems in Putnam
County.

After the January 13" Planning Board meeting, | met with my operators to discuss the
feasibility of relocating the Chateau and Mahopac generators offsite. The current location of
the generators has been selected due to the need for 120 volt power to run the integral battery
charger and engine block heater, as well as proximity to the transfer switch. My operators
expressed concern with relocating the generators offsite. First, the addition of backup power
was required by the PCDOH, so they feel that moving the generators could result in a violation
from the PCDOH. My operators further explained that moving the generators off site would
not be a prudent decision. The generators are typically needed during storm events, as a
result of trees or branches damaging a power line feeding the water treatment plant. Trying
to tow a generator to the Chateau or Mahopac sites, when the roadways may be blocked due
to downed trees and branches may not be possible. Further, the Chateau site is equipped
with an automatic transfer switch. Therefore in the event of a power loss the facility will



transfer to backup power, without operator intervention, which maintains uninterrupted service
to our customers.

Since we cannot relocate the generators, we have considered alternatives that can help hide
them from view. Atthe Chateau site, we will paint the generator and the existing pump house
to match the proposed PFAS building (i.e., Hemlock Green). In addition, the eastern property
line will be landscaped with sky rocket junipers, which have a mature height of 20". This will
further hide the generator from view. For the Mahopac facility we will also paint the generator
to match the proposed PFAS building so it blends into the woodlands. The existing vegetation
and the proposed landscaping along the northern border should further reduce the visibility of
the generator.

As discussed in this letter, Suez cannot relocate the existing generators, which have been
required by the PCDOH. We can however, offer alternatives to help the generators blend into
their surroundings, making them less visible to the nearby residents. Should you have any
questions or comments, please don't hesitate to contact me.

Regards,

A= A

Steven R. Garabed, P.E.
Manager of Engineering
Suez Water NY Operations
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@ ATZL, NASHER & ZIGLER P.C.

Planning Board
Town of Carmel

60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, NY 10541

ENGINEERS - SURVEYORS - PLANNERS

Web: www.anzny.com

January 26, 2022

Attn: Craig Paeprer, Chairman

Re:  Suez Water (Chateau Wells 1, 2 & 3)
59 McNair Drive, Mahopac, NY
10541
Tax Lot 75.20-1-16

Dear Chairman Paeprer and Honorable Board Members,

The following is our response to Michael G. Carnazza, Director of Code Enforcement for
the Town of Carmel, letter dated January 13, 2022:

1. Comment:
Response:
2. Comment:
Response:
3. Comment:

The applicants propose to add a PFAS Treatment Building to the water
treatment facility off McNair Dr. in Mahopac.

No response required.

A Use Variance is not required for the Private Utility. The ZBA
interpreted that Private and Public Utilities are permitted in the Town of
Carmel.

No response required.

Provide a detail of the buffer. Code§ 156-37C requires "A landscaped
buffer area at least 10 feet in width and six feet in height shall be provided
and maintained along all property lines to satisfactorily screen public
utility substations and any other buildings from surrounding uses of land".
The submission includes 6-8 ft. trees and 20 ft. trees. The building is
somewhat close to the McNair cul-de-sac. It makes it more difficult to
screen the building. Is there any issue with security? Screening buildings

Compiled_4874 Chateau Wells c&r 1-26-22 Page 1



Response:
4. Comment:
Response:
5. Comment:
Response:

from the street makes it more difficult to see if somebody is tampering
with the building. 1s there a happy medium.

To clarify, the submission shows the landscaping as it will look when
initially completed using 6” and 8’ trees. It also shows how the site will
look when the trees have had a few years to grow and have reached a
height of 20°. We are not planning to plant 20’ trees. While we would
prefer a landscaping alternative that allows the residents to view activities
on the site so they can call the police if any illegal activities are observed,
we have created a plan to hide as much of the property as possible. In an
October 22, 2021 letter from the residents of McNair Drive, we received
comments about the need for “appropriate landscaping’ to hide the view
of the on-site structures. To address the resident’s concerns, our plan was
developed to hide as much of the facility as possible.

We would be open to discussing with the Board an alternative that offers
increased visibility of the site and a reduction in the number of trees.
Referral to the ECB, Fire Department and Putnam County Dept. of Health
are required by code.

No response required.

Lot area variance 120,000 s.f. req'd, 47,745 provided, 72,255 s.f. variance

needed.

No response required.

The following is our response to Patrick Cleary, AICP, CEP, PP, LEED AP of Cleary
Consulting, letter dated January 13, 2022:

1. Comment:
Response:
2. Comment:

The ZBA ruled that the Applicant is a public water company, and as such,
the proposed use is a permitted principal use.

No response required.

The Applicant will seek a variance from the ZBA for the non-compliant
side yard setback.

Compiled_4874 Chateau Wells c&r 1-26-22 Page 2



Response:
3. Comment:
Response:
4. Comment:
Response:
5. Comment:
Response:
6. Comment:
Response:
7. Comment:
Response:
8. Comment:
Response:
0. Comment:

No response required.

The Applicant will seek NYSDEC and USACOE permits for the wetland
buffer encroachment.

No response required.

The plans have been revised to reflect the boundary of Plumb Brook and
the on-site pond.

No response required.

New landscaping is now proposed on the east side of the building (in the
area of the deficient side yard setback).

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the PFAS treatment facility will be a
permanent and on-going operation.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that a single building to house the existing
pump house and the proposed PFAS building is not feasible, due primarily
to the fact that the pump house must remain operational during
construction.

No response required.

No new fencing is proposed.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that the new pumps will be located within the
wells and are 168' below grade. No noise impacts are expected, and the
project will comply with the sound level standards for residential districts
established in Chapter 105 of the Town Code.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

General Comments

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that all chemical storage tanks will have
secondary containment structures designed to accommodate the entire
volume of chemical storage. Chemical levels are constantly monitored
remotely.

No response required.

The Applicant has clarified that site visits the site once per day. The
carbon in the system will need to be replaced every one or two years.

No response required.

The Lighting Plan has been revised to include illumination levels. Levels
along the eastern properly line (near the closest neighbor) will be well
below 1 footcandle.

No response required.

The Applicant has located a vendor that can provide the prefabricated
building to meet the project timeframe. The building will be a
prefabricated metal building will steel framing, a standing seam roof
system and a cast in place concrete foundation. The color of the building
will be "hemlock green." The roof trim, gutters and downspouts will be
"cool harvest." A 4' split face masonry wall is proposed around the
building, to be "Tribeca tan." Revised project renderings have been
provided.

A color sample of "hemlock green", "cool harvest" and Tribeca tan"
should be provided.

These samples will be provided to the Planning Board for review.

The following is our response to Richard J. Franzetti, P.E, letter December 30, 2021:
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1. Comment:

Response:

2. Comment:
Response:

3. Comment:
Response:

4. Comment:

The following referrals are required:

a. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDECQC).

Putnam County Department of Health (PCDOH).

The Town of Carmel Environmental Conservation Board (ECB).
Mahopac Fire Department.

po o

The applicant has noted these referrals

No response required.

The following permits are required:

a. NYSDEC - for stormwater and wetlands.
b. PCDOH for well and treatment system.
c. ECB for wetlands.

The applicant has noted these permit requirements.

No response required.

The area of disturbance for the work as provided is 13,607 sf. The
threshold criteria of disturbances for the NYSDEC stormwater regulation
are between 5,000 square feet and one (1) acre and over one (1) acre. The
project will require coverage under the NYSEC SPDES General Permit
for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity (GP-0-20-001) and
the development of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
has erosion and sediment controls.

The applicant has provided a SWPPP which is currently under review.

No response required.
All re-grading required to accomplish the intended development should be
provided. It is unclear from the drawings provide the extent of cut and fill

proposed for the site.

The applicant has provided a grading plan. The amount of fill, if any,
being brought to the site should be provided.
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Response:

All fill brought to the site must be certified per NYSDEC regulations and
manifests/certification of the fill material being delivered should be
provided. A note should be added to the drawing.

Cut and fill analysis will be provided. Any fill required will be certified
per NYSDEC regulations.

5. Traffic and Vehicle Movement Plans should be provided which provide the following:

a. Comment:

Response:

6. Comment:

Response:

Detailed Comments

Slopes at the entrance way need to be defined. It is suggested that slopes
of less than 6% be used for the first 20 feet of entry and that slopes of no
greater than 8% be used entering the site. Please refer to AASHTO
guidelines for commercial properties.

A driveway profile should be provided.

Town driveway specifications are 8 inches base course, 3 inches binder
and 2 inches top course.

Slope for existing drive off the cul-de-sac is 12%. We are revising to 10%
due to physical limitations(neighbor’s wall and property line). Please note
that the site is currently accessed without any difficulty. There will be no
change in the type of vehicle (four wheel drive pick up trucks) upon
completion. Driveway profile has been provided.

Should any public improvements be deemed necessary as part of the
development of the tract, a Performance Bond and associated Engineering
Fee must eventually be established for the work. The applicant will need
to develop a quantity take off for bonding purposes.

The applicant has noted this requirement. The applicant should note that a
Performance Bond and associated Engineering fee is minimally required
for the stormwater management practices, erosion and sediment control
drainage features, landscaping etc. installed on the site. Please see § 156-
61 J and K of the Town Code for additional information.

No response required.
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1. Comment:
Response:
2. Comment:
Response:
3. Comment:
Response:
4. Comment:
Response:

A landscaping plan has been provided. The applicant should add a note
that all plantings shall be installed per §142 of the Town of Carmel Town
Code.

Applicant indicted that Note 8 was added to the drawings. This note is not
provided.

Note 8 has been provided on the site plan.

The rain garden locations have been provided. The applicant should note
that then must meet the criteria as defined by the NYSDEC. This includes
providing sufficient depth to groundwater.

Applicant indicated that the calculation will be provide prior to
construction. Minimally these calculations will need to be
provided/approved as part of the ECB approval and prior to seeking
coverage under the NYSDEC general stormwater permit.

Per discussion, required testing for groundwater, percolation etc. will be
performed when the weather permits.

It is unclear if additional electrical utilities are being installed.

Applicant has indicated that the electrical service will be upgraded using
overhead wires. The installation of the upgraded electrical service should
be buried.

Existing overhead electrical service will not be upgraded. Proposed electrical
work will consist of connecting to the existing service at the existing pump house
and installing electrical underground duct banks to the proposed building and
existing wells.

Gate valves shall be AWWA non-rising stem type, as manufactured by
Mueller Company, Model A-2360-23, or approved equal, conforming to
the latest AWWA Standard for Gate Valves - 3" through 48" - for Water
and Other Liquids, AWWA Designation C-509.

No response required.
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5. Comment:

Response:
6. Comment:
Response:
7. Comment:
Response:
8. Comment:
Response:
9. Comment:
Response:
10. Comment:
Response:
1. Comment:

Sizes up to and including 12" shall be 250 psi working pressure. The valve
body and bonnet shall be ductile iron. All interior and exterior metal
surfaces shall be coated with a two-part thermosetting epoxy complying
with AWWA C550.

No response required.

Valves shall have dual "O" ring seals, inside screw, resilient wedge seats
in accordance with AWWA Designation C-550 and shall be constructed so
as to provide unobstructed full port clearance when fully open and
immediate complete closure when closed. The ends of the valves shall be
mechanical joint.

No response required.

All valves shall be arranged to open in counterclockwise direction unless
otherwise specifically indicated and operating nuts shall be 2" square.

No response required.

Valves shall be tested to a pressure of not less than two times the working
pressure.

No response required.

All hydrants shall be six inches in size with six-inch mechanical joint inlet
connection and shall be equal to the Mueller Centurion A-421, with one
(1) 4 2 " pumper nozzle and two (2) 2 2 " hose nozzles.

No response required.

Water Service Saddles shall be equal to those manufactured by Mueller,
Model 7 2 x 17 SS Series Stainless Steel Saddle, Double Stud.

No response required.

Corporation stops shall be equal to those as manufactured by Mueller
Company, Model B-25000Series, NRS and of the size required. Such
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Response:

12. Comment:

Response:

13. Comment:

Response:

14. Comment:

Response:

15. Comment:

Response:

corporation stops shall meet the requirements of AWWA Specification
No. C800.

No response required.

Curb valves (stops) shall be equal to those as manufactured by Mueller
Company, Model H-15214 and shall conform to AWWA Specification
No. C800.

No response required.

Curb boxes shall be equal to those as manufactured by Mueller Company
and similar to Mueller extension type with arch pattern base model H-
10314 all extension rods shall be stainless steel.

No response required.

All fire hydrants shall be the approved AWWA type fire hydrants in
conformance with the American Water Works Association Standard for
Fire Hydrants for Ordinary Water Works Service, AWWA Designation
C502, and shall have a 5-1/4" valve opening, a 6" mechanical joint inlet
complete with an auxiliary gate valve (close coupled), a 6 mechanical
joint shoe, and all appurtenances.

No response required.
Fire hydrants shall be rated for a working pressure of 250 Psi. Fire
hydrants shall be sized for a 4’-6” bury.

No response required.
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January 28, 2022

Town of Carmel Planning Board
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, NY 10541

Re:  Suez Water, Forest Park Wells
Archer, Geymer, Chateau,
Mahopac, & London Bridge

Dear Members of the Board.

During the Planning Board meeting held on January 13, 2022 you asked the Suez Water
PFAS Team if we could relocate the generators that are currently installed at the Chateau and
Mahopac facilities. In this letter | will explain why the generators were installed and why their
locations are critical to the Suez Operations.

In June 2016, prior to Suez taking ownership of the Forest Park water treatment facilities, the
Forest Park Water Company had charges brought against them by the Putnam County Board
of Health for failing to install an “Electric Manual Transfer Switch(s) so as to facilitate the
immediate plug in to portable on-site Emergency Electric Power Generation”. Upon taking
ownership of the Forest Park facilities, Suez became responsible for these improvements. In
a letter dated January 3, 2018 from Suez to Michael Budzinski, P.E. of the Putnam County
Department of Health (PCDOH), Suez provided a schedule for these improvements and
advised the PCDOH that an initial quantity of 4 portable generators would be purchased.
Additional generators were purchased in the subsequent years. The schedule in the 2018
letter showed that the transfer switches for the Chateau and Mahopac facilities were the first
to be installed and had already been installed. These facilities were prioritized because they
have historically experienced power failures and they are our two largest systems in Putnam
County.

After the January 13" Planning Board meeting, | met with my operators to discuss the
feasibility of relocating the Chateau and Mahopac generators offsite. The current location of
the generators has been selected due to the need for 120 volt power to run the integral battery
charger and engine block heater, as well as proximity to the transfer switch. My operators
expressed concern with relocating the generators offsite. First, the addition of backup power
was required by the PCDOH, so they feel that moving the generators could result in a violation
from the PCDOH. My operators further explained that moving the generators off site would
not be a prudent decision. The generators are typically needed during storm events, as a
result of trees or branches damaging a power line feeding the water treatment plant. Trying
to tow a generator to the Chateau or Mahopac sites, when the roadways may be blocked due
to downed trees and branches may not be possible. Further, the Chateau site is equipped
with an automatic transfer switch. Therefore in the event of a power loss the facility will



transfer to backup power, without operator intervention, which maintains uninterrupted service
to our customers.

Since we cannot relocate the generators, we have considered alternatives that can help hide
them from view. Atthe Chateau site, we will paint the generator and the existing pump house
to match the proposed PFAS building (i.e., Hemlock Green). In addition, the eastern property
line will be landscaped with sky rocket junipers, which have a mature height of 20". This will
further hide the generator from view. For the Mahopac facility we will also paint the generator
to match the proposed PFAS building so it blends into the woodlands. The existing vegetation
and the proposed landscaping along the northern border should further reduce the visibility of
the generator.

As discussed in this letter, Suez cannot relocate the existing generators, which have been
required by the PCDOH. We can however, offer alternatives to help the generators blend into
their surroundings, making them less visible to the nearby residents. Should you have any
questions or comments, please don't hesitate to contact me.

Regards,

A= A

Steven R. Garabed, P.E.
Manager of Engineering
Suez Water NY Operations



CREAMER

J. FLETCHER CREAMER & SON, INC.
PoOweReD By APi Group

Town of Carmel
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, NY 10541

Re: Site Plan Application
SUEZ Water New York, Inc. — Chateau Well 1,2 & 3
Proposed Building Materials Narrative

All,

Due to extensive lead time delays for the design, fabrication and delivery of the original prefabricated
metal building, we explored other material or manufacturer options for the building to better meet
schedule requirements.

After exploring several different options, we were able to proceed with a different prefabricated metal
building vendor to furnish and install the building. We were able to expedite the design process and
improve the fabrication duration of the prefabricated building in order to meet our schedule.

We will be installing a prefabricated metal building, with steel framing, insulated metal wall panels
with an exterior color, standing seam roof system, with a cast in place concrete foundation designed to
accommodate the load of the building structure, equipment, vessels, and all other loads impacting the
foundation.

The color of the building will be Hemlock Green and the roof trim, gutters and downspouts color will
be cool harvest. The building will have a 4’ masonry facade along the perimeter of the building for
aesthetics and durability and will be Hemlock Green to match the building. Please refer to renderings
for visual representation of the building and masonry facade.

Sincerely,
J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc.

101 East Broadway
Hackensack, NJ 07601-6851
Phone (201) 488-9800 | Fax (201) 488-2901

Copy to: JFCSON.COM
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INS I TE

. ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, PC.

January 28, 2022

Town of Carmel Planning Board
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, New York 10541

RE: Gateway Summit Multi-Family Housing Lot 6
Gateway Drive
Tax Map No. 55.-2-24.6-1 & 55.-2-24.6-2

Dear Chairman Paeprer and Members of the Board:
Enclosed please find the following in support of

e Site Plan Set consisting of (20 sheets), dated January 28, 2022. (5 copies)
e Amended Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, dated January 28, 2022. (2 copies)
e Water Engineering Report for G&F Subdivision Lots 6 & 7, dated January 28, 2022. (2
copies)
e Wastewater Engineering Report for G&F Subdivision Lot 6, dated January 28, 2022. (2
copies)
With regards to comments received from the town consultants, we offer the following:

Memorandum from Michael G. Carnazza, Town of Carmel Code Enforcement, dated October 27,
2021:

1. The required area variances were granted by the ZBA and are noted on the enclosed plans.

2. Although ample parking is available at each unit, visitor parking areas have been added as
suggested.

Memorandum from Patrick Cleary, AICP of Cleary Consulting, dated October 27, 2021:

SEQR:

1. SEQR comments are being addressed by Tim Miller Associates. A letter and attachments are
submitted under separate cover.

Zoning Compliance:

2. As noted above, required area variances were granted by the ZBA and are noted on the
enclosed plans.

B. Plan Modifications Impacts:

3. Impacts are addressed in the SEQR response prepared by Tim Miller Associates.

3 Garrett Place, Carmel, New York 10512 (845) 225-9690 Fax (845) 225-9717
www.insite-eng.com

Z:\E\04232106 Gateway SH\Correspondence\Admin\2022\012822cpb.docx



Town of Carmel Planning Board Page 2 of 2
RE: Gateway Summit Multi-Family Housing Lot 6, Gateway Drive January 28, 2022

Memorandum from Richard J. Franzetti, P.E., Town of Carmel Town Engineer, dated October 25,
2021:

1.  Water and wastewater flows and related design info is included in the attached plans and
report.

2. Stormwater management improvements are addressed in the attached Amended Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan.

3. The SEQR documents submitted by Tim Miller Associates demonstrates the proposed project
traffic is within thresholds established for the completed highway improvements.

We request this project be placed on the February 10t meeting for review of the enclosed
information. Should you have any questions or comments regarding the above information, please feel
free to contact me.

Very truly yours,

INSITE ENGINEERING, SURVEYING & LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

Jeffrey J. Contelmo, PE
Senior Principal Engineer

JJC/dIm/amk
Enclosure

cc: Paul Camarda, CRI
Insite File No. 04232.106

012822cpb.doc
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ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, PC.

WASTEWATER ENGINEERING REPORT
For
G and F Subdivision Lot 6

Town of Carmel, New York

Revised for Re-Approval January 28, 2022

Prepared By

Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
3 Garrett Place
Carmel, New York 10512
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Wastewater Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision — Lot 6

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The G and F Subdivision is an overall development plan totaling approximately 183 acres in the Town
of Carmel. The site is located along the northern side of US Route 6 with frontage stretching from the
intersection with Old Brewster Road east to the Southeast Town line. This report has been prepared to
address the wastewater service for Lot 6 of the G and F Subdivision. The parcels are designated as tax map
numbers 55.-2-24.6-1 and 55.-2-24.7-2. Lot 6 will be developed with a mix of senior housing and multifamily
housing.

Domestic water for the Lot 6 will be supplied by Town of Carmel Water District #2 (CWD#2).
Wastewater from the lot will be received by Town of Carmel Sewer District #2 (CSD#2).

2.0 PROJECT DESIGN FLOWS

The maximum daily design flows for Lot 6 are based on the hydraulic loading rates listed in the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation's (NYSDEC) publication Design Standards for
Wastewater Treatment Works — 2014 (DSWTF). The following table lists the proposed uses, associated
hydraulic loading rates, and the design flow rates (gallons per day or gpd) for Lot 6. Note that while no
additional flow is expected for the clubhouse because it is proposed to serve residents and their guests, 400
gpd has been included for potential visitors.

Hirdraullc Maximum Daily
Proposed Use ye Design Flow
Loading Rate
(gpd)
Gateway Summit
115 2-BR Senior Housing Units 2 x 110 gpd/BR 25,300
35 3-BR Multifamily Units 3x 110 gpd/BR 11,550
Clubhouse (Visitors) 400 gpd 400
Maximum Daily Design Flow Total 37,250

The average daily flow for the project is expected to be significantly less than the maximum daily
design flow. The maximum daily design flows represent conservative flows to ensure that the proposed
sewer and water works are designed with an ample factor of safety.

The anticipated actual flows are based on anticipated occupancy rates and measured data for water
use. Based on the project environmental review, the expected number of residents anticipated for the project
is 323 persons in Gateway Summit. Data from the American Water Works Association (AWWA) shows that
the average in home water use is 69 gpd per person. This number is reduced to 45 gpd per person when
water saving fixtures are used, which is the case for this project. Based on a projected population of 323, the
average daily flow is anticipated to be 14,535 gpd. The design flow of the WWTP is based on a 30-day
average flow. Therefore, for the district WWTP, the average flow of 14,535 gpd should be referenced when
assessing the district's available flow capacity.

3.0 PROPOSED CONNECTION TO CARMEL SEWER DISTRICT #2

Wastewater from Lot 6 will be collected and conveyed to a proposed 8" sewer main extension of the
existing CSD#2 collection system. The proposed extension will be constructed in conjunction with the
proposed Town road through the subdivision, which connects to the existing sewer in Old Route 6, as
discussed in the Wastewater Engineering Report for the G and F Subdivision. The capacity of existing
CSD#2 facilities and the current flow in the receiving system were also estimated in the aforementioned
report. The report concluded that there is sufficient capacity in the collection system and the WWTP to serve
the proposed G and F Subdivision (of which the subject lot is part), as well as other major proposed projects
currently under review in the district.

Insite Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape Architecture, P.C. 1



Wastewater Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision — Lot 6

The 37,250 gpd maximum daily design flow for Lot 6 is part of the previously approved flow for the G &
F Subdivision. The approved allocation for Lots 2 through 7 of the G & F Subdivision is 113,630 gpd per a
July 11, 2018 memo from Richard Franzetti, P.E. Town Engineer.

The flows from the senior housing units will reach an existing sewer pump station in Old Route 6 near
the WWTP. Based on discussions with Thomas Brann of Inframark, who operates the pump station, the
subject pump station is operating well and in acceptable condition.

4.0 PROPOSED SYSTEM COMPONENTS

Wastewater will be conveyed to the proposed G and F Subdivision sewer main extension. The sewer
for Lot 6 will be composed on approximately 4,400 feet of 8" PVC SDR 35 sewer pipe and 25 pre-cast
concrete manholes.

The 35 multifamily units will share sewer improvements with Lot 7. The 11,550 gpd flow will be
included in the sewer pump station sizing for Lot 7. For additional information see the Lot 7 Wastewater
Report.

Insite Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape Architecture, P.C. 2
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Prepared By
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Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7
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Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The G and F Subdivision is an overall development plan totaling approximately 183 acres in the
Town of Carmel. The site is located along the northern side of US Route 6 with frontage stretching from
the intersection with Old Brewster Road east to the Southeast Town line. This report is prepared for the
water supply for Lot 6 and Lot 7 of the G&F Subdivision. The tax map numbers for Lot 6 and Lot 7 are 55.-
2-24.6-1, 55.2-24.7-2, and 55.2-24.8-2.

Lot 6 is proposed to be developed with 115 units of senior housing and 35 units of multifamily
housing and Lot 7 with 150 units of multifamily housing and a shared clubhouse. Water for the two parcels
will be provided by a connection to the Carmel Water District #2. Lot 7 will use existing system pressure
and Lot 6 will include a pump station to provide a high-pressure system.

2.0 DESIGN FLOW

The maximum daily design flows for Lots 6 and 7 are based on the hydraulic loading rates listed in
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC) publication Design Standards
for Wastewater Treatment Works — 2014 (DSWTF). The following table lists the proposed uses,
associated hydraulic loading rates, and the design flow rates (gallons per day or gpd) for Lots 6 and 7.
Note that while no additional flow is expected for the clubhouse because it is proposed to serve residents
and their guests, 400 gpd has been included for potential visitors.

. Maximum Daily
Hydraulic :
Proposed Use + Design Flow
Loading Rate (gpd)
Gateway Summit
115 2-BR Senior Housing Units 2 x 110 gpd/BR 25,300
35 3-BR Multifamily Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 11,550
Clubhouse (Visitors) 400 gpd 400
The Fairway
150 3-BR Senior Housing Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 49,500
Clubhouse (visitors) 400 gpd 400
Maximum Daily Design Flow Total 87,150

The average daily flow for the project is expected to be significantly less than the maximum daily
design flow. The maximum daily design flows represent conservative flows to ensure that the proposed
sewer and water works are designed with an ample factor of safety.

The anticipated actual flows are based on anticipated occupancy rates and measured data for water
use. The expected number of residents anticipated for the project is 323 persons in Gateway Summit and
435 persons in The Fairways for a total of 758 persons. Data from the American Water Works Association
(AWWA) shows that the average in home water use is 69 gpd per person. This number is reduced to 45
gpd per person when water saving fixtures are used, which is the case for this project. Based on a
projected population of 758, the average daily flow is anticipated to be 34,110 gpd. Therefore, the average
flow of 34,110 gpd should be referenced when assessing the district’s available flow capacity.

The 87,150 gpd maximum daily design flow for Lots 6 and 7 is part of the previously approved flow
for the G & F Subdivision. The approved allocation for Lots 2 through 7 of the G & F Subdivision is 113,630
gpd per a July 11, 2018 memo from Richard Franzetti, P.E. Town Engineer.

wer04232106&05140_2.doc 1



Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

3.0

4.0

PROPOSED STANDARD PRESSURE IMPROVEMENTS

3.1 Design Flow

CWD #2 currently includes three storage tanks, located at approximately the same elevation
and are spread throughout the system. In order to determine the proposed distribution system
improvements, the following assumptions were made: each tank provides % of the flow, all flow
comes from storage and none from the treatment plant, a 1.5 factor of safety is applied to the flow.
The following calculations are the basis of the design of the proposed distribution system
improvements as described in Section 3.3 and modeled in Appendix A.

*Estimated existing peak flow from existing tank = 600 gpm (1.5 factor of safety x 400 gpm)
*Proposed booster pump station design flow (Lot 6) = 71 gpm (see Section 3.1)

*Proposed G and F Subdivision (Lots 1 to 5) design flow = 51 gpm

*Proposed G and F Subdivision (Lot 6 and Lot 7) design flow = 172 gpm

*These flows are utilized in the EPANET 2.0 model in Appendix A.
3.2 Storage Tank

CWD #2 has recently completed a design for replacement of the 300,000-gallon Everett Road
Tank with a 500,00-gallon tank. This project is scheduled for bidding and construction in 2022. This
improvement is intended to address current and future storage demands for the district. The
Gateway Summit project continues to propose a 139,000-water storage tank to supplement the
existing 300,000-gallon tank, if the district's plan for the new 500,000 gallon is delayed or aborted.
Should the district complete the new 500,000-gallon tank as envisioned the 139,000-gallon tank will
not be necessary and will be eliminated from the Gateway Summit project improvements.

If the 139,000-gallon tank is installed the proposed tank will operate in the same manner as
the existing adjacent 300,000-gallon storage tank. It will have a single connection to the proposed
main and its level will be controlled with an altitude valve. The settings for the operation of the valve
will be the same as the existing adjacent tank.

3.3 Distribution System

The proposed standard pressure system distribution system improvements include
approximately 5,700 Lf. of 8" diameter PVC watermain in proposed Lots 6 and 7 of the G and F
Subdivision. Please note that the proposed watermain through Lot 6 is proposed to loop the
standard pressure system through Lot 7 and that no services are proposed for the senior housing
units from the Lot 6 portion of the main. The Lot 6 senior housing units will be supplied with water
from the proposed high system (see Section 4.0).

The computer program EPANET 2.0 (see Appendix A) was used to model the proposed
distribution system improvements. The EPANET 2.0 program was also used to assess the
proposed domestic flow pressures in proposed Lot 7 as well as fire flow conditions. As seen in
Appendix A the pressure in the proposed main in Lot 7 (for domestic flows) will be 35 psi or greater.
During a fire flow of 600 gpm (based on proposed fire protection system requirements for Lots 6 and
7) the pressure in the proposed standard pressure distribution system will be maintained at 20 psi or
greater.

PROPOSED HIGH SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Kelly Ridge Pressure

CWD #2 recently completed a significant distribution system cleaning and pipe lining contract. This
contract included the mains servicing the Kelley Ridge area and beyond. These improvements will

wer04232106&05140_2.doc 2



Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

improve the pressure and flow characteristics in the system. The G&F project proposes multiple
connections to the CWD #2 distribution system at Old Route 6, Kelley Ridge Road and Everett Road
providing multiple looping of the water mains. This network arrangement will also provide for
redundant and improved flow and pressure conditions.

The proposed high system improvements include a new booster pump station and approximately
5,000 L.f. of 8" and 8” diameter PVC watermain. The proposed booster pump station will provide water to
the senior housing portion of proposed Lot 6.

4.1 Design Flow
Though the actual flows are anticipated to be lower, the maximum daily design flow is used for

booster pump station and watermain sizing. The proposed booster pump station will supply water to
the 115 senior housing units on lot 6.

Hvdraulic Maximum Daily
Loa):Iing Rate Design Flow
(gpd)
Lot 6 115 2-BR senior 2 %110
housing units gpd/bedroom 25,300
Total 25,300

As calculated above the maximum daily design flow for these units is 25,300 gpd. The Peak
hourly flow for domestic use is calculated using a peaking factor that is based on the population of
the subject project. The publication Recommend Standards for Wastewater Facilities (2014) was
used to determine a peaking factor of 4.

Peak Domestic Flow

25,300gpd + 24hr/day + 60 min/hr

17.6 gpm

]

Peak Domestic Hourly flow = 17.6 gpm x 4 70.4 (use 71)
The pump will also be sized to provide a 600 gpm fire flow.

The booster pump station total design flow is as follows:

Domestic peak flow =  T71gpm
Fire protection flow = 600 gpm
Total design flow = 671gpm

42 Booster Pump Station

The booster pump station is designed to provide water to the senior housing units of Lot 6.
The station is also designed to provide the required fire flow for Lot 6. Variable frequency drives will
be utilized to maintain a constant discharge pressure from the pump station. An emergency generator
is proposed to provide back up power. The design parameters for the system are provided below.

Static Head Loss

Elevation of Pump House = 730 ft
Pressure Head to be maintained at pumphouse 40 psi (40 psi * 2.31 ft/psi) = 92 ft
Elevation of Highest House = 726 ft
Static Head at highest house = 96 ft (42 psi)

wer04232106805140_2.doc =)



Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

660 ft
162 ft (70 psi)

Elevation of Lowest house
Static Head at Lowest house

Friction Head Loss

Head loss ft/100ft in

8" PVC DR 14 at Peak Hourly Flow (71 gpm) = 0.024 ft/100 ft
6" PVC DR 14 at Peak Hourly Flow (36 gpm (two directions)) = 0.025 /100 ft
8" PVC DR 14 at Fire Flow (671 gpm) = 0.900 ft/100 ft
6" PVC DR 14 at Fire Flow (336 gpm (two directions)) = 0.644ft/100 ft
Length of 8" main to tee (Includes 20% for fittings) = 300 ft

Max Length of 6” main to center of loop (Includes 20% for fittings) = 1600 ft

Max headloss Peak Hourly Flow (0.024*300/100+0.098*1600/100) = 2 ft/1psi
Max headloss Fire Flow (10.900*300/100+0.934*1600/100) = 18 ft/8psi

The control system will be designed to maintain 40 psi at the pump station. With a Domestic
Pressure loss of 1 psi the lowest system pressure under domestic slow will be 39 psi. With a loss of 8
psi under fire flows the minimum pressure would be 32 psi for fire flows. As shown above this allows
the system to meet RSWW minimum pressure at service connection of 35 psi and the RSWW and
AWWA M31 fire flow pressure requirement of 20 psi.

The original pump station was sized to provide 210 gpm domestic and 810 gpm total flow. As
the flows have been reduced to 71 gpm domestic and 761 gpm total flow (reduced unit flow rates for
modern plumbing fixtures and 35 units will be connected to the standard pressure system) the original
pumps discussed below are now oversized for the system. The pump selections will be revisited in the
future submissions.

The system will consist of four pumps. Two Grundfos CR20 pumps running in parallel will
handle the domestic flow. These pumps will maintain 40 psi at the booster pump station and supply
the peak domestic demand of 210 gpm. Two Berkeley 4 x 5 x 13 BH (B4JPBH) will provide the
required fire flow. These pumps are each capable of providing the 810-gpm total design flow. With
the redundant pump, all service will be maintained even with the best pump out of service. A small
hydro-pneumatic tank is also included in the system to maintain proper pump cycling. See Appendix B
for pump and system curves.

4.3 Distribution System

The proposed high system distribution system improvements include approximately 5,000 |.f. 6”
and 8" diameter PVC watermain. Six fire hydrants are proposed for the high system. Two hydrants
connected to the standard pressure system are proposed to supplement the booster pump system.
These hydrants will be a different color to distinguish between the systems.

wer04232106&05140_2.doc 4



Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

APPENDIX A
EPANET 2.0 Model
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Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

APPENDIX B

Pump and System Curves
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@ Berkeley Eiectronic Catalog
Pump Performance Datasheet

Customer 3 Quote number 4

Customer reference : Pump size -4 x5x13 BH (B4JPBH)
Hern number Stages G |

Service : Based on curve number 8013

: 11 Jun

Quantity of pumps : - — Date last saved
' R sxating Conditions .~ L 7 The U0 -

Liquid type

2007

Flow, rated : B05.0 USgpl 1 --Water

Head, rated (requested) 112001 Additional liquid description :

Head, rated (actual) . A 11231 Solids diameter, max :0.00in

Suction pressure, rated / max :0.00/0.00 psi.g Temperature, max : 68.00 deg F
NPSH available, rated : Ample Fluid density, rated / max .0.998/0.998 5G
Fregquency 160 Hz Viscosity, rated 1100 cP

ST g - .. ~Performance - MRS T ;
11,750 rpm ' ; 0t - Material

ump speed, rated oy E:
Irmpelier diameler, rated :11.250n Material requested . Not specified
Impelier diameter, maximum :13.50in Material selected __: Nat specified
Irpeller diameter, minimum 1 10.06 in - : :: PressureData” - 1 -
Efficiency ) 17935 % Maximum working pressure : 60.36 psi.g
NPSH required / margin required :7.7410.00 ft Maximum aflowable working pressure  : 165.0 psi.g
Specific speed / Suction specific speed + 1,087 /10,646 US units |Maximum allowable suction pressure  : N/A
MCSF 1289.4 USgpm Hydrostatic test pressure : NIA
Head, maximum, rated diameter 1139.5 1t o ... Driver & PowerData- " -
Head rise to shutoff :21.96 % Driver sizing specification : Rated power
Flow, best eff. point (BEP) ) :718.3 USgpm Margin over specification 1 0.00%
Flow ratio (rated / BEP) 1112.08 % Service faclor : 1.00 (used)
Diameter ratio (rated / max) 183.33% Power, hydraulic 22273 hp
Head ratio (rated dia / max dia) 162.34 % Power, rated :28.64 hp
Viscous coefficients (CQ / CH / CE) :1.00/1.00/1.00 Pawer, maximum, rated diameter :31.74 hp
Selection status : Acceptable ) Minimum recommended motor rating 1 30,00 hp / 22.37 kW
10 : i ] i
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BERKELEY Pumps / Pentair Water - 293 Wright Street  Delavan, Wisconsin 53115
phone: 1-888-237-5353 - fax: 1-800-4726-9446
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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 | based on information currently available. 1f 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 applicant or project sponsor to verify that the information
contained in Part lis accurate and complete.

A. Project and Applicant/Sponsor Information.

Name of Action or Project;
Gateway Summit and the Fairways

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

Route 6, Carmel New York (see attached location map)

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

The Gateway Summit and the Fairways development proposes two multi-family residential communities on a total of 145 acres localed on the north side of
Route 6 in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York. The two communities are referred to as “Gateway Summit’ and “The Fairways". The Gateway
Summit development would inciude a mix of 150 units of active adult single family homes, active adult townhomes and non-age restricted townhomes.
The Fairways development would consist of 150 units of non-age restricted townhomes with varied designs.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments were the subject of a thorough coordinated review under the SEQRA by the Town of Carmel
Planning Board (the lead agency) for Subdivision Approval, Special Use Permils, and Site Plan approvals, and to the Town of Carmel Environmental
Conservation Board for a Wetland Permit during the period 2003 through 2007. The proposed action involves amended Site Plan, Subdivision and Special
Use permits and setback variances from the Town Zoning Board of Appeals (see attached Expanded EAF).

The proposed action will provided needed senior and non-age restricted housing in the Town of Carmel.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone: g45.228 1400
Hudson Valley Realty Corp (Gateway) / Par Four Realty Company LLC (The Fairways) E-Mail: N ——

Address: 1600 Route 6, Suite 1

City/PO: ¢y TN Zip Code: 45505
Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone: g45.008.1400
Mr. Paul Camarda E-Mail: crillc@comcast.net

Address:

SAME
City/PO; State: Zip Code:
Property Owner (if not same as sponsor): Telephone:
E-Mail:
Address:
City/PO: State: Zip Code:
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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) Application Date
Required (Actual or projected)
a. City Counsel, Town Board. [JYes[CINo
or Village Board of Trustees
b, City, Town or Village BYesCINo [ vown of Carmet Planning Board: Site plan, Pending
Planning Board or Commission subdivision, special permit
c. City, Town or BZYesTINo | Town of Carmel ZBA: setback variances Pending
Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies Cyes[CINo
e. County agencies CIYes[CINo
f. Regional agencies CIyes[ONo
g. State agencies CIves[No
h. Federal agencies COYes[No
1. Coastal Resources.
i. Isthe project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? CdyesZINo
ii. s the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? O YeshZINo
iii. 1s the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? [ Yes[CINo

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 [JYesEZINo
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?

e If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.

e If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part |

C.2. Adopted land use plans.

a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site EZlYes[INo
where the proposed action would be located?
If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action CIYeshZINo

would be located?

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway; BYes[CINo
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
NYC Watershed Boundary

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan. [JYesEZINo
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan?
If Yes. identify the plan(s):
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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. 1 Yes[ONo
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district?
R-Residential and C/BP Commercial / Business Park

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? Ml Yes[INo
c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? [CJYeskZINo
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? Carmel Cenlral School District and Brewster Central School District

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
Town of Carmel Police

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
Town of Carmel Fire Department

d. What parks serve the project site?
Putnam Trailway, Fred Dill Wildlife Sanctua inham Mountain Multiple Use Area

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)? Residential

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? 144.65 acres
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? TBD acres
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? 179.65 acres
c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? [ YesiZlNo
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? EYES [ONo
If Yes,
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
Residential
ii- Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? BYes [No
iii. Number of lots proposed? 2
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum 42.89 Maximum __ 101,76
e. Will the proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? ElYes[INo
i. If No, anticipated period of construction: months
ii. If Yes:
s  Total number of phases anticipated TBD
*  Anticipated commencement date of phase | (including demolition) June month 2022 year
=  Anticipated completion date of final phase June month 2028 year
L

Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases:
A Construction Phasing Plan will be provided as part of the Amended Site Plan approval process.
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f. Does the project include new residential uses? KlYes[JNo
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 68 232
2. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? [YeskZINo
If Yes.

i. Total number of structures

ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: height: width; and length
ifi. 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 YesEZINo

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: [ Ground water []Surface water streams [_JOther 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? [IYes/INo
(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? DYesE]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? [dves[JNo

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 EYBS [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): NYSDEC Welland LC-27
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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:

NYSDEC and Town wetland buffer will be disturbed for walking trails and the installation of a dock. The dock will provide
recreational lake access. Wetland permits have been reapproved for the disturbance by the NYSDEC and the Town Environmental

Conservation Board.

iii. Will the proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? EIYes[INo
If Yes. describe: Piles will be installed for a dock.

jv. Will the proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? [ YeskZINo
If Yes:

» acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed:

s expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion:

¢ purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control. boat access):

s proposed method of plant removal:

o 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? BYes EINU
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: 87,260 max. day design gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? B1Yes[No
It Yes:
¢ Name of district or service area:
e Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? B Yes[INo
» [s the project site in the existing district? R yesCINo
¢ Is expansion of the district needed? CJYesiINo
# Do existing lines serve the project site? B YesCINo
iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? CdyesEZNo
If Yes:

e Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project:

e 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? [ YeskZINo
If, Yes:

=  Applicant/sponsor for new district:

e  Date application submitted or anticipated:

e  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), what is the maximum pumping capacity: gallons/minute.
d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? B Yes[CINo
If Yes:

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: 87,260 max. day gallons/day
ii. Nature of liquid wastes 1o be generated (e.g.. sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination. describe all components and
approximate volumes or proportions of each):

Sanitary wastewater

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? EYes[INo
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? EYes[INo
« s the project site in the existing district? B Yes[INo
» [s expansion of the district needed? JYesk/INo
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e Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? [dYesiINo
e  Will a line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? OYesiZINo
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? COYesINo
If Yes:
=  Applicant/sponsor for new district:
e  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 EYes[INo
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 _TBD acres (impervious surface)
Square feet or _144.8 acres (parcel size)
it. Describe types of new point sources, Roof drains, swales, pipes

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwaler, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?
Stormwater will be detained and treated by on-site stormwater management facilities

= Ifto surface waters. identify receiving water bodies or wetlands:

*  Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? [dYesiZINo
iv. Daes the proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater? ] Yes[CINo

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions. including fuel [OYesiZINo
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)

ifi. 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.  [JYesiZINo
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 OvesCINo
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 (CO-)

Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N-O)

Tons/year (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)

Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF,)

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. CIYesiZINo
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 [YesiZINo
quarry or landfill operations?
If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):

Jj. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial 1Yes[INo
new demand for transportation facilities or services?
If Yes:
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply): I Morning IZl Evening [OWeekend
[ Randomly between hours of to

ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of truck trlps:'day and type (e.g., semi trailers and dump trucks):

iii. Parking spaces:  Existing 0 Proposed 600 Net increase/decrease 600

iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? ClyesiNo
v If!he proposed action mcludes any modification ofemstmg roads creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:

vi Are pubhcfprwate transponauon semce(s) or faculmes available wﬂhm Va mlle uflhe proposed site? AYes[[INo

vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric  [Z]Yes[JNo
or other alternative fueled vehicles?

viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing  Z]Yes[_]No
pedestrian or bicycle routes?

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand Cyes[INo
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):

iti. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade, to an existing substation? [JYes[JNo

I. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply.

i. During Construction: ii. During Operations:
e Monday - Friday: 8:00 am to 6:00 pm s«  Monday - Friday: 24 hrs.
e Saturday: 8:00 am to 6:00 pm s  Saturday: 24 hrs.
¢ Sunday: INIA e  Sunday: 24 hrs,
e Holidays: N/A e Holidays: 24 hrs,
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m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction,
operation, or both?
If yes:
i. Provide details including sources. time of day and duration:
Noise from construction will occur during the construction period and will vary depending upon location and activity.

@ YesONo

ii. Will the proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen? M yes[INo
Describe: Existing vegetation wil be removed from areas of development
n, Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? [ Yes[ONo
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? M yesCINo
Describe: _Existing vegetation will be remov
o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? [ YesEINo
If Yes, describe possible sources. potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures:
p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) [ YesZINo
or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage?
IS
i. Product(s) to be stored
ii. Volume(s) per unit time (e.g., month, year)
iii. Generally, describe the proposed storage facilities:
q. Will the proposed action (commercial. industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e.. herbicides, [ Yes [Z]No
insecticides) during construction or operation?
If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):
ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? [J Yes CINo
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal [ Yes [INo

of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?

If Yes:
i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
e  Construction: tons per {unit of time)
e  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:

e  Construction:

s Operation:

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

¢  Operation:
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? [ Yes 4] 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):
il. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:

° Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
o Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment
iii. 1f landfill. anticipated site life: years

t. Will the proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous [ ] YeshZ]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? OyesCINo
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.l. 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.
[ Urban [ Industrial [J Commercial [ Residential (suburban) EZ] Rural (non-farm)
il Forest [ Agriculture [J Aquatic [/l Other (specify): Golf Course
ii. 1f mix of uses, generally describe:

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site. *

Land use or Current Acreage After Change
Covertype Acreage Project Completion (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, elc.)

#=  Wetlands (freshwater or tidal)

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

s Other
Describe:

X Note: Lavd use/Cover type to be provided clmrinj Amendad SikFlan Keview .
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? Cvesl¥INo
i Il Yes: explain:

d. Are there any facilities serving children. the elderly. people with disabilities (e.g.. schools. hospitals. licensed [JYeskZINo
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?

If Yes.
i 1dentify Facilities:

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? [CJyeskZINo
If Yes:
/. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
s Dam height: feet
s Dam length: feet
e Surface area: acres
s Volume impounded: gallons OR acre-feet

if. 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. Mlyes[INo
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? B Yes[[] No
# Ifyes, cite sources/documentation: Former Putnam County landfill is inactive and closed
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:
Former Putnam County landfill is located adjacent to the southern portion of Gateway Summit property.

iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities:
None

g, Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin OYesk/INo
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 yeskZ] 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 [ yesINo
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
O Yes— Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID number(s):
[] Yes — Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC 1D number(s):

[ Neither database

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

iii, 1s the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? Wl yes[INo
If yes, provide DEC 1D number(s): 344031

iv. 1f yes to (i). (ii) or (ii1) above, describe current status of site(s):

031 is fro YSDEC dalabase
ack, Rockland County, NY

e NYS Superfund program.

ite reference 344
and is located in West Ny
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v_ls the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? [CIyesiINo
IT yes, DEC site 1D 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? CJyes[INo
Explain:

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site

a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site? >6 feet
b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? K1 Yes[JNo
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? 5%
¢, Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: Pn - Paxton loam 35 05
CIE - Charlton loam 15 %
RdB - Ridgebury 10 9%
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: >6 feet
e. Drainage status of project site soils:}Z] Well Drained: 60 % of site
K] Moderately Well Drained: 25 % of site
K71 Poorly Drained 15 % of site
f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: §Z] 0-10%; 30 % of site
K21 10-15%: 20 % of site
] 15% or greater: 50 % of site
g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? [JYesiZINo

If Yes, describe:

h. Surface water features,

i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, Yes[INo
ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? Mlves[INo
If Yes to either / 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. M ves[[INo

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

e Streams: Name 864-194 Classification ©
®  Lakesor Ponds: Name Classification
®  Wetlands: Name Federal Waters, NYS Wetland, Federal Waters, Fe... Approximate Size NYS Wetland (ina...
®  Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) Lc-27
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired OJvyesEZNo
waterbodies?

If yes. name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired:

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? CYesZNo

j. Is the project site in the 100-year Floodplain? [CIYesiZINo

k. Is the project site in the 500-year Floodplain? [CdyesZINo

{f]\s, the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer? [dYeskZINo
es:

i Name of aquifer:
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:

Whitetail deer American Opposum

Grey Squirrel Racoon

American Crow groundhog -
n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? CdYesNo
If Yes:

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

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation:

ifi. Extent of community/habitat:

e  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 ] Yes[INa

endangered or threatened. or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species?

If Yes:
i. Species and listing (endangered or threatened):

Northern Long-eared Bat

p- Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of OyeskZINo
special concern?
IT Yes:
i Species and listing:

q. ls the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting. trapping, fishing or shell fishing? [YesiINo
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 ClYesZINo
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-A A, Section 303 and 304?
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number:

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? [CIYesiZINo
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 [Yesi/INo
Natural Landmark?
If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark: [[] Biological Community [J 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? [IYesk/INo
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 [ YesiZ] No
which is listed on the National or State Register of Historic Places, or that has been determined by the Commissioner of the NYS
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation to be eligible for listing on the State Register of Historic Places?

If Yes:

i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: [JArchaeological Site  [JHistoric Building or District
i, 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 lYes[INo
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? [JyesZINo

If Yes:

i. Describe possible resource(s):

ii. Basis for identification:

h. Is the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local FlYes[INo
scenic or aesthetic resource?

If Yes:
i Identify resource: Putnam Trailway, Fred Dill Wildlife Sanctuary, Ninham Mountain Multiple Use Area

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

iii. Distance between project and resource: 0.1 miles.
i. Isthe project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers I Yesk/INo
Program 6 NYCRR 6667
If Yes:
i. Identify the name of the river and its designation:
ii. s the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 6667 [CJYes[JNo

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 'nowled%

HudsgcaValley Bealdsy Coep. (Geteue
Applicant/Sponsor Name Pac Foor é?al!-j (:’1'?““_}" Lm(ra;rwﬁléne [0 .13 . 2]

Signature C%@(v/\—’—\ Title F{ﬁﬂlﬂ&/’ 'QPV‘ A?[Jl- Lerqt
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EAF Mapper Summary Report Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:41 PM

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.
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B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Areal) 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 - Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF

Potential Contamination History] Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF

Listed] Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF

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

Site]

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation 344031

Site - DEC ID]

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 - Stream  864-194
Name]
E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Stream  C
Classification]
E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands Federal Waters, NYS Wetland
Name]

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands NYS Wetland (in acres):31.4
Size]

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report /



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

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies]

E.2.i. [Floodway]

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain]

E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain]

E.2.|. [Aquifers]

E.2.n. [Natural Communities]

E.2.0. [Endangered or Threatened Species]

E.2.0. [Endangered or Threatened Species -
Name]

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals]
E.3.a. [Agricultural District]

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark]
E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area]

E.3.e. [National or State Register of Historic
Places or State Eligible Sites]

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites]
E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor]

LC-27

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Northern Long-eared Bat

No
No
No
No

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

Yes
No

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Gateway Summit and the Fairways development proposes two multi-family residential
communities on a total of 145 acres located on the north side of Route 6 in the Town of Carmel,
Putnam County, New York. The two communities are referred to as “Gateway Summit” and
“The Fairways”. The Gateway Summit development would include a mix of 150 units of active
adult single family homes, active adult townhomes and non-age restricted townhomes. The
Fairways development would consist of 150 units of non-age restricted townhomes with varied
designs.

The Fairways development consists of two tax parcels: 55.-2-24.8-1 and 55.-2-24.8-2, with a
total area of 101.76 acres. The Gateway Summit development consists of four (4) tax parcels:
55.-2-24.6-1, 55.-2-24.6-2, 55.-2-24.7-1, and 55.-2-24.7-2 with a total area of 42.89 acres.

The location of the site is shown on Figure 2-1 and an Aerial Photograph provided as Figure 2-
2. The site is currently vacant wooded land and is served by public water and sewer service.

Project Background

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments were the subject of a thorough
coordinated review under the SEQRA by the Town of Carmel Planning Board (the lead agency)
for Subdivision Approval, Special Use Permits, and Site Plan approvals, and to the Town of
Carmel Environmental Conservation Board.

The applicants, Hudson Valley Realty Corporation (Gateway Summit) and Mid Hudson Realty
Corp. (The Fairways) submitted separate applications to the Planning Board at the same time
for the two respective projects. The two developments are and will be divided into multiple
separate site plan applications. The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, elected to review the
projects together to allow it to better evaluate cumulative impacts.

Following a public scoping session, a scoping document was adopted by the Planning Board on
May 14, 2003. The applicant prepared a Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(DGEIS) for the two developments and their combined potential impacts. Following intensive
review and comment by the Lead Agency, Involved and Interested Agencies, the public, and
environmental advocacy organizations, the October 15, 2004 DGEIS (revised January 3, 2005)
was accepted as complete on January 5, 2005. A Public Hearing on the DGEIS, which fully
evaluated the potential environmental impacts anticipated from the proposed action, was held
on February 2, 2005.

Between the time the DGEIS was accepted on January 5, 2005, and the January 11, 2006
release of the Draft Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS), the proposed
Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects were significantly revised. Modifications to the
proposed action were made, in large part, in response to testimony at the February 2, 2005
public hearing on the DGEIS, and comments from the Lead Agency, the New York State
Watershed Inspector General, the NYCDEP, the public, and various environmental
organizations including Riverkeeper, Croton Watershed Clean Water Coalition and the Putnam
County Coalition to Preserve Open Space. Following the revisions, the applicant received
letters of support for the development from the NYS Watershed Inspector General and the
Riverkeeper. The current site plan closely adheres to the layout and road network that were
supported in 2005.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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The FGEIS modifications to the development plans for both projects addressed specific
reviewer comments, and provided further mitigation of potential adverse environmental impacts.
Modifications to the projects reflected in the FGEIS refined the two project specific SWPPPs,
and significantly reduced the area of overall site disturbance by reducing the intensity of the
proposed development, decreasing impervious surfaces, decreasing disturbance of steep
slopes, reducing roadway length and reducing the overall site grading.

It is noted that the site plan for the Gateway Summit project evaluated in the DGEIS and FGEIS
was a mixed-use development which included the following components: a 150-room hotel and
12,000-square foot banquet / conference center, 13,900 square feet of commercial space
consisting of two restaurants, 16,000 square feet of office space of which 400 square feet was
retail, a 68,000-square foot YMCA, and 150 senior residential units. The Gateways Summit
project described and evaluated in this expanded EAF involves only the residential development
portion of the overall Gateways Summit property. Any future commercial or office projects will
be reviewed under separate specific site plan applications.

On August 23, 2006 the Planning Board adopted a SEQRA Findings Statement that provided
conditions for future development for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways properties. The
Findings Statement acknowledged that “SEQRA allows a GEIS to "be broader and more
general" than a regular EIS and requires that a GEIS and its findings set forth specific
conditions or criteria and thresholds under which future actions will be undertaken or approved”.

The GEIS process and the related 2006 conceptual site plans established a general
development plan for each individual project, establishing development guidelines such as limits
of disturbance and impervious surface limits. The Findings Statement stated that subsequent
specific site plan applications may, and most likely will change from the concept development
plans included in the FGEIS and that such site plans will require no further environmental review
provided they substantially comply with the development guidelines developed in the GEIS
process and the approved Findings Statement.

“Accordingly, such elements such as building location and design, and location of the
interior roads for the commercial and residential uses may change from the concept
development plans in the FGEIS to the specific individual site plans without additional
environmental review, provided they substantially meet the development thresholds
established in the GEIS process and specifically set forth in this Findings Statement”.

The Planning Board developed a "SEQRA Evaluation Form" for both the Gateway Summit and
The Fairways projects that were intended to be used at the time of future site plan review in
order to determine whether such future site plan applications stay substantially within, or
alternately, measurably exceed these thresholds and whether further SEQRA review is
necessary. The Findings Statement provided that “if a site plan application proposed after the
issuance of this Findings Statement substantially complies with the thresholds set forth herein,
as determined through the SEQRA Evaluation Form, no additional environmental review under
SEQRA is required, including but not limited to lead agency designations and determinations of
significance (negative declaration)”. The Findings Statement indicated that if certain
environmental thresholds are exceeded by any site plan, then either further environmental
review would be necessary or that the application may be amended.

The “SEQRA Evaluation Forms” for the current site plans have been completed and are further

described below. The Forms are provided as Attachment A.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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In 2007 the subdivision of both the Gateway Summit and The Fairways properties was
approved by the Planning Board, establishing the property boundaries for the respective future
developments in the approved site plans.

In 2016, site plan applications were made for the residential portion of the Gateway project and
for The Fairways project. Following the applications’ review, the Planning Board made a referral
to the Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance to permit 3 stories over enclosed parking. That
variance was granted. The 2016 site plan applications were not finalized and the developments
were not constructed.

For comparative purposes, the currently proposed site plans are described herein as “Current
Site Plans”, the 2016 SEQRA plans are referred to as the “2016 SEQRA Site Plans”, and the
2006 plans are referred to as the “2006 Approved Site Plans”. The Town of Carmel Planning
Board site plan approvals as well as other agency approvals for the two projects all remain
valid. The Town Environmental Conservation Board recently reapproved a permit for
construction of the trail system.

Project Location and Setting

Land uses abutting the east-west and north-south transportation corridors of Route 6 and Route
52 generally define the land use patterns of the surrounding area. Historically, commercial
development has followed the Route 6 corridor, with residential development filling in areas
north and south of the corridor. The pattern of commercial development has generally included
individual buildings with accessory parking and individual curb cuts onto Route 6.

Centennial Golf Course abuts The Fairway site to the north, east and west and the Gateway
Summit site to the northeast. A former railway right-of-way and a former County landfill are
located west of the Gateway Summit site. Retail commercial businesses are located on both
sides of Route 6 to the west of the project site. These uses include the Putnam Plaza and a
supermarket on the east side of Route 6, and a shopping center with satellite stores on the west
side of Route 6.

Apart from commercial uses along Route 6, predominant land uses in the site vicinity include
low- to medium-density residential neighborhoods beyond the Centennial Golf Course to the
north, northeast, and northwest. The pattern of residential development has generally entailed
single-family lots of about one-third acre in size and larger. Newer multi-family residential
developments include the Pulte and Stoneleigh Woods developments located southwest of the
project site. Lands both south and northeast of Route 6 have remained largely undeveloped,
likely due to the steeper, more rugged terrain and proximity to the New York City reservoirs.
The subject property is located in the New York City Department of Environmental Preservation
(NYCDEP) regulated watershed and on-site mapped streams are tributary to the Middle Branch
reservoir.

Property Zoning

The Fairways site and lands to the north are located within the Town of Carmel's R - Residential
District. This single category of Town residential zoning was established as a result of the
Town's Comprehensive Plan and subsequent Zoning Ordinance revision processes in the early
2000’s.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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The Gateway Summit residential development is located in two zoning districts. The maijority of
Lot 6 is located in the Commercial/Business Park district (C/BP zoning district) and a portion of
the site is located in the R (Residential) zoning district. The areas immediately south and
southeast of the site are designated as part of the Town's Commercial/Business Park (C/BP)
district, one of two commercial districts established as part town-wide rezoning adopted in 2002.
Land west of the site along Route 6 is designated as the Commercial District, with the former
railway right-of-way that abuts the site being zoned for Recreation/Trailway. The applicant
dedicated a portion of the Gateway Summit property to the County to extend the bikeway.

The two project’'s compliance with the zoning code is further described below.

Current Site Plan

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways residential communities have been assessed as
separate developments during the previous SEQRA process, but the overall environmental
impacts of the two projects have been considered in total. The two projects share infrastructure
such as access roads and water and sewer infrastructure. The two developments are described
separately below and their overall impacts are considered independently and cumulatively in
this assessment.

The Fairways

The proposed Fairways site plan includes 150 residential townhomes, all of them non-age
restricted, which is the primary change from previous proposals for the project. The proposed
The Fairways plan proposes 66 2-story townhome units and 84 3-story townhome units. The 3-
story units allow for greater square-footage for the residential units while reducing the footprint
and impervious surface related to the buildings. Each of the Fairways units will include 3
bedrooms and a flex room. The combination of bedrooms and a flex room are proposed to meet
the growing demand for flexible additional space in homes including: room for guests and
visiting adult children, home exercise space, room for hobbies and crafts and much desired
home offices.

A total of 150 residential units for the Fairways development was considered in the previous
DGEIS, FGEIS and 2006 approved site plan and in the 2016 SEQRA application plan
considered by the Planning Board. The approved 2006 site plan included a similar road layout
and cul-de-sac as the current plan but involved some larger multi-family buildings. The current
site plan involves attached 2 and 3-story townhouse residential units situated close to the
internal access drive.

This new plan eliminates the larger 16-unit multi-family building provided in the 2006 and 2016
site plans and replaces them with much smaller 3 to 5-unit clustered townhome buildings. The
2006 approved site plan included 6 16-unit multifamily buildings and the 2016 site plan included
4 large multifamily buildings.

The modified building type proposed for the current site plan results in an overall greater
number of bedrooms than provided in the previous 2006 approved site plan and the 2016 site
plan. The greater number of bedrooms results in both an increase in population and in the
resultant water use and sewer demand, as compared to the previous plans. The increase in
population for the two projects is thoroughly analyzed in Section 3.0 Community Services of this
Expanded EAF. Water use and sewer demand for the current Fairways development is
described below.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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The areas of grading and impervious surface coverage for the current The Fairways
development are similar to the 2016 SEQRA site plan and the approved 2006 site plan. The
current building and internal road layout are very similar to the 2006 site plan. The current
Fairways site plan is shown in Figure 2-3 and the attached Site Plan drawings.

The current proposed site plan provides recreational amenities consistent with the 2006
approved plan. Recreational amenities include a clubhouse, two tennis courts, bocce courts and
an outdoor swimming pool. A major recreational feature proposed in the 2006 approved plan is
an extensive looped trail system that extends from the southern portion of the site to the
northern portion of the site providing access to mature wooded areas, wetland buffer areas and
to the lake at the eastern edge of the property. A trail and dock access to the lake will be
provided for canoeing and kayaking by residents of both Gateway Summit and the Fairways.

An emergency access drive (gated at both ends) is proposed from Kelly Ridge Road into the
approximate center of the residential development, consistent with the approved 2006 site plan.
A series of four stormwater management basins are proposed in the approximate same
locations as the 2006 site plan layout. Landscaping will be provided throughout the
development, and a landscaping plan will be provided for review by the Planning Board during
the amended site plan review process.

Gateway Summit

The proposed Gateway Summit plan includes 150 residential townhomes including 114 units
reserved for active adults (seniors) and 36 non-age restricted units. The proposed Gateway
Summit Plan would include 68 single-family senior cottage units, 46 two-story senior townhome
units, and 36 3-story non-age restricted units. All of the 36 non-age restricted townhouse
Gateway Summit units will include 3 bedrooms and a flex room. The 68 active adult cottage
units will have 2 bedrooms and a flex room. Similar to the Fairways residential design, the
combination of bedrooms and flex rooms are proposed to meet the growing demand for flexible
additional space in homes including: rooms for guests and visiting adult children, home exercise
space, craft and hobby rooms and much desired home offices.

A total of 150 residential units for the Gateway Summit development was considered in the
previous DGEIS, FGEIS and approved 2006 site plan and in the 2016 SEQRA application plan
considered by the Planning Board. The approved 2006 site plan included a combination of
townhouse residences, attached cottages and units in 4 large multi-family buildings. The current
plan occupies a similar area as the 2006 approved plan, but the road and building layout has
been updated and modified slightly for the current plan. The current Site Plan provides a layout
consistent with the SEQRA application plan (2016) with similar road and residential building
layout as compared to the 2006 approved plan and the 2016 plan.

Similar to The Fairways development, the previously proposed large 16-unit multifamily
buildings have been replaced with smaller 3 to 5-unit clustered townhome buildings in the
current Gatetway Summit site plan. The 2006 site plan included 4 large 16-unit buildings and
the 2016 site plan included 5 larger buildings.

The modified building type in the current Gateway Summit site plans will result in an increase in
the number of bedrooms/flexrooms, population and water use/ sewer demand, as compared to
previous plans (see discussion of water use and sewer demand, below).

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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The areas of grading and impervious surface coverage for the current Gateway Summit
development are very similar to the 2016 SEQRA site plan and the approved 2006 site plan.
The current building and internal road layout are very similar to the 2006 site plan. The current
Gateway Summit site plan is shown in Figure 2-3 and the attached Site Plan drawings.

The current proposed Gateway Summit site plan provides recreational amenities consistent with
the 2006 approved plan. Recreational amenities include a clubhouse, bocce courts and an
outdoor swimming pool. The clubhouse will provide space for community events and gatherings.
The extensive looped trail system provided on the Fairways property will be accessible for
Gateway Summit residents, including trail and dock access to the lake for canoeing and
kayaking. Access to the trail system is provided at the northern portion of the Gateway Summit
property, by crossing an access road.

Water and Sewer Flow Estimates

The maximum daily design flows for Lots 6 and 7 are based on the hydraulic loading rates listed
in the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC) publication
Design Standards for Wastewater Treatment Works — 2014 (DSWTF). The following table lists
the proposed uses, associated hydraulic loading rates, and the design flow rates (gallons per
day or gpd) for Lots 6 and 7. Note that while no additional flow is expected for the clubhouse
because it is proposed to serve residents and their guests, 400 gpd has been included for
potential visitors.

Hydraulic Maximum Daily
Proposed Use L . Design Flow
oading Rate
(gpd)
Gateway Summit
114 2-BR Senior Housing Units 2 x 110 gpd/BR 25,080
36 3-BR Multifamily Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 11,880
Clubhouse (Visitors) 400 gpd 400
The Fairway
150 3-BR Senior Housing Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 49,500
Clubhouse (visitors) 400 gpd 400
Maximum Daily Design Flow Total 87,260

Actual Water and Sewer Flows

The average daily flow for the project is expected to be significantly less than the maximum
daily design flow. The maximum daily design flows represent conservative flows to ensure that
the proposed sewer and water works are designed with an ample factor of safety.

The anticipated actual flows are based on anticipated occupancy rates and measured data for
water use. The expected number of residents anticipated for the project is 323 persons in
Gateway Summit and 435 persons in The Fairways for a total of 758 persons. Data from the
American Water Works Association (AWWA) shows that the average in home water use is 69
gpd per person. This number is reduced to 45 gpd per person when water saving fixtures are
used, which is the case for this project. Based on a projected population of 758, the average
daily flow is anticipated to be 34,110 gpd. The design flow of the WWTP is based on a 30-day
average flow. Therefore, for the district WWTP, the average flow of 34,110 gpd should be
referenced when assessing the district’s available flow capacity.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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Project Purpose and Need

The proposed The Fairways townhome residential development, and Gateway Summit
residential development with a mix of active adult and non-age restricted townhome and single-
family cottages would provide needed housing opportunities in an area of the Town where
infrastructure and roadway networks are capable of handling such development. The
development of two multi-family and single family (Gateway Summit) residential communities on
the subject property is appropriate, given that the environmental impacts have been thoroughly
reviewed by the Town of Carmel Planning Board and involved and interested agencies in an
extensive coordinated SEQRA review process.

The proposed development addresses the current high demand for new senior and market rate
housing in the Town of Carmel and in Putnam County, especially multi-family housing for
seniors and young families that do not want the responsibility of maintaining yards, driveways
and single-family properties. The active adult (senior) residences in the Gateway Summit
development will provide opportunities for current Town of Carmel residents to remain in the
Town.

In 2018 the Town of Carmel Planning Board consultant, Mr. Pat Cleary, prepared a
memorandum to the Planning Board explaining the need for multi-family housing in Carmel. The
memorandum discussed the current zoning code and its limitations on multi-family housing in
the Town. The demographics of the Town of Carmel were discussed including US Census data
that shows slowing population growth, especially in the population of persons 35-55 years old,
the group most likely to have children. These demographic changes support the need for multi-
family housing in the Town.

The project would produce long-term economic benefits with respect to tax revenues from the
property. The development would add considerably more ratables to the various taxing
jurisdictions over the long-term than the site currently generates.

Obijectives of the Project Sponsor

The applicant's proposal intends to accomplish the following:

e To address the high demand for multi-family senior and non-age restricted housing in
the Town of Carmel and in Putnam County.

e To provide long-term economic benefit to the Town of Carmel through increase tax
revenues from the property.

e To preserve over 60 acres of mature woods, wetlands and a lake and to provide access
to this land with a network of trials.

Compliance with Zoning Code

The Fairways development is located in the R (Residential) zoning district. The proposed
residential community will be compatible with nearby development, which primarily consists of
the Centennial Golf Club and the dense residential community west of the property on Kelly
Ridge Road and Everett Road. A large area of undeveloped land including wetlands (DEC
Wetland LC-27) and a lake are located east of the Fairways property.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
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Multi-family dwellings are allowed as of right in the Residential district. In a meeting in the
spring, 2021 the Town of Carmel Zoning Board granted an interpretation that Chapter 156-28 of
the Town Code permits the development of non-age restricted multifamily developments in an
R-zone. The use is permitted in the R district with lots that meet specific criteria, including a
minimum lot size of 10.0 acres, required setbacks, and availability of municipal sewer and
water, among others.

The proposed The Fairways residential development meets the zoning Code bulk and area
requirements for the R (Residential) zoning district, with the exception of two setback
requirements: 1) building separation and 2) perimeter building setback. The applicant will seek
variances from the Town Zoning Board of Appeals for these two code requirements. Section
156-28 A.(6) (Multi-family Developments) of the zoning code requires a minimum of 50 feet
between all buildings. The applicant will request a minimum building separation of 20 feet. The
zoning code (Section 156-28 A.(8)) requires a perimeter building setback of 100 feet. The
applicant will request a minimum perimeter building setback of 40 feet.

The variances are necessary, in part, due to the elimination of the large 16-unit multifamily
buildings for the Fairways development and their replacement by 3 to 5-unit townhome
buildings. These smaller clustered buildings require a greater building density and less
separation between buildings. These two variances for The Fairways will allow a setback
previously approved by the Planning Board and make the setbacks for the multi-family
development consistent with the code requirements for the adjoining senior multi-family
developments.

It is noted that the code requirement for “Senior citizens multifamily dwellings” (Section 156-39)
has a 40-foot minimum setback requirement for any yard, including the perimeter building
setback. In addition, the townhome units which require a variance for perimeter setback all abut
the Centennial Country Club golf course and do not abut residential development.

The Gateway Summit residential development is located in two zoning districts. A total of 36
townhome units are located in the R (Residential) zoning district. The balance of the residential
units (68 active adult single family cottages and 46 2-story active adult townhomes) are located
in the Commercial/Business Park zoning district (C/BP zoning district). Multi-family residential
uses are allowed in the C/BP zoning district by special permit, since all uses listed as special
permit uses in the Residential — R district use schedule are allowed in the district.

The Gateway Summit non-age restricted residential development will require area variances
from the Town Zoning Board of Appeals for building separation and perimeter building setback,
as described for The Fairways development above. These area variances would apply only for
the 36 townhome units located in the R Residential zoning district. The proposed residential
development in the C/PB zoning district meets all bulk and area requirements in that district.

The two proposed residential developments greatly exceed the density requirements for the two
respective zoning districts. The maximum permitted multifamily density in an R district is 5 units
per acre (Section 156-28 A.(2)). Therefore, the 150 units proposed for the Fairways project
requires 30 acres, while the current site plan involves 101.8 acres, more than three times the
code requirement.

The maximum permitted density for senior multifamily dwellings is 8 units per acre in the C/BP
district (Section 156-39 B.(5)). Therefore, the proposed 114 senior residential and the 36 non-
age restricted units in this development would require a minimum of 14.5 acres for senior
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2-8




EAF Part 3
January 28, 2022

residential and approximately 7 acres for the non-age restricted units for a total of approximately
22 acres. The Gateway Summit residential property contains approximately 42.9 acres, almost
twice the code requirement. For the two projects the overall density is approximately 2 units per
acre.

SEQRA Review

A SEQRA Findings Statement for Gateway Summit and the Fairways was adopted by the Town
of Carmel Planning Board on August 23, 2006. A copy of the Findings Statement is provided for
reference in Attachment A. As described above, the Findings Statement provided thresholds for
the lead agency to evaluate future individual site plan applications for the various parcels on the
two properties. Descriptions of thresholds are provided below. These thresholds were
developed as a result of discussions with, and evaluation by, the Planning Board and other
Involved and Interested Agencies and organizations. Text from the approved Findings
Statement is provided in italics, below.

a. Screening and Buffers

All future development plans for Gateway Summit and The Fairways parcels shall
provide a densely planted vegetated perimeter buffer adjacent to existing
residential homes. The amount, type and size of the buffer plantings shall be as
determined necessary by the Planning Board at the time of site plan review to
sufficiently screen the proposed development from adjacent existing residential
homes. No proposed parking lots or other paved surfaces shall be located within
this buffer. Areas may be identified where additional screening plantings,
including evergreen trees and shrubs, may be required.

A landscaping plan will be provided by the project engineer for the Gateway Summit and
The Fairways project that provides the vegetative screening and buffer plantings
acceptable to the Planning Board. We note that no residential properties abut either the
Gateway Summit or The Fairways properties.

b. Steep Slopes

The conceptual development plans for the two projects show approximately 40
acres of grading and other land disturbance on slopes of 15 percent or greater.
Conceptual development plans that show significantly greater grading of such
slopes may be subject to further SEQRA review or special erosion control
practices.

Grading and steep slopes disturbance for the current Gateway Summit and The Fairways plans
are very similar to the approved 2006 plans and the 2016 SEQRA plans, as shown in the site
plans provided. Grading or disturbance on slopes 15 percent or greater will not be significantly
greater than the approved plans.

C. Erosion and Sedimentation Control

All future site plan submissions will include detailed erosion and sediment control
plans, that are generally based upon the project specific Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans and are prepared in conformance with NYSDEC, New York City
Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) and Town of Carmel design
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standards, with special consideration given to erosion control on any land to be
disturbed with slopes greater than 15 percent.

Project specific erosion and sediment control plans will be developed for both the
Gateway Summit project site and The Fairways project site, as part of the SWPPP’s for
both developments.

d. Post Construction Stormwater Management

All individual site plan applications will include Stormwater Management Plans
that are generally based upon the project specific Stormwater ‘Pollution Prevention
Plans and conform with the New York State General Permit for Stormwater
Discharge (GP- 02-01) and the New York City Watershed Rules and Regulations.
Adherence to these rules shall be a condition of site plan approval.

Stormwater management plans will be developed for both Gateway Summit and The
Fairways in conformance with the NYS General Permit for Stormwater Discharge and the
NYC Watershed Rules and regulations.

e. Wetlands

The analysis of potential wetlands impacts in the FGEIS identified the extent to
which federal, State, and municipally regulated wetlands and wetland buffers,
would be disturbed by development of the site. All individual site plans will be
required to demonstrate that no significant increase in wetland and wetland
buffer disturbance will result from specific uses proposed on individual parcels.

No significant increase in wetland and wetland buffer disturbance is proposed related to
both projects. Any wetland buffer/wetland disturbance has been reapproved by the
NYSDEC and the Town Environmental Conservation Board in 2019 and 2021,
respectively.

On May 20, 2021, a natural resources specialist from Tim Miller Associates walked the
Gateway/Fairways to confirm that site conditions had not changed significantly since the
early 2000’s. The wetland line along the stream corridor and lake were also re-confirmed.
While the site continues to show signs of use by ATV riders, the tree cover and condition
of the understory remain the same. No additional tree clearing has occurred outside of the
areas that were historically used for the municipal garage facility. This was corroborated
by a review of historic aerial photographs of the site dating back to 1994.

One change that was identified was the absence of the beaver dam at the south end of the
lake that had previously raised the water elevation in the lake. With the dam gone, the
water level in the wetland at the south end of the lake has gone down, thereby allowing for
a healthy growth of emergent wetland vegetation in an area that had previously been
submerged. Similarly, the shores of the lake (at least on the western side) also have a
functional vegetative fringe compared to the past condition. This represents a beneficial
ecological change, and appears to be the only change of significance since the prior
review of the property.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways — Expanded EAF
2-10




EAF Part 3
January 28, 2022

f. Future Landscaping and Lighting of Individual Parcels

During the site plan review process, individual site plans will include landscaping
and lighting plans designed to enhance the visual qualities of the proposed uses
with additional screening where necessary adjacent to residentially-zoned
properties. Stormwater treatment basins will be planted with aesthetic and
functional wetland and transitional plantings to provide additional water quality
treatment, wildlife habitat and visual enhancement. Landscaping and lighting shall
comply with Sections 63- 27C(4), C(5) and C(6) of the Town of Carmel Zoning
Ordinance, at a minimum. Future application for development of Gateway Summit
and The Fairways must provide landscaping plans that comply with Town of
Carmel regulations and the GEIS Findings as apply to setbacks and landscaped
buffers to adjacent properties.

Site specific landscaping and lighting plans will be developed for the Gateway summit and
The Fairways development, consistent with the Town of Carmel regulations. Plans will
include buffer and screening plantings for adjacent residentially zoned property and
appropriate wetland and transitional plantings for the proposed stormwater treatment
basins.

g. Traffic

The traffic analysis in the DGEIS and FGEIS projected the number of entering and
exiting vehicular trips for uses under the proposed projects and Modified Road
Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit. As indicated in Section 5.6,
(Traffic and Transportation) of the Findings Statement, traffic mitigation may be
required only after the projected trip generation for additional proposed uses
exceeds specific thresholds set forth under the subsection Traffic and
Transportation Mitigation Proposed. It is noted that only NYSDOT has the
authority to allow improvements on Route 6 since it is a State Road. If NYSDOT
finds that traffic mitigation proposed after certain levels of additional traffic are
generated is not required, the applicable development components may be
developed and issued Certificates of Occupancy without the implementation of
such traffic mitigation.

In 2010, the NYSDOT completed a series of major traffic improvements that were
identified in the 2006 Findings Statement, including: the replacement of a bridge on Route
6 directly west of the project entrance, construction of an eastbound left-turn lane and
striping on Route 6 and the installation of a traffic light at the project entrance. The light
was installed by NYSDOT in 2010, but has since been put into storage pending the
opening of the intersection. These improvements were completed by NYSDOT with a 1.1-
million dollar contribution by the applicant, in advance of any approved site plan
applications for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects. These ftraffic
improvements were developed to accommodate the full build-out of the two
developments. Therefore, based upon the Findings Statement no further traffic mitigation
is warranted for the two residential developments.

The trip generation was developed for the current Gateway Summit and The Fairways
residential developments with a total of 300 residential units. The trip generation tables
are provided in Attachment C.
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The trip generation rates for non-age restricted residential development are somewhat
higher than for senior residential development. The type of housing (attached vs.
detached) also influences the trip generation rates, whereas multi-family residences have
slightly lower trip generation rates than single family residences. These factors were
considered in the development of the trip generation rates for the current non-age
restricted The Fairways project and the mixed (senior and non-age restricted) Gateway
Summit project.

The overall trip generation for the current projects were compared to the trip generation
for the residential portion of the approved 2006 Gateway Summit and the Fairways
projects. The comparison of overall residential trip generation is provided in Table 6 in
Attachment C. As shown in Table 6, the estimated trip generation for the current project
will be greater than estimated for the 2006 site plan. It is noted that this increase would
result in a maximum of approximately 54 additional trips entering and departing the site
during the Peak PM hour for the combined Gateway Summit and the Fairways
developments.

Further discussion of current traffic conditions, including the change in residential trip
generation patterns resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic is provided in Section 4.0
Traffic and Transportation.

Summary

This anticipated increase is still well below the thresholds for total trip generation provided
in the SEQRA Evaluation Worksheets for each project (see Attachment A). As noted, the
traffic mitigation described in the FGEIS was fully completed for the full build-out as of
2010 and therefore, no further traffic mitigation is warranted.

h.  Open Space

Future development plans will ensure that approximately 60 acres of open space
located on the Fairways site is preserved.

The current plan for The Fairways preserves approximately 60 acres of open space,
consistent with the Findings Statement.

i. Development

The parcels will require a building setback from the adjacent existing residential
neighborhoods to the south, east and west, and a screening buffer within the
building setbacks and generally along the property lines. The following includes
the list of conditions for development:

. All building setbacks shall conform to Town of Carmel Zoning regulations;

. There shall be a buffer zone of green space as described in the GEIS.
Such space shall be landscaped, or consist of natural vegetation and shall
contain no impervious surfaces;

. The Applicants shall be permitted those principal uses set forth in
the applicable zoning
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. There shall be no ingress or egress to any use through residential
neighborhood or roadway, except for emergency access as described in the
FGEIS.

The current site plan meets and development thresholds as described in the Findings Statement
with the exception of conforming to the building setbacks in the Town of Carmel Zoning
regulations. As described in the Compliance with the Zoning Code section above, a variance will
be requested from the Zoning Board of Appeals for 1) building separation and 2) for building
perimeter setback for multi-family buildings. The need for these variances resulted from the
elimination of large 16-unit multi-family buildings, as provided in the 2016 site plan and the
approved 2006 site plan, and replacing them with 3 to 5-unit clustered buildings. These two
variances will allow a setback previously approved by the Planning Board and make the
setbacks for the multi-family development consistent with the code requirements for the senior
multi-family developments. In addition, the townhome units which require a variance for
perimeter setback all abut the Centennial Country Club golf course and do not abut
residential development.

The primary difference between the current Gateways Summit and The Fairways projects, as
compared to the approved 2006 Site Plans is the provision of non-age restricted residences,
which will introduce school age children into the Carmel Central School District and to the
Brewster Central School District. The respective school district boundaries cross both the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways properties. The implications for the Town of Carmel and the
Town of Brewster and their respective school districts have been thoroughly analyzed in this
Expanded EAF and are presented in Section 3.0.

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 6BNYCRR
Part 617 (known as the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act, SEQRA).

This document includes the EAF form Parts 1, and supplemental information as Part 3. Part 1
of the EAF Form provides project details and its environmental setting. 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.
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3.0 COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FISCAL

3.1 Demographic Resources

Existing Conditions

As discussed, The Project Sponsor proposes to build 300-units of mixed townhouse style units
to develop neighboring residential communities on a total of approximately 146-acres located on
the northside of US Route 6 in the Town of Carmel, Putham County, New York. The project is
known as “Gateway Summit and The Fairways”. The development site lies immediately north of
US Route 6, east of the Town of Southeast boundary and adjoins the Centennial Golf Course.
The location of the site is shown on Figure 2-1. The site is currently vacant wooded land and is
served by public water and sewer service.

Project Description

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways residential development consists of the two sister
developments. Gateway Summit includes 150 units of housing including both general and
senior housing units; and the Fairways includes 150 townhouse units located in proximity to
Centennial Golf Course. The layout is illustrated in Figure 2-1, when combined the overall
residential plan includes 300 residential market rate units for sale.

For the purpose of this analysis the Gateway Summit Development is envisioned to include 114
senior units including 68 two-bedroom Cottages and 46 three-bedroom townhouse units. In
addition, Gateway Summit will have 36 three-bedroom townhouse units for the general
population. Units at Gateway Summit are anticipated to sell for approximately $550,000 to
$750,000 depending upon the unit type and number of bedrooms.

The Fairways Townhouse development is envisioned to include 150 3-bedroom plus flex room
units and 84 two-story units and 66 three-story units. These units are anticipated to sell for
approximately $750,000.

Demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research
(CUPR) were used to project the future population of the proposed Gateway Summit and The
Fairways community. Population projections are based upon the geographic region, type of unit,
number of bedrooms, and the anticipated market value. 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 2.2-1, based upon the nature of this development, the multipliers used
to project the population are as follows; Three story, three-bedroom townhouse units house 3.00
persons per unit; two story, three-bedroom townhouse units house 2.83 persons per unit.
Senior townhouse and senior cottage units are 1.88 persons per unit. By comparison, 2010 U.S.
Census data indicate that the average household size for a combination of all housing types in
the Town of Carmel is 2.70 persons.

As shown in Table 3.1, Based upon the CUPR residential multipliers, approximately 759
persons, including 93 school age children are projected to reside in the Gateway Summit and
The Fairways development. Of the 93 school age students expected to reside in the proposed
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development 68 will be located in the Brewster School District and 25 will be located in the
Carmel School District.

It should be noted that the 93 school age students expected to reside in the proposed
development will enter the two school systems gradually over the six-year buildout of the
respective projects. Figure 3-1 shows the boundary between the Carmel and the Brewster
School Districts.

Table 3.1
Population Projections
. School Age
Unit Type Numb_er Popu_lat_lon Population Childrelﬁl School Age
of Units Multiplier Multioli Population
ultiplier
Gateway 3-Story Townhouse - Carmel School District
3-BR plus Flex room | 9 | 3.00 | 27 | 0.59 | 5
Gateway 3-Story Townhouse - Brewster School District
3-BR plus Flex room | 27 | 3.00 | 81 | 0.59 | 16
Gateway 2-Story Senior Townhouse - Carmel School District
3-BR plus Flex room | 46 | 1.88 | 87 | 0.00 | 0
Gateway Senior Cottage - Carmel School District
2-BR plus Flex room | 68 | 1.88 | 128 | 0.00 | 0
Fairways 2-Story Townhouse - Brewster School District
2-BR plus Flex room | 75 | 2.83 | 212 | 0.39 | 29
Fairways 2-Story Townhouse - Carmel School District
2-BR plus Flex room | 9 | 2.83 | 25 | 0.39 | 4
Fairways 3-Story Townhouse - Brewster School District
3-BR plus Flex room | 39 | 3.00 | 117 | 0.59 | 23
Fairways 3-Story Townhouse - Carmel School District
3-BR plus Flex room 27 3.00 81 0.59 16
Total 300 -- 759 -- 93
Source: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research. Table prepared by TMA, 2021.

The Flex room that is being included was built into the floor plans is being included to meet the
changing needs of today’s society. Flexible work hours and/or working at home either full time
or part time is likely here to stay. People will be going back to work at some point but maybe
only on a part time basis of 2-3 days a week. People need private rooms away from noise and
confusion to work from home. People need private home offices for work at home which many
times include daily zoom calls. Today’s families typically include two earners in a household and
two separate private spaces are needed. Today people use extra rooms for home offices,
possibly one for the husband and a separate one for the wife.

A guest bedroom is also a must for some, for their visiting parents and close relatives, brothers
and sisters who visit for the holidays as people shy away from hotels. In addition, a hobby or
crafts room is desired as is a children’s homework / study room. There has been a trend away
from gym memberships in favor of purchasing home gym equipment to avoid close contact at
crowded gyms. Housing units need rooms for movie watching as people shy away from movie
theaters and for craft or art rooms as people are spending more time at home and are looking
for more private spaces. The flex rooms provide these types of spaces.
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More space is needed in a townhouse unit than just bedrooms. The task of schooling children at
home highlighted the need for desk space as many students are learning at home via on line
classes, for classes that range from early elementary through to college course work.

It should also be noted that the School Age Children multipliers are likely overstated. It's a
known fact that couples today are working into their mid to late thirties before they have
children. These working professionals want the low maintenance and ease of living townhouses
provide. The bottom line is people today are having fewer children and doing it later in life.

Based upon an aging demographic trend, the real estate sales today are dominated by the 55
plus market. It is anticipated that approximately 76% of the units at Gateway Summit and the
Fairways will be sold to 55 plus residents. Based upon the maintenance free lifestyle provided
by townhouse communities, the other part of the market is expected to be singles and young
professional couples without children or with pre-school age children. Families with multiple
school age children typically tend to buy single family homes with more space and a backyard.

The bottom line is the size of the average family unit has been decreasing over the last 20
years. People want and need additional private bedrooms but not necessarily to be used to
sleep in. Bedroom count today does not mean more students in the school system. Although
housing units are getting bigger, the family size has been getting smaller over the past 20 years.
The pandemic highlighted the need for more space in our housing units. The pandemic will
hopefully come to an end eventually; however, the lifestyle changes that have been made are
likely to last much longer.

3.2 Police, Fire and Emergency Services

Police Protection

Existing Conditions

The Carmel Police Department is a “full service” department and participates in many
community crime prevention and awareness programs in addition to its normal law enforcement
tasks. The department operates 24/7 and has 19 patrol cars, one boat and a canine patrol. The
department consists of the patrol division, detective division, a records division, and a seasonal
marine division. The Town of Carmel Police headquarters are located at Town Hall at 60
McAlpin Avenue just east of US Route 6 in Mahopac, New York, approximately 4 miles from the
project site.

The full-service department presently consists of 35 sworn police officers and eight civilian
employees.1 The Putnam County Sheriff's Department also exhibits a regular presence in the
area, as does the New York State Police and Metro-North Police. The Putnam County Sheriff's
headquarters is located in the Town of Carmel, within two miles of the Gateway and the
Fairways site. According to the department website, the Town of Carmel Police Department
handled approximately 35,000 calls for service in each year for the past three years 2018, 2019
and 2020.

1“History of the Police Department” Town of Carmel. Town of Carmel. July 15, 2021.
Webpage: www. https://www.ci.carmel.ny.us/police-department/pages/history-of-the-department.
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With a 2010 population of 34,305 persons, which has declined to 34,113 persons in 2020, the
current ratio of Town of Carmel police officers (35) to population is consistent with the ULI
recommended standard of 1 to 1,000 persons. This is in addition to the protection services
provided by the Putnam County Sheriff's Department, who regularly patrol the Carmel area. It
should also be noted the Putham County Sheriff Department is Headquartered in Carmel just
two miles from the project site. The typical response time of the police department, depending
on the type of call, call volume, weather conditions and time of day, is from three to thirty
minutes

Sworn personnel are involved in various programs including Crime Prevention, Accident
Investigation, STOP DWI, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement, Intelligence, Youth Court and the
D.A.R.E. program.

Potential Impacts

The development of 300 housing units on the project site would create a demand for additional
police services. Based on planning standards contained in the Development Impact
Assessment Handbook published by the Urban Land Institute (ULI), two police personnel should
be provided per 1,000 persons. Using this standard, the projected increase of 759 persons from
the Gateway Summit and The Fairways development has the potential to increase police
staffing needs by 1.5 police personnel. The ULI multipliers assume no existing services, thus
the actual demand on police personnel and vehicles is expected to be minimal. The Town
population has decreased from 34,305 persons to 34,113 persons, a reduction of 192 persons
with no reduction in the Town’s police staffing, further reducing any need for additional
personnel, vehicle usage or need for office space. The increase in annual taxes generated to
the Town by both projects is expected to total almost $735,000 annually. These revenues could
potentially be used to meet any increased need for police staffing or expand hours of operation,
if necessary. This also does not take into consideration the police services provided by the
Putnam County Sheriff nor the NYS Police which would be available to offset any potential
incremental increase in demand resulting from the proposed projects.

A letter was received from Police Chief Anthony Hoffman, dated January 24, 2022, which
corroborates the information provided in this section. The letter is included in Attachment D for
reference. The Chief notes that any increase in police personnel or equipment would be a
decision by the Town Board. As noted, the ratio of Town of Carmel police personnel to
population is within the recommended standard of two police personnel suggested in the
Development Impact Assessment Handbook. Therefore, the need for additional manpower and
equipment should be limited for the Town of Carmel Police Department. The increased tax
revenue to the Town, derived from this development, is sufficient to cover any additional need
for police officers or vehicles. The potential for impact to the provision of police protection is
considered insignificant.

Fire Protection
Existing Conditions
The Carmel Fire Department is located at 94 Gleneida Avenue in the Town of Carmel,

approximately two miles from the project site. The Department is a fully volunteer organization.
Presently, there is a county wide Mutual Aid Agreement in place in Putnam Countyz, which is a

2Adam Stiebeling, Deputy Commissioner of Putnam County Bureau of Emergency Services.
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plan to allow assistance between all County Fire Departments. The Officer-in-Charge of the fire
has the capability to request assistance whenever it is deemed necessary.

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 Carmel Fire
Department is also dedicated to community service by supporting Scouting organizations of
America, supporting other local charities and participating in fireman’s parades throughout the
region. The Carmel Fire Department is in the process of constructing a major expansion and
rehabilitation of its current facility which should be completed in the first half of 2022.

The Carmel Fire Department currently operates 3 engines, 1 tanker truck, 1 ladder truck, 2 light
duty rescue vehicles, a gator, a rescue trailer and a marine safety vehicle, plus 2 Chiefs'
vehicles. These units are staffed by the 50 active volunteer members who respond from a fire
station at 94 Gleneida Ave. The station is approximately 2.0 miles (driving distance) from the
subject site. The department typically responds to approximately 400 alarms annually. These
alarms consist of structural fires, motor vehicle accidents (MVA's), automatic alarms, vehicle
fires, mutual aid, and various other calls for assistance.

Potential Impacts

Calls for fire/medical emergencies from the proposed development would be routed through the
emergency 911 system, where dispatchers would notify the Carmel Fire Department. All
proposed buildings would be constructed and all operations would be permitted in accordance
with the provisions of the State Fire Prevention Code. Buildings and operations of the
development are subject to inspection by the Town Building Inspector. The adequacy of
construction materials used, building design and material storage practices, fire flow rates, and
water system capacity was assessed by the Fire Department during the DEIS and FEIS studies.

The existing Mutual Aid Agreement would ensure that additional fire-fighting and rescue
resources are available to the Town of Carmel Fire Department, as required.

As noted above, the Proposed Action would potentially increase the Town’s population by 759
persons. Also noted earlier, the Town’s population has declined by 192 persons since 2010,
partially offsetting this increase. Based on planning standards contained in the Urban Land
Institute’s Development Impact Handbook, it is estimated that 1.65 fire personnel and 0.2
vehicles per 1,000 population is required to serve a new population. The anticipated increase in
population of 759 persons would generate a demand for 1.25 additional fire personnel and less
than 0.1 additional fire vehicles. However, The ULI multipliers assume no existing services, thus
the actual demand on fire personnel and vehicles would be reduced. The increase in annual
taxes generated to the Fire District by both projects is expected to total almost $103,537
annually. These revenues could potentially be used to supplement firematic operations if
needed.

Since, the ULI multipliers assume no existing services; the actual demand on fire personnel and
vehicles from the proposed project is expected to be insignificant.

The Town of Carmel Building code requires Senior Multifamily housing to be fully sprinklered.
The proposed senior housing at Gateway Summit is in conformance with this requirement. Out
of an abundance of caution, the Applicant has volunteered to fully sprinkler the 186 non-age
restricted units, thus all units in the entire Gateway Summit and the Fairways Development will
have sprinkler coverage.
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The amended plans for Gateway and the Fairways have eliminated the large 3-story 15-unit
buildings over parking, which are now replaced by smaller scale Cottages and Townhouses.
The current project design has the Fairways layout similar to the Gateway layout. The project as
proposed has received a required variance to utilize a minimum of 20’ distance between the
Fairways buildings. This setback is similar to the Gateway setback, previously considered and is
mitigated by the presence of sprinklers in all units.

The potential for impact to the provision of fire protection is considered insignificant.

Emergency Medical Services

Existing Conditions

The Carmel Volunteer Ambulance Corps provides emergency medical services to the site area.
The Corps is a New York State-certified agency that provides basic life support ambulance
service. The ambulance headquarters are located off at 6 Garrett Place, behind the Carmel Fire
Department.

The Carmel Volunteer Ambulance Corps (CVAC) provides emergency ambulance service to the
project area. The CVAC currently has 63 active members and responds to approximately 1,000
calls for service annually. Based upon these figures, annual average calls per capita equates to
0.03. According to the CVAC website, the corps currently operates 3 ambulances including 31-
7-1 and 31-7-2. The Corps also has a fully equipped first response vehicle. Each ambulance is
staffed by a crew chief who is a New York State Certified Emergency Medical Technician, and a
driver. Most calls have a third crew member, who may or may not be an EMT.

The primary hospital serving the project area is Putnam Hospital Center located on Stoneleigh
Avenue in Carmel immediately north of the Project site. Putnam Hospital Center is a 164-bed
acute care hospital facility. Acute care is a branch of secondary health care where a patient
receives active but short-term treatment for a severe injury or episode of illness, an urgent
medical condition, or during recovery from surgery. In medical terms, care for acute health
conditions is the opposite from chronic care, or longer-term care.

According to the Hospital website, the hospital offers innovative technologies, including robot-
assisted surgery. The Hospitals specializes in advanced surgical services including orthopedics,
spine and bariatric surgery. Other services include, stroke care, a blood management program,
cardiac care, psychiatric care including a partial-hospitalization program, maternity care and
outpatient physical rehabilitation.

Potential Impacts

Based on planning standards contained in the Development Impact Assessment Handbook
published by the Urban Land Institute, 36.5 calls per 1,000 population per year would be the
multiplier used to project the increase in Emergency Medical Service (EMS) calls for new
development. Based upon the ULI multiplier, the projected 759 residents that will reside at the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways development could increase EMS calls by 28 annually.
Currently 63 volunteers handle 1,000 calls for service annually or on average 16 calls per year
per volunteer. An increase of 28 calls represents a 3% increase in call volume and equates to
less than half of an additional call per volunteer. This is not considered a significant increase.
Since the volunteers work out of their homes no increase in vehicles or physical space is
anticipated.
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The increase in population from the proposed development is not expected to impact the
services or quality of service of the Carmel Volunteer Ambulance Corps. Coordination with EMS
providers would occur as individual site plans are reviewed. The Applicant would comply with
any reasonable requirements imposed during that review.

The ULI multipliers assume no existing services, thus the actual demand on EMS personnel and
vehicles is expected to be insignificant.

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 3.0 beds. This is not considered a significant impact.

3.3 Fiscal Resources

Current Assessed Value

The proposed Gateway Summit & The Fairways community is contained on the following Town
Tax Parcels:

Gateway:
e Section 55.-2-24.6-1
e Section 55.-2-24.6-2
e Section 55.-2-24.7-1
e Section 55.-2-24.7-2

Fairways:
e Section 55.-2-24.8-1
e Section 55.-2-24.8-2

The current equalized assessed value of the six undeveloped parcels is $1,204,700. This
represents 100 percent of the total market value of the six parcels. According to a review of the
2021 tax bills for the subject parcels, the total annual property taxes paid to the Town of Carmel
are $5,856 and the municipal taxes paid to the Fire Department are $1,343. The municipal taxes
paid to Putnam County are $3,650. Thus, the total municipal taxes paid are $11,354. The
annual taxes property taxes paid to the Brewster Central School District (BCSD) are $27,330,
while the annual property taxes paid to the Carmel Central School District (CCSD) are $6,248.

Potential Impacts

The New York State Office of Real Property Services (NYSRPS) requires that multifamily properties
are assessed in terms of the value of the income they provide. Based upon the income value of the
proposed development, the total market value of the proposed community is estimated to be
$92,866,780. Using the current Town of Carmel 2021 equalization rate of 100 percent, the total
future Assessed Value for this analysis is estimated to be $92,866,780.
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Projected Revenues

Table 3-2 compares the revenues generated presently by the property to the revenues to be
generated after the proposed community is complete. Revenues are based on the most current
2021 municipal tax rates (2021-2022 tax rate for the Brewster and Carmel Central School
Districts). According to the Town budget, the Town’s tax rate includes Town governmental
services, highway maintenance, justice court, police services, and parks & recreation.

As presented in Table 3-2, annual revenues to the Town of Carmel are projected to be
approximately $451,395. Tax revenues to the Fire Department #3 are estimated to be $103,537.
The tax revenues to Putnam County would be approximately $281,363 annually. The total
municipal revenue is estimated to be $1,025,377.

Table 3-2 also indicates the annual revenues to the Brewster and Carmel Central School
Districts would be approximately $1,492,512 and $1,047,578 respectively. The net increase
between the current tax revenues generated by the site and paid to the School Districts and the
total future project-generated revenues to the school district are projected to be approximately
$1,465,182 to the Brewster School District and $1,041,330 to the Carmel School District
annually.

As can be seen in Table 3.9-2, overall, the combined tax revenues from each jurisdiction are
projected to total more than $2.5 million annually.

Table 3-2
Current & Projected Taxes Generated by the Gateway Summit and The Fairways
Net Increase
Taxina Authorit Current Tax Current Projected Taxes | Between Current
9 y Rate Taxes ($) Total ($) & Projected
Taxes ($)
Putnam County $3.029745 $3,650 $281,363 $277,713
Town of Carmel $4.860676 $5,856 $451,395 $445,540
Ambulance #1 $0.200208 $241 $18,593 $18,351
Fire #3 $1.114895 $1,343 $103,537 $102,194
Reed Library $0.218858 $264 $20,325 $20,061
Carmel Water #2 $1.616989 $1,947 $150,165 $148,217
Total Town $7,704 $744,014 $734,362
Total Municipal $11,354 $1,025,377 $1,012,075
Brewster Central School District $28.315408 $27,330 $1,492,512 $1,465,182
Carmel Central School District $26.087342 $6,248 $1,047,578 $1,041,330
TOTAL $39.356779 $44,932 $3,565,466 $3,518,586

Notes:

Municipal taxes are based upon Town of Carmel 2021 Tax Rates.

Brewster Central School District Tax Rates are for the 2020-2021 school year.
Carmel Central School District Tax Rates are for the 2020-2021 school year.
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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 roadways. There are no aspects of the project which are
anticipated to result in an ownership, maintenance or operational responsibility to the Town of
Carmel, thus reducing municipal costs to the maximum extent practicable.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways community will each have their own recreational
facilities including a clubhouse with billiards and card rooms, pool, tennis, bocce courts, and
workout gym equipment. All facilities will be shared and will thus be available to all residents of
both communities.

3.3 Schools

Existing Conditions

The project site is served by both the Brewster and the Carmel School Districts.
Brewster School District.

The Brewster Central District includes one K-2 elementary school, one grade 3 to 5 intermediate
school, one grade 6 to 8 middle school, and one grade 9 to 12, high school. The Brewster
School District geographically includes the majority of the Town of Southeast, approximately
half of the Town of Patterson and a small area of the Town of Carmel, which contains a portion
of the Gateway Summit and The Fairways development.

According to information provided in the Demographic Study Update for the Brewster Central

School District3, enrollments have been steadily decreasing for more than the past 10 years.
(Refer to Attachment B). The study documents a steady cumulative decline of more than 10%
in student enrollment between 2011/12 and 2020/21 resulting in a reduction of more than 350
students and projects this decline is likely to continue over the next 5 years, thus leaving
available ample capacity to handle an increase in student enrollment. This could result in a loss
of approximately 500 students by 2026

As of October 2020, 2.984 students were enrolled in the District. Table 2.2-3 below summarizes
the current 2020/2021 grade distributions and enroliments of the various schools within the
District:

Table 3-3
Brewster Central School District (2020-2021 School Year)
School Grades | 5450/21 Enroliment
Served
JFK Elementary School K-2 608
Starr Intermediate School 3-5 625
Wells Middle School 6-8 755
Brewster High School 9-12 996
TOTAL 2,984
Brewster Central School District 2021.

3
NYS Department of Education BEDS Enrollment Data for Central School District 2019/2020, July 2021.
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Potential Impacts

As shown in Table 3-1, based upon demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers University
Center for Urban Policy Research, a total of 93 students are projected to reside in the Gateway
Summit and The Fairways residential development of which 68 students will reside in the
Brewster School District and 25 of which will reside in the Carmel School District. Given
changing trends in family size and make-up. It is likely the projection of school age children is
overstated, and thus provides a conservative analysis of future conditions. The additional
students will gradually enter the school system over a 6-year period once the unit construction
starts in 2023. It is projected that the Student enrollment will decline by over 500 students by
2026 when full buildout is anticipated. The addition of 68 students to a current population of
almost 3,000 students represents an increase of approximately 2 percent. The Brewster CSD
has availability in its existing infrastructure to accommodate this increase in student population.

Brewster School District Costs Associated with the Proposed Project

Any costs to the Brewster District would be related specifically to programming, which are
referred to as marginal costs. The total budget for 2021-2022 school year for the Brewster
School District is $104,903,457. The District allocates $85,600,000 to be spent on instruction
and transportation. Approximately 75 percent of this cost is derived from property tax revenue.
With a current enrollment of approximately 3,000 students, programming costs paid for by the
tax levy are estimated to be $19,476 per student. Projected costs as a result of the proposed
Gateway Summit and The Fairways development to the school district would be $1,324,368
annually based on an estimated 68 new students that would be living in the district. There will
be no cost to the School District associated with the senior residential portion of the
development.

The proposed Gateway Summit and The Fairways will generate $1,492,512 in annual property
tax revenues directly to the school district compared to the cost of $1,324,368. Thus, the overall
effect on the district's budget is projected to be positive. At today's tax rates, the Gateway
Summit and The Fairways project would be projected to generate approximately $69,860 in tax
revenue annually after covering the educational costs for the increase in student population.

This anticipated increase in student population will not have a significant impact on
administrative or capital needs of the district. The Demographic Study referenced above,
demonstrates the district’'s existing facilities have capacity to handle at least 350 additional
students.

With an enrollment of 2.984 students, an increase of an estimated 68 students represents a
2.3% increase in total student enrollment. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2023 and
continue to 2029. Thus, construction is expected to take up to 72 months which is likely to be
spread over a minimum of six school years. When broken down into a six-year period, this
represents an average of less than half of a percent (0.38%) annually. The increased student
population is also expected to be distributed throughout the grade levels, resulting in an average
of one new student per grade, per year. The multi-year phasing and distribution of students will
allow for an additional 68 students to be integrated to the local schools with minimal impact.
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Carmel Central School District

The Carmel District includes three K-4 elementary schools, one middle school (grades 5, 6, 7
and 8), and one high school (grades 9 to 12). The Carmel Central School District geographically
includes the majority of the Town of Carmel, the Carmel Hamlet Area, portions of the Town of
Philipstown and portions of the Town of Kent.

According to information provided by the Carmel School District4, enrollments have been
steadily decreasing for more than the past 10 years. A study entitled School Age Children,
Carmel Central School District Student Enroliment, dated July 14, 2021, was prepared by Tim
Miller Associates and is included in Attachment B. The study documents the continued decline
in student enroliment and identifies the available capacity to handle an increase in student
enrollment. This study indicates continuing declines for the Carmel School District by more
than 30% compared to peak enrollments. This substantial declining enrollment trend has the
potential to result in excess infrastructure, where the number of students is significantly lower
than the enroliment capacity. The potential for the elimination of school clubs, sports teams and
other extra-curricular activities could increase as enroliments continue to decline.

As of October 2020, 3,979 students were enrolled in the District. Table 3-4 below summarizes
the current 2020/2021 grade distributions and enrollments of the various schools within the
District:

Table 3-4
Carmel Central School District (2020-2021 School Year)
School Grades | 5414 Enroliment
Served
Kent Primary School K-4 378
Kent Elementary School K-4 372
Matthew Patterson Elementary School K-4 476
George Fisher Middle School 5-8 1,194
Carmel High School 9-12 1,410
TOTAL 3,979
Carmel Central School District 2021.

Potential Impacts

As shown in Table 3-1, based upon demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers University
Center for Urban Policy Research, approximately 93 students are projected to reside in the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways residential development of which 16 will reside in the
Carmel School District. The addition of 16 students to a population of more than 3,900 students
represents an increase of less than half a percent. This increase will occur over a 6-year period
as the units get built between 2023 and 2029. The Carmel CSD has tremendous availability in
its existing infrastructure to accommodate increases in student population.

Carmel School District Costs Associated with the Proposed Project

The school budget for the 2021/2022 school year was defeated twice by the residents of the
school district.

4
NYS Department of Education BEDS Enrollment Data for Central School District 2019/2020, July 2021.
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Any costs to the District’'s would be related specifically to programming, which are referred to as
marginal costs, the contingency budget for 2021-2022 school year for the Carmel Central
School District allocates $106,694,416 to be spent on student programming. Approximately 70
percent of this cost is derived from property tax revenue. With a current enrollment of
approximately 4,000 students, programming costs paid for by the tax levy are approximately
$18,770 per student. Projected costs as a result of the proposed Gateway Summit and The
Fairways development to the school district would be $469,250 annually based on an estimated
25 students that would be living in the residential units. There will be no cost to the School
District associated with the senior residential portion of the development.

The proposed Gateway Summit and The Fairways will generate $1,047,578 in annual property
tax revenues directly to the Carmel school district compared to the cost 0f$469,250. Thus, the
overall effect on the district s budget is projected to be a significant windfall. At today's tax rates,
the Gateway Summit and The Fairways project would be projected to generate more than
$578,000 in net additional funds annually after covering the educational costs for the increase
in student population.

With an enrollment of 3,979 students, an increase of an estimated 25 students over a period of
6 years, represents a minimal increase in student enroliment. Conversation with the Business
Administrator for the Carmel Central School District indicated absorption of the new students
should not present a capacity problem for the school district, particularly in light of the declining
enroliment trend the district is experiencing.

This anticipated increase in student population will not have a significant impact on
administrative or capital needs of the district. The School Age Children Enroliment Study
referenced above, demonstrates the district s existing facilities have capacity to handle up to
approximately 1,000 additional students.

An increase in residential development will also result in an increase in the assessed valuation
of each School District, which translates into additional school tax revenues. Since the
infrastructure and staff resources are already in place, the costs for new students associated
with multi-family housing would be minimal. The increased tax revenue funds may be used to
off-set any cost increase necessary.

It should also be noted that while market-rate multifamily housing would provide a significant
increase in both districts assessed valuation, the ratio of students associated with multifamily
housing is low compared to traditional single-family housing - and as such would not over-
burden the schools. Additionally, the trend today is for increased utilization of private schools
continuing to drain students from the public-school system.

This analysis, plus a request for comments, was sent to both School Districts as part of the
review process. Responses from the two school districts are included in Attachment D for
reference.

The Brewster School District indicated they acknowledged the assessment provided herein and
did not have any further comment.

The Carmel School District indicated their desire to increase the student population through an
increase in non-age restricted housing. This is in light of the districts continued declining
enrollment. The Carmel District also requested confirmation of the boundary between the two
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school districts, again likely based on their desire to increase student population. The applicant
has no authority over this boundary line and is not in a position to make any adjustments to it.

The applicant has no objection to the two school districts working together to determine how to
best serve the anticipated student population at Gateway Summit and the Fairways and will
willingly support the efforts of the School Districts to meet this need.

Beyond the anticipated school tax revenue, no mitigation is required or proposed.
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4.0 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

The 2006 Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments
provided traffic (trip generation) thresholds for the overall project, when exceeded, required the
applicant to implement specific traffic mitigation. The traffic mitigation included a traffic light at
the project entrance and a left-turn lane for east-bound traffic on US Route 6 to enter the project
site. The thresholds were described in the Findings as follows:

g. Traffic

The traffic analysis in the DGEIS and FGEIS projected the number of entering and exiting
vehicular trips for uses under the proposed projects and Modified Road Configuration
Alternative  for Gateway Summit. As indicated in Section 5.6, (Traffic and
Transportation) of the Findings Statement, traffic mitigation may be required only
after the projected trip generation for additional proposed uses exceeds specific
thresholds set forth under the subsection Traffic and Transportation Mitigation
Proposed. It is noted that only NYSDOT has the authority to allow improvements on
Route 6 since it is a State Road. If NYSDOT finds that traffic mitigation proposed after
certain levels of additional traffic are generated is not required, the applicable
development components may be developed and issued Certificates of Occupancy
without the implementation of such traffic mitigation.

In 2010, the NYSDOT completed a series of major traffic improvements that were identified in
the 2006 Findings Statement, including: the replacement of a bridge on Route 6 directly west of
the project entrance, construction of an eastbound left-turn lane and striping on Route 6 and the
installation of a traffic light at the project entrance. The light was installed by NYSDOT in 2010,
but has since been put into storage pending the opening of the intersection. These
improvements were completed by NYSDOT with a 1.1-million-dollar contribution by the
applicant, in advance of any approved site plan applications for the Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. These traffic improvements were developed to accommodate the full build-
out of the entire Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects. Therefore, based upon the
Findings Statement no further traffic mitigation is warranted for the two residential developments
and the other lots within Gateway Summit. All future developments in the Gateway Summit
property will require Site Plan review, and traffic from those developments will be assessed as
part of that review. The original 2006 traffic study included a YMCA recreation center and the
YMCA was a significant contributor to the original traffic projections. The YMCA has since
dropped their proposal for the property. The traffic estimated for the YMCA development will no
longer be included in future assessments of site generated traffic.

Trip Generation

The trip generation was developed for the current Gateway Summit and The Fairways
residential developments with a total of 300 residential units. The trip generation tables are
provided in Attachment C.

The trip generation rates for non-age restricted residential development are somewhat higher
than for senior residential development. The type of housing (attached vs. detached) also
influences the trip generation rates, whereas multi-family residences have slightly lower trip
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generation rates than single family residences. These factors were considered in the
development of the trip generation rates for the current non-age restricted The Fairways project
and the mixed (senior and non-age restricted) Gateway Summit project.

The overall trip generation for the current projects were compared to the trip generation for the
residential portion of the approved 2006 Gateway Summit and the Fairways projects. The
comparison of overall residential trip generation is provided in Table 6 in Attachment C. As
shown in Table 6, the estimated trip generation for the current project will be greater than
estimated for the 2006 site plan. It is noted that this increase would result in a maximum of
approximately 54 additional trips entering and departing the site during the Peak PM hour for
the combined Gateway Summit and the Fairways developments.

Impact of Covid-19

The ongoing Covid-19 pandemic has altered commuting and overall traffic patterns, and these
changes may be long-term. Planning and transportation professionals nationwide are assessing
the short-term and long effects of the pandemic upon remote work, commuting patterns and
resulting traffic conditions. The NYSDOT has provided guidance on the collection of traffic data
during the Covid-19 pandemic, acknowledging the effect of the pandemic on traffic volumes”.

A survey of over 1000 hiring managers was completed by Upwork in December of 20202. At that
time 41.8 percent of the U.S. workforce was still working remotely. The survey findings indicate
that by 2025 remote workers will be approximately 22 percent of the workforce (36.2 million), as
compared to 12 percent of the workforce (19.4 million) prior to the pandemic. This is an 87
percent increase from pre-pandemic to post-pandemic conditions. These estimates will vary by
region, locality and type of work but the trend is towards increased remote work opportunities.
With such large shifts in work and commuting habits, it is likely that less commuter trips will
occur during peak traffic periods in the near future.

Local Traffic Volumes

New York State Department of Transportation collects average annual daily traffic (AADT) in the
vicinity of the project site on US Route 6. The AADT data is not collected annually, but at a
minimum every 5 years. Average annual daily traffic volumes were available for two segments
of US Route 6: West of Stoneleigh Avenue to Route 52, and east of Stoneleigh Avenue to
Route 312. This segment of US Route 6 includes the project entrance. The AADT data indicates
that traffic volumes on US Route 6, since 2006 were stable or decreasing before the 2020
Covid-19 pandemic (see Table 4-1).

! Memorandum - Traffic Data Collection Guidance during COVID-19 Pandemic, New York State Department of
Transportation, August 11, 2020.

2h’ttps://www. businesswire.com/news/home/20201215005287/en/Upwork-Study-Finds-22-of-American-Workforce-
Will-Be-Remote-by-2025
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Table 4-1
Pre-Pandemic Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
NYl;SRROUte 2 US Route 6

2003 18616

2004 16421

2005

2006 16974

2007 14755

2008

2009 16518

2010

2011 14470

2012

2013

2014

2015 17498

2016

2017 14379

2018 15657
"New York State Department of Transportation Highway Data
Services. https://www.dot.ny.gov/highway-data-services, Nov. 2021.
Counts are not taken yearly.

The 2018 average daily traffic on US Route 6, in the vicinity of the site, was approximately 8
percent lower than in 2006. The 2015 average daily volumes were higher than in 2006. The
average daily traffic on US Route 6 east of Stoneleigh Avenue declined slightly over the period
2007 through 2017. This data indicates that traffic in the vicinity of the project site has remained
stable or declined since the original traffic study. These trends in local traffic were prior to the
effects of the Covid-19 pandemic.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways will result in an increase in residential vehicle trips as
compared to the estimated residential trips in the DEIS traffic study. NYSDOT data since 2006
indicate stable or declining traffic volumes near the project site. In 2010, the NYSDOT
completed a series of major traffic improvements that were developed to accommodate the full
build-out of the entire Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments, including a traffic light
at the project entrance and an eastbound left-turn lane from US Route 6 into the site. Since
these improvements are in place, the traffic thresholds in the Findings are no longer relevant.
The proposed Gateway Summit and The Fairways residential development is not anticipated to
result in any significant traffic impacts.

Gateway Summit and The Fairways - Expanded EAF
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SEQRA Evaluation Form
for
Gateway Summit Individual Site Plans

Gateway Summit Lot 6
Project Name: _Mixed Residential Development Date: 1-28-2022
Applicant: __Hudson Valley Realty Corp
Parcel No(s). _ oo-2-246-+ane266-2-247-+ane7-2 Total Acreage: _42.9

Proposed Use: —Vixed senior and non-age restricted residential
Peak Hour Traffic Generation: AM 53 _; PM _68_; Saturday 50

The Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit subdivision was adopted following the
preparation and review of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). That GEIS
evaluated the potential impacts of a generic design for a Mixed Use Development that included
a variety of potential land uses allowed by zoning on the subject site. The GEIS also evaluated
a Modified Road Configuration Alternative, that does not cross a New York City DEP regulated
watercourse (the base subdivision plan’s road does cross that watercourse).

The GEIS established minimum thresholds and criteria for the future review of individual site
plans when they are submitted to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for approval. The purpose
of this form, which is an appendix to the Findings Statement adopted for this project by the
Planning Board, is to provide a basis for determining if the submitted site plans fall within the
thresholds that the Planning Board has determined would mitigate adverse effects to the
maximum extent practicable. Site plan elements such as location and design of buildings, and
location and design of interior roads for both the commercial and residential uses may change
from the concept development plan in the FGEIS without any additional environmental review,
provided they substantially meet the development thresholds established in the GEIS process
and specifically set forth in the Findings Statement.

If the proposed plans and any supplemental documentation submitted demonstrate that
potential effects of the proposed use, design, size, and location of future development projects
site plan fall substantially within the established thresholds as determined through use of this
form, the Planning Board may complete site plan review as provided in 6 NYCRR 617.10
without any additional environmental review under the SEQRA regulations.

If the established thresholds are not met, further SEQRA review will be required including the
issuance of a determination of significance. It is noted that the applicant may amend a proposal
site plan or submit a new plan. If such revised or new site plan submission does not
substantially exceed the established thresholds, no additional environmental review will be
required.

The established threshold evaluation follows:
1. Landscape Plans. All future development of the Gateway Summit parcels must

provide landscaping plans that comply with Town of Carmel regulations and the GEIS
Findings as they apply to setbacks and landscaped buffers to adjacent properties.

During the site plan review process, individual site plans must include landscaping plans
designed to enhance the visual qualities of the use. Further, stormwater treatment
basins must be planted with aesthetic and functional wetland and transitional plantings
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to provide water quality treatment, wildlife habitat and visual enhancement and generally
comply with Section 63-27C(4) and (5) of the Town Code.

Does the submitted site plan meet these requirements?
X Yes No  (See attached Site Plan drawings)

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No

2. Site Disturbance. The conceptual development plans analyzed in the GEIS
indicate that approximately 55 acres of the Gateway Summit site would be graded to
accommodate the proposed development, and of that amount, approximately 25 acres
would be on slopes exceeding fifteen percent. Further, no significant grading would take
place in areas outside of those shown in the Overall Development Plans for the project,
and that Erosion and Sediment Control Plans must accompany any site plan application.
In addition to complying with the Findings Statement, these plans must be prepared in
conformance with applicable New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) and New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP) design guidelines, with special consideration given to erosion control on any
land to be disturbed on slopes greater than 15 percent.

Do the submitted Site Plans reflect overall site disturbance and disturbance of
steep slopes, for the construction of roads, buildings and other components of
the proposed project that are generally within the areas of potential disturbance
shown on the Grading Plans (GEIS Figures 3.1-8 and 3.1-10)?

X_Yes No (see attached Grading Plan)

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No

Has a detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan been submitted in conformance
with the project specific SWPPP, and NYSDEC and NYCDEP design guidelines?
X Yes No (Previous Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to be updated as part of Amended
Site Plan).

If not, can the erosion control plan be revised to meet this requirement?
Yes No

3. Stormwater Management. All individual site plan applications are to include
Stormwater Management Plans developed in general accordance with the project
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared for Gateway Summit,
and that comply with the New York State General Permit for Stormwater Discharge, and
the New York City Watershed Rules and Regulations. Adherence to these criteria will be
a condition of site plan approval.

Does the application package include the project specific SWPPP?

X Yes No (Project currently has NYSDEC General Permit coverage. SWPPP to be updated as
part of Amended Site Plan).
4, Traffic. Note: In the event that the Modified Road Configuration Alternative is

proposed, skip to 4A, Traffic Alternative, below.



A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. A concept plan for access
improvements shall be provided to NYS DOT as well as to the Town of Carmel Planning
Board for the Board'’s review for compliance with the Findings Statement and input to the
NYSDOT.

Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the eastern access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below. It is noted that construction of
development gaining access from the westerly access road (secondary access road, in
this case) can proceed at any time, and Certificates of Occupancy may be issued,
without any road improvements or other traffic mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed without further review other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, site development
plans and construction not exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and receive
certificates of occupancy without any additional traffic mitigation.

What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the eastern access road? __N/A__entering trips; __N/A_ exiting trips

Left Turn Lane Threshold (See attached Traffic discussion in Expanded EAF)

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 60 peak hour entering vehicles at the
eastern access road?

N/A Yes No

If so, has the Applicant applied to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane on US Route 6
into the eastern access road to mitigate potential traffic impacts?
N/A Yes No

Certificates of occupancy for the additional site development plans and construction
projected to generate more than another 60 peak hour entering trips at the eastern
access road shall be issued when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left lane
and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such improvement is not required.
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Traffic Signal Threshold (See Traffic discussion in Expanded EAF)

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of 100 or more peak hour exiting vehicles at the
eastern access road from the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects?

N/A Yes No

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
eastern site access intersection with US Route 6?
Yes No

Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for additional site development plans and
construction projected to generate more than 100 peak hour exiting vehicles, at the
eastern access road when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the traffic light and it
is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

4A.  Modified Access Alternative. In the likely event that this access alternative is
pursued the following thresholds shall apply.

A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. The developer of the site
will need to provide a concept plan for access improvements to NYS DOT as well as to
the Town of Carmel Planning Board for the Board's review for compliance with the
Findings Statement and input to the NYSDOT. The applicant will need to provide
designs for the betterment project to widen the railtrail crossing structure of US Route 6
to permit a left turn lane into the site.

Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the westerly access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below for the Modified Access
Alternative. It is noted that construction for development gaining access from the
easterly access road (secondary access road in this case) can proceed at any time, and
Certificates of Occupancy can be issued without any road improvements or other traffic
mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed without further review other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, development not
exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and receive certificates of occupancy
without any additional traffic mitigation.

What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the western access road? entering trips; exiting trips.

31 AM, 89 PM, 68 Sat. 83 AM, 57 PM, 67 Sat.
i (For both The Fairways and Gateway Summit)



Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate more than 60 entering and 90 peak hour exiting vehicles
at the western access road from the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects?
Yes __X__No (both thresholds must be met).

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
western site access intersection with US Route 6?
X__Yes No  (Note, traffic signal has been installed)

Note: As per the Findings, Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for development
projected to generate more than 60 peak hour entering and 90 peak hour exiting
vehicles, at the western access road when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the
traffic light and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not
required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

Left Turn Lane Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 70 additional peak hour entering
trips, for a cumulative total of more than 130 entering trips at the western road

access?
Yes X No (Note, leftturnlane has been constructed)

If so, the Applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane at that location.
Certificates of Occupancy for the additional development projected to generate more
than another 70 additional peak hour entering trips (130 cumulative peak hour trips) at
the western access road shall be granted if: i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left
hand turn land and it is installed, or ii) the NYS DOT finds such improvement is not
required.

5. Community Services. The mitigation requirements for community services
relative to the water supply system require two separate distribution systems, “high” and
“IOW”_

The high-pressure water system will be designed and constructed to include a new
pump station and the extension of the high pressure distribution system to service the
existing homes on Kelly Ridge Road, Everett Drive and Bard Road above elevation 660
(approximately 3,500 linear feet of new water main pipe will be installed to service
existing homes on those roads). This system will be on line prior to the first Certificate of
Occupancy (CO), being issued for the Gateway Summit Senior Housing Project.

The system will include a new pump station and a new 135,000 gallon water storage
tank (average daily project design flow) next to the existing tank at the end of Everett
Drive. This new tank would be located south of the existing tank on the Carmel Water
District #2 parcel. This tank will be online prior to the first Certificate of Occupancy being



8/18/06 4:30 pm

issued for the Gateway Senior Housing Project or The Fairways Senior Housing Project.
All new water mains, pump station, tank, and appurtenances internal to the site would be
installed at no cost to the water district. It is noted that the other lots within the Gateway
Summit may be developed, and Certificates of Occupancy issued, before the above
described improvements to the water district are made relative to the senior housing
developments in Gateway Summit, as well as The Fairways.

All project buildings will be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system so as not to
increase the Carmel Water District #2 fire protection needs. Each building system will be
operational prior to the issuance of the C.O. for each building.

The project's deeds will include a restrictive covenant prohibiting the use of the
municipal water system for irrigation purposes. A restrictive covenant establishing such
restriction will be filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.

A Water Supply Easement is proposed to be granted to the District over an
approximately 50-acre area located in the area to the north and east of the proposed
YMCA on the Gateway Summit and The Fairways sites. This easement will allow the
CWD #2 the right to develop, construct and maintain a groundwater supply if ever
desired. This easement will also define a specific area where the Town could potentially
locate a booster station. The Water Supply easement will run through the Gateway
Summit senior housing lot and The Fairways, and will provide access through proposed
Lot 6 (the “YMCA” lot). This easement will be as shown on the subdivision plat and an
easement filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.

Does the submitted Site Plan address the construction phasing of the
aforementioned mitigation measures?

X _Yes No (Construction phasing to comply with approved sequencing and scope of
improvements)
If not, can the plan be adjusted to meet this requirement?
Yes No

6. Blasting. The GEIS concludes that development of some of the parcels at the
Gateway Summit may require blasting. Any blasting which is required will be done in full
conformance with the New York State Code. A blasting protocol is summarized in the
GEIS, which includes pre-blasting inspections, test blasting, seismographic monitoring
and daily logs of seismographic data, explosive use and field conditions.

Can the proposed site plan be implemented without the need for blasting?
x_Yes No (Based upon the grading plan for Gateway Summit, blasting is not anticipated)

If not, has a blasting plan been prepared?
Yes No
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7. Recreation Facilities. The site plan analyzed for the GEIS provides recreation
facilities that will be available for use by the future residents of the Gateway Summit
project. These facilities include two tennis courts, an approximately 1,600 sf tennis
clubhouse, two bocce courts, a courtyard with a gazebo, and access to the existing lake
for recreation use. These specific recreation components may be altered without
additional environmental review provided that they meet the recreational needs of the
senior housing and do not substantially exceed the areas of disturbance previously
anticipated and create new potentially significant adverse environmental impacts.

Does the submitted Site Plan include provision for recreation facilities in a manner
consistent with the above?
X Yes No (See attached Site Plan drawings)

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
X _Yes No

Conclusion:

Does the site plan substantially conform to the thresholds outlined above as established
by the GEIS and the Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways
projects? _(/t is noted that the applicant may modify the site plan so that it substantially
conforms to such thresholds.)

_X Yes No

If yes, as proposed or modified, no further SEQRA review is required.
If no, the Planning Board will conduct additional SEQRA review, specifically limited to the
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts arising from the site plan exceeding the

above described specific thresholds.

Accepted by resolution of the Town of Carmel Planning Board:

Planning Board Chairman Date



SEQRA Evaluation Form

for
The Fairways Site Plan
Project Name: The Fairways - Lot 7 Residential Development Date:__1-28-2022
Applicant: __Par Four Realty Company LLC
Parcel No(s). _55.-2-24.8-1, 55.-2-24.8-2 Total Acreage:__101.8_

Proposed Use: _Residential
Peak Hour Traffic Generation: AM 56 ; PM 78 ; Saturday 85

The conceptual development plan for The Fairways was approved following the preparation and
review of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). That GEIS evaluated the potential
impacts of a Senior Housing development, which may be constructed and operated on the site
and established minimum thresholds and criteria for the future review of individual site plans
when they are submitted to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for approval. The reviewed
concept plan included 150 senior units including a mix of multi-family, town-home and single
family cottage style units.

The GEIS established minimum thresholds and criteria for the future review of individual site
plans when they are submitted to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for approval. The purpose
of this form, which is an attachment to the Findings Statement adopted for this project by the
Planning Board, is to provide a basis for determining if the submitted site plans fall within the
thresholds that the Planning Board has determined would mitigate adverse environmental
effects to the maximum extent practicable. Site plan elements such as location and design of
buildings, and location and design of interior roads for both the commercial and residential uses
may change from the concept development plans in the FGEIS without any additional
environmental review, provided they substantially meet the specific development threshold
established in the GEIS process and specifically set forth in the Findings Statement.

If the proposed plans and any supplemental documentation submitted demonstrate that
potential effects of the proposed use, design, size, and location of future development projects
site plan fall substantially within the established thresholds as determined through use of this
form, the Planning Board may complete site plan review as provided in 6 NYCRR 617.10
without any additional environmental review under the SEQRA regulations.

If the established thresholds are not met, further SEQRA review will be required including the
issuance of a determination of significance. It is noted that the applicant may amend a proposed
site plan or submit a new plan. If such revised or new site plan submission does not
substantially exceed the established thresholds, no additional environmental review will be
required.

The established thresholds consider the following:
1. Landscape Plans. Future application for development of The Fairways must

provide landscaping plans that comply with Town of Carmel regulations and the GEIS
Findings as they apply to setbacks and landscaped buffers to adjacent properties.

During the site plan review process, individual site plans must include landscaping plans
designed to enhance the visual qualities of the use. Further, stormwater treatment
basins must be planted with aesthetic and functional wetland and transitional plantings
to provide water quality treatment, wildlife habitat and visual enhancement, and
generally comply with Section 63-27C(4) and (5) of the Town Code.



Does the submitted site plan meet these requirements? __Yes___
(See attached Site Plan drawings)

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?

2. Site Disturbance. The conceptual development plan for The Fairways analyzed in
the GEIS indicates that approximately 25 acres of The Fairways site would be graded to
accommodate proposed development, and of that, approximately 15 acres would be on
slopes that exceed 15 percent. Significant grading activities should occur substantially
within the areas of disturbance established in the concept development plans in the final
GEIS. Further, the GEIS indicates that no significant grading or other land disturbance
activities are expected in areas outside of those shown in the Overall Development Plan
for The Fairways project and that Erosion and Sediment Control Plans must accompany
site plan applications. In addition to complying with the Finding Statement, these plans
must be prepared in conformance with New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) and New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP) design guidelines, with special consideration given to erosion control on any
land to be disturbed on slopes greater than 15 percent.

Do the submitted Site Plans reflect overall site disturbance and disturbance of
steep slopes for the construction of roads, buildings and other components of the
proposed project that are generally within the areas of potential disturbance
shown on the Grading Plans included in the GEIS and that do not significantly
exceed the disturbance estimates in described in the GEIS?

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
_X_Yes No (See attached Site Plan drawings)

Has a detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan been submitted in conformance
with NYSDEC and NYCDEP design guidelines?
X_Yes No (Previous approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to be updated as
part of detailed Amended Site Plan).
If not, can the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan be revised to comply with these
standards?
____Yes No

3. Stormwater Management. The individual site plan application is to include
Management Plan that generally conforms to the Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) prepared for The Fairways generally and that complies with the New
York State General Permit for Stormwater Discharge (GP-02-01) and the New York
City Watershed Rules and Regulations. Adherence to these rules will be a condition
of site plan approval.

Does the application include site plan specific SWPPP?
X _Yes No (Project currently has NYSDEC General Permit coverage. SWPPP to
be updated as part of Amended Site plan).
4, Traffic. Note: In the event that the Modified Road Configuration Alternative is
proposed, skip to 4A, Traffic Alternative, below.

A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. A concept plan for access
improvements shall be provided to NYS DOT as well as to the Town of Carmel Planning
Board for the Board’s review for compliance with the findings statement and input to
NYS DOT.



Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the eastern access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below. It is noted that construction of
development gaining access from the westerly access road (secondary access road in
this case) can proceed at any time, and certificates of occupancy issued, without any
road improvements or other traffic mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed with out further review other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, site development
plans and construction activities not exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and
receive certificates of occupancy without any additional traffic mitigation.

What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the eastern access road? _N/A ___ entering trips; _ N/A exiting trips
(See discussion of Traffic in Expanded EAF)
Left Turn Lane Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 60 peak hour entering vehicles at the
eastern access road?

_N/AYes ___ No (See discussion of Traffic in Expanded EAF)

If so, has the Applicant applied to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane on US Route 6
into the eastern access road to mitigate potential traffic impacts?

_N/A Yes No

Certificates of occupancy for the additional site development plans and construction
activities projected to generate more than another 60 peak hour entering trips at the
eastern access road shall be issued when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the
left lane and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such improvement is not
required.

Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of 100 or more peak hour exiting vehicles at the

eastern access road from the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects?
N/A Yes No (See discussion of traffic in Expanded EAF)

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
eastern site access intersection with US Route 67
N/A Yes No

Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for additional site development plans and
construction activities projected to generate more than 100 peak hour exiting vehicles, at



the eastern access road when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the traffic light
and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

4A. Modified Access Alternative. In the likely event that this access alternative is
pursued the following thresholds shall apply.

A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. The developer of the site
will need to provide a concept plan for access improvements to NYS DOT as well as to
the Town of Carmel Planning Board for the Board’s review for compliance with the
findings statement and input to NYS DOT The applicant will need to provide designs for
the betterment project to widen the railtrail crossing structure of US Route 6 to permit a
left turn lane into the site.

Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the western access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below for the Modified Access
Alternative. It is noted that construction of development gaining access from the eastern
access road (secondary access road in this case) can proceed at any time, and
certificates of occupancy issued, without and good improvement, or other traffic
mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed with out further review, other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, development not
exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and receive certificates of occupancy
without any additional traffic mitigation.



What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to

date at the western site access drive? entering trips; exiting
trips. 31 AM, 89 PM, 68 Sat. 83 AM, 57 PM, 67 Sat.

(See Traffic discussion in Expanded EAF)
Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate more than 60 peak hour entering and 90 peak hour
exiting vehicles at the western site access road from the Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects?

_ Yes X _No (both thresholds must be met).

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
western site access intersection with US Route 6?
X_Yes No (Traffic signal has been installed)

Note: As per the Findings, Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for development
projected to generate more than 60 entering and 90 exiting at the western access road
during peak hours when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the traffic light and it is
installed; orii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

Left Turn Lane Threshold (See Traffic discussion in Expanded EAF)

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 70 additional peak hour entering
trips, for a cumulative total of more than 130 peak hour entering trips at the
western access road?

Yes _X_ No (Left turn lane has been installed)

If so, the Applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane at that location.
Certificates of occupancy for the additional development projected to generate more
than another 70 additional entering trips (130 cumulative trips) at the western access
road shall be granted if: i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left hand access road
land and it is installed, or ii) the NYS DOT finds such improvement is not required.

5. Open Space Preservation. The conceptual development plan analyzed in the
GEIS includes provisions for preserving approximately 60 acres of the Fairways site to
be within conservation easement areas. These are intended to permanently protect and
preserve wetlands, wetland buffers and open space. This preserved area will include
trails for hiking and access to the lake and may include water well installation.

Does the submitted Site Plan include provisions for long term preservation of
open space in a manner consistent with this mitigation measure?
X __Yes ____No (Seeattached Site Plan drawings)
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6. Community Services. The mitigation requirements for community services
relative to the water supply system require two separate distribution systems, “high” and
“low”.

The high-pressure water system will be designed and constructed to include a new
pump station and the extension of the high pressure distribution system to service the
existing homes on Kelly Ridge Road, Everett Drive and Bard Road above elevation 660
(approximately 3,500 linear feet of new water main pipe will be installed to service
existing homes on those roads). This system will be on line prior to the first Certificate of
Occupancy (C.0), being issued for the Project.

The system will include a new pump station and a new 135,000 gallon water storage
tank (average daily project design flow) next to the existing tank at the end of Everett
Drive. This new tank would be located south of the existing tank on the Carmel Water
District #2 parcel. This tank will be online prior to the first C.O. being issued for the
Gateway Senior Housing Project or The Fairways Senior Housing Project. All new water
mains, pump station, tank, and appurtenances internal to the site would be installed at
no cost to the water district.

All project buildings will be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system so as not to
increase the Carmel Water District #2 fire protection needs. Each building system will be
operational prior to the issuance of the C.O. for each building.

The project's deeds will include a restrictive covenant prohibiting the use of the
municipal water system for irrigation purposes. A restrictive covenant establishing such
restriction will be filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.

A Water Supply Easement is proposed to be granted to the District over an
approximately 50-acre area located in the area to the east of the proposed YMCA on the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways sites. This easement will allow the CWD #2 the right
to develop, construct and maintain a groundwater supply if ever desired. This easement
will also define a specific area where the Town could potentially locate a booster station.
The Water Supply easement will run through the Gateway Summit senior housing lot
and The Fairways, and will provide access through lot 6 (the “YMCA” lot). This easement
will be as shown on the subdivision plat and an easement filed with the County at the
time the subdivision plat is filed.

Does the submitted Site Plan address the construction phasing of the
aforementioned mitigation measures? _X Yes No

(Construction phasing to comply with approved sequencing and scope of improvements)
If not, can the plan be adjusted to meet this requirement?
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7ik Blasting. The GEIS concludes that development of The Fairways may require
blasting. Any blasting which is required will be done in full conformance with the
New York State Code. A blasting protocol is summarized in the GEIS, which
includes pre-blasting inspections, test blasting, seismographic monitoring and
daily logs of seismographic data, explosive use and field conditions.

Can the proposed site plan be implemented without the need for blasting? _X

Yes __No (Based upon the grading plan for The Fairways, blasting is not anticipated)
If not, has a blasting plan been prepared? Yes No
8. Recreation Facilities. The site plan analyzed for the GEIS provides recreation

facilities that will be available for use by the future residents of the Fairways. . These
facilities include a main clubhouse with two stories and a footprint that can be as large
as 15,000 square feet, an indoor pool within the main clubhouse, a sport court, an
approximately 1,500 square feet greenhouse, an outdoor pool and terrace, and access
to the existing lake for recreation use. The specific recreation components may be
altered without additional environmental review provided they meet the recreational
needs of the senior housing and do not substantially exceed the areas of disturbance
and create new significant adverse environmental impacts.

Does the submitted Site Plan include provision for recreation facilities in a manner

consistent with the above? X _Yes No (See attached Site Plan drawings)
If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No
Conclusion:

Does this site plan application substantially conform with the thresholds outlined above
as established by the GEIS and the Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit and
Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects? (/t is noted that the applicant may modify the
site plan so that it is substantially conforms to the thresholds.) _X__Yes No

If yes, as proposed or modified, no further SEQRA review is required.
If no, the Planning Board will conduct additional SEQRA review, specifically limited to the

potentially significant adverse environmental impacts arising from the site plan exceeding the
above described specific thresholds.

Accepted by resolution of the Town of Carmel Planning Board:

Planning Board Chairman Date
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GATEWAY SUMMIT AND THE FAIRWAYS
SEQRA FINDINGS STATEMENT

Lead Agency: Town of Carmel Planning Board

Address: Carmel Town Hall
60 Mc Alpin Avenue
Mahopac, New York 10541

Title of Action: PB-06 The revised applications of Hudson Valley Realty Corporation
and Mid Hudson Realty Corp. (the Applicants) to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for
Subdivision Approval, Special Use Permits and Site Plan Approvals, and to the Town of
Carmel Environmental Conservation Board for a Wetland Permit for the Gateway
Summit mixed-use development and The Fairways senior housing development. The
Applicants submitted separate applications to the Planning Board at different times for
the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects, with Hudson Valley Reality Corporation
as applicant for Gateway Summit and Mid Hudson Realty Corp. the applicant for The
Fairways (alternatively referred to as the “Applicant” and the “Applicant’s” herein).
Moreover, both projects are to be divided into multiple separate site plan applications by
the Applicants as described below. The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, elected to
review these projects together to allow it to better evaluate cumulative impacts.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is a Findings Statement prepared pursuant to Section 8-0101 et seq. of
the Environmental Conservation Law (SEQRA) and the regulations promulgated by the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), which appear at
6 N.Y.C.R.R. Part 617 (SEQRA). This Findings Statement pertains to the proposed
Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects described below. The Findings Statement
draws upon the facts and conclusions of the Draft Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (the “DGEIS") accepted by the Town of Carmel Planning Board (the Planning
Board) on January 5, 2005, and the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (the
“FGEIS") accepted by the Planning Board on August 9, 2006, along with related oral and
written comments and correspondence.

This Findings Statement attests to the fact that the Town of Carmel Planning Board, as
Lead Agency, has complied with all of the applicable procedural requirements of Part
617 in reviewing this mater, including but not limited to:

Coordinated designation of the Planning Board as Lead Agency;

Issuance of a Positive Declaration by the Planning Board,;

Public Scoping Session and adoption of Scoping Document for DGEIS;

Preparation of a DGEIS by the Project Sponsor;

Acceptance of the DGEIS by the Planning Board;
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Filing of the DGEIS and a Notice of Completion;

Establishment of a Comment Period and the holding of a Public Hearing on the
DGEIS by the Planning Board;

Preparation of a FGEIS;

Acceptance of the FGEIS by the Planning Board;

Filing of the FGEIS and a Notice of Completion by the Planning Board;

Establishment of a Comment Period on the FGEIS; and

Preparation and adoption of this Findings Statement by the Planning Board.
This Findings Statement also attests to the fact that the Planning Board has given due
consideration to the GEIS prepared in conjunction with this action. Further, this Findings
Statement contains the facts and conclusions in the GEIS relied upon by the Planning
Board to support its future decisions and indicates the social, economic and other factors

and standards which will form the basis for its decisions.

Generic Environmental Impact Statement

SEQRA allows a GEIS to "be broader and more general" than a regular EIS and
requires that a GEIS and its findings set forth specific conditions or criteria and
thresholds under which future actions will be undertaken or approved. Potential impacts
have been addressed at this time by incorporating appropriate mitigation measures in
the form of criteria or thresholds which have been established as guidelines for future
development. The GEIS process and the related conceptual site development plans
establish a general development plan for each individual project, establishing
development guidelines such as limits of disturbance and impervious surface limits (see
limits of disturbance illustrated in Gateway Summit Erosion Control Plan, drawing SP-4,
and The Fairways Erosion Control Plan, drawing SP-4, in the FGEIS). Subsequent
specific site plan applications may, and most likely will change from the concept
development plans included in this FGEIS. Such site plans will require no further
environmental review provided they substantially comply with the development
guidelines developed in the GEIS process and this Findings Statement. Accordingly,
such elements such as building location and design, and location of the interior roads for
the commercial and residential uses may change from the concept development plans in
the FGEIS to the specific individual site plans without additional environmental review,
provided they substantially meet the development thresholds established in the GEIS
process and specifically set forth in this Findings Statement.

Appended to this Finding Statement is a form for evaluation of future individual site plan
applications on these properties. The Planning Board will use the "SEQRA Evaluation
Form" at the time of future site plan review in order to determine whether such future site
plan applications stay substantially within, or alternately, measurably exceed these
thresholds and whether further SEQRA review is necessary. If a site plan application
proposed after the issuance of this Findings Statement substantially complies with the
thresholds set forth herein, as determined through the SEQRA Evaluation Form, no
additional environmental review under SEQRA is required, including but not limited to
lead agency designations and determinations of significance (negative
declaration).During subsequent review of this "SEQRA Evaluation Form," the Planning
Board may determine that a threshold has been exceeded. If this occurs, the Planning

4
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Board may require supplemental environmental review under SEQRA or, alternatively,
the Applicants may amend the application to conform to the established thresholds.
Similarly, if the Planning Board believes that the proposed site plan differs substantially
from the conceptual site plan(s) provided with the GEIS in terms of disturbance to
environmentally-sensitive areas shown as undisturbed on the conceptual plans, the
Planning Board may require supplemental review under SEQRA that is specifically
targeted to the potential significant adverse environmental impacts caused by the site
plan exceeding the specific thresholds. The Planning Board shall complete the SEQRA
Evaluation Form, and make the above described determination; at the beginning of the
site plan review process as soon as possible after it receives the site plan application.

SEQRA Thresholds

Descriptions of thresholds are provided below. These thresholds have evolved as a
result of discussions with, and evaluation by, the Planning Board and other Involved and
Interested Agencies and organizations.

a. Screening and Buffers

All future development plans for Gateway Summit and The Fairways parcels shall
provide a densely planted vegetated perimeter buffer adjacent to existing residential
homes. The amount, type and size of the buffer plantings shall be as determined
necessary by the Planning Board at the time of site plan review to sufficiently screen
the proposed development from adjacent existing residential homes. No proposed
parking lots or other paved surfaces shall be located within this buffer. Areas may be
identified where additional screening plantings, including evergreen trees and
shrubs, may be required.

b. Steep Slopes

The conceptual development plans for the two projects show approximately 40 acres
of grading and other land disturbance on slopes of 15 percent or greater.
Conceptual development plans that show significantly greater grading of such slopes
may be subject to further SEQRA review or special erosion control practices.

c. Erosion and Sedimentation Control

All future site plan submissions will include detailed erosion and sediment control
plans, that are generally based upon the project specific Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans and are prepared in conformance with NYSDEC, New York City
Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) and Town of Carmel design
standards, with special consideration given to erosion control on any land to be
disturbed with slopes greater than 15 percent.

d. Post Construction Stormwater Management

All individual site plan applications will include Stormwater Management Plans that
are generally based upon the project specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans
and conform with the New York State General Permit for Stormwater Discharge (GP-
02-01) and the New York City Watershed Rules and Regulations. Adherence to
these rules shall be a condition of site plan approval.
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e. Wetlands

The analysis of potential wetlands impacts in the FGEIS identified the extent to which
federal, State, and municipally regulated wetlands and wetland buffers, would be
disturbed by development of the site. All individual site plans will be required to
demonstrate that no significant increase in wetland and wetland buffer disturbance
will result from specific uses proposed on individual parcels.

[ Future Landscaping and Lighting of Individual Parcels

During the site plan review process, individual site plans will include landscaping and
lighting plans designed to enhance the visual qualities of the proposed uses with
additional screening where necessary adjacent to residentially-zoned properties.
Stormwater treatment basins will be planted with aesthetic and functional wetland
and transitional plantings to provide additional water quality treatment, wildlife habitat
and visual enhancement. Landscaping and lighting shall comply with Sections 63-
27C(4), C(5) and C(6) of the Town of Carmel Zoning Ordinance, at a minimum.
Future application for development of Gateway Summit and The Fairways must
provide landscaping plans that comply with Town of Carmel regulations and the
GEIS Findings as apply to setbacks and landscaped buffers to adjacent properties.

g. Traffic

The traffic analysis in the DGEIS and FGEIS projected the number of entering and
exiting vehicular trips for uses under the proposed projects and Modified Road
Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit. As indicated in Section 5.6, (Traffic
and Transportation) of this Findings Statement, traffic mitigation may be required
only after the projected trip generation for additional proposed uses exceeds specific
thresholds set forth under the subsection Traffic and Transportation Mitigation
Proposed. It is noted that only NYSDOT has the authority to allow improvements on
Route 6 since it is a State Road. If NYSDOT finds that traffic mitigation proposed
after certain levels of additional traffic are generated is not required, the applicable
development components may be developed and issued Certificates of Occupancy
without the implementation of such traffic mitigation.

h. Open Space

Future development plans will ensure that approximately 60 acres of open space
located on the Fairways site is preserved.

i. Development

The parcels will require a building setback from the adjacent existing residential
neighborhoods to the south, east and west, and a screening buffer within the building
setbacks and generally along the property lines. The following includes the list of
conditions for development:

e All building setbacks shall conform to Town of Carmel Zoning
Regulations;
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e There shall be a buffer zone of green space as described in the GEIS.

Such space shall be landscaped, or consist of natural vegetation and
shall contain no impervious surfaces;

e The Applicants shall be permitted those principal uses set forth in the
applicable zoning

e There shall be no ingress or egress to any use through residential
neighborhood or roadway, except for emergency access as described in
the FGEIS.

The conceptual development plans represent reasonable maximum development
potential for the proposed parcels considering the limitations and requirements
imposed by the Town Zoning Ordinance and other development regulations,
environmental constraints, the requirements of the NYCDEP, constraints
imposed by the site itself, and other considerations. It is acknowledged that the
specific site plans for each lot may, and most likely will, change from the
conceptual development plans. It is further acknowledged that that building
location and design, and location of the interior roads and other improvements for
the commercial and residential uses can change from the conceptual
development plans in the FGEIS to more specific individual site plans without
additional environmental review provided they substantially meet the
development thresholds established in the GEIS process and specifically set
forth in this Findings Statement.

It is noted that this Findings Statement contains the facts and conclusions in the
DGEIS and FGEIS relied upon by the Planning Board to support its decision and
indicates the social, economic and other considerations that form the basis for its
decision, as required under 6 N.Y.C.R.R. Part 617.11 (d). This Findings
Statement also reflects the Planning Board'’s effort, as Lead Agency, to involve
Interested and Involved Agencies, as well as Town staff and consultants,
throughout the SEQRA review process. The Planning Board actively solicited
and encouraged the Applicants to seek input and comment from Interested and
Involved Agencies, and Town staff and consultants.

Much of the interactions with, and input from, these parties came after the
Planning Board accepted and filed the DGEIS. The Planning Board encouraged
this interaction to address comments raised during the public hearing and
subsequent written comment period on the DGEIS in order to help further
mitigate the potential impacts of the proposed projects in such areas as
stormwater, wetlands, water quality, erosion control, water and sewer facilities,
traffic and impact to neighborhood character.

The Applicants fully considered the comments from the public and Interested and
Involved Agencies, and met and consulted numerous times with representatives
of NYSDEC, NYCDEP, Putnam County Department of Health, the Town
Engineer, the Town Consulting Engineer, and the Town Planner to refine the
proposed projects to further mitigate project impacts. Additionally, the Applicants
and its engineers held a series of meetings over an approximately four month
period from March 2005 to late June 2005 with the Riverkeeper and the
Watershed Inspector General from the New York State Attorney General's Office.
The Applicants and their consulting engineers also met separately with Mr. Marc
Yaggi of the Riverkeeper in the Riverkeeper's offices in White Plains, and Mr.
James Tierney, the Watershed Inspector General, in the Attorney General’s
7
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office in Albany. The Applicants subsequently met separately with the Watershed
Inspector General’s engineer in the offices of the Applicants’ engineer to further
refine the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans, and erosion controls, and
develop other ways to further protect water quality and reduce steep slope
disturbance. The Applicants also spoke multiple times to Mr. James Bacon, the
attorney for the Croton Watershed Clean Water Coalition, Inc., to offer to meet
with Coalition representatives to discuss their concerns. The Applicants’
engineers also consulted with the Town Engineer and the Town's Consulting
Engineers through the winter and spring of 2006, up to the acceptance of the
FGEIS, to adequately mitigate impacts to the public water and sewer systems.

Based on these meetings and consultations, the Applicants significantly
decreased the density of the proposed projects and further refined elements of
the development related plans prepared for both the Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects, including but not limited to the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans (SWPPPs), and Wastewater Engineering Reports and Water
Engineering Reports. The project revisions resulting from these meetings and
related public comments included, among other things, significant reductions in
the projects’ overall square footage, number of buildings, impervious area, and
area of disturbance, resulting in a substantial reduction in the overall scope of the
proposed projects. The specific revisions to both projects: 1) substantially
modified and decreased the roadway network for The Fairways, including
eliminating the interior road linking the project to Fair Street, thereby eliminating
more than 2,000 linear feet of impervious roadway; 2) replaced a 45,000-square
foot, two-story auto dealership with a 6,300-square foot, one-story restaurant; 3)
eliminated 41 units of senior housing units from the Gateway Summit project;
and; 4) reduced the amount of proposed office space by 2,000 square feet. The
specific revisions to both projects are set forth in Table 1-1 of the FGEIS, and are
further described below.

The project revisions were proposed to ameliorate the stated concerns of the
Planning Board and its staff, the Interested and Involved Agencies, and the
public. The Applicants appeared before the Planning Board to review the plan
revisions stemming from comments by the public and Involved and Interested
Agencies, and such meetings and discussions. The Planning Board considered
all the refinements to the proposed projects and related underlying analysis and
development plans, as well as all the written comments related to such
refinements, along with all the previous oral and written comments and
correspondence, in developing this Findings Statement. It has determined that
the revisions reduce physical site impacts to the maximum extent practicable
while still allowing the proposed Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects to
be developed in an economically feasible manner.

Reduced stormwater impacts. Throughout the SEQRA review process, the
Applicants refined the project specific SWPPPs based on comments from
NYSDEC, the New York State Watershed Inspector General, NYCDEP, The
Riverkeeper, the Croton Watershed Clean Water Coalition, the Town Engineer,
the Town’s Consulting Engineer, and the Town Planner. These revisions improve
stormwater controls during and following construction, and water quality
protection both during and after construction.
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The proposed crossing of a stream with the access road to the Gateway Summit
and The Fairways sites has also been revised to further mitigate potential
adverse impacts on wetlands and surface waters. Despite this, the Applicants
have been notified by NYCDEP that construction of the impervious road within
the 100-foot limiting distance to a watercourse requires a variance from
NYCDEP. Accordingly, the Applicants currently plan to submit an application for
the variance to NYCDEP. That application would seek to demonstrate to
NYCDEP that the need for the variance is not self imposed, that the proposed
mitigation measures are at least as protective of the water supply as the
provision of New York City's watershed regulations from which the variance is
sought, and that the variance is the minimum necessary to afford relief from the
regulations.

[XI The Applicants have further developed the alternative first presented in the
DGEIS that includes a road layout avoiding the stream crossing and the
construction of impervious surface within the NYCDEP imposed limiting distance
of 100 feet to the watercourse. This alternative, described in the FGEIS as the
Modified Road Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit, would provide
access for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways sites from Route 6 some
1,000 feet to the west of the proposed access. The alternative access would
eliminate 10,000 square feet of development and reduce the amount of roadway
by approximately 500 linear feet, thereby further decreasing the amount of
impervious surface created by the projects. The alternative access also would
reduce the area of Town wetland buffer encroachment by approximately 0.56
acres. Two optional layouts for this alternative have been prepared that replace
one of the two proposed restaurants with either a pharmacy or an office building.

The above-described project revisions further reduce project impacts beyond that
previously discussed with the Planning Board and other interested parties.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The proposed Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects are located in the Town of
Carmel, which is in the southeast corner of Putham County, adjacent to the Town of
Putnam Valley. The existing Fairways project site consists of approximately +95 acres of
land in a Residential zoning district, while the existing Gateway Summit site consists of +
88 acres in a Commerce/Business Park district. Both sites are located immediately north
of Route 6.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways project sites are designated on the Town of
Carmel Tax Maps as Section 55, Block 2, Lots 23.1, 24 & 25; Section 55.11, Block 1, Lot
32; Section 44, Block 2, Lot 1.1 and 1.2.

The Applicants, Hudson Valley Realty Corporation and Mid Hudson Realty Corp.
prepared the DGEIS in response to a Positive Declaration issued by the Town of Carmel
Planning Board, and a scoping document adopted by the Planning Board on May 14,
2003, after a public scoping session. Following intensive review, and comment, by the
Lead Agency, Involved and Interested Agencies, the public, and environmental
advocacy organizations, the October 15, 2004 DGEIS (revised January 3, 2005) was
accepted as complete on January 5, 2005. A Public Hearing on the DGEIS, which fully
evaluated the potential environmental impacts anticipated from the proposed action, was
held on February 2, 2005.
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Between the time the DGEIS was accepted on January 5, 2005, and the January 11,

2006 release of the Draft Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS), the
proposed Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects were significantly revised.
Modifications to the proposed action were made, in large part, in response to testimony
at the February 2, 2005 public hearing on the DGEIS, and comments from the Lead
Agency, the New York State Watershed Inspector General, the NYCDEP, the public,
and various environmental organizations including Riverkeeper, Croton Watershed
Clean Water Coalition and the Putnam County Coalition to Preserve Open Space, as
further described in the preceding background section.

Accordingly, the post-DGEIS modifications to the development plans for both projects,
which include two project specific SWPPPs, address specific reviewer comments, and
provide further mitigation of potential adverse environmental impacts. Modifications to
the projects reflected in the FGEIS refined the two SWPPPs, and significantly reduced
the area of overall site disturbance by reducing the intensity of the proposed
development, decreasing impervious surfaces, decreasing disturbance of steep slopes,
reducing roadway and reducing the overall site grading.

Gateway Summit

The revised Gateway Summit plan consists of the following components: a 150 room
hotel and 12,000-square foot banquet/conference center, 13,900 square feet of
commercial space consisting of two restaurants, 16,000 square feet of office space of
which 400 square feet is retail, a 68,000-square foot YMCA, and 150 senior housing
units on the approximately 81 acre reconfigured site. The previous plan for Gateway
Summit, as evaluated in the Gateway/Fairways DGEIS, proposed 191 senior housing
units, 52,000 square feet of commercial development facing Route 6 including a 45,000
square foot, two story automobile dealership, the currently proposed hotel and 12,000-
square foot banquet hall/conference center, 18,000 square feet of office space, and the
YMCA.

Fairways

The amended Fairways plan continues to propose 150 senior housing units, although
the previously proposed interior road that would have linked the interior of the site to Fair
Street was eliminated from the proposal, thereby eliminating more than 2,000 linear feet
of impervious roadway, reducing post-construction increases in runoff, and significantly
reducing site disturbance. This modification also eliminated potential impacts on
wetlands located between the proposed residential buildings and Fair Street.

The proposed Fairways plan also includes the dedication of a conservation easement to
permanently preserve approximately 60 acres of regulated wetlands and open space,
consisting of undisturbed woodland and fields, for conservation and passive recreation
purposes that will be accessible through a trail way system. The open space will be
owned and maintained by a Homeowners Association. The open space allows for the
preservation of wetlands on the property. The walking trail system will include access points
at the YMCA, the community recreation center and the end of The Fairways internal road. The
project site also would be connected to the County bike path system scheduled to be
constructed past the project site in 2007.

10
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

3.1 Site Access

The southern section of the overall project site has 1,250 linear feet of road frontage on
Route 6, approximately 3,000 feet west of John Simpson Road. Vehicular access to the
Gateway Summit site currently is available from the parking area at the former Town of
Carmel Highway Department.

The proposed action includes the creation of two access roads from Route 6. The
primary access road will provide access to all residential units for both the Gateway
Summit and The Fairways sites, along with the associated recreational facilities for each
project site, the YMCA, the hotel and conference center and 6,000 square feet of office
space. This primary access will be a boulevard type entrance with a landscaped median
in the center and will terminate in a cul-de-sac at the boundaries of the Gateway Summit
and The Fairways sites. The interior roads for the individual site plans are approximately
7,300 linear feet in length, generally will have a total width of 24 feet, and be designed
without curbs in some places to prevent stormwater from concentrating and causing
erosion. The primary access road is approximately 3,220 linear feet and will be
constructed to Town standards and specifications and dedicated to the Town of Carmel.

Access to the remaining 10,000 square feet of office space and the two restaurants will
be taken directly from Route 6 by a second access road that will also be constructed in a
boulevard style. This access road right-of-way and boulevard median will be landscaped.

A private roadway will extend north from the Town road ending in a cul-de-sac on Lot 7B
to provide access to The Fairways. The Internal roads for The Fairways will be
maintained by a Homeowners Association.

The proposed access road serving the Gateway Summit site has been carefully
designed to limit disturbance of steep slopes. The access road crosses a small,
southerly flowing watercourse. The crossing will be accomplished with a large arch
culvert that will allow the continued, unimpeded flow of the stream from north to south,
and the movement of wildlife in the steam corridor. A proposed pedestrian bridge would
also span this watercourse, which will require minor temporary disturbance within the
stream buffer to install foundations to support the bridge.

The road crossing involves the discharge of less than twenty-five cubic yards of fill into
Waters of the United States, as defined by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps). Accordingly, this activity does not require authorization from the Corps. A permit
from the Town of Carmel Environmental Conservation Board will be secured prior to
constructing the regulated stream crossing.

The NYCDEP commented that it believes that the Applicants will need to obtain a
variance under Section 18-39 (a) (1) of the Watershed Rules and Regulations in order to
pave the roadway associated with the watercourse crossing. It is noted that the FGEIS
Appendix includes a letter from the NYSDOT dated June 20, 2006 indicating that it
prefers that the Primary Easterly Access Road serve as the main access, as proposed,
since it provides the most separation from the existing traffic signal at Route 6 and Old
Route 6. The NYSDOT did, however, indicate that both the easterly and westerly
driveway locations are adequate from an access standpoint. The Applicant may apply
for a variance from the NYC DEP restriction.
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Additionally, based on NYCDEP's comments, the Applicants have evaluated an
alternate road layout that restricts the primary easterly access road under the proposed
plan (The Primary Easterly Access Road) as an access drive for the proposed hotel,
thus eliminating the watercourse crossing. Under this alternative, the secondary westerly
access road is extended and becomes the primary access and Town road to all uses
except the hotel. The extension of the Secondary Westerly Access Road requires that
the 10,000-square foot office building be removed from the proposed plan. The
proposed new traffic light would be relocated from the Primary Easterly Access Road to
the Secondary Westerly Access Road, when required. The Applicants would install this
light once a certain level of construction is completed, and a specific level of traffic
generation is met as further explained in the traffic section included herein.

As explained in that traffic section herein, the traffic light and related traffic mitigations
measures do not need to be installed before construction commences. This alternative
is set forth in detail in the FGEIS, specifically in Chapter 4.0, Alternatives (referred to
herein and in the FGEIS and related documents as the “Modified Road Configuration
Alternative for Gateway Summit” and the “Modified Road Configuration Alternative”).
This alternative would decrease the amount of proposed development, roadway,
construction, impervious surface and site disturbance, including construction on steep
slopes as further described later herein.

In addition to the two proposed entrances from Route 6, the proposed action includes a
separate emergency - only access road from Kelly Ridge Road to The Fairways. The
emergency access connection from The Fairways site to Kelly Ridge Road will be a 12-
foot wide gravel drive, gated at both ends to prevent unauthorized use by residents or
visitors. The Applicants also offered to provide the Town an emergency only access
easement from the interior roads located in the northwest corner of the Gateway Summit
residential development to the adjacent Town owned property containing the existing
water tank. This emergency only access easement was not required by the Planning
Board, but was offered by the Applicant to provide fire trucks and other emergency
vehicles a third way to access the projects’ road networks if the Town so desires. The
Applicant would gravel this access drive and gate it at the property line to limit through
traffic to emergency vehicles if the Town wishes to establish this third emergency only
access drive.

3.2 Site Layout

The proposed Gateway Summit development comprises a seven-lot subdivision.
Separate site plans will be submitted for each lot after adoption of this Findings
Statement. The conceptual site development plans evaluated in the GEIS includes a mix
of commercial, semi-public and permitted residential uses. Lot 1, located on the corner
of the main access road and Route 6, contains a 150-room hotel and the 12,000-square
foot conference and banquet facility. Lots 2, 3, and 4 gain access from Route 6 via the
secondary access road. Lots 2, 3, and 4 contain two restaurants, constituting
approximately 14,000 square feet of commercial development, and a 10,000-square foot
office building. Lot 5, located in the interior of the site along the main internal road,
contains an approximately 6,000-square foot building occupied by 5,600 square feet of
office space and 400 square feet of convenience retail. The YMCA facility will be located
on Lot 6, while the 150 senior dwelling units will be located on Lot 7A. The proposed
Fairways development consists of a total of 150 units. Approximately 60 acres of The
Fairways site will remain undeveloped and permanently preserved as open space, by
conservation easement. It is recognized that the individual site plans for each lot can,
and likely will, change the layout, design, unit mix, and interior road layout somewhat
from the conceptual site development plans.
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Provided these individual site plans substantially conform to the conceptual site
development plans, no additional environmental review will be necessary.

Utilities serving the projects, including water, sewer, electric, telephone and cable will be
installed within the right-of-way of the proposed internal roadway system. The property is
located within the Carmel Water District #2 and Carmel Sewer District #2. Water and
sewage for the projects will be serviced by pipes proposed along the internal roadway
system and connected to the existing systems.

Appropriate traffic signage and street name signs will be installed at the Route 6
entrance/exit and within the development. Street lighting will be provided throughout the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments.

Revisions to the development plans for the two projects have resulted in significant
reductions of proposed impervious surfaces. Proposed impervious areas have been
reduced from approximately 25 acres to approximately 22 acres on the Gateway Summit
site and from approximately 13 to approximately 10 acres on The Fairways parcel.
Overall site disturbance has also been dramatically reduced from approximately 74
acres to approximately 56 acres on the Gateway Summit site and from approximately 42
acres to approximately 30 acres on The Fairways site with the revised plans.

The revised project development plans were developed concurrently with SWPPPs on
both the Gateway and Fairways projects in order to integrate the impact mitigation
components of the SWPPPs with site features and all components of the proposed
projects, and to ensure the long term effectiveness of the stormwater management
practices. The SWPPPs, which include detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plans
and Stormwater Management Plans, were significantly refined since the issuance, and
acceptance, of the DGEIS. These plan revisions were the direct result of input from the
Town, outside agencies, and interested parties.

Amendments to the development plans have also resulted in relocation of on-site
recreation facilities. The proposed recreation facilities for Gateway Summit senior
housing development will include two tennis courts, an approximately 1,600-square foot
tennis clubhouse, two bocce courts and a courtyard with a gazebo, or substantially
similar elements providing equal or better recreational value. The Fairways will include a
main clubhouse with two stories, each approximately 10,000 square feet (this clubhouse
footprint may be expanded to 15,000 square feet), an indoor pool within the main
clubhouse, a sport court, an approximately 1,500-square foot greenhouse and an
outdoor pool and terrace, or substantially similar elements providing equal or better
recreation value. Additionally, both the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects will
have trail ways leading to the lake located within The Fairways and Gateway Summit.
Residents of both projects will be able to use this lake for multiple recreation purposes
including passive and active uses such as fishing and boating including canoeing and
kayaking. The construction phasing for the project has also been revised to specify the
construction of certain recreation facilities during the initial phase of development.

It is recognized that the square footage numbers set forth above may differ somewhat in
the site plan applications to be filed after the adoption of this Findings Statement. Such
revisions are permitted without additional environmental review provided they do not
substantially exceed the thresholds and do not create substantial new disturbance in
areas shown as undisturbed.
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As described above, the Applicants evaluated a Modified Road Configuration Alternative
that eliminates the watercourse crossing. The Easterly Access Road would serve only
the hotel. The Westerly Access Road would connect to the upper portions of the site
west of the subject watercourse. Under the Modified Road Configuration Alternative, a
traffic light is no longer warranted for the intersection of Route 6 and the Easterly Access
Road, servicing only the hotel. A left turn lane from Route 6 into the hotel also is no
longer warranted under this alternative. The Applicants would install a traffic light at the
Westerly Access Road as warranted after certain uses are constructed and a specific
level of traffic generation is met.

An existing bridge over the old railroad bed currently makes it impossible to install a left
hand turn lane into the Secondary Westerly Access Road. The NYSDOT, however,
plans to replace this bridge, independent of the Gateway Summit and The Fairways
projects, in connection with the County Bike Path Project. Under this project a new
crossing would be installed in place of the existing bridge to allow the bike path to
continue along the old railroad bed and under Route 6. The Applicants have agreed to
work cooperatively with NYSDOT and the County to design and complete this
improvement, including the addition of a left hand turn lane and sidewalk. The NYS DOT
would complete this with the County and the Applicants under its reverse betterment
program, with the Applicants contributing toward the cost to complete such
improvements. The Applicants’ costs will cover design, new left turn lane, new sidewalk,
and any other incremental costs related to its projects.

3.3 Constructions, Operation, and Maintenance
Construction

To mitigate potential impacts associated with erosion and sedimentation, construction of
the two projects has been carefully phased, and sequenced, in the amended Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan components of the two refined SWPPPs. These SWPPPs,
and the construction sequences included in them, will be subject to further review, and
possible further refinements during the State and New York City permit application
review process.

The overall construction sequence for Gateway Summit and The Fairways is fully
detailed in the SWPPPs found as Appendix D and E of the FEIS.

The refined, site specific, Erosion and Sediment Control Plans developed for the two
projects provide temporary and permanent erosion control practices that have been
prepared in accordance with current New York State and City guidance documents.
Erosion control specifications in the phasing plans include:

® All sediment and erosion control measures will be installed in accordance with
applicable standards and prior to any clearing and grubbing operations;

e All topsoil is to be stripped and stockpiled in appropriate locations for future use on
the site. All stockpiled soil areas are to be appropriately stabilized and protected;

e All finished slopes greater than 3:1 are to be stabilized immediately upon completion
of grading activities;

e Modifications to phasing may be made during construction only with approval of the
permitting authorities; and,
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e Clean water will be diverted around all areas disturbed by construction activities.

The Applicants will hire a qualified Professional (CPESC, CPSWQ, P.E., or RLA) to
oversee implementation of the two SWPPPs during the entire construction period. The
Professional will maintain weekly progress reports at the site, which will be available for
review by State, City and Town of Carmel officials. The Town's construction inspection
costs also will be funded by the Applicants through inspection fees required by Town
code.

The project’s construction manager, in consultation with the independent Professional
retained by the Applicants, will be responsible for the vigorous maintenance and
operation of all erosion and sediment control and stormwater management facilities
during construction. The Applicants will be responsible for monitoring construction
progress and the construction contractor's compliance with the approved plans and
specifications, and permit conditions.

The internal roads and infrastructure will be maintained by the Applicants throughout the
construction period as necessary to provide safe and adequate site access and to
ensure properly functioning stormwater management facilities. Any Town, County or
State road surfaces impacted during construction will be cleaned at the end of each
workweek, at a minimum, to remove tracked soil from truck movements. Road surfaces
will be cleared on a more frequent basis, as needed or directed by the Town. Any
damage attributed to construction traffic on local roads from this site will be repaired by
the Applicants. Following construction, the Town Roads on the Gateway Summit site
and utilities, such as water and sewer mains, will be dedicated to the Town.

Operation and Maintenance

Once construction of the projects is completed, and the sites have been stabilized,
normal operations of the facilities will begin. Normal operations include maintenance of
the stormwater management components of the two SWPPPs to ensure that they
continue to operate as designed.

Each of the proposed facilities and the infrastructure associated with the two
developments will be subject to a comprehensive inspection and maintenance program.
Elements of the proposal that will be subject to such inspection and maintenance
activities include the stormwater management component of the two SWPPP, all roads,
and water and wastewater infrastructure. Responsibility for maintenance of permanent
stormwater facilities will be transferred to the Town, or to a homeowners association,
depending upon the ultimate disposition of the facilities. The stormwater ponds will be
maintained by the entity that owns the property draining into such basins, i.e., the basins
on the hotel site will be maintained by the hotel owners, and the basins on Lots 3, 4, and
5 will be maintained by the owners of Lots 3, 4, and 5. The basins on Gateway Summit
and The Fairways will be maintained by the Homeowners Associations for each, and the
basin on the YMCA site, which also collects stormwater from the Town road, will be
maintained by the Town. The individual site applicants will be responsible for the
maintenance of all landscape plantings and other permanent erosion control measures
on the site.
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4.0 APPROVALS

The following regulatory approvals are required for the Gateway Summit and The
Fairways Projects.

Town of Carmel:

Planning Board — Subdivision Approval, Special Use Permit Approval and Site Plan
Approval

Architectural Review Board — Architectural Review

Environmental Conservation Board - Town Wetland Permit

Putnam County:

[X] Department of Health — Realty Subdivision Approval, Sewer and Water Main
Extensions

New York City:

[X] Department of Environmental Protection — Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,
Sewer Main Extensions

New York State:

Department of Environmental Conservation - SPDES General Permit for Stormwater,
State Wetland Permit for Regulated Activity in Adjacent Area

Department of Transportation — Highway Work Permit

The Town of Carmel will be included on all correspondence to and from other agencies
during the regulatory approval process.
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5.0 STATEMENT OF FACTS AND BASIS FOR CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Geology, Soils and Topography

Grading and Soil Erosion

In response to specific comments from NYCDEP, the Watershed Inspector General, the
Croton Clean Water Coalition, and other organizations concerning construction
sequencing, erosion and sediment control, and related water quality impacts, the
development plans for the two projects were amended to reduce its overall scope,
impervious surfaces, construction on steep slopes, and overall site grading and to
enhance the effectiveness of erosion control methods to be applied during construction.
Under the proposed plan, approximately 26 acres of The Fairways site and 56 acres of
the Gateway Summit Site would be graded to accommodate the proposed development.
The total area of disturbance on slopes greater than 15 percent is estimated to be 15
acres on The Fairways site and 25 acres for the Gateway Summit site. Based upon
engineering cut and fill estimates, the combined Gateway Summit and The Fairways
development plans would require an estimated 494,000 cubic yards to be excavated
(cut) and 453,000 cubic yards of fill. The Modified Road Configuration Alternative for
Gateway Summit would further decrease the amount of development and road
construction, thereby further reducing impervious surface, grading and construction in
steep slopes. As noted in the Introduction, the site plans can and likely will change from
the concept development plans in the FGEIS. The above describe disturbance numbers
may change without additional environmental review provided such changes in
disturbance do not have the potential to create new significant adverse environmental
impacts.

Grading and Soil Erosion Mitigation Proposed:

Erosion and Sediment Control Plans have been developed for the two projects to
prevent erosion of soils exposed during construction. The proposed soil erosion
control features would be installed in accordance with Erosion and Sediment Control
Guidelines specified in the NYSDEC SPDES General Permits for Stormwater
Discharges from Construction Activities (GP-02-01 and GP-93-06), and their
appendices, and the Town of Carmel Municipal Code.

As detailed in the two projects specific SWPPPs, construction of the two projects will
be carefully phased, and sequenced, to further control erosion and sedimentation. As
specified, the phasing plan will limit the area of disturbance on either site to a
maximum of five acres at any time on each project site. Detailed construction
sequencing plans have been developed that significantly reduces the potential for
erosion from the project sites during construction.

The SWPPPs for the two projects are required to obtain coverage under NYSDEC
SPDES General Permit GP-02-01 and approval from the NYCDEP. Inspections are
required under NYSDEC and NYCDEP approvals and will be conducted by the
independent qualified Professional retained by the Applicants.

Prior to construction, the proposed erosion and sediment control features would be
installed according to the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. As required, these
features would be closely monitored, and maintained in effective condition, and left in
place until permanent vegetative cover is established. All disturbances of steep
slopes would be conducted in accordance with the Town Code. If necessary, the
Applicants will provide the Town of Carmel required construction.
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security to insure the proper installation and maintenance of erosion and sediment
control measures and completion of site restoration.

These measures also would be monitored during construction by the project
construction manager, by representatives of the Town, and by the professional
engaged by the Applicants. Inspection fees will be funded by the Applicants pursuant
to the Town Code.

Blasting

Implementing the proposed development plan may require blasting for the construction
of the internal road on the Gateway Summit site. The project engineer identified areas of
potential blasting as all areas with greater than twenty feet of required cut.

The closest structure to an area of potential rock removal is approximately 420 feet
southeast of the site entrance, across Route 6 from the Gateway Summit site. The use
of proper blasting techniques and mitigation measures will minimize the potential affects
of blasting on nearby properties and structures.

Blasting Mitigation Proposed

Any blasting which is required will be done in full conformance with the New York State
Code. A blasting protocol is included as part of the GEIS and is summarized below:

[X] All blasting will be conducted in compliance with New York State requirements [(Title
12 of the New York Code of Rules and Regulations (12 NYCRR Part 39)].

Blasting will be conducted by licensed and insured blasting contractors.

Pre-blasting inspections will be conducted of all off-site structures located within 500
feet of the excavation area, if authorized by the property owner. These inspections will
include photographic or video documentation.

The contractor will conduct test blasting and seismographic monitoring prior to any
blasting to determine appropriate on-site blasting techniques.

Seismographic monitoring will continue throughout the periods of blasting at the site,
and daily logs of seismographic data, explosive use and field conditions will be
maintained.

5.2 Wetlands

The bulk of NYSDEC, and Town of Carmel, regulated wetland, LC-27, is located on The
Fairways site, with a portion extending onto the Gateway Summit site (proposed Lot 6).
With the exception of one area at the southern end of the wetland, the boundaries of the
NYSDEC and the Town of Carmel regulated wetland are the same. No disturbance of
any NYSDEC or ACOE wetland is proposed as part of the proposed action. Construction
of the proposed culvert associated with the watercourse crossing would result in
approximately 0.04 acres of Town wetland disturbance. The construction of the
stormwater treatment basins would result in approximately 0.42 acres of DEC “adjacent
area” disturbance on the Gateway Summit parcel, and approximately 0.05 acres of
disturbance of adjacent area on the Fairways. Additional buffer encroachment on the
Gateway parcel
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will be necessary within the town regulated buffer. Both NYSDEC and Town of Carmel

Wetland Permits are required for the construction of the treatment basins. The

Applicants have evaluated criteria for a Wetland Permit as required by Chapter 179 of

the Town Code, and the NYSDEC Freshwater Wetland Regulations, and concluded that
the proposed activity meets all criteria for permitting.

Some disturbance within and adjacent to the existing stream flowing south out of the
wetland is proposed for the main road crossing just north of Route 6. This crossing
involves the discharge of less than twenty-five cubic yards of fill into waters of the United
States, as defined by the Corps. Accordingly, under Nationwide Permit No. 18, this
activity does not require further authorization from the Corps nor does it require the
submission of a Pre-construction Notification to the Corps. A permit from the Town of
Carmel Environmental Conservation Board will be secured prior to conducting any
regulated activity.

Neither an Article 15, Protection of Waters Permit (stream disturbance permit) nor a
Water Quality Certification from the NYSDEC is required for the proposed watercourse
crossing with the road.

Wetland Mitigation Proposed

No development activities are proposed in any NYSDEC wetland, while minimal
encroachment in the Town regulated wetland is required for construction of the stream
crossing with the proposed access road. Grading will be required within the 100-foot
adjacent area (buffer) to NYSDEC and Town regulated wetlands for the construction of
the stormwater treatment basins. To mitigate potential impacts on wetlands and their
buffers from the effects of erosion and sedimentation, the two SWPPPs specify that all
soil disturbed adjacent to the wetland and the stream will be stabilized immediately upon
completion of construction. The stormwater quality basins, in conjunction with the other
components of the SWPPPs, including the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, will
ensure that there will be no long term impacts to the water quality in the wetland system.
The SWPPP has been designed to ensure that flow patterns are not significantly altered
from the existing condition. The Applicants are also proposing conservation easement
areas that encompass the entire NYS DEC wetland and adjacent areas, as well as
significant upland areas upslope of the wetlands on The Fairways parcel. This will offer
long term protection to the wetland habitat for those species that are dependant on the
wetland ecosystem and adjacent uplands.

No measures to mitigate potential adverse impacts on wetlands, beyond those
incorporated into the project development plans, are necessary or proposed.

5.3 Water Resources

Throughout the site planning and SEQRA environmental review processes, the
Applicants have paid particular attention to the need to fully identify and mitigate
potential adverse impacts to water resources, including those to water quality in New
York City’'s public drinking water supply watershed.

Potential adverse impacts are associated with stormwater during and following
construction and result from the level of site development and disturbance and
construction of new impervious surfaces. The scope of the proposed action has been
modified since the DGEIS and has resulted in a significant reduction of proposed site
development, disturbance, and impervious surfaces.
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The proposed access road to the Gateway Summit site crosses a small watercourse.

The watercourse flows southerly through the property. The access road involves the

installation of a large arch culvert, which will allow the continued unimpeded flow of

water from north to south and movement of wildlife. A proposed pedestrian bridge would

also span this watercourse and will involve minor temporary disturbance within the
stream buffer to install foundations to support the bridge.

As recognized above herein, the NYCDEP has opined that the impervious surfaces
associated with the crossing require a variance under Section 18-39(a)(1) of the
Watershed Rules and Regulations. While the Applicants may apply for said variance, it
has further refined the alternative road configuration set forth in the DGEIS so that it
avoids this stream crossing and associated impervious surfaces. This refined alternative
includes a modified road layout designed to reduce disturbance to steep slopes and
impacts on water resources associated with erosion and sedimentation associated with
steep slope disturbance.

Water Resources Mitigation Proposed

The project site lies in the Croton System, a portion of New York City drinking water
supply watershed that supplies, on average, 10% of New York City's water supply.

As noted, the two project SWPPPs have been significantly refined since the issuance of
the DGEIS and now provide further mitigation of potential impacts on wetlands and other
on and off site water resources. Construction cannot be initiated until the SWPPPs are
approved by the NYSDEC and NYCDEP. The plans may also be reviewed by the
Stormwater Project Review Committee established pursuant to the New York City
Watershed Regulations. The Stormwater Project Review Committee is comprised of
representatives from NYCDEP, the Putnam County Health Department, the Town of
Carmel, and the NYSDEC. Once NYCDEP deems the SWPPP application(s) complete,
and notifies the Committee of such, the Committee may, at its discretion, review the
applications and convene a meeting to discuss the SWPPPs.

Significant refinements that were made to the December 2003 Stormwater Management
Reports, included in the DGEIS, are now found in the March 2006 SWPPPs included in
the FGEIS. In addition to the Applicant's commitment in the FGEIS to engage an
independent qualified Professional to oversee implementation of the two SWPPPs,
enhancements to the SWPPPs since the DGEIS include:

e More Detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plans and Narratives;

e More Detailed Construction Sequencing;

e Specifications that limit the area of disturbed soil on either site to five acres at any
time;

e Provisions for Maintenance of a Construction Site Log Book and Inspections per GP-
02-01

e More Detailed Erosion Control Facilities Inspection and Maintenance Program
More Detailed Stormwater Management Plans

e Further Engineered Stormwater Management Practices

e Detailed Pollutant loading analyses that confirm post construction level of Total
Nitrogen, Total Phosphorous Total Suspended Solids and Biological Oxygen
Demand are below pre construction levels

e More Detailed Facility Maintenance Program
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Other refinements to the development plans that reduce potential adverse impacts

include significant reductions in the scope of the proposed development, reduced area of

disturbance and preservation of approximately 60 acres of open space, and the

elimination of the previously proposed impervious road from The Fairways site to Fair
Street.

As now proposed, the SWPPPs provide substantial mitigation of potential impacts on
water resources, including the Croton portion of New York City’s public water supply
system.

Groundwater

All water for the proposed residences would be provided by the Carmel Water District
#2. Groundwater is not utilized as a source of drinking water for properties in the vicinity
of the project site. No subsurface sewage treatment systems are proposed as part of the
proposed action as the proposed uses will be connected to Town Sewer.

Groundwater recharge would be slightly affected by the installation of road, driveways
and other impervious surfaces. The projects will add approximately 22 acres of
impervious surface to the Gateway Summit site and approximately 10 acres of
impervious surfaces to The Fairways site. The substantial amount of pervious surface
remaining on both project sites will allow precipitation to continue to recharge the aquifer
providing groundwater to both sites. Stormwater collected from these impervious
surfaces would be directed into the stormwater management basins, which are designed
for extended detention and limited infiltration. Considering the above, no significant
adverse impacts to groundwater are expected to result from the project.

Groundwater Mitigation Proposed

No measures beyond those incorporated into the project designs are necessary to
mitigate potential adverse impacts on groundwater resources.

Stormwater and Flooding

The separate SWPPPs for Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects were provided in
Appendixes D and E of the FGEIS. These plans were developed to comply with all
relevant NYSDEC and NYCDEP regulations, and were significantly refined since
issuance of the DGEIS. Upon closure of the SEQRA process, the site specific SWPPPs
must be reviewed and approved by NYSDEC, NYCDEP and the Town of Carmel, with
possible input from the Stormwater Project Review Committee established by the
NYCDEP.

Attenuation of increases in peak rate of runoff for the 10, 25, and 100-year, 24-hour
design storms is provided to meet the requirements of the NYSDEC and NYCDEP. In
order to address the water quality requirements of NYSDEC, stormwater ponds have
been designed in series to capture and treat 90 percent of the average stormwater runoff
from the project sites.
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The stormwater ponds will be maintained by the owner of the property draining into
them, i.e., the basins on the hotel site will be maintained by the hotel owners, and the
basins on Lots 3, 4 and 5 will be maintained by the owners of lots 3, 4, and 5. The
basins on the Gateway Summit and The Fairways senior housing sites will be
maintained by the Homeowners Associations for each site, and the basins located on
the YMCA site, which also collects stormwater from the Town Road, will be maintained
by the Town. All stormwater ponds are located outside of steep slopes and inappropriate
soils. To accomplish this, it was necessary to locate some ponds within the Town
wetland buffer and State adjacent area, resulting in 0.47 acres of disturbance in these
areas. The minor grading associated with this buffer disturbance will not cause
significant adverse environmental impacts to the associated wetland area. The ponds
within the wetland buffer are adjacent to and upland from an existing stonewall,
providing a natural demarcation and barrier against intrusion further into the wetland
buffer.

Detention of the 1-year, 24-hour design storm for 24 hours has also been provided to
meet the NYSDEC requirements for Stream Channel Protection. Attenuation of the 10-
year and 100 year 24-hour design storm has been provided to meet the NYSDEC
requirements for Overbank Flood Control and Extreme Flood Control respectively.

Stormwater and Flooding Mitigation Proposed:

The two projects’ specific SWPPPs include Erosion and Sediment Control Plans that
minimize erosion and sedimentation during construction, and Stormwater Management
Plans that ensure that post construction stormwater characteristics are not changed
substantially from pre construction characteristics.

Treated stormwater discharging from Centennial Golf Club is proposed to be collected
and conveyed along the western boundary of The Fairways project. The eroded
drainage channels on The Fairways site were created by the concentration of
stormwater runoff resulting from the construction of the golf course. In the existing
condition, treated stormwater currently discharges from the golf course onto the site and
to the drainage channels that flow down the slope towards the onsite wetland. As part of
The Fairways project, stormwater will be collected at the critical points along the
common property line and conveyed through the proposed development towards the
existing onsite wetlands. A combination of grass cut-off swales, drainage structures, and
drainage piping will be used to collect the off-site stormwater to be piped through the
subject property. In general grass cut-off swales are proposed along the majority of the
common property line to collect the stormwater runoff. Additionally, drainage structures
are proposed adjacent to the property line in areas where there are pipe discharges onto
the subject property from stormwater management practices on the golf course. The
grass cut-off swales in combination with the drainage structures will provide the
necessary means to collect the off-site runoff and safely convey the stormwater through
the proposed development, continuing the current drainage patterns. The existing
eroding onsite drainage channels will be repaired and stabilized with appropriately sized
stone lining.

Given the proposed SWPPP, no significant adverse stormwater or flooding-related
impacts are anticipated.
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5.4 Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology

The revised development plans for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects
further reduce the potential impacts on existing habitat, as compared to the initially
proposed plans. Under the revised plans, the total construction disturbance for the
Gateway Summit site is reduced to approximately 56 acres compared to approximately
74 acres in the previous plan. The Fairways site disturbance is reduced to approximately
26 acres from approximately 42 acres previously proposed. The plan will preserve
approximately 12.0 acres of existing upland woods and approximately 1.8 acres of
upland fields. No encroachment on any wetlands is proposed. Total disturbance to
wetland buffer areas is approximately 3.7 acres, including approximately 0.47 acres of
NYSDEC wetland buffer. The crossing of the Gateway Summit watercourse involves the
discharge of less than twenty-five cubic yards of fill into waters of the United States. As
noted in the Introduction, the above described disturbance levels may change between
the concept development plans in the FGEIS and the site plans. No additional
environmental review will be necessary unless increases in disturbances create new
significant adverse environmental impacts, such as creating substantial new
disturbances in areas shown as undisturbed.

The site is not known to provide habitat for any rare and endangered species.
Correspondence from the NYSDEC to this effect was provided in the DGEIS. Multiple
site walks of the project sites confirmed the absence of rare or unusual habitat or
species on the site. These site walks were conducted over several days in the fall of
2001, July and December of 2003, and between late March and early June of 2005. The
Specific dates of these site walks were August 17, 2001, September 7, 2001, September
13, 2001, October 15, 2001, July 18" 2003, July 22" 2003, December 1%, 2003,
December 11", 2003, December 12", 2003, March 30™, 2005, April 20", 2005, April 28"
2005, and June 1%, 2005.

Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology Mitigation Proposed

The proposed development would result in the permanent preservation of
approximately 60 acres (nearly 70 percent of the Fairways site) of open space by
conservation easement. These natural areas are located on the eastern portion of
the project parcel and are contiguous to the NYSDEC wetland corridor. This
preserved area also consists of significant wooded upland habitat east of the wetland
and south of the existing golf course, and wooded upland slopes to the west of the
wetland on the Fairways parcel.

Implementation of The Gateway Summit and The Fairways SWPPPs, including the
construction sequencing plans, will mitigate short-term impacts resulting from erosion
and sedimentation that may occur during construction. The proposed stream
crossing on the Gateway Summit site provides uninterrupted flow of water and
animal movement below the proposed road.

5.5 Land Use Zoning and Neighborhood Character

Construction of Gateway Summit will replace vacant land and a vacant building with
commercial development along Route 6 where existing and proposed zoning allows
for such uses. Proposed senior housing uses on both sites are expected to be
compatible from a land use perspective with adjacent land uses, including residential
development to the north and the Centennial Golf Course. Both the Gateway Summit
and The Fairways projects will conform to existing Town of Carmel zoning, with the
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exception of area variances needed for Gateway Summit Lot 4 (the alternate layout
designed for Lot 4 in response to comments by the Town Planner Ed Buroughs
eliminates the need for a variance), and are consistent with the Town’s 2000 Draft
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the 2000 Draft Town of Carmel Comprehensive
Plan recommends that the Gateway Summit site be developed for
commerce/business park use and that The Fairways site be developed for residential
use. The commerce/business park category is also intended to allow for assisted
living facilities and day care centers. The Comprehensive Plan recommends that the
Town pursue attracting certain regional uses, such as hotels and corporate offices, to
designated campus commercial areas in order to strengthen the tax base and to
provide convenient services to residents without adversely impacting the Town's
hamlet business area and established residential neighborhoods. The proposed
development is consistent with these policies. It would represent appropriate
development in an area where infrastructure and roadway networks are capable of
handling such development. By minimizing impacts to wetlands and steep slopes,
and minimizing the amount of land disturbance necessary for the proposed projects,
the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects are also consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan's recommendations related to environmental protection.
Therefore, the proposed projects are expected to conform to policies of the Town's
Land Use Plan and the 2000 Draft Comprehensive Plan.

Modifications have been made to both the Gateway Summit and The Fairways plans in
response to comments on the DGEIS. The Gateway Summit project has been reduced in
intensity of use for both the commercial and residential portions of the development.
Specific changes to the proposed mix of uses on the Gateway site include a reduction in
the number of senior housing units by 41 units, a reduction in the office space by 2,000
square feet and replacement of the previously proposed 45,000-square foot auto
dealership with a 7,600-square foot restaurant. An additional area of buffer is provided
between the proposed senior dwelling units and the existing residences to the west to
mitigate potential adverse visual impacts and impacts to neighborhood character.

The Fairways plan was modified to address a number of land use concerns related to the
effects on nearby residences and the adjacent golf course. These modifications include
additional buffers of natural wooded area between the proposed senior dwellings and
both the Centennial Golf Course and the nearest residences located at the end of Everett
Road. The Applicants note that elimination of the through road connection further
mitigates potential impacts on the adjacent residential neighborhood. The senior housing
within the Gateway Summit and The Fairways represent an appropriate transitional use
between the commercial uses on Route 6 and the existing residences to the northwest.

Land Use and Zoning Mitigation Proposed:

All potential impacts anticipated from the proposed density have been identified,
analyzed and mitigated through the design of the projects. No specific land use-related
mitigation measures are proposed.

5.6 Traffic and Transportation

The DGEIS evaluated the operation of nearby intersections to ascertain the potential
impacts and to identify the mitigation measures required of the proposed development.
Intersection analyses (rather than roadway segment analyses) were performed because
the capacities of the intersections that feed the interconnecting roadway segments are
the limiting factor on the ability of the subject roadway system to efficiently support the
movement of people and goods. Traffic analyses done by the Applicants were reviewed
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by John Collins Engineers and traffic consultants working for the Town of Carmel.

Vehicular demand on individual roadway segments is typically well below capacity, even
when it is at capacity at the intersections that feed into the roadway.

The intersection analyses were performed for future conditions both with (Build) and
without (No-Build) the Project. Both future conditions factored in increased traffic
volumes associated with background growth and other proposed developments. The No-
Build condition is used as a baseline for comparisons with future conditions resulting
from the proposed development.

In addition to performing intersection capacity analyses to evaluate the operational
impacts of the proposed development, the DGEIS evaluated the performance of the
surrounding roadways with respect to traffic safety (both intersections and intervening
roadway segments) and identified safety improvements.

In response to comments regarding physical impacts such as the degree of site
disturbance and impacts to steep slopes, wetlands and water resources, the Gateway
Summit and Fairways projects were revised to eliminate the connection to Fair Street
and significantly reduce the amount of residential and commercial uses. The Gateway
Summit plan was modified in part to reduce traffic generation by eliminating 41 senior
residential units, 38,100 square feet of commercial development and 2,000 square feet
of office space.

The revised plan addresses a number of concerns raised in response to the DGEIS
regarding the transportation network. Most significantly, the revisions to The Fairways
allow residential access from the south only, eliminating the Fair Street access and
potential through traffic. As a result of this change, the previously identified
improvements to Hill and Dale Road at Fair Street are no longer proposed as part of
the proposed projects.

The revised plan provides an internal road for vehicular access to all of the proposed
residential development. The road connection to Route 6 remains unchanged from the
initial plan. This connection would consist of a boulevard style entrance road with a
landscaped island separating the inbound and outbound traffic. The primary access
point would have three lanes and would be signalized, with left turn lanes provided for
entering and exiting vehicles. A second connection to Route 6 will provide access to the
commercial development and a portion of the office space. This connection is also
boulevard style with a landscaped island.

The revised Gateway Summit project will generate 129 fewer trips in the AM peak hour,
93 fewer trips in the PM peak hour and 99 fewer trips in the Saturday Peak hour than the
original plan. The revised Gateway Summit and Fairways developments are projected to
generate approximately 317 trips during the peak AM traffic hour compared to 446 trips
proposed in the original plans, which is a reduction of nearly 30 percent. There are
approximately 421 trips during the peak PM traffic hour compared to 514 trips originally
proposed, a reduction of 18 percent. A total of 447 trips are anticipated for the Saturday
peak hour, down from 546 trips, which is also a reduction of 18 percent.

In addition to the two proposed entrances from Route 6, the proposed action includes a
separate emergency - only access road from Kelly Ridge Road to The
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Fairways. The emergency access connection from The Fairways site to Kelly Ridge
Road will be a 12-foot wide gravel drive, gated at both ends to prevent unauthorized use
by residents or visitors. The Applicants also offered to provide the Town an emergency
only access easement from the interior roads located in the northwest corner of the
Gateway Summit residential development to the adjacent Town owned property
containing the existing water tank. This emergency only access easement was not
required by the Planning Board, but was offered by the Applicant to provide fire trucks
and other emergency vehicles a third way to access the projects’ road networks if the
Town so desires. The Applicant would gravel this access drive and gate it at the property
line to limit through traffic to emergency vehicles if the Town wishes to establish this third
emergency only access drive.

Traffic volumes along the Route 6 corridor will be increased slightly as a result of the
proposed projects. However, since the affected sections of Route 6 have not
experienced elevated accident histories and because the proposed primary access point
will be signalized and will provide more than adequate sight distance, the proposed
development should not have a noticeable impact on area traffic safety. Furthermore,
the level of service analysis for the unsignalized site accesses to US Route 6 presented
in the FGEIS do not account for breaks in the traffic created by adjacent nearby US
Route 6 traffic signals located at Old Route 6 and John Simpson Road, which allow
vehicles to more easily turn out of the accesses, and to make left turns into the
accesses, than would otherwise be the case if these traffic signals were not present.

As discussed above, the Applicants also evaluated the Modified Road Configuration
Alternative to avoid the watercourse crossing. The Easterly Access Road connects only
to the hotel use. The Westerly Access Road connects to the upper portion of the site
west of the watercourse, and leads to all other uses while avoiding the watercourse
crossing. In other words, under the Modified Road Configuration Alternate Layout, the
main and secondary access driveways to the project sites are reversed from the
Proposed Project, as first investigated in the DGEIS, so that the main access point is
from the west and the secondary access (for only the hotel) is from the easterly access
driveway. Under the Modified Road Configuration Alternative the hotel would be
constructed along with its exclusive easterly access drive. The balance of the
development could be built along with the westerly access drive.

It is noted that in a letter to the Applicants dated June 20, 2006, NYSDOT expressed
preference for the eastern most driveway serving as the “Major” driveway into the project
sites, as it provides the most separation from the traffic signal at Route 6 and Old Route
6. The NYSDOT letter does, however, recognize that both the easterly and westerly
driveways from Route 6 would be adequate from an access standpoint. Moreover,
NYSDOT’s preference must be balanced by the Planning Board, as Lead Agency,
against NYCDEP's comments regarding the watercourse crossing and its concerns
regarding water quality.

The Applicants may apply for a variance from NYCDEP to allow the impervious surfaces
associated with the stream crossing. If NYCDEP grants such variance, the Planning
Board hereby finds that the proposed action, with the Primary Easterly Access Road and
watercourse crossing adequately mitigates environmental impacts to the greatest extent
practicable and is acceptable.

If the NYCDEP denies such variance, or the Applicants elect not to pursue such
variance or withdraws its request for such variance, the Planning Board hereby finds that
the Alternate Road Layout is also consistent with social, economic, and other essential
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considerations to the maximum extent practicable, and that adverse environmental

effects revealed in the environmental impact statement process will be minimized or
avoided.

While the separation from the traffic signal at Route 6 and Old Route 6 is not as great
under this alternative, it is still adequate to allow safe traffic flow. As indicated above, the
NYSDOT indicated that both the easterly and westerly driveways would be adequate
from an access standpoint. The Applicants’ agreement to install a traffic light and left
hand turn lane, as the Gateway Summit and The Fairways Projects are developed, if
determined to be necessary and approved by the NYSDOT, would provide a more than
adequate alternative access. The Modified Road Configuration Alternative for Gateway
Summit also provides additional environmental benefits by decreasing development,
roadway construction, impervious surface and site disturbance, while eliminating the
stream crossing.

Additionally, the Modified Road Configuration Alternative will advance improvements
necessary to facilitate the County Bike Path Project. The pedestrian trail way system
through the project sites, and connection to the bike path, along with the bridge
replacement project allowing the bike path to continue, and adding a sidewalk to Route
6, are very positive elements of the Modified Road Configuration Alternative. The
Planning Board finds that both road plans are consistent with social, economic, and
other essential considerations to the maximum extent practicable, and that adverse
environmental effects revealed in the environmental impact statement process will be
minimized or avoided for all development permitted under the proposed plan and the
Modified Road Configuration Alternative, including the Pharmacy and Office options
included in the FGEIS. Accordingly, the Applicants may select either road alternative
subject to implementing the mitigation described herein and in the FGEIS (if determined
to be necessary and approved by NYSDOT) and which may be required by NYCDEP in
connection with the variance application.

Traffic and Transportation Mitigation Proposed

The Applicants are proposing certain mitigation measures at various stages of
development of the subject site. A highway work permit will need to be procured before
the subdivision road is installed at US Route 6 and any associated work in the right-of-
way takes place or when any other curb cut on the State Highway is proposed. The
NYS DOT may require additional minor measures as part of its permit. For example, it is
believed that NYS DOT will direct that the guardrail on the south side of Route 6 be
moved back approximately five feet starting from the easterly property line extended,
and tapering down to its current location approximately 100 feet to the west. NYS DOT
also may direct the Applicant to mill the shoulder along this same area to eliminate the
existing bump in the pavement so that stormwater drains away from the roadway.
Beyond those work permits, no other road improvements are warranted until overall
development reaches a threshold that is projected to generate certain levels of traffic
that may then require either a traffic signal and/or a left turn lane.

Under the subdivision plan as proposed, construction activity may be initiated and
buildings occupied so long as the proposed uses generate fewer than 60 entering trips
during the peak hour periods at the eastern most driveway. (the vehicular trips
associated to each use are described in chapter 4.0 of the FGEIS). A left turn lane on
US Route 6 at the eastern most driveway may be needed when the development is
projected to exceed 60 entering trips at the eastern most driveway during peak hour
periods. For example, the hotel is projected to generate less than 60 entering trips, and
therefore can be built without the left turn lane improvement on US Route 6.

27



Findings Statement
Gateway Summit and The Fairways

As with the proposed action, the level of service analysis for the unsignalized hotel site
access presented in the FGEIS does not account for breaks in traffic created by adjacent
nearby traffic signals. The breaks in traffic should reduce vehicle delay and allow
vehicles to more easily turn out of the hotel access, and to make left turns into the hotel
access, than would otherwise be the case without these nearby traffic signals present.

When site development activity is proposed that cumulatively generates more than 60
entering trips at the eastern most driveway, a left hand turn lane may be necessary,
subject to approval by the NYS DOT. Accordingly, if a proposed development is
projected to cause overall development to exceed the 60 entering trip threshold at the
eastern most driveway, then the Applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a US Route
6 left turn lane and if the DOT grants that permit, the left turn lane shall be installed
before a certificate of occupancy (C.O.) is granted for the site development activity that
exceeds the aforementioned traffic threshold. For example, if the hotel and recreation
community center (the “YMCA") are under construction, a C.0O. for one of those facilities
may be issued since neither generates more than the 60 entering trips threshold at the
eastern most driveway, but a C.O. for the second one may not be issued unless an
application for the left hand turning lane is made to NYS DOT and either: i) NYS DOT
denies such left turn lane because it finds it is not required; or ii) NYS DOT grants such
permit and the left had turn lane is constructed..

Once site development activity occurs or is proposed that is projected to cumulatively
exceed 100_exiting trips at the eastern most driveway, the Applicants shall apply to the
NYS DOT for a US Route 6/subdivision road traffic signal. If the NYS DOT grants that
permit such signal shall be installed before a certificate of occupancy is granted for the
site development activity that exceeds the aforementioned traffic threshold.

As noted above herein, the Applicant may elect to construct the Modified Road
Configuration Alternative with the mitigation measures and thresholds found necessary
as described below and included in Chapter 4.0 of the FGEIS. As with the proposed
project, no road improvements other than a highway work permit for the subdivision road
and any associated work in the US Route 6 right of way are warranted under the
Modified Road Configuration Alternative until overall development reaches a threshold
that is projected to generate certain levels of traffic that may then require either a traffic
signal and/or a left turn lane. Construction activity may be initiated and buildings
occupied so long as approved uses generate fewer than 60 entering trips during the
peak hour periods at the western most driveway. In other words, no road improvements
on Route 6 will be needed if the development is projected to generate fewer than 90
exiting trips or 60 entering trips during peak hour periods at the western most driveway.
For example, all the Gateway residential housing is expected to generate 28 peak hour
entering trips, and therefore can be built without any major road improvements on US
Route 6.

If site development activity under the Modified Road Configuration Alternative
cumulatively generates more than 90 exiting trips or 60 entering trips during peak hour
periods at the western most driveway, a traffic signal may be necessary, subject to
approval by the NYS DOT. Accordingly, if the development is projected to exceed this
threshold the applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a US Route 6 traffic signal at
that location and if the DOT grants that permit, such traffic signal shall be installed
before being granted a certificate of occupancy for the site development activity that
exceeds the aforementioned traffic threshold. For example, if the two restaurants are
under construction, a C.O. for either one alone may be issued since each one
individually generates less than the 90 exiting trips or 60 entering trips threshold at the
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western most driveway, but a C.O. for a second restaurant may not be issued until an

application for the traffic signal is made to NYS DOT and either: i) NYS DOT finds such

signal is not required and denies such application;; or ii) NYS DOT grants a permit and
the traffic signal is installed.

When additional site development activity subsequently is proposed that is projected to
generate more than 70 additional entering trips, for a cumulative total of more than 130
trips at the western most driveway, the Applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a left
turn lane at that location. Certificates of occupancy for the additional development
projected to generate more than another 70 additional entering trips at the western most
driveway shall not be granted until: i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left hand turn
land and it is installed, or ii) the NYS DOT finds such improvement is not required, and
denies such application.

It is acknowledged that only the NYS DOT has the authority to allow improvements on
Route 6 since it is a State Road. It is therefore determined that if NYS DOT finds such
improvements are not warranted, and therefore should not permitted, each development
component described in the FGEIS for the proposed projects and the Modified Road
Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit, including the Pharmacy and Office
options, may be developed and granted certificate of occupancy without such traffic
improvements. As indicated above, the applicants may secure building permits and
commence construction on all approved uses prior to a final determination by NYSDOT.
All traffic mitigation described herein, however, must be: i) applied for and denied by
NYSDOT because it finds such improvements are not necessary; or ii) installed pursuant
to NYSDOT approval, before certificates of occupancy can be issued for uses that are
projected to generate vehicle trips beyond the above described thresholds. Uses not
projected to generate vehicle trips beyond the above described thresholds may be
issued certificates of occupancy without such traffic improvements being applied for or
installed.

The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, specifically considered how long the findings and
conclusions set forth herein should remain legitimate, along with the analysis in the
FGEIS, and determined that any site plan application that is submitted five years after
the adoption of this Findings Statement should include updated traffic counts.

5.7 Tax Base and Community Services

Fiscal Analysis

The existing assessed valuation of The Fairways property is $510,929 and the net
property taxes currently generated by the project sites are $65,537. The projected future
assessed valuation for The Fairways project site with the proposed development plan
will be approximately $22,153,176. The net project-generated tax revenues would be
approximately $835,655, an increase in the revenues currently generated by the
property of $770,118 annually.

The existing assessed valuation of the Gateway Summit property is $484,400 and the
net property taxes currently generated by the project site are $80,276. The projected
future assessed valuation for the Gateway Summit project site with the proposed
development plan will be approximately $30,318,005. The net project-generated tax
revenues would be $1,311,911 or over 16 times the revenues currently generated by the

property.
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The post-development taxes generated by the two projects will result in an increase in

annual taxes to Putnam County of approximately $142,077 and an increase to Carmel

Town of approximately $232,161. Revenues to the Brewster Central School District and
Carmel Central School District are discussed below.

In addition to property taxes, the commercial development at Gateway Summit will
generate sales taxes to New York State, Putnam County and the MTA. The DGEIS
estimated future sales taxes generated from the proposed development in the order of
magnitude of $2.7 million. Even with the reduction in proposed development proposed in
the FGEIS, annual sales taxes from the proposed uses would still be expected to total
over $2 million.

Fiscal Mitigation Proposed

No specific measures to mitigate impacts related to fiscal impacts are necessary or
proposed.

Employment

The revised plan eliminates the auto dealership and 2,000 square feet of office space
that was proposed on the Gateway Summit site in order to reduce environmental
impacts. However, employment benefits will not decrease significantly since the
restaurant that is proposed in place of the auto dealership is expected to employ 52
workers, which is nine more than the auto dealership was expected to employ.

Employment Mitigation Proposed

No additional measures to mitigate impacts related to employment are necessary or
proposed.

Education Facilities

Both the Gateway Summit and the Fairways properties are located in the Brewster
Central School District and the Carmel Central School District.

The proposed senior housing and commercial development will add no school-aged
children to either District and will result in no additional costs to the Districts as a result
of the proposed development. However, the Gateway Summit and Fairways projects will
result in an estimated increase in annual taxes to the Brewster Central School District of
$605,702 and an estimated increase in annual taxes to the Carmel Central School
District of $665,089. These estimated increases in revenue to the school districts are
very conservative to reflect the fact that they depend in part on sales prices and market
factors out of the control of the applicant.

Education Facilities Mitigation Proposed

No additional measures to mitigate impacts related to education facilities are necessary
or proposed.

Police Protection / Traffic Enforcement

The Town of Carmel Police Department provides service to the Gateway Summit and
The Fairways sites. The revised plans will have less demand on community service
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providers such as police protection than the plan originally proposed. However, the

proposed Gateway Summit and Fairways developments may still result in a requirement

for approximately one additional police staff for the Town of Carmel Police Department.

As previously noted, the increase in annual taxes generated to the Town by both

projects is expected to total $232,161. These revenues can potentially be used to

increase police staffing or expand hours of operation. State and County Police services

would also be available to offset any potential incremental increase in demand resulting
from the proposed projects.

Police and Traffic Enforcement Mitigation Proposed

No additional measures to mitigate impacts related to police or traffic enforcement are
necessary or proposed. It is noted that the County Police Headquarters is located in
Carmel less than one mile from the project sites and that the County Police actively
patrol the area around the project sites.

Fire Protection

The project site is located within the service area of the Camel Fire Department. The
Carmel Fire Department was consulted throughout the planning and design of the
projects. Their input included fire hydrant locations and other water supply issues related
to fire protection. The proposed buildings would be constructed to meet all applicable
state and local fire codes and safety requirements. All new buildings, including the
residential units, will be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system so as not to
increase CWD #2 fire protection needs. Each building system will be operational prior to
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for such building. Fire hydrants will be located
within the development and a separate emergency access drive will be provided to The
Fairways from Kelly Ridge Road. The Applicants also offered to provide the Town an
emergency only access easement from the interior roads located in the northwest corner
of the Gateway Summit residential development to the adjacent Town owned property
where the existing water tower is located. This easement would allow fire trucks and
other emergency vehicles a third way to access the projects’ road networks if the Town
so desires.

The Fire Department has requested the existing dead end water supply system be
looped to ensure adequate water supply for fire protection measures. During
construction of the Gateway Summit/Fairways projects, the two systems will be linked to
provide this redundancy that currently does not exist.

The Department has also requested money to help with the purchase of new equipment.
The revised plan will decrease the demand on community service providers such as fire
protection. The increase in annual tax revenue generated to the Fire Department as a
result of the proposed development, which total approximately $70,000 annually, could
be used to help the Fire District purchase new equipment and train new members.

Fire Protection Mitigation Proposed

No additional measures to mitigate impacts related to fire protection are necessary or
proposed.

Emergency Medical Services

The Carmel Volunteer Ambulance Corps provides emergency medical services to the
Gateway Summit and Fairways project sites. The proposed residents that the Gateway
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Summit and Fairways development will add to the service area will result in an increase

in calls for service. The originally proposed plan was estimated to increase the calls for

service by approximately 43 calls annually. The elimination of 41 residential units on

Gateway Summit site reduces the projected population and the anticipated number of

calls for service, The Gateway Summit development will result in $13,425 in additional

taxes generated to Carmel Ambulance. The Fairways will generate $9,739 in additional

tax revenues to Carmel Ambulance. These funds, which total $23,164, could be used to
provide training for additional members.

Emergency Medical Mitigation Proposed

No specific measures to mitigate impacts on emergency medical services are necessary
or proposed. It is recognized that the private shuttle bus to service both the Gateway
Summit and The Fairways Senior Housing Projects may be used to transport residents
for non-life threatening medical situations as well as ordinary medical appointments.

Solid Waste Disposal

Dumpsters and compactors will be located at appropriate locations within the project
sites and will be screened. Garbage collection will be provided by private contractors for
transportation to the RESCO plant at Charles Point in Westchester County.

Solid Waste Disposal Mitigation Proposed

No specific measures to mitigate impacts related to solid waste are necessary or
proposed.

Water Service

The projects will utilize public water from the Carmel Water District #2 (CWD#2). The
CWD#2 is operated under contract by Severn Trent Environmental Services and is
supplied by Lake Gleneida. The existing water supply district has a plant capacity of 1.5
million gallons per day (mgd).

The Fairways design flow water demand is projected to be approximately 45,400 gallons
per day (gpd) for the residences. The Gateway Summit design flow water demand is
projected to be 89,520 gpd. Actual water usage is typically 50 to 80 percent of the
design flow.

The impacts of the Gateway Summit and Fairways projects on the water system were
assessed in conjunction with several other major proposed developments in the District,
including the Carmel Corporate Park and Hillcrest Commons development. This
information is provided in the Water Engineering Report, provided in the FGEIS. The
2004 average daily flow of 0.85 mgd was added to the 0.27 mgd design flow calculated
for the four projects. This was subtracted from the plant capacity of 1.5 mgd to determine
there will be an excess capacity of 0.38 mgd. Based on this analysis, the existing water
supply has sufficient capacity for the Gateway Summit and Fairways projects, after
considering the impacts of other major proposed projects located within the District.

The existing water storage capacity for the water supply system is provided in three
storage tanks that have a total capacity of 1.1 million gallons. The system has an
estimated equalization storage of 570,000 gallons and fire protection storage of 530,000

gallons.
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The existing water distribution system has problems of low pressure for areas in the
Kelly Ridge and Everett Road. Normal working pressures should be approximately 60 to
80 pounds per square inch (PSI), and not less than 35 psi at ground level. The current
static pressure level in the Kelly Ridge and Everett Road area ranges from 31.6 to 38.3
psi. Therefore, the revised plans for the Gateway Summit project include a high-pressure
service zone for the senior units. This high-pressure system will be composed of booster
pumps to build pressure for distribution to the site, as well as a hydro-pneumatic tank to
cycle the pumps. The high-pressure system will utilize booster pumps to supply
adequate pressure to the proposed dwellings on Lot 7A of Gateway Summit and will
draw from a connection to the existing system. As part of this project, the high elevation
residences along Everett Road and Kelly Ridge Road will be connected to this system in
order to resolve existing pressure problems. The high-pressure system will be designed
to supply the fire sprinkler systems in its service area and to alleviate the low pressures
that currently exist near Kelly Ridge Road and Everett Road.

Water Service Mitigation Proposed

Two separate distribution systems, a “high” and ‘“low” system, will supply the
Gateway Summit and Fairways domestic water. These systems will be looped during
the installation of the water lines for the projects, and will provide water supply
redundancy that is currently not available.

A high-pressure water distribution system will be used to alleviate the low-pressure
problems for the Gateway Summit site and surrounding area. This high-pressure
water system will be designed and constructed to include a new pump station and
the extension of the high pressure distribution system to service the existing homes
on Kelly Ridge Road, Everett Drive and Bard Road above elevation 660
(approximately 3,500 linear feet of new water main pipe will be installed to service
existing homes on those roads). This system will be on line prior to the first
Certificate of Occupancy (C.0O), being issued for the Gateway Summit Senior
Housing Project.

The project’'s high pressure system will be designed and constructed to include a
new pump station and a new 135,000 gallon water storage tank (average daily
project design flow) next to the existing tank at the end of Everett Drive. This new
smaller tank would be located south of the existing tank on the Carmel Water District
#2 parcel to mitigate visual impacts from existing adjacent residences. This tank will
be engineered into the proposed booster pump station to buffer peak domestic flows
from the new development and supplement available water volume for fire protection
needs. This tank will be online prior to the first C.O. being issued for the Gateway
Senior Housing Project or The Fairways Senior Housing Project.

All new water mains and appurtenances internal to the site would be installed at no
cost to the water district.

All project buildings will be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system so as not
to increase the Carmel Water District #2 fire protection needs. Each building system
will be operational prior to the issuance of the C.O. for each building.

The project’'s deeds will include a restrictive covenant prohibiting the use of the

municipal water system for irrigation purposes. A restrictive covenant establishing
such restriction will be filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.
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All work would be done in accordance with standards and specifications of the
Carmel Water District #2 and the Putnam Department of Health. Tax revenues to the
Carmel Water District #2 generated by the Gateway Summit site will total
approximately $39,400 annually and Carmel Water District #2 tax revenues from The
Fairways site will total approximately $28,800.

A Water Supply Easement is proposed to be granted to the District over an
approximately 50-acre area located in the area to the east of the proposed YMCA on the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways sites. This easement will allow the CWD #2 the right
to develop, construct and maintain a groundwater supply if ever desired. This easement
will also define a specific area where the Town could potentially locate a booster station.
The Water Supply easement will run through the Gateway Summit senior housing lot
and The Fairways, and will provide access through the YMCA lot. This easement will be
as shown on the subdivision plat and an easement filed with the County at the time the
subdivision plat is filed.

Sewage Disposal

Wastewater from the proposed action will be treated by the Town of Carmel Sewer
District #2 (CSD#2). The Fairways average daily wastewater flow is calculated as 36,400
gallons per day, while Gateway Summit is expected to generate 80,520 gallons per day.
Actual flows can reasonably be expected to be 50% to 80% lower than design flows.

The Wastewater Engineering Report, provided in the FGEIS, assessed the combined
impacts of wastewater flows from the Gateway Summit, Fairways, Carmel Corporate
Park and Hillcrest Commons developments on the existing wastewater treatment plant.
The 2005 average daily flow of 0.76 million gallons per day (mgd) was added to the 0.24
mgd design flow calculated for the four projects. The sum 1.00 mgd was subtracted from
the plant capacity of 1.10 mgd to determine there will be an excess capacity of 0.10
mgd. Based on this analysis, the existing wastewater treatment plant has sufficient
capacity to treat flows from the Gateway Summit and Fairways projects, after
considering the impacts of other major proposed projects now located within the District.
The Applicants also note that recent flow data (following the meter calibration) for the
wastewater treatment plant indicates that flows are well below those previously
presented, suggesting a decrease in inflow. The February 2006 to June 2006 average
flow was 697,800 gpd, which leaves over 400,000 gallons excess capacity at the plant
today. The June and July flows were even lower, at 646,000 gpd and 648,000 gpd
respectively. This reflects a greater excess capacity than indicated by the 2005 average
daily flow numbers.

Sewage Disposal Mitigation Proposed

No additional measures to mitigate impacts related to sewage disposal are necessary or
proposed. It is noted, however, that the CSD #2 is conducting video inspection and flow
monitoring of the existing sewer system to evaluate existing conditions and potential
deficiencies, including inflow into such system. Recent dataflow (following the meter
calibration) for the wastewater treatment plant indicates flows are well below those
previously indicated prior to the meter calibration, suggesting little or no inflow. For
example, the February 2006 to June 2006 average flow was 697,800 gallons per day
(gpd). The June average daily flow was 646,000 gpd during a period of 8.5 inches of
rainfall. Despite this, the CSD #2 wishes to further investigate the existing sewer system
relative to inflow. In order to assist the CSD #2 in this effort, and avoid duplicating tasks,
the Applicants have offered to contribute $30,000 to offset the cost to investigate the
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existing sewer mains downstream of the subject projects. This monetary contribution

would cover the cost of: 1) three monitoring locations for a period of one month; 2) video

inspection of the sewer mains in Kelly Road, Fair Street, the sewer trunk line south of

Fair Street and the sewer main in Old Route 6; and 3) engineering oversight and data

analysis. The Applicants shall make this contribution to the Carmel Sewer District #2 in

two separate payments as follows: 1) $5,000 within 21 days of the Planning Board

issuing the Findings Statement; and 2) the remaining $25,000 prior to the Planning
Board’s signing of the project’s first site plan.

Additionally, The Fairways will generate approximately $45,900 annually for the CSD#2.
Gateway Summit taxes for the District will be approximately $128,825.

5.8 Cultural Resources

Visual Resources

No views from significant aesthetic resources have been identified that will be adversely
affected by the projects. The proposed combination of residential development,
commercial uses and intertwining areas of open space will complement the developed
residential and commercial character that exists in the project vicinity.

The revised plan eliminates the access for The Fairways to Fair Street, reducing
potential visual impacts to the Centennial Golf Course. Additionally, the proposed
residential buildings and internal private road for The Fairways has been shifted away
from residential dwellings located along Kelly Ridge Road, resulting in a greater visual
buffer. The existing vegetative buffer between the project and both Kelly Ridge Road
and Hillside Place will remain undisturbed and will be supplemented with evergreen
plantings. The new buildings to be constructed on the project sites are located at a lower
elevation compared to these residences and the golf course, hiding the new buildings
from view on the adjacent properties, and thereby further reducing any potential visual
impact.

A landscaping plan will be part of the construction documents approved for both The
Fairways and Gateway Summit projects.

Visual Resource Mitigation Proposed

No additional measures to mitigate impacts on visual resources are necessary or
proposed.

Archaeological Resources

A Phase | archaeological investigation was conducted for the project parcels, including a
sensitivity analysis and subsurface sampling. Two areas of Native American cultural
resources were identified; additional subsurface sampling was conducted as part of a
complete Phase Il investigation. No concentrations of cultural material were located
during this more intensive study, and it was determined it was unlikely the project parcel
contained any significant cultural resources. All testing and submissions followed the
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) standards.

Archaeological Resource Mitigation Proposed

OPRHP has requested additional Phase 11 testing prior to concluding that impacts in
two limited areas noted as Site One and Site Two are adequately mitigated. Site One is
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on the proposed Hotel lot. Prior to any construction on this site, a letter will be procured
from OPRHP stating that impacts to cultural resources are adequately mitigated. Site
Two is on The Fairways site and is in an area that is no longer proposed for disturbance.

5.9 Alternatives Analyzed

Alternatives presented in the DGEIS and the Modified Road Configuration Alternative for
Gateway Summit prepared following the DGEIS are summarized below:

e No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is the scenario that would occur if no development were to
take place on the project site. This is effectively an open space preservation alternative.
The sites would remain in their current undeveloped and underutilized state.

o Alternative 1: Reduced Environmental Impact Alternative for the Gateway Summit
Site;

In order to reduce the level of site disturbance, only three lots would be created on the
Gateway Summit portion of the site under Alternative 1. This alternative limits
development to the Route 6 frontage only (see DGEIS Figure 4-1). All of the Route 6
frontage would be developed with commercial uses. Lot 1 on the eastern side of the site
would be developed with a 60,120-square foot retail use such as a furniture store. Lot 3,
occupying the western portion of the site where an auto dealership is located under the
proposed action, would be developed with a 45,000-square foot retail use consisting of
an office supply store or similar retail. In between the two retail sites would be a 6,000-
square foot restaurant.

This alternative substantially reduces the amount of development proposed and
eliminates the YMCA (a quasi-public use), hotel with banquet hall and conference
center, senior housing, dedicated open space and office uses that are part of the
proposed action. As such, it does not meet the key objectives of both the Applicants and
the Town. No access road would be created leading to the upper portions of the site,
and no development would occur on the portions of the Gateway Summit site proposed
for a YMCA (Lot 8), Corporate/Professional Offices and Convenience Retail (Lot 7),
Assisted Living or Senior Housing (Lot 6), and 143 units of Senior Housing (Lot 5) under
the DGEIS proposed action. While this alternative would result in less site disturbance
and impacts to natural features, it would also return substantially lower amounts of tax
revenues and would not achieve the open space and recreational benefits of the
proposed plan. With no site residents and fewer visitors related to its lower amount of
commercial development, this alternative would result in less impact than the DGEIS
proposed action in terms of impacts to community services, and socioeconomic
conditions, including lower levels of fiscal benefits. This alternative does not meet the
Town and County’s need for additional revenue and does not represent an economically
viable alternative.

e Alternative 2: Alternative Road Configuration for Gateway Summit Site;
Alternative 2 described in the DGEIS entails an alternative roadway configuration for the
Gateway Summit portion of the project site with a more winding roadway, and two points

of access on Route 6. Proposed lot lines would be configured differently and an
additional lot would be created. Traffic impacts from this alternative would be greater at
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Route 6, potentially requiring the construction of safety improvements and the widening
of a nearby bridge.

Alternative 2 entails a more intensive commercial program for the Gateway Summit site,
with 132,800 square feet of retail use facing Route 6 and two office buildings and
restaurants located in the middle portion of site. Other major differences include the
replacement of the hotel, and auto dealership facing Route 6 proposed in the DGEIS
proposed action with retail use, and the addition of an Assisted Living or Senior Housing
complex on the upper portion of the project site. The Assisted Living or Senior Housing
proposed on Lot 6 under Alternative 2 would be slightly taller than that of the proposed
action given the smaller area of that lot under Alternative 2.

e Alternative 2A: Through Road Alternative;

The Applicants have discussed a through road alternative in the project description of
the DGEIS that would provide for a physical connection between the Gateway and
Fairways site, but would be gated. This alternative would provide through access to
residents, guests and service personnel of the Fairways site. Traffic impacts for such an
alternative would be minor, as the Senior Project on the Fairways site is a low intensity
trip generator. The Applicants are willing to provide such a connection, and the currently
proposed action includes a connection between the project sites, although no connection
to Fair Street is provided in the currently proposed action.

An alternative to this configuration would be to have an unrestricted through road, as a
dedicated Town Road from Route 6 to Fair Street. This alternative is not evaluated in
detail in the DGEIS, as it is not consistent with the objectives of the Applicants not
consistent with the objectives of the Centennial Golf Club, and would not offer significant
traffic relief in view of the existing operational benefits already realized by John Simpson
Road, which connects to Route 6 and Fair Street at signalized intersections immediately
east of the site.

This alternative is not consistent with the goals of the Applicants, who seeks to maintain
the roadway through The Fairways Senior Housing site as a low intensity, low volume
road, compatible with the quiet residential atmosphere that he believes is important to
the senior residential community.

Because the road would traverse a portion of the Centennial golf course and would
result in a golf cart crossing, it is more desirable to have that crossing be a narrower, low
volume, private road than a town road, to minimize impacts to the golf course operation.

Finally, John Simpson Road already provides a north-south option to local travelers that
is operationally sound. There would be no significant benefit derived by turning the
Fairways Road into a town, through road. For these reasons, pursuant to ECL Part
617.9(5)(v) (which states that alternatives must be reasonable considering the objectives
of the project sponsor), the unrestricted, Town dedicated, through road alternative is not
investigated further. The option of having the through road connection with a private
road, however, does reduce traffic on John Simpson Road and Fair Street and would
reduce traffic crossing the Centennial Golf Course, a positive benefit.

e Alternative 3: Maximum Build-out Plan for Gateway Summit Site;

Alternative 3 that is described in the DGEIS entails the maximum build out of the
Gateway Summit portion of the project site pursuant to zoning, with the further
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subdivision of the site for three additional lots. As with Alternative 1, the Route 6 frontage
would be more intensively developed than under the proposed action. Alternative 3
includes a 60,120-square foot retail use, a 7,000-square foot restaurant, and a 150-room
hotel with a 12,000-square foot banquet hall and conference center located on its
western side. Two additional office buildings and an additional restaurant are added to
the central portion of the site. Under this alternative, the area of Lot 5 that is proposed
for 143 units of Senior Housing under the proposed action is divided into two lots
containing a 250-room hotel with a conference center and spa on the northwestern
corner of the site (Lot 5), and a 112-unit Senior Housing complex oriented around a cul
de sac located closer to the access roadway (Lot 4). A 10,000-square foot, two-story
office is located to the rear of the Route 6 development, with access from the main
access roadway.

Development of this alternative would result in the most construction disturbance and
associated impacts to woods and steep slopes of all of the alternatives examined,
including 75.7 acres of disturbance area and 41.9 acres of disturbance to slopes of 15
percent or more. Alternative 3 would result in over 50 percent more traffic in the p.m.
peak hour than under the DGEIS proposed action. There would be a greater increase in
traffic in the Saturday peak hour. Impacts to water resources, vegetation and wildlife,
community services, and visual conditions would also be greater under this alternative.

e Alternative 4: Conventional Subdivision on The Fairways Site;

The fourth alternative development scenario examined in the DGEIS includes a
conventional single-family residential subdivision on The Fairways site with proposed
uses on the Gateway Summit site remaining unchanged. This alternative would include
17 detached single-family homes based on current zoning, which permits the
development of homes on lots of 120,000 square feet or more in size. Homes would be
laid out along a single north-south running roadway.

This large-lot alternative would result in larger homes and a decrease in preserved open
space on the project site in comparison to the proposed action. Such development would
occur on an as-of-right basis with no requirement for a Special Use Permit. This level of
development would not be economically feasible to construct due to the small number of
lots that would be created relative to the amount of roadway that would need to be
constructed.

This alternative would not meet the objectives of the project sponsor in terms of return
on investment. It would also not result in the construction of much needed senior
housing in the Town of Carmel. At the same time, it would result in impacts to the school
district that would not otherwise occur with the proposed action. A conventional
subdivision would be expected to generate approximately 15 new school age children,
increasing demands on the local school district. The layout of the homes under this
alternative would not represent an efficient use of the project site, particularly compared
to the compact layout of the senior housing included in the proposed action.

e Alternative 5: Reduced Environmental Impact Alternative for The Fairways Site.

The fifth alternative development scenario described in the DGEIS examines an
alternative mix of senior housing on The Fairways site with reduced environmental
impacts, with proposed uses on the Gateway Summit site remaining unchanged. Also
consistent with current zoning, this alternative would include 29 attached single-family
homes for seniors (meeting Zoning Code definition of multiple-family senior housing), 57
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senior townhouse units, and 64 multi-family senior housing units. As with the proposed

action for The Fairways site, a Special Use Permit would be required, and tennis courts
and a swimming pool would be included as recreational facilities for the future residents.

This alternative maintains the same number of units as the DGEIS proposed action, but
provides a greater diversity in the type of senior housing proposed while lowering the
amount of site disturbance and impacts to steep slopes and wooded areas in
comparison to the DGEIS proposed action. Following the February 2005 Public Hearing
and the above-described discussions with Riverkeeper, the Attorney General's office,
the NYCDEP, NYSDEC and the Town of Carmel representatives, this alternative was
modified and further detailed, with the resulting design now serving as the currently
proposed action for The Fairways.

¢ Modified Road Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit

This alternative considers a revised access to the Gateway Summit site originally
considered in the DGEIS that would avoid the watercourse crossing and the need for a
variance from NYCDEP to construct impervious surfaces within the limiting distance to
the watercourse. The Applicant further refined this alternative from that first considered
in the DGEIS based on discussions with NYCDEP. Refinements include elimination of a
10,000 square foot office building and reduction in steep slope disturbance and in
possible related erosion and sedimentation impacts. This refined alternative also would
significantly reduce wetland buffer encroachments and would further reduce the intensity
of development on the Gateway Summit project site. Additional contiguous areas of
undeveloped land and wildlife habitat would remain. With this alternative, environmental
impacts are further reduced, and a generally similar level of development is included in
comparison to the proposed action, although one of two proposed office buildings is
eliminated. Several options for one of the proposed uses under this alternative have also
been considered. These replace one of the proposed restaurants with either an office
building or a pharmacy.

This alternative would involve the removal of the Route 6 bridge and the construction of
a turning lane from Route 6 into the site. The existing bridge along Route 6 over the
former railroad bed presently prevents the construction of such a left hand turn lane, as it
is too narrow to accommodate an additional lane. The Applicant met with the NYSDOT
representatives to determine its plans to remove and replace this bridge, which is
included in the NYSDOT list of planned roadway improvements. NYSDOT now wishes to
coordinate this bridge project with Putnam County’s plan to extend the bike path further
north along the former railroad bed and under the subject bridge (The “Putnam County
Bike Path Project”). Putnam County is entering stage three of the eight stages of its rails-
to-trails program, and expects to run the bike path under the subject bridge by the end of
the summer of 2007. Considering this, NYSDOT has agreed to hold to its 2007
construction date so that it can be coordinated with the Putnam County Bike Path
Project

The Applicants held meetings with representatives of the NYSDOT and Putnam County
to coordinate the bridge project and Putnam County Bike Path Project, and expand the
bridge project to add a left hand turn lane and sidewalk. All three entities will enter into a
formal agreement to complete the bridge improvement project, including adding a left
hand turn lane and sidewalk into the project, under NYSDOT’s Reverse Betterment
Program. Under the agreement, the Applicants will pay its incremental share of the
additional project costs with NYS DOT paying for the costs of the bridge improvements it
had already slated for completion. This agreement will allow the NYSDOT bridge project
to be coordinated with the Putnam County Bike Path Project, and provide a sidewalk
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over the bridge into the project site at no additional cost to the County and the State. The
new bike path and sidewalk improvements will provide significant pedestrian
connections to the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects. The existing bridge
would be removed and replaced with a new structure wide enough to accommodate the
left hand turn lane. The bridge removal and reconstruction would be staged so that two
lanes of traffic can be kept open during construction to the maximum extent practicable.
Traffic controls during construction will be determined in consultation with NYSDOT and
Putnam County. It is noted that the Putnam County Bike Path Project, which is a totally
separate action from the proposed projects and is being advanced by Putnam County,
will include a disturbance to federally regulated wetlands. Putnam County will provide a
wetland mitigation area in conformance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers standards.
The bridge removal and replacement project would not adversely impact wetlands. As
noted above in the traffic section, the bridge improvements with the left hand turn lane
and the traffic light do not need to be installed before construction starts on individual
site plans for both Gateway Summit and The Fairways.

6.0 CERTIFICATION OF FINDINGS TO APPROVE

The Town of Carmel makes the following findings that include the Board’s rationale for
its decision.

1. The Carmel Planning Board has carefully and thoroughly weighed and balanced the
relevant potential environmental impacts anticipated from the revised proposed action
and the Modified Road Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit set forth in the
FGEIS with social, economic and other considerations, and hereby certifies that the
requirements of SEQRA and the SEQRA Regulations have been met.

2. Consistent with social, economic and other essential considerations from among the
reasonable alternatives available, the revised proposed action and the Modified Road
Configuration Alternative for Gateway Summit (including the pharmacy and the office
option, and the restaurant and office options) set forth in the FGEIS avoid or minimize
adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable, and that adverse
environmental impacts will be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable
by incorporating as conditions to the decision those mitigative measures that were
identified as practicable.

3. The revised proposed action and the Modified Road Configuration Alternative for
Gateway Summit (including the pharmacy and the office option, and the restaurant and
office options) set forth in the FGEIS are subject to the mitigation measures described in
the DGEIS, FGEIS and set forth in this Findings Statement. These findings are
substantiated by the analyses in the DGEIS and FGEIS, which disclose potential
environmental impacts and demonstrates that the potential environmental impacts
associated with the action would be fully mitigated.

The preceding facts, as documented in the DGEIS, the FGEIS, and in the public record
associated with these proceedings support these findings. After due consideration, the
lead agency finds that this revised proposed action and the Modified Road Configuration
Alternative for Gateway Summit (including the pharmacy and the office option, and the
restaurant and office options) set forth in the FGEIS will achieve a balance between the
protection of the environment and the need to accommodate social, economic and other
considerations.
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SEQRA Evaluation Form
for
Gateway Summit Individual Site Plans

Project Name: Date:
Applicant:

Parcel No(s). Total Acreage:
Proposed Use:

Peak Hour Traffic Generation: AM ; PM ; Saturday

The Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit subdivision was adopted following the
preparation and review of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). That GEIS
evaluated the potential impacts of a generic design for a Mixed Use Development that included
a variety of potential land uses allowed by zoning on the subject site. The GEIS also evaluated
a Modified Road Configuration Alternative, that does not cross a New York City DEP regulated
watercourse (the base subdivision plan’s road does cross that watercourse).

The GEIS established minimum thresholds and criteria for the future review of individual site
plans when they are submitted to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for approval. The purpose
of this form, which is an appendix to the Findings Statement adopted for this project by the
Planning Board, is to provide a basis for determining if the submitted site plans fall within the
thresholds that the Planning Board has determined would mitigate adverse effects to the
maximum extent practicable. Site plan elements such as location and design of buildings, and
location and design of interior roads for both the commercial and residential uses may change
from the concept development plan in the FGEIS without any additional environmental review,
provided they substantially meet the development thresholds established in the GEIS process
and specifically set forth in the Findings Statement.

If the proposed plans and any supplemental documentation submitted demonstrate that
potential effects of the proposed use, design, size, and location of future development projects
site plan fall substantially within the established thresholds as determined through use of this
form, the Planning Board may complete site plan review as provided in 6 NYCRR 617.10
without any additional environmental review under the SEQRA regulations.

If the established thresholds are not met, further SEQRA review will be required including the
issuance of a determination of significance. It is noted that the applicant may amend a proposal
site plan or submit a new plan. If such revised or new site plan submission does not
substantially exceed the established thresholds, no additional environmental review will be
required.

The established threshold evaluation follows:
1 Landscape Plans. All future development of the Gateway Summit parcels must

provide landscaping plans that comply with Town of Carmel regulations and the GEIS
Findings as they apply to setbacks and landscaped buffers to adjacent properties.

During the site plan review process, individual site plans must include landscaping plans
designed to enhance the visual qualities of the use. Further, stormwater treatment
basins must be planted with aesthetic and functional wetland and transitional plantings
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to provide water quality treatment, wildlife habitat and visual enhancement and generally
comply with Section 63-27C(4) and (5) of the Town Code.

Does the submitted site plan meet these requirements?
Yes No

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No

2. Site Disturbance. The conceptual development plans analyzed in the GEIS
indicate that approximately 55 acres of the Gateway Summit site would be graded to
accommodate the proposed development, and of that amount, approximately 25 acres
would be on slopes exceeding fifteen percent. Further, no significant grading would take
place in areas outside of those shown in the Overall Development Plans for the project,
and that Erosion and Sediment Control Plans must accompany any site plan application.
In addition to complying with the Findings Statement, these plans must be prepared in
conformance with applicable New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) and New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP) design guidelines, with special consideration given to erosion control on any
land to be disturbed on slopes greater than 15 percent.

Do the submitted Site Plans reflect overall site disturbance and disturbance of
steep slopes, for the construction of roads, buildings and other components of
the proposed project that are generally within the areas of potential disturbance
shown on the Grading Plans (GEIS Figures 3.1-8 and 3.1-10)?

Yes No

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No

Has a detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan been submitted in conformance
with the project specific SWPPP, and NYSDEC and NYCDEP design guidelines?
Yes No

If not, can the erosion control plan be revised to meet this requirement?
Yes No

3. Stormwater Management. All individual site plan applications are to include
Stormwater Management Plans developed in general accordance with the project
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared for Gateway Summit,
and that comply with the New York State General Permit for Stormwater Discharge, and
the New York City Watershed Rules and Regulations. Adherence to these criteria will be
a condition of site plan approval.

Does the application package include the project specific SWPPP?
Yes No

4. Traffic. Note: /n the event that the Modified Road Configuration Alternative is
proposed, skip to 4A, Traffic Alternative, below.
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A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. A concept plan for access
improvements shall be provided to NYS DOT as well as to the Town of Carmel Planning
Board for the Board's review for compliance with the Findings Statement and input to the
NYSDOT.

Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the eastern access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below. It is noted that construction of
development gaining access from the westerly access road (secondary access road, in
this case) can proceed at any time, and Certificates of Occupancy may be issued,
without any road improvements or other traffic mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed without further review other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, site development
plans and construction not exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and receive
certificates of occupancy without any additional traffic mitigation.

What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the eastern access road? entering trips; exiting trips

Left Turn Lane Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 60 peak hour entering vehicles at the
eastern access road?

Yes No

If so, has the Applicant applied to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane on US Route 6
into the eastern access road to mitigate potential traffic impacts?
Yes No

Certificates of occupancy for the additional site development plans and construction
projected to generate more than another 60 peak hour entering trips at the eastern
access road shall be issued when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left lane
and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such improvement is not required.
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Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of 100 or more peak hour exiting vehicles at the
eastern access road from the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects?

Yes No

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
eastern site access intersection with US Route 67
Yes No

Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for additional site development plans and
construction projected to generate more than 100 peak hour exiting vehicles, at the
eastern access road when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the traffic light and it
is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

4A.  Modified Access Alternative. In the likely event that this access alternative is
pursued the following thresholds shall apply.

A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. The developer of the site
will need to provide a concept plan for access improvements to NYS DOT as well as to
the Town of Carmel Planning Board for the Board's review for compliance with the
Findings Statement and input to the NYSDOT. The applicant will need to provide
designs for the betterment project to widen the railtrail crossing structure of US Route 6
to permit a left turn lane into the site.

Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the westerly access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below for the Modified Access
Alternative. It is noted that construction for development gaining access from the
easterly access road (secondary access road in this case) can proceed at any time, and
Certificates of Occupancy can be issued without any road improvements or other traffic
mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed without further review other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, development not
exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and receive certificates of occupancy
without any additional traffic mitigation.

What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the western access road? entering trips; exiting trips.
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Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or

approved uses generate more than 60 entering and 90 peak hour exiting vehicles

at the western access road from the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects?
Yes No (both thresholds must be met).

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
western site access intersection with US Route 6?
Yes No

Note: As per the Findings, Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for development
projected to generate more than 60 peak hour entering and 90 peak hour exiting
vehicles, at the western access road when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the
traffic light and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not
required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

Left Turn Lane Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 70 additional peak hour entering
trips, for a cumulative total of more than 130 entering trips at the western road
access?

Yes No

If so, the Applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane at that location.
Certificates of Occupancy for the additional development projected to generate more
than another 70 additional peak hour entering trips (130 cumulative peak hour trips) at
the western access road shall be granted if: i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left
hand turn land and it is installed, or ii) the NYS DOT finds such improvement is not

required.

5. Community Services. The mitigation requirements for community services
relative to the water supply system require two separate distribution systems, “high” and
“low”.

The high-pressure water system will be designed and constructed to include a new
pump station and the extension of the high pressure distribution system to service the
existing homes on Kelly Ridge Road, Everett Drive and Bard Road above elevation 660
(approximately 3,500 linear feet of new water main pipe will be installed to service
existing homes on those roads). This system will be on line prior to the first Certificate of
Occupancy (CO), being issued for the Gateway Summit Senior Housing Project.

The system will include a new pump station and a new 135,000 gallon water storage
tank (average daily project design flow) next to the existing tank at the end of Everett
Drive. This new tank would be located south of the existing tank on the Carmel Water
District #2 parcel. This tank will be online prior to the first Certificate of Occupancy being
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issued for the Gateway Senior Housing Project or The Fairways Senior Housing Project.
All new water mains, pump station, tank, and appurtenances internal to the site would be
installed at no cost to the water district. It is noted that the other lots within the Gateway
Summit may be developed, and Certificates of Occupancy issued, before the above
described improvements to the water district are made relative to the senior housing
developments in Gateway Summit, as well as The Fairways.

All project buildings will be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system so as not to
increase the Carmel Water District #2 fire protection needs. Each building system will be
operational prior to the issuance of the C.O. for each building.

The project's deeds will include a restrictive covenant prohibiting the use of the
municipal water system for irrigation purposes. A restrictive covenant establishing such
restriction will be filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.

A Water Supply Easement is proposed to be granted to the District over an
approximately 50-acre area located in the area to the north and east of the proposed
YMCA on the Gateway Summit and The Fairways sites. This easement will allow the
CWD #2 the right to develop, construct and maintain a groundwater supply if ever
desired. This easement will also define a specific area where the Town could potentially
locate a booster station. The Water Supply easement will run through the Gateway
Summit senior housing lot and The Fairways, and will provide access through proposed
Lot 6 (the “YMCA” lot). This easement will be as shown on the subdivision plat and an
easement filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.

Does the submitted Site Plan address the construction phasing of the
aforementioned mitigation measures?
Yes No

If not, can the plan be adjusted to meet this requirement?
Yes No

6. Blasting. The GEIS concludes that development of some of the parcels at the
Gateway Summit may require blasting. Any blasting which is required will be done in full
conformance with the New York State Code. A blasting protocol is summarized in the
GEIS, which includes pre-blasting inspections, test blasting, seismographic monitoring
and daily logs of seismographic data, explosive use and field conditions.

Can the proposed site plan be implemented without the need for blasting?
Yes No

If not, has a blasting plan been prepared?
Yes No
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7. Recreation Facilities. The site plan analyzed for the GEIS provides recreation
facilities that will be available for use by the future residents of the Gateway Summit
project. These facilities include two tennis courts, an approximately 1,600 sf tennis
clubhouse, two bocce courts, a courtyard with a gazebo, and access to the existing lake
for recreation use. These specific recreation components may be altered without
additional environmental review provided that they meet the recreational needs of the
senior housing and do not substantially exceed the areas of disturbance previously
anticipated and create new potentially significant adverse environmental impacts.

Does the submitted Site Plan include provision for recreation facilities in a manner
consistent with the above?

Yes No
If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No
Conclusion:

Does the site plan substantially conform to the thresholds outlined above as established
by the GEIS and the Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit and The Fairways
projects? _(/t is noted that the applicant may modify the site plan so that it substantially
conforms to such thresholds.)

___Yes No

If yes, as proposed or modified, no further SEQRA review is required.
If no, the Planning Board will conduct additional SEQRA review, specifically limited to the
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts arising from the site plan exceeding the

above described specific thresholds.

Accepted by resolution of the Town of Carmel Planning Board:

Planning Board Chairman Date
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SEQRA Evaluation Form
for
The Fairways Site Plan

Project Name: Date:
Applicant:

Parcel No(s). Total Acreage:
Proposed Use:

Peak Hour Traffic Generation: AM ; PM ; Saturday

The conceptual development plan for The Fairways was approved following the preparation and
review of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). That GEIS evaluated the potential
impacts of a Senior Housing development, which may be constructed and operated on the site
and established minimum thresholds and criteria for the future review of individual site plans
when they are submitted to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for approval. The reviewed
concept plan included 150 senior units including a mix of multi-family, town-home and single
family cottage style units.

The GEIS established minimum thresholds and criteria for the future review of individual site
plans when they are submitted to the Town of Carmel Planning Board for approval. The purpose
of this form, which is an attachment to the Findings Statement adopted for this project by the
Planning Board, is to provide a basis for determining if the submitted site plans fall within the
thresholds that the Planning Board has determined would mitigate adverse environmental
effects to the maximum extent practicable. Site plan elements such as location and design of
buildings, and location and design of interior roads for both the commercial and residential uses
may change from the concept development plans in the FGEIS without any additional
environmental review, provided they substantially meet the specific development threshold
established in the GEIS process and specifically set forth in the Findings Statement.

If the proposed plans and any supplemental documentation submitted demonstrate that
potential effects of the proposed use, design, size, and location of future development projects
site plan fall substantially within the established thresholds as determined through use of this
form, the Planning Board may complete site plan review as provided in 6 NYCRR 617.10
without any additional environmental review under the SEQRA regulations.

If the established thresholds are not met, further SEQRA review will be required including the
issuance of a determination of significance. It is noted that the applicant may amend a proposed
site plan or submit a new plan. If such revised or new site plan submission does not
substantially exceed the established thresholds, no additional environmental review will be
required.

The established thresholds consider the following:
1 Landscape Plans. Future application for development of The Fairways must

provide landscaping plans that comply with Town of Carmel regulations and the GEIS
Findings as they apply to setbacks and landscaped buffers to adjacent properties.

During the site plan review process, individual site plans must include landscaping plans
designed to enhance the visual qualities of the use. Further, stormwater treatment
basins must be planted with aesthetic and functional wetland and transitional plantings
to provide water quality treatment, wildlife habitat and visual enhancement, and
generally comply with Section 63-27C(4) and (5) of the Town Code.
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Does the submitted site plan meet these requirements?
If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?

2. Site Disturbance. The conceptual development plan for The Fairways analyzed in
the GEIS indicates that approximately 25 acres of The Fairways site would be graded to
accommodate proposed development, and of that, approximately 15 acres would be on
slopes that exceed 15 percent. Significant grading activities should occur substantially
within the areas of disturbance established in the concept development plans in the final
GEIS. Further, the GEIS indicates that no significant grading or other land disturbance
activities are expected in areas outside of those shown in the Overall Development Plan
for The Fairways project and that Erosion and Sediment Control Plans must accompany
site plan applications. In addition to complying with the Finding Statement, these plans
must be prepared in conformance with New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) and New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP) design guidelines, with special consideration given to erosion control on any
land to be disturbed on slopes greater than 15 percent.

Do the submitted Site Plans reflect overall site disturbance and disturbance of
steep slopes for the construction of roads, buildings and other components of the
proposed project that are generally within the areas of potential disturbance
shown on the Grading Plans included in the GEIS and that do not significantly
exceed the disturbance estimates in described in the GEIS?

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No

Has a detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan been submitted in conformance
with NYSDEC and NYCDEP design guidelines?
Yes No

If not, can the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan be revised to comply with these
standards?
Yes No

3. Stormwater Management. The individual site plan application is to include
Management Plan that generally conforms to the Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) prepared for The Fairways generally and that complies with the New
York State General Permit for Stormwater Discharge (GP-02-01) and the New York
City Watershed Rules and Regulations. Adherence to these rules will be a condition
of site plan approval.

Does the application include site plan specific SWPPP?
Yes No

4, Traffic. Note: In the event that the Modified Road Configuration Alternative is
proposed, skip to 4A, Traffic Alternative, below.

A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. A concept plan for access
improvements shall be provided to NYS DOT as well as to the Town of Carmel Planning
Board for the Board’s review for compliance with the findings statement and input to
NYS DOT.
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Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the eastern access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below. It is noted that construction of
development gaining access from the westerly access road (secondary access road in
this case) can proceed at any time, and certificates of occupancy issued, without any
road improvements or other traffic mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed with out further review other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, site development
plans and construction activities not exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and
receive certificates of occupancy without any additional traffic mitigation.

What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the eastern access road? entering trips; exiting trips

Left Turn Lane Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 60 peak hour entering vehicles at the
eastern access road?

___Yes No

If so, has the Applicant applied to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane on US Route 6
into the eastern access road to mitigate potential traffic impacts?
Yes No

Certificates of occupancy for the additional site development plans and construction
activities projected to generate more than another 60 peak hour entering trips at the
eastern access road shall be issued when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the
left lane and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such improvement is not
required.

Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of 100 or more peak hour exiting vehicles at the
eastern access road from the Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects?

Yes No

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
eastern site access intersection with US Route 67?7
Yes No

Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for additional site development plans and
construction activities projected to generate more than 100 peak hour exiting vehicles, at
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the eastern access road when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the traffic light
and it is installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

4A.  Modified Access Alternative. In the likely event that this access alternative is
pursued the following thresholds shall apply.

A work permit application for any work in the state right-of-way of US Route 6 shall be
submitted and approved by NYS DOT, as may be applicable. The developer of the site
will need to provide a concept plan for access improvements to NYS DOT as well as to
the Town of Carmel Planning Board for the Board’'s review for compliance with the
findings statement and input to NYS DOT The applicant will need to provide designs for
the betterment project to widen the railtrail crossing structure of US Route 6 to permit a
left turn lane into the site.

Mitigation measures were proposed in the GEIS for the western access road to mitigate
impacts to traffic flow on US Route 6 due to the combined Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects. Thresholds have been established relative to the generation of site
traffic and timing of mitigation measures as noted below for the Modified Access
Alternative. It is noted that construction of development gaining access from the eastern
access road (secondary access road in this case) can proceed at any time, and
certificates of occupancy issued, without and good improvement, or other traffic
mitigation.

Note: If mitigation measures are installed in connection with prior applications, these
thresholds may be moot.

Site development plans and construction activities that do not exceed the thresholds
noted below may proceed with out further review, other than NYSDOT work permits as
may be required for any work in the State Right of Way. Additionally, development not
exceeding such thresholds may be constructed and receive certificates of occupancy
without any additional traffic mitigation.
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What is the projected peak hour trip generation for pending or approved uses to
date at the western site access drive? entering trips; exiting
trips.

Traffic Signal Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate more than 60 peak hour entering and 90 peak hour
exiting vehicles at the western site access road from the Gateway Summit and The
Fairways projects?

Yes No (both thresholds must be met).

If so, has the Applicant applied to NYSDOT to construct a traffic light at the
western site access intersection with US Route 67
Yes No

Note: As per the Findings, Certificates of occupancy shall be issued for development
projected to generate more than 60 entering and 90 exiting at the western access road
during peak hours when either; i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the traffic light and it is
installed; or ii) the NYS DOT finds that such traffic light is not required.

Any signal design and installation shall have the potential to accommodate a left turn
lane if determined necessary and approved by NYSDOT.

Left Turn Lane Threshold

Does the proposed use in combination with the aforementioned pending or
approved uses generate a total of more than 70 additional peak hour entering
trips, for a cumulative total of more than 130 peak hour entering trips at the
western access road?

Yes No

If so, the Applicants shall apply to the NYS DOT for a left turn lane at that location.
Certificates of occupancy for the additional development projected to generate more
than another 70 additional entering trips (130 cumulative trips) at the western access
road shall be granted if: i) NYS DOT approves a permit for the left hand access road
land and it is installed, or ii) the NYS DOT finds such improvement is not required.

5. Open Space Preservation. The conceptual development plan analyzed in the
GEIS includes provisions for preserving approximately 60 acres of the Fairways site to
be within conservation easement areas. These are intended to permanently protect and
preserve wetlands, wetland buffers and open space. This preserved area will include
trails for hiking and access to the lake and may include water well installation.

Does the submitted Site Plan include provisions for long term preservation of
open space in a manner consistent with this mitigation measure?
Yes No
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6. Community Services. The mitigation requirements for community services
relative to the water supply system require two separate distribution systems, “high” and
Illowll.

The high-pressure water system will be designed and constructed to include a new
pump station and the extension of the high pressure distribution system to service the
existing homes on Kelly Ridge Road, Everett Drive and Bard Road above elevation 660
(approximately 3,500 linear feet of new water main pipe will be installed to service
existing homes on those roads). This system will be on line prior to the first Certificate of
Occupancy (C.0), being issued for the Project.

The system will include a new pump station and a new 135,000 gallon water storage
tank (average daily project design flow) next to the existing tank at the end of Everett
Drive. This new tank would be located south of the existing tank on the Carmel Water
District #2 parcel. This tank will be online prior to the first C.O. being issued for the
Gateway Senior Housing Project or The Fairways Senior Housing Project. All new water
mains, pump station, tank, and appurtenances internal to the site would be installed at
no cost to the water district.

All project buildings will be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system so as not to
increase the Carmel Water District #2 fire protection needs. Each building system will be
operational prior to the issuance of the C.O. for each building.

The project's deeds will include a restrictive covenant prohibiting the use of the
municipal water system for irrigation purposes. A restrictive covenant establishing such
restriction will be filed with the County at the time the subdivision plat is filed.

A Water Supply Easement is proposed to be granted to the District over an
approximately 50-acre area located in the area to the east of the proposed YMCA on the
Gateway Summit and The Fairways sites. This easement will allow the CWD #2 the right
to develop, construct and maintain a groundwater supply if ever desired. This easement
will also define a specific area where the Town could potentially locate a booster station.
The Water Supply easement will run through the Gateway Summit senior housing lot
and The Fairways, and will provide access through lot 6 (the “YMCA” lot). This easement
will be as shown on the subdivision plat and an easement filed with the County at the
time the subdivision plat is filed.

Does the submitted Site Plan address the construction phasing of the
aforementioned mitigation measures? Yes No

If not, can the plan be adjusted to meet this requirement?
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s Blasting. The GEIS concludes that development of The Fairways may require
blasting. Any blasting which is required will be done in full conformance with the
New York State Code. A blasting protocol is summarized in the GEIS, which
includes pre-blasting inspections, test blasting, seismographic monitoring and
daily logs of seismographic data, explosive use and field conditions.

Can the proposed site plan be implemented without the need for blasting?

Yes No
If not, has a blasting plan been prepared? Yes No
8. Recreation Facilities. The site plan analyzed for the GEIS provides recreation

facilities that will be available for use by the future residents of the Fairways. . These
facilities include a main clubhouse with two stories and a footprint that can be as large
as 15,000 square feet, an indoor pool within the main clubhouse, a sport court, an
approximately 1,500 square feet greenhouse, an outdoor pool and terrace, and access
to the existing lake for recreation use. The specific recreation components may be
altered without additional environmental review provided they meet the recreational
needs of the senior housing and do not substantially exceed the areas of disturbance
and create new significant adverse environmental impacts.

Does the submitted Site Plan include provision for recreation facilities in a manner
consistent with the above? Yes No

If not, can the plan meet this requirement if minor revisions are made?
Yes No

Conclusion:

Does this site plan application substantially conform with the thresholds outlined above
as established by the GEIS and the Findings Statement for the Gateway Summit and
Gateway Summit and The Fairways projects? (/t is noted that the applicant may modify the
site plan so that it is substantially conforms to the thresholds.) Yes No

If yes, as proposed or modified, no further SEQRA review is required.
If no, the Planning Board will conduct additional SEQRA review, specifically limited to the

potentially significant adverse environmental impacts arising from the site plan exceeding the
above described specific thresholds.

Accepted by resolution of the Town of Carmel Planning Board:

Planning Board Chairman Date
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1.0 TOWN OF CARMEL ZONING HISTORY

In 2002 the Town of Carmel amended the Zoning for the Town based upon concerns related to over-
development including increased traffic, higher cost of Town services, and the sustained growth of
the school districts’ continuing increase in enrollments. At that time the Town replaced 1-acre and
1.5-acre zoning with a single option for 3-acre single family development as the Town’s only
residential zone. It was anticipated that up-zoning would solve development pressure, by increasing
house prices, by slowing home building and theoretically spurring business growth. Part of the
motivation to restrict development was in consideration of protection to the New York Watershed
lands which provide New York City’s water supply. However, the 3-acre zoning was applied to all
residential lands, whether there was municipal water and sewer service available or not.

Having only one residential zone in the entire Town, which requires a minimum of 3 acres for the
development of a residential dwelling unit, leaves those with a limited income or more diverse needs
unable to find housing within the Town. The Town of Carmel is composed of a diverse population of
varying ages and income levels. There is an unmet need to provide housing for entry level
homebuyers, millennials just out of college, empty nesters who are preparing for retirement and
senior citizens who may prefer to live in a general population community. There are no options for
any housing in the Town other than the type of house that belongs on a 3-acre lot. Large lot 3-acre
zoning promotes sprawl, requires more infrastructure, and creates isolated neighborhoods that rely
solely on automobiles. This is not the most effective measure for providing environmental protection
to NY City watershed lands, nor does it meet the needs of the existing population. This type of zoning
makes the Town vulnerable to a federal fair housing lawsuit.

2.0 DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

Table 1 provides a summary of the population and housing statistics for the Town of Carmel. The
Table provides a comparison to historic values from 2000 and 2010, compared to current 2020 data
and provides a projection to 2025.

As can be seen, although the population had been increasing, the rate of growth which was
approximately 7.4 % over the ten years from 2000 to 2010 has slowed to approximately 2.1% over
the following decade and is projected to continue to decline. The period between 2010 and 2020
actually show a decrease in overall population. During the same time periods the median age has
steadily increased from 37.1 in 2000 to 41.2 in 2010 to 43.7 in 2020 and is projected to continue to
increase to 43.8 in 2025. This indicates an aging population. Population aging is influenced by a
number of factors. The Town has placed an emphasis on providing housing for its Seniors. Existing
homeowners are remaining in their homes. There has been no influx of younger entry level residents.
There has been a decline in the ability to own a housing unit based upon the steady increase in
housing prices. The housing market in Putnam and northern Westchester has continued to
appreciate in value, putting home ownership out of reach for many entry level homebuyers. The
percentage of renter occupied units has grown from 14.8 percent to 17.3 percent for residents of the




Town. There has also been a significant migration of young persons out of the Town to other areas in
search of rental dwelling units within their budget.

Table 1
Town of Carmel - Demographic Analysis
Year 2000 2010 2020 2025
Total Population 32,997 34,305 34,113 33,570
Median Age 37.1 41.2 43.7 43.8
Number of Households 10,838 11,672 11,753 11,613
% Householder 55+ 38.2% 42.1% 53.6% 55.9%
Owner Occupied Housing Units 9,160 9,668 9,715 9,603
Renter Occupied Housing Units 1,678 2,004 2,038 2,010
% Renter Occupied 14.8% 17.2% 17.3% 17.3%
Median Home Value - $389,200 $409,404 $459,448
Average Home Value - $425,500 $471,076 $531,128
Median Household Income $77,406 $99,560 $106,984 $112,997
Source: US Census Data, ESRI Demographic Forecasts June 18, 2021

Table 2 provides a detailed breakdown of the Town’s youngest and older population by age category
for the years 2010, 2020 and a projection to 2025.

As Table 2 shows there has been a steady decrease of the school age population and a continued
aging of the population. The numbers and percentages of the 0 to 19-year-old population is
consistently decreasing, approaching 20% of the total population.

Table 2
Population Trends
2010 2020 2025
Total Population 34,305 34,113 33,570
Population 0-19 9,424 7,836 7,039
% Population 0-19 27.5% 23.0% 21.0%
Population 55+ 8602 11,517 12,152
% Population 55+ 25.0% 33.8% 36.2%
Source: US Census Data, ESRI Demographic Forecasts June 18, 2021




During this same time period the over 55 population grew to increasing percentages of the overall
population. The 55 and older population rose from 2010 to 2020 and is expected to continue to
increase through 2025 representing more than 12,000 persons and 36.2% of the total population.

This trend is directly related to the emphasis the Town has placed on Senior housing and the lack of
entry level housing that would attract families starting out. The current Carmel residential 3- acre
zoning exacerbates these demographic trends by failing to provide balanced housing opportunities,
especially for young people.

Without an influx of young families, the family-oriented nature of the Town of Carmel and Putnam
County will inevitably change. Community priority will shift. Recreation facilities will need to cater to
an older population not a family-oriented community. Section 3.0 below discusses the impacts this
type of shift is having on the Carmel Central School District enrollment.




3.0 SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENTS

Areas within the Town of Carmel being considered for Multifamily Development are located primarily
in the Carmel Central School District. This study assesses the enrollment trends in the Carmel District
based upon historical information and a projection of anticipated demographics.

Student enrollments have been steadily declining in the Carmel CSD for more than a decade. Peak
enrollment for the Carmel CSD occurred in 2002/2003 when enrollment was 4,956 students. As
shown in Table 3 below, student enrollment has declined every year for the past 18 years. Table 3
illustrates that there hasn’t been a single school year since 2002/03 in which the current enrollment
wasn’t less than the previous school year. Table 3 shows the official New York State Department of
Education BEDS? count by school year and indicates the decline in the number of students compared
to the prior school year.

Enrollments have declined by 16 to 149 students per year each year, with the biggest drop occurring
during the most recent school year. This most recent drop could be related to the COVID Pandemic,
however there have been four other occurrences where the decline in student enrollment has been
90 students or more. Current 2020/2021 enrollment is 3,830 a reduction of 1,126 students or almost
a 23 percent decline compared to peak District enrollments. In 2018 Western Suffolk BOCES prepared
a study of enrollment trends in the Carmel Central School District. This study was based upon an
analysis of historical enroliment information, following the various student populations through the
cohort of grades; in combination with data about new births and new housing starts within the
Carmel Central School District. The BOCES Study indicates the reduction in students is expected to
continue to 2025 and beyond, with the 2025/2026 enroliment estimated at 3,521 students which
represents a 29.4 % decline from the peak enrollment.

The Superintendent for Business in Carmel indicated, that although enroliments have been declining,
there has been no discussion for contraction of facilities at this time2. The 2021/2022 Carmel School
District budget was defeated by residents of the school district in both May of 2021 and again on
June 15, of 2021. As a result, the District was compelled to adopt their contingency budget which
excludes any Capital purchases from being made in the upcoming school year. Thus, no capital
improvements are currently scheduled. It also forces the district to consider elimination of positions
that become vacant due to attrition or retirement.

1 BEDS is an acronym which stands for Basic Education Data System used by the NYS Department of Education.
2 Phone call with Carmel Central School District, Superintendent for Business, June 21, 2021.




Table 3
Carmel Central School District Enroliments

Notes School Year Student Chang.e from the
Enrollment Previous Year

1993 4,956 -
98/99 4693 --
99/00 4778 +85
00/01 4856 +78
01/02 4931 +75

Peak Year 02/03 4956 +25
03/04 4857 -99
04/05 4841 -16
05/06 4805 -36
06/07 4783 -22
07/08 4693 -90
08/09 4646 -47
09/10 4630 -16
10/11 4581 -49
11/12 4483 -98
12/13 4423 -60
13/14 4341 -82
14/15 4233 -108
15/16 4192 -41
16/17 4173 -19
17/18 4115 -58
18/19 4040 -75
19/20 3979 -61
20/21 3830 -149

Enrolliment Decline 1126

compared to Peak Year ’
21/22 3802 -28
22/23 3705 -97
23/24 3662 -43
24/25 3582 -80
25/26 3521 -61

Projected Additional

Decline from -309

Current Enrollment

Source; NYS Department of Education BEDS Data Base




Table 4
Carmel Central School District
SCHOOL CAPACITY
02/03 20/21 25/26 2025
School Grades Peak 17/18 Current Projected Building | Available
Served | Enrollment | Enroliment | Enrollment | Enrollment | Capacity | Capacity

Carmel
High 9to 12 1,541 1,448 1,410 1,191 1,450 259
School
George
Fischer 5t08 1,601 1,326 1,194 1,090 1,450 360
Middle
School
Matthew
Paterson Kto 4 686 496 476 447 600 153
Elementary
Kent K to 4 594 450 372 418 500 82
Elementary
’Ffe.”t K to 4 534 395 378 375 500 125

rimary
Total
District 4,956 4115 3,830 3,521 4,500 979
Enrollment
Source: NYS Dept BEDS

Table 4 shows the utilization of the school districts buildings for select school years. Enrollments for
the 2002/2003 peak enrollment year represent the maximum capacity for which the buildings have
been used. However, this peak utilization could have involved measures which were atypical to
accommodate the 4,956 peak student population. The 2017/2018 school year has been reviewed as a
representative year where the enrollment totals 4,115. As shown in Table 4 Building Capacity lies
between these two enrollments and is estimated to be 4,500 students for the district. The projected
enrollments for the 2025/2026 school year are 3,521 students indicating available capacity of almost
1,000 additional students.

A review of budget data and school enrollment projections for the next 5 to 10 years indicate
continuing declines for the Carmel Central School District. This trend has the potential to result in
excess infrastructure, where the number of students is significantly lower than the enrollment
capacity. Thus, the school district could be forced to consolidate facilities and staff, resulting in school
closures along with potential teacher firings. An increase in residential development will result in an
increase in the assessed valuation of the District, which translates into additional revenues for the
School District. Since the infrastructure and staff resources are already in place, the incremental costs
for new students associated with new residential housing would be minimal.




4.0 PROPOSED PROJECTS

There are currently two multifamily housing developments proposed before the Town of Carmel.

The first is Hamlet at Carmel a Multifamily Development which includes a total of 150 units. Half of
these units are to be market rate rentals and the other half are to be affordable to households whose
income ranges from 60% to 90% of the Putnam County Median Income as published by HUD3 on an
annual basis.

The second residential development is known as the Fairways and is located off US Route 6. This
development is also for 150 units. These units are all market rate rentals and are anticipated to be

primarily 2-BR units.

Hamlet at Carmel Multifamily Development

Demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research (CUPR)
were used to project the future population of the Hamlet at Carmel development. As shown in Table
5, Demographic multipliers of 1.67 persons were used to project the population for the 1-BR units. A
multiplier of 2.31 persons were used to project the population for the 2-BR units. A multiplier of 3.81
persons were used to project the population for the 3-BR units. Demographic multipliers of 0.30, 0.23,
and 1.0 students were used to project the school age population of the 1-BR, 2-BR and 3-BR units
respectively. The same multipliers were used for both Market Rate and Affordable units based upon
the anticipated rental value of the units.

Table 5
Population Projections
. School Age
. Number | Population . . School Age
Unit Type . . Population Children )
of Units | Multiplier . Population
Multiplier
Multifamily Units
1 Bedroom 38 1.67 63 0.30 11
2 Bedroom 79 2.31 183 0.23 19
3 Bedroom 33 3.81 126 1.00 34
TOTAL 150 372 64
Source: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research.

Based upon the residential multipliers, approximately 372 persons are projected to reside in the
proposed housing on Stoneleigh Avenue including approximately 64 school age children.

3 The Federal Office of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) publishes a median income by county each year for the
purposed of defining Affordable income limits.




Fairways Multifamily Development

Demographic multipliers published by the Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research (CUPR)
were also used to project the future population of the Fairways Multifamily development. As shown in
Table 6, Demographic multipliers of 2.31 persons were used to project the population for the 2-BR
units. A Demographic multiplier of 0.23 students was used to project the school age population.

Table 5
Population Projections
. School Age
. Number | Population . . School Age
Unit Type . - Population Children )
of Units | Multiplier 1 Population
Multiplier
Market Rate Multifamily Units
2 Bedroom 150 2.31 347 0.23 35
TOTAL 150 347 35
Source: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research.

Based upon the residential multipliers, approximately 347 persons are projected to reside in the
proposed housing at Fairways including approximately 35 school age children.

5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT

As discussed in Section 3.0, the Carmel Central School District has seen declining enrollments over
more than the past decade. The District is not currently anticipating any reduction in its current
facilities. As shown on Table 4, there is available capacity in the district’s facilities for approximately
1,000 students.

When combined, the two anticipated multifamily residential developments, are projected to result in
less than 100 new students. The available capacity would indicate the Carmel Central School District
could handle this type of increase, spread out over the district’s schools, without substantial negative
impacts.

The most recent School Budget was voted down by residents of the School District. An increase in
residential development will result in an increase in the assessed valuation of the District, which
translates into additional revenues for the School District. Since the infrastructure and staff resources
are already in place, the incremental costs for new students associated with new residential housing
would be minimal, thus these proposed developments could result in a positive impact to the School
District.
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Executive Summary

Statistical Forecasting LLC (“Statistical Forecasting) completed a demographic study
update for the Brewster Central School District (“Brewster School District”), projecting grade-
by-grade enrollments from 2021-22 through 2025-26, a five-year period. The previous study
was completed for the district in November 2019. In addition, the following tasks were
completed:

e analyzed school district attendance area demographic characteristics,

e cxamined historical enrollment trends, both districtwide and by grade configuration (K-35,
6-8, and 9-12),

e investigated enrollment trends of resident students from the Brewster School District who
are attending non-public schools,

e analyzed school district attendance area birth counts, and

e tabulated new housing starts and the impact on the school district.
Overview of Brewster Central School District Attendance Area

The Brewster School District is comprised of the Village of Brewster (“Brewster”) and
sections of the Town of Southeast (“Southeast”), the Town of Patterson (‘“Patterson”), and the
Town of Carmel (“Carmel”). In the 2014-2018 American Community Survey (“ACS”)
published by the United States Census Bureau, there were 21,836 residents in the Brewster
School District attendance area, which is a decline of approximately 300 persons from the 2010
Census.

While Whites are the largest race in the Brewster School District attendance area, their
population has declined. In the 2014-2018 ACS, the White population was 73.0% as compared
to 77.4% in 2010, which is a loss of 4.4 percentage points. Hispanics were the second-largest
race at 19.7% in the 2014-2018 ACS while Asians were the third-largest race, consisting of 3.1%
of the population.

With respect to nativity, 15.1% of residents are foreign-born, which is slightly higher
than that of Putnam County (14.1%). Guatemala and China are the largest sources, accounting
for 37.9% and 6.2% respectively of the foreign-born population.

Historical Enrollment Trends
Historical enrollments (K-12) were analyzed from 2011-12 through 2020-21, a ten-year

period. Enrollments have declined, in general, over the past decade. In 2020-21, enrollment is
2,984, which is a loss of 351 students (-10.5%) from the 2011-12 enrollment of 3,335.



For grades K-5, enrollments were fairly stable from 2011-12 to 2017-18 before trending
lower in the last three years. In 2020-21, enrollment is 1,233, which is a loss of 81 students from
the 2011-12 enrollment of 1,314.

For grades 6-8 at Henry H. Wells Middle School, enrollments declined through 2017-18
before reversing trend. Enrollments have increased in each of the last three years. Enrollment is
755 1n 2020-21, which is a loss of 57 students from the 2011-12 enrollment of 812.

Finally, at Brewster High School, which contains grades 9-12, enrollments have been
generally declining since 2013-14. In 2020-21, enrollment is 996, which is a loss of 213 students
from the 2011-12 enrollment of 1,209.

Non-Public School Enrollments

The number of resident students from the Brewster School District attendance area
(“Brewster resident students”) who attended non-public schools was tabulated from 2015-16
through 2019-20, a five-year period. The total number of non-public students (K-12) has been
fairly stable, ranging from 89-99 students per year. In 2019-20, the number of Brewster resident
students attending non-public schools (90) represented 2.9% of the total Brewster resident
student population, which is a very small percentage. In the last five years, the percentage of
Brewster resident students attending public school has ranged from 97.0%-97.2% with no
apparent increasing or declining trend.

In 2019-20, 37.8% of the Brewster non-public school population attended John F.
Kennedy Catholic High School (9-12) in Somers while an additional 23.3% attended St. James
the Apostle School (PK-8) in Carmel.

Kindergarten Replacements

Kindergarten replacements were analyzed to determine whether there was any
relationship between overall enrollment change and kindergarten replacement, which is the
numerical difference between the number of graduating 12" graders and the number of entering
kindergarten students. The district has experienced negative kindergarten replacement in each of
the last nine years. Negative kindergarten replacement occurs when the number of graduating
12t grade students is larger than the number of kindergarten students replacing them in the next
year. In the last four years, the district has lost an average of 62 students per year due to
kindergarten replacement.

In eight of the last nine years, the district’s losses due to negative kindergarten
replacement were partially offset (or totally, resulting in an enrollment increase) by a net inward
migration of students in the other grades (K to 1, 1 to 2, 2 to 3, etc.). The exception occurred in
2020-21 when the negative kindergarten replacement was compounded by outward migration,
which is likely related to the coronavirus pandemic.



Birth Counts

The number of births in the Brewster School District attendance area was used to project
kindergarten enrollments five years later. After peaking at 253 births in 2007, the number of
births declined to 192 in 2012. However, the declining birth trend reversed and the number of
births slowly increased through 2015 before reversing trend once again. In 2017, there were 181
births in the Brewster School District attendance area, which is the lowest value over this time
period.

The fertility rate in the Brewster School District attendance area is similar to those of
both Putnam County and the State of New York. The fertility rate of women aged 15 to 50 in the
Brewster School District attendance area was 46 births per 1000 women, which is identical to the
fertility rate in Putnam County. The fertility rate of women in New York State was slightly
higher at 47 births per 1,000 women.

Age Distributions

The 2010 Census and the 2014-2018 ACS age-sex diagrams were created for the
Brewster School District attendance area to show the percentage of males and females in each
age class. In 2010, the largest number of individuals was aged 50-54 for males and 45-49 for
females. As these individuals advance in age, the largest cohort in the 2014-2018 ACS was aged
50-54 for females yet remained 50-54 for males. Over this time period, the greatest declines
occurred in the 40-44 age group for males and the 35-39 age group for females. The greatest
gains occurred in the 65-69 age group for both males and females.

Potential New Housing

Municipal representatives from Brewster, Southeast, Carmel, and Patterson were
contacted regarding potential new housing units in the Brewster School District attendance area.
There are no residential developments under construction, nor are there development
applications before the planning board, in the sections of Patterson and Carmel that send to the
Brewster School District. However, there are developments planned in Brewster and Southeast.
A total of 302 housing units are planned in the Brewster School District attendance area, where
180 units are apartments and 122 units are detached single-family homes.

In total, 152 school-age children are projected to be generated from the new housing
developments. As this represents school-age children, the number of public school children is
likely to be slightly lower. Using the five-year average (97.1%) of Brewster resident students
attending public school, a total of 148 public school children in grades K-12 are projected from
new housing developments.

Since the buildout of Fortune Ridge, which would have the greatest impact on the school
district, is occurring at a very slow rate, the baseline enrollment projections were not adjusted for
the additional children anticipated from the new housing developments. It is unlikely that
Fortune Ridge will be completed and occupied within the enrollment projection timeframe of
five years. In addition, one development has not been approved (Baker Farm) while two others



(Barrett Hill and Farm to Market LLC) have been under consideration for the past four or more
years and have not commenced construction. For these reasons, the baseline enrollment
projections were not adjusted for the additional children anticipated from the new housing
developments.

Enrollment Projections

Due to the changes in the district’s enrollment trends in 2020-21 (in particular, much
lower elementary enrollments than expected), which were likely related to the coronavirus
pandemic, three separate projections were computed from 2021-22 through 2025-26, a five-year
period. As it is unclear when the pandemic will end and how this will affect enrollments in the
near term, three different scenarios were modeled.

In Scenario 1, total enrollment is projected to be 2,841 in 2025-26, which would be a loss
of 143 students from the 2020-21 enrollment of 2,984. In Scenario 2, enrollment is projected to
be 2,951 in 2025-26, which would be a loss of 33 students from the 2020-21 enrollment. Finally,
enrollment is projected to be 3,055 in 2025-26 in Scenario 3, which would be a gain of 71
students from the 2020-21 enrollment.

Final Thoughts

In our previous report completed in November 2019, total enrollments (K-12) were
projected to be fairly stable throughout the projection period. Instead, enrollments declined by
81 students in 2020-21, which may be COVID-related, as some parents may be reluctant to send
their child to school or may seek private schools that have full in-person learning rather than
hybrid or remote instruction. Most of the impact of the pandemic has occurred at the elementary
level in the Brewster School District. In 2020-21, six of 13 cohort survival ratios were the
lowest value in the last decade, four of which occurred at the elementary level (K-5). The
decline in the ratios is likely due to the coronavirus pandemic, as parents are seeking alternative
educational experiences for their children.

In closing, it is difficult to measure the impact of the coronavirus on the school district’s
enrollments moving forward. In the short-term, the coronavirus may have a negative impact on
the local economy, new home construction, and rentals, which could lead to outward migration
of families with children. If there are a significant number of evictions from rental units, this
could have a negative impact on the district’s enrollment. In a recent New York Times article',
families with financial means are leaving large metropolitan areas to reside in their second
homes in rural COVID-free areas or are purchasing an existing home in these new locations.
These individuals can typically work remotely and are seeking to escape the pandemic. It is not
clear whether these households will permanently reside in these locations or return to urban
centers once an effective vaccine is found and widely implemented. Enrollment in some districts
is affected by whether they are currently having in-person or remote instruction. Some parents
are pulling their children out of existing districts and seeking schools for their children that
provide in-person instruction in favor of those offering hybrid or solely online instruction’. In

" (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/09/26/us/coronavirus-vermont-transplants. html)
* https://www.npr.org/2020/10/09/9203 1648 1/enrollment-is-dropping-in-public-schools-around-the-country



particular, parents are seeking schools that have in-person learning for children in both pre-
kindergarten and kindergarten’. While the duration of the pandemic is unknown and available
data is limited, we are continuing to monitor data as it becomes available to assess its future
impact on enrollments both short- and long-term.

3 ibid.



Introduction

Statistical Forecasting LLC (“Statistical Forecasting”) completed a demographic study
update for the Brewster Central School District (“Brewster School District”), projecting grade-
by-grade enrollments from 2021-22 through 2025-26, a five-year period. The previous study
was completed for the district in November 2019. In addition, the following tasks were
completed:

e analyzed school district attendance area demographic characteristics,

e cxamined historical enrollment trends, both districtwide and by grade configuration (K-5,
6-8, and 9-12),

e investigated enrollment trends of resident students from the Brewster School District who
are attending non-public schools,

e analyzed school district attendance area birth counts, and

e tabulated new housing starts and the impact on the school district.

Enrollment Projections from November 2019 Report

In our previous demographic study, enrollments were projected from 2020-21 through
2024-25, a five-year projection period. Table 1 compares the actual and projected enrollments in
2020-21 for the entire district (K-12), as well as for each school in the district. Since two
projections were computed in the previous study, the table shows the numerical differences and
percent errors by year for each of the projections. Positive error rates indicate over-projections
while negative error rates indicate under-projections.

Table 1

Comparison of Projected to Actual Enrollments
from November 2019 Report

Projected CSR 4-YR Projected CSR 5-YR
Actual 2020-21 2020-21
Year Enrollment

2020-21 Count Diff. % Error | Count Diff. % Error
Total (K-12) 2,984 3,091 | +107 | +3.6% | 3,094 | +110 | +3.7%
John FFeredy & 608 662 | +54 | +89% | 660 | +52 | +8.6%
C.V. gtg; rl.8. 625 657 | +32 | +51% | 660 | +35 | +5.6%
Henry H(-s‘fg"s M.S. 755 766 | +11 | +15% | 770 | +15 | +2.0%
Brewster H. S. (9-12) 996 1,006 | +10 | +1.0% | 1,004 +8 | +0.8%

In our previous study, total enrollments (K-12) were projected to be fairly stable
throughout the projection period. Instead, enrollments declined by 81 students in 2020-21,




which may be COVID-related, as some parents may be reluctant to send their child to school or
may seek private schools that have full in-person learning rather than hybrid or remote
instruction. As the table shows, total enrollment was over-projected by 107 students (+3.6%) in
the first projection and by 110 students (+3.7%) in the second projection.

In a survey by Schellenberg and Stephens of educational planners who complete
enrollment projections, two-thirds believe that an error rate of 1% per year for the total
enrollment is acceptable’. For a five-year projection, this would mean that a 5% error rate in the
fifth year would be acceptable. In each instance, the projections were above the recommended
threshold of 1% in the first projection year.

At John F. Kennedy Elementary School (“JFK”), enrollments were overestimated in each
projection, as error rates were 8.9% in the first projection and 8.6% in the second projection.
Expressed in numbers, the projections differed from actual enrollments by 54 students in the first
projection and 52 students in the second projection. Upon further inspection, the largest error
was in over-projecting kindergarten (+23 in the first projection). Of the four schools in the
district, the percent errors in the elementary grades were the greatest.

At C.V. Starr Intermediate School (“Starr”), enrollments were overestimated by 5.1% in
the first projection and 5.6% in the second projection. The projections differed from actual
enrollments by 32 students in the first projection and by 35 students in the second projection.
Each grade was slightly over-projected.

Enrollments in Henry H. Wells Middle School (“Wells”) were over-projected by 11
students (+1.5%) in the first projection and by 15 students (+2.0%) in the second projection. Of
the four schools in the district, the percent errors in the middle school were the second-lowest.

Finally, at Brewster High School, enrollments were over-projected by ten (10) students
(+1.0%) 1n the first projection and by eight (8) students (+0.8%) in the second projection, which
are the lowest error rates of the four schools.

At the school level, half of the survey respondents in the Schellenberg and Stephens
survey believed an error rate of 3-5% in the first projection year was acceptable’. While Wells
and Brewster High School are within the range of what educational planners deem acceptable,
JFK and Starr were outside of the acceptable range.

The accuracy of the projections is contingent on the most recent historical trends
continuing into the future. If there is a departure from these trends caused by, for example,
migration or withdrawal of students due to the coronavirus pandemic, numerous new housing
starts (or planned housing starts that do not occur), changes in school district policy, changes to
immigration laws, an economic downturn, a change in the housing resale market, etc., the
enrollment projections presented are less likely to be accurate in future years, as this analysis
does not forecast future trends. Therefore, the projections need to be revised annually to detect

4 Schellenberg, S. J., & Stephens, C. E. (1987). Enrollment projection: variations on a theme. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Washington D.C., (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 283 879)
5.

ibid.
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potential reversals in enrollment trends. Changes in enrollment are dependent on several factors
such as birth counts, migration of students into or out of the school district, the presence of
alternative schools such as charter schools, private schools, or parochial schools, and school
district policy changes.

Demographic Characteristics of the Geographical Area Served by the
Brewster Central School District

The National Center for Education Statistics (“NCES”) compiles Census data by school
district geographical boundaries, since many school district boundaries are often not contiguous
with municipal boundaries. As such, the Village of Brewster (“Brewster”) and sections of the
Town of Patterson (“Patterson”), the Town of Southeast (“Southeast), and the Town of Carmel
(“Carmel”), which comprise the Brewster School District, do not share identical boundaries with
the school district. In Table 2, selected demographic characteristics of the geographical area
served by the Brewster School District (subsequently referred to as the Brewster School District
attendance area) are compared from the 2010 Census and the 2006-2010 and 2014-2018
American Community Surveys (“ACS”), also published by the United States Census Bureau.
The information reflects the entire population served by the school district and is not restricted to
schoolchildren. The ACS replaced the long form of the Census, last administered in 2000 to
approximately 16% of the population in the United States. For small geographic areas such as
the one served by the school district, ACS data represent a sample collected over a five-year time
period, where the estimates represent the average characteristics between January 2014 and
December 2018, for example. This information does not represent a single point in time like the
long form of earlier Censuses. The five-year ACS contains 1% annual samples from all
households and persons from 2014 to 2018, resulting in a 5% sample of the population. Due to
the small sample size, the sampling error is quite large, which increases the degree of uncertainty
of the estimated values. Therefore, the forthcoming ACS data should be interpreted with
caution.

Located in Putnam County, the Brewster School District attendance area contains a land
area of approximately 40.91 square miles, with an additional 3.53 square miles of water area.
Regarding its population, there were 21,836 residents according to the 2014-2018 ACS, which is
a decline of approximately 300 persons from the 2010 Census.

With respect to race, while Whites are the largest race in the Brewster School District
attendance area, their population has declined. In the 2014-2018 ACS, the White population was
73.0% as compared to 77.4% in 2010, which is a loss of 4.4 percentage points. Hispanics were
the second-largest race at 19.7% in the 2014-2018 ACS, which is a gain of 3.1 percentage points
from the 2010 percentage (16.6%). Asians were the third-largest race, consisting of 3.1% of the
population in the 2014-2018 ACS.

The median age in the Brewster School District attendance area has increased slightly
from 41.4 years in 2010 to 43.4 years in the 2014-2018 ACS, which is similar to the median age
in Putnam County (44.1 years). During the same time period, the percentage of people under the
age of 18 years, which predominantly corresponds to school-age children, declined from 23.1%
to 21.3%.



Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of the Geographical Area Served

by the Brewster Central School District
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2006-2010 ACS
2010 Census

2014-2018 ACS

Total Population 22,139 21,836
Race Origin’
White 17,142 (77.4%) 15,946 (73.0%)
Black or African American 486 (2.2%) 538 (2.5%)
Hispanic or Latino 3,669 (16.6%) 4,301 (19.7%)
American Indian and Alaska Native 28 (0.1%) 0 (0.0%)
Asian 521 (2.4%) 686 (3.1%)
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 2 (0.0%) 5 (0.0%)
Other Race 27 (0.1%) 97 (0.4%)
Two or more Races 264 (1.2%) 263 (1.2%)
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Place of Birth
Foreign-Born 11.8% 15.1%
Age
Under 18 23.1% 21.3%
18-64 64.2% 63.6%
65 and over 12.7% 15.1%
Median Age 41.4 years 43.4 years
Educational Attainment
Bachelor’s degree or higher 37.4% 36.4%
Graduate or professional degree 13.9% 16.3%
Income
Median family income $95,745 $118,875
Percentage of Persons in Poverty aged 5-17 4.7% 1.1%
Housing Units
Total number 8,714° 8,773

Occupied units

8,116 (93.1%)

7,988 (91.1%)

Vacant units

598 (6.9%)

785 (8.9%)

Owner-occupied units

6,268 (77.2%)

6,071 (76.0%)

Renter-occupied units

1,848 (22.8%)

1,917 (24.0%)

Median value of an owner-occupied unit $371,700 $327,100
Avg. household size of owner-occupied unit 2.78 2.73
Avg. household size of renter-occupied unit 2.32 2.55

Housing Type1
Total number 8,704 8,773

1-unit, attached or detached

6,413 (73.7%)

6,999 (79.8%)

Two units

606 (7.0%)

460 (5.2%)

Three or four units

444 (5.1%)

421 (4.8%)

Five to nine units

657 (1.5%)

355 (4.0%)

10 to 19 units

107 (1.2%)

137 (1.6%)

20 or more units

431 (5.0%)

329 (3.8%)

Mobile home, boat, RV, van, etc.

46 (0.5%)

72 (0.8%)

Source: National Center for Education Statistics
Note: 'Data may not sum to 100.0% due to rounding.

*Total number differs as Housing Units are from the 2010 Census while Housing Type data are from the 2006-

2010 ACS.
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With respect to nativity, 15.1% of residents were foreign-born in the 2014-2018 ACS as
compared to 11.8% in the 2006-2010 ACS, a gain of 3.3 percentage points. As a point of
comparison, Putnam County’s foreign-born percentage in the 2019 ACS was 14.1%, which is
slightly lower than that of the Brewster School District attendance area. While not shown in the
table, place of birth, which serves as a proxy for country of origin, indicates that Guatemala and
Italy were the largest sources of immigrants in the 2006-2010 ACS, accounting for 25.6% and
7.7% respectively of the foreign-born population. In the 2014-2018 ACS, Guatemala continues
to be the largest source, but accounts for a much larger share (37.9%) of the foreign-born
population. China is now the second-largest source, accounting for 6.2% of the foreign-born
population.

Regarding educational attainment for adults aged 25 and over, 36.4% of the population
had a bachelor’s degree or higher in the 2014-2018 ACS as compared to 37.4% in the 2006-2010
ACS, a loss of 1.0 percentage points. Putnam County had a slightly higher percentage of persons
having a bachelor’s degree or higher (38.1%). Persons with graduate or professional degrees
increased from 13.9% to 16.3% in the Brewster School District attendance area during this time
period.

Median family income increased from $95,745 in the 2006-2010 ACS to $118,875 in the
2014-2018 ACS, a gain of 24.2%. By comparison, median family income in Putnam County is
$121,505, which is slightly higher than that of the Brewster School District attendance area.
During this time period, the percentage of school-age children (5-17) that are in poverty declined
from 4.7% to 1.1%.

Regarding housing, there were 8,773 housing units in the Brewster School District
attendance area in the 2014-2018 ACS, which is a gain of 59 housing units (+0.7%) from 2010.
Over this time period, the occupancy rate declined from 93.1% to 91.1%. Regarding occupied
units, 24.0% of the occupied units consisted of renters in the 2014-2018 ACS, which is a 1.2
percentage-point increase from the 2010 Census (22.8%). While the average household size for
renter-occupied units increased from 2.32 to 2.55 persons over this time period, it declined from
2.78 to 2.73 persons for owner-occupied units. The median home price of an owner-occupied
unit in the 2014-2018 ACS was $327,100, which is a 12.0% decline from the value reported in
the 2006-2010 ACS ($371,700).

With respect to housing type, 79.8% of the homes in the 2014-2018 ACS were one-unit,
either attached or detached, which is a 6.1 percentage-point increase from the 2006-2010 ACS
percentage (73.7%). One-unit homes also had the largest percentage-point change over this time
period of the various home types. Housing with two units (duplexes) was the second-largest
home type and consisted of 5.2% of the housing stock in the 2014-2018 ACS. Homes with 5-9
units, which typically consist of renters, had been the second-largest housing type in the 2006-
2010 ACS.



13

District Overview

The Brewster School District has a total of four schools that serve children in grades
kindergarten through twelve. The district receives children from Brewster and sections of
Southeast, Patterson, and Carmel. Children attend JFK for grades K-2, Starr for grades 3-5,
Wells for grades 6-8, and Brewster High School for grades 9-12. Locations of the schools with
respect to the school district and municipal boundaries are shown in Figure 1.

Explanation of the Cohort-Survival Ratio Method

In 1930, Dublin and Lodka provided an explicit age breakdown, which enabled analysts
to follow each cohort through its life stages and apply appropriate birth and death rates for each
generation. A descendant of this process is the Cohort-Survival Ratio (“CSR”) method. In this
method, a survival ratio is computed for each grade progression, which essentially compares the
number of students in a particular grade to the number of students in the previous grade during
the previous year. The survival ratio indicates whether the enrollment is stable, increasing, or
decreasing. A survival ratio of 1.00 indicates stable enrollment, less than 1.00 indicates
declining enrollment, while greater than 1.00 indicates increasing enrollment. If, for example, a
school district had 100 fourth graders and the next year only had 95 fifth graders, the survival
ratio would be 0.95.

The CSR method assumes that what happened in the past will also happen in the future.
In essence, this method provides a linear projection of the population. The CSR method is most
applicable for districts that have relatively stable increasing or decreasing trends without any
major unpredictable fluctuations from year to year. In school districts encountering rapid growth
not experienced historically (a change in the historical trend), the CSR method must be modified
and supplemented with additional information. In this study, survival ratios were calculated
using historical data for birth to kindergarten, kindergarten to first grade, first grade to second
grade, etc. Due to the fluctuation in survival ratios from year to year, it is appropriate to
calculate an average survival ratio, which is then used to calculate grade-level enrollments five
years into the future.
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Historical Enrollment Trends

Historical enrollments (grades K-12) for the Brewster School District from 2011-12 through
2020-21, a ten-year period, are shown in Figure 2 and Table 3. Enrollments have declined, in
general, over the past decade. In 2020-21, enrollment is 2,984, which is a loss of 351 (-10.5%)
students from the 2011-12 enrollment of 3,335.

Figure 2
Brewster Central Historical Enroliments (K-12)
2011-12 to 2020-21
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Table 4 shows computed grade-by-grade survival ratios from 2011-12 to 2020-21. In
addition, the average, minimum, and maximum survival ratios are shown for the past ten years
along with the five-year averages, which were used to project enrollments. The average survival
ratios also indicate the net migration by grade, where values over 1.000 reflect net inward migration
and values below 1.000 reflect net outward migration. In 2020-21, six of 13 cohort survival ratios
were the lowest value in the last decade, four of which occurred at the elementary level (K-5). The
decline in the ratios is likely due to the coronavirus pandemic, as parents are seeking alternative
educational experiences for their children. As such, two five-year average ratios were computed in
Table 4. The first considers the 2020-21 enrollment while the second does not, as the 2020-21
enrollment data might be considered an outlier once the pandemic is over. Nine of the thirteen
average survival ratios (the five-year trend using 2020-21 enrollment data) were above 1.000,
indicating a net inward migration of students. In comparing the five-year averages with the ten-
year averages, the differences were very small, demonstrating the long-term stability of the survival
ratios over the last decade.
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Factors related to inward migration include families with school-age children purchasing
an existing home or new housing unit. The reasons for families moving into a community vary.
For instance, a family could move into the Brewster School District for economic reasons and
proximity to employment, or the presence of affordable housing. Another plausible reason for
inward migration is the reputation of the school district, as the appeal of a school district draws
families into a community, resulting in the transfer of students into the district. On the flip side,
outward migration is caused by families with children moving out of the community, perhaps
due to difficulty in finding employment or affordable housing. Outward migration in the school
district can also be caused by parents choosing to withdraw their children from public school to
attend private, parochial, or charter schools, or to attend a different public school district. In the
case of the Brewster School District, the reasons for migration are not explicitly known (such as
for economic reasons or the appeal of the school district), as exit and entrance interviews would
need to be conducted for all children leaving or entering the district.

Historical enrollments are also shown in Table 3 and Figure 3 by grade configuration (K-
5, 6-8, and 9-12). Self-contained special education/ungraded students were incorporated into the
totals by grade configuration. For grades K-5, enrollments were fairly stable from 2011-12 to
2017-18 before trending lower in the last three years. In 2020-21, enrollment is 1,233, which is a
loss of 81 students from the 2011-12 enrollment of 1,314.

For grades 6-8 at Wells, enrollments declined through 2017-18 before reversing trend.
Enrollments have increased in each of the last three years. Enrollment is 755 in 2020-21, which
is a loss of 57 students from the 2011-12 enrollment of 812.

Finally, at Brewster High School, which contains grades 9-12, enrollments have been
generally declining since 2013-14. In 2020-21, enrollment is 996, which is a loss of 213 students
from the 2011-12 enrollment of 1,209.

Figure 3
Brewster Central Historical Enroliments by Grade Configuration
2011-12 to 2020-21
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Non-Public School Enrollments

In Figure 4, the number of resident students from the Brewster School District attendance
area (“Brewster resident students”) who attended non-public schools is shown from 2015-16
through 2019-20, a five-year period. Data for the 2020-21 school year were unavailable. Counts
are shown for elementary (K-6), secondary (7-12), and total (K-12). Pre-kindergarten students
were excluded. In addition, Table 5 provides a detailed list of non-public schools and the
number of Brewster resident students attending each school for this five-year period. In 2019-
20, 37.8% of the Brewster non-public school population attended John F. Kennedy Catholic
High School (9-12) in Somers while an additional 23.3% attended St. James the Apostle School
(PK-8) in Carmel.

The total number of non-public students (K-12) has been fairly stable, ranging from 89-
99 students per year. In 2019-20, the number of Brewster resident students attending non-public
schools (90) represented 2.9%° of the total Brewster resident student population, which is a very
small percentage. At the elementary level, the number of Brewster resident students attending
non-public schools declined from 57 in 2015-16 to 31 in 2019-20. Conversely, the number of
Brewster resident students attending non-public schools at the secondary level increased from 42
in 2015-16 to 59 in 2019-20.

Figure 4
Non-Public School Enroliments of
Brewster Central Resident Students
2015-16 to 2019-20
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® This does not include children who are homeschooled or who are not attending school.
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Table 6 replicates the public school enrollment (K-12) of the Brewster School District
from Table 3 as well as the total number of resident students from the Brewster School District
who are attending non-public schools as shown in Figure 4. The total number of private and
public school students, which does not include children not enrolled in school or children who
are home-schooled, declined from 2015-16 through 2018-19 before reversing trend in 2019-20.
Table 6 also shows the percentage of Brewster students attending public and private schools in
the last five years. As the table shows, the percentage of students attending public school has
been very stable, ranging from 97.0%-97.2% with no apparent increasing or declining trend.

Table 6
Public and Private School Enrollment (K-12)
of Brewster Central School District Resident Students
2015-16 to 2019-20

School Type | 2015-16 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | 2019-20
Public 3,162 3,119 3,081 3,004 3,065
Private 99 93 89 90 90

Total 3,261 3,212 3,170 3,094 3,155
Public % 97.0% 97.1% 97.2% 97.1% 97.1%
Private % 3.0% 2.9% 2.8% 2.9% 2.9%

Source: New York State Department of Education BEDS Report
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Kindergarten Replacement

Kindergarten replacements were analyzed to determine whether there was any
relationship between overall enrollment change and kindergarten replacement, which is the
numerical difference between the number of graduating 12 graders and the number of entering
kindergarten students. The district has experienced negative kindergarten replacement in each of
the last nine years. Negative kindergarten replacement occurs when the number of graduating
12™ grade students is larger than the number of kindergarten students replacing them in the next
year. Positive kindergarten replacement occurs when the number of graduating 12 grade
students is less than the number of kindergarten students entering the district in the next year. As
shown in Figure 5, negative kindergarten replacement has ranged from 30-118 students per year.
In 2020-21, there was a loss of 60 students due to kindergarten replacement, as 256 twelfth
graders graduated in 2019-20 and were replaced by 196 kindergarten students in 2020-21. In the
last four years, the district has lost an average of 62 students per year due to kindergarten
replacement.

Figure 5
Brewster Central School District
Historical Kindergarten Replacement
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Figure 6 shows the annual change in total enrollment compared to kindergarten
replacement. As the figure demonstrates, there appears to be a strong relationship, statistically
speaking, between the overall change in enrollment and kindergarten replacement. Although this
data represents a small sample, the correlation coefficient between the two variables was 0.703.
Correlation coefficients measure the relationship or association between two variables; this does
not imply that there is cause and effect between the two variables. Other variables, known as
lurking variables, may have an effect on the true relationship between kindergarten replacement
and total enrollment change. Negative correlation coefficients indicate that as one variable is
increasing (decreasing), the other variable is decreasing (increasing). Positive correlation
coefficients indicate that as one of the variables increases (decreases), the other variable
increases (decreases) as well. The computed linear correlation coefficient is always between -1
and +1. Values near -1 or +1 indicate a strong linear relationship between the variables while
values near zero indicate a weak linear relationship. Based on the correlation of 0.703, there
appears to be a strong relationship between enrollment change and kindergarten replacement in
the school district in the last nine years.

In eight of the last nine years, the district’s losses due to negative kindergarten
replacement were partially offset (or totally, resulting in an enrollment increase) by a net inward
migration of students in the other grades (K to 1, 1 to 2, 2 to 3, etc.). This was confirmed
previously as nine of the thirteen average survival ratios in the five-year trend were above 1.000.
The exception occurred in 2020-21 when the negative kindergarten replacement was
compounded by outward migration, which is likely related to the coronavirus pandemic.

Figure 6
Comparison of K-12 Enrollment Change
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Birth Data

Birth data were needed to compute kindergarten enrollments, which were calculated as
follows. Birth data, lagged five years behind their respective kindergarten classes, were used to
calculate the survival ratio for each birth-to-kindergarten cohort. For instance, in 2015, there
were 229 births in the Brewster School District attendance area. Five years later (the 2020-21
school year), 196 children enrolled in kindergarten, which is equal to a survival ratio of 0.856
from birth-to-kindergarten. Birth counts and birth-to-kindergarten survival ratios are displayed
in Table 7. Values greater than 1.000 indicate that some children are born outside of a
community’s boundaries and are attending kindergarten in the school district five years later, i.e.
an inward migration of children. This type of inward migration is typical in school districts with
excellent reputations, because the appeal of a good school district draws families into the
community. Inward migration is also seen in communities where there are a large number of
new housing starts (or home resales), with families moving into the community having children
of age to attend kindergarten. Birth-to-kindergarten survival ratios that are below 1.000 indicate
that a number of children born within a community are not attending kindergarten in the school
district five years later. This is common in communities where a high proportion of children
attend private, parochial, or out-of-district special education facilities, or where there is a net
migration of families moving out of the community. It is also common in school districts that
have a half-day kindergarten program where parents choose to send their child to a private full-
day kindergarten for the first year.

Table 7
Birth Counts and Historical Birth-to-Kindergarten Survival Ratios
in the Brewster Central School District

Birth Year! [BithS in School Distret] G REREN |y EC

Five Years Later Survival Ratio
2006 221 186 0.842
2007 253 213 0.842
2008 232 195 0.841
2009 214 214 1.000
2010 204 198 0.971
2011 207 192 0.928
2012 192 192 1.000
2013 205 194 0.946
2014 219 209 0.954
2015 229 196 0.856
2016 219 N/A N/A
2017 181 N/A N/A

Note: 'Birth data were provided by the New York State Department of Health from 2006-2017.
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Birth-to-kindergarten survival ratios have been below 1.000 in eight of the last ten years.
Birth-to-kindergarten survival ratios were slightly higher in the last five years, ranging from
0.856-1.000 (average = 0.937), as compared to the five years prior where they ranged from
0.841-1.000 (average = 0.899). This may reflect that a greater number of families with children
under the age of 5 are moving into the sending areas to enroll their children in kindergarten, or
that fewer families are moving out of the Brewster School District attendance area. As shown
previously, it does not appear that more parents are choosing to enroll their child in public school
rather than private or parochial school as the percentage of students attending public school has
been fairly consistent. As the birth-to-kindergarten survival ratios have been typically below
1.000, this indicates that some children who were born in the school district’s attendance area are
enrolling in other schools besides the Brewster School District.

Births by the school district’s attendance area were provided by the New York State
Department of Health from 2006-2017. Birth counts for 2018-2020 were not yet available.
Births were estimated using a three-year rolling average for 2018-2020 as these cohorts will
become the kindergarten classes of 2023-2025.

Figure 7 shows the number of births in the Brewster School District attendance area from
2006-2017. After peaking at 253 births in 2007, the number of births declined to 192 in 2012.
However, the declining birth trend reversed and the number of births slowly increased through
2015 before reversing trend once again. In 2017, there were 181 births in the Brewster School
District attendance area, which is the lowest value over this time period.

Figure 7
Brewster Central School District Attendance Area Birth Counts
2006-2017
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Regarding fertility rates, the fertility rate in the Brewster School District attendance area
is similar to those of both Putnam County and the State of New York. According to the 2014-
2018 ACS, the fertility rate of women aged 15 to 50 in the Brewster School District attendance
area was 46 births per 1000 women, which is identical to the 2018 fertility rate in Putnam
County. The fertility rate of women in New York State was slightly higher at 47 births per 1,000
women. However, it should be noted that while the school district attendance area, county, and
state data are all based on a sample, the school district attendance area data has a margin of error
that is much higher than the county and state data and may not reflect the “true” fertility rate in
the communities.

Figures 8 and 9 show the age pyramids of males and females in the Brewster School
District attendance area from both the 2010 Census and the 2014-2018 ACS. In 2010, the largest
number of individuals was aged 50-54 for males and 45-49 for females. As these individuals
advance in age, the largest cohort in the 2014-2018 ACS was aged 50-54 for females yet
remained 50-54 for males. As shown in Table 8, the greatest declines (shaded red) over this time
period, both in number and percentage points, occurred in the 40-44 age group for males and the
35-39 age group for females. The greatest gains (shaded blue), both in number and percentage
points, occurred in the 65-69 age group for both males and females.

Figure 8
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Figure 9
Population Pyramid of
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Table 8
Numerical and Percentage Point Changes of Males and Females
in the Brewster Central School District Attendance Area
2010 Census to 2014-2018 ACS
Males Females
A Numerical Percentage Point Numerical Percentage Point
ge Group ch
ange Change Change Change
Under 5 -209 -0.9 34 0.1
5-9 +103 +0.5 -155 -0.7
10-14 -145 -0.6 -17 0.0
15-19 +19 +0.1 -39 0.1
20-24 +76 +0.4 +90 +0.4
25-29 -45 0.2 29 -0.1
30-34 -5 0.0 +180 +0.9
35-39 -4 0.0
40-44 -166 0.7
45-49 -175 0.7 -209 -0.9
50-54 -12 0.0 +138 +0.7
55-59 -82 0.3 +63 +0.3
60-64 +193 +0.9 +168 +0.8
65-69 [0 o
70-74 -6 0.0 38 0.2
75-79 +28 +0.1 +10 +0.1
80-84 3 0.0 -55 0.2
85+ -46 -0.2 +121 +0.6

Notes: Cells shaded blue reflect the greatest gains over the ten-year period.

Cells shaded red reflect the greatest losses over the ten-year period.
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New Housing in the Brewster Central School District Attendance Area

Municipal representatives from Brewster, Southeast, Carmel, and Patterson were
contacted regarding potential new housing units in the Brewster School District attendance area.
Table 9 shows the location, number, and type of housing units in each development, as well as its
status. A total of 302 housing units are planned in the Brewster School District attendance area,
where 180 units are apartments and 122 units are detached single-family homes. Changes in the
status of the developments since the November 2019 demographic study have been bolded. No
residential projects have been added to the table since the last report.

Table 9

Approved and Proposed Housing in the
Brewster Central School District Attendance Area

Subdivision/ Number .
Town . Housing Type Status/Notes
Developer of Units
Two-bedroom apartments to be located at corner of North
530 North Main Main Street and Wells Street. Likely to be completed in
Street Brewster 12 Apartments spring 2021.
Approved
(Under construction)
Two parcels were approved to be subdivided into 10 lots
Detached in 2015 . Developer has asked for extensions. No
Farm to Market LLC Southeast 10 Single-Family construction has commenced.
- Approved
(not under construction)
Ross Nursery Southeast 5 Detached One parcel to be SUbdiViiii) ir;tvcz? (flive lots.
Subdivision Single-Family (not under construction)
64 1-BR, 104 2-BR
Seventeen (17) units will be set aside for Low-Moderate
Barrett Hill Southeast 168 Apartments Income households.
Approved August 2020
(not under construction)
. Approximately 20 units have already been constructed
Fortune Rldge at Southeast 103 Detached and occupied. 83 units to be constructed. May take up to
Single-Fami -8 years to complete.
outheas outheas g y 6-8 1
Under Construction
Detached Under Review
h 4 . .
Baker Farm Southeast Single-Family (no approval to date)
Total 122 Detached Single-Family Homes
180 Apartment Units

Sources: Village of Brewster and Town of Southeast
Note: Bolded text reflects a change in status from the November 2019 demographic study.

There are no residential developments under construction, nor are there development
applications before the planning board, in the sections of Patterson and Carmel that send to the
Brewster School District.

In Brewster, construction of twelve (12) two-bedroom apartment units on the corner of
North Main Street and Wells Street was temporarily paused due to the coronavirus pandemic.
Completion of the project is likely to occur in spring 2021. In addition, there are plans to
redevelop the Brewster Urban Renewal Area, which is generally located on both sides of Main
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Street. The Urban Renewal Plan’, which was developed in 2016, is a ten-year project to
redevelop deteriorating and underutilized properties with residential, retail, commercial, parking,
and open space. Brewster Village is to determine the number and type of residential housing
units, including whether they will be owned or rented, be market-rate or affordable, or consist of
a number of age-restricted units. Due to the project’s proximity to the Brewster Train Station, it
is considered to be a Transit Oriented Development (“TOD”). Historically, TODs have fewer
students than housing developments not located near mass transit. To date, no site plans have
been submitted, nor has a developer been selected. However, it is expected that some aspects of
the redevelopment project will begin in the near future. Due to the lack of details and timeline
concerning the redevelopment and the number of new housing units that will be created, the
project was not included in Table 9.

In Southeast, there is the potential for 290 housing units in five separate developments.
In general, there has been little change in the status of each development over the past year. The
largest development, Barrett Hill, which was recently approved in August 2020, will consist of
168 one- and two-bedroom apartment units with seventeen (17) units set aside for low and
moderate income households. Priority will be given to public employees such as first responders
and schoolteachers. The second-largest development, Fortune Ridge at Southeast (“Fortune
Ridge”), which has been under construction for several years, has 20 units constructed and
occupied of the 103 homes that are planned. In the last year, only two homes were built in this
development. In a phone conversation with the Fortune Ridge sales manager, construction is
likely to accelerate with full buildout occurring in the next 6-8 years.

Estimate of School-Age Children from New Housing

In the process of determining how many children will come from the new housing units,
statewide multipliers published by Econsult Solutions Inc. (“ESI”)  were utilized. The resource
provides housing multipliers (student yields) based on housing type, number of bedrooms, and
housing tenure (ownership versus rental). The multipliers used in this report project the number
of school-age children based on information collected from a sample of households in New York
from the 2011-2015 American Community Survey Public Use Microdata Series (“PUMS”).
Student multipliers are greatest for detached single-family homes and smallest for apartments,
townhouses, and condominiums. While the multipliers are for school-age children and not those
attending public school, the estimate will provide the school district with an approximation of the
number of new school children.

To project the number of school-age children from the new housing units, several
assumptions were made:

1. The student yield multipliers used from ESI would be from a sample of New
York households and these multipliers would be representative of the families
moving into Southeast or Brewster.

7 VHB Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape Architecture P.C. Urban Renewal Plan for the Brewster Urban Renewal Area. 2016,
http://www.brewstervillage-ny.gov/images/edocman/urban-renewal-plan/Urban_Renewal Plan Adopted 5-18-2016.pdf.
8 Retrieved from https://econsultsolutions.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/NY .pdf on November 21, 2019.
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2. The estimated number of students reflects units yet to be completed (e.g., 83
units in Fortune Ridge at Southeast have yet to be constructed).

3. All detached single-family homes were assumed to have four bedrooms and
have the following student yield multiplier: 0.924.

4. All apartment units were assumed to have the following student yield multiplier:
0.334.

In total, 152 school-age children are projected to be generated from the new housing
developments. The number of children in grades K-12 anticipated from each development is as
follows:

e 530 North Main Street — 4

e Farm to Market — 9

e Ross Nursery Subdivision — 5

o Barrett Hill — 56

o Fortune Ridge at Southeast — 74
o Baker Farm — 4

As this represents school-age children, the number of public school children is likely to
be slightly lower. Using data from Table 6, an average of 97.1% of Brewster School District
resident students attended public school in the last five years. Using this percentage, 148 public
school children in grades K-12 are projected from the new housing developments.

Since the buildout of Fortune Ridge, which would have the greatest impact on the school
district, is occurring at a very slow rate, the baseline enrollment projections were not adjusted for
the additional children anticipated from the new housing developments. It is unlikely that
Fortune Ridge will be completed and occupied within the enrollment projection timeframe of
five years. In addition, one development has not been approved (Baker Farm) while two others
(Barrett Hill and Farm to Market LLC) have been under consideration for the past four or more
years and have not started construction. For these reasons, the baseline enrollment projections
were not adjusted for the additional children anticipated from the new housing developments.
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Enrollment Projections

Due to the changes in the district’s enrollment trends in 2020-21 (in particular, much
lower elementary enrollments than expected), which were likely related to the coronavirus
pandemic, three separate projections were computed from 2021-22 through 2025-26, a five-year
period. As it is unclear when the pandemic will end and how this will affect enrollments in the
near term, three different scenarios were modeled:

1.

The five-year average survival ratios were computed including enrollments from
2020-21. In addition, the 2020-21 enrollments were used as a base to project future
enrollments.

The computed elementary average survival ratios excluded the 2020-21 enrollments,
since the elementary grades appear to be the most affected by the pandemic. The
five-year average survival ratios used to compute the middle and high school grades
did utilize 2020-21 enrollments in computing the average scenarios. In addition, the
2020-21 enrollments from all grades were used as a base to project future
enrollments.

The five-year average survival ratios were computed excluding the 2020-21
enrollments. In addition the 2020-21 enrollments were projected for the purpose of
providing a “higher base” for projecting future enrollments. This may simulate future
enrollments if the pandemic ends within the next year.

Enrollments for the self-contained special education/ungraded classes were computed by
calculating the historical proportion of self-contained special education/ungraded students with
respect to the regular education subtotals at each grade configuration level (elementary, middle,
and high) and multiplying that value by the future regular education subtotals.

Projected K-12 enrollments for Scenario 1 follow in Table 10 and Figure 10. Total
enrollments are projected to slowly decline throughout the projection period. Enrollment is
projected to be 2,841 in 2025-26, which would be a loss of 143 students from the 2020-21
enrollment of 2,984.

Table 10
Brewster Central School District Projected Enrollments (K-12)

Scenario 1
Year | K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 sg'|K12
Total
2021-22] 205 203 209 210 197 204 228 238 246 289 234 242 238 18 | 2,961
2022-23] 170 212 207 212 207 201 208 234 242 253 294 230 239 18 | 2,927
2023-24] 197 176 216 210 209 211 205 213 238 249 258 289 227 18 | 2,916
2024-25] 190 204 179 220 207 213 216 210 216 245 254 254 285 18 | 2,911
2025-26] 185 196 208 182 217 211 218 222 213 222 249 250 251 17 | 2,841

Note: 'Ungraded special education enrollment for the entire district




Figure 10

Brewster Central School District Enroliment Projections

2021-22 to 2025-26
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Projected K-12 enrollments for Scenario 2 follow in Table 11 and Figure 10. Total
enrollments are projected to be fairly stable for the next four years before declining in the last
years of the projection period. Enrollment is projected to be 2,951 in 2025-26, which would be a

loss of 33 students from the 2020-21 enrollment.

Table 11
Brewster Central School District Projected Enrollments (K-12)

Scenario 2
Year | K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 sg'|K12
Total
2021-22| 210 206 211 213 201 208 228 238 246 289 234 242 238 18 | 2,982
2022-23| 174 220 212 217 214 209 212 234 242 253 294 230 239 18 | 2,968
2023-24 | 202 183 226 218 218 223 213 217 238 249 258 289 227 19 | 2,980
2024-25| 195 212 188 233 219 227 228 218 220 245 254 254 285 19 | 2,997
2025-26 | 190 205 218 194 234 228 232 234 221 227 249 250 251 18 | 2,951

Note: 'Ungraded special education enrollment for the entire district
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In Scenario 3, projected enrollments (K-12) are shown in Table 12 and Figure 10. Total
enrollments are projected to slowly increase in the next four years before reversing trend.
Enrollment is projected to be 3,055 in 2025-26, which would be a gain of 71 students from the
2020-21 enrollment.

Table 12
Brewster Central School District Projected Enrolilments (K-12)

Scenario 3

1] K12
Year K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 SE

Total
2021-22| 208 228 225 228 211 223 237 236 256 291 235 245 228 18 | 3,069
2022-23| 172 218 235 232 229 220 228 245 241 263 300 227 243 19 | 3,072
2023-24 | 199 180 224 242 233 239 225 236 250 247 271 290 225 19 | 3,080
2024-25| 193 209 185 231 243 243 244 233 241 256 255 262 287 19 | 3,101
2025-26 | 188 202 215 190 232 253 249 253 238 247 264 246 259 19 | 3,055

Note: 'Ungraded special education enrollment for the entire district

Projected Enrollments by School

In Table 13, projected enrollments are shown by school. Ungraded special education
students were reassigned into each of the schools. At JFK, containing grades K-2, enrollments
are projected to be fairly stable throughout the projection period. In Scenario 1, enrollments are
projected to range from 573-617. In 2025-26, enrollment is projected to be 589, which would
represent a loss of 19 students from the 2020-21 enrollment of 608. In Scenario 2, enrollments
are projected to range from 595-627. Enrollment is projected to be 613 in 2025-26, which would
be a gain of five (5) students from the 2020-21 enrollment. In Scenario 3, enrollments are
projected to range from 587-661. In 2025-26, enrollment is projected to be 605, which would
represent a loss of three (3) students from the 2020-21 enrollment.

At Starr, containing grades 3-5, enrollments are projected to increase for the next four
years before reversing trend. In Scenario 1, enrollment is projected to be 612 in 2025-26, which
would be a loss of 13 students from the 2020-21 enrollment of 625. In Scenario 2, enrollment is
projected to be 659 in 2025-26, which would represent a gain of 34 students from the 2020-21
enrollment. Finally, enrollment is projected to be 678 in 2025-26 in Scenario 3, which would be
a gain of 53 students from the 2020-21 enrollment.

At Wells, containing grades 6-8, enrollments are projected to decline for the next four
years before reversing trend. In Scenario 1, enrollment is projected to be 653 in 2025-26, which
would be a loss of 102 students from the 2020-21 enrollment of 755. In Scenario 2, enrollment
is projected to be 687 in 2025-26, which would represent a loss of 68 students from the 2020-21
enrollment. For Scenario 3, enrollment is projected to be 740 in 2025-26, which would be a loss
of 15 students from the 2020-21 enrollment.
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For Brewster High School, containing grades 9-12, enrollments are projected to increase

for the next four years before reversing trend. In Scenario 1, enrollment is projected to be 987 in
2025-26, which would be a loss of nine (9) students from the 2020-21 enrollment of 996. In
Scenario 2, enrollment is projected to be 992 in 2025-26, which would represent a loss of four
(4) students from the 2020-21 enrollment. Finally, enrollment is projected to be 1,032 in 2025-
26 in Scenario 3, which would be a gain of 36 students from the 2020-21 enrollment.

Table 13

Projected Enrolilments by School

2021-22 to 2025-26

Historical K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12
(JFK) (Starr) (Wells) (Brewster H.S.)

2020-21 608 625 755 996

Projected Scel:ario Scegario Scegario Scer;ario Scegario Scegario Scer;ario Sce;ario Scegario Scer11ario Scerzlario Scer:;ario
2021-22 617 627 661 613 624 665 712 712 729 | 1,019 | 1,019 | 1,014
2022-23 589 606 625 622 642 684 684 688 714 | 1,032 | 1,032 | 1,049
2023-24 589 611 603 632 662 717 656 668 711 | 1,039 | 1,039 | 1,049
2024-25 573 595 587 642 682 720 642 666 718 | 1,054 | 1,054 | 1,076
2025-26 589 613 605 612 659 678 653 687 740 987 992 | 1,032

5-yr. Change | -19 +5 -3 -13 +34 | +53 | -102 | -68 -15 -9 -4 +36




ATTACHMENT C

Traffic - Trips Generation Tables




Table 1
Residential Portion (FGEIS 1-11-2006 Table 3.6-2)
Project Site Trip Generation Summary

Trips
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
Land Uses and Size IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total
(Potential Uses) (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) [(Trips)| (Trips)
Gateway Summit
Elderly Residences, 1501 49 | 55 | 40 | 28 | 18 | 46 | 23 | 23 | 46
dwelling units
The Fairways
Elderly Residences, 1501 410 | 55 | 40 | 28 | 18 | 46 | 23 | 23 | 46
dwelling units
Total Residential FGEIS | 36 44 80 56 36 92 46 46 92

Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 7th edition, Washington D.C., 2003.

Table 2

Residential Portion FGEIS Project Site Trip Generation Update Summary

Land Uses and Size
(Potential Uses)

Trip Rates (Trips per dwelling unit)

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

Saturday Peak Hour

IN

ouT

IN ouT

IN

ouT

the fairways

Gateway Summit and

Senior Detached
Residences,
54 dwelling units

0.156

0.318

.0.336 | 0.215

0.110

0.120

Senior attached
Residences,
246 dwelling units

0.070

0.129

0.137 | 0.112

0.213

0.130

Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10th edition, Washington D.C., 2017.




Table 3
Residential Portion FGEIS Project Site Trip Generation Update Summary

Trips
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
Land Uses and Size IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total
(Potential Uses) (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) |(Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) |(Trips)| (Trips)
Gateway Summit and
the fairways
Senior Detached
Residences, 8 17 25 18 12 30 6 6 12
54 dwelling units
Senior attached
Residences, 17 32 49 34 28 62 52 32 84
246 dwelling units
Total 25 49 74 52 40 92 58 38 96
See Table 2 for rates
Table 4

Summary

Residential Portion FGEIS (1-11-2006) Project Site Trip Generation

Trip Rates (Trips per dwelling unit)

A.M. Peak P.M. Peak Saturday Peak
Hour Hour Hour
Land Uses and Size IN ouT IN ouT IN ouT
(Potential Uses)

Gateway Summit and
Fairways
Senior Detached Residences, | 145 0.300]0.319] 0.204 | 0.110 | 0.120
68 dwelling units
Senior attached Residences, 0.069 | 0.127 | 0.159 | 0.130| 0.195 | 0.119
46 dwelling units
Multi-family Low-rise Residential | 444 |0 370 |0.379 |0.223 | 0.335| 0.349
84 dwelling units
Muiti-family mid-rise Residential |, 1a9 19253 |0.270 |0.173 | 0.238| 0.248
84 dwelling units

2017.

Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10th edition, Washington D.C.,




Table

5

Residential Portion FGEIS (1-11-2006) Project Site Trip Generation Summary

Trips
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
Land Uses and Size IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total
(Potential Uses) (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips)| (Trips)
Gateway Summit and
Fairways
Senior Detached
Residences, 10 20 30 22 14 36 7 8 15
68 dwelling units
Senior attached
Residences, 3 6 9 7 6 13 9 5 14
46 dwelling units
Multi-family Low-rise
Residential 9 31 40 32 19 51 28 29 57
84 dwelling units
Multi-family mid-rise
Residential 9 26 35 28 18 46 24 25 49
102 dwelling units
Total Residential 31 83 114 89 57 146 68 67 135
SeeTable 4 for trip generations rates.
Table 6
Residential Portion Project Site Trip Generation Comparison
Trips
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
Land Uses and Size IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total
(Potential Uses) (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips) | (Trips)
Gateway Summit and
The Fairways
Total Residential FGEIS
300 residential Dwelling 36 44 80 56 36 92 46 46 92
units (Table 1)
Proposed Revised mixed
300 residential dwelling 31 83 114 89 57 146 68 67 135
units (Table 5)
Change -5 +39 +34 | +33 | +21 +54 +22 | +21 +43

Source see above tables as noted.
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Correspondence




TIM
MILLER
ASSOCIATES, INC

10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400  Fax: (845) 265-4418

January 12, 2022

Eleana Nash-Graham — School Business Administrator
Brewster Central School District

40 Farm Market Road

Brewster, NY 10509

Re: Gateway Summit and the Fairways Residential Development
Town of Carmel, Putnam County NY

Dear Ms. Nash-Graham,

Tim Miller Associates is preparing an Expanded Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for a proposed
residential development in the Town of Carmel. | have enclosed a site location map, an aerial photo of the
site, and a preliminary site plan, which shows the approximate School District boundaries, for your refer-
ence.

The Gateway Summit and the Fairways development proposes two multi-family residential communities
on a total of 145 acres located on the north side of Route 6 in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New
York. The two communities are referred to as “Gateway Summit” and “The Fairways”.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments were previously the subject of a thorough coordi-
nated review under SEQRA by the Town of Carmel Planning Board (the lead agency) for Subdivision Ap-
proval, Special Use Permits, and Site Plan approvals, and to the Town of Carmel Environmental Conser-
vation Board for a Wetland Permit during the period 2003 through 2007. The current proposed action in-
volves an amended Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Use permits and setback variances from the Town
Zoning Board of Appeals for the residential portion of the Gateway Summit and The Fairways overall de-
velopment. The project site is connected to existing municipal water and sewer service. The proposed ac-
tion will provide needed senior and non-age restricted housing in the Town of Carmel.

The Gateway Summit development would include a mix of 150 units of active adult single family homes,
active adult townhomes and non-age restricted townhomes. The Fairways development would consist of
150 units of non-age restricted townhomes with varied designs.

We have projected a total future population of approximately 759 people, including 93 school age chil-
dren. Based upon the current location of the tax parcels which comprise the project site, we estimate that,
of the 93 school age children expected to reside in the proposed development, 68 would be located in the
Brewster School District and 25 would be located in the Carmel School District. As shown on the attached
map of the school district boundaries, a greater portion of the project site is located within the Carmel
School District, however, the Gateway Summit development is all Senior housing, which does not house
any school age children. Based upon our research of enrollment trends, both school districts appear to
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the entire projected student population and the anticipated tax
revenue from this development is expected to cover the educational costs, resulting in net positive tax
revenue. | can provide support for this conclusion should you wish to review our data. Coordination be-
tween the two districts is likely to be necessary to determine how to best provide educational services and
transportation to this proposed development.

As part of the environmental review process, we wish to include any concerns your office may have rela-
tive to this proposed project. We would appreciate your written response regarding the effect of the in-
creased population on the Brewster Central School District’s facilities, and the ability of the School District
to provide educational services to the children who will be associated with this property.



Please include any school district publications you feel might provide useful information on the school dis-
trict. Please indicate which Elementary and High School/Middle School students at this location would at-
tend. Please include any available information on the routing of school buses, and the location of bus
stops in this area.

Your input is important. Should you not be able to provide written correspondence, | can be reached at
acutignola@timmillerassociates.com, or by telephone at the number shown above during the weekdays.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Please do not hesitate to call me should you have any

questions or need additional information. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Ann Cutignola, AICP

Senior Planner
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC.

C. Ms. Laurie Bandlow — Superintendent of Schools



From: Karlsson, Victor

To: acutignola@timmillerassociates.com

Cc: Laurie Bandlow; Elena Nash-Graham

Subject: Brewster CSD Acknowledgement of Gateway Summit & Fairways
Date: Tuesday, January 25, 2022 11:45:25 AM

Good morning,

Please accept this email as acknowledgement of Tim Miller Associates' assessment of
residential development projects which would impact the Brewster Central School District
within the Town of Carmel. The District has no further comment with respect to this project.

Warm regards,

Victor Karlsson, CPA

Assistant Superintendent for Finance & Operations
Brewster Central School District

(845) 279 - 8000 ext 6117



TIM
MILLER
ASSOCIATES, INC

10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400  Fax: (845) 265-4418

January 12, 2022

Ms. Mary Margaret Zehr — Superintendent
Carmel Central School District

81 South Street

P.O. Box 296

Patterson, NY 12563

Re: Gateway Summit and the Fairways Residential Development
Town of Carmel, Putnam County NY

Dear Ms. Zehr,

Tim Miller Associates is preparing an Expanded Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for a proposed
residential development in the Town of Carmel. | have enclosed a site location map, an aerial photo of the
site, and a preliminary site plan, which shows the approximate School District boundaries, for your refer-
ence.

The Gateway Summit and the Fairways development proposes two multi-family residential communities
on a total of 145 acres located on the north side of Route 6 in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New
York. The two communities are referred to as “Gateway Summit” and “The Fairways”.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments were previously the subject of a thorough coordi-
nated review under SEQRA by the Town of Carmel Planning Board (the lead agency) for Subdivision Ap-
proval, Special Use Permits, and Site Plan approvals, and to the Town of Carmel Environmental Conser-
vation Board for a Wetland Permit during the period 2003 through 2007. The current proposed action in-
volves an amended Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Use permits and setback variances from the Town
Zoning Board of Appeals for the residential portion of the Gateway Summit and The Fairways overall de-
velopment. The project site is connected to existing municipal water and sewer service. The proposed ac-
tion will provide needed senior and non-age restricted housing in the Town of Carmel.

The Gateway Summit development would include a mix of 150 units of active adult single family homes,
active adult townhomes and non-age restricted townhomes. The Fairways development would consist of
150 units of non-age restricted townhomes with varied designs.

We have projected a total future population of approximately 759 people, including 93 school age chil-
dren. Based upon the current location of the tax parcels which comprise the project site, we estimate that,
of the 93 school age children expected to reside in the proposed development, 68 would be located in the
Brewster School District and 25 would be located in the Carmel School District. As shown on the attached
map of the school district boundaries, a greater portion of the project site is located within the Carmel
School District, however, the Gateway Summit development is all Senior housing, which does not house
any school age children. Based upon our research of enrollment trends, both school districts appear to
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the entire projected student population and the anticipated tax
revenue from this development is expected to cover the educational costs, resulting in net positive tax
revenue. | can provide support for this conclusion should you wish to review our data. Coordination be-
tween the two districts is likely to be necessary to determine how to best provide educational services and
transportation to this proposed development.

As part of the environmental review process, we wish to include any concerns your office may have rela-
tive to this proposed project. We would appreciate your written response regarding the effect of the in-
creased population on the Carmel Central School District’s facilities, and the ability of the School District
to provide educational services to the children who will be associated with this property.



Please include any school district publications you feel might provide useful information on the school dis-
trict. Please indicate which Elementary and High School/Middle School students at this location would at-
tend. Please include any available information on the routing of school buses, and the location of bus
stops in this area.

Your input is important. Should you not be able to provide written correspondence, | can be reached at
acutignola@timmillerassociates.com, or by telephone at the number shown above during the weekdays.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Please do not hesitate to call me should you have any

questions or need additional information. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Ann Cutignola, AICP

Senior Planner
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC.

C. Mr. Joseph Simoni — Assistant Superintendent of Student Services



CARMEL CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

MARY-MARGARET ZEHR
Superintendent of Schools

January 25, 2022

Planning Board of the Town of Carmel

c/o Rose Trombetta, Secretary to the Planning Board
60 McAlpin Avenue

Mahopac, NY 10541

Re:  Gateway Summit & The Fairways Residential Development
Response to Request for Input from Tim Miller Associates, Inc.

Dear Chairperson and Members of the Town of Carmel Planning Board:

On behalf of the Carmel Central School District (“District”), we submit this letter in response to a
request received from Tim Miller Associates, Inc. seeking input from the District on The Gateway
Summit and The Fairways proposed residential development. We ask that this letter be included
as part of the record before the Planning Board for review of the proposed development.

After reviewing the information sent to us from Tim Miller Associates, the District is able to offer
the following preliminary comments:

¢ We are concerned with the number of age and non-age restricted units that will be
constructed in our school district compared to the number of age and non-age restricted
units that will be constructed in the Brewster Central School District. Our district would
prefer to have non-age restricted units.

*  We would like clarity over the school district boundaries and the number of units that will
be bisected by the boundary lines. We believe that this issue should be clarified prior to
approval of the project.

We thank the Planning Board for its consideration.

Sincerely,

Upuste M. A 1/&'/,9&

W
Mar}{-ﬂ/largaret Zehr
Superintendent of Schools

4 0 DY o)
ohn Fink v '

Interim Assistant Sup

Business :

intendent for

cc: Board of Education
Tim Miller Associates, In¢’Itivating Opporfunities

81 South St P O Box 296-Patterson, NY 12563 (845) 878-2094 - Fax (845) 878-4337 - hitp //www.carmelschools.org



TIM
MILLER
ASSOCIATES, INC.

10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400  Fax: (845) 265-4418

January 12, 2022

Anthony Hoffman - Chief

Town of Carmel Police Department
60 McAlpin Avenue

Mahopac, NY 10541

Re: Gateway Summit and the Fairways Residential Development, Town of Carmel, Putnam County, NY
Dear Chief Hoffmann,

Tim Miller Associates is preparing an Expanded Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for a proposed
residential development in the Town of Carmel. | have enclosed a site location map, an aerial photo of the
site, and a preliminary site plan, for your reference.

The Gateway Summit and the Fairways development proposes two multi-family residential communities
on a total of 145 acres located on the north side of Route 6 in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New
York. The two communities are referred to as “Gateway Summit” and “The Fairways”.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments were previously the subject of a thorough coordi-
nated review under SEQRA by the Town of Carmel Planning Board (the lead agency) for Subdivision Ap-
proval, Special Use Permits, and Site Plan approvals, and to the Town of Carmel Environmental Conser-
vation Board for a Wetland Permit during the period 2003 through 2007. The current proposed action in-
volves an amended Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Use permits and setback variances from the Town
Zoning Board of Appeals for the residential portion of the Gateway Summit and The Fairways overall de-
velopment. The project site is connected to existing municipal water and sewer service. The proposed ac-
tion will provide needed senior and non-age restricted housing in the Town of Carmel.

The Gateway Summit development would include a mix of 150 units of active adult single family homes,
active adult townhomes and non-age restricted townhomes. The Fairways development would consist of
150 units of non-age restricted townhomes with varied designs. We have projected a total future popula-
tion of approximately 759 people, including 93 school age children.

As part of the environmental review process, we wish to include any concerns your office may have rela-
tive to this proposed project. We would appreciate your written response on the ability of the Police De-
partment to provide police protection services to this property. Information which would be useful in that
regard would include:

¢ the number of police calls per year

¢ the number of police officers

* your typical response time to a site in this location

* any anticipated staff or facility expansion or equipment procurement plans

Your input is important. Should you not be able to provide written correspondence, | can be reached at
acutignola@timmillerassociates.com, or by telephone at the number shown above during the weekdays.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Please do not hesitate to call me should you have any
questions or need additional information. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Ann Cutignola, AICP

Senior Planner
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC.



CPARTHE TOWN OF CARMEL

POLICE DEPARTMENT ANTHONY HOFFMANN

60 MCALPIN AVENUE, MAHOPAC, NY 10541 CHIEF OF POLICE
TEL (845)628-1300 FAX (845)628-2597
POLICE@CI.CARMEL.NY.US

January 24, 2022

Ann Cutignola, AICP
Senior Planner

Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
10 North Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

Re: Gateway Summit and the Fairways Residential Development
Dear Ms. Cutignola,

Thank you for your letter of January 12" regarding the Gateway Summit and Fairways
Residential Development project. Our staff has reviewed the information you presented and we
offer the following feedback as you have requested.

The Town of Carmel Police Department has averaged approximately 35,000 calls for service
annually for the past three years. With a reported population of 33,576 from the 2020 Census,
that works out to a little over one call for service per resident per year. CPD currently has an
authorized strength of thirty-five sworn officers, with twenty-two of these being patrol officers
that primarily respond to these calls for service. This means that on average each of our patrol
officers handles 1,600 calls for service per year.

The area of your proposed development is part of our “Sector A”, which encompasses the
Carmel Hamlet area of the Town of Carmel. There is a steady sector patrol car assigned to this
area 24/7/365. The response time for this sector matches the US Department of Justice average
police response time of ten minutes. This is a bit of a misnomer though as each call is assessed
on its exigency and higher priority calls (ex. crimes in progress, serious medical calls, fires, etc.)
will see a quicker response from the sector and back up units, and lesser priority calls such as
parking complaints or other administrative assignments may be handled with slightly longer
response times.

Based upon your estimates of 759 additional residents in the development, and factoring in our
call for service and personnel numbers above, we would anticipate adding one additional officer,
as the figures show a possible workload increase that would necessitate .5 of a patrol officer.
This decision would ultimately fall on the Town Board as the total cost for an additional officer
including salary and benefits would be approximately $112,000 per year to start.

For equipment procurement plans, with the increase in workload and vehicle miles in response to
additional calls to the area we would look to expand our vehicle fleet by one additional patrol
car, as well as the addition of a fixed license plate reader at the intersection of Route 6 and your
proposed development. Again this would be a decision to be made by the Town Board as this
equipment would cost approximately $75,000 total.

Continued

WWW.CARMELNY.ORG/POLICE-DEPARTMENT



Page 2

These personnel and equipment needs would have to be taken into consideration by all involved
stakeholders in order to effectively maintain the level of service the Town of Carmel Police
Department already provides to our residents and visitors to the town.

We look forward to discussing these issues further with you in addition to any other physical
security, traffic safety, and community policing concerns you may have as the project goes
forward. If there is any other additional information you may need in the meantime, please do
not hesitate to let me know.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our input on this project.

Sincerely,

s

Anthony Hoffmann
Chief of Police



TIM
MILLER
ASSOCIATES, INC.

10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400  Fax: (845) 265-4418

January 12, 2022

Scott Efferen — First Assistant Chief
Carmel Fire Department

94 Gleneida Avenue

Carmel Hamlet, NY 10512

Re: Gateway Summit and the Fairways Residential Development
Town of Carmel, Putnam County NY

Dear Chief Efferen,

Tim Miller Associates is preparing an Expanded Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for a proposed
residential development in the Town of Carmel. | have enclosed a site location map, an aerial photo of the
site, and a preliminary site plan, for your reference.

The Gateway Summit and the Fairways development proposes two multi-family residential communities
on a total of 145 acres located on the north side of Route 6 in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New
York. The two communities are referred to as “Gateway Summit” and “The Fairways”.

The Gateway Summit and The Fairways developments were previously the subject of a thorough coordi-
nated review under SEQRA by the Town of Carmel Planning Board (the lead agency) for Subdivision Ap-
proval, Special Use Permits, and Site Plan approvals, and to the Town of Carmel Environmental Conser-
vation Board for a Wetland Permit during the period 2003 through 2007. The current proposed action in-
volves an amended Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Use permits and setback variances from the Town
Zoning Board of Appeals for the residential portion of the Gateway Summit and The Fairways overall de-
velopment. The project site is connected to existing municipal water and sewer service. The proposed ac-
tion will provide needed senior and non-age restricted housing in the Town of Carmel.

The Gateway Summit development would include a mix of 150 units of active adult single family homes,
active adult townhomes and non-age restricted townhomes. The Fairways development would consist of
150 units of non-age restricted townhomes with varied designs. We have projected a total future popula-
tion of approximately 759 people, including 93 school age children.

As part of the environmental review process, we wish to include any concerns your office may have rela-
tive to this proposed project. We would appreciate your written response on the ability of the Fire De-
partment to provide fire protection services to this property. Information which would be useful in that re-
gard would include:

your current service area/population served

the number of emergency calls per year

your current manpower and equipment levels

your typical response time to a site in this location

the location of fire station(s) near the site

any overlap in jurisdiction with other fire departments or backup service provided by
neighboring communities



Your input is important. Should you not be able to provide written correspondence, | can be reached at
acutignola@timmillerassociates.com, or by telephone at the number shown above during the weekdays.
Thank you for your assistance in this matter. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Ann Cutignola, AICP

Senior Planner
TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC.
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PHASE 4A SHALL INCLUDE CONSTRUCTION OF
STORMWATER BASINS 4.1, 4.2P & 4.4P AS SHOWN ON
DRAWING SP-3.2 AS PART OF THE FARWAYS - LOT 7
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ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.
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2.For detailed information on the proposed
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wax

et

15" ASPHALTIC TDP NYSDOT ITEW #403.17
35" ASPHALTIC BINDER NYSDOT ITEW 440313
107 SUBBASE COURSE NYSDOT ITEW 304,02
COMPACTED SuBGRADE.

PRODE UNDERDRAN IV CUT AREAS (SEE DETAL)

ACCESS ROAD DETAIL
wrs)

25" ASPHALTIC TOP COURSE (NYSDOT ITEW 4403.17)

5" SUBBASE GOURSE (NYSOOT ITEW 4904.02)

COMPACTED SUBBASE.

INDIVIDUAL DRIVEWAY PAVEMENT
wrs)

3000 P51 AR-ENTRANED
GoveReTE

(seE pLAN)
5" CONCRETE W/6x6" /10u0
Wl AND CONTROL JONTS
EVERY 6-0" AND ISOLATION
JONTS EVeRY' 30

FNISH GRADE.

s
6" THCK 3 GRUSHED STONE.
COMPACTED SUBGRADE.

o
TRANSVERSE, JOINTS 12" WOE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN THE
GRS 10°-0" APART AND SHALL BE FILLED WTH CELLULAR
COMPRESSION MATERIALS AS SPECFED, RECESSED 1/4° N
FROM FRONT FACE AND TOP OF CURB.

CONCRETE CURB DETAIL
s

UNDERDRAIN.
®rs)

RB-BAK U-CHANNEL,
GALVANIZED STEE
BREMKAWAY POS

o T 4 B0y 1/4* PR FoOT

oNCRETE CURE

e ROEA |

5 un 50 n

/5" REVEA]

6" REVEAL

WAx.

ISCLATION JONT

DROP CURB AND RAMP DETAIL
W.TS)

CALVAMIZED CORRUGATED.
'BEAl GUIDE RALING

6" 0. (M.

——catvanzen posT (vrspor oETAL %)

o
AL DETALS AND HARDWARE SHALL
Conoai o NYSDOT I7E
#505.164 SPECFICATIONS

CUIDERAIL DETAIL

w1s)

S (sex AT SV TABLE)

GALVAMZED BOLTS WTH NUTS 5/16” DA,

20" M.

& DA HaEs 7 oC

w1, I,

L 3
7 AS

FacE OF cuRs

MOIE. FO7 HANOICAP PARKING SIGNAGE. SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED
AT 4 GLEAR HEIGHT OF SETWEEN 50" AND 70"

20
BE CBSGURED 67 A VEMCLE PARKED IN THE SPAGE.

TRAFFIC SIGN DETAIL
Wrs)

P RAP EMERGENCY
SPulwar

CONCRETE APRON
3000 PS. AR-ENTRANED CONCRETE
34" paous

SPRAY GURE EXPOSED FAGES

2" Dl CALVANZED
STEEL SOHEDULE 20 PlPE

NOWNAL 16°-0" 10 T0P OF LUMNARE.

R M_A
w1s)

TAIl

LUMINAIRE,_POLE ¢ BASE SPEOFICATIONS:
LUMNARE:  XTL26-BLACK~-METAL HALIDE 150W

0 4PRROVED EOUAL
POLE: | C12/20-CIS/BLAGK OF APPROVED EQUAL
NOTES:

1. COLOR OF LUMNARE SHALL WATCH COLOR OF FOLE.

LUMNARES AND POLES 4S SPECIIED ARE THE PRODLCT

OF ANTIQUE STREET LAMPS, INC. OR APPROVED EQUAL

3. ALL LUMNARIES SHALL BE ATTED WITH A SHELD
MINWIZE GLARE AND PROJECT THE LIGHT DOWNWARD.

ozt su.1 e, €1c) Wiy e

POST MOUNTED
"LEITING FONDATON
PER MANUFACTURER

HAND AL —|

FsHED:
GRADE

x
(50 cLEar )

noTES:
7. WELD AND GRIND ALL JOWTS
Suoor

2 RANDRAL SHALL BE PRIMED AND.
PANTED BLACK.
3 COVRACTOR 10 CoRE ORLL &°

bee For posts.

4 concrETE T
&

JONTS 8 TOP AND

ENTRE LEn
50TTou OF RAUP HANDRAL

ONTROL JONTS EVERY PROVDE CON
CONCRETE A4
2t

GROUT RALINGS IN 2°
‘0LES & DeEn

oS &°
v For\
&

1 172 00, sm0
PE RAL

10" e

z

LU

E050.0505050,0,058

e

;e

867 #10 WM.

5" THOK LAYER OF 34"
CRUSHED STONE

SECTION A=A

SPAGE POSTS EOUALLY @ 5" 0.6 MAX

112 sL0%E
ux A MAIMUM
o o0 FEET

CONCRETE HANDICAP RAMP DETAIL

W.T.5)

SINGLE LUMINARE-

sueowe.

FsHED:
Gease\

LUMNARE AND POIE SPECIFICATIONS:
LUMNAIRE: SUST2SOMAMIBKCL S-64457 (Somerset Seies)
1. LUMNAIRE AS SPECFEED IS THE PRODUCT

OPHANE LIGHTNG OR APPROVED EQUAL
2. LUMNARE 70 8 WOUNTED TO GUILONG.

BUILDING MOUNTED LIGHT DETAIL

wrs)

REMOVE ENOUGH WHOLE BRANGHES' TD REDUCE.
FOLAGE &Y 13 (ALWAYS PRUNE T NOOE OF
\CROTGH, RETAIING NORMAL PLANT SHAPE.

00 NOT CUT LEADER.)

SHRUB SIZE AND SPACNG

VARES (SEE FLANT UST)

THSTED IV NEW RUBEER

TOPSOL Mix BACKFILL.

N
PROVIOE 57 LAYER OF MULCH A4S SPECIIED OVER. ENTRE WATERING
SAUGER AT ALL TREE PITS OR OVER ENTIRE TREE GED.

TREE PLANTING DETAIL
nrs)

NOTE
CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE CPTION OF PLANTNG

JBS IN INDIVDUAL PITS AS SHOMN OR N AN
UNINTERRUPTED EXCAVATION FOR THE ENTIRE. PLANTIVG
THER. CASE BACKFLL WTH T0PSOL MX AS
SPEckIED.

FORM 5 HIGH TORSOIL LIP AROUND EAGH SHRUS
T0 PROVIOE WATERING SAUGER.

MULCH (37 LAYER) S SPECIED OVER ENTRE BED.
ToRSOL Mix BADKFLL
CUT AND. REWOVE BNDING FROM TRUNKS AND AS

WUCH OF BALL AS FOSSILE. CUT AND REMOVE.
BURLAP AT UPRER 1/3 OF BALL.

TAMPED TOPSOIL MIX CUSHON,

™0 (2) STRANDS NO. 12 GAUGE
GALVANIZED ANNEALED STEEL WRE
osE.

HO (2) STRANDS, DOUBLE WRAPPED
D THISTED,

CROLED WATERPROOF TREE WAAPPING

L AROUND EAGH
TREE AIT T0 FORM WATERING SAUCER.

CUT AND REWOVE BINDING FROM TRUNK.
AND 45 WUCH OF BALL AS POSSIELE.
GUT AND REMOVE BURLAP AT UPPER 1/3

CEDAR STAKES, M. 3 DUA, LENGTH
VARIES. 3 STAKES ® 120 DEG. PER WAVDR.
TREE. STAKES SHALL CLEAR TREE BALL.

ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

3 Garret
Zor:
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IRON FRAME & GRATE MODEL 42817
'AS WANUFACTURED BY "CAMPBELL FOUNDRY",
\PPROVED EGUAL

ANISH GRADE.

RISER SECTIONS”
45 RetD, \
fPE o
VARES

Sume oEPTH VAREES
357 SUMe FOR TYFE (4) CATCH BASI)
76" SUkP FOR TYPE (8) CATEH BASN.

6° THIOK 3/4"
cusen Sove [
Base

NOTE:

307 X 487 CATCH BASW

COTTAGE, M. (0 APPROVED.
EquaL)

CATEH BASIN TYPE DESGNATION IS SHOWN O THE PLANS.
AND ROLES,

(B) DETAIL

CATCH BASIN TYPE (A) AND
Wis)

(STRUGTURE AND GrATE 0 8
DESIONED FOR H-20 LGADING)

CAST IRON FRAME & GRATE WODEL 43089
AS WANUFAGTURED BY “CAWPBELL FOUNDRY",
0 APRROVED EQUAL.

A5 Rect, =
] g |
Vies

i oeem vames g

30" e toR TYEE () oA puET .

5 Shin 158 T (5) By w7 i 1
& por e
/i Grusreo :
STove sase 00000 0 00 5|

10000 000
- £ &

RAIN INLET TYPE (C) AN
nrs)
(sTRUCTURE ‘4ND GRATE 10 BE
GESIGNED FOR 20 LOADING)

(CAST IRON FRAME & GRATE MODEL 43089
4 WANUFACTURED B "CAMPBELL FOUNDRY",

BRING 70 GRADE WITH
BHICK AND NORTAR 45
requRED

07 x 48" CATCH BASW
/ A5 WANUFACTURED B7 "PRECAST

CONCRETE SALES 00." OF VALLEY
COTTAGE, N.Y. (08 APAROVED
EQUAL)

oS
1. STEPS REQURED IF DEPTH OF
STRUGTURE EXCEEDS 4 FEET,

2.0RAN WLET TYPE DESIGNATION
1S SHONN O THE PLANS

TAIl

PROVDE 30" WOE BY
" HIGH OPENING ON
el S0E

Riser scemonsH| o sz
P EE ;
oo o ]

Vies

T \—smme m casoe
BRICK AND WORTAR 45
REQURED

30" X 48" GATOH BASW
'4S WANUFACTURED Y “PRECAST
CONCRETE SWES Co. aF
COTTAGE. N.Y. (0R APPROVED
EFouaL)

SIDE_DRAIN INLET DETAIL
07s)

(sTRUCTURE MWD GRATE TO BE
DESIGNED FOR H-20 LOADING)

TORSOL (4" MN).
SEED & WULGH OF:
WHEN 0 PAVEUENT
SEE PAVEWENT DETAL

TRENGH WOTH VARES
Pl

SUTABLE BACKALL, FREE OF ORGANIC
WATERAL AND STONES GREATER THAN
4" COMPACT N 6" UFTS 10 5%
MAXMUN BRY DENSITY

WYSpOT 1T 30412,
OR ¥ CRUSHED STONE.

COUPAGTED SUBGRATE

ANGH
DDING (4 FOR 12° T0 24" PIPE
5" FOR 307 10 60" FIFE)

DRAINAGE LINE TRENCH DETAIL

wrs) w0
S smene s g + woe sue pan. 5. P &, oW o ches, PR couNT, nE
DRAWNG:
PAINTED NYS ACCESSIBLE PARKING DETAIL
W.T5) ] TAIL
Prage PR TG Vo | ST
BT oazszioe | DAOASL e
5

TERATIN 7 TS DO, s o 7 e or ez | B wev| p_o
ST T AN, NS 0 1 e i o
S 7 e e 3 W o iz sz swomi | 2 v

o secTion
(see pETan)

e
[
05)

PAR 3201 GEOTEXTLE
O ARRROVED 0N,

P rap

SECTION

RIP_RAP APRON DETAIL
wurs)

120" M. TOP WO
9° MEDIAN STONE SIZE (Doy= 9°)
207 THICK LAYER MNMUN

RIP_RAP _SWALE DETAIL
wrs)

RASS SWALE 70 BE LNED WITH CHANNEL UNER:
C-125 AS WANUFACTURED BY “NORTH AMERICAN GREEN"
OR APPROVED EQUAL

RA. WA TAIL
7S]

T0£ PLATE

v

acunoy
comwecTon
szgmon
B
/ \ eneonce
Eoee
oTE:
£ seomon comvecmons
70 CoNFORI TO MANUE.

VARIOUS PPE SiZES a

e o

1. STONE SZE - USE 37 STONE

2 LENGTH — AS REQURED, BUT NOT LESS THAN 50 FEET (EXCEPT ON 4
SNGLE RESIDENGE LOT WHERE 4 0 FDDT MNAM LENGT WOULD APPLY.)

5 THIGKNESS ~ NOT LESS THAN SIX (8) INGHES.

4 WDTH — 12 FODT MMM, BUT NOT LESS THAN THE UL WOTH
AT FONTS WHERE INGRESS R EGRESS OGOUR.

5 FILTER QLOTH — WLL BE PLACED OVER THE ENTIRE AREA PRIOR. T0 PLAGING
OF STONE! FILTER CLOTH WL NOT B2 REQUIRED ON' A SNGLE FAWLY
RESUENGE LoT

6. SURFAGE WATER — ALL SURFACE WATER, FLOWNG OR DIVERTED TOWARD
CONSTRUCTION ENTRANGES SHALL 52 PIPED_ ACROSS. THE ENTRANCE, IF PIPING.
15 MPRACTICALL™A MOUNTABLE SERM WITH 51 SLOPES WLL BE PERWITIED.

7. MANTENANCE — THE ENTRANCE SHALL BE WANTANED I A CONDITON WHIGH
WL PREVENT TRACKING OR FLOWNG. OF SEOMENT ONTO FUBLIC RIGHT OF WaY
THS Y REQUIRE PERIONC TOP DRESSING TH ATDITONAL STONE 45,

CONDITONS DEAND AND REPAIR AND)DF CLEANOUT OF ANY MEASURES USED 70

TAP SEDMENT ALL SEDIENT SPILLED, DRGSPED WASHED OR' TRACKED ONTD

PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY MUST S REMOVED MMEDIATELY.

WASHING — WHEELS SHALL 8E CLEANED TO REWOVE SEDIENT PRIOR TO

ENTRANGE ONTO PUELIC RICAT OF WAY. WA WASHING 15 REQLIRED, IT SHALL

AN AREA STAGLIZED WITH STONE AND. WAICH DRAING WTO AN
AFERDVED SEDMENT TRAPPNG DEVCE.

9. FERIODIC INSPECTION AND NEEDED WANTENANCE SHALL B FROVDED AFTER

EacH FAN.

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION
ENTRANCE DETAIL

mrs)

BCavATED DEPTH
MN 1" T0 A MAX 2
‘Below 107 OF AT

1. CLEAR THE AREA OF ALL DEBRIS THAT WL HINDER EXCAVATION

2. GRADE APEROAGH TO THE INLET UNIFORLY ARGUND THE BASN

3. WEEP HOLES SHALL BE PROTECTED BY GRAVEL

4. UPON STASLIZATION OF CONTRBUTING DRANAGE AREA, SEAL WEER
HOLES, FILL EXCAVATION WIH STABLE SOLL_TO FINAL GRADE, COMPACT
T PROPERLY, AND STABLIZE WITH PERMANENT SEEDING

5 MAXMUN DRANAGE AREA = 1

EXCAVATED DROP INLET PROTECTION DETAIL
7s)

&m
ok panr
(e &—&u[ pan

4 v
R

o

OF SWAE FuLL
Worr)

SECTION 4

NoTES:

I STONE SHALL BE PLACED ON A FLTER FABRIC FOUNDATION.

Z % CHECK DANS SO THAT THE ELEVATIONS OF THE CREST 0F
COMNSTREAN AW IS AT THE SAME ELEVATION OF THE Tt  GPSTREAM DA

E A MINIMUM, GF 15 FEET BEYOND. THE DITOH BANKS 10 PREVENT
CUTING AROUND e DA,

4 PROTECT THE CHANNEL DOWNSTREAW OF THE LOWEST CHECK DAM FROM SCOUR AND
EROSION WTH STONE LINER A3 APFROPRIATE.

5 ENSURE THAT CHANNEL APPURTENANCES SUGH AS CULVERT ENTRANCES BELOW

CHECK DAMS ARE NOT SURJECT 10 DAMAGE OF ELOCKAGE FROM DISPLACED. STONE.

STONE CHECK DAM DETAIL
wrs)

755 g

TEMAORARY SOL STOCKAILE.

& &
PROPOSED SILT FENCE.
(SEE DETAL)
F— 5
NorES:

1. AREA CHOSEN FOR STOCKPILE LOCATION SHALL BE ORY AND STABLE.

2 MAXMUM SLOPE OF STOCKPLE SHALL BE 2:1

3 UPON COPLETION OF SOIL STOOKPILING, EACH PILE SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY
SEEDED WITH K31 PERENIAL TALL FESLUE.

4. ALL STOGKPLES SHALL BE PROTECTED WITH SLT FENONG INSTALLED ON THE.
DOWNGRADIENT SDE.

TEMPORARY SOIL _STOCKPI! TAIL
o~

7s)

Juercuy o FLER asove
5" b GROUND.

|5 . evesonent

PERSPECTIVE VIEW

FLTER cLom 70 5

momugo e |

THE DIRECTON OF

ow Fron
.

emBED FLTER CLoTH

SECTION
NOTES FOR FABRICATED SILT FENCE
1. FILTER CLOTH T0 B FASTENED SECURELY T0 POSTS. STEEL ETHER T 0R U TPE
FOSTS A7 10P AND WD SECTON. OR 2° HARDHOOD
/EN WO SECTIONS OF FILTER, CLOTH ADUOW. FLTER CLOTH:  ALTER X,
EACH OTHER THEY SHALL B OVERLAPRED B7 WiRAR 100X STABLINGA TI4ON,
S NGHES AND. FOLDED. OR APRROVED EQUAL
3 MANTENANCE SHALL BE PERFORMED AS NEEDED PREFABRICATED UNIT. GEOFAS,
AND.WATERIAL REWOVED WHEN “BULGES" ENVRGENCE, 0% APRROVED
0 N THE SLT FENCE. v

SILT FENCE DETAIL

(NTS)

3 Garett
Gormai, Y 10512
(s45] 225-96%0
(848) 2253717 rox
ang.com
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—MECHANICAL
N7 GA

THRUST BLOCK SOCHEDULE.

Pe[ caEE [ 221 P
7 0 I 0 A 0 T Y

2] 2]z s ] 2 [ 1]

o | 2 || 2 | 2 i | 2 [ 0s]ns

HEEEEE 15"

THRUST BLOCK DETAILS

(nrs)
ROMD ED0E
roro evee—"
125" (cr9) P OB 9
WATER SERVCE LNE
E| |~ o 107 gomzonrar
MO oo B

-

i curp srop SERUE LPE
NGRS sox

i N

Bl 47 PVC SDR-35 SEWER)

SCHEMATIC PLAN—WATER & SEWER SERVICE CONNECTION.
W.7s)

JecoKoa WAGNETC UNDERGROUND hATHG TAPE LABeL
e i R sken ceane / FOR APPROPRIATE UTLITY.  GURY 18"

FISHED GRADE.
=

SumaLE sAnIL FReE OF orcue
oNES >

gy
5% NDER AAVEMENT.

03 Gra
e vom i GTEL
FouwD STonE) 8 M.

COMPAGT IN 6 LIFTS 70 50% WA
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INS I TE

. ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, PC.

January 28, 2022

Town of Carmel Planning Board
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, New York 10541

RE: The Fairways Multi-Family Housing Lot 7
Gateway Drive
Tax Map No. 55.2-24.8-1 & 55.2-24.8-2

Dear Chairman Paeprer and Members of the Board:
Enclosed please find the following in support of

e Site Plan Set consisting of (20 sheets), dated January 28, 2022. (5 copies)
e Amended Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, dated January 28, 2022. (2 copies)

e Water Engineering Report for G&F Subdivision Lots 6 & 7, dated January 28, 2022. (2
copies)
e Wastewater Engineering Report for G&F Subdivision Lot 7, dated January 28, 2022. (2
copies)
With regards to comments received from the town consultants, we offer the following:

Memorandum from Michael G. Carnazza, Town of Carmel Code Enforcement, dated October 27,
2021:

1. The required area variances were granted by the ZBA and are noted on the enclosed plans.

2. Although ample parking is available at each unit, visitor parking areas have been added as
suggested.

Memorandum from Patrick Cleary, AICP of Cleary Consulting, dated October 27, 2021:

SEQR:

1. SEQR comments are being addressed by Tim Miller Associates. A letter and attachments are
submitted under separate cover.

Zoning Compliance:

2. As noted above required area variances were granted by the ZBA and are noted on the
enclosed plans.

B. Plan Modifications Impacts:

3. Impacts are addressed in the SEQR response prepared by Tim Miller Associates.

3 Garrett Place, Carmel, New York 10512 (845) 225-9690 Fax (845) 225-9717
www.insite-eng.com

Z:\E\05140100 Fairways SH\Correspondence\Admin\2022\012822cpb.docx



Town of Carmel Planning Board Page 2 of 2
RE: Gateway Summit Multi-Family Housing Lot 6, Gateway Drive January 28, 2022

Memorandum from Richard J. Franzetti, P.E., Town of Carmel Town Engineer, dated October 25,
2021:

1.  Water and wastewater flows and related design info is included in the attached plans and
report.

2. Stormwater management improvements are addressed in the attached Amended Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan.

3. The SEQR documents submitted by Tim Miller Associates demonstrates the proposed project
traffic is within thresholds established for the completed highway improvements.

We request this project be placed on the February 10t meeting for review of the enclosed

information. Should you have any questions or comments regarding the above information, please feel
free to contact me.

Very truly yours,

INSITE ENGINEERING, SURVEYING & LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, P.C.

By:

Jeffrey 37 Contelmo, PE
Senior Principal Engineer

JJC/dIm/amk

Enclosure

cc: Paul Camarda, CRI
Insite File No. 05140.100

012822cpb.doc
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ENGINEERING, SURVEYING &
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, FPC.

WASTEWATER ENGINEERING REPORT
For
G and F Subdivision Lot 7
Town of Carmel, New York

Revised for Re-Approval January 28, 2022

Prepared By
Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
3 Garrett Place
Carmel, New York 10512

wwer05140.doc



Wastewater Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision — Lot 7
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Wastewater Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision — Lot 7

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The G and F Subdivision is an overall development plan totaling approximately 183 acres in the
Town of Carmel. The site is located along the northern side of US Route 6 with frontage stretching from
the intersection with Old Brewster Road east to the Southeast Town line. This report has been prepared
to address the wastewater service for Lot 7 (also known as “The Fairways”), which is proposed to be
developed as a multifamily community with 150 units and a clubhouse. The existing parcel for Lot 7 is tax
map numbers 55.-2-24 8-2.

Domestic water for The Fairways will be supplied by Town of Carmel Water District #2 (CWD#2).
Wastewater from the lot will be received by Town of Carmel Sewer District #2 (CSD#2).

2.0 PROJECT DESIGN FLOWS

The maximum daily design flows for Lot 7 are based on the hydraulic loading rates listed in the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC) publication Design Standards for
Wastewater Treatment Works — 2014 (DSWTF). The following table lists the proposed uses, associated
hydraulic loading rates, and the design flow rates (gallons per day or gpd) for Lot 7. Note that while no
additional flow is expected for the clubhouse because it is proposed to serve residents and their guests,
400 gpd has been included for potential visitors.

Maximum Daily Design Flow
e Maximiim Dally |

o .ch.'irau'lzi.c sl e
~ Proposed Use e 4 Design Flow
e s | LoadingRate | = .o
The Fairway | |
150 3-BR Multi Family Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 49 500
Clubhouse (visitors) 400 gpd 400
Maximum Daily Design Flow Total 49,900

The average daily flow for the project is expected to be significantly less than the maximum daily
design flow. The maximum daily design flows represent conservative flows to ensure that the proposed
sewer and water works are designed with an ample factor of safety.

The anticipated actual flows are based on anticipated occupancy rates and measured data for
water use. Based on the project environmental review, the expected number of residents anticipated for
the project is 435 persons in The Fairways. Data from the American Water Works Association (AWWA)
shows that the average in home water use is 69 gpd per person. This number is reduced to 45 gpd per
person when water saving fixtures are used, which is the case for this project. Based on a projected
population of 435, the average daily flow is anticipated to be 19,575 gpd. The design flow of the WWTP is
based on a 30-day average flow. Therefore, for the district WWTP, the average flow of 19,575 gpd should
be referenced when assessing the district’s available flow capacity.

Average Daily Design Flow

e a Hydraulic | Average Daily Design Flow
| memeease L ieddingRate | fgpd)
435 Residents 45 gpd/resident 19,575

The maximum daily design flow will be used to calculate the peak hourly flow. The peak
hourly flow for wastewater is calculated using a peaking factor that is based on the population of the
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subject project. The publication Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities - 2014
(RSWF) was used to determine a peaking factor of four. The pump station will also receive a max
day flow of 11,550 gpd from Lot 6. The max day flow reaching the sewer pump station is 61,450
gpd from Lot 6 and Lot 7.

Peak Hourly Flow
61,450 gpd + (24 hr/day) + (60 min/hr) = 42.7 gallons per minute (gpm)
Peak Hourly Flow =42.7 gpm x 4 = 170.8 gpm

3.0 PROPOSED CONNECTIONS TO CARMEL SEWER DISTRICT #2

An evaluation of the existing CSD#2 collection system and treatment plant capacity was performed
as part of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Gateway Summit project. This
evaluation may be found in the wastewater engineering report prepared for the FEIS, The study
concluded that there is sufficient capacity in the collection system and the WWTP to serve the proposed
G and F Subdivision (of which Lot 7 is a part) as well as other major proposed projects currently under
review in the district.

The 49,900 gpd maximum daily design flow for Lot 6 is part of the previously approved flow for the
G & F Subdivision. The approved allocation for Lots 2 through 7 of the G & F Subdivision is 113,630 gpd
per a July 11, 2018 memo from Richard Franzetti, P.E. Town Engineer.

4.0 PROPOSED SYSTEM COMPONENTS

Flow from the units on Lot 7 (and a portion of lot 6) will be conveyed and collected by gravity sewer
mains and conveyed to a pump station located to the east of units 78 to 82. Sewer service connections
from the units to the mains will be 4” diameter PVC SDR 35. The collection system will be composed of
approximately 4,500 feet of 8" PVC SDR 35 sewer main and 22 pre-cast concrete manholes. The
proposed pump station will lift the flow to the existing 8” sewer main in Kelly Ridge Road via an
approximately 2,300 foot long 4” diameter PVC sewer force main. The force main will be routed along the
proposed emergency access road from the end of Lot 7 to Kelly Ridge Road. Sizing of the proposed
pump station is provided below.

Pump Station Sizing

Flow in Forcemain: 180 gpm or 0.40 ft3/s
Force Main Sizing: 4" main = 0.0872 ft? area

(0.40 ft3/s) + (0.0872 ft?) = 4.6 ft/s > 2.0 ft/s OK
Pump Sizing: Pumping Rate > Peak Hourly Flow = 180 gpm

Elevation Head = 119 ft

Pipe Friction Loss = (10.44)*(2,760 ft)*(180 gpm)'-85 = 71 ft
(120185)%(4 in)427

(Length of forcemain includes 20% equivalent length for valves and fittings)

Total Dynamic Head = 119 ft + 71 ft = 190 ft

The proposed pumps are two ITT FLYGT pumps model NP3171. As shown above each
pump is capable of handling the peak hourly flow individually. For pump curves see Appendix A.
The pumps will operate in an alternating lead/lag configuration. The proposed control system is
specified below. The control system will include a level control probe. Two float sensors will serve

1 Published by the Great Lakes — Upper Mississippi River Board of State and Provincial Public Health and Environmental Managers
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as redundant alarm sensors. The elevations are based on the design average flow and a filling time
of less than 30 minutes as required by Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities.

Level Control Probe Level Float Sensors

Elevation Elevation
High High Alarm e 582.0
High Level Alarm 581.8 B—
Start Lag Pump 6813 0 csssuss
Start Lead Pump 5808 0 e
Stop Lag Pump £80.0° 000000 e
Stop Lead Pump B781 s
Low Low Alarm s 578.5
Base area of wet well (6.0 ft inside diameter) 28.3 ft?

Dose volume for 17 foot draw down (28.3 ft2* 1.7 ft *7.48 gallons/ft®) 360 gallons
Cycle time at Average Daily Flow

Time to fill dose volume (360 gallons/ 15.9 gpm) = 22.6 min

Rate of sewage leaving pump station (180 gpm —15.9 gpm) = 164.1 gpm

Pump run time (360 gallons/164.1 gpm) = 2.2 min

Pump cycle time (Fill time + Pump run time) = 22.6 min OK
Cycle time at Peak Hourly Flow

Time to fill dose volume (360 gallons/ 171 gpm) = 2.1 min

Rate of sewage leaving pump station (180 gpm —171 gpm) = 9.0 gpm

Pump run time (360 gallons/9 gpm) = 40.4 min

Pump cycle time (Fill time + Pump run time) = 42.5 min OK

The pump station will also include a valve pit. The valve pit will contain check valves to prevent
back flow from the forcemain into the pump station and isolation valves so one pump can be taken
out of service while the second continues to operate. The pump station will also include a backup
generator. The backup generator is sized to allow continuous operation of the station in case a
power interruption. The generator will have an automatic transfer switch. Backup generator sizing
calculations will be provided in a future submission.
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APPENDIX A
Pump Curves
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Table 16: 460V, 60 Hz, 3-phase
Rated power, | Rated power, | Curve/ Revolutions |Rated Starting Power factor, |Installation
kw hp Impeller No |perminute, |current,A  |current,A  |cos@
rpm
2 35 P 3526 39 273 92 PShL
oo 35 245 3520 39 243 092 N
.—% 26 35 277 3520 39 273 0.92 PiS T2
= 26 35 278 3520 39 273 §:92 P57

3.3 Motor rating and performance curves 3171.660/.670

These are examples of motor rating and curves. For more information, please contact
your local sales and service representative.

Star-delta starting current is 1/3 of Direct on-line starting current.

20 Flygt 3171 Technical Specification
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Water Engineering Report for G and F Subdivision - Lot 6 and Lot 7

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The G and F Subdivision is an overall development plan totaling approximately 183 acres in the
Town of Carmel. The site is located along the northern side of US Route 6 with frontage stretching from
the intersection with Old Brewster Road east to the Southeast Town line. This report is prepared for the
water supply for Lot 6 and Lot 7 of the G&F Subdivision. The tax map numbers for Lot 6 and Lot 7 are 55.-
2-24.6-1, 55.2-24.7-2, and 55.2-24.8-2.

Lot 6 is proposed to be developed with 115 units of senior housing and 35 units of multifamily
housing and Lot 7 with 150 units of multifamily housing and a shared clubhouse. Water for the two parcels
will be provided by a connection to the Carmel Water District #2. Lot 7 will use existing system pressure
and Lot 6 will include a pump station to provide a high-pressure system.

2.0 DESIGN FLOW

The maximum daily design flows for Lots 6 and 7 are based on the hydraulic loading rates listed in
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC) publication Design Standards
for Wastewater Treatment Works — 2014 (DSWTF). The following table lists the proposed uses,
associated hydraulic loading rates, and the design flow rates (gallons per day or gpd) for Lots 6 and 7.
Note that while no additional flow is expected for the clubhouse because it is proposed to serve residents
and their guests, 400 gpd has been included for potential visitors.

. Maximum Daily
Hydraulic :
Proposed Use + Design Flow
Loading Rate (gpd)
Gateway Summit
115 2-BR Senior Housing Units 2 x 110 gpd/BR 25,300
35 3-BR Multifamily Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 11,550
Clubhouse (Visitors) 400 gpd 400
The Fairway
150 3-BR Senior Housing Units 3 x 110 gpd/BR 49,500
Clubhouse (visitors) 400 gpd 400
Maximum Daily Design Flow Total 87,150

The average daily flow for the project is expected to be significantly less than the maximum daily
design flow. The maximum daily design flows represent conservative flows to ensure that the proposed
sewer and water works are designed with an ample factor of safety.

The anticipated actual flows are based on anticipated occupancy rates and measured data for water
use. The expected number of residents anticipated for the project is 323 persons in Gateway Summit and
435 persons in The Fairways for a total of 758 persons. Data from the American Water Works Association
(AWWA) shows that the average in home water use is 69 gpd per person. This number is reduced to 45
gpd per person when water saving fixtures are used, which is the case for this project. Based on a
projected population of 758, the average daily flow is anticipated to be 34,110 gpd. Therefore, the average
flow of 34,110 gpd should be referenced when assessing the district’s available flow capacity.

The 87,150 gpd maximum daily design flow for Lots 6 and 7 is part of the previously approved flow
for the G & F Subdivision. The approved allocation for Lots 2 through 7 of the G & F Subdivision is 113,630
gpd per a July 11, 2018 memo from Richard Franzetti, P.E. Town Engineer.
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3.0

4.0

PROPOSED STANDARD PRESSURE IMPROVEMENTS

3.1 Design Flow

CWD #2 currently includes three storage tanks, located at approximately the same elevation
and are spread throughout the system. In order to determine the proposed distribution system
improvements, the following assumptions were made: each tank provides % of the flow, all flow
comes from storage and none from the treatment plant, a 1.5 factor of safety is applied to the flow.
The following calculations are the basis of the design of the proposed distribution system
improvements as described in Section 3.3 and modeled in Appendix A.

*Estimated existing peak flow from existing tank = 600 gpm (1.5 factor of safety x 400 gpm)
*Proposed booster pump station design flow (Lot 6) = 71 gpm (see Section 3.1)

*Proposed G and F Subdivision (Lots 1 to 5) design flow = 51 gpm

*Proposed G and F Subdivision (Lot 6 and Lot 7) design flow = 172 gpm

*These flows are utilized in the EPANET 2.0 model in Appendix A.
3.2 Storage Tank

CWD #2 has recently completed a design for replacement of the 300,000-gallon Everett Road
Tank with a 500,00-gallon tank. This project is scheduled for bidding and construction in 2022. This
improvement is intended to address current and future storage demands for the district. The
Gateway Summit project continues to propose a 139,000-water storage tank to supplement the
existing 300,000-gallon tank, if the district's plan for the new 500,000 gallon is delayed or aborted.
Should the district complete the new 500,000-gallon tank as envisioned the 139,000-gallon tank will
not be necessary and will be eliminated from the Gateway Summit project improvements.

If the 139,000-gallon tank is installed the proposed tank will operate in the same manner as
the existing adjacent 300,000-gallon storage tank. It will have a single connection to the proposed
main and its level will be controlled with an altitude valve. The settings for the operation of the valve
will be the same as the existing adjacent tank.

3.3 Distribution System

The proposed standard pressure system distribution system improvements include
approximately 5,700 Lf. of 8" diameter PVC watermain in proposed Lots 6 and 7 of the G and F
Subdivision. Please note that the proposed watermain through Lot 6 is proposed to loop the
standard pressure system through Lot 7 and that no services are proposed for the senior housing
units from the Lot 6 portion of the main. The Lot 6 senior housing units will be supplied with water
from the proposed high system (see Section 4.0).

The computer program EPANET 2.0 (see Appendix A) was used to model the proposed
distribution system improvements. The EPANET 2.0 program was also used to assess the
proposed domestic flow pressures in proposed Lot 7 as well as fire flow conditions. As seen in
Appendix A the pressure in the proposed main in Lot 7 (for domestic flows) will be 35 psi or greater.
During a fire flow of 600 gpm (based on proposed fire protection system requirements for Lots 6 and
7) the pressure in the proposed standard pressure distribution system will be maintained at 20 psi or
greater.

PROPOSED HIGH SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Kelly Ridge Pressure

CWD #2 recently completed a significant distribution system cleaning and pipe lining contract. This
contract included the mains servicing the Kelley Ridge area and beyond. These improvements will
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improve the pressure and flow characteristics in the system. The G&F project proposes multiple
connections to the CWD #2 distribution system at Old Route 6, Kelley Ridge Road and Everett Road
providing multiple looping of the water mains. This network arrangement will also provide for
redundant and improved flow and pressure conditions.

The proposed high system improvements include a new booster pump station and approximately
5,000 L.f. of 8" and 8” diameter PVC watermain. The proposed booster pump station will provide water to
the senior housing portion of proposed Lot 6.

4.1 Design Flow
Though the actual flows are anticipated to be lower, the maximum daily design flow is used for

booster pump station and watermain sizing. The proposed booster pump station will supply water to
the 115 senior housing units on lot 6.

Hvdraulic Maximum Daily
Loa):Iing Rate Design Flow
(gpd)
Lot 6 115 2-BR senior 2 %110
housing units gpd/bedroom 25,300
Total 25,300

As calculated above the maximum daily design flow for these units is 25,300 gpd. The Peak
hourly flow for domestic use is calculated using a peaking factor that is based on the population of
the subject project. The publication Recommend Standards for Wastewater Facilities (2014) was
used to determine a peaking factor of 4.

Peak Domestic Flow

25,300gpd + 24hr/day + 60 min/hr

17.6 gpm

]

Peak Domestic Hourly flow = 17.6 gpm x 4 70.4 (use 71)
The pump will also be sized to provide a 600 gpm fire flow.

The booster pump station total design flow is as follows:

Domestic peak flow =  T71gpm
Fire protection flow = 600 gpm
Total design flow = 671gpm

42 Booster Pump Station

The booster pump station is designed to provide water to the senior housing units of Lot 6.
The station is also designed to provide the required fire flow for Lot 6. Variable frequency drives will
be utilized to maintain a constant discharge pressure from the pump station. An emergency generator
is proposed to provide back up power. The design parameters for the system are provided below.

Static Head Loss

Elevation of Pump House = 730 ft
Pressure Head to be maintained at pumphouse 40 psi (40 psi * 2.31 ft/psi) = 92 ft
Elevation of Highest House = 726 ft
Static Head at highest house = 96 ft (42 psi)
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660 ft
162 ft (70 psi)

Elevation of Lowest house
Static Head at Lowest house

Friction Head Loss

Head loss ft/100ft in

8" PVC DR 14 at Peak Hourly Flow (71 gpm) = 0.024 ft/100 ft
6" PVC DR 14 at Peak Hourly Flow (36 gpm (two directions)) = 0.025 /100 ft
8" PVC DR 14 at Fire Flow (671 gpm) = 0.900 ft/100 ft
6" PVC DR 14 at Fire Flow (336 gpm (two directions)) = 0.644ft/100 ft
Length of 8" main to tee (Includes 20% for fittings) = 300 ft

Max Length of 6” main to center of loop (Includes 20% for fittings) = 1600 ft

Max headloss Peak Hourly Flow (0.024*300/100+0.098*1600/100) = 2 ft/1psi
Max headloss Fire Flow (10.900*300/100+0.934*1600/100) = 18 ft/8psi

The control system will be designed to maintain 40 psi at the pump station. With a Domestic
Pressure loss of 1 psi the lowest system pressure under domestic slow will be 39 psi. With a loss of 8
psi under fire flows the minimum pressure would be 32 psi for fire flows. As shown above this allows
the system to meet RSWW minimum pressure at service connection of 35 psi and the RSWW and
AWWA M31 fire flow pressure requirement of 20 psi.

The original pump station was sized to provide 210 gpm domestic and 810 gpm total flow. As
the flows have been reduced to 71 gpm domestic and 761 gpm total flow (reduced unit flow rates for
modern plumbing fixtures and 35 units will be connected to the standard pressure system) the original
pumps discussed below are now oversized for the system. The pump selections will be revisited in the
future submissions.

The system will consist of four pumps. Two Grundfos CR20 pumps running in parallel will
handle the domestic flow. These pumps will maintain 40 psi at the booster pump station and supply
the peak domestic demand of 210 gpm. Two Berkeley 4 x 5 x 13 BH (B4JPBH) will provide the
required fire flow. These pumps are each capable of providing the 810-gpm total design flow. With
the redundant pump, all service will be maintained even with the best pump out of service. A small
hydro-pneumatic tank is also included in the system to maintain proper pump cycling. See Appendix B
for pump and system curves.

4.3 Distribution System

The proposed high system distribution system improvements include approximately 5,000 |.f. 6”
and 8" diameter PVC watermain. Six fire hydrants are proposed for the high system. Two hydrants
connected to the standard pressure system are proposed to supplement the booster pump system.
These hydrants will be a different color to distinguish between the systems.
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APPENDIX A
EPANET 2.0 Model
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APPENDIX B

Pump and System Curves
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@ Berkeley Eiectronic Catalog
Pump Performance Datasheet

Customer 3 Quote number 4

Customer reference : Pump size -4 x5x13 BH (B4JPBH)
Hern number Stages G |

Service : Based on curve number 8013

: 11 Jun

Quantity of pumps : - — Date last saved
' R sxating Conditions .~ L 7 The U0 -

Liquid type

2007

Flow, rated : B05.0 USgpl 1 --Water

Head, rated (requested) 112001 Additional liquid description :

Head, rated (actual) . A 11231 Solids diameter, max :0.00in

Suction pressure, rated / max :0.00/0.00 psi.g Temperature, max : 68.00 deg F
NPSH available, rated : Ample Fluid density, rated / max .0.998/0.998 5G
Fregquency 160 Hz Viscosity, rated 1100 cP

ST g - .. ~Performance - MRS T ;
11,750 rpm ' ; 0t - Material

ump speed, rated oy E:
Irmpelier diameler, rated :11.250n Material requested . Not specified
Impelier diameter, maximum :13.50in Material selected __: Nat specified
Irpeller diameter, minimum 1 10.06 in - : :: PressureData” - 1 -
Efficiency ) 17935 % Maximum working pressure : 60.36 psi.g
NPSH required / margin required :7.7410.00 ft Maximum aflowable working pressure  : 165.0 psi.g
Specific speed / Suction specific speed + 1,087 /10,646 US units |Maximum allowable suction pressure  : N/A
MCSF 1289.4 USgpm Hydrostatic test pressure : NIA
Head, maximum, rated diameter 1139.5 1t o ... Driver & PowerData- " -
Head rise to shutoff :21.96 % Driver sizing specification : Rated power
Flow, best eff. point (BEP) ) :718.3 USgpm Margin over specification 1 0.00%
Flow ratio (rated / BEP) 1112.08 % Service faclor : 1.00 (used)
Diameter ratio (rated / max) 183.33% Power, hydraulic 22273 hp
Head ratio (rated dia / max dia) 162.34 % Power, rated :28.64 hp
Viscous coefficients (CQ / CH / CE) :1.00/1.00/1.00 Pawer, maximum, rated diameter :31.74 hp
Selection status : Acceptable ) Minimum recommended motor rating 1 30,00 hp / 22.37 kW
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