
 TOWN OF CARMEL 
TOWN HALL 

60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 

Tel. (845) 628-1500  •  Fax (845) 628-6836 
www.carmelny.org  

 

TOWN BOARD WORK SESSION 
Wednesday, October 10, 2018 7:00pm 

 

Pledge of Allegiance – Moment of Silence 
6:00pm Executive Session: 
1. Board Vacancy Interview
2. Councilman Michael Barile – Mahopac Tompkins Bank Property Update-Contractual
3. Budget F/Y 2019 - Personnel

Town Board Work Session:

• Review of Town Board Minutes, September 19, 2018

1. Mary Ann Maxwell, Town Comptroller, Anne Pasquerello, Supervisor’s Office - Consider Request to
Authorize Advertise for Bids for the Purchase and Installation of Back Up Servers - Town of Carmel IT
Department

2. Mary Ann Maxwell, Town Comptroller & Sgt. Laura Smith, Carmel P.D. – Consider Request to Accept
Proposal for the Purchase and Installation of Alarm Billing Software

3. Mary Ann Maxwell, Town Comptroller – Consider Request to Accept Proposal for LOSAP (Length of
Service Award Program) Services for Carmel Fire Protection District #s 1 and 2

4. Mary Ann Maxwell Town Comptroller – Consider Request to Attend NYSLRS (New York State Local
Retirement System) Seminar (October 26, 2018) Pomona, NY (no Charge to Town) Barbara Alosco,
Payroll Clerk

5. Richard Franzetti, PE, Town Engineer – Consider Request to Accept Proposal for Architectural Design
Consulting Services – Town of Carmel Planning Board

6. Richard Franzetti, PE, Town Engineer – Consider Request for Evaluation of Easement B – Waring
Drive TM# 44.14 1-90

7. Richard Franzetti, PE, Town Engineer – Consider Request to Authorize Payment for Operation and
Maintenance Services - East of Hudson Watershed Corporation

8. Richard Franzetti, PE, Town Engineer – Consider Request to Authorize Payment for Repairs and
Services CWD#s 10 and 12

9. Richard Franzetti, PE, Town Engineer – Consider Authorizing Request for Proposals - Lake Casse and
Upper Teakettle and Teakettle Lake Dams

• Public Comment (Three (3) Minutes on Agenda Items Only)
• Town Board Member Comments

Open Forum:
• Public Comments on New Town Related Business (Three (3) Minutes Maximum

Speaker for Town Residents, Property Owners & Business Owners Only)
• Town Board Member Comments
• Adjournment

Executive Session: 
1. Mary Ann Maxwell, Town Comptroller - Budget F/Y 2019 – Personnel
2. Budget F/Y 2019 - Personnel

KENNETH SCHMITT 
Town Supervisor 

SUZANNE MC DONOUGH 
Town Councilwoman 
Deputy Supervisor 

MICHAEL A. BARILE 
Town Councilman 
JOHN D. LUPINACCI 
Town Councilman 
JONATHAN SCHNEIDER 
Town Councilman 

ANN SPOFFORD 
Town Clerk 

KATHLEEN KRAUS 
Receiver of Taxes 

MICHAEL SIMONE 
Superintendent of Highways 

Tel. (845) 628-7474 
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Town of Carmel 2018 IT System Upgrades 10/2/2018 Revision 6 Page #1

Support, Email and Anti-Virus Subscriptions And Renewals 
Sullivan Data Spam Firewall Service 

1 Sullivan Data Email Filtering Service
Sullivan Data Spam Firewall Email Filtering Service - Renewed each year in September. Cost will remain the same at the 2017 renewal for the 6th 
year and increase $100 per year at the September 2018 renewal. $1,450.00 $1,450.00 $1,450.00

Anti-Virus Subscription Renewal - Current 2 Year Subscription Expires / Renews November 2018 - Please Choose 1 of 3 Options Provided Below 
95 Trend Micro CMRA0044 Trend Micro Worry Free Business Advanced - 1 Year Renewal $18.06 $1,715.89
95 Trend Micro CMRI0013 Trend Micro Worry Free Business Advanced - 2 Year Renewal $32.69 $3,105.74
95 Trend Micro CMRJ0002 Trend Micro Worry Free Business Advanced - 3 Year Renewal $49.19 $4,673.24 Choose 1 

Infrastructure Upgrades - Replace TH2 & PD1 Servers  - Server Purchase Is Approved For Project Registration Discount (#REGE-0009248127) And Dell Competitive Edge Discount (Expires 10/31/18)  In 2018 Budget
TH2 Server - Current TH2 Is KVS (Oracle) & Vision Appraisal Server (MSSQL & IIS). The New TH2 Will Stay As KVS & Vision Server - Need To Review Config With Steve (KVS + Vision + Terminal Services + IIS) is current Vision IIS on TH4?                                  

1 HP Enterprise 875762-S01 DL380 G10 1 Xeon 5120 2.20 / 20MB 14Core 32GB DD4 SDRAM SAS Array P408i /2GB 2X500 Power Supply $3,317.07 $3,317.07
1 HP Enterprise 826856-B21 HPE DL380 Gen10 Intel® Xeon-Gold 5120 (2.2GHz/14-core/105W) Processor Kit $1,413.26 $1,413.26
4 HP Enterprise 835955-B21 HPE 16GB (1x16GB) Dual Rank x4 DDR4-2666 CAS-19-19-19 Registered Memory Kit $306.18 $1,224.72 2 Added 
1 HP Enterprise 826690-B21 HPE DL38X Gen10 Premium 6 SFF SAS/SATA + 2 NVMe or 8 SFF SAS/SATA Bay Kit $205.49 $205.49 Added 
1 HP Enterprise 870549-B21 HPE DL38X Gen10 12Gb SAS Expander Card Kit with Cables (Recommended) $400.11 $400.11 Added 
2 HP Enterprise 872477-B21 HPE 600GB SAS 12G Enterprise 10K SFF (2.5in) SC 3yr Wty Digitally Signed Firmware HDD - Raid 1 System Array $175.77 $351.54
9 HP Enterprise 872479-B21 HPE 1200GB SAS 12G Enterprise 10K SFF (2.5in) SC 3yr Wty Digitally Signed Firmware HDD (4.8TB Usable Space) $277.64 $2,498.72 3 Added
1 HP Enterprise 733664-B21 HPE 2U Cable Management Arm for Non Ball Bearing Rails - Confirm G10 Compatible $37.21 $37.21
2 Cables To Go 3134 10' Rack Length Power Cords $4.63 $9.27
1 HP Enterprise U7AH5E 3 To 5 Year NBD Warranty Upgrade  *SDM Will Maintain A Spare Of This Model Server With Drives & Power Supply $1,985.19 $1,985.19 $11,442.57 $11,451.41

PD1 Server - Domain Controller - Impact Application & Database Server - File & Print Server For All Police Users                                   
1 HP Enterprise 875762-S01 DL380 G10 1 Xeon 5120 2.20 / 20MB 14Core 32GB DD4 SDRAM SAS Array P408i /2GB 2X500 Power Supply $3,317.07 $3,317.07
1 HP Enterprise 826856-B21 HPE DL380 Gen10 Intel® Xeon-Gold 5120 (2.2GHz/14-core/105W) Processor Kit $1,413.26 $1,413.26
2 HP Enterprise 835955-B21 HPE 16GB (1x16GB) Dual Rank x4 DDR4-2666 CAS-19-19-19 Registered Memory Kit $306.18 $612.36
2 HP Enterprise 872477-B21 HPE 600GB SAS 12G Enterprise 10K SFF (2.5in) SC 3yr Wty Digitally Signed Firmware HDD - Raid 1 System Array $182.25 $364.50
6 HP Enterprise 872479-B21 HPE 1200GB SAS 12G Enterprise 10K SFF (2.5in) SC 3yr Wty Digitally Signed Firmware HDD (4.8TB Usable Space) $277.64 $1,665.81
1 HP Enterprise 733664-B21 HPE 2U Cable Management Arm for Non Ball Bearing Rails - Confirm G10 Compatible $37.21 $37.21
2 Cables To Go 3134 10' Rack Length Power Cords $4.63 $9.27
1 HP Enterprise U7AH5E 3 To 5 Year NBD Warranty Upgrade  *SDM Will Maintain A Spare Of This Model Server With Drives & Power Supply $1,985.19 $1,985.19 $9,404.66 $11,451.41

PD1 PD2 PD3 Backup                                    
1 Hewlett Packard 716191-B21 HP SAS Min-Min 1x-2M (8088) Cable Assembly Kit For Gen9 / Gen10 Server  $73.84 $73.84
1 Hewlett Packard 804398-B21 HPE Smart Array E208e-p SR Gen10 (8 External Lanes/No Cache) 12G SAS PCIe Plug-in Controller $199.77 $199.77
1 Hewlett Packard BB873SB Internal Ultrium 15000 6TB Native Capacity SAS Tape Drive Each With 1 Tape - Controller Above $2,674.60 $2,674.60

21 Hewlett Packard C7977A Tapes For Ultrium 15000 6TB Drive 10 Weekly & 12 Monthly - 1 Provided With Tape System $74.73 $1,569.23
2 Hewlett Packard C7978A Cleaning Tape For Ultrium Drive $62.52 $125.04 $4,642.48 $5,471.41

Server Software - Microsoft And Veritas Government Licensing

42 Microsoft 9EM00254

Windows Server 2016 Standard Gov Core License. Each License Supports 2 Cores 16 Core Minimum Purchase. TH2 is 14 cores per processor x 2 
processors and will run 3 virtual servers which requires 28 2 core licenses. PD1 is 14 Core Per Processor x 2 Processors and requires 14 2 core 
licenses. Note: Must Install 2012R2 For Vision Application VM $81.49 $3,422.41 14 Added

50 Microsoft R18-05166 Windows Server 2016 Device CAL Government License  100 Total, 50 CALS Being Purchased Fall 2017 $21.61 $1,080.54
15 Microsoft 6VC-03267 Windows Server 2016 Remote Desktop Services CAL Government License - Confirm Number Of KVS Users $74.90 $1,123.52 Added For KVS

1 Microsoft Microsoft SQL Server 2017 Standard Government License  For TH2 Vision. PD1 SQL Server Purchased 7/28/16 License #67235919 $663.07 $663.07
5 Microsoft Microsoft SQL Server 2017 Device CAL Government License  For TH2 Vision. PD1 SQL 2016 CALs Purchased 7/28/16 License #67235919 $154.23 $771.17
1 Veritas 13670-M0010 Backup Exec Server Government Full Version  - PD1 / Backup Server $602.07 $602.07
1 Veritas 10931-M0010 Backup Exec Server Government Agent For VMWare / Hyper V  Used For Backing Up TH2A, TH2B TH2C PD2 PD3 $994.50 $994.50 Added 
0 Veritas 13131-M0010 Backup Exec Remote Agent Full Version - This Will Be Used For Backing Up TH2, PD2, PD3    $358.75 $0.00 $8,657.27 $6,368.60

UPS Battery Replacement
1 American Power APCRBC133 Replacement Battery Packs In 1 SMT1500RM2U Server UPS Unit  $206.94 $206.94

0.4 Sullivan Data Server and Networking Services Installation Of Replacement Batteries In 1 Server UPS Units. $150.00 $60.00 $266.94

SDM Services To Replace 2 Servers
1 Sullivan Data Network Services Services To Replace Server, Reinstalling And Reconfiguring Applications   $9,000.00 $9,000.00

Accela Services To Move KVS Applications

1 Accela Server Migration
Server Migration Services - Estimate Based On Previous Installations - Quoted @ $195.00 per hour. Previous projects have taken 4-8 hours. Going 
To Estimate 4 $1,560.00 $1,560.00 Added

Impact Services To Move Impact Applications
1 Impact Server Migration Server Migration Services  - Estimate Based On Previous Installations - Awaiting Written Quotation $700.00 $700.00 Added

Vision Appraisal Services To Move Vision Applications
1 Vision Server Migration Server Migration Services - Written Quotation Received $4,800.00 Added

TH2 & PD1 Server Replacement $50,473.92 $44,009.77
$6,464.15



From: Cazzari, Mike
To: Pasquerello,Anne
Cc: Maxwell,Mary Ann; Smith,Laura
Subject: A1 Computer Services - Alarm Billing.pdf
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 3:15:27 PM
Attachments: A1 Computer Services - Alarm Billing.pdf

Anne,
 
Attached is the information from A1 Business Solutions on our false alarm billing. As we had
discussed in the IT meeting with Sullivan Date the software system that Eileen Brennan is utilizing is
antiquated and inefficient.  The police department records management software would integrate
with the A1 Business solutions software and generate the false alarm bills at the PD. The funds
would still be collected upstairs it just makes the most sense to have the police coordinate the
billing.
 
Laura Smith and Maryann Maxwell can offer the Town Board further insight into this proposal.
 
Thanks,
 
Mike
 
 
 
Chief Michael Cazzari
Town of Carmel Police Department
60 McAlpin Ave
Mahopac, NY 10541
phone (845) 628-1300 ext 107
fax (845) 628-2597
 

mailto:/O=TOWN OF CARMEL/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MSC
mailto:amp2@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:mam@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:ls@ci.carmel.ny.us
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Richard J.Franzetti, P.E.  (845) 628-1500 
Town Engineer  (845) 628-2087  
  Fax (845) 628-7085 

 
 

Office of the Town Engineer 
60 McAlpin Avenue 

Mahopac, New York 10541 
 

 
Tel: (845) 628-1500  Fax: (845) 628-7085  email  rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us 

G:\Engineering\Contracts and RFPs\R2015-006 - Architerural Design Consultant\2019 Proposal\09-25-18 Architetural Services  TB MEMO Update RJF.doc 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Carmel Town Board      
 
From:  Richard J. Franzetti P.E. Town Engineer  
 
Date:  September 25, 2018  
 
Re: Architectural Design Consulting Services to the Planning Board 
 Warshauer Mellusi Warshauer Architects   

 
As the Town Board is aware in 2015 the Town issued a request for proposal (RFP) entitled Architectural 
Design Consultant (RFP #R2015-006) for an Architectural Design Consultant to assist the Planning 
Board in carrying out the duties formally undertaken by the Architectural Review Board.  In January of 
2016, Warshauer Mellusi Warshauer Architects (WMW) was recommended to perform this service and 
has continues to provide this service to date.   A copy of the January 21, 2016 memorandum 
recommending WMW is attached.   
 
This Department requested that WMW provide a multi-year proposal for the continuation of this service.  
WMW has provided the attached three (3) year proposal for services in years 2019, 2020 and 2021. 
 
WMW has been performing this professional service adequately for the Town since 2016.  Please see 
the attached email from Vie Chairman Paeprer recommending the continued use of WMW.     Therefore, 
this Department recommends the Town Board consider retaining WMW for this multi-year proposal. 
 
Please note the Comptroller’s office provided a line item in the 2019 budget and funding is available for 
2019.  
 
I respectfully request that this be placed on your next Town Board work session agenda. 
 
 
 
  

mailto:rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us
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MEMORANDUM 

---------------------------------------------------------- 
To:  Supervisor Schmitt & Members of the Town Board 

From:  Patrick Cleary, AICP, CEP, PP, LEED AP, Planning Consultant 

  Richard Franzetti, P.E., BCEE, LEED AP, Town Engineer 

Date:  January 21, 2016 

Re:  Architectural Design Consultant Recommendation 

---------------------------------------------------------- 
Last month the Town issued a request for proposal (RFP) entitled Architectural Design 
Consultant (RFP #R2015-006) for an Architectural Design Consultant to assist the Planning 
Board in carrying out the duties formally undertaken by the Architectural Review Board. A 
copy of the RFP is attached.  Town staff had targeted the RFP to architects and architectural 
firms that have the technical capability to effectively support the Board, are generally 
familiar with the Town of Carmel, its architectural character, and importantly, do not 
currently practice in the Town or have any other form of conflict that would otherwise 
influence their impartial review of development applications. 
 
The RFP was sent to eight (8) architects. Six (6) of those firms did not respond to the RFP, 
one (1) architect had moved out of the region and declined to respond, and one (1) firm 
submitted a response.   
 
As noted above, all of the firms the Town reached out to were essentially “pre-qualified” so 
the lack of more responses is not necessarily problematic.   
 
The firm that responded is Warshauer Mellusi Warshauer (“WMW”), with offices in 
Elmsford. This firm has maintained an extensive practice in the region since 1956. The firm 
is well known and well respected. Vincent Franze is the architect will be assigned to this 
assignment. Mr. Franze is a licensed professional architect, who grew up in Carmel and 
graduated from Mahopac High School.    
  
The WMW RFP response is attached for your review and consideration. The Board should be 
aware that a significant application is currently before the Planning Board involving the 
complete renovation of the Lake Plaza Shopping Center, including the façades of all the 
stores. The support of the Architectural Design Consultant would be very helpful for that 
application, so retaining the consultant in a timely manner is important.  
 
An interview of Mr. Franze by Chairman Gary is being scheduled for sometime in the next 
few days. The Town Board may also wish to interview Mr. Franze and WMW as well.   
 
Upon review of the RFP response, staff recommends that the Town Board consider retaining 
WMW.  
 
 



 
Richard J. Franzetti, P.E.  (845628-1500 
Town Engineer  (845) 628-2087  
  Fax (845) 628-7085 

 
Office of the Town Engineer 

60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 

 
December 15, 2015 

NOTICE TO VENDORS 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Architectural Design Consultant 
RFP #R2015-006 

 
The Town of Carmel is currently seeking proposals for ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN CONSULTANT 
SERVICES as detailed in the enclosed Request for Proposals. 
 
Your proposal must include but may not be limited to the scope of tasks outlined.  The services 
date will commence on once approved by the Town of Carmel Town Board. 
 
For additional information contact: 
 
Name: Patrick Cleary, AICP, CEP, PP, LEED AP 

Town Planning Consultant 
Email  cleary@optonline.net 
 
Please submit your response on or before January 15, 2016 at 11:00 AM.  The Proposal must be 
addressed as follows: 
 
 Richard Franzetti, Town Engineer  
 Carmel Town Hall 
 60 McAlpin Avenue 
 Mahopac, New York 10541 
 
The proposal envelope must be marked “PROPOSAL R2015-006”. 
 
Should you have any questions, please contact me at 845-628-1500 ex. 183. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
___________________ 
Richard J Franzetti 
Town Engineer

mailto:cleary@optonline.net


REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Architectural Design Consultant 

RFP #R2015-006 

 

2 
Tel: (845) 628-1500  Fax: (845) 628-7085  email  rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us 

G:\Engineering\Contracts and RFPs\R2015-006 - Architerural Design Consultant\12-15-15 - R2015-006  Architectural Design Consultant 
FINAL .docx 

 

Table of Contents 

NOTICE TO VENDORS ...................................................................................................................... 1 

I. INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................ 3 

II. BACKGROUND ............................................................................................................................. 3 

III. TERMS OF CONTRACT ................................................................................................................ 4 

IV. SCOPE OF SERVICES ................................................................................................................... 4 

V. SELECTION CRITERIA ................................................................................................................... 5 

VI. SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS ..................................................................................................... 6 

VII. SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS/SCHEDULE .................................................................................. 7 

VIII. COMPENSATION ...................................................................................................................... 8 

VIII. CONFLICTS................................................................................................................................ 8 

 

 
 

 

  



REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
Architectural Design Consultant 

RFP #R2015-006 
 

 
Request for Proposals – Architectural Design Consultant December 2015  3 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Town of Carmel is seeking qualified architectural design consultants to provide 
professional architectural design review services to the Town of Carmel Planning Board 
for private development applications on an “on-call” basis. The architectural design 
consultant must be intimately familiar with the fundamental principles of architecture, 
building design and the New York State Building Code. The consultant should also be 
familiar with the Town of Carmel Master Plan, the Town’s history, geography, land use, 
patterns of development, commercial hamlet areas, building stock and local 
architecture.   
 
 

II. BACKGROUND 
 

The Town of Carmel, located in south-central Putnam County encompasses 
approximately 40 square miles, and has a population of over 34, 000 residents. The 
Town supports two (2) hamlets; Carmel, which is the County Seat and Mahopac. Most of 
the Town’s commercial activity is found within these two hamlets. Since the second half 
of the last century, the Town has experienced steady residential growth, while 
commercial activity has grown more sporadically. Major commercial, residential and 
mixed-use projects on the horizon have caused the Town to reevaluate certain elements 
of the land use approval process. 
 
In 2015, the Town of Carmel Board of Architectural Review was abolished by the Town 
Board, and the duties and authority of that Board were transferred to the Planning 
Board.  
 
In carrying out these duties, the Planning Board has determined that it may periodically 
require the services of an architectural design consultant to assist in reviewing site plan 
applications.  
 
To assist the Planning Board with the architectural design review of projects, the Town 
Board determined that a “peer-review” process for development applications should be 
implemented. Peer-review would consist of a hired architectural design consultant that 
would review development applications and provide the Planning Board with 
recommendations. It is anticipated that these recommendations would result in 
beneficial modifications to building projects and/or the establishment of various 
approval conditions related to building architecture.  
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III. TERMS OF CONTRACT 
 
The agreement shall be for a term of twelve (12) months with two (2) one (1) year 
extensions at the unilateral option of the Town Board.  The Contract will commence as 
of the date of the Contract Execution. 
 
 

IV. SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 

In general, the successful individual or firm will be expected to provide peer-review 
services for the  applications brought before the Planning Board that involve the 
construction of buildings. This may involve the construction of entirely new buildings, or 
the renovation of existing buildings. Not all applications considered by the Planning 
Board would require the peer review services of the architectural design consultant. 
 
The services that the architectural design consultant shall provide to the Planning Board 
include, but are not limited to the ability to perform one or more of the following:  
 

1. Analyze the quality of a project’s architecture and design and provide the 
Planning Board with specific comments and recommendations that will provide 
feedback and direction to the applicant so that appropriate revisions to building 
plans can be made. 

 
2. Assess the viability and/or practicality of proposed revisions to building 

architectural plans. Determine if modifications to architectural plans are realistic, 
economically feasible, and consistent with applicable building codes and the 
Town of Carmel’s Master Plan. 

 
3. Analyze proposed signage to assure consistency with building architecture, 

surrounding properties, general neighborhood character and the Town of 
Carmel’s Master Plan.  

 
4. Develop appropriate conditions of approval related to building architectural 

issues. 
 

5. Analyze a project’s visual impacts on surrounding projects and/or 
neighborhoods; 

 
6. Assist in defining the architectural character and important design elements and 

themes within areas where projects are proposed, so that new development will 
be consistent with surrounding neighborhoods and the Town of Carmel’s Master 
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Plan. 
 

7. Advocate for the incorporation of green building practices in building 
architecture, and assist with opportunities for applicants to obtain green building 
certifications, such as LEED. 

 
8. Work closely with the Director of Codes Enforcement, Town Engineer and 

Planning Consultant in developing recommendations for the Planning Board.  
 

9. Attend Planning Board meetings when requested by the Planning Board.  It 
should be noted that there are approximately 25 Planning Board meetings per 
year.   The meetings begin at 7 PM and are held on the second (2nd) and fourth 
(4th) Wednesdays of the month.   There are times when meetings are not held 
either due to Town Hall being closed due to emergency or Holiday or lack of 
agenda items. 
 

10. Prepare drawings or exhibits to illustrate recommendations for projects when 
necessary.  

 
11. Demonstrate the ability to review projects and provide comments within 15 days 

of receipt of application materials (shorter timelines may be required for certain 
projects);  

 
12. Conduct site visits as necessary; 

 
13. Be available during regular business hours to consult with Planning Board 

members, Town staff and consultants and the applicant. 
 
The Planning Board shall determine when the services of the Architectural Design 
Consultant are required. Upon this determination, the Planning Board Secretary shall 
immediately forward (in a format mutually agreed upon) the application package, 
including the Site Plan, architectural plans, details and renderings, the Application Form, 
Environmental Assessment Form and all other documentation submitted in support of 
the application.   
 
 

V. SELECTION CRITERIA 
 

The Town of Carmel’s selection of the architectural design consultant will be based 
upon: 
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1. The firm’s ability to perform the work; 
 
2. Demonstrated experience with similar projects; 

 
3. Demonstration that the individual assigned to this task is a licensed 

professional architect in the state of New York, and maintains other 
appropriate certifications relative to this assignment, such as LEED AP. 

 
4. Familiarity with, or the demonstrated ability to become rapidly familiar with 

the history, geography, land use, patterns of development, commercial 
hamlet areas, building stock and local architecture of the Town of Carmel; 

 
5. Demonstrated ability to communicate and work effectively with the Planning 

Board, Town staff and consultants, the public and the applicant; 
 

6. Demonstrated ability to review projects constructively, and not utilize this 
position to hinder appropriate development, of slow down the Planning 
Board’s review process.  

 
7. Responsiveness to this Request for Proposals. 

 
8. Availability to begin work immediately upon being selected. 

 
 

VI. SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

Double sided printing is strongly encouraged. Provide five (5) bound copies, one (1) 
unbound copy, and one (1) electronic copy in pdf format. 
 

1. Cover Letter – Summarize qualifications most relevant to this assignment; 
identify key team members; provide name of contact person, phone, fax and 
email address (maximum 1 page). 
 

2. Relevant Qualifications – Offer short, focused paragraphs in a summary format 
by topic; do not include general information (maximum 4 pages). 

 
3. Relevant Experience – List projects completed by the firm relevant to the scope 

of services listed above. Include the scope of the services provided and specify 
the role of the firm (identify if the work was performed exclusively by the firm or 
a joint venture). 
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4. Key Team Member Summary – Identify key team members of the firm and 
summarize typical roles and responsibilities for each member on a project team. 
List experience relative to those typical roles (reference projects relevant to 
those described in the scope of services, if applicable). 

 
5. Current Clients/Projects – Provide a list of all clients doing business with the firm 

in the past 3 years and identify any projects within the Town of Carmel in the 
past 3 years. 

 
6. Firm’s Billing Structure – Provide an outline of the hourly fee structure for the 

key team members identified in #4 and associated administrative/technical 
support fee structure. 

 
7. References – Provide 3 client references relevant to the scope of services listed 

above (names, titles, current mailing and email addresses, and phone numbers). 
 

8. Appendix – (items to be included) Firm brochure with background information 
(if available); key team member resumes. 

 
 

VII. SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS/SCHEDULE 
 

Five (5) bound copies, one (1) unbound copy, and one (1) electronic copy in pdf format 
of the proposal must be submitted no later than 11:00 AM on January 15, 2016 to: 
 

Town of Carmel 
Town Engineer 
Town Hall 

  60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 

 
Any questions regarding this Request for Qualifications should be directed to: 
 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, CEP, PP, LEED AP 
Town Planning Consultant   
cleary@optonline.net  

  
Interviews with select firms will be conducted approximately two weeks after receipt of 
proposals. 
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VIII. COMPENSATION 
 

The selected architectural design consultant is to to provide consulting services for a 
fixed-fee not to exceed the amount of six thousand dollars ($6,000).  
 
In instances where extraordinary services are required of the consultant beyond the 
general scope of services outlined above, and as determined necessary by the Planning 
Board (such as a commitment of additional hours required to adequately assist the 
Planning Board or the requirement to provide specialized review services), these 
additional costs shall be reimbursed through the establishment of a “Development 
Review” escrow account funded by the applicant. In such an instance, the architectural 
design consultant shall provide a written estimate for the anticipated cost of review 
services, which shall then be transmitted to the applicant, who shall then fund the 
escrow account.  
 

VIII. CONFLICTS 
 

The selected architectural design consultant shall be precluded from conducting peer 
review services to the Planning Board for applicants that are current clients of the firm 
or with which the firm has worked within the 12 months preceding the firm’s execution 
of a contract with the Town. The architectural design consultant shall also not be 
permitted to submit plans and specifications for, or represent clients before the Town of 
Carmel Planning Board. Other potential conflict issues will be addressed on a case-by-
case basis. 
   





 

 

WMW ARCHITECTS    100 CLEARBROOK ROAD, ELMSFORD, NEW YORK 10523 (914) 592-4466         
www.wmwarchitects.com  - NEW YORK – NEW JERSEY – CONNECTICUT – FLORIDA 

 

15 January 2016 
HAND DELIVER 
 
Richard Franzetti, Town Engineer 
Carmel Town Hall 
60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 
 
Re:  Relevant Qualifications 

PROPOSAL R-2015-006 
RFP Item 2 

 
Dear Mr. Franzetti, 
 
In response to the Relevant Qualifications portion of the above referenced RFP, we offer 
the following: 
 

1. The firm’s ability to perform the work; 
In addition to Vincent Franze, who will be your prime contact for this work, 
there are twelve other members of our firm who will support Vincent as 
needed. The three principals of the firm all have extensive experience in the 
scope of services being requested by the Town and can fill in for Vincent if 
necessary. 

2. Demonstrated experience with similar projects; 
Our firm has extensive experience over the six decades we have practiced 
here in the Westchester-Mid Hudson region, as outlined in our attached 
brochure. The type of projects we have designed and the scope of services 
provided for our clients, together with our active involvement with Municipal 
Officials during the approvals process, demonstrates our ability to provide 
the services requested. 

3. Demonstration that the individual assigned to this task is a licensed professional 
architect in the state of New York, and maintains other appropriate certifications 
relative to this assignment, such as LEED AP. 

Vincent Franze, the architect who will be assigned to these services, is 
licensed to practice architecture in New York State. In addition, the three 
firm principles, also duly licensed to practice architecture in New York State, 
one of whom is LEED Certified, will support Vincent as needed. 

4. Familiarity with, or the demonstrated ability to become rapidly familiar with the 
history, geography, land use, patterns of development, commercial hamlet areas, 
building stock and local architecture of the Town of Carmel; 

Vincent Franze lived in Carmel’s hamlet of Mahopac from 1971 to 1994.  He 
graduated from Mahopac High School 1982. He currently resides in the 
Croton Falls vicinity, 5 minutes from Carmel Town Hall.  His parents and 
wife’s parents still live in Mahopac as does his brother-in-law. From 1988 to 
present he has been involved with many architectural projects in the town of 



Richard Franzetti 
15 January 2016 
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Carmel, both residential and commercial. He has appeared many times 
before the Planning Board, Zoning Board of Appeals, Architectural Review 
Board, the Environmental Conservation Board and the building department. 
Vincent is very familiar with the architecture, land use and development 
patterns for the commercial hamlet areas and overall Town of Carmel.     

5. Demonstrated ability to communicate and work effectively with the Planning Board, 
Town staff and consultants, the public and the applicant; 

Vincent has developed an excellent working relationship with Town Officials 
as a town resident and neighbor and when presenting the projects he has 
designed to Town reviewing boards. He will continue to bring this 
professionalism as the Planning Board’s consultant. 

6. Demonstrated ability to review projects constructively, and not utilize this position 
to hinder appropriate development, or slow down the Planning Board’s review 
process. 

We understand that the role of a Town Consultant is to support the Board 
with consistent and professional reviews. Our collective experience, having 
worked extensively as both Town Officials and applicants, demonstrates our 
ability to effectively communicate in a public forum and respond to the issues 
at hand in a timely and courteous manner. 

7. Responsiveness to this Request for Proposals. 
We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to your RFP. 

8. Availability to begin work immediately upon being selected. 
We are prepared to commence work immediately upon your authorization. 
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15 January 2016 
HAND DELIVER 
 

Richard Franzetti, Town Engineer 
Carmel Town Hall 

60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 
 

Re:  RFP Items 3 thru 8 
PROPOSAL R-2015-006 

 
Dear Mr. Franzetti, 
 

In response to the remaining sections of the RFP, we offer the following: 
 

3) Relevant Experience – List projects completed by the firm relevant to the scope 
of services listed above. Include the scope of the services provided and specify 
the role of the firm (identify if the work was performed exclusively by the firm or 

a joint venture). 
a) Town of Southeast. Vincent Franze was the architectural consultant to the 

Architectural Review Board of the Town of Southeast from 2009 thru 2012. 
He was a principal with Franz & Franze Architects at the time. His services 
included receiving application submittal packages, reviewing all 

documentation, making site visits, preparing memos to the board, and 
attending ARB meetings.  Vincent handled this consultation almost 

exclusively. His partner Phil Franz contributed some critique and attended an 
occasional meeting in Vincent’s stead but Vincent wrote all of the memos. 
Sample memos have been included in appendix  

b) Our firm has completed countless projects that were well received in the 
neighborhoods in which they were located. This is due to our ability to 

incorporate design elements and scale that meld well with adjacent buildings 
and natural features. We also work closely with municipal officials and 
community groups throughout the architectural process, maintaining 

consistent communication from design and approvals through post 
construction. We will offer this same degree of sensitivity as your consultant.    

 
4) Key Team Member Summary – Identify key team members of the firm and 

summarize typical roles and responsibilities for each member on a project team. 
List experience relative to those typical roles (reference projects relevant to 
those described in the scope of services, if applicable). 

a) Vincent Franze, Project Architect, (vf@wmwarchitects.com, office phone 914-
592-4466 extension 515, cell phone 914-420-1119) will be your main 

contact for all services provided to the Town of Carmel. He graduated New 
York Institute of Technology, cum laude, and has been a licensed architect in 
New York State since 1996. Vincent is the former director of the 

http://www.wmwarchitects.com/
mailto:vf@wmwarchitects.com
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Westchester-Mid Hudson chapter of the American Institute of Architects, 

former director of the Mt Kisco Rotary Club, former adjunct educator at 
Caramoor Center for the Art’s Education Department.  His Architectural 

experience includes single and multi-fam residential, commercial, retail, 
historic, religious, adaptive re-use and public/municipal projects. His clients 
have included the county of Westchester, Town of Eastchester, Village of 

Mount Kisco, Mount Kisco Housing Authority, Town of Lewisboro and the 
Town of Southeast. 

b)  Vincent Mellusi, a principal of our firm, (vjm@wmwarchitects.com, office 
phone 914-592-4466 extension 103, cell phone 914-646-7456) has served 
his home town of Yorktown as chairman of their Architectural Review Board. 

In that role Vinny was responsible for the review of numerous applications 
brought before the town, similar to the scope of services outlined in this RFP. 

c) Gary Warshauer, a principal of our firm, (gdw@wmwarchitects.com, cell 
phone 914-582-9597) has served his home town of Pound Ridge as Planning 

Board Chairman, a Town Board Member, Deputy Town Supervisor and Town 
Supervisor over the 23 year period from 1990 to 2013. In those roles he has 
been involved in the review and processing of numerous applications 

submitted to the Town, with similar scope as outlined in this RFP. He was 
also involved in the preparation and adoption of the Town’s Master Plan. In 

addition to his community service, Gary has been involved in the approvals 
process for all of the firm’s projects over the past 30 years, the scope of 
which includes demonstrating that the proposed design is contextually 

compatible with adjacent architectural and other physical features. 
d) Edmund Vogel, a principal of our firm, (ev@wmwarchitects.com, office phone 

914-592-4466 extension 106) is LEED certified and will provide support for 
environmental sustainable suggestions, when requested as part of any 
reviews. Ed has also been actively involved in processing approvals for the 

firm’s projects over the past decade. 
 

5) Current Clients/Projects – Provide a list of all clients doing business with the firm 
in the past 3 years and identify any projects within the Town of Carmel in the 
past 3 years. 

a) Our firm has not designed any projects within the Town of Carmel in the last 
3 years. Our current clients include: 

i. 880 Central Park Avenue Scarsdale LLC 
ii. Conifer Development, LLC 
iii. Exclusive Management, LLC 

iv. Executive Associates North 9, LLC 
v. Ginsburg Development Companies 

http://www.wmwarchitects.com/
mailto:vjm@wmwarchitects.com
mailto:gdw@wmwarchitects.com
mailto:ev@wmwarchitects.com
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vi. Hastings on Hudson Affordable Housing Development 

vii. Keystone Property Group 
viii. Mack-Cali Realty 

ix. Marathon Development Group 
x. Mt. Hope A.M.E. Church 
xi. Mt. Hope Community Development Corporation 

xii. Ossining Land, LLC 
xiii. Peekskill Housing Authority 

xiv. Region Nine Housing Corp. 
xv. Rising Development Company 
xvi. Rosenberg Land Development, LLC 

xvii. S&R Development Estates 
xviii. The Fresnel Group LLC 

xix. Trinity Associates 
xx. VS Construction 

xxi. Weinberg-Q LLC 
xxii. Wilder Balter Partners, LLC 
xxiii. White Plains Housing Authority 

 
b) Vincent Franze, prior to joining our firm, clients included: 

i. IBM 
ii. The Durst Organization 
iii. Arroway Chevrolet 

iv. Chazz Palminteri 
v. Chevy Chase 

vi. Bryant Gumble 
vii. Alan Menken 
viii. Westchester Country Club 

ix. Bedford Presbyterian Church 
x. Brewster Honda 

xi. Best Locking Systems 
xii. Hudson Valley Bank 

 

6) Firm’s Billing Structure – Provide an outline of the hourly fee structure for the 
key team members identified in #4 and associated administrative/technical 

support fee structure. 
a) Our standard hourly rates are attached as appendix II. 

 

7) References – Provide 3 client references relevant to the scope of services listed 
above (names, titles, current mailing and email addresses, and phone numbers). 

http://www.wmwarchitects.com/
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a) Richard Lyman, Pound Ridge Town Supervisor, Pound Ridge Town House, 

179 Westchester Avenue, Pound Ridge, NY 10576, 
rlyman@townofpoundridge.com, 914-764-5511.  

b) Town of Southeast A.R.B. (Vincent Franze reference) John Goudey, 
Chariman.  845-279-7736 

c) Michael Baione (Vincent Franze reference),  residential Client, Mahopac Point, 

917-317-3115 
 

8) Appendix – (items to be included) Firm brochure with background information  
(if available); key team member resumes. 

a) Our Firm brochure is attached as appendix III. 

http://www.wmwarchitects.com/
mailto:rlyman@townofpoundridge.com
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25 September 2018 
 
 
Kenneth Schmitt, Town Supervisor 
Town of Carmel 
Carmel Town Hall 
60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 
 
Re:  Architectural Design Consulting Services to the Planning Board 
 For years; 2019, 2020, 2021 
 
Dear Supervisor Schmitt and Members of the Town Board, 
 
We are pleased to submit our proposal to provide architectural design consulting services to the Town of 
Carmel Planning Board, as outlined below: 
 
The scope of our services under this agreement shall be to assist the Planning Board in their review of 
matters pertaining to architectural design, as directed by the Planning Board Chairman. 
 
Our fee for this work will be billed monthly, in accordance with the attached Hourly Rates Schedule.  
 
We will provide separate invoices for each application or project reviewed, submitted monthly by email to 
the Planning Board Chairman or designated recipient. Payments are due within the normal payment 
requisition process of the Town of Carmel, approximately 45 days. A 1.5% per month administration fee will 
be added to any balance not received within 60 days. 
 
Reimbursable expenses, in addition to the compensation for professional services, shall also be billed 
monthly. This includes the direct cost (times 1.10) for all renderings, photography, models, reproductions, 
computer plots, postage, handling of drawings, specifications and electronic data, long distance telephone 
calls, telefaxes and transportation. 
 

We look forward to the opportunity to continue working with the Town of Carmel. Please indicate your 
acceptance of this agreement by returning one signed copy to me for our files. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
                 
          Accepted By: 
Vincent J. Mellusi, NCARB, AIA   Town of Carmel 
Principal          
 
          ____________________________ 
          Kenneth Schmitt, Town Supervisor    
        
                   
          Date:  _______________ 
 
 
Attachment 
 



 STANDARD HOURLY RATES SCHEDULE 
(For Town of Carmel 2019-2021) 

 

 

Principal $220.00 

Principal / Project Architect $195.00 

Project Architect $150.00 

Project Manager $130.00 

Job Captain $100.00 

Level III Designer/CADD Technician $95.00 

Level II Designer/CADD Technician $80.00 

Level I Designer/CADD Technician $70.00 

Technical Typist/Bookkeeper $70.00 



From: Craig R Paeprer
To: Franzetti,Richard
Cc: Pasquerello,Anne; "Patrick Cleary"; "Gary Harold"; "Charbonneau Joseph A. Esq."; Schmitt, Kenneth; Carnazza,

Mike; Trombetta,Rose
Subject: Re: 09-19-18 FW: WMW Architectural Services Proposal
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 7:54:41 AM
Attachments: 20180919_WMW Architects 2019 Proposal_Architectural Design Consultant to....pdf

2019 Standard Hourly Rates Schedule.pdf

Hello Rich, 

As per our discussion yesterday and to follow up, Yes, I support continuing the use of Warshauer Mellusi
and Warshauer, thank you Rich. 

Regards,

Craig R. Paeprer,
Senior Location Executive & Program Mgr Research 
IBM Thomas J. Watson, Research Division
Yorktown Heights, New York, 10598
8/862-3800, 914-945-3800, fax 914-762-8055

From: "Franzetti,Richard" 
To: 'Gary Harold' , 'Paeprer Craig' 
Cc: "Carnazza, Mike" , 'Patrick Cleary' , "'Charbonneau Joseph A. Esq.'" , "Trombetta,Rose" , "Schmitt, Kenneth" ,
"Pasquerello,Anne" 
Date: 09/20/2018 03:46 PM
Subject: 09-19-18 FW: WMW Architectural Services Proposal

Chairman Gary and Vice Chairman Paeprer,
Please see the attached proposal from the architects Warshauer Mellusi and Warshauer. They are
interested in continuing support services for the Town of Carmel Planning Board in 2019.
In speaking with Mr. Mellusi, he indicated that they will use Principals of the firm for the Planning
Board reviews versus the prior use a Project Architect.
Please advise if this acceptable.
Richard J. Franzetti. P.E, BCEE
Town Engineer
60 McAlpin Avenue
Mahopac, New York 10541
Phone - (845) 628-1500 ext 181
Fax – (845) 628-7085
Cell – (914) 843-4704
rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us
This communication may be confidential andis intended for the sole use of the addressee(s). No use or reproduction of the
information provided is permitted without the written consent of the Town of Carmel. If you are not the intended recipient, you
should not copy, disclose or take any action in reliance on this communication. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attached documents.

mailto:cpaeprer@us.ibm.com
mailto:rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:amp2@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:cleary@optonline.net
mailto:HGary80@comcast.net
mailto:JCharbEsq@aol.com
mailto:ks@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:mgc@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:mgc@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:rtrombetta@ci.carmel.ny.us
mailto:rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us
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19 September 2018 
 
 
Kenneth Schmitt, Town Supervisor 
Town of Carmel 
Carmel Town Hall 
60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, New York 10541 
 
Re:  Architectural Design Consulting Services to the Planning Board 
 For 2019 
 
Dear Supervisor Schmitt and Members of the Town Board, 
 
We are pleased to submit our proposal to provide architectural design consulting services to the Town of 
Carmel Planning Board, as outlined below: 
 
The scope of our services under this agreement shall be to assist the Planning Board in their review of 
matters pertaining to architectural design, as directed by the Planning Board Chairman. 
 
Our fee for this work will be billed monthly, in accordance with our 2019 Standard Hourly Rates Schedule. 
 
We will provide separate invoices for each application or project reviewed, submitted monthly by email to 
the Planning Board Chairman or designated recipient. Payments are due within the normal payment 
requisition process of the Town of Carmel, approximately 45 days. A 1.5% per month administration fee will 
be added to any balance not received within 60 days. 
 
Reimbursable expenses, in addition to the compensation for professional services, shall also be billed 
monthly. This includes the direct cost (times 1.10) for all renderings, photography, models, reproductions, 
computer plots, postage, handling of drawings, specifications and electronic data, long distance telephone 
calls, telefaxes and transportation. 
 


We look forward to the opportunity to continue working with the Town of Carmel. Please indicate your 
acceptance of this agreement by returning one signed copy to me for our files. 


 
Sincerely, 
 
                 
          Accepted By: 
Vincent J. Mellusi, NCARB, AIA   Town of Carmel 
Principal          
 
          ____________________________ 
          Kenneth Schmitt, Town Supervisor    
        
                   
          Date:  _______________ 
 
 
 
 








2019 STANDARD HOURLY RATES SCHEDULE 
(Subject to change on an annual basis) 


 


 


Principal $220.00 


Principal / Project Architect $195.00 


Project Architect $150.00 


Project Manager $130.00 


Job Captain $100.00 


Level III Designer/CADD Technician $95.00 


Level II Designer/CADD Technician $80.00 


Level I Designer/CADD Technician $70.00 


Technical Typist/Bookkeeper $70.00 
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Richard J.Franzetti, P.E.  (845) 628-1500 
Town Engineer  (845) 628-2087  
  Fax (845) 628-7085 

 
 

Office of the Town Engineer 
60 McAlpin Avenue 

Mahopac, New York 10541 
 

 
Tel: (845) 628-1500  Fax: (845) 628-7085  email  rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Carmel Town Board 
  Mike Simone, Superintendent of Highways    

From:  Richard J. Franzetti P.E. Town Engineer  
 
Date:  October 1, 2018  
 
Re: EOHWC O&M Agreement    
 
As the Board is aware, the Town of Carmel (Town) is a member of the East of Hudson 
Watershed Corporation (EOHWC).   The EOHWC is made up of nineteen municipalities 
in Dutchess, Putnam and Westchester Counties and was established as a regional 
stormwater entity in response to the heightened phosphorus removal requirements 
under the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
stormwater regulations.    
 
The EOHWC administers, coordinates and installs the regional stormwater retrofit 
projects (SRPs), with funding made available by the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), Westchester County, and Putnam County.  
Through the EOHWC, the member municipalities are collectively achieving compliance 
with their SRP requirements through bubble compliance, regardless of the physical 
location of each retrofit.   
 
As identified in the attached EOHWC O&M policy each municipality has to maintain the 
SRPs that have been or will be installed.   The Town adopted the EOHWC policy as 
identified in the attached February 17, 2016 Resolution. 
 
Due to bubble compliance the Town is required to pay for O&M based on the Town’s 
overall phosphorus reduction not just for those SRPs installed in the Town.  The 
EOHWC, through Putnam County (PC) provides the O&M for the SRPs located in the 
Town. 
 
Attached please find the document entitled “AGREEMENT FOR OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF STORMWATER RETROFIT PRACTICES TOWN OF CARMEL” 
which formalizes that PC will perform the O&M for the retrofits located in the Town.   
The Town is required to pay for the EOHWC for this maintenance under bubble 
compliance. 

mailto:rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us
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EAST OF HUDSON 

WATERSHED CORPORATION 

2 Route 164  
Patterson, NY 12563 

Tel: 845-319-6349 
Fax: 845-319-6391 

 
 
 
 

 
          November 10, 2015 
 

 
To the Chief Elected Officials of Member Municipalities, 

 
Today the Board of Directors of the EOHWC adopted an Operation and 

Maintenance Policy ("O&M Policy"), conditioned on each member municipality agreeing 
by resolution of its legislative body to accept the Policy. I'm enclosing for your review 
and action the EOHWC Board resolution, a model member resolution, the O&M Policy 
(5 pages) and the Annual Estimated O&M Cost (1 page). 

 
It is critically important that each of you give this your immediate attention. The 

MS4 Permit requires each municipality to maintain the stormwater retrofit practices 
("SRPs") that have been or will be installed. Failure to do so would violate the permit and 
may cause the phosphorus reduction credits we've amassed to be lost. In a worst case, if 
EOHWC does not step up to the plate and ensure O&M is performed, all municipalities 
could be liable for a permit violation and bubble compliance would collapse. 

 
In addition, we have been told by representatives of DEP that while they may be 

willing to fund some or all of the next five years of SRP construction, they are not willing 
to fund O&M. They are looking to the municipalities to take on that responsibility as 
their contribution to the overall effort.  Without DEP funding of SRP construction, all the 
cost of the next five years would fall on the municipalities. 

 
The Annual Estimated O&M Cost I've enclosed is only an estimate to give you an 

idea of the numbers our engineers have calculated.  As O&M is performed we will 
acquire actual data that will give us more accurate figures, hopefully less than what is 
conservatively estimated on the enclosed sheet. The basic concept is that municipalities 
will be expected to perform the O&M in the most efficient way possible. As you will see 
in the Policy, some will get reimbursement from EOHWC and some will pay in, 
depending on the allocation in the Policy. 

 
Again, please give this your immediate attention.  If at all possible, please return 

your adopted resolution to me at EOHWC no later than December 31. This is a very 
important step in our negotiations for funding for years 6-10 of the MS4 Permit. If you 
have questions about how the policy works or how it will apply to your municipality, feel 
free to contact me or Kevin Fitzpatrick at EOHWC. 

 

 

 



 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

EAST OF HUDSON WATERSHED CORPORATION 

2 Route 164, Patterson, NY 12563 

 

 RESOLUTION TO ADOPT O&M POLICY 
 

Resolution #:  R-1110-07    Moved By: ___________________   

Dated: November 10, 2015    Seconded By:  _________________ 

 
At the meeting of the Board of Directors of the East of Hudson Watershed Corporation held on 
November 10, 2015, the following resolution was adopted: 
   
 WHEREAS, the MS4 Permit applicable to all member municipalities requires the 
municipality to maintain each stormwater retrofit project (SRP) for its useful life to ensure that it 
continues to operate as it was designed; and 
 

WHEREAS, DEP has indicated that while it may to some extent be willing to continue 
funding the construction of SRPs approved by NYSDEC as part of the regional stormwater 
retrofit plan, it is not willing to fund the non-construction costs of operation and maintenance 
(O&M) of completed SRPs, as such expenses may not be paid from bond proceeds; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Executive Committee has developed and recommends for adoption by 
the Board of Directors the annexed O&M Policy providing for the equitable sharing of the costs 
and responsibilities of O&M by all member municipalities in a manner consistent with the MS4 
Permit bubble compliance concept; and 

 
WHEREAS, approval of the O&M Policy is a Type II action exempt from the State 

Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) under 6 NYCRR 617.5(c)(1) as it relates to the 
routine maintenance of the SRPs; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the East 
of Hudson Watershed Corporation thatt: 
 

1.  The Board of Directors hereby approves the annexed O&M Policy providing for the 
equitable sharing of the costs and responsibilities of O&M by all member municipalities in a 
manner consistent with the MS4 Permit bubble compliance concept, conditioned on the 
legislative body of each member municipality agreeing to comply with the terms and conditions 
of the O&M Policy; and 
 

2.  Authorizes the President to distribute to each member municipality the annexed Model 
Member O&M Resolution with a request that the member municipality promptly adopt the 
model resolution or a similar resolution assuring that it will comply with the terms and 
conditions of the O&M Policy. 
 
Aye______   Nay______   
      ____________________________________ 
       Michael Griffin, Chair 
 



[Town/Village/County] of _______________ 
 

Resolution Regarding O&M 

of Stormwater Retrofit Projects  

 
Resolution No. ___________     Moved by: ______________ 
Date: _________________, 2015    Second by: ______________ 
 
 WHEREAS, the [Town/Village/County] of ____________ is a member of the 
East of Hudson Watershed Corporation (“EOHWC”), a not-for-profit local development 
corporation formed to assist the member municipalities in complying with the stormwater 
retrofit requirements of the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit (MS4 
Permit); and  
 

WHEREAS, EOHWC has installed and will continue to install stormwater retrofit 
projects (SRPs) or has reimbursed member municipalities for installing SRPs in 
compliance with the first five-year Regional Stormwater Retrofit Plan and intends to do 
so for the second five-year plan to the extent funding is provided by New York City 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP); and 

 
 WHEREAS, the MS4 Permit requires member municipalities to maintain each 

SRP for its useful life to ensure that it continues to operate as it was designed; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of EOHWC has adopted an O&M Policy 

providing for the equitable sharing of the costs and responsibilities of O&M by all  
member municipalities in a manner consistent with the MS4 Permit bubble compliance 
concept, conditioned on the legislative body of each member municipality agreeing to 
comply with the terms and conditions of the O&M Policy; and 

 
WHEREAS, approval of the O&M Policy is a Type II action exempt from the 

State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) under 6 NYCRR 617.5(c)(1) as it 
relates to the routine maintenance of the SRPs; and 

 
WHEREAS, approval of the O&M Policy is in the best interests of the 

[Town/Village/County] as it assures continued compliance by the [Town/Village/County] 
with the MS4 Permit; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the [Legislative Body] of 
the [Town/Village/County] of ______________ that: 
 

1.  The [Town/Village/County] of _____________ accepts and agrees to the terms 
and conditions of the EOHWC O&M Policy; and 

 
2.  Authorizes the [Supervisor/Mayor/County Executive] to take whatever other 

actions are required to implement this resolution. 



 
 

EAST OF HUDSON 

WATERSHED CORPORATION 

PO Box 176  
Patterson, NY 12563 

Tel: 845-319-6349 
Fax: 845-319-6391 
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POLICY FOR THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

 of 
 EOHWC STORMWATER RETROFIT PRACTICES 
 Adopted November 10, 2015 
 
  
The nineteen municipalities, represented by the East of Hudson Watershed Corporation (EOHWC) have 
over 150 stormwater retrofit practices planned for, or constructed within their individual municipalities. 
Each of these projects, over time will require maintenance in order for the practice to maintain optimal 
efficiency in its operation. Within the EOHWC there has been much discussion concerning funding for, 
and completion of the maintenance required for these stormwater retrofits. This Policy will define how 
maintenance of the stormwater retrofit projects (SRP’s) will occur. 
 
In order for stormwater practices to remain effective at reducing phosphorus, proper maintenance is 
essential. Each stormwater retrofit that is installed by the EOHWC will have its own unique set of 
maintenance requirements and maintenance cycle, however some generalities can be made. Maintenance 
can be broken down into three parts; inspections, routine maintenance and non-routine repairs that may 
be required after large storms, or as a result of other unforeseen problems. Practices can be broken down 
into classes which have similar maintenance periods and requirement. These classes would include wet 
ponds, created wetlands, infiltration, and filter practices.  
 
The NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (GP-0-15-003) places the ultimate responsibility with each individual municipality for all 
stormwater practices within their jurisdiction including those considered stormwater retrofits. Part VI.Q 
states, “A covered entity must at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and systems of 
treatment and control (and related appurtenances) which are installed or used by the covered entity to 
achieve compliance with the conditions of this SPDES general permit.”  
 
At present, Towns and Villages are considered ‘traditional land use control MS4's” as they hold the 
authority to make land use decisions under zoning and subdivisions controls. As such, they are obligated 
under the General Permit to maintain an inventory1, provide for inspections and ensure the maintenance 
of all stormwater practices within their jurisdiction2. The NYSDEC language in the General Permit 
covers both publically-owned, and privately owned stormwater management facilities that are located in, 
or under a municipality’s jurisdiction. 
 
Under the requirements of the General Permit, Towns and Villages should already be maintaining, or 
causing maintenance to be performed on, the stormwater management practices in their respective 
jurisdictions. This includes all drainage control structures such as stormwater ponds, and other practices 
installed as part of their highway drainage system. This also includes stormwater management practices 
                                            
1Part VII.A.5.a.vi. “maintain an inventory of post-construction stormwater management practices within the 
covered entities jurisdiction” [including] “type of practice, maintenance needs per the NYS Stormwater 
Management Design Manual, SWPPP and dates and type of maintenance performed.”  
2Part VII.A.5.a.vii ‘ensures adequate long-term operation and maintenance of management practices identified in 
Part VII.5.a.vi. by trained staff, including inspection to ensure that the practices are performing properly.” 
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constructed as part of a subdivision or site plan approved by the Town or Village. Pursuant to the 
requirements of the General Permit, municipalities must already have written procedures3, the 
equipment and the manpower to provide inspections and maintenance to the stormwater infrastructure in 
their respective municipalities. Since municipalities must already have a program in place, it should be 
relatively simple to manage the additional EOHWC retrofit practices constructed in their municipalities, 
although their individual resources will likely need to be supplemented.  
 
With participation in the EOHWC, each municipality has agreed to “bubble compliance”, or a shared 
responsibility for the installation of stormwater retrofits. While each individual municipality will 
ultimately be responsible for the retrofits located within their jurisdiction, it is generally agreed that the 
EOHWC should remain involved in some fashion for meeting the maintenance requirements for as long 
as the EOHWC is in existence.  
 
The EOHWC has chosen the following means for providing maintenance to EOHWC SRP’s; 
 
Each stormwater retrofit will require maintenance specific to each individual retrofit. This maintenance 
obligation will be described in a written plan, prepared for each project by the design engineer preparing 
the construction documents in consultation with the host municipality. The maintenance plan shall 
include the design life of each SRP, recommended inspection schedule and checklist which also 
provides basic design criteria for the practice, required  maintenance activities, an estimate of time 
needed and cost of such activities, schedule of such activities, and a present worth cost for inspecting 
and maintaining the SRP for its design life. Three copies of the maintenance plan shall be provided to 
the host municipality, along with an as-built drawing upon completion of construction of the retrofit. 
Moving forward, each maintenance plan shall be reviewed and approved by the chief elected officer of 
the host municipality prior to the SRP construction being placed for bidding.  
 
Each municipality will be responsible for providing the inspections and maintenance of the stormwater 
retrofit practices (SRP) within, or under their jurisdiction. Maintenance shall be completed in 
accordance with the maintenance plan that has been prepared for the project. 
 
The EoH municipalities have sought to achieve compliance with the stormwater regulations and the 
retrofit program through bubble compliance i.e., a sharing of the overall phosphorus reduction 
requirements for all of the EoH municipalities. Similarly the expense of paying for the cost of 
maintenance of the stormwater retrofits that have been installed would be shared between the 
municipalities in proportion to each of their obligations for phosphorus removal. The O&M financial 

obligation for each municipality will be based on their percentage of the overall 5-year phosphorus 
reduction (see Table 1) and the estimated annual total O&M cost for maintaining the stormwater 
retrofits. 
 
Municipalities will be reimbursed by the EOHWC for costs incurred for providing maintenance at the 
actual cost plus 2% for administration. Municipalities can individually chose how to accomplish 
maintenance responsibilities to find the most cost-effective and efficient means; either by using 
municipal staff/highway departments, or through the use of private contractors.   

                                            
3Part IX.A.6 
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When completing SRP maintenance by contracting with a private contractor, all contracts seeking 
reimbursement from the EOHWC must follow EOHWC procurement policies. However, as the 
minimum requirement to qualify for reimbursement of maintenance costs, municipalities must request at 
least three written quotes from three different contractors in order to ensure that the work is being 
completed at a fair price. Where there is a conflict between a municipality’s procurement policy and the 
EOHWC procurement policy, the EOHWC procurement policy will govern. 
 
Costs associated with the use of municipal employees and equipment to provide SRP maintenance shall 
be. 
 
Work completed by municipal employees and consultants will be reimbursed at cost, based on a 
schedule of values, and subject to a cap. The EOHWC Board of Directors shall establish a schedule of 
reimbursement rates for completing SRP maintenance. The schedule shall provide a maximum hourly 
rate for municipal employees, consultants and equipment. Reimbursement costs shall also be capped by 
the estimate of time needed and cost of such activities found in the maintenance plan. Any exceedance 
of the cap must be approved by the EOHWC Board of Directors. 
 
Financing O&M Requirements  
 
The EOHWC shall oversee the O&M operations for the retrofits installed by the Corporation. The 
EOHWC shall create a separate fund (a bank) to fund the estimated cost of providing the annual 
operation and maintenance cost of all the stormwater retrofits in the Program. Each municipality is 
responsible to provide their proportionate share of this amount to the EOHWC as either a direct payment 
or as a documented labor and capital expenditure to be applied as credit toward O&M costs. 
 
Twice annually, in June and November municipalities will submit an invoice for reimbursement of the 
actual cost for providing maintenance of the stormwater practices under their jurisdiction. Invoices will 
be reviewed by the EOHWC staff and Executive Board. Actual costs incurred will be credited against 
any amount due and owing to the Corporation. Where there is a surplus, the municipality would receive 
a refund. EOHWC staff shall be responsible for spot checking inspections completed by each 
municipality and ensuring that the maintenance of each practice is being completed in a timely and 
efficient manner. 
 
Each municipality’s financial obligation will fall into one of two categories: 
 
1) The estimated O&M financial obligation of your municipality is less than your yearly O&M 

costs. Those municipalities that are required to contribute towards retrofit maintenance fund 
must provide payments to the EOHWC on the following schedule: 

 
$ January 1, 2016.  35% of total O&M estimates costs minus any incurred costs for completing 

retrofit maintenance. 
$ May 1, 2016.  35% of total O&M estimates costs minus any incurred costs for completing 

retrofit maintenance. 
$ September 1, 2016.  30% of total O&M estimates costs minus any incurred costs for completing 
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retrofit maintenance. 
 

In case 1, the actual expenses incurred by the municipality will serve as a credit towards meeting 
its responsibility to the EOHWC O&M program. The difference between the actual expenses and 
the municipality’s financial obligation will be due as payment to the EOHWC. 

 
2) The estimated O&M financial obligation for your municipality is more than your yearly O&M 

Costs. 
 

Those municipalities that will receive O&M funds must provide documentation of inspection and 
maintenance completed for each project to the EOHWC on the following schedule: 

 
$   June 30, 2016.   O&M Documentation for December 1, 2015 thru May 31, 2016. 
$ November 30, 2016.  O&M Documentation for June 1, 2016 thru November 30, 2016 
 

In case 2, the municipality will document all expenditures for the O&M program.  Once the 
municipality has reached the estimate annual O&M costs, the EOHWC will reimburse the 
municipality for the additional required O&M which exceeds its financial obligation.   

 
These reimbursements will be capped by the calculated percentage contribution for the overall bubble 
compliance.  Any additional expenditure will be documented by the municipality.  All overages to the 
estimated municipal costs must be verified and approved by the EOHWC prior to the work being 
completed.  These costs will be then included in an updated budget for the next O&M calendar year. 
 
  



 
 

EAST OF HUDSON 

WATERSHED CORPORATION 

PO Box 176  
Patterson, NY 12563 

Tel: 845-319-6349 
Fax: 845-319-6391 

 

Page 5 of 5 
 

 TABLE 1 
 
 
 

Municipality 5-Year Phosphorus 

Reduction (kg) 
Percent Contribution 

Bedford 32.2 7.01% 

Brewster 9.2 2.00% 

Carmel 72.0 15.67% 

Cortlandt 11.6 2.52% 

Kent 33.6 7.31% 

Lewisboro 35.5 7.73% 

Mount Kisco 18.7 4.07% 

New Castle 25.1 5.46% 

North Castle 1.0 0.22% 

North Salem 19.1 4.16% 

Patterson 17.2 3.74% 

Pawling, Town 3.5 0.76% 

Pawling, Village 4.3 0.94% 

Pound Ridge 9.5 2.07% 

Putnam County 30.9 6.72% 

Putnam Valley 1.0 0.22% 

Somers 50.0 10.88% 

Southeast 31.1 6.77% 

Yorktown 54.0 11.75% 

Total 459.5 100.00% 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Carmel Town Board     

From:  Richard J. Franzetti P.E. Town Engineer   
 
Date:  October 4, 2018   
 
Re: Request Payment for Repairs/Services 

 
This memorandum is being presented to the Town Board to request payment of the attached 
repairs invoices.  These invoices are over the Town of Carmel’s procurement policy threshold.    
The following provides a brief a summary of the work that was performed.   
 

 Carmel Water District 12 – Leak at 12 Seminary Hill Road  
 

On August 29, 2018 Inframark, the operators for CWD 12, notified the Engineering 
Department of a water line leak at 53 and 59 Tommy Court.  Upon further investigation it 
was determined that the service lines were leaking.  Attached is an invoice in the amount 
of $6,838.72 for Kuck Excavating to install perform the repair which included moleing a 
new line under the Tommy CT. 

 
 Carmel Water District 10 – Install flushing hydrant  

 
On September 17, 2018 Bee and Jay, the operators for CWD 10, notified the 
Engineering Department that they were installing a flushing hydrant proximate to 57 
Senior Avenue.  The installation of the flushing hydrant was needed to alleviate brown 
water concerns from residents in the area.  Attached is an invoice in the amount of 
$6,004.00 for Kuck Excavating to install the flushing hydrant. 

 
We have advised the Comptroller’s office of this expenditure and per the attached there are 
sufficient funds in budget for this work as describe.  The Engineering Department requests that 
the Town Board approve payment.  
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From: Esteves,Donna
To: Franzetti,Richard
Subject: 09-24-18 ~ CWD #12, Tommy Ct ~ Service Line Repairs
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 2:09:30 PM
Attachments: TOC 095-18.pdf

Rich,
 
Please see attached invoice that will need authorization from the Board for payment.  There are
sufficient funds in the CWD 12 budget to cover this expense.
 
Thanks,
 
Donna Esteves
Town of Carmel ~ Engineering Department
60 Mc Alpin Ave
Mahopac, NY 10541
845-628-1500 ext. 184
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From: Esteves,Donna
To: Franzetti,Richard
Subject: 10-02-18 ~ CWD #10, TOC #098-18
Date: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 12:39:43 PM
Attachments: Kuck Invoice.pdf

Rich,
Please see attached invoice for the installation of a flushing hydrant at Senior Ave that will require
authorization from the Board for payment. There are sufficient funds in the CWD #10 budget for this
expense.
Thanks,
Donna Esteves
Town of Carmel ~ Engineering Department
60 Mc Alpin Ave
Mahopac, NY 10541
845-628-1500 ext. 184
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Carmel Town Board   

From:  Richard J. Franzetti, P.E. Town Engineer  
 
Date:  October 4, 2018  
 
Re: Lake Casse, Upper Teakettle and Teakettle Lake Dam EA Summary 

 
As the Board is aware the Town of Carmel is responsible for the Lake Casse, Upper Teakettle and 
Teakettle Dams.  These three (3) dams are currently classified Class B – intermediate hazard dams.   Per 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) an Engineering Assessment 
(EA) is required.    
 
The EAs for these dams are completed and reports have been submitted to the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for review and approval.  Copies of the reports 
submitted to the NYDEC (without attachments) are attached to this memorandum.  The following table 
provides the necessary capital projects required to bring the dams into regulatory compliance. A more 
detailed summary if provided on the subsequent pages and in the attached reports. 
 

Capital Projects 
Dam Maintenance (1) Investigations(2) 
Lake Casse √ √ 

Upper Teakettle √ √ 
Teakettle √ √ 

(1) Maintenance includes: Trees, woody brush and root systems should be removed from the 
upstream and downstream slopes of the dams. Root balls from trees larger than 10” in diameter 
should be removed and compacted backfill placed in the root ball voids.  

(2) Investigations include: Clearing out outlet pipes;  hydraulic analysis of the  metal grate and chain 
link fence system for the primary spillway;  geotechnical explorations; Video inspect riser 
spillways and outlet pipes and conduct a topographic survey of the dams 

 
The Engineering Department will reach out to Woidt Engineering to determine approximate costs for 
these capital projects in order for the necessary funding can be secured by the Town.  
 
The Engineering Department recommends approval to go out for RFP to address maintenance shortfalls 
and a second RFP to address structural and geotechnical deficiencies for future capital upgrades 
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(3) Teakettle Spout Dam 
 
The hazard reclassification report, requesting that the dam classification be lowered to a class A dam was 
submitted to New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) on July 3, 2018. 
 
If the dam hazard classification is lowered to an A (low), future dam safety compliance requirements will 
be reduced. This includes the elimination of periodic safety inspections by a professional engineer, a 
reduced spillway design flood from 150% of a 100-year flood to a 100-year flood. In addition, an “A” 
hazard classification would eliminate the requirements to maintain an EAP and would not require 
preparation of future detailed engineering assessment report.   
 
There are dam deficiencies identified in the report that will need to be addressed. These include: 

 
 The  Teakettle Spout Lake Dam does not have sufficient  spillway capacity to safely pass the 

spillway design flood (SDF 150% of the 100-year storm event));  
 

o Action Item - Investigations and improvements to the dam embankment are 
recommended which include - providing a level dam crest, a uniform, flatter backslope, 
consideration of toe drain system and investigation of rock slope protection along the 
upstream slope. In conjunction with above, alternatives for improving spillway capacity 
should be investigated to pass the SDF without dam crest overtopping 

 
 

Structural and embankment issues , as noted in the attached NYSDEC Dam Safety Visual Inspection 
letter dated December 22, 2017 includes:  
 

o Signs of seepage at the left and right toe of the embankment (looking downstream) and 
structural cracks and undermining of concrete in the non-overflow sections of the 
spillway;  
 
Action Item - This area should be monitored and repaired to prevent further deterioration 
of the concrete and to correct the seepage 
 

o The fish screen upstream of the service spillway can collect debris and potentially cause 
a rise in water surface elevation behind the dam..  
 
Action Item  - Inspect the fish screen on a routine basis to remove any debris to prevent 
this condition from occurring 
 

o Presence of undesirable woody growth on the dam embankment.  
 
Action Item  - Trees, woody brush and root systems should be removed from the dam 
crest, upstream and downstream slopes of the dam. Root balls from trees larger than 10” 
in diameter should be removed and compacted backfill placed in the root ball voids.  
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Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam 
 
The final Engineering Assessment Report submitted to the NYSDEC on September 12, 2018.  There are 
dam deficiencies identified in the report that will need to be addressed. These include: 
 

 The Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam does not have sufficient  spillway capacity to safely pass 
the spillway design flood (SDF 150% of the 100-year storm event));  
 

o Action Item - Investigations and improvements to the dam embankment are 
recommended which include - providing a level dam crest, a uniform, flatter backslope, 
consideration of toe drain system and investigation of rock slope protection along the 
upstream slope. In conjunction with above, alternatives for improving spillway capacity 
should be investigated to pass the SDF without dam crest overtopping 

 
 The upstream and downstream dam embankment slopes are  covered by numerous trees, large 

woody growth and root systems; 
 

o Action Item - Trees, woody brush and root systems should be removed from the dam 
crest, upstream and downstream slopes of the dam. Root balls from trees larger than 10” 
in diameter should be removed and compacted backfill placed in the root ball voids.  

 
 The outlet pipes from both the primary and auxiliary spillways were submerged at the outlet 

channel. 
 

o Action Item – This area should be cleared so as to provide water to flow freely in this 
area.  

 
 Based on visual observations and measured downstream embankment slopes; the dam 

embankment in its current condition would not have acceptable factors of safety for several 
stability conditions.  Appendix D, attached, provides additional details regarding this comment. 
 

o Action Item- Additional investigations and improvements to the dam embankment are 
recommended. This includes providing a level dam crest, a uniform, flatter backslope, 
consideration of toe drain system and investigation of rock slope protection along the 
upstream slope. In conjunction with above, alternatives for improving spillway capacity 
should be investigated to pass the SDF without dam crest overtopping. 
 

 The primary and auxiliary riser structures have metal grates sitting on top of the structures that 
may limit the hydraulic capacity of the spillways and may be prone to clogging of debris. The 
condition of the primary and auxiliary riser and outlet pipe spillways could not be fully observed 
due the reservoir level. 
 

o Action Item -  Investigations should be conducted to replace the metal grates on the 
primary and auxiliary spillways as the grate openings are too closely spaced which limit 
hydraulic capacity and could also promote clogging of the inlets.  
 

o Action Item -   the condition of the primary and auxiliary riser spillways and outlet pipes 
should be confirmed by video inspection to determine if they are in good condition or if 
additional repairs are required. 
 

o Action Item –   A full topographic survey of the dam should be completed initially so the 
geometrics of the dam can be accurately assessed for future assessments and repair 
plan development.  

 
o Action Item  - A geotechnical exploration plan should be developed and completed to 

properly assess dam stability issues and to refine suggested repair plans. 

mailto:rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us


October 4, 2018  
Lake Casse, Upper Teakettle and Teakettle Lake Dam EA Summary 

4 
Tel: (845) 628-1500  Fax: (845) 628-7085  email  rjf@ci.carmel.ny.us 

 

Lake Casse Dam 
 
The final Engineering Assessment Report submitted to the NYSDEC on September 24, 2018.  There are 
dam deficiencies identified in the report that will need to be addressed. These include: 
 

 The downstream dam embankment slopes are  covered by numerous trees, large woody growth 
and root systems and the upstream slope has several trees and woody growth at the ends of the 
dams; 
 

o Action Item - Trees, woody brush and root systems should be removed from the dam 
crest, upstream and downstream slopes of the dam. Root balls from trees larger than 10” 
in diameter should be removed and compacted backfill placed in the root ball voids.  
 

 The primary riser structure has a metal grate sitting on top of the structure and chain link fence  
surrounds the riser structure  both may limit the hydraulic capacity of the spillways and be prone 
to clogging of debris. 
 

o Action Item-   Investigations should be conducted to replace the metal grate and chain 
link fence system for the primary spillway as the chain link fence and metal grate 
openings may limit hydraulic capacity via clogging by debris.  

 
 The 48” outlet pipe is submerged and backwater in the outlet channel, appears to be due to the 

hydraulic control of downstream cross pipes underneath the Putnam County Rail Trail as well as 
cross pipes underneath Fulmar Road. 
 

o Action Item-   It is suggested that the Town of Carmel have discussions with Putnam 
County regarding the replacement of the culverts underneath the Rail Trail. It is noted 
that the Town of Carmel is responsible for the maintenance of Fulmer Road. If the 
culverts underneath the Rail Trail could be replaced to provide positive grade from the 
48” outlet pipe, additional channel grading and replacement of the culverts underneath 
Fulmer Road would be required by the Town of Carmel. 
 

 The condition of the primary and auxiliary riser and outlet pipe spillways could not be fully  
observed due the reservoir level. 
 

o Action Item -   the condition of the primary and auxiliary riser spillways and outlet pipes 
should be confirmed by video inspection to determine if they are in good condition or if 
additional repairs are required. 
 

o Action Item. –    the valve and closure mechanism for drawing down the reservoir should 
be inspected, and if necessary, required repairs made to restore the drawdown function 
of the dam. 
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1.0 Purpose of Investigation 
 
The investigation was conducted to assess the current hazard classification of Teakettle Spout 
Lake Dam, NYSDEC Dam ID #231-4794. The investigation included analysis of downstream 
hydraulic conditions from a hypothetical dam failure that was used to guide the hazard class 
recommendation. It is noted that the current NYSDEC hazard classification of Teakettle Spout 
Lake Dam is Intermediate (Class B). The investigation was conducted by Woidt Engineering & 
Consulting, P.C. (WEC). 
 
2.0 Project Location & Description 
 
Teakettle Spout Lake Dam consists of a concrete spillway structure embedded in an earthen 
berm. The spillway structure consists of a concrete wall approximately 38’ in length. An eight (8) 
foot long weir is centered along the concrete wall that serves as the primary spillway with a 
normal pool elevation of 614.2. The remaining top of wall is approximately 1.1’ higher than the 
normal pool and serves as an overflow auxiliary spillway (see photos below). 
 

 
 
The dam is currently classified as an intermediate hazard (Class B) dam per the NYSDEC dam 
inventory. The reservoir created behind the dam has approximately 6 acres of surface area at 
normal summer pool and a maximum dam height of approximately 6-7 feet. The original 
construction date of the dam is unknown, and the spillway and adjacent embankment sections 
are in generally poor condition and appear to not have been maintained. 
 
The outlet of the dam discharges into Plum Brook which flows west and under Kia Ora Boulevard 
through twin 48” diameter pipes. Plum Brook then flows south through an undeveloped area 
before discharging into Glencoma Lake, approximately 2000’ downstream of Teakettle Spout 
Dam. There is one residence adjacent to Glencoma Lake that is located on high ground. The area 
downstream of Glencoma Lake is completely undeveloped until Plum Brook crosses under Lovell 
Street, nearly 3 miles downstream of the Teakettle Spout Dam. 
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3.0 Hydrologic Analysis/Spillway Capacity 
 
Inflow hydrographs were developed using the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Unit hydrograph 
method imbedded in the HydroCAD version 10.00-22 software.  “CN” values were estimated from 
review of land use, aerial photography and Putnam County Soil Mapping.  Predominant soil types 
consist of Hydrologic Group C soils intermixed with smaller amounts of type B soils for the inflow 
areas upstream of the dam.  Land cover primarily consists of residential neighborhoods 
interspersed with wooded areas.  
 
The total drainage area entering the dam is 165 acres or 0.26 square miles (see Drainage Area 
Map - Appendix A). The drainage area was broken into 4 subareas (see further discussion below). 
Lag time’s (Tlag) for the inflow hydrographs were computed utilizing travel time methodology 
from NCRS TR-55 procedures, with Tlag = 0.6 X Tc (time of concentration). Sheet flow lengths 
for all subcatchment areas were estimated to be 100 feet per the guidelines in NRCS NEH Chapter 
15. 
 
The 24-hour precipitation values for the 25, 50 and 100-year recurrence interval storm events 
were obtained from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Atlas 14 Point 
Precipitation Frequency Estimates precipitation data for the project vicinity. The inflow 
hydrographs for the 150% of 100-year storm were computed by increasing the 100-year storm 
precipitation (8.40”) to produce peak runoff values that are 150% of the runoff rates from the 
100-year storm event. It is noted that the 150% of 100-year flood is considered the Spillway 
Design Flood (SDF) for an existing small, intermediate “B” hazard dam. 
 
Reservoir routing was performed assuming normal summer pool conditions (elevation 614.2). 
Stage-storage relationships were developed from 2’ contour data (from Putnam County GIS LiDAR 
mapping) supplemented with aerial photos. A stage-discharge rating curve for the primary 
spillway configuration was developed by hydraulic routines imbedded within the HydroCAD 
program. The peak inflows, outflows and reservoir stages for selected routed storm events are 
presented in Table 1 below. 
 
A network of four (4) subcatchments, two stream reaches, two roadway cross culverts and Upper 
Teakettle Spout Lake Dam were included in the model to more accurately estimate the inflow 
hydrographs into Teakettle Spout Lake. The spillway configuration of Upper Teakettle Spout Lake 
Dam and Teakettle Spout Lake Dam were surveyed by WEC and augmented with Putnam County 
LiDAR. Stream reach geometry was estimated using the LiDAR information and field investigation. 
More details can be found in the electronic HydroCAD files in Appendix A. 
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Table 1 – Teakettle Spout Lake Dam Storm Event Discharges/Stages 

Storm Event Peak Inflow 
(cfs) 

Peak 
Outflow 

(cfs) 
Maximum 
Stage (ft) 

  Freeboard above lowest 
embankment crest elevation  

25-year 172 97 615.74 -0.24* 
50-year 200 128 615.88 -0.38* 
100-year 228 160 616.00 -0.50* 

150% 100-year 334 273 616.33 -0.83* 
1Normal Pool Elevation = 614.2 
2Minimum Concrete Dam Top Elevation = 615.14 
3Minimum Earthen Berm Top Elevation = 615.5 
 
As can be observed from Table 1, all storms including and exceeding the 25-year recurrence 
exceed the lowest embankment elevation of the dam crest. 
 
4.0 Dam Hazard Class/Dam Break Analysis and Inundation Mapping 
 
Based on storage capacity and height, Teakettle Spout Lake Dam’s size classification is considered 
small. Regarding hazard class, WEC performed a dam break analysis utilizing the dam break 
routine imbedded in the HEC-HMS (for a sunny day piping failure) and the HydroCAD computer 
program (for an overtopping failure).  
 
The resultant outflow hydrographs from the dam break were then routed downstream. Both the 
SDF (150% of 100-year) and the Sunny Day (normal pool elevation) dam break scenarios were 
investigated. The assumed dam breach parameters for the dam failure included a bottom width 
of 3 times the height of dam height. Failure of the dam was triggered at or near the maximum 
water surface elevation for the SDF failure (elevation 617.2) and at the normal summer pool 
elevation (elevation 614.2) for the sunny day break failure. A failure development time of 0.50 
hours was assumed. For the SDF with dambreak failure scenario, it was assumed that Upper 
Teakettle Dam would overtop and subsequently fail. As such, the SDF dambreak scenario for 
Teakettle Spout Lake Dam included the added incremental effect of upstream dam failure.  
 
To assess the incremental flooding hazard to the downstream area below the dam, the 
hydrographs from the sunny day failure, the SDF with a dam failure and the SDF without a dam 
break failure were routed downstream to Glencoma Lake. As mentioned previously, the only 
infrastructure between the dam and Glencoma Lake is a low volume local roadway (Kia Ora 
Boulevard) and one residential house adjacent to Glencoma Lake that is located on high ground 
and will not be inundated by any of the dambreak scenarios. In addition, as previously noted, 
there is no development along Plum Creek downstream of Glencoma Lake for approximately 
another 3 miles where Plum Creek passes underneath Lovell Street (see Project Location Map 
Appendix A).  
 
Under the Sunny Day dam failure scenario, the resultant dam break flow does slightly overtop 
Kia Road Boulevard (0.69’ maximum overtopping depth). Proceeding downstream, the 
incremental effect of the sunny day dam break is absorbed by Glencoma Lake as there is only a 
1.3’ increase in the normal pool elevation with the Sunny Day dambreak.  
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In addition to the Sunny Day dam break scenario, the SDF with and without dam break were also 
analyzed. As mentioned above, the SDF with dambreak scenario assumed the upstream Upper 
Teakettle Dam would fail and contribute to the SDF dambreak inflow at Teakettle Spout Dam. 
This is considered a worst-case condition to assess the maximum incremental effect of a rainy-
day failure at Teakettle Spout Dam.  
 
At Kia Ora Boulevard, the SDF overtops the roadway with a maximum depth of 0.37’ for 
approximately 30 minutes. Similarly, the SDF with dambreak overtops the roadway with a 
maximum depth of 1.88’ for approximately 2 hours. Proceeding downstream, the incremental 
effect of the SDF dam break flood is absorbed by Glencoma Lake as there is only a 0.55’ difference 
in the pool elevation between the SDF and SDF dambreak scenarios.  
 
Additional details can be viewed in the HydroCAD summary sheets in Appendix A. 
 
5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis conducted in this study identified that Teakettle Spout Lake 
Dam does not have sufficient spillway capacity to safely pass the current SDF (the 150% of the 
100-year flood) without dam overtopping. The analysis was based on a synthetic hydrograph 
developed using the SCS Unit hydrograph methodology.  
 
Regarding hazard classification, the current NYSDEC classification for the dam, as listed in their 
dam inventory, is “B” or intermediate. NYSDEC has provided detailed guidelines relative to 
determining dam hazard class. The current guidelines (DOW TOGS 3.1.5 Guidance for Dam 
Hazard Classification) provide more specific guidance relative to equating dam hazard class to 
loss of human life and damage to homes, roadways, railroads, utilities and the environment. 
 
A copy of the final hazard class guidelines (DOW TOGS 3.1.5) is included in Appendix B. The 
guideline includes the definitions of hazard class and the suggested procedures for verification of 
hazard classes. Based on the guidelines provided in the document and the incremental dam break 
assessment in this report, it is our opinion that the Teakettle Spout Lake Dam hazard class is 
consistent with an A (low) hazard classification as opposed to the current B (intermediate) hazard 
classification.  
 
This hazard classification recommendation is due to the results of the foregoing dambreak 
analysis which concluded that the Sunny Day Dam break does not result in any damage to 
occupied homes and barely overtops a minor local roadway. In addition, the SDF with dambreak 
does not result in a significant incremental increase in downstream damage and hazard. Although 
the SDF with dambreak does overtop Kia Ora Boulevard to a greater depth than the SDF without 
dambreak, the roadway is a very low volume local roadway that if damaged, does not warrant a 
B hazard class according to guidelines in DOW TOGS 3.1.5. It is also noted that even if the 
roadway was damaged and temporarily closed, access to an existing condominium complex is 
still maintained along Kia Ora Boulevard south of Plum Brook where the roadway profile is higher 
than the northern approach.  
  
Given the results of this investigation, it is recommended that the dam owner submit this report 
to NYSDEC Dam Safety for review and concurrence with a letter requesting that the hazard class 
be reduced to A. 
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If the dam hazard classification is lowered to an A (low), future dam safety compliance 
requirements will be reduced. This includes the elimination of periodic safety inspections by a 
professional engineer, a reduced spillway design flood from 150% of a 100-year flood to a 100-
year flood. In addition, an “A” hazard classification would eliminate the requirements to maintain 
an EAP and would not require preparation of future detailed engineering assessment report.  
 
Assuming the hazard class is reduced to low (A), there are still dam deficiencies that will need to 
be addressed in the future. These include insuring adequate spillway capacity and addressing a 
number of structural and embankment issues including visible signs of seepage at the left and 
right toe of the embankment (looking downstream); structural cracks and undermining of 
concrete in the non-overflow sections of the spillway; and the presence of undesirable woody 
growth on the dam embankment. These were noted in NYSDEC Dam Safety Visual Inspection 
letter dated December 22nd, 2017 (see Appendix B). 



   

       
December 22, 2017 

 
Mr. Richard Franzetti, P.E., Town Engineer 
Town of Carmel 
Town Hall 
60 McAlpin Avenue 
Mahopac, NY 10541 
 
Re:  Tea Kettle Spout Dam 
 DEC ID# 231-4784 
 Carmel (T), Putnam County 
 
Re: Upper Tea Kettle Spout Dam 
 DEC ID# 231-1406 
 Carmel (T), Putnam County 

 
Dear Mr. Franzetti: 

 
Mr. Alon Dominitz and I conducted a routine visual inspection at the above 

referenced dams on December 7, 2017 as part of the Department of Environmental 
Conservation’s (Department) ongoing Dam Safety program.  I am writing to you 
because it is my understanding that you are, or represent, the owner of this structure.   
The left/right nomenclature used in this letter and in the enclosed Visual Observation 
Report is based on looking downstream from the center of the dam’s crest. 
 
Tea Kettle Spout Dam 
 

The following observations were noted during the visual inspection: 
 
 Mature trees and brush were observed to be growing on the upstream and 

downstream embankments as well as the dam crest.  The trees and brush 
should be removed to allow for proper inspection of the dam embankments 
and prevent the root systems from damaging the dam. 

 A large crack was observed in the left non-over flow section as well as a large 
area of undermined concrete on the downstream face of the left non-overflow 
section.  This area should be monitored and repaired to prevent further 
deterioration of the concrete.              

 An area of potential seepage was observed on the left downstream 
embankment.  This area and any other areas of potential seepage should be 
monitored on a regular basis for any signs of change in amount of flow or 
turbidity.  



 The fish screen upstream of the service spillway can collect debris and 
potentially cause a rise in water surface elevation behind the dam.  Please 
inspect the fish screen on a routine basis to remove any debris to prevent this 
condition from occurring. 

 
Upper Tea Kettle Spout Dam 
 

The following observations were noted during the visual inspection: 
 
 Mature trees and brush were observed to be growing on the upstream and 

downstream embankments as well as the dam crest.  The trees and brush 
should be removed to allow for proper inspection of the dam embankments 
and the root systems can provide seepage paths through the dam. 

 The service spillway and auxiliary spillway outlet pipes were both submerged 
by the downstream plunge pool.  The plunge pool outlet should be regraded 
to allow for proper hydraulic function of the outlet pipes. 

 The trash rack on the service spillway inlet riser and the fencing around the 
auxiliary spillway riser can become clogged with debris, potentially causing an 
increase in the water surface elevation behind the dam.  Please ensure the 
screens are inspected regularly to prevent a buildup of debris.   

 
The following table summarizes the current status of compliance for these dams 

for those sections of the regulations that have specific deadlines for compliance. 
 

Compliance Status Table 

Citation Requirement  Status 
673.6 Develop and implement an Inspection & 

Maintenance (I&M) Plan by August 19, 2010.     
An I&M Plan must be 
available for review, if 
requested. 

673.7 Develop and submit to the Department an 
Emergency Action Plan (EAP) no later than 
August 19, 2011, and review and update annually 
thereafter.  To be considered “final” a completed 
Promulgation and Concurrence (P&C) form must 
also be submitted indicating that the EAP has 
been distributed to and coordinated with local 
emergency responders.  

EAPs have been 
submitted for both dams 
dated 2/7/2017.  Please 
review and provide any 
updates for the 2018 
calendar year. 

673.8 Submit an Annual Certification to the Department 
by January 31st of each year (covering the 
previous calendar year).   

2016 Annual 
Certifications have been 
received for both dams.  
Please submit the 2017 
Annual Certifications by 
January 31, 2018.  



673.13 The first Engineering Assessment (EA) of a Class 
B dam is due no later than August 19, 2015, and 
a full Engineering Assessment is due every 10 
years thereafter.   

VIOLATION – EAs have 
not been received for 
these dams.  Please 
submits the EAs as soon 
as possible.  

 
The full text of the revised 6 NYCRR Part 608 and Part 673, along with technical 

guidance, templates and forms can be downloaded from the Dam Safety webpage at:  
http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/4991.html. 

 
 Deficiencies may exist beyond those identified here.  The Department’s visual 
inspections are not intended to take the place of a comprehensive engineering 
evaluation by a professional engineer.  The Department’s inspection observations and 
notes should not be relied on for “risk management/assessment” or other financially 
based determinations. 
  

A desktop review of downstream conditions indicates that it may be possible to 
justify lowering the hazard class to Class A - Low Hazard for both dams.  If you choose 
to pursue this reclassification, then note that a more detailed evaluation of downstream 
hazards by a P.E. experienced in dam safety will be required.  Also, please note that 
changes in downstream development can result in the hazard class being upgraded 
again. 

 
Please keep in mind that any repair or construction activities related to the dam 

may require permits from Department.  Well before beginning work on the dam, please 
check with the Regional Permit Administrator at the Department’s Region 3 – New Paltz 
office at (845) 256-3054 to see if any permits are required. 
 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me by phone at 518-402-
8148, or by e-mail at jennifer.ross@dec.ny.gov. 

  
         

Sincerely, 
 

 
        Jennifer Ross 
        Assistant Engineer  
        Dam Safety Section 

 
 
 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/4991.html
mailto:jennifer.ross@dec.ny.gov
mailto:jennifer.ross@dec.ny.gov


  
 
ec w/ enc: Kenneth Schmitt, Supervisor, Town of Carmel  

Berhanu Gonfa, DEC Region 3, Dam Safety Representative  
  Shohreh Karimipour, DEC Region 3, Regional Water Engineer 
  John Petronella, DEC Region 3, Regional Permit Administrator 
  Anthony Sutton, Putnam County Bureau of Emergency Services 
   
   
bcc w/ enc: Project file 
bcc w/o enc: Daybook 
 
L:\DOW\BFPDS\DAM SAFETY\Dam Inventory\Region 3\Putnam\231-4784 Tea Kettle 
Spout Lake Dam\2017-12-07 Inspection\letter.dam.231-4784.231-1406.2017-12-
21.TeaKettleSpout&UpperTeaKettleSpout2017Inspection.docx 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety

DAM NAME

STATE ID 231-4784 SECTION C HAZARD CODE B

COUNTY Putnam INSPECTION DATE

NEAREST DS CITY/TOWN Lincolndale INSPECTOR(S) JER/AXD

OWNER'S NAME

DOWNSTREAM HAZARD Intermediate TOWNSHIP

WATER LEVEL BEHIND DAM

DRAIN OPERATION

DEFICIENCIES

1)Seepage 4)Maintenance 7)Cracking

2)Slope Stability 5)Surficial Deterioration 8)Movement/Misalignment

3)Undesirable Growth 6)Voids 9)Data

Upstream:

Dam Crest:

Downstream:

Service Spillway:

–Fish screen upstream of service spillway may catch debris and cause an increase in water surface 
elevation.

–Potential seepage was observed on the left downstream embankment.
–Concrete deterioration was observed on the right downstream non-over flow section.

–Concrete deterioration was observed on the service spillway weir.

Unknown

–Richard Franzetti, P.E., Town Engineer accompanied us during the inspection.

–Mature trees and brush were observed on the upstream embankments.

–Mature trees and brush were observed on the dam crest.

–Mature trees and brush were observed on the downstream embankments.
–Cracking and deterioration of the concrete on the downstream left non-over flow section was observed.  
Exposed rebar and seepage were also observed from the voids in the concrete.

Approximately 1/2 inch over spillway weir.

Visual Observations

Teakettle Spout Lake Dam

TOWN OF CARMEL

12/7/2017

Town of Carmel

X X X
X

X X

12/07/2017                Page 1 of 5



Photo 1  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Dam crest from left abutment.

Photo 2  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Fish screen upstream of service spillway.

12/07/2017                Page 2 of 5



Photo 3  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Concrete non-overflow sections and spillway weir.

Photo 4  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Downstream channel.

12/07/2017                Page 3 of 5



Photo 5  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Right dam embankment as viewed from left side of spillway. 

Photo 6  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Left upstream embankment.

12/07/2017                Page 4 of 5



Photo 7  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Concrete deterioration and voids on downstream left non-overflow section.

Photo 8  Dam ID#  231-4784 Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Downstream view of service spillway and non-overflow sections.
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety

DAM NAME

STATE ID 231-1406 SECTION C HAZARD CODE B

COUNTY Putnam INSPECTION DATE

NEAREST DS CITY/TOWN Lake Lincolndale INSPECTOR(S) JER/AXD

OWNER'S NAME

DOWNSTREAM HAZARD Intermediate TOWNSHIP

WATER LEVEL BEHIND DAM

DRAIN OPERATION

DEFICIENCIES

1)Seepage 4)Maintenance 7)Cracking

2)Slope Stability 5)Surficial Deterioration 8)Movement/Misalignment

3)Undesirable Growth 6)Voids 9)Data

Upstream:

Dam Crest:

Downstream:

Service Spillway:

Auxiliary Spillway:

Outlet Conduit:
–The two outlet conduits for the service spillway and auxiliary spillway were observed to be submerged 
by the outlet plunge pool.

Unknown

–Mature trees and brush were observed on the upstream embankment.

–Brush and a fallen tree were observed on the dam crest.  A low spot was observed on the crest near 
the center of the dam.

–Mature trees and brush were observed on the downstream embankment.

–Some leafy debris was observed on the spillway inlet trash rack.

–The auxiliary spillway inlet was observed to be surrounded by fencing.

Approximately 1-2 inches over spillway crest.

Visual Observations

Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam

TOWN OF CARMEL

12/7/2017

Town of Carmel

X

X

12/07/2017                Page 1 of 4



Photo 1  Dam ID#  231-1406 Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Dam crest from right abutment. 

Photo 2  Dam ID#  231-1406 Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Service spillway and auxiliary spillway riser inlets. 
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Photo 3  Dam ID#  231-1406 Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Upstream embankment from left side dam crest.

Photo 4  Dam ID#  231-1406 Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Downstream embankment from downstream toe.

12/07/2017                Page 3 of 4



Photo 6  Dam ID#  231-1406 Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam  12/07/2017
Submerged outlet pipes in plunge pool.

12/07/2017                Page 4 of 4
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1. Purpose of Investigation 
 
This investigation was conducted to comply with the requirements of NYCRR Part 673, Dam 
Safety Regulations, which include the completion of a Dam Safety Engineering Assessment. The 
Engineering Assessment generally includes: 
 

• Record Review 
• A complete visual dam safety inspection 
• A hydrologic/hydraulic assessment 
• A structural/stability assessment 
• Confirmation of Dam Hazard Class 
• Review of Emergency Action Plan and Inspection & Maintenance Plan 
• Conclusions & Recommendations regarding the safety of the dam 
• Preparation and submission of an Engineering Assessment Report 

 
The engineering assessment was developed in accordance with TOGS 3.1.4 “Guidance for Dam 
Engineering Assessments”. The investigation was conducted by Woidt Engineering & 
Consulting, PC (WEC) of Binghamton, NY in association with Daniel G. Loucks, P.E. of Ballston 
Spa, NY. Mr. Loucks completed the geotechnical and stability analysis portion of the 
assessment. 
 
2. Project Location & Dam Description 
 
Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam is a small, municipally owned recreational, earthen dam 
located in the Town of Carmel, Putnam County, New York. The dam is currently classified as an 
intermediate hazard (Class B) dam per the NYSDEC dam inventory. The reservoir created 
behind the dam has approximately 7.5 acres of surface area at normal pool and a maximum 
dam height of approximately 10’ feet. Review of NYSDEC Dam Safety files revealed that the 
construction date of the original dam was 1950. Original design or as-built plans were not 
available; thus, the dam’s geometry and spillway components were defined through field and 
survey measurements.  
 
The primary spillway of the dam consists of a concrete riser structure with a 30”x30” metal 
grate op top of the riser structure that connects to a 14” diameter outlet pipe. A secondary 
(auxiliary) spillway is located imediatedly adjacent to the primary spillway. The auxiliary spillway 
consists of a concrete riser structure with a 36” metal grate on top of the riser that connects to 
a 12” diameter outlet pipe. The auxiliary spillway crest elevation is approximately 4-5” higher 
than the primary spillway crest. Although as-built plans were not available, a one plan sheet of 
dam details (1940) indicate that the two structures have a common interior wall with the 
auxiliary riser serving as an overflow and lake drain. It is noted that the records indicate that 
the dam was constructed in 1950 so the 1940 plans may or may not depict the actual 
conditions.  The photos below show the spillways at two different lake stages (photo on right is 
a higher stage and the primary spillway is inundated).  
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   auxiliary spillway left, primary spillway right           auxiliary spillway left, primary spillway inundated    
 
The auxiliary spillway is also surrounded by a chain link fence and is equipped with a gate valve 
on the upstream face, which is assumed to control a low flow drain outlet. The dam 
embankment is approximately 250’ long. Field measurements and survey indicated that the 
crest elevation was not entirely level with several low areas identified. See additional discussion 
in sections 6 and 7 of the report.  
 
3.  Records Review 
 
The following records pertaining to the design, construction, operation, maintenance, and 
inspection of Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam were reviewed as part of this assessment. 
 

Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam 
Table 1 - Summary of Reviewed Documents 

Document Date Entity Description 
Dam Design 

Details 1940 private 
engineer 

one sheet with basic details for 
spillway and dam section  

Visual Inspection 
Report/NYSDEC 
Correspondence 

10-18-95; 6-19-03; 
4-21-2009; 4-3-2012;  
4-3-2012; 4-18-2013;  

5-17-2013; 12-22-2017 
NYSDEC Periodic Visual Inspection 

Report/Correspondence/photos 

EAP and 
Inundation Map 3-24-2015 

Insite 
Engineering, 

Surveying and 
Landscape 

Architecture 

Emergency Action Plan and 
Inundation Map 

Visual Inspection 
reports 

4-19-16; 12-30-16;  
6-21-17; 12-7-17 

Town of 
Carmel 

Engineer  
Periodic Visual Inspection 

Reports 

Hazard 
Classification and 
Spillway Capacity 

Analysis 
10-24-2014 

Insite 
Engineering, 

Surveying and 
Landscape 

Architecture 

Hazard Classification and 
Spillway Capacity  



3 
 

 
4. Emergency Action Plan and Inspection & Maintenance Plan Review 
 
The EAP and inundation map prepared by Insite Engineering, Surveying and Landscape 
Architecture in March of 2015 was reviewed. The EAP document was well organized and 
contained appropriate information consistent with an Intermediate Hazard “B” dam. The 
associated inundation mapping and methodology were also reviewed and the inundation 
extents looked appropriate based on the dam size, storage volume and downstream channel 
and floodplain characteristics. In addition, WEC performed our own internal dambreak and 
hazard classification analysis which concluded that a B (Intermediate) hazard classification is 
appropriate for Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam. The hazard classification was primarily based 
on the depth of overtopping of Union Valley Road, which is classified as an Urban Major 
Collector (also see section 5). 
 
The Inspection & Maintenance Plan (IMP) was also reviewed and the inspection and 
maintenance procedures identified in the plan were deemed appropriate. However, based on 
the inspection of the dam (section 6) it is evident that additional removal of trees and woody 
brush from the crest and upstream and downstream slopes has yet to occur. 
 
    
5. Hazard Class Review 
 
The Hazard Classification and Spillway Capacity Analysis report prepared by Insite Engineering, 
Surveying and Landscape Architecture in October of 2014 was reviewed by WEC.  WEC concurs 
that the B (intermediate) hazard classification identified in the report for Upper Teakettle Spout 
Lake Dam is appropriate, however, for a different reason than stated in the referenced report. 
WEC performed our own internal dambreak and hazard classification analysis for Upper 
Teakettle Spout Lake Dam and confirmed the B (intermediate) hazard classification primarily 
based on the depth of overtopping of Union Valley Road, which is classified as an Urban Major 
Collector. The estimated depth of overtopping for Union Valley Road was 1.9’ for the sunny day 
dam break and 2.7’ for the Spillway Design Flood (SDF) with dam break. 
 
It is also noted that a nearby downstream B (intermediate) hazard dam, Teakettle Spout Lake 
Dam has also been investigated by WEC. Our hazard class analysis recommended that the 
hazard classification for that dam be reduced to an A (low) from the current classification B 
(intermediate). The Hazard Classification Report for Teakettle Spout Lake Dam has been 
submitted to NYSDEC Dam Safety for review and concurrence. 
 
6. Visual Inspection 
 
A visual inspection of the dam was performed by WEC and Daniel Loucks, P.E., Geotechnical 
Engineer on May 17th, 2018 and July 6th, 2018 respectively. Mr. Loucks inspection primarily 
focused on the dam embankment relative to stability assessment. The reservoir level at the 
time of main inspection by WEC was approximately 0.3’ above the normal pool elevation of 
649.6 (assumed elevation) which corresponds to the top of the primary riser structure. 
 
The overall condition of the dam was considered poor to fair. There were several areas that 
were flagged for additional investigations or recommended repairs including providing a level 
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dam crest, providing a uniform downstream slope in certain areas, consideration of installation 
of a toe drain to address seepage areas, and an extensive tree, root, brush removal and 
disposal plan. The complete inspection report and photo documentation are provided in 
Appendix C.  
 
7.  Hydrologic & Hydraulic Analysis/Spillway Capacity  

 
WEC completed a hydrologic and hydraulic assessment for Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam to 
assess the spillway capacity of the dam. Inflow hydrographs were developed using the Soil 
Conservation Service Unit hydrograph method contained in the HydroCAD software package.  
“CN” values were estimated from review of land use, aerial photography and soil mapping for 
the contributary watershed. Predominant soil types consist of Hydrologic Group D with a smaller 
amount of B soils for the inflow area upstream of the dam.  Land cover primarily consists of ½ 
acre residential lots interspersed with wooded and grassed areas.  

The total drainage area entering the Dam is 78 acres, or approximately 0.12 square miles. Lag 
time’s (Tlag) for the inflow hydrographs were computed utilizing the travel time methodology 
from NCRS time of concentration procedures, with Tlag = 0.6 X Tc (time of concentration). 
The 24-hour precipitation value for the 100-year recurrence interval (8.40”) was obtained from 
NOAA Atlas 14 precipitation data for the project vicinity and was used to develop a 100-year 
inflow hydrograph. The inflow hydrograph for the 150% of 100-year storm was then computed 
by increasing the 100-year storm hydrograph by 50%. It is noted that the 150% of 100-year 
flood is considered the Spillway Design Flood (SDF) for an existing small, intermediate “B” 
hazard dam. 
Reservoir routing was performed assuming normal summer pool conditions (assumed elevation 
649.6). Stage-storage relationships were developed from aerial photos and available LiDAR 2’ 
contour interval mapping. Stage-discharge rating curves were developed using an orifice and 
culvert function (for both the primary and auxiliary riser structures and outlet pipes) and a 
broad crested weir function (for a non-level dam crest overtopping). The peak inflows, outflows 
and reservoir stages for selected storm events are presented in Table 2. 
 

Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam 
Table 2 – Discharges/Stages for Various Storm Events 

Storm Event Peak Inflow 
(cfs) 

Peak Outflow 
(cfs) 

Maximum Stage 
(ft) 

Top of Dam* 
Available Freeboard 

 100-year 200 24 651.61 (-0.16’) ft 
150% of 100-year 300 54 652.42 (-0.97’) ft 
*  Low point Top of Dam = 651.45+/-; Normal Pool Elevation = 649.6; Auxiliary Spillway crest =650.0 
 elevations based on field measurements and survey 
 
As shown in Table 2, the small drainage area and relatively large storage volume of the dam’s 
lake results in a significant attenuation (reduction) of peak outflows. Furthermore, it can be 
observed that Upper Teakettle Spout Dam does not have adequate spillway capacity to pass the 
150% of 100-year storm event without dam overtopping. The approximate spillway capacity of 
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the dam is 23 cfs which approximately equates to the peak outflow from a 100-year recurrence 
interval event. Selected HydroCAD computer output is included in Appendix B. 
 
8. Geotechnical Investigations/Stability Assessment 
 
The geotechnical investigations and stability analysis were conducted by Daniel G. Loucks, P.E. 
of Ballston Spa, NY.  Mr. Loucks’ report and supporting analysis, calculations, observations and 
recommendations are included in Appendix D and in section 10 of this report. 
 
9. Outlet Works Assessment 
 
In accordance with 1989 NYSDEC Guidelines for Design of Dams, the low level drain of a dam is 
required to have adequate capacity to discharge 90% of the storage below the lowest spillway 
crest within 14 days, assuming no inflow into the reservoir.  
 
Based on our field review and observations, we are assuming that the auxiliary spillway riser 
structure with the gate valve and 12” diameter outlet pipe serves as the outlet drain 
configuration for the dam.  
 
WEC utilized HydroCAD version 10.0-19 to assess the drawdown time to remove 90% of the 
storage below normal pool elevation (649.6). The results of the drawdown HydroCAD analysis 
(Appendix B) revealed that 90% of the normal storage can be removed in approximately 28 
hours, which is well under the recommended maximum 14 day period per NYSDEC Dam Safety 
Guidelines. 
 
 
10. Conclusions & Recommendations 
 

Conclusions 
 

1. The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis identified that Upper Teakettle Spout Lake 
Dam has inadequate spillway capacity to pass the 150% of the 100-year storm 
event (Spillway Design Flood).  

 
2. As noted in the inspection report, the dam embankment is covered by numerous 

trees, large woody growth and root systems (dam crest) along the upstream and 
downstream slopes. 

 
3. As noted in the inspection report, the outlet pipes from both the primary and 

auxiliary spillways were submerged at the outlet channel.  
 

4. As noted in Daniel Loucks’ report, it was determined that based on visual 
observations and measured downstream embankment slopes; the dam 
embankment in its current condition would not have acceptable factors of safety 
for several stability conditions.  (see Appendix D for more details). 

 
5. As noted in the inspection report, the condition of the primary and auxiliary riser 

and outlet pipe spillways could not be fully observed due the reservoir level.  
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6. Both the primary and auxiliary riser structures have metal grates sitting on top of 

the structures that may limit the hydraulic capacity of the spillways and may be 
prone to clogging of debris. 

 
7. The overall condition and maintenance of the dam is poor to fair. 

 
8. The EAP and inundation mapping were prepared in 2015 and seemed in good 

order with reasonable inundation mapping limits.  
  

9. A formal written Inspection & Maintenance Plan (IMP) was reviewed and its 
format and content was considered acceptable.   

 
10. The existing Hazard Class of B (intermediate) is considered appropriate based on 

review of available dam break methodology, inundation mapping and downstream 
site review. 

 
Recommendations/Proposed Schedule 

 
1. Trees, woody brush and root systems should be removed from the dam crest, 

upstream and downstream slopes of the dam. Root balls from trees larger than 
10” in diameter should be removed and compacted backfill placed in the root ball 
voids.  

 
2. Per Dan Loucks Stability Assessment Report, additional investigations and 

improvements to the dam embankment are recommended. This includes 
providing a level dam crest, a uniform, flatter backslope, consideration of toe 
drain system and investigation of rock slope protection along the upstream slope. 
In conjunction with above, alternatives for improving spillway capacity should be 
investigated to pass the SDF without dam crest overtopping.  

 
3. Investigations should be conducted to replace the metal grates on the primary 

and auxiliary spillways as the grate openings are too closely spaced which limit 
hydraulic capacity and could also promote clogging of the inlets. A properly 
designed trash/debris rack system should be considered with removal of the 
restrictive existing grates. 

 
4. In conjunction with items 1, 2 and 3, the condition of the primary and auxiliary 

riser spillways and outlet pipes should be confirmed by video inspection to 
determine if they are in good condition or if additional repairs are required. 
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Proposed Schedule  
 
Since items 1, 2 and 3 are related and will take some significant effort, we suggest the 
following action items and timeline. 
 

1. Since as-built plans are unavailable, a full topographic survey of the dam should 
be completed initially so the geometrics of the dam can be accurately assessed 
for future assessments and repair plan development. It is recommended that this 
be completed before the end of 2018. 
 

2. Per Dan Loucks report, a geotechnical exploration plan should be developed and 
completed to properly assess dam stability issues and to refine suggested repair 
plans. It is recommended that this be completed before spring of 2019. 

 
3. Conceptual repair plans including providing preliminary cost estimates for design, 

permitting and construction to address the dam stability and spillway capacity 
issues should then be completed. It is recommended that this should be 
completed in the summer of 2019. 

 
4. Depending on the magnitude of repair costs, a timeline for subsequent 

development of final repair plans and permitting and eventual construction of 
repairs should be developed. It is suggested that the final design and permitting 
phase be completed by early 2020. Subsequent completion and construction of 
repairs should follow with a goal of completion by late 2020 or spring of 2021. It 
is noted that this schedule may need to be flexible dependent on funding sources 
available to the Dam Owner (Town of Carmel). A phased construction approach 
may also need to be investigated (i.e. address vegetation removal and level dam 
crest initially with subsequent work at a later phase).  

 
 
11. Statement of Conformance 
 

Presently, the inadequate spillway capacity, excessive vegetation growth and likely dam 
stability issues are the primary reasons that the dam is not in compliance with NYSDEC 
Dam Safety Regulations. 
 
Upon resolution and completion of Recommendations 1 through 4, it is our opinion that 
Upper Teakettle Spout Dam will be in compliance with NYSDEC Dam Safety regulations. 
It is recognized that the Dam Owner (Town of Carmel) has limited financial resources to 
address all of the recommended actions in a short time period. A suggested timeline is 
provided in section 10. 
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12. Limitations 
 

Standard of Care 
 

1. Our findings and conclusions are based on the work conducted as part of the Scope 
of Services set forth in the report and/or proposal and reflect our professional 
judgment.  These findings and conclusions must be considered not as scientific or 
engineering certainties, but rather as our professional opinions concerning the 
limited data gathered during the course of our work.  
 
 

2. Our services were performed using the degree of skill and care ordinarily exercised 
by qualified professionals performing the same type of services at the same time, 
under similar conditions, at the same or a similar property.  No warranty, expressed 
or implied, is made. 

 
General 

 
3. The observations described in this report were made under the conditions stated 

therein.  The conclusions presented were based solely upon the services described 
therein, and not on scientific tasks or procedures beyond the scope of described 
services. 

 
4. In preparing this report, we relied on certain information provided by the dam 

owner, state and local officials, and other parties referenced therein available to us 
at the time of the evaluation.  We did not attempt to independently verify the 
accuracy or completeness of all information reviewed or received during the course 
of this evaluation. 

 
5. Observations were made of the site and of structures on the site as indicated within 

the report.  Where access to portions of the structure or site, or to structures on the 
site was unavailable or limited, we render no opinion as to the condition of that 
portion of the site or structure.  In particular, it is noted that water levels in the 
impoundment and elsewhere and/or flow over the primary and auxiliary spillways 
may have limited our ability to make observations of underwater portions of the 
structure.   

 
6. In reviewing this report, it should be realized that the reported condition of the dam 

is based on observations of field conditions during the course of this study along 
with data made available to us.  

 
 



 
DAM INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
DIVISION OF WATER, BUREAU OF FLOOD PROTECTION & DAM SAFETY 

 
    

NAME OF DAM:   Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam DEC I.D. NO: 231-1406 
LOCATION:   Carmel Putnam 

 TOWNSHIP COUNTY 

DEC CLASSIFICATION DATA:   Small B (Intermediate) 
  SIZE HAZARD 
  

 
  

PHYSICAL DATA:   Embankment  11’ feet max. 28 acre-feet 
 TYPE OF DAM HEIGHT OF DAM NORMAL POOL STORAGE CAPACITY 

ELEVATIONS:   649.6+/- 649.9+/- 1.0’+/- 
 NORMAL POOL POOL AT INSPECTION TAILWATER AT INSPECTION 
  

 
  

PERSONS PRESENT AT INSPECTION   
NAME TITLE/POSITION REPRESENTING 

Charles F. Woidt Jr., P.E. President Woidt Engineering & Consulting, P.C. 
 

   
   

  
 

  

DATE OF INSPECTION:   May 17th, 2018 THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE DAM HAS BEEN INSPECTED AND 
THE FOLLOWING ARE THE RESULTS OF THIS INSPECTION 

WEATHER:   Partly Cloudy  

TEMPERATURE:   70 degrees F 
  SIGNATURE OF REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER 

 



NAME: Upper Teakettle Spout  Dam      DEC I.D. NO.: 231-1406         INSPECTION DATE: 5/17/2018

EMBANKMENT
1 OF 2
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CONDITION OBSERVATIONS
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1 SURFACE CRACKING none observed
2 SINKHOLE, ANIMAL BURROW none observed
3 LOW AREA(S)  crest elevation slightly uneven with one notable low area (Photo P-3) X X
4 HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT OK
5 RUTS AND/OR PUDDLES isloated puddles observed
6 VEGETATION CONDITION generally bare earth, tree roots growing through crest multiple areas (Photo P-9) X X
7 DIKE n/a
8
9 SLIDE, SLOUGHS, SCARP some minor scarping at waterline

10 SLOPE PROTECTION none observed
11 SINKHOLE, ANIMAL BURROW none observed
12 EM. - ABUT. CONTACT good
13 EROSION none observed; a few areas with minor scarping at the waterline
14 VEGETATION CONDITION multiple mature trees growing in upstream slope (Photos P-1,P-2, P-10) X X
15
16

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: REFER TO ITEM NO. IF APPLICABLE
3 One notable area approximately 10' in length near center of dam approximately 10" lower than average crest elevation.

It appears that this low area might have overtopped in the past. 

6 14 Tree roots in crest should be removed.  All woody growth exceeding 2" in diameter along upstream slope should be cut
and removed. Stumps and rootballs for larger trees (greater than 10" in diameter) should have root balls removed and
replaced with well compacted fill. Crest elevation should be leveled and or adjusted to prevent overtopping from the 
Spillway Design Flood event.

CHECK (    ) ACTION 
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NAME:  Upper Teakettle Spout  Dam      DEC I.D. NO.:  231-1406          INSPECTION DATE: 5/17/2018

EMBANKMENT
2 OF 2
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17 WET AREA(S) (NO FLOW) none observed
18 SEEPAGE none observed
19 SLIDE, SLOUGH, SCARP none observed
20 EMB. - ABUT. CONTACT OK X
21 SINKHOLE, ANIMAL BURROW none observed
22 EROSION area of erosion observed in line with low spots of crest X X X
23 UNUSUAL MOVEMENT downstream slopes inconsistent X X
24 VEGETATION CONTROL Numerous trees exceeding 12" in diameter mixed with smaller trees growing on X X
25 majority of downstream slope (Photos P-4, P-5, P-7)
26
26 PIEZOMETER/OBSERV. WELLS none
27 STAFF GAGE & RECORDER none observed
28 WEIRS none observed
29 SURVEY MONUMENTS none observed
30 DRAINS none
31 FREQUENCY OF READINGS none
32 LOCATION OF RECORDS none
33
34
35

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: REFER TO ITEM NO. IF APPLICABLE
23 24 All woody growth exceeding 2" in diameter along the downstream slope should be cut and removed. Stumps and 

 rootballs for larger trees (greater than 10" in diameter) should have root balls removed and voids filled with compacted fill.
The downstream slope varies from approximately 1.5H:1V in the center of the dam to 4H:1V near the abutments. Future 
investigations will be required to determine embankment improvement requirements that may include a consistent flatter
slope and installation of toe drains.
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NAME:  Upper Teakettle Spout Dam      DEC I.D. NO.:   231-1406           INSPECTION DATE: 5/17/2018

DOWNSTREAM AREA AND MISC.
1 OF 1
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36 ABUTMENT LEAKAGE none observed
37 FOUNDATION SEEPAGE some wet areas observed but no visible standing water observed X
38 SLIDE, SLOUGH, SCARP none observed
39 DRAINAGE SYSTEM none observed
40 WHEEL RUTS none observed
41
42 DOWNSTREAM HAZARD Primary hazards include overtopping of Union Valley Road and overtopping of

DESCRIPTION Teakettle Spout Dam located just downstream of Union Valley Road. Effects of
DATE OF LAST UPDATE OF dam break would terminate at Lake Glencoma.

43 EMERGENCY ACTION PLAN EAP was updated in February 2017. X
44 RESERVOIR SLOPES good 
45 ACCESS ROADS access to dam via Northview Drive and across grassed area 
46 SECURITY DEVICES none observed

47 STAFF GAGE none 
48
49
50

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: REFER TO ITEM NO. IF APPLICABLE
43 The EAP should be reviewed for any updates by the end of 2018.
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NAME:  Upper Teakettle Spout  Dam      DEC I.D. NO.:   231-1406            INSPECTION DATE: 5/17/2018

SPILLWAYS*
1 OF 1
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51
52 EROSION n/a
53 VEGETATION CONDITION n/a
54 DEBRIS n/a
55 CONCRETE SURFACES n/a 
56 OTHER  36"+/- diameter grate and vertical concrete riser (see Photo P-8) X
57 SIDEWALLS see items 65-69
58 CHANNEL FLOOR
59 UNUSUAL MOVEMENT

60 APPROACH AREA
61 WEIR OR CONTROL
62 DISCHARGE AREA

63 DRAINS
65 INTAKE STRUCTURE A 30"X30" concrete riser with grate connected to 14" diameter pipe (Photo 11) X
66 TRASHRACK Metal grate sits on top of Riser pipe (Photo 11) X
67 STILLING BASIN 14" Outlet pipe is submerged (Photo P-6 ) X
68 FLOOR could not be observed submerged in reservoir X
69 SIDEWALLS could not be observed submerged in reservoir X

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: REFER TO ITEM NO. IF APPLICABLE
56 A 36" diameter grate and concrete riser connected to a 12" diameter outlet pipe appears to serve as an auxilary spillway

that is set 4-5" higher than the primary spillway (see 65-69). The riser appears to be equipped with a low flow
valve on the upstream face. The condition of the valve and outlet pipe was not accessible during the inspection.
Future investigations should verify the valve and outlet pipe condition. A chain link fence  surrounding the
riser pipe serves as a trash rack.

65- 69 The primary spillway is approximately 4-5" lower than the secondary low flow auxiliary riser structure. A metal grate
serves as the only debris/trash rack. Further investigation is needed to determine the condition of the outlet pipe
and riser structure as well as considering a better designed trashrack system to prevent clogging of the grate.
Finally the outlet channel should be regraded to allow free flow conditions for the outlet pipe.
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NAME:  Upper Teakettle Spout Dam      DEC I.D. NO.:  231-1406              INSPECTION DATE: 5/17/2018

OUTLET WORKS
1 OF 1
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70 INTAKE STRUCTURE see item 56 X
71 TRASHRACK see item 56
72 STILLING BASIN
73 PRIMARY CLOSURE see 56
74 SECONDARY CLOSURE no apparent secondary closure system
75 CONTROL MECHANISM see 56, Valve control on upstream side of riser
76 INTAKE TOWER see 56
77 OUTLET PIPE & HEADWALL Low flow outlet pipe is submerged (Photo P-6) X
78 EROSION ALONG DAM TOE none observed
79 SEEPAGE none observed
80 UNUSUAL MOVEMENT none observed
81
82
83

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: REFER TO ITEM NO. IF APPLICABLE

IN
TA

K
E 

A
N

D
 D

O
W

N
ST

R
EA

M
 O

U
TL

ET

CHECK (    ) ACTION 
NEEDED

A
R

EA
 

IN
SP

EC
TE

D



(C) Copyright 2017, Mapbox

SCALE 1:1200
0 100

Feet

N

E

S

W

Photo Index Map 
Upper Teakettle Spout Dam
NYSDEC # 231-1406
Scale 1"=100'
May 17th, 2018

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-1

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-2

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-3

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-4

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-5

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-6

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-7

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-8

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-9

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-10

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-X

rwoidt
Text Box
Photo # & Orientation

rwoidt
Line

rwoidt
Oval

rwoidt
Text Box
P-11

rwoidt
Line



                                                                                                                      
  

   

Upper TeaKettle Spout Lake Dam - 2018 Inspection Photos 

 

Photo P-1   Upstream slope/reservoir; view south   

 

Photo P-2 Upstream slope; view north 



                                                                                                                      
  

   

 

 

Photo P-3 Low area along crest; view north 

 

Photo P-4 Downstream slope; view east 



                                                                                                                      
  

   

 

 

Photo P-5 Downstream slope; ponding area at outlet; view northeast 

 

Photo P-6 Submerged outlet pipes; view north 



                                                                                                                      
  

   

 

 

Photo P-7 Outlet channel/ponding area; view east 

 

Photo P-8 Auxiliary Riser inlet grate and fencing; view east 



                                                                                                                      
  

   

 

Photo P-9 Trees roots along dam crest; view north 

 

P-10 Mature trees along upstream slope; view north 

 



                                                                                                                      
  

   

 

Photo P-11 Auxiliary/Low Riser on left, Primary Riser on right, view north 
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1. Purpose of Investigation 
 
This investigation was conducted to comply with the requirements of NYCRR Part 673, Dam 
Safety Regulations, which include the completion of a Dam Safety Engineering Assessment. The 
Engineering Assessment generally includes: 
 

• Record Review 
• A complete visual dam safety inspection 
• A hydrologic/hydraulic assessment 
• A structural/stability assessment 
• Confirmation of Dam Hazard Class 
• Review of Emergency Action Plan and Inspection & Maintenance Plan 
• Conclusions & Recommendations regarding the safety of the dam 
• Preparation and submission of an Engineering Assessment Report 

 
The engineering assessment was developed in accordance with TOGS 3.1.4 “Guidance for Dam 
Engineering Assessments”. The investigation was conducted by Woidt Engineering & 
Consulting, PC (WEC) of Binghamton, NY in association with Daniel G. Loucks, P.E. of Ballston 
Spa, NY. Mr. Loucks completed the geotechnical and stability analysis portion of the 
assessment. 
 
2. Project Location & Dam Description 
 
Lake Casse Dam is a small, municipally owned recreational, earthen dam located in the Town of 
Carmel, Putnam County, New York. The dam is currently classified as an intermediate hazard 
(Class B) dam per the NYSDEC dam inventory. The reservoir created behind the dam has 
approximately 32 acres of surface area at normal pool and a maximum dam height of 
approximately 14’ feet. Review of NYSDEC Dam Safety files revealed that the construction date 
of the original dam was 1953. As-built plans were not available thus the dam’s geometry and 
spillway components were defined through detailed survey and topographic mapping prepared 
by Putnam Engineering in 2011. There was a one page design sheet prepared in 1953 that was 
also reviewed and considered when preparing this report (see Appendix A). 
 
The primary spillway of the dam consists of a concrete riser structure with a metal grate/plate 
on top of the riser structure that connects to a 48” diameter outlet pipe. The riser structure has 
2 orifice openings on the east and west side measuring 32” long by 8” high and one orifice 
opening on the north side of the riser measuring 48” long X 8” high. In addition, the metal top 
grate has 24 4.5”X4.5” openings (see photos on next page). 
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    Metal grate orifice opening on east side of riser      Metal grate orifice opening on north side of riser      
 
The riser spillway is also surrounded by a chain link fence. The dam embankment is 
approximately 700’ long and a paved roadway (Lake Drive) is located along the crest of the 
dam (See photos below).  
 

 
          Lake Drive (crest of dam) view west                   Lake Drive (crest of dam) view east   
 
3.  Records Review 
 
The following records pertaining to the design, construction, operation, maintenance, and 
inspection of Lake Casse Dam were reviewed as part of this assessment. The review included 
information available from the Town of Carmel and information obtained from NYSEC Dam 
Safety files. 
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Lake Casse Dam 
Table 1 - Summary of Reviewed Documents 

Document Date Entity Description 
Dam Permit 

Application/One 
sheet Design Plan 

1953 Private 
engineer 

Original 
application/design 

sheet for dam permit  
ACOE Phase 1 

Inspection Report 1981 USCOE Phase 1 Inspection 
Report 

Visual Inspection 
Reports 

(NYSDEC) 

1969,1971,1983,1984,1991,1993, 
1995,1999,2002,2003,2005, 

2007,2009,2013 
NYSDEC Periodic Visual 

Inspection Reports 

NYSDEC/Town of 
Carmel Dam 

Safety 
Correspondence 

1969-2013 
NYSDEC & 
Town of 
Carmel 

Various correspondence 
between Town of 

Carmel and NYSDEC 
Dam Safety 

EAP and 
Inundation Map 3-24-2015 

Insite 
Engineering, 
Surveying 

and 
Landscape 

Architecture 

Emergency Action Plan 
and Inundation Map 

Inspection & 
Maintenance Plan 

(IMP) 
1/2016 Town of 

Carmel 
Inspection & 

Maintenance Plan 

Visual Inspection 
reports 6/2017,12/2017 

Town of 
Carmel 

Engineer  
Periodic Visual 

Inspection Reports 

Lake Casse 
Hydrologic Report 9/2007 Putnam 

Engineering 
Hydrologic and 

Hydraulic Report 
Hydrologic, 

Hydraulic & Dam 
Failure Analyses 

Report 
3/2010 Putnam 

Engineering 
H&H, Hazard 

Classification report  

Topographic 
Mapping of 

Dam/Downstream 
area 

4/2011 Putnam 
Engineering Topographic Mapping 
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4. Emergency Action Plan and Inspection & Maintenance Plan Review 
 
The EAP prepared by Insite Engineering, Surveying and Landscape Architecture in March of 
2015 was reviewed. The EAP document was well organized and contained appropriate 
information consistent with a Intermediate Hazard “B” dam. The associated inundation mapping 
and methodology (prepared by Putnam Engineering in 2010) was also reviewed and the 
inundation extents looked appropriate based on the dam size, storage volume and downstream 
channel and floodplain characteristics.  
 
The Inspection & Maintenance Plan (IMP) was also reviewed and the inspection and 
maintenance procedures identified in the plan were deemed appropriate. However, based on 
the inspection of the dam (section 6) it is evident that additional removal of trees and woody 
brush from the upstream and downstream slopes has yet to occur. 
    
5. Hazard Class Review 
 
The Hydrologic, Hydraulic & Dam Failure Analyses Report prepared by Putnam Engineering, 
Surveying and Landscape Architecture in March of 2010 that provided the basis for the current 
hazard class of B (intermediate) was reviewed by WEC. WEC concurs that a B (intermediate) 
hazard classification for Lake Casse Dam is appropriate.  It is noted that NYSDEC Dam Safety 
approved a hazard reclassification of Lake Casse Dam in 2012 from “C” (High) to “B” 
(Intermediate) based on the Putman Engineering Report. 
 
6. Visual Inspection 
 
A visual inspection of the dam was performed by WEC and Daniel Loucks, P.E., Geotechnical 
Engineer on May 17th, 2018 and July 6th, 2018 respectively. Mr. Loucks inspection primarily 
focused on the dam embankment relative to stability assessment. The reservoir level at the 
time of the inspection by WEC was approximately 0.1’ above the normal pool elevation of 607.8 
which corresponds to the orifice openings in the sides of the metal grate/plate of the primary 
riser structure. 
 
The overall condition of the dam was considered fair. There were several areas that were 
flagged for additional investigations or recommended repairs including removal of trees and 
vegetation on the upstream and downstream slopes, further investigations of the condition of 
the concrete riser structure, 48” RCP outlet pipe, submergence of the 48” RCP outlet pipe and 
confirmation/status of a low flow drain mechanism. The complete inspection report and photo 
documentation are provided in Appendix C.  
 
7.  Hydrologic & Hydraulic Analysis/Spillway Capacity  

 
WEC completed a hydrologic and hydraulic assessment for Lake Casse Dam to assess the 
spillway capacity of the dam. Inflow hydrographs were developed using the Soil Conservation 
Service Unit hydrograph method contained in the HydroCAD software package.  “CN” values 
were estimated from review of land use, aerial photography and soil mapping for the 
contributary watershed. Predominant soil types consist of Hydrologic Groups B and C. Land 
cover primarily consists of ½ acre residential lots interspersed with wooded and grassed areas.  



5 
 

The total drainage area entering the Dam is 237 acres, or approximately 0.37 square miles. Lag 
time’s (Tlag) for the inflow hydrographs were computed utilizing the travel time methodology 
from NCRS time of concentration procedures, with Tlag = 0.6 X Tc (time of concentration). 
The 24 hour precipitation value for the 100-year recurrence interval (8.38”) was obtained from 
NOAA Atlas 14 precipitation data for the project vicinity and was used to develop a 100-year 
inflow hydrograph. The inflow hydrograph for the 150% of 100-year storm was then computed 
by increasing the 100-year storm hydrograph by 50%. It is noted that the 150% of 100-year 
flood is considered the Spillway Design Flood (SDF) for an existing small, intermediate “B” 
hazard dam. 
Reservoir routing was performed assuming normal summer pool conditions (elevation 607.8). 
Stage-storage relationships were developed from aerial photos and available LiDAR 2’ contour 
interval mapping. Stage-discharge rating curves were developed using an orifice and culvert 
function (for both the primary riser structures and outlet pipe) and a broad crested weir 
function (for a non-level dam crest overtopping). The peak inflows, outflows and reservoir 
stages for selected storm events are presented in Table 2. 
 

 Lake Casse Dam 
Table 2 – Discharges/Stages for Various Storm Events 

Storm Event Peak Inflow 
(cfs) 

Peak Outflow 
(cfs) 

Maximum Stage 
(ft) 

Top of Dam* 
Available Freeboard 

 100-year 384 44 609.78 2.02 ft 
150% of 100-year 576 65 610.74 1.06 ft 
*  Low point Top of Dam (Lake Drive) = 611.8+/-; Normal Pool Elevation = 607.8; Auxiliary Spillway 
crest =n/a 
 elevations based on detailed Topographic Mapping prepared by Putnam Engineering 
 
As shown in Table 2, the small drainage area and relatively large storage volume of the dam’s 
lake results in a significant attenuation (reduction) of peak outflows. Furthermore, it can be 
observed that Lake Casse Dam does have adequate spillway capacity to pass the 150% of 100-
year storm event without dam overtopping. Selected HydroCAD computer output is included in 
Appendix B. 
 
8. Geotechnical Investigations/Stability Assessment 
 
The geotechnical investigations and stability analysis were conducted by Daniel G. Loucks, P.E. 
of Ballston Spa, NY.  Mr. Loucks’ report and supporting analysis, calculations, observations and 
recommendations are included in Appendix D and in section 10 of this report. 
 
9. Outlet Works Assessment 
 
In accordance with 1989 NYSDEC Guidelines for Design of Dams, the low level drain of a dam is 
required to have adequate capacity to discharge 90% of the storage below the lowest spillway 
crest within 14 days, assuming no inflow into the reservoir.  
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Based on our field review and observations and review of the one sheet 1953 design plans we 
are assuming that the riser structure is equipped with a 24” diameter opening controlled by a 
gate valve. It is noted that the vertical stem rod that serves as the control mechanism for the 
valve was missing and the valve will need repair to be operational.  
 
Assuming the valve mechanism will be repaired and will become operational in the future, WEC 
utilized HydroCAD version 10.0-19 to assess the drawdown time to remove 90% of the storage 
below normal pool elevation (647.8). The results of the drawdown HydroCAD analysis 
(Appendix B) revealed that 90% of the normal storage can be removed in approximately 82 
hours, which is well under the recommended maximum 14 day period per NYSDEC Dam Safety 
Guidelines. 
 
10. Conclusions & Recommendations 
 

Conclusions 
 

1. The hydrologic and hydraulic analysis identified that Lake Casse Dam has 
adequate spillway capacity to pass the 150% of the 100-year storm event 
(Spillway Design Flood for a Intermediate or “B” hazard class dam).  

 
2. As noted in the inspection report, the downstream dam embankment is covered 

by numerous trees, large woody growth and dense vegetation. The upstream 
slope is in much better shape than the downstream slope, however there are 
several trees and isolated areas of woody growth near the left and right ends of 
the dam. 

 
3. As noted in the inspection report, the outlet pipe from the primary spillway was 

partially submerged at the outlet channel.  
 

4. Per Daniel Loucks, P.E., stability assessment letter (see Appendix D) it is his 
opinion that the dam embankment would have adequate factor’s of safety for 
sliding and overturning. Mr. Loucks opinion was based on the wide crest width of 
the embankment (36’), age of the embankment (over 60 years), boring data and 
no observed visible signs of slope instability. 

 
5. As noted in the inspection report the condition of the primary spillway riser and 

outlet pipe spillway could not be fully observed due the reservoir level and 
presence of backwater at the outlet channel.  

 
6. The primary riser structure has a metal grate sitting on top of the structure that 

limits the overall hydraulic capacity of the spillway. Despite the presence of the 
grate, the dam has adequate capacity to pass the SDF without overtopping the 
dam. A chain link fence also surrounds the riser structure and the small openings 
of the fence may be prone to clogging of debris. 

 
7. The overall condition and maintenance of the dam is judged to be fair. 
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8. The EAP and inundation mapping was prepared in 2015 and seemed in good 
order with reasonable inundation mapping limits.  

  
9. A formal written Inspection & Maintenance Plan (IMP) was reviewed and its 

format and content was considered acceptable.   
 

10. The existing Hazard Class of B (intermediate) is considered appropriate based on 
review of available dam break methodology, inundation mapping and downstream 
site review. 

 

11. The submergence of the 48” outlet pipe and backwater in the outlet channel, 
appears to be due to the hydraulic control of downstream cross pipes underneath 
the Putnam County Rail Trail as well as cross pipes underneath Fulmar Road. As 
can be seen on the topographic map of the dam and downstream area in 
Appendix A, the inverts of the pipes underneath the Rail Trail are over 2’ higher 
than the outlet invert of the 48” pipe. 

 
Recommendations/Proposed Schedule. 

 
1. Trees, woody brush and root systems should be removed from the upstream and 

downstream slopes of the dam. Root balls from trees larger than 10” in diameter 
should be removed and compacted backfill placed in the root ball voids.  

 
2. Per Dan Loucks Stability Assessment Report, additional investigations regarding 

the dam embankment stability were not recommended at this time. Per his visual 
observations and the fact that the dam embankment has existed since 1953 with 
no known issues or visible areas of settlement, it was his opinion that the dam 
embankment was at least marginally stable. 

 
3. Investigations should be conducted to replace the metal grate and chain link 

fence system for the primary spillway as the chain link fence and metal grate 
openings may limit hydraulic capacity via clogging by debris. A properly designed 
trash/debris rack system should be considered with removal of the restrictive 
existing chain link fence and metal grate. 

 
4. The condition of the primary riser spillway and outlet pipe should be confirmed 

by video inspection to determine if they are in good condition or if additional 
repairs are required. This recommendation was noted as far back as the Phase 1 
inspection report in 1981. Review of available material could not verify if an 
inspection of the riser pipe and outlet has occurred since that time. 

 
5. In conjunction with Item 4, the valve and closure mechanism for drawing down 

the reservoir should be inspected, and if necessary, required repairs made to 
restore the drawdown function of the dam. 

 
6. The issue of standing water at the outlet is a result of backwater controls from 

downstream cross culverts. Unless the culverts are replaced underneath the Rail 
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Trail and Fulmer Road and the entire outlet channel regraded to a point 
downstream of Fulmer Road, this backwater condition will continue to exist. It is 
suggested that at a minimum, the Town of Carmel have discussions with Putnam 
County regarding the replacement of the culverts underneath the Rail Trail. It is 
noted that the Town of Carmel is responsible for the maintenance of Fulmer 
Road. If the culverts underneath the Rail Trail could be replaced to provide 
positive grade from the 48” outlet pipe, additional channel grading and 
replacement of the culverts underneath Fulmer Road would be required by the 
Town of Carmel. 

 
Proposed Schedule  
 
It is our opinion that the condition of the riser structure, outlet pipe, low level valve, 
excessive downstream embankment vegetation, and presence of downstream backwater 
are the primary areas of concern for additional investigations and repairs. To that end, it 
is recommended that the following schedule be considered. 
 

1.  Arrangements for inspecting and cleaning the 48” outlet pipe and inspecting the 
condition of the concrete riser pipe and low level valve should occur within 12 
months of the date of this report.  
 

2. By the end of 2018, the Town of Carmel should discuss the issue of replacement 
of the Rail Trail culverts with Putnam County. If replacement of these pipes are 
feasible, additional investigation of channel regrading and replacement of the 
culverts underneath Fulmer Road should occur in 2019.  

 
3. A program for removal of trees, woody growth and heavy vegetation/debris on 

the downstream slope of the embankment should begin in the spring of 2019 
with a planned removal of all vegetation by the end of 2020. Removal of larger 
trees along the upstream slope are not as much of a concern, but it is 
recommended that this occur by the end of 2020.  

 
4. Investigations for removing the metal grate and chain link fence system at the 

primary spillway should be completed within 12 months of the date of this 
report.   

 
5. Depending on the magnitude of needed repair costs for items 1,2 and 4, a 

timeline for subsequent development of final repair plans and permitting and 
eventual construction of repairs should be developed. It is suggested that the 
final design and permitting phase be completed by early 2020. Subsequent 
completion and construction of repairs should follow with a goal of completion by 
late 2020 or spring/summer of 2021. It is noted that this schedule may need to 
be flexible dependent on funding sources available to the Dam Owner (Town of 
Carmel). A phased construction approach may also need to be investigated. 
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11. Statement of Conformance 
 

Presently, the condition of the primary spillway and outlet works, excessive vegetation 
growth on the downstream embankment are the primary reasons that the dam is not in 
compliance with NYSDEC Dam Safety Regulations. 
 
Upon resolution and completion of Recommendations 1 through 5, it is our opinion that 
Lake Casse Dam will be in compliance with NYSDEC Dam Safety regulations. It is 
recognized that the Dam Owner (Town of Carmel) has limited financial resources to 
address all of the recommended actions in a short time period. A suggested timeline is 
provided in section 10. 
 
 

12. Limitations 
 

Standard of Care 
 

1. Our findings and conclusions are based on the work conducted as part of the Scope 
of Services set forth in the report and/or proposal and reflect our professional 
judgment.  These findings and conclusions must be considered not as scientific or 
engineering certainties, but rather as our professional opinions concerning the 
limited data gathered during the course of our work.  
 

2. Our services were performed using the degree of skill and care ordinarily exercised 
by qualified professionals performing the same type of services at the same time, 
under similar conditions, at the same or a similar property.  No warranty, expressed 
or implied, is made. 

 
General 

 
3. The observations described in this report were made under the conditions stated 

therein.  The conclusions presented were based solely upon the services described 
therein, and not on scientific tasks or procedures beyond the scope of described 
services. 

 
4. In preparing this report, we relied on certain information provided by the dam 

owner, state and local officials, and other parties referenced therein available to us 
at the time of the evaluation.  We did not attempt to independently verify the 
accuracy or completeness of all information reviewed or received during the course 
of this evaluation. 

 
5. Observations were made of the site and of structures on the site as indicated within 

the report.  Where access to portions of the structure or site, or to structures on the 
site was unavailable or limited, we render no opinion as to the condition of that 
portion of the site or structure.  In particular, it is noted that water levels in the 
impoundment and elsewhere and/or flow over the primary and auxiliary spillways 
may have limited our ability to make observations of underwater portions of the 
structure.   
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6. In reviewing this report, it should be realized that the reported condition of the dam 
is based on observations of field conditions during the course of this study along 
with data made available to us.  

 
 


	60 McAlpin Avenue
	ANN SPOFFORD
	Town Clerk

	KATHLEEN KRAUS
	Receiver of Taxes

	MICHAEL SIMONE
	Superintendent of Highways

	Tel. (845) 628-7474
	KENNETH SCHMITT
	Town Supervisor

	SUZANNE MC DONOUGH
	MICHAEL A. BARILE
	Town Councilman

	JOHN D. LUPINACCI
	Town Councilman

	JONATHAN SCHNEIDER
	Town Councilman


	WS10-10-2018Eng ArchitecturalProposal.pdf
	09-25-18 Architetural Services  TB MEMO Update RJF
	3 - 01-21-16 Architectural Design Consultant Recommendation
	Architectural Design Consultant Recommendation
	12-15-15 - R2015-006  Architectural Design Consultant FINAL 
	Item 1_Cover Letter_RFP Reply_WMW ARCHITECTS
	Item 2_Relevent Qualifications_RFP Reply_WMW ARCHITECTS
	Items 3 thru 8_RFP Reply_WMW ARCHITECTS

	1 - 20180920_WMW Architects 2019_2020_2021 Proposal_Architectural Design Consultant to the Planning Board
	2  - Town of Carmel 2019 -2021 Standard Hourly Rates Schedule
	4  - Re_ 09-19-18 FW_ WMW Architectural Services Proposal

	WS10-10-2018Eng EOHWC PC O&MAgreement.pdf
	10-01-18  EOHWC PC TOC O&M Agreement Memo to TB
	1 - O&M Policy Documents - 
	2 - 02-18-16 TOC EOHWC O&M
	3 O&M Agreement SW Retrofits betwen TOC PC and EOHWC

	WS10-10-2018Eng ReqPaymentRepairsCWD10&12.pdf
	10-04-18  Request Payment for Repairs to TB 
	1 - TOC 095-18
	2- 09-24-18 ~ CWD #12, Tommy Ct ~ Service Line Repairs
	3 - Kuck Invoice
	4 - 10-02-18 ~ CWD #10, TOC #098-18

	WS10-10-2018Eng Dam Assessment Summary.pdf
	10-4-18  Dam Engineering Assessment Summary Memo to Board to TB 
	2 00 TeaKettle Spout Lake Dam Hazard Class Report
	1c - TeaKettle Spout Lake, Report Narrative.pdf
	Table 1 – Teakettle Spout Lake Dam Storm Event Discharges/Stages


	2 12-22-2017.Ross.231-1406.UpperTeaKettleSpoutDam.Inspection
	3 00 Upper Teakettle Spout Dam - EA Report
	UPPER TEAKETTLE SPOUT LAKE DAM
	(NYSDEC # 231-1406)
	Town of Carmel
	Putnam County, New York
	August 30th, 2018

	02 Upper Teakettle Spout Dam - EA Report TOC.pdf
	TABLE OF CONTENTS

	03 Upper Teakettle Spout Dam - EA Report.pdf
	Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam
	Table 2 – Discharges/Stages for Various Storm Events


	3 A 00C Appendix C - Woidt Engineering 2018 Inspection report
	DAM INSPECTION CHECKLIST-Upper Teakettle
	231-1406
	Upper Teakettle Spout Lake Dam
	Putnam
	Carmel
	DEC CLASSIFICATION DATA:  
	B (Intermediate)

	PERSONS PRESENT AT INSPECTION
	Partly Cloudy


	2018 Upper TeaKettle Spout Dam Inspection
	Sheet1

	Photo Index Map
	Upper Tea Kettle Sout Dam inspection photos

	3 B 00D Appendix D - DGLoucks, PE Stability Report
	4  - Lake Casse EA Report
	LAKE CASSE DAM
	(NYSDEC # 231-1797)
	Town of Carmel
	Putnam County, New York
	September 21st, 2018

	Lake Casse Dam - EA Report TOC.pdf
	TABLE OF CONTENTS

	Lake Casse Dam - EA Report.pdf
	Lake Casse Dam
	Table 2 – Discharges/Stages for Various Storm Events






