
GRANDVIEW ESTATES SUBDIVISION
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (FEIS)

TOWN OF WAWAYANDA, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

Tax Map Identification: 
Section 24, Block 1, Lots 32.1, 32.2, 32.3, 53.12

Section 26, Block 1, Lot 1.21

Lead Agency: Town of Wawayanda Planning Board
c/o Wawayanda Town Hall

P.O. Box 296
Slate Hill, NY  10973

Contact Person: Ann Yates, Chairperson
(845) 355-5712

Project Sponsor:  Grandview Estates, LLC
600 Mamaroneck Avenue, 4th Floor

Harrison, NY 10528

FEIS Prepared By: TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES, INC. 
10 North Street

Cold Spring, New York, 10516
Attention: Bonnie Franson, AICP, PP

(845) 265-4400

Project Engineer: PIETRZAK & PFAU, PLLC
262 Greenwich Avenue, Suite A

Goshen, NY  10924
Attention:Vincent Pietrzak, P.E.

(845) 294-0606

Cultural Resources:  COLUMBIA HERITAGE, LTD.
56 North Plank Road, Suite 287

Newburgh, NY  12550
(888) 294-4815

Lead Agency Acceptance Date:   July 11, 2007   

April 25, 2007



GRANDVIEW ESTATES SUBDIVISION
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)

Table of Contents
Page

1.0 Executive Summary 1-1

2.0 Project Description Comments and Responses 2-1

3.0 Soils and Topography Comments and Responses 3-1

4.0 Surface Water Resources Comments and Responses 4-1

5.0 Groundwater Resources Comments and Responses 5-1

6.0 Wastewater Comments and Responses 6-1

7.0 Land Use and Zoning Comments and Responses 7-1

8.0 Agricultural Land Resources Comments and Responses 8-1

9.0 Transportation Comments and Responses 9-1

10.0 Aesthetic Resources Comments and Responses 10-1

11.0 Historic and Archaeological Comments and Responses 11-1

12.0 Community Facilities and Services Comments and Responses 12-1

13.0 Fiscal Analysis Comments and Responses 13-1

14.0 Community Character Comments and Responses 14-1

15.0 Alternative Comments and Responses 15-1

APPENDICES

Appendix A Correspondence
Appendix B Written Comments Received on the DEIS
Appendix C Public Hearing Transcript
Appendix D Town Model Conservation Easement
Appendix E Formation of Water Transportation Corporation Narrative
Appendix F Cultural Resource Study - Data Recovery Plan

Grandview Estates Subdivision FEIS
TOC - 1



List of Tables

Table 13-1 Projected Tax Revenues 13-1

List of Figures
Following  Page

Figure 1-1 Cluster Subdivision Plan 1-4

Subdivision Plan Set - Grandview Estates

Drawing 1 of 14 Preliminary Cover
Drawing 2 of 14 Preliminary Survey Plan
Drawing 3 of 14 Grading Plan
Drawing 4 of 14 Grading Plan
Drawing 5 of 14 Utility Plan
Drawing 6 of 14 Utility Plan 2
Drawing 7 of 14 Preliminary Profile
Drawing 8 of 14 Preliminary Profile 2
Drawing 9 of 14 Preliminary Driveway Profiles
Drawing 10 of 14 Preliminary Soils Testing Results
Drawing 11 of 14 Erosion Control Plan
Drawing 12 of 14 Landscaping Plan
Drawing 13 of 14 Tree Survey Plan
Drawing 14 of 14 Preliminary Details Plan

Table of Contents
April 25, 2007

Grandview Estates Subdivision FEIS
TOC - 2



1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared in accordance with the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing regulations,
6 NYCRR Part 617. The FEIS provides responses to public comments received by the lead
agency on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The lead agency for this action
pursuant to SEQRA is the Town of Wawayanda Planning Board, to which the application
described below has been made.  SEQRA prescribes that the lead agency is responsible for
the adequacy and accuracy of this FEIS.

The FEIS consists of this Volume I and its appendices, accompanying maps, and referenced
technical data and the accepted Grandview Estates DEIS, which is hereby incorporated by
reference into this FEIS.

1.1 SEQRA Process

The Applicant, Grandview Estates, LLC, prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) in response to a Positive Declaration adopted by the Town of Wawayanda Planning
Board on October 8, 2003. The DEIS scope was established by a scoping outline developed by
the Planning Board, acting as lead agency, in cooperation with all other involved agencies and
interested parties. The Town of Wawayanda Planning Board adopted a Final Scoping
Document for the DEIS on December 17, 2004.

The DEIS and revisions to it were submitted to the Town of Wawayanda on August 11, 2004,
January 19, 2005, and January 13, 2006. The lead agency reviewed the DEIS for adequacy
with respect to the document's scope and content for the purpose of public review. The
Planning Board issued a Notice of Completion of the DEIS and a Notice of SEQRA Hearing on
March 8, 2006. The lead agency held a public hearing on the DEIS and preliminary subdivision
plan on April 12, 2006, at which time the hearing was closed. The lead agency received written
comments during the public comment period, which extended for an additional ten days
following the close of the public hearing.

In accordance with SEQRA, this FEIS provides written responses to substantive and relevant
public and agency comments on the DEIS received by the lead agency during the public review
period, including oral testimony made at the public hearing. The public hearing transcript is
included in Appendix C of this document; copies of comment letters are included as Appendix
B.  Additional technical studies and analyses requested are in Appendix D, and correspondence
received during SEQRA review is included as Appendix A.

1.2 Summary of Proposed Action

The applicant, Grandview Estates, LLC, is seeking subdivision approval of a cluster subdivision
that would allow the construction of 34 single family detached residences and preservation of
an existing horse farm on a 101.95-acre parcel of land located on the east side of Breeze Hill
Road in the Town of Wawayanda, Orange County, New York. The project site is identified on
the Town of Wawayanda tax maps as parcels (Section-Block-Lot): 24-1-32.1, 24-1-32.2,
24-1-32.3, 24-1-53.12, and 26-1-1.21.
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The project site lies in the southeasterly section of the Town of Wawayanda east of Lower
Road (County Road 12) and west of the black dirt region of the Town that adjoins the Wallkill
River. The project site has been used as a breeding farm for thoroughbred horses.

The project site is zoned “AB”, Agricultural Business. Properties immediately abutting the site
located generally north and west of the property are in the same zoning district. Property
generally south and east are zoned “AP”, Agricultural Preservation - this zone encompasses
black dirt areas of the Town. Land use in the immediate project vicinity include a combination of
agriculture and single-family residential uses. Residential density within the project vicinity is
generally consistent with densities permitted within areas zoned AB, i.e., single-family dwellings
on 2-acre lots. Residential density is notably higher within Breeze Hill Estates, a nearby
single-family detached subdivision where residences are situated on one acre lots. 

The Grandview Estates subdivision proposes the construction of 34 lots, 33 of which would gain
access via a new subdivision road that would intersect with Breeze Hill Road. The road would
be approximately 2,900 feet in length and would terminate at a permanent cul-de-sac. The road
would not be extended as on-site wetlands restrict continuation of the road. Lot 34 would be
developed with a single-family residence with direct access to Breeze Hill Road via an existing
driveway associated with the horse farm. Access to the horse farm would be via the same
shared driveway. In order to provide an additional entry to the subdivision for emergency
access purposes, the existing driveway serving the horse farm would be extended to intersect
with the proposed subdivision road in one location: between Lots 22 and 23. 

A dry hydrant is proposed to be constructed in the vicinity of the emergency access road and
would connect to an existing farm pond. The applicant's engineer has met with the Slate Hill
Fire District's Fire Chief and has made additional improvements based on the comments
received. The subdivision road would meet all street specification requirements of the Town of
Wawayanda and would be offered for dedication to the Town. 

Residences in Grandview Estates would be served by a community water supply system and
individual subsurface sanitary disposal systems. Existing Town public water and sewer service
are not available in the project vicinity. The water distribution system will consist of two
production wells, connected to two steel underground water storage tanks, hydropneumatic
pumping, disinfection facilities and piping to supply the individual dwellings, and proposed
on-site fire hydrant system. The required water storage tank volume would be for domestic
average daily flow. The costs associated with the operation of the system are provided in
Appendix F of the DEIS. The project will include construction of all necessary infrastructure
associated with proper stormwater management, including catch basins, stormwater collection
lines and stormwater basins.  

The Applicant proposes to construct market rate single-family detached dwellings consistent
with current market conditions and housing demand. The proposed four-bedroom dwellings
would be colonial style and would average approximately 3,500 square feet of gross floor area.
The average market value for Grandview Estates residences would be $600,000. The applicant
estimates that the project would introduce 113 new residents. Of this total, 31 would be
schoolage children that would attend the Minisink Valley Central School District.

Approximately 51.95 acres of the site, including the main portion of the horse farm, would be
preserved. This area would be deed restricted to prohibit future subdivision.  A conservation
easement would be established to control uses within the open space area.  The Town's draft
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conservation easement language is included in Appendix D of this FEIS.  Prior to final
subdivision approval, the language would be revised, as necessary, based on Planning Board
and Town Board discussions.

1.3 Revised Project Layout

Since the submission of the preliminary subdivision plan that was circulated with the accepted
DEIS, several revisions have been made to the cluster subdivision plan based on discussions
with the Planning Board, agencies, its consultants, and agency reviews.  Figure 1-1 illustrates
the revised cluster subdivision plan; a full scale plan set will be submitted to the Planning Board
separately. Notable changes are as follows:

Based on discussions with the Slate Hill Fire District Fire Chief, the fire emergency access
loop driveway has been revised to eliminate the portion of the emergency driveway that
would connect to the cul-de-sac between Lots 18 and 19.  An existing small internal loop
would be extended toward an on-site pond so that the dry hydrant can be placed within 20
feet of the loop road, and the fire trucks can pass through the loop while filling up.  The dry
hydrant will be sized as a 6-inch pipe.
A proposed walking trail, which had been located to the rear of the lots, has been
eliminated.  Instead, a sidewalk will be provided on one side of the proposed cul-de-sac
road.  
The Planning Board has indicated a preference that street lights not be installed in order to
preserve the night sky.
All lots have been provided within a minimum lot frontage of 50 feet.
A small area of pavement connecting the driveways on Lots 17 and 18 has been provided
for fire access purposes.  This pull off area is halfway up the driveway, and will be 20 feet in
width as per the Fire Chief's comments.
A proposed fire hydrant system has been eliminated.  As a result, the required size of
on-site water storage tanks will be reduced to provide storage for domestic water
consumption only.

1.4 FEIS Format

The transcript of the DEIS public hearing is included as Appendix C.  Verbal substantive
comments were made by the following individuals at the DEIS public hearing:

The following letters on the DEIS have been received (see Appendix B):
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7-19-06Doug Mackey, Historic
Preservation Program
Analyst, NYS OPRHP

6

6-9-06Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart
Turner & Associates, Inc.

5

4-26-06David Church,
Commissioner, Orange
County Department of
Planning

4

4-5-06Patrick Hines, P.E.
McGoey, Hauser and Edsall,
Town Consulting Engineers

3

4-1-06
Wawayanda Volunteer Fire
Department

2

1-13-06Barbara Parsons, Member
Wawayanda Planning Board

1
DateAuthorLetter #

The FEIS is arranged in sections, with comment summaries and responses arranged by subject
area similar to the DEIS.  A comment summary, in some cases, may incorporate more than one
individual comment on the same subject, followed by a response to that comment. The sources
of each comment are referenced. The format of the comments and responses is as follows:

Comment # (Source):  Comment summary text.

Response #:  Response text.

Substantive and relevant comments taken from the letters and hearing transcript are marked
with references to the FEIS comment/response numbers in the margins of Appendix B and C,
respectively.
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 2-1 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9, 2006):  
The subdivision regulations require landscaping at entrances, public areas and along streets.
The DEIS (pages 1-9) indicates that lists of appropriate species will be provided to
homeowners.  However, the applicant should be required to install the street trees and
landscaping at entrances...it is important that a variety be provided to avoid potential loss of
street trees to disease among one species.

Response 2-1:  The list of appropriate species that will be provided to homeowners
refers to the list of tree and shrub specimens that would be planted on the individual
lots.  It will be the applicant's responsibility to install all street trees and entrance
plantings.  The proposed plantings are shown on the Landscaping Plan, Drawing 12 of
14 of the full-scale subdivision plan. Should the Planning Board determine that Norway
Spruce is a more acceptable planting material compared with white pine,the applicant
will revise the proposed landscaping plan as a condition of, or prior to, preliminary
subdivision plan approval, at the direction of the Planning Board.

Comment 2-2 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9, 2006):  
On page 3.12-11, Section 3.12.2 - Overview, there is a statement that the homes will be served
by individual wells.  It was my understanding that a central water system is intended.  This is
reflected in the subdivision maps.  This should be clarified.

Response 2-2:  The proposed subdivision will be served by a central water supply
system, not individual wells.

Project Description
April 25, 2007

Grandview Estates Subdivision FEIS
2-1



3.0  SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 3-1 (Patrick Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C.,
letter dated April 5, 2006): While it is noted that blasting is not anticipated on the subdivision,
additional requirement for submission of a blasting plan and appropriate insurance and bonding
to the Town Building Inspector prior to any blasting occurring on the site.

Response 3-1:  Comment noted.  The Findings Statement shall indicate that a blasting
plan, and appropriate insurance and bonding will be required if it is determined that
blasting is required.  However, it is noted that it is not anticipated that blasting would be
required for this subdivision.
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4.0 SURFACE WATER RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 4-1 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): The DEIS identifies the subdivision plan to have been developed in
accordance with SPDES permit GP-93-06 in multiple locations. Please revise and verify
adherence to the SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activities GP-02-01.

Response 4-1: The subdivision plan has been designed to conform to the SPDES
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities GP-02-01.

Comment 4-2 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): The applicant may wish to update the construction commencement
timeline from 2005 as stated in Section 2.2.2, subsection Construction Phasing.

Response 4-2:  The sentence is revised to read as follows:  "Construction of the
proposed subdivision would commence after all approvals and permits are secured from
the various agencies listed in Section 2.4 of the DEIS except that construction may
commence prior to the completion of the Phase III archaeological investigation to be
performed on Lot 8. At the earliest, construction would commence in 2008. Depending
upon market absorption, full occupancy could occur within 1-2 years of groundbreaking."

Comment 4-3 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): Long term maintenance of the stormwater management facility would be
the responsibility of the Town of Wawayanda. It is assumed that a drainage district would be
established for the operation and maintenance of the stormwater management facilities. Fiscal
analysis for the formation of the drainage district, as well as long term operation and
maintenance plan, should be provided. Confirmation that the Town will accept the proposed
improvements in the drainage district as well as the ownership of the stormwater management
appurtenances must be addressed.

Response 4-3:  Based on a phone conversation with the Highway Superintendent
(September 2006), the Highway Superintendent has indicated that other subdivisions in
the Town have established a homeowners association to maintain stormwater
management facilities - catch basins and other appurtenances associated with the road,
if dedicated to the Town, are maintained by the Highway Department.  The drainage
district would be a back-up district in the event the HOA fails to maintain the basins, and
the Highway Department is required to hire a contractor to maintain the basin - the costs
would be billed back to the homeowners in the subdivision. A petition to form a drainage
district will be submitted to the Town Board upon preliminary approval of the subdivision
plan by the Planning Board and all costs associated with the drainage district's formation
will be borne by the applicant. The details of management and costs for maintenance, if
requested by the Planning Board and/or Town Board, will be addressed after preliminary
subdivision plan approval once all other permits and approvals, e.g., NYSDEC water
supply permit and Orange County Health Department approvals, have been obtained
and there is more certainty as to the final layout of the subdivision. 
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Comment 4-4 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): The applicant should work with Orange County Soil and Water Conservation to
ensure the most up-to-date storm water prevention and treatment methods are employed.

Response 4-4:  The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan adheres to the requirements
of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation which has permitting
authority over this project.  The Planning Board's engineer likewise has reviewed and will
continue to review the plans to ensure they are acceptable to the Town. 
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5.0  GROUNDWATER RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 5-1 (Barbara Parsons, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): You said in your notes that
PVC pipe was acceptable to the Town Water Department; is that acceptable practice or is it
better to go with ductaline or something else?  

Response 5-1: The subdivision plan has been revised to indicate that duct tile iron pipe
will be used.

Comment 5-2 (Patrick Hines, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): I did speak to the water
superintendent regarding the proposed water system and he identified a concern (about) the
buried underground hydro-neumatic leads. It’s his preference that those be located above
ground so that the water treatment building would have to be larger to accommodate. His
concerns were access for maintenance -- he has many hydromatic tank systems in the Town
and they are a maintenance issue for him.

Response 5-2:  Based on conversations with the Town Engineer, the applicant, and the
Water Superintendent, the tank system will be underground.

Comment 5-3 (Bob Soriano, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): From what I understand, they
are not going to have individual wells. Where does the water come in, if there are no wells?

Response 5-3:  The proposed subdivision would be served by two central wells located
within the open space portion of the project site.

Comment 5-4 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): It is requested that the applicant’s verify the 72-hour pump test for both
wells pumped at 30 gallons per minute or was a sustained rate of 30 gallons total utilized?

Response 5-4:  According to Sergio Smiriglio, hydrogeologic consultant who witnessed
the tests, each well was pumped at a rate of 30 gallons per minute for a total of 60
gallons per minute.

Comment 5-5 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): The report identifies that fire flow demand are provided utilizing 14,567
gallons per day and that these rates are in accordance with NFPA standards. ISO type fire flow
calculations should be provided documenting adequate water supply. The report further
identifies that 800 +/- gallons per minute can be pumped utilizing the fire booster pumps. This
can result in less than 20 minutes of sustained water supply from the 14,000 gallons available
for fire flow.

Response 5-5:  The proposed hydrant system has been eliminated from the design of
the subdivision.

Comment 5-6 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): Appendix F of the DEIS contains annual operation cost for the water
supply system.  The annual operation costs are based on whether or not treatment for iron and
nitrate will be required in the future. Based on our review of the current document it appears
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that the iron and nitrate treatment would then require funding for the installation of the treatment
system which would apparently be a cost to the water district in the future.

Response 5-6:  The applicant has expressed a willingness to bond for the future
improvements based on discussions with the Town Board at the Town Board meeting of
September 7, 2006.  The applicant will follow the town's applicable laws for the
construction, bonding and maintenance of the system.  A majority of the Town Board
indicated that the Town would take over the system at some specified time after
construction of the system.  The applicant will continue to work with the Planning Board
and the Town Board on the specific details of these improvements.  It is the applicant's
understanding that the Town has been working on sewer and water codes that would
specify details associated with technical specifications, funding, and maintenance of
these systems.  The applicant will adhere to these requirements to the extent that the
laws are adopted prior to final subdivision plan approval. In the absence of any local
laws, the applicant will work with the Town Board, Planning Board, and Town officials to
ensure that the system is acceptable to the Town.  Appendix E includes the most recent
submission from the applicant's attorney to the Town Attorney, which indicates that a
Transportation Corporation would be established , and the Town's takeover of the water
works facility would occur at some point when the system has proven itself, possiby
within a year or two.

Comment 5-7 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): Conversations with the Town’s Water & Sewer Superintendent identified
the Town’s desire to have any hydro-pnuematic storage tanks be placed within structures and
not buried on the site for ease of operation and maintenance.

Response 5-7:  See response to Comment 5-2.

Comment 5-8 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): It is noted that the applicant is once again identifying an ion exchange
treatment technology to treat nitrates and/or filtering of iron and manganese if detected during
the required monitoring for water quality in the production wells. It is requested that the
applicant specifically identify potential impacts associated with environmental and fiscal
concerns should these parameters exceed drinking water standard past the timeframe.

Response 5-8:  Water quality testing indicated that nitrate treatment will not be
required.  Thus, this water quality treatment is not proposed at this time.  Upon
preliminary subdivision plan approval, the applicant will meet with the Town Board to
determine how the project would be bonded to address potential expansion of the
treatment capabilities of the plant in the future.  It is expected that the Town will rely on
the Town Engineer and Town Water Superintendent on the design and costs associated
with the system.  

Comment 5-9 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): A mitigation measure identified is the use of specific plant species
identified by the Cornell Lab of Ornithology. It is not likely that any of these species will be
utilized by residential landowners as they are not typical species which would be planted within
residential subdivisions including mulberry trees, wild grape and staghorn sumac as examples.

Response 5-9:  These species are available commercially, and could be used.
Staghorn sumacs are specifically being proposed for a residential subdivision in an
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Ulster County community where the applicant's planning consultant is the town planning
consultant, in order to provide a natural visual screen from roadside views, and have the
added benefit of being beneficial to wildlife.

Comment 5-10 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): Confirm that PVC pipe is acceptable to Town’s Water Department.

Response 5-10: The pipes are now proposed to be duct tile iron pipe.

Comment 5-11 (Barbara Parsons, notes dated January 13, 2006): What are we disinfecting
wells with? I thought the reason we were going to central water was to avoid contamination.

Response 5-11:  The purpose of developing a central water supply system is so that in
the event nitrates are ever encountered in the two production wells, the nitrate levels
can be treated at a "single" source.  It is the applicant's opinion that this is a preferred
design, in comparison to potentially treating nitrates at various individual wells.     

Comment 5-12 (Barbara Parsons, notes dated January 13, 2006): New pump house has
enough room to accommodate iron and nitrate removal equipment in future. Do you foresee
this to be necessary? What will fixtures cost to install? Developer should set up escrow account
for a number of years in case this needs to be done. 

Response 5-12:  The new pump house is being designed for future nitrate treatment -
iron removal is not required.  Nitrate treatment is not anticipated since tests did not
detect nitrates in the two community wells.  Regardless, other individual wells drilled on
the Grandview Estates site did encounter nitrates, so costs associated with the
implementation of a nitrate removal system have been estimated.  As per recent
discussions with the Town Board, it is understood that the applicant will bond these
potential improvements for a defined period of time so that if the nitrate removal system
is required, it would be installed at the cost of the applicant.

Comment 5-13 (Barbara Parsons, notes dated January 13, 2006): Will the areas of the wells
be deeded to the Town? Or will the Town have a right-of-way to maintain them?

Response 5-13:  The area around the well would be located in the open space area.
As per a discussions with the Town Board at a meeting on September 7, 2006, it is
anticipated that the Town will take ownership to the water supply infrastructure after
some "to be determined" time after it has been constructed and in operation.  The land
on which the infrastructure is located would remain a part of Lot 34 and the Town would
be granted an easement over the area in which the system is located.
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6.0 WASTEWATER AND SEPTIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 6-1 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): Water supply calculations provided in the report identify average daily
water use based on Orange County Health Department Standards of 12,750 gallons per day
while waste water systems identify that based on Orange County Health Department Standards
the project would utility 17,680 gallons of water per day.

Response 6-1: The DEIS reports the standards used by the Orange County Health
Department.  The wastewater systems are designed to a higher demand usage than the
water supply system.

Comment 6-2 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., letter
dated April 5, 2006): The report identifies that curtain drains are an acceptable method of
mitigating mottling and groundwater conditions encountered. While this may be an acceptable
engineering practice, Orange County Health Department requires curtain drains to be installed
and soil testing be performed to confirm proper functioning of curtain drains. This should be
further clarified and addressed in the document.

Response 6-2:  Upon preliminary subdivision plan approval, the Orange County Health
Department will review the subdivision plan, including proposed wastewater system
design, to ensure that applicable standards are met.  The applicant will comply with any
testing protocol that may be required by the Orange County Health Department and will
make any revisions to the systems if required by that department.

Comment 6-3 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): The applicant should consider construction of a modern passive sewage treatment
facility, as the large amount of open space and low density lends itself to this innovative
process. Many technologies can be used for small community wastewater collection, treatment
and dispersal, including re-circulation sand filters, advanced mechanical systems, land-based
treatment systems (aerated ponds, drip irrigation for dispersal, and constructed wetlands),
community septic systems (i.e. Large leach fields), etc. Local examples of these technologies
can be seen in the Town of Lloyd.

Response 6-3: The Town of Lloyd is in Ulster County, and those systems may be
permitted by that County's health department.  At this time, the subdivision has already been
fully engineered with on-site individual septic systems as per the requirements of the Orange
County Health Department.
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7.0 LAND USE AND ZONING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 7-1 (Barbara Parsons, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): As far as Lot 27, I
see...they would have to get a zoning variance for that. I don’t want to give you a waiver, I just
feel it would be going against a flag lot ordinance and we don’t want to set a precedence.

Response 7-1: Lot 27 has been revised to provide the minimum 50-foot of street
frontage.

Comment 7-2 (Patrick Hines, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): We have to watch that you
don’t impact the amount of open space, that 50% open space requirement. One of the
concerns is the walking path between the rear of the lots--that kind of has a public access feel
to it where everyone is allowed to use that, and does that mean the “horse farm” area is not
allowed for public use? It’s specifically not going to be allowed for use by the subdivision
because of the horse farm use? One of the things that we thought about it was if it does not
become or continue to be an active farm, maybe it should revert to the lot owners to be
available for open space. Otherwise it will be tied up with the one parcel and not available.

Response 7-2:  The subdivision proposes that the open space be contained on one lot,
Lot 34.  Should it no longer operate as a horse farm, the open space would revert to
natural open space.  It is not envisioned that this space would be used by the residents
of the subdivision for active or passive recreation space - a fee in lieu of recreation land
is being provided to address this need.  At this writing, the applicant has been
negotiating with a potential owner for Lot 34 that would use the property to stable
horses. 

Comment 7-3 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): Clarification as to the deed restrictions to be imposed on Lot 34 should be
discussed. References to restrictions on use and development are included, however,
prohibition as to the use to the site as recreational/open space is identified in the document.
The applicant representative identified that they believe this meets the intent of the clustering
provisions. However, specific approval by the Planning Board and/or Town Board may be
required to determine this.

Response 7-3:  Between preliminary and final subdivision plan approval, the specific
uses to be allowed on the open space portion of Lot 34 will be determined by the
Planning Board and the Town Board and would be documented in any conservation
easement to be filed with the subdivision.  As discussed in the DEIS, it is the applicant's
intent to maintain Lot 34 as a horse farm or similar equine-related use. The Town's
model conservation easement is included as Appendix D.  This easement will be
revised, as necessary, to reflect the uses that would be allowed within the open space
area associated with Grandview Estates.

Comment 7-4 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): Provisions for public access through some form of deeded access rights
along many of the residential lots is proposed. Deed restrictions should be provided to the
Planning Board for review. Development of this walking path should be addressed in the
document as well as on the design plan. Long term operation and maintenance of these
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facilities should be identified as well as specific access and use restrictions which are proposed.
It appears that public access to the “horse farm” will not be permitted.

Response 7-4:  At the request of the Planning Board, the walking trail has been
eliminated.  A sidewalk will be provided within the proposed road's right-of-way.

Comment 7-5 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): The report identifies the applicant will provide a fee in lieu of recreation
land. It is requested that the applicant confirm that the standard recreation fee per square foot
of the building area is proposed.

Response 7-5:  The standard recreation fee per square foot of building area will be
provided.  The recreation fee described in the DEIS is an estimate based on the
anticipated size of the dwellings to be constructed - this number may increase or
decrease, depending on the size of each individual home and based on the specific
preferences of the future homeowner.  In addition, the Town may increase the amount
from year to year.  The fee will be paid as per the Town's regulations then in place.

Comment 7-6 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): A waiver for maximum road length will be required to be approved by the
Town. A 2,900 foot long dead-end road is currently proposed. The applicant states that the
emergency access road is proposed via an easement on Lot 34 in order to mitigate the
dead-end roadway. Specific Town approval for roadway length waiver would be required.

Response 7-6:  The maximum length of the cul-de-sac is a standard contained in the
Town of Wawayanda subdivision regulations.  The Planning Board has the authority to
waive this requirement as per Section 162-35 of the subdivision regulations.  Approval
cannot be granted until such time that the SEQRA process is concluded.   

Comment 7-7 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): It appears that the flag lot proposed for Lot 27 does not meet the
minimum width requirements associated with flag lots. Zoning variance would be required for
this lot.

Response 7-7:  The configuration of Lot 27 has been revised to meet the minimum
50-foot width requirement.

Comment 7-8 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): The applicant has requested multiple waivers and suggest that 162-35 of
the subdivision regulations allows the Planning Board to waive the subdivision standards where
it find an extraordinary hardship. This provision identified is specifically included in Article IV
Documents to be Submitted, and not in the required design standards, Article III of the Code. It
should be clarified whether the Planning Board can waive these requirements of if the Zoning
Board of Appeals would be the appropriate agency to seek relief from these requirements.

Response 7-8:  At this time, the applicant is requesting a waiver from the maximum
cul-de-sac length requirements.  This provision is contained in the subdivision
regulations.  The Planning Board has been granted the authority to waive the standards
in Section 162-35.  
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Comment 7-9 (Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C, letter
dated April 5, 2006): The emergency access road should be further clarified. Statements made
as to the applicant’s opinion regarding the emergency access road satisfying the intent of the
subdivision regulations should be supported by the comments from the Lead Agency, Town
Board, Highway Superintendent and jurisdictional fire department. Long term maintenance of
this facility should be addressed including winter maintenance of the access road.

Response 7-9:   The DEIS has been circulated to all agencies involved in the review of
the subdivision plan, and to date, no agency has indicated that the proposed emergency
access road would not be an acceptable arrangement. The maintenance of the
emergency access road would be the responsibility of the homeowners association.  It is
anticipated that the HOA would retain a contractor that would maintain both the
stormwater management basins and the emergency access road, including ensuring
that the emergency access road is plowed in winter months.  The specific details of the
maintenance of these facilities will be set forth in HOA documents that will be reviewed
by the Town and its officials prior to final subdivision approval.

Comment 7-10 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): It is unclear what the intent of the “blanket conservation easement” area to be
dedicated to Lots 1-16 will be and why it would be for only the said lots.

Response 7-10:  The conservation easement was to cover the walking trail that had
been proposed.  At the request of the Planning Board, the walking trail has been
eliminated.  Thus, there is no need for the conservation easement over the
aforementioned lots.

Comment 7-11 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): Identification of a qualified organization that would permanently protect the open
space is necessary. Also, it is unclear who would maintain the designated paths as well as the
secondary emergency access road and gate.

Response 7-11:  The organization that would permanently protect the open space
would be the Town of Wawayanda Town Board or other agency selected by the Town
Board.  The HOA will maintain the secondary emergency access road and gate. 

Comment 7-12 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): Due to a significant amount of disturbance, the County suggests deleting one lot
from the overall design. Lots 17 and 18 are unnecessarily awkward. One lot, instead of two, in
this area enables the lot and home to be closer to the cul-de-sac road. This will preserve a
continuous rear woodland area rather than fragmenting it around a peninsula of homes.

Response 7-12:  The number of lots was established based on review of a conventional
plan yield.  The lots are not conventionally shaped lots as they have been designed to
avoid existing on-site wetlands.

Comment 7-13 (Barbara Parsons, notes dated January 13, 2006): Establishment of
conventional lot count does not guarantee that lot count -- you still have to meet zoning. If you
cannot meet minimum lot width for Lot 27, maybe you lose it. Section 195-10-D cannot be
waived as part of subdivision regulation.
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Response 7-13:  Lot 27 has been reconfigured to meet the minimum lot width
requirement.

Comment 7-14 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006 ): The 2,900-foot access road is substantially longer than permitted by the Town Code.
While the proposal for an emergency access road addresses certain public safety concerns,
there are other planning matters to be addressed.  The Town's code requires that subdivisions
with 20 or more lots shall have at least two means of access.  This is for both safety and
convenience.  The long road requires extra travel for residents, delivery and service vehicles
including public service vehicles (school buses, waste haulers, etc.). 

Response 7-14:  The subdivision regulations state that a cul-de-sac shall not exceed
four (4) times the minimum lot width requirement for the applicable zoning district.  This
would result in a street length of 400 feet.  It is the applicant's opinion that this is a
restrictive requirement given the minimum lot size and lot width requirements of the
Town.  Adherence to this requirement would require that multiple streets be developed,
and various street intersections be introduced to Breeze Hill Road that would be out of
character with the area.  Rather, the applicant is proposing use of an existing driveway
to minimize the introduction additional impervious surfaces and an additional new
intersection that would be suburban in character.  Tim Miller Associates, Inc.,
interviewed Ms. Jo Rasmussen, Transportation Director, of the Minisink Valley School
District, on August 21, 2006.  Ms. Rasmussen indicated it is school district policy that
the school buses will not travel down a cul-de-sac unless it is over 1.5 miles in length.
As the proposed cul-de-sac is shorter than this length, the Transportation DIrector
indicated that school buses would pick-up and drop off students at the intersection of
Breeze Hill Road and the new subdivision road.  A sidewalk would allow safe pedestrian
access to and from the intersection.  It is the opinion of the applicant that prospective
homeowners that would find the cul-de-sac length an inconvenience would simply
choose to reside elsewhere.  Alternatively, many prospective homeowners desire to
reside on dead-end streets as they are perceived to be safer and quieter than through
roads, and thus would find the subdivision highly desirable.

Comment 7-15 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006 ): Who will maintain the emergency access and how will it be gated? 

Response 7-15:  The homeowners association will responsible for maintaining the
emergency access road.  A breakaway gate is provided as a detail on Sheet 14 of 14 of
the full-scale subdivision plans.  The Planning Board will approve the design of the
breakaway gate as part of its preliminary approval, in consultation with emergency
service providers, the Highway Superintendent and the Planning Board's engineer.  The
Fire Chief of the Slate Hill Fire District reviewed the gate and has indicated it is
acceptable.

Comment 7-16 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006 ): If Lot 27 is permitted as a flag lot, screening should be required between lot 27 and
28.  

Response 7-16:  Lot 27 has been reconfigured to meet the minimum lot width
requirement and is no longer a flag lot.
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Comment 7-17 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006 ): The DEIS indicates that the failure of lot 27 to meet the minimum width for a flag lot
is to achieve the desired yield.  In our opinion this by itself is not a compelling or sufficient
reason to waive this requirement.  Furthermore, we do not believe that it is good planning
practice to plan a subdivision that requires a waiver if there is no compelling public benefit.  Can
the adjoining lot be modified to avoid this waiver.

Response 7-17:  A compelling reason for allowing waivers, in the case of a cluster
subdivision, is that it allows better protection of a contiguous open space system.
Regardless, Lot 27 has been reconfigured to meet the minimum lot width requirement.
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8.0 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 8-1 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): USDA classification of soils listed “Prime” as the highest level of productivity; the
second highest is classified as “Important.” Agencies at the County, State and Federal level
have made the protection of Prime agricultural soils, of which this property has a high
percentage, a top priority for agricultural preservation. Restricting development on Prime
agricultural soils helps to ensure versatility of farmland, now and in the future, by allowing for
many different agricultural uses, from vegetable farming to horse farming. The majority of the
Prime soils on this property are planned for residential development, while the portion that is
kept as an intact farm has primarily Important agricultural soils, with some Prime soils. Ideally, a
larger portion of Prime soils would be left undeveloped in this subdivision.

Response 8-1:  The subdivision layout balances the desire of the Town to maintain a
large contiguous area of open space which may be preserved for existing or future
agricultural operations, while maintaining the scenic viewshed of Breeze Hill Road.  The
subdivision achieves this by situating the majority of residences to the "rear" of the
property.  The applicant has placed as many dwellings as possible behind the existing
tree line.  However, due to the presence of wetlands at the northeastern end of the
property, and in order to meet the minimum lot area (i.e., one acre) and lot width
requirements of the cluster provisions in effect at the time this subdivision was
processed, the resulting plan does result in the development of prime soils. It is noted
that "Prime farmland" soils, as identified by the USDA, are limited to Raynham soils in
the northeast portion of the property, which would remain largely undisturbed as they
are also wetland soils.  

Comment 8-2 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006): We suggest that the notes to be included on the map also be included in individual
deeds in order to assure that all homebuyers are aware of these items.

Response 8-2:  Section 333-c of the New York State Real Property Law already
regulates the exchange of land within agricultural districts.  When any purchase and
sales contract is presented for the sale, purchase or exchange of real property located
partially or wholly within an agricultural district established pursuant to the provisions of
article 25-AA of the agriculture and markets law, the prospective grantor shall be
present to the prospective grantee a disclosure notice which states the following: "It is
the policy of this state and this community to conserve, protect, and encourage the
development and improvement of agricultural land for the production of food, and other
products, and also for its natural and ecological value.  This disclosure notice is to
inform prospective residents that the property they are about to acquire lies partially or
wholly within an agricultural district and that farming activities occur within the district.
Such farming activities may include, but not be limited to, activities that cause noise,
dust and odors. Prospective residents are also informed that the location of property
within an agricultural district may impact the ability to access water and/or sewer
services for such property under certain circumstances."

Such disclosure notice shall be signed by the prospective grantor and grantee prior to
the sale, purchase or exchange of such real property.  
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9.0 TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 9-1 (Patrick Hines, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): What’s also lacking from my
written comments to you is the traffic analysis.

Response 9-1: No traffic comments were received during the public comment process
which had concluded.

Comment 9-2 (Bob Soriano, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): The access to this
development, is it off Breeze Hill, or is it coming off of Turtle Bay?

Response 9-2:  The proposed subdivision road would introduce a new intersection on
Breeze Hill Road.

Comment 3.11-3 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated
April 26, 2006): As stated in the DEIS, only a small population use public transit; however, this
percentage is increasing. We suggest a contribution be made toward a future Town bus shelter
and/or park-and-ride.

Response 9-3:  There would be no significant impact to transit facilities.  No mitigation
is necessary. 

Comment 9-4 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): We believe the transportation projects between 8 AM and 9 AM are underestimated
at 34 trips, as this implies only one driver will leave each home, whereas typically there are two
employed people, parents driving children to school, and licensed students.

Response 9-4:  The traffic analysis was performed using standard Institute of
Transportation Engineer ("ITE") trip generation rates for single family detached
dwellings. The levels of service for the intersections were determined to operate at
acceptable levels of service.

Comment 9-5 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): Sidewalks are not planned, yet we hope the applicant would consider a
bicycle-pedestrian lane on one side of the internal road. While requiring minimal maintenance
of occasional sweeping and striping, it will offer a safe-haven for children and adult walkers and
cyclists. Newest technologies color-coat a three to four-foot shoulder to delineate this area from
vehicular traffic. Should construction be performed on parcel frontage on Breeze Hill Road, a
similar lane should be provided.

Response 9-5:  The DEIS examined an alternative that contemplated the construction
of a walking trail behind the individual homes.  At the request of the Planning Board, the
walking trail has been eliminated and the subdivision plan has been revised to include a
sidewalk on one side of the proposed subdivision road.

Transportation
April 25, 2007

Grandview Estates Subdivision FEIS
9-1



Comment 9-6 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): While the County enjoys the inclusion of backyard access points to the designated
trails, it would favor a multi-use path within the main road. A color-coated dedicated lane will
promote internal circulation and provide more visibility that the perimeter paths abutting
backyards.

Response 9-6: See response to Comment 9-6 above.  A sidewalk is now provided.

Comment 9-7 (Barbara Parsons, notes dated January 13, 2006): A sidewalk should also be
considered. Walking trails are for recreation, not an exchange for sidewalks.

Response 9-7:  At the request of the Planning Board, the walking trail has been
eliminated, and a sidewalk is being provided.

Comment 9-8 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006):  It is not clear on the maps where the walking trail is located.  This is a positive aspect of
the project, but it has to be planned in a manner that does not result in a conflict between
homeowners and trail users.  Will there be an easement over it to permit walking on individual
lots?  Could this easement be in favor of the HOA?  We suggest that the map and easement
provisions be more clearly articulated.

Response 9-8:  At the request of the Planning Board, the walking trail has been
eliminated, and a sidewalk is being provided within the proposed road's right-of-way.
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10.0 AESTHETIC RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 10-1 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): Clarification is needed as to why the entire parcel will be fenced and what type (of
fence) will be constructed. Should fencing by necessary, appropriate materials should be
approved by the planning board, especially on Breeze Hill Road. The applicant should also
consider planting large deciduous trees to canopy and shade this road in addition to its internal
road landscaping.

Response 10-1:  The DEIS analyzed a subdivision design that proposed that a walking
trail be provided to the rear of each property, thus requiring fencing around the
periphery of the project site.  Based on comments of the Planning Board, this trail has
been eliminated, and a sidewalk is being provided on one side of the proposed public
road.  Thus, the entire parcel is no longer being fenced.  If the Planning Board desires to
maintain the uniformity of the horse farm's character, it could stipulate that the existing
fence style be maintained as part of the conservation easement.  The Town's current
street specifications do not allow street tree plantings within the 50-foot right-of-way.  A
tree canopy cannot be achieved when a large setback is required.  The trees would end
up being planted within the fenced-in paddocks. 

Comment 10-2 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006):  We assume that the developer will provide/install the initial front and foundation
landscaping.  

Response 10-2:  The developer will be responsible for installing street trees and
installing the screen barrier along Breeze Hill Road.  The developer would install the
minimum 5-foot wide landscaped area in front of the principal building, and all lots would
be seeded.  The landscape requirements must be met in order for the Building Inspector
to issue a certificate of occupancy.  These are minimum requirements - it may be
expected that many of the future homeowners will retain landscape contractors during
construction of the dwelling to design each lot to the individual homeowner's
preferences and tastes.  A list of tree and shrub species beneficial to wildlife will be
provided to the homeowners.

Comment 10-3 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006):  See comment re: street trees under our subdivision plan comments. We suggest that
this be addressed in the FEIS.

Response 10-3:  See the response to Comment 2-1. The list of appropriate species that
will be provided to homeowners refers to the list of tree and shrub specimens that would
be planted on the individual lots - the developer will ensure that the minimum plantings
are provided.  However, it is anticipated that many homeowners would retain a
landscape contractor to supplement and design each lot's landscape to the homeowners
individual preferences.  It will be the applicant's responsibility to install all street trees
and entrance plantings.  The proposed plantings are shown on the Landscaping Plan,
Drawing 11 of 13 of the full-scale subdivision plan.  Street tree plantings include red
maples, white oaks, and little leaf lindens.  White pine and northern white cedar would
be provided along Breeze Hill Road to provide a year-round screen.  Other tree
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plantings may be appropriate; the Planning Board can make a final decision on the
street tree plantings between preliminary plan and final subdivision plan approval.

Comment 10-4 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006):  Although the overall plan itself with the retention of the horse farm, will contribute to
visual compatibility, it would be helpful to the Planning Board to know what the proposed homes
will look like and what materials and colors are contemplated.

Response 10-4:  The proposed dwellings would be colonial-style homes.  Wood and
cedar shake, and vinyl to look like wood and shake, would be used in the design of the
dwellings.  A variety of colors are contemplated, including but not limited to blues, browns,
whites, certain reds, beiges, and grays. As the dwellings are to be situated behind a tree line,
and would be located a distance of 700 feet and greater from Breeze Hill Road, strict use of
earthtone colors is not proposed.  It is the applicant's opinion that the most important aspect of
this cluster subdivision is preservation of open space to continue agricultural uses in the
community.
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11.0 HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 11-1 (Patrick Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C.,
letter dated April 5, 2006): Comments from the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation on the Phase I and Phase II archaeological assessments must be received.
Statement that no further archaeological investigations are warranted based on the applicant’s
consultant’s opinion and not on the OPRHP’s review and concurrence with the findings of the
Phase I and II surveys.

Response 11-1:  Appendix F of this FEIS includes a Data Recovery Plan for the
Grandview Estates subdivision.  As per the April 3, 2007, letter from Doug Mackey  of
the NYS OPRHP to Ann Yates, Planning Board Chairwoman,  it is the opinion of
OPRHP that the project will have No Adverse Impact on the historic resources with the
conditions that:

1) the full Data Recovery Plan - including all fieldwork, labwork, reporting and
dissemination of the results is completed, and

2) that the buffer identified in Grandview Estates LLC letter of March 26, 2007 (see
Appendix F) is maintained and the site is protected until the archaeological field work is
completed.

The applicant will adhere to the conditions set forth in the April 3, 2007 OPRHP letter
and will incorporate these conditions into the SEQRA Findings Statement.

Comment 11-2 (Patrick Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C.,
letter dated April 5, 2006): OPRHP’s concurrence with the Phase III recovery plan identified in
the Phase II survey must be received as well as the location of any protection of reputedly
archaeologically sensitive areas. Concurrence by the State Agency as to mitigation required on
the lot must be completed prior to final subdivision approval as the lot could transfer ownership
upon approval and before Phase III work is accomplished. Further detail discussion of timing of
the mitigation measures as well as timing of the subdivision should be provided.

Response 11-2:  Appendix F of the FEIS includes the Data Recovery Plan and letter
from the OPRHP that said plan is acceptable. The applicant, after preliminary plan
approval, will commence said mitigation work.  If the mitigation work is not complete
prior to final subdivision approval, no areas that are subject to a Phase III mitigation plan
would be disturbed until the NYS OPRHP has determined the mitigation plan to be
acceptable and complete.  No building permit may be issued until the NYS OPRHP
deems the mitigation work completed as per OPRHP's April 3, 2007 letter to the
Wawayanda Planning Board Chairwoman included in Appendix F.

Comment 11-3 (Douglas Mackey, NYS OPRHP, letter dated July 19, 2006):  Orange County
has an active and knowledgeable chapter of the New York State Archaeological Association  
and a number of its members have a large amount of knowledge regarding the project vicinity.
It does not appear that these individuals were contacted, but should have been.

Response 11-3:  This has been accomplished.  See Doug Mackey letter of April 3,
2007, contained in Appendix F.
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Comment 11-4 (Douglas Mackey, NYS OPRHP, letter dated July 19, 2006):  Given the finds
made during the Phase I study ORHP suspects that there are individuals with collections from
this property and those collections should have been examined and the location of finds noted
during the Phase IB and evaluated both in the IB and Phase II if appropriate.

Response 11-4:  See Appendix F for the OPRHP's acceptance of the Phase III Data
Recovery Plan and the letter of No Adverse Impact. 

Comment 11-5:  (Douglas Mackey, NYS OPRHP, letter dated July 19, 2006): The Phase IB
testing completed was tightly restricted to areas identified as footprint for proposed structures
(residence, septic fields) however, experience has shown that contractors do not keep within
these boundaries....OPRHP recommends that additional areas of the proposed lots be tested,
including all areas that are likely to be impacted by construction and residential activities
(driveways, yard areas, pool construction, landscaping, etc.).  It may be possible to identify
more realistic construction envelopes and to confine testing to those areas, however, they must
represent realistic estimates.

Response 11-5:  Although the cultural resource consultant utilized standard testing
protocol, additional field testing has been conducted to address OPRHP's comment.
The revised Cultural Resource Report was submitted to the NYS OPRHP prior to
preliminary subdivision plan approval. See Appendix F for OPRHP letter of No Adverse
Impact.

Comment 11-6:  (Douglas Mackey, NYS OPRHP, letter dated July 19, 2006):  Although the
report indicates that Grandview may be National Register eligible, OPRHP will not provide an
evaluation until the previous noted local informants have been interviewed and their data
included in the analysis, and the additional areas of probable impact have been examined.

Response 11-6:  A revised Cultural Resource Report was submitted to the NYS
OPRHP.  The OPRHP has issued a letter of No Adverse Impact - see Appendix F.
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12.0 COMMUNITY SERVICES RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Schools

Comment 12-1 (Barbara Parsons, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): We wanted a letter, not
somebody stating what was said over the telephone. I think for our records we need something
in writing (regarding discussions with School District officials).

Response 12-1:  See letter from the School District included in Appendix A.  This is the
only letter received from the School District regarding their review of the DEIS.

Comment 12-2 (Patrick Hines, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): I know the Board had
discussed previously the impacts on the school district and... Was looking for some additional
clarification. I request the applicant update the information from the Minisink Valley School
District. 

Response 12-2: See revised fiscal analysis provided in Section 13.0 of this FEIS.

Comment 12-3 (Patrick Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C.,
letter dated April 5, 2006): It is requested that the applicant provide updated information from
the Minisink Valley School District regarding the fiscal analysis. Information should be
coordinated with available information from the assessor’s office regarding assessed evaluation
and potential impacts of school-aged children on the school district.

Response 12-3:  A revised fiscal impact analysis is provided in Section 13.0 of this
FEIS.  See the comment letter from the School District in Appendix A.

Comment 12-7 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): While the County recognizes the school multiplier employed by the applicant, we
hesitate to consider that less than one student will reside in each 4-bedroom home.

Response 12-4: We have interviewed School District officials on numerous occasions,
who have indicated that the student multiplier is reasonable.  In the most recent
exchange of correspondence (see Appendix A), the Minisink Valley School District has
indicated that "we did not create a 'multiplier' nor do we possess the statistical expertise
to do so."  The School District has indicated that it has also provided previous guidance
to the Town on this matter and has expressed that the multiplier is reasonable.  No
further analysis is deemed necessary.

Police Protection

Comment 12-5 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9, 2006):
 It is not clear if the reference to the ratio of five state police officers per 1,000 population
considers the entire area served by Troop F.

Response 12-5:  As stated in the DEIS, the ratio is based on the Town of Wawayanda's
population.  Troop F does serve a larger population than Wawayanda.
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Fire Protection

Comment 12-6 (William Bavoso, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): You make reference to
comments to Slate Hill Fire Department, but we have comments from Wawayanda Fire
Department with regards to the driveways.

Response 12-6:  The Slate Hill Fire District is the name of the fire district in which the
project site is located.  The name of the engine company serving this fire district is the
Wawayanda Fire Company, Inc.

Comment 12-7 (Barbara Parsons, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): Talking about access to
Lots 17, 18 & 34, the driveways (are) too long for the turnaround. It’s okay, provided they can
provide adequate fire protection.

Response 12-7: The two driveways have been redesigned to join the driveways in order
to provide a turnaround area for fire safety vehicles.  This revision has been made to the
subdivision plan and was determined to be acceptable by the Slate Hill Fire District Fire
Chief.

Comment 12-8 (Wawayanda Volunteer Fire Department, Letter dated April 1, 2006): Fire
Department access to Lots 17, 18 & 34: driveways (are) too long without a turnaround.
Provided we cannot provide adequate fire protection. Driveway have to be wide enough for two
vehicles.

Response 12-8:  See response to Comment 12-7 above.

Comment 12-9 (Patrick Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C.,
letter dated April 5, 2006): Comments regarding the necessity of the dry hydrant system
should be received from the Slate Hill Fire Department, as well as comments regarding the
emergency access and the proposed split within the access. It would appear the emergency
access plan was viable in consideration of only having one public access point, that the
emergency access route between Lots 22 and 23 be sufficient and not need the other route
encircling Lot 19. 

Response 12-9:  The applicant's engineer met with Mike Hayes, Fire Chief, to discuss
the proposed subdivision plans.  Based on that discussion, the following is noted:

1. The hydrant system within the proposed road has been eliminated from the
subdivision layout.

2. A dry hydrant is being provided at the on-site pond.  An existing small internal
loop along the emergency access road will be extended in the direction of the
pond so that the fire trucks can loop around this driveway, fill up the truck,
and continue back out to Breeze Hill Road.  This extended loop is shown on
Figure 1-1 immediately south of the pond.  The dry hydrant is to have a
6-inch pipe.

3. The route encircling Lot 19 can be eliminated.
4. A pull-off area, approximately 20 feet in width, is being provided between the

driveways of Lots 17 and 18.
5. The breakaway gate detail shown on the subdivision plan is adequate.
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Comment 12-10 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006):  Is the use of wetland D for back-up fire protection necessary?  As a pond it may have
limited capacity and while it will be utilized infrequently (hopefully never) there may be
unnecessary impact on the wetland.

Response 12-10:The permanent water volume in the existing on-site pond, with an
assumed depth of two feet, holds 706,220 gallons.  The total needed fire protection
based on 750 gallons per minute for two hours would be 90,000 gallons.  The pond has
adequate capacity to handle this demand.

Comment 12-11 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006):  With regard to Fire protection, is the Fire Department satisfied with the pressure being
generated by the proposed water system, or will they depend on their own pump?  Also, will the
HOA be responsible for the maintenance of the emergency access road?  Finally, what is the
design of the emergency gate and who will have access (Fire Department, State Police,
ambulance, etc.?) 

Response 12-11:  As a result of subdivision layout changes, the project will no longer
be served by a hydrant system.  The fire department will rely on their own pumpers to
serve the development.  The HOA would be responsible for maintenance of the
emergency access road.  A detail of the emergency breakway gate is provided on
Drawing No. 14 of 14 of the full-size subdivision plan.  The need to use the emergency
access road would result in the event a blockage occurs elsewhere along the cul-de-sac
road - any emergency responder would have access to this road via the breakaway
gate.  

Comment 12-12 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006):  The Fire Department submitted their own comments regarding the length and width of
driveways.  If the long driveways are accepted, turnouts can be provided to address the issue of
passing vehicles.

Response 12-12:  See response to Comment 12-7.

Recreation Facilities

Comment 12-13 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): While the applicant would provide a fee in lieu of recreation, we recommend a
centrally located pocket park be nestled into this proposed project, perhaps in the northeast
corner of Lot 10. A modest piece of playground equipment could be donated to the Town to
benefit the children of this isolated development.

Response 12-13:  If the applicant were required to construct a pocket park on the
project site, then recreation fees in lieu of land would not be submitted to the Town.  The
Planning Board has determined that the pocket park is not necessary given the low
density nature of the subdivision, and that the fee in lieu of recreation land would better
serve the community by being used to fund recreational improvements to the existing
Town Park or elsewhere where Town facilities are planned.
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General

Comment 12-14 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006):  We believe this (community facilities) analysis is reasonable and this project, by itself,
will have limited impact.

Response 12-14:  Comment noted.

Comment 12-15 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006):  The Planning Board's Scope requested a broader more cumulative impact analysis to
include other projects.  The applicant has addressed this. 

Response 12-15:  Comment noted. 
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13.0 FISCAL ANALYSIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 13-1 (Mary Markiewicz, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): I think we also asked for
updated figures on possible tax amounts.

Response 13-1: A representative of Tim Miller Associates, Inc., met with the Town Tax
Assessor, Mr. Dennis Ketcham, to update the anticipated assessed value for the
proposed project based on 2006 equalization rates and current tax rates.  Two analyses
were prepared, one based on market value, and another analysis based on comparable
estimates.  Both analyses are presented, to provide a range of anticipated tax revenues
that may accrue to the various taxing jurisdictions. Based on a market value of $600,000
per dwelling unit and a 2006 equalization rate of 54 percent, the assessed value of a
dwelling unit would be $324,000.  The 34 dwelling units would have a total assessed
value of $11,016,000 using the market value approach.  The Tax Assessor also
estimated that the assessed value of a dwelling unit would average $285,000 based on
"comparable" dwellings in the Town of Wawayanda.  Thus, the total assessed value
using the comparable estimate would be $9,690,000.  Table 1 provides an estimate of
tax revenues using both approaches.

Notes:
) - Tax Rate per $1,000 of Assessed Valuation.
Municipal taxes are based upon 2006 tax rates
Mininsink Valley Central School Tax Rates are for the 2005/2006 school year.

$348,086$395,718TOTAL

$251,714$286,159$25.9767Minisink Valley Central School

$50,455$57,287Total Town of Wawayanda
$16,663$18,944$1.7197Slate Hill Fire District
$29,822$33,902$3.0776Highway
$3,970$4,441$0.4032Town of Wawayanda

$45,980$52,272$4.7451Orange County

Tax Revenues
Using

Comparables - ($)

Tax Revenues
Using Market

Value ($)

2006
Tax Rate (1)Taxing Authority

Table 13-1
Projected Tax Revenues

The change in the assessed values and resulting tax revenues reflects the change in
the assessment rate used to determine assessed value. The DEIS used the then
published 2003 residential assessment ratio of 78.8 percent to determine the assessed
value of the project; the 2006 equalization rate is 54 percent.  However, the tax rates
have remained relatively stable.

An estimate of costs to the Town of Wawayanda associated with the proposed
residential development may be provided by obtaining a reasonably accurate composite
of current taxpayer costs on a per capita basis and multiplying this amount by the
anticipated population of the proposed project. As the number of nonresidential uses
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located in the Town are inconsequential compared with the amount of residential
development found in the Town, Town expenditures have been assigned entirely to the
Town’s resident population.

The Town of Wawayanda’s 2006 municipal budget includes the following categories: the
General Fund Townwide, Highway Repairs and Improvements, Community
Improvements, Sewer Districts and Fire Districts. The Town’s total budget in 2006 is
$5,384,794.  The Town’s estimated 2005 population is 7,024 persons. Dividing the Town
budget by the Town population yields a per capita municipal cost of $767 per person.
However, the Town also received income to offset the budget, in the form of fees,
grants, state and other aid.1  Thus, only 48 percent, or $2,582,372, is raised by property
taxes.  Thus, the per capita cost that must be raised by local property tax revenues
would be $368 per person.

Based on a per capita cost of $368 per person, the municipal cost that would be
generated by the project would be $41,584-$45,264 annually, based on a projected
population of between 113-123 persons.  The Grandview Estates project would still be
fiscally positive, when the costs are compared to the anticipated municipal revenues.
However, the amount of net revenues is reduced given the changes in the assessed
value resulting from changes in the residential assessment ratio/equalization rate.

Minisink Valley Central School District

The budget for the 2005-2006 school year for the Minisink Valley Central School District
totaled approximately $66,466,480. The portion of the budget to be raised through
taxation is $31,521,480. Approximately 47 percent of the school district’s budget is met
through the property tax levy. With a 2005 enrollment of approximately 4,741 students,
per-student costs based on the budget are $14,019. Based upon the percent of costs
raised through the tax levy, the tax burden is estimated at approximately $6,649 per
student. 

Grandview Estates is estimated to generate 31 school-age children. Based on a per
student cost of $6,649, projected costs to the school district would be $206,119
annually. The Grandview Estates subdivision will generate $251,714 to $286,159
annually in property tax revenue to the school district. Thus, the development is
projected to be tax positive.

Comment 13-2 (Patrick Hines, Public Hearing, April 12, 2006): In my final comment there is
information (that) should be coordinated with available information from the assessor’s office
regarding assessed evaluation and potential impacts of school-aged children.

Response 13-2:  See response to Comment 13-1 above. Grandview Estates is
estimated to generate 31 school-age children. The overall effect on the district’s budget
is projected to be tax positive.

Comment 13-3 (Barbara Parsons, notes of January 13, 2006): School tax figures project
school taxes of $11,246 per house, that’s without Town Highway and Fire Districts, which would
average out to $15,000 yearly in tax. Even in this area, that is exceptionally high. Assessor did

Fiscal Analysis
April 25, 2007

Grandview Estates Subdivision FEIS
13-2

1 Town of Wawayanda Budget for 2006, as adopted.



some rough estimates on $500,000, $625,000 homes, 2,600-3,600 square feet. Did you go to
the Assessor’s office for your figure? I do not believe tax revenues would be so high.

Response 13-3:  See response to Comment 13-1.  The assessed value and projected
tax revenues were determined based on an interview with Mr. Dennis Ketcham, Town of
Wawayanda Tax Assessor.  Using the comparable assessment approach, a dwelling
unit would generate approximately $10,238 annually in property tax revenues to all
applicable taxing jurisdictions.

Comment 13-4 (written notes of Barbara Parsons, Planning Board member): I believe we
asked for written feedback from Minisink Valley School that your figures are acceptable.

Response 13-4: Please see letter response from Dr. Martha Murray, dated July 3,
2006, included in Appendix A of the FEIS.  Although the DEIS was submitted to the
School District, no other comments have been received from that agency.

Comment 13-5 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter of June 9, 2006):  
There are several accepted methodologies to address Fiscal Impact.  We have reviewed the
analysis and assumptions utilized in the DEIS and find that they are acceptable and the
conclusions are reasonable if there is agreement that the average value of the homes is
$600,000.  We have not researched the matter of home values.

Response 13-5:  Comment noted.  The fiscal impact analysis has been updated as per
discussions with the Town's tax assessor.   See response to Comment 13-1. 
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14.0 COMMUNITY CHARACTER COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 14-1 (Patrick Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers, P.C.,
letter dated April 5, 2006): Proposed mitigation measures identified under Community
Character identifies a decrease in the width of pavement as well as the removal of curbing from
the subdivision for a more rural character. Conversations with the Highway Superintendent
identifies that standard road details must be complied with in the subdivision, eliminating the
proposed mitigation.

Response 14-1:  This is correct.  Conversations with the Highway Superintendent
indicate that the standard road detail must be used in the design of the proposed
subdivision road. In addition, curbing must be provided.  While the road design would
not be rural in character, it is noted that much of the road would not be visible from
Breeze Hill Road, an existing road with rural character, since the subdivision has been
designed to situate much of the subdivision to the rear of the property and behind
existing tree lines and proposed only one intersection with Breeze Hill Road.  

Comment 14-2 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): The maintenance of active agriculture and the preservation of farmland are top
priorities for Orange County. As well, the second Goal in the Town of Wawayanda
Comprehensive Plan (2000) is “Maintain Wawayanda’s character as a rural community.” This
Department believes that one of the most effective ways - if not the primary way - to preserve
rural character is to encourage the economic vitality of farm operations. While it appears to be
the intent of the applicant to maintain a portion of the property as an active horse farm, we are
not convinced that the currently layout of the proposed subdivision would help to further these
critical goals.

Response 14-2:  The reviewer has not indicated what elements of the layout do not
further the critical goals.  The subdivision layout balances the desire of the Town to
maintain a large contiguous area of open space which may be preserved for existing or
future agricultural operations, while maintaining the scenic viewshed of Breeze Hill
Road.  The subdivision achieves this by situating the majority of residences to the "rear"
of the property.  The applicant has placed as many dwellings as possible behind the
existing tree line.  However, due to the presence of wetlands at the northeastern end of
the property, and in order to meet minimum lot area (i.e., one acre) and lot width
requirements, no additional lots could be situated to the rear of the property, or
clustered on smaller lots than what is shown, to create a larger area to be used for
agricultural purposes.

Comment 14-3 (David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, letter dated April
26, 2006): To ensure the viability of the horse farm operation, sufficient equestrian facilities
should be maintained. The majority of the paddocks and four of the five run-in sheds are
planned for removal, leaving four large paddocks and one run-in shed. Meanwhile, we estimate
that each of the barns (to remain) may have approximately 10 stalls a piece, creating the
opportunity for 20 or more horses total. While the total area of Lot 34 is 50 acres, it includes
wetlands and multiple buildings. Additionally, a significant portion is isolated by Lots 17 & 18,
rendering the area less accessible. We caution that adequate acreage will be needed for
pasturing livestock, especially if rotational grazing will be practiced. Under a conservation
easement, expansion of the farm operation (i.e. Construction of riding arena, expansion of
barns) will be hindered. The buildable area of Lot 34 should be modified to allow for such
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expansions. We recommend that the Town make certain that Lot 34 will have appropriate
facilities and acreage to support a working livestock farm.  We recommend that appropriate
facilities and sufficient Prime agricultural soils be reserved to effectively provide for a productive
farm operation, while protecting the viewshed from Breeze Hill Road.

Response 14-3:   The applicant laid out a conventional plan illustrating that 34 lots
could be achieved.  These 34 lots have been clustered on the minimum lot size allowed
by the Town's zoning regulations at the time the subdivision was designed, i.e., one acre
lots.  Since acceptance of the DEIS, additional acreage has been added to the "core"
open space area by reducing the developable (i.e., house location) portion of Lot 34 to
1.27 acres.  A proposed emergency access loop has also been eliminated.  It is noted
that the only soils identified as "prime" farmland are the Raynham soils, the majority of
which would remain as open space, since these soils are hydric and would not be
disturbed.  Lots 17 and 18 are designed to allow passage to the northeasterly portion of
the project site, although, as noted, this portion of the site is not as accessible as other
portions of the site.  The building lots could not be situated in this corner of the property
due to the wetness of the soils.  The conservation easement language will be reviewed
and approved by the Town; the Town will determine what types of accessory buildings
or other structures are allowed in association with a working livestock farm.  The
conservation easement has yet to be drafted - it will be drafted upon preliminary
subdivision plan approval, and would not limit the expansion of agricultural-related
facilities if the Town determines this expansion is appropriate.

Comment 14-4 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006): While the open and agricultural character of Wawayanda, particularly the Black Dirt
Area, are still prevalent and likely to remain, it is clear that change to a more exurban character
is occurring.  This is particularly true in this Breeze Hill area.  We would suggest in order to
mitigate the impacts of the proposed development consideration should be given to the
measures outlined in the DEIS including narrower roads and eliminating curbs or utilizing open
swale type curbs.

Response 14-4:  The applicant supports the use of these design measures.  However,
the Highway Superintendent has indicated that the proposed subdivision road will be
required to conform to existing Town road specifications, which require wider roads and
curbing.  The applicant continues to express a willingness to design the road to
alternative road standards with narrowe pavement width and no curbs.

Comment 14-5 (Stuart Turner, FAICP, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June
9, 2006):  The design of the homes reflect the rural architecture and materials of older homes in
the area.  Suggest the alternative cluster that moves homes behind the tree line be seriously
considered.  This will help maintain the appearance of an open/agricultural corridor.

Response 14-5:  The applicant has expressed that the dwellings would be designed as
colonial homes.  A discussion of the alternative cluster is provided in the response to
Comment 15-2.  Relocating the dwellings behind the tree line would reduce the amount
of contiguous open space area available for Lot 34, which contains the open space that
would be restricted for continued or future use as a farm.
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15.0 ALTERNATIVES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 15-1 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006): Under the No Action Alternative, is it likely that the horse farm will remain? 

Response 15-1: The DEIS states that for purposes of the alternative analysis, the No
Action alternative assumes the continued operation of the existing horse breeding farm.
However, the DEIS acknowledges that the farm’s long-term viability depends on a
number of factors, including economic and market conditions. 

Comment 15-2 (Stuart Turner, Stuart Turner & Associates, Inc., letter dated June 9,
2006): Cluster to Minimize Visibility of Future Lots. We recommend that this alternative be
considered favorably since it has several positive features and the impacts are virtually the
same as the primary proposal.  However, it helps to achieve the Town's Planning Goals more
effectively.

Response 15-2:  This alternative is different from the proposed action in that it reduces
the amount of contiguous area that would be available for use as a horse farm to
achieve the objective of situating the future residences behind an existing tree line.
Under the proposed action, the two lots that extend beyond this tree line will be
screened from view by the installation of landscaping along Breeze Hill Road.  This will
allow the Town to meet the objective of minimizing views of the residences, while
ensuring a larger contiguous area on Lot 34 for use as a horse farm under the proposed
action.
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APPENDIX D

Town Model Conservation Easement





























APPENDIX E

Formation of Water Transportation
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