TOWN OF CHESTER
PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
December 4, 2019

Meeting called to order: 7:04pm
Members present: Chairman Serotta, Bob Conklin, Mark Roberson, Jackie Elfers, Dot Wierzbicki, Larry Dysinger
Absent: Carl D’Antonio
Also present: Dave Donovan-Attorney, Alexa Burchianti-Secretary, John Nosek-Engineer (for Al Fusco)
November minutes are not ready to adopt yet.
Next meeting of the Planning Board is scheduled February 5, 2020 
Chairman wanted to state for the record, you all got a letter from Tracy Schuh claiming that he is refusing to give her a document. He just wanted to state to the board that he is not withholding any documents. The document that he showed to the board that night which was the engineering report from Fusco Engineering was the only document we have, there is no other document. So Tracy can appeal it she can do whatever she wants. He is wanted the board to understand that he is not hiding anything or anything from the board. We made our decisions on Fusco’s determination on his standard engineering letter.
Hills of Chester – 90 Day Extension
There has been some delay in detaining the bonding. They are working with Scott Bonacic the Town Attorney. DePuy sent us a letter requesting an extension. Al Fusco also sent a letter.
Al Fusco letter 12-4-19:
[image: ]
Larry: Didn’t we say no more? When is this going to get handled? John stated that some financial issues are being handled that should be resolved relatively quickly so that this can be filed they are not sitting on it. 
Motion made to grant 90 day extension. Motion by Dot. Second by Jackie. Motion carried 6-0
Chairman stated to John to please have Al give us a better answer. This is a different developer than the original one but this has been going on for years and years. 
Chester Hill Holding – Site Plan Review
Ben Ostrer Attorney present for the applicant Chester Hill Holdings. They received approval form the DEC and a mine permit from the DEC.  Chairman spoke to them today, it expires on December 18, 2019 they are applying for the extension and should have the extension very shortly. 
Ben stated the DEC is the presumptively lead agency on any mine application. The negative declaration was adopted. The entire package was forwarded to the Town. He believes it was directed to the town supervisors office and rather than the planning board. And he believes Mr. Budnik forwarded a number of the documents today by PDF. But those were all previously supplied to the Town in April of 2014 prior to the adoption of the Negative Declaration. But they do need some planning board approval to go with the mining permit according to the Town regulations. Chairman stated the question they have been struggling with is what are they going to put in that package of site plan regulations? Are we going to have a public hearing? You need to get a driveway permit we know that for sure. Mr. Ostrer stated that they did receive word from Anthony LaSpina with the 1% grade. They can obtain that without issue. There was some issue on the bonding for potential damage to the road. Those are all site improvements they can speak to the engineer to see what is required there. He thinks there may be some issues to whether a bond can be required but they can they would like to work that out with the town anyway. 
Dave Donovan, mines are permitted by the DEC local regulations of mines is largely preempted by what’s called the mine reclamation law. There are very limited areas that the planning board can weigh in on. By way of past history we have the Tetz Mining operation in the Town. In 2014 we did do the public hearing and approve that. Very narrow parameters for the town to regulate mines. Largely it’s all a DEC operation. But what we have done in the past is have the public hearing and will give all the chapter and verse in which you can and can’t do which is very limited. In terms of the road bond, he will let the board and Mr. Ostrer know that he did have a conversation with the town attorney about that issue, and Mr. Donovan agrees with Mr. Ostrer’s approach on how that should be addressed. Mr. Ostrer will reach out to the Town Supervisors office and get permission to speak to the town attorney directly and hopefully work something out. Mr. LaSpina had a number and is sure then can come to some kind of conclusion.
Chairman Serotta asked, this isn’t going to be a truck terminal parking? This won’t be a dual purpose thing. Mr. Ostrer stated that it is not. Chairman stated that, even though minor it should be addressed, there is an easement for IWS on your property that it would be a good idea to have a fence in the area where the septic is. Just so it doesn’t get run over by a big truck.
Polled board for comments and questions:
Larry:  Doesn’t have a problem with it. Concern is at the end how is the land going to be restored. He wants to see plans. Ben: That is with the DEC. The project is phased. You have to close 1 phase as you are working another phase. They have a bond a significant sum of money posted with the DEC to cover the cost of reclamation of each phase. So they would not have more than 2 phases open in any one time. So that is a surety. A letter of credit has been posted with the DEC. Larry: That’s not the point he’s making. How are they going to finish it off so it doesn’t look like a big scar on the side of the mountain. Ben: The reclamation plan was submitted to the DEC. The grading, topsoil, to revegetate the property. They will send a copy over.
Bob: What material is being mined? Is it soil, shale, a combination of both? Is there going to be blasting involved? Ben: There is blasting, the hours of blasting are restricted to between 10-2 hours of operation during the week are 7am - 5pm shorter hours on the weekend. There is no anticipated any blasting on the weekend. He believes it’s limited. That has all been navigated through the DEC on the permit. Same material as Tetz. No blasting before 10am or after 2 pm on weekdays. 
Bob: In the past the town clerks office would be notified prior to any blasting. Can we get this same kind of arrangement? Just call into the town clerks office, supervisors office or whoever just to let them know that a blast is going to take place. 
Al Fusco letter 12-3-19:
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John reviewed the letter from AL. SWPPP and other requested documents have already been forwarded.
No activity has been done on the property yet.
Bob: asked if the 2 single family homes are on the plan and what the distance is.
Ben: He misspoke there can be blasting on Saturdays restricted to 10am-2pm. But no blasting on Sundays or legal holidays.  Blasting is not going to happen on a daily basis.
Larry: Is the blasting going to be equivalent to Tetz? Ben: Very similar.
Motion made to set the public hearing for February 5, 2019. Motion made by Larry.
Second by Mark. Motion carried 6-0

1657 Management LLC – Site Plan Application
Joe Pfau from Pietrzak & Pfau engineering present for the applicant 1657 Management LLC. Property is located on Elkay Drive in the IP Zone. Proposing 30,500 sq. ft warehouse light industrial building. Individual well and septic. Ingress and egress with loading on the west side of the building with a total of 27 parking spaces. Stormwater facility location near Elkay Dr. Since the submission they have gone ahead and did some soils testing. The whole lot for the most part is sand and gravel they got good perc rates. They dug down with the excavator down to 8ft and hit no bedrock or ground water. They feel they should be able to design the stormwater pollution prevention plan adequately for this facility. 
Joe showed on the plan the flow of traffic. They did receive comments from Fusco Engineering this is a 70% complete set of plans they do have landscaping, erosion control, lighting but they do not have finalized the SWPPP they are in the process of doing that. They did design the sanitary facilities will be modified slightly based on the final soils testing. They will schedule that with Fusco.
Chairman stated that this is a pretty steep grade (they are taking about 28,000 cubic yards of dirt out) Chairman Serotta asked where it was going to go. Joe stated he doesn’t know yet but he try to get an answer for that.
Al Fusco Letter 12-3-19:
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John went over Al’s letter.  John asked if they planned on big trucks, small trucks? Is there truck storage space on site? Joe stated they designed it for the big trucks if they are required, but there is no truck storage space on site. Lumens were stated on plan but we will need to see fixtures and lighting detail.

Joe had a quick question on the bonding. Would that have to be posted prior to the site plan being signed or prior to building permit application? Dave Donovan stated that along with the other project that is something that is going to need further discussion.

Anthony LaSpina letter 11-22-19:
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Joe stated he will address the other items on Anthony’s letter. 
Preliminary landscaping plan is on page 8, Jackie will take a look at it.
Polled board for questions or comments:
Bob: There is a severe elevation change between this lot an Elkay Dr. Are you taking it down to the level of Elkay Drive? Joe: Not quite but there will be a slope going up but probably 5 or 6 feet above Elkay. Bob: So that means there will be 2 retaining walls one on each side? Joe: Pointed out on the plan where the retaining wall will be and a reinforced wall in the rear of the building. Sheet 3 has full grading plan. Parking lot is basically right on grade. 
Chairman asked if all that parking is going to be needed. The planning board does allow for shadow parking. Joe stated they wanted to leave all the parking in. 
Jackie: It’s light industrial right? Joe: Correct. Jackie: hours? Is it 7 days? Joe: Stated he doesn’t know of any ordinance or if there is going to be site plan condition of hours of operation, they haven’t indicated hours of operation one way or the other. It’s surrounded by industry buildings. He can see double shift operations going on in this building. Jackie: this is just so we are aware.
Dot: With the tractor trailers would they be coming in at all hours? Joe: I don’t know the answer to that, they don’t have an end user so he doesn’t know. He guesses it could be possible. He sees tractor trailers coming in and out of the industrial park at all hours I can definitely see that here, but the access to Elkay Drive comes right off of that industrial drive maybe a couple hundred feet onto Black Meadow then right into Elkay. There is really no residences. 
Larry: Has a question about Al’s letter #3 what does that mean? Something about 200 feet for well and septic what does that mean? Joe: that’s to show existing wells and septic on adjourning properties. John stated he has to make sure that his proposed well and septic are proper distances from the adjourning. 
Joe stated they will re-appear on February 5, 2019 meeting. Chairman stated that he doesn’t believe that this is a 239 referral.
Joe would like to start the SEQRA to declare Lead Agency.  Joe submitted a long form EAF. Dave Donovan, so if there are other involved agencies we could declare our intent and circulate but would ask Joe for additional copies of maps and EAF’s but he doesn’t think there are any other agencies. So if there are no other involved agencies we are Lead Agency. 
Robert Knebel – Subdivision  Application
David Getz from Lehman and Getz for the applicant Robert Knebel who owns and lives that the property is located at the end of Paradise Lane.  Property is approximately 6.8 acres. Is proposing to do a 2 lot subdivision to split off a parcel on the North side of the property. They submitted a preliminary plan showing about an acre and a half for the new lot and the existing lot would be a little over 5 acres to stay with the existing dwelling. They show the driveway off Paradise Lane, the new well and septic. They tried to do some soil testing last week it was right after a heavy rain the conditions were wet. They did the deep test pits but they weren’t able to do the perc tests. They will go back and do that when weather permits. They are confident that they have plenty of room to work with to create the second lot. They would like to get the process started tonight.
Al Fusco letter 12-3-19:
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Poll board for comments or questions:
Larry: Drove by it today, review the site plan, looks pretty straight forward. Assuming it meets zoning.
Chairman asked if they had the lot width and the setbacks just to make sure. David responded yes and pointed out on the plan.
Mark: Wondering where the septic might lie in terms to the house that’s north east. It looks like it’s going downhill. David stated that they will add that. Rob Knebel stated that it is in the front of the house, the well is in the rear so they spotted the well assuming it has to be at least 100 feet away that was the most logical thing.  They will show this on the plan.
Bob: Asked where the garage is going to be. Garage cannot be in the front yard with less than 5 acres. David: They are going to show garage under the house and not a detached garage. It goes with the grade of the property. 
Chairman stated he spoke to David on the phone today, even though he doesn’t have approval from Fusco with the testing yet, they would like to get a public hearing scheduled so they can hear from the neighbors. He probably won’t be able to do the tests for a while. Depends on the weather.
Polled board if they were comfortable to set a public hearing:
Bob: It’s not going to impact anyone’s house except Mr. Knebel right? Mr. Knebel stated correct but he may move to that lot anyway and sell the big house. 
Chairman stated to just identify the well and septic on the plan.
Motion made to schedule the public hearing for February 5, 2019. Motion made by Dot. Second by Jackie. Motion carried 6-0
Broccoli Patch – Site Plan Review
Ross Winglovitz project engineer present with Lewis Donnelly owner and the fire consultant Ross Topliff.  
Chairman Serotta brought up on the screen the Fire truck turning plan and the site plan. Late today Adam McCarey sent an email stating they have addressed his concerns. He met with Mr. Donnelly’s fire specialist earlier we will bring all that up in a little bit.
They submitted a response letter regarding the OCDP, DPW and Adam McCarey. The 2 subsequent changes in the plan are the addition of fire access road at the rear at the recommendation of Ross and Adam to provide access to the rear of the building for firefighting purposes. There was a question from the DPW regarding the property ownership in the front. There was at one point an offer of dedication to the County for widening purposes back when this was originally subdivided in the early 90’s that was never taken. Lew has now acquired that property on the revised plan the property line now follows the stone wall all the parking that exists now is on his property the taking would have brought it back 20 feet or so from that wall. Lew is the legal owner of all that property. Chairman stated we know that Lew wrote a letter to Steve Neuhaus, when we submit up to Orange County to do a 239, the 239 are what they are. So unless we get another 239, we need a letter from Orange County DPW that says ok, we need a subsequent letter that would retract what they first said in their letter. There letter stated about the 16 spaces. Now we will need something that says it’s no longer an issue to put in the file.  Ross stated that they will send the survey to the County. Chairman stated he doesn’t doubt them but needs something to negate. As far as the 239 from the County Planning they gave a little bit of local determination and then some mandatory stuff. It doesn’t necessarily mean the board is going to reject that we have a ways to go. Ross stated that he is going to ask them to consider their responses to their letter and ask them to issue a new letter. They may or may not but they will at least request that. Chairman said and if they don’t certain items will require a super majority. You would need at least 5 full votes. 
Chairman brought the response letter up on the screen (also posted on line). Ross went through the response letter that was submitted.
They reached out to Jim Farr, water department and the Supervisor to have a meeting about water. 
Ross Topliff from Topliff Engineering licensed in NY and NJ, looking at the admissions he made some estimates of emissions from the storage. The other ones you wouldn’t get into now until they do the detail design. Regarding black fungus, in the larger facilities there is some noticeable black fungus, there are plenty of sources and causes of black fungus growth besides around distilleries. It’s a pretty common problem as the other letter noted there are no known negative impacts other than visual. Chairman stated he did reach out to other towns. He reached out to Gardiner, New Paltz and Warwick.  They had no comments or negative effects on that. They all have distilleries in their area and they didn’t find anything with the black fungus. Gardiner didn’t even know what he was talking about. And that one changed it went from a small to commercial and in full production.
Ross continued to go over the response letter, also stated that the Hamlet of Sugar Loaf is listed in the County’s Comprehensive plan as a priority growth area. 
Adam met with both Ross Winglovitz and Ross Topliff and submitted the following email:
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The County did not require a traffic study. A long form EAF will be submitted.
Ross Topliff discussed the dry storage. The dry storage is primarily corn and rye for the dry grains. They will be coming in bags on pallets stored within the warehouse area (distillery) in the lower level of the building. And he has the hopes eventually being able to go have 2 silos that would be located outside adjacent to the building with means to bring the grains directly into the distillery area. They mentioned protection from vehicle impact the silos and impact would be shown on a later plan if they get to that point. Any other raw material would be in smaller amounts. Finished product storage will be in typical oak kegs initially the smaller ones, the beverages need to be stored 2-10 years for the proper aging to occur and to save some time he wants to use the smaller kegs initially. Once he gets the operation up and going he wants to switch to the 42 gallon keg which is typical. The fire code, the wooden kegs are exempt the still come under the international building code for fire protection. The code allows up to 7,500 gallons in each controlled area provided that there are sprinklers in those controlled area. That is the plan that they are recommending along with the 2 hour fire wall between each of the controlled areas. 
Lew proposed the finished product storage will be in the basement with sprinklers and contained in the basement so that if a keg broke there would be no contamination and it would be contained in there. 
Chairman asked about the spent grains. Where is that going to be stored? Tin Barn has farmers lined up to pick up the spent grain for feed. Lew stated he will have some kind of agreement with someone to pick it up. Bob asked where is it stored while it’s waiting for pick up. Lew stated he will design storage; basically they will store it in a 10 yard container so they just come and pick up the whole thing. Bob: well what happens in the summer time in 95 degrees and your hauler doesn’t pick up for a week? Lew: It would be crazy for them not to pick it up it’s free feed for the animals. It’s not going to be difficult to find people that are going to want it. 
They are going to send the update site plan and the response letter back up to OCDP Alexa will send it up.
OCDP response letter: [image: ][image: ][image: ]
Chairman: Water line somehow they were thinking you were going to run mains down the middle of Kings Hwy which is not what you were proposing, you were looking at coming through the back there. They should try to pursue that below on the other side of the Lycian someone was going to put a coffee shop in there years ago but the water was terrible. We will still have to talk about landscaping.  It would be a nice idea to put pavers instead of blacktop down to the pond. We don’t know about the noise ordinance yet. But they should keep the neighbors in mind and we will need to hear about that. Karen Arent will be engaged to take a look at this for the landscaping. We also will need to look at the lighting plan and the details. Understands this is the conceptual plan not the full site plan yet.
Lew did say that he wants to be a good neighbor; this is not a place to have a rock concert. He is going to sound proof the building. 
Chairman: We hired a professional, you hired a professional they got together and worked out the details between the 2 on the fire safety. 
Chairman went through all of the points that the OCDP wrote about. He also asked a hypothetical question of, if there was to be 300 people there for an event in one night, Chairman stated that he realizes they said you don’t have to do a traffic report but he would like to see it addressed eventually. You have a lot of people and cars exiting at one time he would like to hear about that impact. 
Polled board for comments and questions:
Larry: So far they are addressing everything that has come up, right now he doesn’t have anything more yet.
Jackie: Blacktop, maybe a permeable blacktop instead of a paver because that would create a plowing issue and also allows for better drainage.
Mark: Making progress, waste disposal where? Not only the mash but the garbage for the restaurant and catering. Lew: They will contain it in an enclosed area and design it so it’s not going to be an eyesore. He is going to landscape it beautifully, once he figures out exactly what he needs. They will put on plans
Bob: Does the County or State come in and do an inspection annually?  Like the Health department? Who monitors it all? Lew: There is different licensing but the liquor authority monitors every drop. Bob: Would like clarity on that. Bob asked about dry storage again for the corn and grain. Lew stated will be stored downstairs eventually would like to get busy enough to have and need the silos.
This will also need architectural review approval everything will have to be submitted. Colors, roof, signs, design.
Next step is trying to get a revised report for OCDP and DPW. Ross wants to start working on the real detailed plans. This will of course need to go to a public hearing. February we might be able to set the public hearing.
Meeting adjourned.
Respectfully Submitted,
[bookmark: _GoBack]

Alexa Burchianti
Planning Board Secretary
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FUSCO ENGINEERING

?‘; & LAND SURVEYING, P.C.

~Z__y\ Consulting Engineers

Alfred A. Fusco, Jr., PE., Principal Alffred A. Fusco, III, General Manager

233 East Main Street
Middletown, NV 10940
Phone: (845) 344-5863
Fax; (845)956-5865

19 Waywayup Lane
Port Jervis, N'Y 12771
Phone: (845)956-5866

December 3, 2019

Donald Serotta, Planning Board Chairman
Town of Chester

1786 Kings Highway

Chester, NY, 10918

Re: Elkay Drive — Commercial Building
Our File No. CH-163

Dear Chairman Serotta,

We have reviewed the submittal and offer the following:

PROJECT: 30,500 SF Light Industrial Building

SBL: 6-1-69.4

Acres: 2.77 Acres

Zone: P

Material Reviewed: Pietrzak & Pfau plan 11/6/19

Comments:
1. Clarify cover sheet; notes state central water and sewer — shows individual sanitary disposal system and well.
2. Notes also state Mechanicstown Fire Department; change to Chester.
3. Show wells and septics with 200 LF of project.
4. Prepare SWPPP.
5. Set up joint soils test with Town Engineer.
6. Retaining walls over 48” require building permit.
7. Provide 0 or negative slope out of drive onto Town road; show profile.
8. Bonds for road and cul-de-sac as per Highway Superintendent.
9. Board to consider adequacy of the landscape plan.

10. Identify proposed traffic to and from site.
11. Provide cut sheets for lighting.

12. Provide escrow account for stormwater inspections by Town Engineer as per MS4 requirements.

13. Board comments.

Action:
Declare Lead Agency

Please advise if you have any questions.

Very touly yours,

Fusco Efigineering
& Land Surveying, P.C.
AAF/cam

Ce: Alexa Burchianti
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Supervisor-
Robert Valentine

Town Board-
Vincent Finizia
Orlando Perez
Cynthia Smith
Ryan C. Wensley

Town Justice-
Janet M. Haislip
Sharon Worthy-Spiegl

November 22, 2019

TOWN OF CHESTER

HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

77 Laroe Rd.
Chester, NY 10918

Tel: (845) 469-4101
Fax: (845) 469-7591

To: Mr. Donald Serotta, Planning Board Chairman

From: Anthony LaSpina

Re: Light industrial building on Elkay Drive

Dear Don:

Town Clerk-
Linda Zappala
Highway Supt-
Anthony La Spina
Receiver of Taxes-
Vincent A. Maniscalco
Building Inspector-
James Farr Engineering
Assessor-
John Schuler, 111
Chief of Police-
Daniel J. Doellinger

I have reviewed the site plan for the above referenced project and wouldfiketo request the
following be stipulated for approval of the project.

e $20,000.00 cash driveway opening bond should be secured with the Highway Department to
construct both entrances.

® The driveways shall be constructed at zero grade to prevent water runoff going into the street.

e There should be a culvert pipe made from ductile iron placed under each driveway. The pipe
should be 15” in size, covered appropriately with 12 inches of hard item #4 stone, compacted, then
a geotextile material, followed by 3 inches of binder course and 2 inches of state approved
blacktop. This apron should start at Elkay Drive and end at the town right-of-way. There is an 8-
inch perforated pipe under the rip rap in that area that should not be disturbed and remain in tact.

e Finally, a $50,000 bond should be placed to protect the cul-de-sac during the construction process.

Thank you for taking the time to review my requests for this project. If you need any further
information or would like to discuss this in more detail, please feel free to contact me.

Al;dt

Sincerely,

Oy B e

Anthony LaSpina
Highway Superintendent
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Lf'USCO ENGINEERING * 233 East Main Street

Middletown, MY 10940
oy & LAND SURMEYING G, P.C Phone: (845) 344-5863

Fax; (845)956-5865

~Z__ ¥\ Consulting Engineers " 19 Waywaysp Lane
@ oE B EEBEEEE Port Jervis, NV 12771
Alfred A. Fusco, Jr., PE., Principal Alfred A. Fusco, II1, General Manager Phone: (845) 956-5866

December 3, 2019

Donald Serotta, Planning Board Chairman
Town of Chester

1786 Kings Highway

Chester, NY, 10918

Re: Knebel Subdivision
Our File No. CH-185

Dear Chairman Serotta,

We have reviewed the submittal and offer the following:

PROJECT: 2 lot subdivision
SBL: 17-1-41

Acres: 6.757 Acres
Zone: SR-1

Material Reviewed: Getz plan 11/22/19
Comments:

1. Need signed sealed Surveyor and PE plans.
2. Soils tests did not pass first time; must be redone.
3. Board comments.

Action:
None

Please advise if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

/

red A. Fuscé;Jr., P.E.
Fusco Engineering
& Land Surveying, P.C.
AAF/cam
Ce: Alexa Burchianti
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Don,

| reviewed the resubmit from The Brocolli Patch applicant, Ross, Lou, and the other Ross and then met
with them tonight to go over.

All of my notes were addressed and they are now ready for your review to receive conceptual
approval. They were informed of the Fire Code requirements during the Building permit processes that
they may have to address.

They stated they are scheduled to address the PB this week and as you know I'm only available on your
second monthly meeting of the month. So, please let me know if you need anything else.

Adam
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Orange County Department of Planning

124 Main Street
Goshen, NY 10924-2124
Tel: (845) 615-3840

St M. Neuh , 3
ceov:::'h/fx . Fax: (845) 291-2533

County Reply — Mandatory Review of Local Planning Action Q@/
as per NYS General Municipal Law §239-1, m, & n

Local Referring Board: Town of Chester Planning Board Referral ID #: CHT 09-19M
Applicant: Broccoli Patch, Inc. Tax Map #: 13-3-2
Project Name: Broccoli Patch Local File #: none provided

Proposed Action: Site Plan for new construction of 7.800 sq. ft. catering facility with attached residence,
redevelopment of existing frame structure with additions as a distillery, and new construction of 25° by 36’
storage barn with appurtenant parking and other site developments

Reason for County Review: Within 500 feet of County Route 13 (Kings Highway)

Date of Full Statement: September 5, 2019 subject to Comment 1 below

Comments:

The Department has received the above referenced site plan and has determined that the intended land use
has the potential to cause inter-municipal and countywide impacts. Therefore, the following binding
comments should be addressed and may not be acted contrary upon except by a majority plus one vote of the
members of the Town of Chester Planning Board or by disapproving the action.

1. Accurate Site Plan: The site plan as submitted to this office on September 5, 2019 and on October 7,
2019 shows a different development than the one described in the accompanying application
paperwork and Short Environmental Assessment Form. We understand that the applicant has not
finalized his plans for the property at this time; however, the County has chosen to proceed based on
the site plan submitted to us. Either the paperwork or the plans need to be corrected so that this
project may be properly evaluated. At minimum, the next site plan submittal should include the
correct location of the cemetery, the wetlands should be surveyed and marked in the field, the five
remaining mature trees should be shown, and the applicant should determine the extent of the
proposed development and the necessary site amenities.

2. Water Supply: The applicant has stated that although the proposed water source for this project will
be an onsite well, they would be open to creating a water line connection along Kings Highway
through the hamlet of Sugar Loaf.

a. The Town should pursue the water line connection with the County, as it would alleviate
pressure on the hamlet to have reliable water service; as the County and the Town have
previously considered a transfer of this portion of Kings Highway to Town control, both
County DPW and the Town of Chester DPW should be consulted regarding this option.

b. If the water line connection is found by the Town and the County to be non-viable, the
applicant should then conduct a well test on the property to ensure sufficient water supply for
the project and the neighboring residences and businesses using the same water source.

3. Stormwater Management: The site plan as submitted shows that there are two small stormwater
management ponds onsite. While this will help somewhat, the scale of this development means that
most of the stormwater resulting from the proposed development will flow directly into Creamery

See reverse side
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Pond. Creamery Pond is recognized in the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan as part of the
wetlands of central Chester, noted in that 2005 plan as a priority for conservation due to the
observations of decline in populations of plant and animal species listed as rare, threatened,
endangered, or species of special concern. In order to protect the remaining wildlife and properly
manage the stormwater runoff, the Town should:

a. Require that this development be significantly reduced in size. Reducing the size of the
development, and the associated parking, will reduce the impervious surfacing on the project
site and thus the amount of resulting runoff.

b. Ensure that any fire suppressant equipment onsite uses only water or chemical suppressants
that are safe to be in contact with wildlife.

4. Noise: The Town of Chester is currently considering a noise ordinance. While the ordinance is not
currently set, the Town should ensure that when the ordinance is passed, the burden of the noise
generated by the proposed project is not borne by the nearby residences and other businesses.

a. All buildings should be thoroughly soundproofed prior to receiving their final Certificate of
Occupancy.

b. The landscaping buffer of 15° required at the side and rear yards for nonresidential uses in the
LB-SL district should be implemented with woody-stemmed conifers at the edge of Creamery
Pond in order to absorb some of the noise generated by use of the outdoor space shown in the
renderings of the proposed building. This will have the added benefits of blocking some of the
light from the building, as well as absorbing additional stormwater runoff.

¢. Other measures may be necessary in order to ensure that noise pollution does not occur in the
vicinity of the project site or elsewhere in the Town. The Town should consider measures
such as limiting the number of or requiring special permits for outdoor events, imposing a
townwide curfew, or other measures.

5. Safety: The American Distilling Institute notes that the primary hazards in craft distilling are fire and
explosion. Earlier this year there was a fire on the project site, causing cosmetic damage to the
existing building; four different fire departments responded, and access to the site was only able to be
gained over the neighboring property. The Town should require the following measures to ensure the
safety of the buildings and people on the project site and on adjoining properties.

a. Chemical suppressants appropriate foralcohol fires should be kept onsite;, together with a
containment method to ensure that these suppressants do not leach into the groundwater or
into Creamery Pond.

b. Adequate emergency access to all portions of the proposed building should be provided. This
may require obtaining an casement from the neighboring property owner and improving a
driveway within that easement, or it may require additional grading to provide sufficient
access onsite.

Additionally. this Department offers the following advisory comments for your consideration.

Black Fungus: The applicant intends to use a portion of the property for distilling and storing alcohol. The
fungus Baudoinia compniacensis is a sac fungus that feeds on ethanol vapor and is known to inhabit the
vicinity of distilleries, spirits maturation facilities, bonded warehouses and large bakeries. While the impacts

See next page
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of the fungus are primarily cosmetic, leaving a thick black coating on buildings, trees and other objects,
those impacts will most likely not be limited to the project site. We advise the Town to ensure that the
applicant is aware of the formation of B. compniacensis and is vigilant about its removal, both onsite and off,
during operation of this project.

Tree Preservation: Although most of the trees that were originally present on the project site have been
removed, five mature trees remain. We advise the Town to ensure that those trees are not removed, as
mature trees provide many ecological benefits.

Cemetery: There is reportedly a cemetery on or adjacent to the project site. The cemetery is sufficiently old
that the purported boundaries may or may not encompass all the burials. We advise the Town that the area
of the cemetery should be surveyed, including ground-penetrating radar to identify the limits of the human
remains, and if any portion of the cemetery is on the project site, the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation should be consulted as to necessary buffers and other measures
intended to preserve the cemetery.

Parking: Without a final proposal showing the exact number of proposed parking spaces and without
knowing the proposed uses for certain, we are unable to calculate the required parking. The parcels in Sugar
Loaf, including the subject property, are generally too small to include all required parking on the project
site, and so §98-22.C(2)(a) allows for parking to be offsite, provided that it is located in the LB-SL zone and
is no more than 500 feet from the entrance of the proposed project. We advise the Town that shared parking
agreements may be necessary among property owners in Sugar Loaf in order to provide adequate parking for
this and other projects.

County Recommendation: Approval subject to modification as per comments # 1, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 4a,
4b, 4¢, 5a, and 5b

Date: October 10, 2019 @

Prepared by: Megan Tennermann, AICP, Planner David Church, AICP
Commissioner of Planning

As per NYS General Municipal Law 239-m & n, within 30 days of municipal final action on the above referred
project, the referring board must file a report of the final action taken with the County Planning Department.
For such filing, please use the final action report form attached to this review or available on-line at
Wwww.orangecountygov.com/planning.

OCT 24 208
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FUSCO ENGINEERING

- A & LAND SURVEYING, P.C.
% Consulting Engineers

AL LT

Alfred A. Fusco, Jr., PE. Principal Alffred A. Fusco, 111, General Manager

233 East Main Street
Middletown, NY 10940
Phone: (845) 344-5863
Fax; (845) 956-5865

19 Waywayup Lane
Port Jervis, NY 12771
Phone: (845) 956-5866

December 4, 2019

Donald Serotta

Town of Chester Planning Board Chairman
1786 Kings Highway

Chester, NY, 10918

Re:  Hills of Chester
Our File #CH-028

Dear Chairman Serotta,

We are working on a performance bond with the Engineer for the project.
We therefore agree to the 90-day extension.

Please advise if you have any questions.

Very t yours,

Alfred A. Fusco, Jr., P.E.

Fusco Engineering & Land Surveying, P.C.
AAF/cam

Cc: Alexa Burchianti
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E’"USCO ENGINEERING * 233 Fast Main Street

>

& LAND SURVEYING, ®.C. o () 2443885

Fax; (845)956-5865

~Z ¥ Consulting Engineers = 19 Waywayup Lane
PEEEEE] am Port Jervis, NV 12771
Alfred A. Fusco, Jr., P.E., Principal Alfred A. Fusco, I1I, General Manager Phone: (845) 956-5866

December 3, 2019

Donald Serotta, Chairman
Planning Board

Town of Chester

1786 Kings Highway
Chester, NY, 10918

Re:

Chester Hill Holding Mining
Our File No. CH-043

Dear Chairman Serotta

We have reviewed the site plan and offer the following:

Project: Mining
Zone: 1 Zone
Acreage: 47 Acres

Material Reviewed: Site plan and narrative by Roy Budnik and Associates, last revised 10/4/13 and 10/28/13

Comments:

1.

S

6.
7.
8.

Action:

Applicant to provide studies and reports outlined in the narrative but not provided, such as but not limited to:
Noise study

Traffic study

SWPPP and pond design

Landscape plan

Visual report

Easement for septic

™o oo o

Provide NYSDEC correspondence and any approvals, conditions, SPEDES permit, updated approvals, etc.
We recommend Karen Arent review screening plan.

Compliance with 98-12, 98-13, and 98-30.

Highway Superintendent requested profile of access road as it intersects with Black Meadow. Also, he has
requested a $150,000.00 bond toward road maintenance.

Planning Board and Town Board can also request bonds for erosion control.

Escrow account for stormwater MS4 compliance required as per Town Board.

Board comments.

Submit above noted material and current application.
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Please advise if you should wish to discuss further.

Very truly yours, )
I e J—

n Nosek, P.E.
osek Engineering
Ce: Alexa Burchianti






TOWN OF CHESTER


 


PLANNING BOARD MINUTES


 


December 4, 2019


 


 


Meeting called to order: 


7:04pm


 


Members present:


 


Chairman Serotta, Bob Conklin, Mark Roberson, Jackie Elfers, Dot 


Wierzbicki, Larry Dysinger


 


Absent: Carl D’Antonio


 


Also present: Dave Donovan


-


Attorney, Alexa Burchianti


-


Secretary, John Nosek


-


Engineer (for Al Fusco)


 


November minutes are not ready to adopt yet.


 


Next meeting of the 


Planning Board is scheduled


 


February 5, 2020


 


 


Chairman wanted to state for the record, you 


all got a letter from Tracy Schuh claiming 


that he is refusing to give her a document. He just wanted to state to the board that he is 


not withholding any documents. The document that he showed to the board that night 


which was the engineering report from 


Fusco Engineering was the only document we 


have, there is no other document. So Tracy can appeal it she can do whatever she wants. 


He is wanted the board to understand that he is not hiding anything or anything from 


the board. We made our decisions on Fusc


o


’s determination on his standard 


engineering letter.


 


Hills of Chester 


–


 


90 Day Extension


 


There has been some delay in detaining the bonding. They are working with Scott 


Bonacic the Town Attorney. DePuy sent us a letter requesting an extension. Al Fusco 


al


so sent a letter.


 


Al Fusco letter 12


-


4


-


19:
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