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SOMERS PLANNING BOARD AGENDA
July 8, 2026
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REMOTE ATTENDANCE NOTICE

Videoconferencing will be used during this meeting in accordance with the Town Board of Somers
Videoconferencing Policy. The Planning Board will conduct the meeting at the Somers Town House, located at
335 Route 202, Somers, New York. Board Member, Jack Mattes will participate in the meeting via Zoom.
MINUTES

Draft Minutes for consideration of approval: May 13, 2026.

TIME EXTENSION REQUEST

1. NYS POLICE HEADQUARTER - SOMERS FIRE DISTRICT
295 ROUTE 100 SUBDIVISION — RESOLUTION NO. 2024-05
T™: 17.18-1-1.2

Request from Somers Fire District Board of Commissioners for a 90-day time-extension from July 27,
2026 up to and including October 24, 2026 for approved Preliminary Plat signature by the Planning Board
Chairman to meet the conditions of approval, Resolution No. 2024-05 in accordance with Town Code
Section 150-12.M.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING -ADJOUNRED AT THE APPLICANT’S REQUEST

2. VEOLIA WATER NEW YORK, INC, - HERITAGE HILLS WATER TREATMENT PLANT
SITE PLAN, WETLAND AND WATERCOURSE PROTECTION, STEEP SLOPE
PROTECTION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT
CONTROL AND TREE REMOVAL APPLICATIONS
T™M: 6.20-10-13

The project will consist of the installation of a new PFAS (Polyfluoroalkyl Substances) treatment building
to house granular activated carbon (GSC) filtration vessels, which are to be used to reduce PFAS to
regulatory compliance levels. The existing sodium hydroxide chemicals that feed the system will be
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relocated to dedicated rooms within the new building. An aboveground chlorine contact tank will be
installed to replace the existing chamber. Additional process piping site improvements and associated
modifications are required and further defined in the plans and the engineer’s report. The project will also
include a paved driveway, an underground stormwater tank detection system, and an above ground spill
containment pad. The property is located in a Designated Residential Development Overlay District
(DRD).

PROJECT REVIEW

3. HERITAGE HILLS SOCIETY, LTD.
SITE PLAN APPLICATION
51 HERITAGE HILLS DRIVE — EAST HILLS GOLF COURSE
TM: 6.18-10-11

The Applicant is requesting approval to assemble a 14-foot gazebo on the 62-acre parcel now known as
Meadowlark Park. The property is located in a Designated Residential Development Overlay District
(DRD).

RESOLUTION DISCUSSION

4. ROCKLEDGE CENTER-ADJOUNRED AT THE APPLICANT’S REQUEST
SITE PLAN APPLICATION
247 ROUTE 100
T™: 28.10-1-6.1

The Applicant is proposing construction of an approximately 18,500 square-foot addition to Building C
at the Rockledge Center to be utilized as an athletic facility. The property is located at 247 Route 100 and
is located in the Office and Light Industry (OLI) Zoning District.

5. HONEYBEE GROVE
SITE PLAN APPLICATION
265 ROUTE 202
™: 17.11-1-21

The project will consist of formalizing the existing Honeybee Grove cut-your-own flower farm located
behind the retail building at 265 Route 202 as part of a Site Plan Application. The farm is open seasonally,
with the average on-site operating season from March to December. The property is located in a Business
Historic Preservation (BH-P) District.

MEETING ADJOURNMENT

The next Planning Board Meeting is scheduled for

Wednesday, August 12, 2026 at 7:30pm.
Agenda Subject to Change
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DRAFT
SOMERS PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
May 13, 2026
7:30PM
ROLL
MEMBERS PRESENT Chair Vicky Gannon, Paul Ciavardini, Jack Mattes, Anthony Sutton,
Christopher Zaberto
ALSO PRESENT David Smith- Consuiting Town Planner, Steve Robbins-

Consulting Town Engineer, Michael Towey- Planning Board Attorney,
Nicole Montesano-Planning Board Secretary

MEETING COMMENCEMENT

The meeting commenced at 7:30 p.m.

Chair Vicky Gannon welcomed everyone to the meeting and then requested that participants please stand
for the Pledge of Allegiance.

Chair Gannon stated before we get started with this evening’s topics she wanted to acknowledge the
passing of Bruce Prince. He loved this town and he volunteered not only for the Planning Board, but he
served on other Boards as well. So many of you here tonight are here because you care about your town.
You have left your family, pets, and loved ones at home. You have focused your attention on reading
emails and/or listening to someone else. That is all part of loving your town, supporting your town, and
volunteering. Bruce certainly did that. He was a diligent Board Member, and he fought to get to all the
meetings that he could. She then asked if anyone else wanted to say anything. Mr. Christopher Zaberto
responded, she captured it all. Chair Gannon then asked for a moment of silence in honor of Bruce Prince.

Planning Board Secretary, Ms. Nicole Montesano, called the Roll.
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Chair Gannon then stated that it is a long-standing policy of the Town of Somers Planning Board to not
allow public comments on matters that are not before the Board for a Public Hearing. Members of the
public are welcome to submit written comments to the Board, which are reviewed by the Board in advance
of the meeting. For matters that require a Public Hearing, we ask that those choosing to comment come
up to the podium and clearly state your name and address for the record as this Public Hearing is being
transcribed. Please try to keep your comments to three minutes so as to provide an opportunity for all
members of the public wishing to comment an opportunity to do so. Please do not repeat comments or
issues as they are being duly noted for the record.

MINUTES

The first item for consideration was March 11, 2026, draft minutes. Chair Vicky Gannon asked if anyone
had comments and/or questions as she did not find anything to comment on at all. They were great. Mr.
Christopher Zaberto made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Chair Gannon seconded. All in
favor. Motion passes.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING

1. NORTH EDGE REALTY CORPORATION
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION, SITE PLAN, STEEP SLOPE & STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL APPLICATIONS
NYS ROUTE 6 AND MAHOPAC AVENUE
T™: 4.19-2-2,3 & 4

For the record Chair Vicky Gannon stated the Applicant is proposing construction of 73-fee simple
townhome units consisting of a mix of 2 and 3-bedroom units serviced by public sewer and water with
required stormwater improvements. The property is accessed from NYS Route 6 and Mahopac Avenue
and is located in the Multifamily Residence Baldwin Place (MFR-BP) Zoning District.

Chair Gannon stated before we start, she wanted to set the stage of where we are. This application has had
a long period of review. It went before the Town Board to get the zone applied to the property. We, the
Planning Board opened the Public Hearing in March. We did have a Public Hearing in March and in April.
She just wanted to remind everybody; the purpose of the Public Hearing is we are looking to hear new
information. We are really trying to gather and make sure that we have not missed anything in our review.
She noted she was hearing a lot of repetition as we are going through right now, but that is where we are
tonight. She added that we have received some documents, and she wanted to note them before the
Applicant starts. We received a determination from the New York City Department of Environmental
Preservation (DEP) that the application is complete. We received a memo from the Applicant, Bibbo
Associates and Engineering, P.C., along with the Pollutant Loading Analysis. She added that also the
application was mentioned in meeting minutes of the Bureau of Fire Prevention and she asked if they were
withdrawn. Consulting Town Planner, Mr. David Smith responded no they were not withdrawn, they are
part of the record. Chair Gannon responded okay and that she just wanted to acknowledge all that. She
added that we have not received anything in writing regarding public comment since the last Public
Hearing. Mr. Jared Boniello, representing North Edge Realty came to the podium and introduced himself.
He stated they reviewed over the last meeting and did not find many things that changed from first Public
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Hearing, but nonetheless, they reviewed and responded. They are here now continuing the Public Hearing
and want to get all the feedback. If anything, new comes up, they are here to try and work through that.
Chair Gannon asked the Applicant for confirmation that he received a copy of the findings from the
Town’s traffic consultant Hardesty & Hanover indicating that their office reviewed and concurred with
the response letter noting that a detailed accident analysis was prepared and provided in the March 6,
2026, submission to the Town. It follows industry standards and provides potential countermeasures. And
also, they agreed that the updated Site Plan, which you had submitted, shifted the parking space near the
Recreation Center further away from US Route 6 and improves internal circulation, which was something
we had asked about. Chair Gannon asked Mr. Smith if he had any comments. Mr. Smith responded no
comments at this point. Chair Gannon then asked Consulting Town Engineer, Mr. Steve Robbins if he had
any comments. Mr. Robbins responded they wanted to acknowledge the progress that the Applicant has
made around the stormwater and in response to DEP comments. He added there are still some open
engineering details for buried infrastructure, wastewater pump stations, and things like that which they
are working with the Applicant’s engineer on. But no other comments at this time. Chair Gannon
responded okay.

Chair Gannon made a motion to open the Public Hearing. Mr. Paul Ciavardine seconded. All in favor.
Motion passes. Chair Gannon then asked if there was anybody here for the Public Hearing for North Edge
Realty. Mr. Paul Harold from 7 Cornelius Lane, Somers, New York came to the podium and introduced
himself. Mr. Harold stated this is a quick one. He noted that he believed the last meeting had gone on a
little bit longer, and one of the gentlemen who was behind him, who he did not believe lives in Somers,
called to stop public comment. Mr. Harold stated to him, that was wrong. You pay taxes in this town. He
did not care if the meeting goes to midnight, if there are people sitting out here, they should be able to
voice their opinion. There should not be an individual who was hired by somebody trying to call for the
meeting to close. He stated he felt there were quite a few people that night that would have liked to have
said stuff, and they did not, because the meeting was closed and it went on. He stated he was not going to
get into the gentleman. But yes, it was closed. He concluded and said that was all he wanted to say. He
then thanked the Board. Chair Gannon responded, when there is a Public Hearing, she says repeatedly
after everybody comes up, is there anybody else who wants to speak and it is her absolute belief that
everybody who was at that meeting had an opportunity to come up and speak if they wanted to.

Mr. Roland Ciofrone from 9 Lounsbury Drive in Baldwin Place came to the podium and introduced
himself. He stated the reason he was up here tonight is to let the Board know that they have been in touch
with the Assistant Attorney General, Claiborne Walthall, who was referred to Mr. Ciofrone by Mr. Charles
Silver and Philip Bein. He noted that Mr. Walthall is very interested in this project. He said he has more
comments coming out and they are requesting that the Board does not close this public comment until all
the interested parties have checked in and put their comments forward. Mr. Walthall referred Mr. Ciofrone
to the local New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) office in the Valhalla and
advised him to contact that office directly, which they are working on right now. In addition to that, they
have requested from the New York State Department of Transportation (DOT) to meet with Anne
Darelius. She has much more to say about this thing than we do. Of course, everybody knows the traffic
situation so he is not going to go through that thing all over again, but our request is, do not close this
because we are talking with state officials to represent us, the people who live there in the area, not the
people who are building for profit. We, the people have, as you know, have the congestion that we will be
left with after they are gone. So, we request that the public comment period be kept open, because we still
have to hear from these people in the state. He then thanked the Board. Planning Board Attorney, Mr.
Michael Towey asked which office in the Attorney General’s Office Mr. Ciofrone was working with. He
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noted he was curious and there is a Real Estate Department, a Trust and Estates Department and others.
Mr. Ciofrone responded the Watershed Inspector General (WIG). Mr. Towey responded, okay, so through
the WIG. Mr. Ciofrone stated those are the people we are in touch with, and they are going to get back to
us, and we have some more comments coming.

Chair Gannon asked if there was anybody else here who would like to come up for public comment. Mr.
Stephen See from 258 Mahopac Avenue Yorktown Heights came to the podium and introduced himself.
He stated he would like to know why the traffic on Road C keeps going up. When it was in front of the
Town Board, prior to the Zoning Amendment, it was 40% of the traffic and 18 cars peak. In front of this
Board, it was 50% of the traffic, and now, after reading comments on the website, it is 35 to 45 cars peak.
He then asked why there is such a difference. Chair Gannon asked if there was a specific document and/or
documents that Mr. See could point to that he is concerned about and shows the mismatch of data. Mr.
See responded on February 11, 2026, Mr. Smith provided information that indicated that the a.m. peak
would be 18 cars, and p.m. peak would be 12 cars. The 30 to 45 cars were on the website for the comment
section. Chair Gannon asked where on the website and what document was it from. Mr. See responded it
was from the Planning Board, from the meeting that we had 2 months ago. Chair Gannon asked if this is
something that can be clarified. Mr. Smith responded, yes, we can have the Applicant clarify and part of
the minutes, he thinks referenced the document that had the numbers that were referred to. Chair Gannon
responded that she thought this would be a good moment for the Applicant to address it in detail with the
full explanation in their response to the Public Hearing for this. She then asked Mr. See if he had any other
questions. Mr. See responded he was just wondering if a left turn out of Road C is being considered. Chair
Gannon responded that she thinks we are considering a right and left turn out of Road C. The only
prohibition on left hand turns is on to Route 6 and that is actually per the New York State Department of
Transportation (DOT). Mr. See responded because prior to the vote on the Zone Amendment, the Town
Board made an agreement with Mr. Gus Boniello — there would be no left turn coming out of Road C. Mr.
Smith stated they would review it. Mr. Towey asked if Mr. See had a specific record or knew if this
occurred during one of the Town Board meetings. Mr. See responded he thought it was at the December
10, 2025, meeting and you can watch the tape, it is right there. Chair Gannon stated that she remembers
she watched the Public Hearings on this application at the Town Board, and she did recall hearing
discussion of it, but was not aware of any firm agreement. Mr. See responded, yes there definitely was.
Chair Gannon replied she did hear the topic discussed back and forth. Mr. See responded they actually
asked for that agreement, like two minutes before they voted on that amendment. Mr. Jared Boniello asked
Mr. See if he could respond. Mr. See replied sure. Mr. Boniello stated he was in the meeting, and he was
speaking to it. The thought was that there is up to four cars peak hour, turning left onto Mahopac Avenue.
To restrict the traffic going in that direction would be a little more unsafe than to send them down to the
light and have them turn around somewhere in Baldwin Place. The thought was they would do their best
to control the traffic turning in and out on Mahopac Avenue, but to restrict left hand turns there, was not
something they agreed to in full. Mr. See responded it was definitely agreed to. Mr. Boniello responded
then there was a misunderstanding. He added that he will go back and review and put it back in writing.
Mr. See responded sounds good and thanked the Board.

Chair Gannon asked if there was anybody else here for public comment on the North Edge Realty
application. No one from the public responded. Chair Gannon then asked the Board if they had any
questions and/or comments. Mr. Anthony Sutton asked if all of the comments from the Open Space
Committee (OSC) and the Bureau of Fire Prevention (BFP) have been addressed. Mr. Smith responded
that was his understanding and then deferred to Mr. Jared Boniello. Mr. Boniello responded yes, they met
with the BFP and responded in writing to the OSC. Mr. Towey stated that he thought it was raised in the
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BFP memo that the intention is to dedicate the road to the Town. Mr. Boniello responded the thought was,
they would go down that road when they get closer to the end of the Planning Board process. It is a fee
simple lot. So, the amenities that come with the fee simple -the road is a 24-foot-wide Town specs. Mr.
Boniello noted that they are going to go down that road and just see if it is something that makes sense so
that is kept as Town standard. Mr. Towey responded that should be raised sooner rather than later, because
he did review the most recent Site Plan submission and he did not see it in any of the comments. He added
that he spoke with Town Attorney, Mr. Roland Baroni, and he did not recall it being raised during the
rezoning portion-the Text Amendment. So that is something that would need to be addressed with the
Town to determine whether or not the Town is going to accept the dedication. Mr. Boniello responded
understood. Chair Gannon stated when she saw that in the minutes, and it was not explicitly stated, it just
said, all of the roads are spec roads and will be maintained and plowed by the Town. It was only from that
phrase that she realized that was the intention. Mr. Boniello stated the Town taking over the roads is not
going to change the design on the road. The road is being built 24-foot-wide, storm basins, and Town
specifications. The lots are all single-family home lots. He indicated they are going to talk about it with
the Town and figure out if it is a road dedication that they will accept. He added that it will happen sooner
than later. Mr. Towey stated the first mention was in the BFP’s memo and there is a distinction between
private maintenance and public maintenance. Mr. Boniello responded it will not change this plan
whatsoever if the Town opts not to accept the road. Chair Gannon responded that was not the question, it
was just the element of surprise seeing it in there. Mr. Boniello apologized. Mr. Towey responded they
just want to make sure it gets addressed now so that there is a contingency to maintain the roads if the
Town Board accepts. Mr. Boniello responded absolutely. Chair Gannon stated this is part of dotting of the
I’s and crossing of the T°s. Mr. Towey then asked Madam Chair if he may inquire about the affordable
housing units. He noted that he did not see that in any of the submissions, just at some point, a count of
what is proposed. Mr. Boniello responded the count is in the resolution from the Town. Mr. Towey
responded, so it is in the Town Zoning Text Amendment — he will double check that. Mr. Boniello
responded or it could be a percentage of the units. Chair Gannon responded she believed it is 7 — that is
also reflected on the DEC website. Mr. Boniello responded that he would make sure the count is there
somewhere. Mr. Sutton then stated he just wanted to confirm that the OSC concerns about the tree counts
have all been addressed. Mr. Smith responded the tree count issue is similar to what was addressed as part
of the Trailside application. He thought there is a generic kind of understanding of the number of trees to
be removed, but when it comes time for issuing the Tree Permit, they will have to do the actual count
itself. Mr. Sutton responded that the impression he got from that one communication was that the OSC
thought this Board overstepped our bounds in previous discussions about tree counts. Mr. Smith
responded, however many trees need to be removed, the Applicant will have to comply with the Tree
Permit. But the expectation is that they have provided the information so that the Board has an
understanding of the extent of the tree removal, but not the exact specifics and the counts. Mr. Sutton
stated, just to be clear, he asked for confirmation that the Fire Prevention Board met and that they were
okay that it was compliant with 2025 Fire Codes, because he thought there was a question about that. Mr.
Smith asked what the question was. Mr. Towey responded he thought it was sprinklering; whether or not
the buildings would be sprinklered or be required to have sprinklers. Mr. Sutton stated he knew they had
discussions about the radiuses and turns and everything else. But he thought there was an additional
question about the 2025 Code. Mr. Boniello stated the meeting was with the Building Department and the
Fire Department, and the conversation was about roadways — they were found to be acceptable and about
sprinklering buildings. The conversation was left that in the Building Code if the Town of Somers is
requiring sprinklers for our size units, they will be sprinklered. So, it depends on what the code is at the
time of permits. Mr. Sutton responded the part he is referring to is the 2025, New York State Fire Code,
and he knows that they typically put that in all their memos - saying that to make sure that the entire
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project is compliant with that. He just wanted to make sure we are clear before we go forward with closing
out those issues as being addressed. Mr. Robbins responded that the provision of sprinklers and materials
of construction are Building Permit questions, and that is something that comes after this Planning Board.
Mr. Sutton responded right, which should bring them back to the Fire Prevention Board anyway. Mr.
Robbins responded yes to the extent that we reviewed the BFP’s comments related to the circulation and
the Site Planning. Mr. Boniello asked if he could go back to the OSC’s comments. For the tree count, they
conducted a survey of a typical acre and were able to determine the species and number of trees that are
typical on an acre. That was the extent of the tree surveying they had planned to do. As part of the
Subdivision, the tree removals for the project will be carried under the Subdivision Application and the
fees associated with it. That was their intention. Mr. Christopher Zaberto stated he has the memo that Mr.
Sutton was referring to, and their last line says, after review and discussion with the builder, the Bureau
had no additional concerns. They did want to address the aspects of compliance of the 2025 New York
State Fire Code, share plans for sprinklering of the buildings, and wanted to have the opportunity to review
the building elevations as to the type of construction and height. After review and discussion, the Bureau
had no additional concerns, so that is consistent — it is closed out. Mr. Boniello asked if he could just
respond to one other comment that was made. The DOT’s review is not over. Their application just went
into them, and they will be reviewing and making sure that the traffic concerns that have been echoed
throughout the public are addressed to the best of our ability. They are not running away from the DOT-
that is a Board that will continue to be in their purview for the foreseeable future. Chair Gannon then
asked if there were any other Board comments and/or questions. She then asked if we came to a final
decision regarding at what point in time would the Applicant enforce, certainly for the internal people
leaving the site during construction, no left hand turns onto Route 6. Mr. Boniello responded as soon as it
is feasible. He noted certainly to start the job; they need to get in and out of the existing driveway and it
1s his understanding the DOT will have a during construction traffic pattern that will restrict them when
they pull trucks out. They will need to flag them if they are going certain ways. They will abide to the
DOTs requirements for getting trucks in and out of that road safely until the point where they can restrict
left hand traffic. That is how he feels comfortable saying it right now. The DOT will make an entire plan
be put together with how trucks are intended to get in and out of that site. It will be signed, flagged, and
appropriately done when they are making those turns. Mr. Zaberto asked Mr. Smith if that modality is
consistent for a large project. Mr. Smith responded yes, they are going to have to coordinate with the DOT,
that is part of the permitting process, and all that is including during the construction process.

Chair Gannon made a last call for the Public Hearing and asked if anybody from the public wanted to
come up and speak on the North Edge Realty application. No one came forward. Mr. Anthony Sutton
addressed Mr. Jared Boniello and stated he did not want to belabor the point about the safety on that Road
C where the kids are crossing, potentially at some points, back and forth. He indicated that he knew they
talked about lighting and a crosswalk or delineating. He then asked if Mr. Boniello would be amenable to
putting up signs — Caution Pedestrians Crossing or something like that - one on either side. Mr. Boniello
responded, absolutely. He thought the floodlight and the crossing stripes are the start, and a pedestrian
sign could certainly be added to the plan. He indicated that he thought that is smart, and that probably
would have come up down the road as they got into signage in more detail - they will add that on. Chair
Gannon responded sounds good. She stated at this point, being nobody else wanting to speak on this
application and hearing a lot of repetition in the comments that we have been getting and not hearing new
information, she thought we are at the point where we can close the Public Hearing. She added that it is a
complex application, so this is one of the instances where we want to keep it open for written comment
for 10 days. However, in looking at the calendar that is going to land us on Memorial Day weekend -
which makes no sense to end it there. She then stated she would like to make a motion to close the Public
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Hearing, but to keep it open for submission of written comment until 5:00 p.m. end of business on
Tuesday, May 26, 2026. Mr. Sutton seconded. All in favor. Motion passes. Chair Gannon then said she
thought we can ask staff to draft at least an initial resolution that we could look at. She knows there is still
some moving parts going on, but we could get that and have something to put our eyes on and come back
together again and talk in June. Mr. Smith responded that we would begin working on it. Chair Gannon
responded okay, and that she thought that would give the WIG as well as other interested parties time to
make a submission. Mr. Zaberto stated that we can still research the discrepancies that were called out
Chair Gannon responded the Applicant will respond to the comments from Public Hearing, that is always
very helpful for everybody to see and for us to look at. Chair Gannon then asked Mr. Boniello and Mr.
Allen if they had any questions. They did not. Chair Gannon made a motion, to direct staff to begin drafting
aresolution of approval for this application. Mr. Zaberto seconded. All in favor. Motion passes.

PUBLIC HEARING

2. 20 PUTNEY ROAD - WETLAND AND WATERCOURSE PROTECTION AND STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PERMITS
TM: 5.18-1-43

For the record Chair Vicky Gannon stated the Applicant is proposing the installation of an 18’x 36’
inground pool with non-backwashing equipment, natural gas (400k) heater, paving stone patio, fencing
and required stormwater improvements. The property is located at 20 Putney Road and is located in an R-
40 Zoning District.

Chair Gannon noted that the Planning Board did go on a Site Walk of the property on Saturday May 2,
2026. Mr. Kevin Cohen with Nejame & Sons came to the podium and introduced himself. He indicated
he was representing the Applicant. He wanted to note a couple of things. One being that they did not get
the plans in time as the landscape architect is still working on them. He noted there were a couple of
changes. The pavers were going to become permeable, and he did not know if that would change any of
the drainage requirements, as far as the cultecs. Consulting Town Engineer, Mr. Steve Robbins responded
he thought that was a smart move in this particular area in terms of limiting the area of disturbance. He
also thought his office’s comment about making sure that there is a note on the plans to have a percolation
test witnessed by Somers Town Engineering Technician, Mr. Steven Woelfle, at his discretion, would still
hold and they would just need to see the backup calculations for the sizing of the stone underneath those
pervious papers. Mr. Cohen added that they did receive the Watercourse Protection Permit from the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). The other thing he wanted to discuss was
the plantings. The homeowner and the landscape architect are working on a few different native and
herbaceous plantings. The intention is to keep privacy from the neighbors in mind as well as for the
plantings to look natural and fit properly. He noted he knew they were working on that as well, and they
can notate that on the new plans. Chair Gannon responded okay and asked when Mr. Cohen thought the
new plans would get to the Board. Mr. Cohen responded in a couple of weeks. Chair Gannon asked Mr.
Robbins if he had any comments. Mr. Robbins responded no, he thought the Site Walk was instructive to
the Board and thanked the owner for making the time available. Chair Gannon asked Planning Board
Secretary, Ms. Nicole Montesano for the publishing and posting. Ms. Montesano stated the legal notice
was published in the Journal News on April 30, 2026, and the adjoining property owners were notified
via mail on April 22, 2026. Chair Gannon then made a motion to open the Public Hearing. Mr. Paul
Ciavardini seconded. All in favor. Motion passes. Chair Gannon then asked if there was anybody present
for the Public Hearing for 20 Putney Road. There was no one there from the public. She then asked the
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Board if they had any questions and/or comments. Mr. Christopher Zaberto responded the Site Walk was
definitely informative. It did show us the challenges with the wetlands in the back and also the current
landscaping that was going on there with the trees. And so, to echo our engineer’s sentiments he stated
that he appreciated the homeowners time to allow us to take a look at that. He concluded and stated that
was really it as it was pretty cut and dry. There are some challenges because of the wetlands and the buffer
and everything else, but you are putting in a pool and so we have to follow through with some of the
environmental aspects of the plan. He noted that he did not have any direct questions unless any of his
colleagues do. Chair Gannon responded she thought it was very helpful, especially seeing it in person and
understanding how much of the current vegetation has to be taken out of the back, but that will be replaced.
It is very helpful to see that, because it is very dense as it is now, and to understand the range of how far
the fence goes down. There is nothing like being there in person to really understand what the impact is
going to be. She then asked the Board and staff if they thought it would be reasonable to close the Public
Hearing at this point. Mr. Robbins responded he thought that was reasonable. Mr. Zaberto then made a
motion to close the Public Hearing. Chair Gannon seconded. All in favor. Motion passes. Chair Gannon
advised Mr. Cohen to submit the plans as soon as he can. Chair Gannon then stated that she thought we
could ask staff to draft a resolution for consideration at the next meeting and made a motion to the same.
Mr. Ciavardini seconded. All in favor. Motion passes. Chair Gannon added a draft resolution is a draft
and if we do not have enough information available to take action on it, then we will just table it and hold
it over to the next meeting. So, the better job Mr. Cohen does at getting the plans to the Board, the more
likely they will be able to come to a conclusion at the next meeting. Mr. Cohen stated they will submit
plans as soon as they can. Mr. Robbins advised Mr. Cohen if the landscape architect has any questions as
they are going through that to please have them reach out to him so they can make sure it gets done.

. VEOLIA WATER NEW YORK, INC. - HERITAGE HILLS WATER TREATMENT PLANT

SITE PLAN, WETLAND AND WATERCOURSE PROTECTION, STEEP SLOPE
PROTECTION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT
CONTROL AND TREE REMOVAL APPLICATIONS

TM: 6.20-10-13

For the record Chair Vicky Gannon stated the project will consist of the installation of a new PFAS
(Polyfluoroalkyl Substances) treatment building to house granular activated carbon (GSC) filtration
vessels, which are to be used to reduce PFAS to regulatory compliance levels. The existing sodium
hydroxide chemicals that feed the system will be relocated to dedicated rooms within the new building.
An above ground chlorine contact tank will be installed to replace the existing chamber. Additional
process piping site improvements and associated modifications are required and further defined in the
plans and the engineer’s report. The project will also include a paved driveway, an underground
stormwater tank detection system, and an above ground spill containment pad. The property is located in
a Designated Residential Development Overlay District (DRD).

Chair Gannon stated the Board did a Site Walk on this application on Saturday May 2, 2026, and noted
again, it was extremely helpful to take a look at the site itself. She also wanted to apologize as she had to
leave very abruptly at the end of it, but she thought she stayed long enough that she really did not miss
anything. She then asked the Applicant to please identify themselves and start their presentation. Mr. Lino
Sciarretta, partner with Bleakley, Platt & Schmidt, LLP in White Plains, NY came to the podium and
greeted Chair Gannon, the Board Members, Counsel, and staff. He stated they are here tonight on behalf
of Veolia New York, for the Public Hearing. To give a brief background, Mr. Sciarretta stated they are
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here because they have to be here due to the fact that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) changed
their regulations, which will go into effect in a couple of years with respect to PFAS. The EPA has now
mandated that our wells have to now be treated so that acceptable levels of PFAS are at four parts per
trillion. So, what that has started is for Veolia working throughout the Hudson Valley, getting these
facilities built, getting them up and running, all to meet the deadline that is fast approaching with respect
to the EPA. Interestingly enough, when he went to use the restroom this evening, he noticed there was a
little notice in the bathroom which says there is elevated levels of PFAS, and you have your drinking water
there. So, it is exactly something like that they are trying to and have to address. Again, it is not a project
that they want to do, but because of the Public Service Commission (PSC) and EPA they have to do. Mr.
Sciarretta stated to give you an idea of what it is that will be done — they are installing what is called
granulated active carbon (GAC) filters. He noted he mentioned this at the last meeting, but since it is a
Public Hearing for the benefit of the public, they are installing a large Brita filter with carbon because that
1s what is used to take out levels of PFAS in the water-so that's exactly what's being installed. This site
has five wells on it. It is currently a water treatment facility, but it is not set up for PFAS. So that is what
this Site Plan proposes. Again, what they are building here is a 1,750 square-foot structure with related
piping work. They are going to need some variances with respect to this project, mainly setbacks and a
height variance. At the last meeting the Board, the Lead Agency, deemed this to be a Type II Action under
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). So, they are here tonight, really, just to go through
the Site Plan. With that he indicated without further ado he was going to bring up Mr. William Schurmann,
Project Coordinator with Suburban Consulting Engineers, Inc. to go through it. He then stated that he
appreciated the Board doing the Site visit on Saturday as he knows it is always helpful to look at the site.
Mr. William Schurmann came to the podium and stated this property is landlocked and is accessed through
an existing easement where the site contains an existing water treatment facility and an existing water
storage tank. The proposed improvements on site include an addition of a 1,750 square- foot building to
house additional water quality treatment for PFAS removal. Along with this, the addition of an above
groundwater storage tank is also proposed on site to replace the existing water storage tank that is within
the existing building. Along with this, several site improvements would be necessary, including a retaining
wall, stormwater management system, driveway, security improvements via fencing, site grading, and
related aspects. Zoning Variances will also be required where they would be seeking Zoning Variances
through the Zoning Board. He then concluded and stated that was a high-level overview of the site, and
he could go over any specifics, as necessary. Consulting Town Planner, Mr. David Smith asked if Mr.
Schurmann had a map or graphic that shows this site in a larger context to the surrounding community.
Mr. Schurmann put up the plans and stated on the cover of the Site Plan, there is aspect in relation to the
Elephant Hotel, which is this building itself. Also, on this figure right here on the left side is showing in
relation to the road itself, as well as the intersection on Route 202. Chair Gannon asked Mr. Schurmann
to use the pointer. While pointing to the plan Mr. Schurmann identified their proposed facility, the Gerald
Crane Stonehouse and the access road going into it. He also identified the existing facility and the proposed
brand-new facility located in the front. Consulting Town Engineer, Mr. Steve Robbins asked if Mr.
Schurmann could point to Route 100. Mr. Schurmann identified it on the plan. Mr. Schurmann stated
located on the right is just a quick rendering of the site with the proposed improvements located on it.
Chair Gannon stated it has the proposed new building in the foreground, the tank in blue in the rear, and
the structure behind it is the existing building, and the existing tank at the left side. Mr. Schurmann
responded correct. Chair Gannon asked if the new driveway is going to come in on the left side. Mr.
Schurmann responded correct. Mr. Chrisopher Zaberto asked if that body of water that there is Rhinoceros
Creek. Mr. Schurmann responded Rhinoceros Creek owns that property, and it is a small pond. Mr.
Zaberto stated he thought it was named Rhinoceros Creek. Mr. Schurmann responded he did not know.
Mr. Zaberto responded maybe in public comment, someone can clarify that to us. He then asked Mr.
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Schurmann to confirm that they do not draft any water out of that for this. Mr. Schurmann responded
correct. Mr. Zaberto then asked where the water that Veolia is treating come from. While pointing to the
plan, Mr. Schurmann responded there are five groundwater sources located throughout this area. There
are two located on the adjacent property, and then three located right across the street over here. Mr.
Zaberto responded so like big wells. Mr. Schurmann responded correct they are groundwater wells drilled
hundreds of feet down, a vertical turbine pump or submersible pump sucks it up and it goes through raw
water process piping to the existing treatment facilities. Mr. Zaberto asked who uses that water. Mr.
Schurmann responded Heritage Hills Community currently. Mr. Zaberto asked all of Heritage Hills. Mr.
Schurmann responded that is his understanding.

Chair Gannon asked Mr. Smith if he had any comments. Mr. Smith responded no additional comments at
this time. Chair Gannon then asked Mr. Robbins if he had any comments and/or questions. Mr. Robbins
responded the Applicants’ resubmittal addressed the majority of their technical comments. A few do
remain that he knows that the Applicant and their engineer are aware of, including preparation of a
Groundwater Protection Plan, given that this is in the Overlay District. Obviously, the Applicant uses the
groundwater in the Groundwater Protection Overlay District, but for purposes of documentation for this
Board and in compliance with the Town Code, they do have to prepare that plan that kind of pulls all the
information that they already have prepared for the project into that one document for clarity. There are
some additional requirements for testing for the stormwater system that the Applicant is aware of. In some
of those areas, the site is currently forested, and so conducting a lot of that testing right now has not been
feasible through the winter, but they know that will have to be done, and we will be reviewing the
Applicant’s calculations to make sure that they are making reasonably conservative assumptions without
having that testing in place just yet. They will have to do it but make sure that the Site Plan is complete
with what they have assumed to date. We did note in our last comment letter, a discussion item from the
Board's Site Walk, around asking the Applicant related to the visual impacts of the facility and its
adjacency to the park usage, for some additional information about how the building was located in this
spot on the site, as opposed to — to the side or in another orientation, to give this Board some context.
Chair Gannon then asked if Mr. Schurmann could flip back to their original sheet as that might be good
for looking at the top-down view. She then asked if that was a question Mr. Schurmann could respond to
now. While referencing the sheet, Mr. Schurmann responded the proposed facility is strategically located
within this area in an effort to minimize the amount of disturbance to the wetlands and wetland adjacent
area and to maximize the amount of accessibility to the site and surrounding areas. The building location
was reviewed multiple times throughout the design, where this current location was termed the most
feasible based off of the site constraints currently being worked with. Chair Gannon stated to Mr. Robbins,
the question as she recalls it, was could the structure be planted slightly to, as she is looking at it here, to
the left, which would be to the slightly to the southwest on the diagram, because that is where you would
have to do some leveling of the ground. Mr. Robbins responded clearing in that area for stormwater. Chair
Gannon then stated her follow-up questions to Mr. Schurmann was is the reluctance to move in that
direction because Veolia is trying to reserve it for future development or use, in the event there is a need
to build a third building. Mr. Schurmann responded currently that area where the Stormwater Management
System is going to be located is going to be in a wetland setback as well. So, when we are clearing out for
staging, it will be replanted back to the wetland buffer area following completion. Mr. Robbins stated so
this particular project and with the lands under Veolia’s control, inclusive of all their well sites, are all in
wetlands or wetland buffer areas. This is a public utility infrastructure project. No one is selling luxury
condominiums here. So, in terms of wetland mitigation, there is a wide range of things that the Board can
consider that would be reasonable and appropriate. As we all know, this area does have a lot of invasive
species, so there is certainly a lot that can be done in terms of planting and/or invasive species removal
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that in his opinion would be appropriate mitigation for a project of this type, but that's obviously subject
to the Board. He indicated the question still is to the Applicant, and if they need some additional time to
respond, he thinks it is reasonable to understand both, why the building cannot be moved into that space
for wetland mitigation. In his mind while we want wetland mitigation to happen as proximate as possible
to the disturbance, that there is plenty of other opportunities here that are not measurably different to
justify why it cannot be further separated from the park area and its usage. As he understands that the
Board's comment was during the Site walk. And/or did the Applicant consider an extension to the existing
building, or some adjacency to the existing building such that the building could be set further back from
the property line and away from that parking lot. It is a tall building-it has to be this tall. There is nothing
the Applicant can do about that, but he thinks it would be helpful for the Board to understand what else
factors into the “why” this is the optimal location, so that you can understand that, especially since
variances are required for the building to be in its current location. Are there any less restrictive locations
where the variances are not as great, even if they are still needed. You are not going to get away from a
height variance, but can we be further back from the property line or not. Mr. Schurmann responded yes,
they will provide a formal response to these comments. In relation to the extension off of the existing
building, they evaluated the existing building to one, consider if the vessels could be placed on the inside
of the existing facility or right next to the existing facility. However, based off the structural analysis of
the existing building, the structural foundation is not designed to accommodate the additional loading of
the vessels, which is about 400,000 pounds each, where we would either have to remove the entire
foundation, pour a new foundation slab, which would require a significant downtime of this facility, which
cannot be accommodated, or we would have to pour a new foundation slab adjacent to this building, where
we impose similar constraints - wetland adjacent, wetland buffer, area, x, y, z. Mr. Robbins stated that he
thought there was also some discussion at the Site Walk about blue versus green for the tank, and if there
is a visual preference. Planning Board Attorney, Mr. Michael Towey asked if each vessel is 400,000
pounds. Mr. Schurmann responded once it is filled with 40,000 pounds of media and filled with water. It
is two 12-foot diameter vessels 27-feet tall. Mr. Towey then asked if a geological assessment was done
behind the building from what Mr. Robbins proposed. As an attorney anticipating the need of a variance,
he then asked Mr. Schurmann if they can cut into that slope behind the existing building and get a
foundation in there and deferred to Mr. Robbins on the technical engineering aspects of it, but noted he
was just curious. Mr. Schurmann asked if he was talking about behind the existing building. Mr. Towey
responded what was suggested earlier, an alternative location. Mr. Robbins responded the location that he
was suggesting was to the front side of the existing building, not to the rear. Mr. Towey responded okay.
Mr. Robbins stated to the left or the left and up on the diagram not behind. Mr. Towey replied southwest
where there is a little grass area. Mr. Schurmann responded behind the facility is a very steep slope. There
would be a significant amount of site clearing grading that would be needed. Mr. Towey responded that
was why he asked. He was just curious and he had looked at the topography earlier.

Chair Gannon stated that she wanted to make note that we received some materials. We received a memo
from the Westchester County Planning Board, the County Planning Board referral file, site plan approval.
We received a memo from the Open Space Committee (OSC), and in that memo, the second paragraph
was discussing number 6 on the Environmental Assessment Form (EAF). The question addressed whether
the project is consistent with the character of the area is marked yes. The memo however says it should
be marked no. The proposed is located within and adjacent to the Rhinoceros Creek Reservation Nature
Preserve owned by the Somers Land Trust. She indicated she was looking at this and thinking, there is
already an existing building with a tank and a fence - would that not be an argument for it being yes and
asked if it has to be corrected. Mr. Smith responded that the part one of the EAF is the Applicant's
responsibility to prepare. Eventually this Board will be reviewing the EAF part two, and that will be done
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with respect to the part one, and then all the other information that has been accumulated as part of the
public review process. Mr. Jack Mattes said it was stated at the moment this Veolia plant that exists
provides water to Heritage Hills. He then asked if it provides water currently to any place else in the
Somers area. Mr. Schurmann the consulted with the Veolia representative and stated there are existing
applications by customers in Somers currently. Mr. Mattes asked if it was correct to say that it will be
expanded in the future. Mr. Schurmann responded right but not as part of this application. Mr. Mattes
responded right, but to this particular area of Somers — the central part of the Town. Mr. Robbins stated
that the Veolia water supply area does include the De Cicco’s and Somers Crossing currently. Mr.
Schurmann noted that the treatment capacity of this facility does have the capability of supplying portions
of the Town of Somers as well. Chair Gannon stated the only other document she wanted to note was a
memo from the Bureau of Fire Prevention was received, and the Applicant provided a supplemental
rendering of an Al generated drawing of what the structure would look like. She then asked if there were
any more questions before we open the Public Hearing. There were none. Shen then asked Planning Board
Secretary, Ms. Nicole Montesano for the publishing and posting. Ms. Montesano stated the legal notice
was published in the Journal News on April 30, 2026, the adjoining property owners were notified via
mail on April 22, 2026, and the sign stating the date and location of the Public Hearing was posted on the
site on April 30, 2026. Chair Gannon then made a motion to open the Public Hearing. Mr. Zaberto
seconded. All in favor. Motion passed. Chair Gannon then asked if there was anybody here to speak on
this application and to please come up and identify yourself for the record. She then stated before that she
wanted one comment on the record from the Site Walk. She indicated she had a question for the Applicant
and the Applicant’s engineer. She asked what the maintenance schedule for the existing building is. Mr.
Schurmann responded typical maintenance schedule for painting, cleaning, and everything like that.
There is no real change in the maintenance schedule between the new facility that is being proposed and
the existing facility. Chair Gannon then asked but what is the maintenance schedule for the existing
facility. Mr. Zaberto asked when they are going to do and when is it going to be done. Chair Gannon asked
how often the existing building gets painted. Mr. Schurmann responded there is a life span on the painting,
and it is his understanding that it is in the queue for routine maintenance and operations. Chair Gannon
responded okay, because the gate was open and she was given permission to approach the building. She
took a close look, but even at a distance, there is a considerable amount of exterior need for maintenance.
There was wood rot, some missing wood holes, there was a piece where it was just missing. She could see
what she did not know was insulation or spray foam- it was orange. She indicated she took a good number
of pictures, which have been submitted for the file, and frankly she is concerned about the condition of
the exterior of the existing building because it holds such important infrastructure for the residents and
businesses of this portion of the Town. So, she would really like to know what to expect in terms of when
that would be addressed and certainly going forward. There was a question asked at the Site Walk — you
could see some patching had been done. Would it be painted to match. She noted at some point some
painting and repairs are going to have to be done on it. So ideally, we would have a coordination between
what the new structure will look like and what the existing structure looks like. So that is speaking to color
and paint choice and things like that. But she just needed to say for the record that she thinks it needs some
repairs, and there is some wood that needs to be replaced, and those pictures are now on file with this
application. She then apologized for interrupting to the person who came up to speak at the Public Hearing.

Mr. Bob MacGregor, Vice President of the Somers Land Trust came to the podium and introduced himself.
He stated that the Somers Land Trust owns the property that is adjacent to this project. While pointing to
the plan he stated to answer a couple of the questions that came up before, this is a picture of the project
that's actually going on. He then held up a photograph and stated this is the 55-acres of the property that
exists right now and pointed to the cut out, which is the Veolia property as well as identifying what was
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part of the nature preserve. He continued and noted that they have been developing this property out since
2017 as a nature preserve. A pavilion and hiking trails were built on the property, and they run a lot of
education programs around nature. This is the only nature preserve in the Town, so they are trying to
develop this as a place where people in the community can go and find out about nature. He added they
do a lot of projects with the Scouts and youth - approximately 15 Eagle Scout projects in the last few
years. He and another member of the Somers Land Trust have done over 55 Eagle Scout projects as
sponsors. So they are trying to use this property as an opportunity for the members of the community to
be able to get out and to be with nature. While holding up a photograph he indicated that on this property
are the two wells which have been discussed. Chair Gannon asked Mr. MacGregor if he wanted to post
his cutouts on the board. He did not and stated he had a couple. Mr. MacGregor continued and held up a
second photograph and identified the other property, which is on the other side of the road, opposite the
Stone House, where they have 60-acres over there. That is part of the Rhinoceros Creek also. He noted
that on their property are the five wells that are used for this water project. They have a good working
relationship with Veolia and they try to work together from time to time, because they have to do
maintenance on the water lines, the wells and the pump stations. He noted they have tried to work with
them and have been very successful — it has been a very good relationship. As far as this project goes, we
do have some reservations about the project, and it is basically with the location of the building. One of
the things that concerns them is that the main Education Center is opposite where the existing building is,
and it will be where this new building is going to be built. As has already been noted, this building is going
to be very close to the property line. It is going to be 37-feet in height and 56-feet wide and when we look
at it from our property, that is all we are going to be able to see. Chair Gannon asked Mr. MacGregor to
indicate this on the plan where that education space is relative to the building. Mr. MacGregor pointed to
an area below the plan and stated it is opposite the parking lot. Chair Gannon responded so where the
gazebo is. Mr. MacGregor responded yes, where the gazebo is. Chair Gannon stated sort of the toe. Mr.
MacGregor responded that is all their Education Area. They built it out with a bunch of native gardens
and are trying to promote the use of native plants and vegetation in the community. The best way to do
that is to have a place where people can go and see how they can use native plants in their yard, in their
environment. They are fortunate with the property. There has been talk about there being a lot of wet
areas around this property. A bog garden was created opposite where the existing building is. At this point
in time, they discharge about 2,000 gallons of water a day into that bog garden. In addition just opposite
where the pavilion is, is the stream that runs from Heritage Hills down through our property, goes into the
main pond by the entrance of the property, continues down across the Stone House property underneath
the road and goes into three large ponds on the other side of the road and then discharges into the Croton
Reservoir System. So, we are part of that process and that system. So for a nature preserve, it works out
very well, because there are wetland areas and upland forest. When we look at the property where this
building is going to be, the elevation is about 220-feet. Behind the building, because you asked the
question, it is a very steep slope that goes up. The condos at the top of the hill are at 520-feet, so you have
got a 300-foot rise from where this building is to the first condo up at the top, and then from there it is
probably another 300 plus feet up to Veolia’s water tank. Veolia’s pipes crisscross on our property, they
have an easement to be able to access those water lines and those wells to maintain them, and that has
been working very successfully. So, where we are at this point in time, because this building is going to
be so large and it is going to be so close to the property line, it is going to have a dramatic impact on
people who are coming to use our property as a nature preserve. Also, because of its size, you will be able
to see this building from US 202, all the way from the Stone House down to the entrance of Heritage Hills.
One of the things that they were thinking about and have had some discussions about, and this Board also
brought up the question, is about the possibility of moving the building down. Mr. MacGregor then stated
take it from where it is directly in face. Chair Gannon asked Mr. MacGregor to point on to the diagram,
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so everyone can understand which direction you are moving it in, because these relative directions are
difficult. Mr. MacGregor responded okay and pointed to the new building and pointed to where it could
be moved. He stated when he started to look at the plans, it appeared that the building could actually be
moved down about 68-feet. If the building were moved down 68-feet, it would move it from center of
where we would see the building further down the driveway towards Well 2, and it could almost be
blocked out from visual from their pavilion. It would be blocked totally from US 202 because opposite on
the driveway there are some very large Poplar, Willow and other trees that are there that are 50 to 60-feet
tall. So that would completely block the view from US 202. He would like to really have consideration
be given for moving the building down. He noted there was also a discussion on the walkthrough about
the high-pressure water line. That was a concern when they first started discussing moving the building to
the left-hand side. At this point in time, it appears that there is enough space between that high-pressure
water line and the property next to the driveway. He did some rough looking at the calculations, and it
appears that you could be about 10-feet from that high-pressure water line, you would have 31-feet for the
building and you would have 14-feet before you would get to the property line. So there would appear to
be enough space front to back for the building just to slide down. Also between the property line and the
driveway is about another 10-feet, so we have a buffer then between the driveway and the building. So we
would like it be considered to move the building down to the left. Now if we come back from the property
line on the left-hand side, where the question about the wetland is, you could come back off 10-feet. You
have 56-feet for the building. You would come up to where the new driveway is that they are proposing
to put in, and then the space in front of the old building would be all open and we would not have any
problem with this enormous building directly in the line of sight as you would view the building. So we
would like it to be considered to move the building down to the left. While pointing to the plan he added
the other piece about moving the building down to the left is where they are going to propose to put the
building - which is in this spot. It is all ledge to rock in here. So the plans are to cut into the ledge rock,
and then they are going to have to go down still further for their footings. They are going to have to do a
lot of rock excavation. While referencing the plan he stated if they move the building down into this area,
there would not be that ledge rock that is up here in this area. He indicated he was not sure whether they
are going to do blasting or chipping of that rock, but assumes that they would not do blasting because of
all the other water lines that are in that area. He stated they have had discussions amongst themselves
about how to fit this building in. Mr. MacGregor stated they are not proposing not to build the building
as they understand it has to be built. They just think that there is a better location for it that it is not
specifically out of the way. They also realize that there may be some slightly additional cost, because it
would be a little bit more piping. While pointing to the plan he stated instead of going directly across here,
they would have to come up this way and then into the building - so there might be some cost. They know
that the engineers are having a budget issue because of the price of this, but for that additional piping
there, they do not believe that is something that should block the consideration of moving the building
down further. He indicated they would like that to be looked at. While pointing to the plan Mr. MacGregor
stated the other thing that they would like to think about when doing this project is that if the building is
moved down 68-feet, to then flip the building over, or turn it 180 degrees, because right now, this end of
the building is a single story. The other end of the building is 37-feet in height. If we move it down and
flip it over, we have got a single story here, which pushes the building down still further, and then really
puts it so it is not in direct line of vision. So we would like that to be considered. It does not change the
building if you just turn it 180 degrees, the building can stay the same as it is. If you just flip it over, it is
going to stay the same that it is. So the ability to be able to put in the tanks and all of the rooms that they
want to have in the building can still fit in the same footprint. So that is one of the things we would like
to have considered. Also by moving the building down and moving it away from the driveway, it solves
another problem. Over the last eight or nine years that he has been watching and working at Rhinoceros
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Creek, there is a lot of activity from the technicians coming and going to do servicing in this building. He
believes that a lot of the stuff that goes on in this building will remain the same, and there will also be
technicians that will be needed in this building. If this building is moved down, the space here currently,
when the technicians are working here, they park on the Veolia property. If the building has been moved
down, this space is now still available for them to park there, and then they don't have to block the
driveway, which is getting narrow because of the building being almost right on the property line. The
other thing is that in the wintertime, there is snow removal. This past winter we had 21- inches of snow
which they were able to push off to the side and pointed to the space on the plan. If this building is here,
they will have no place to push that snow. So it is going to come out and this is going to get narrower and
narrower, and eventually, if there is a truck in here or something else doing a delivery, our driveway to
get to the other end of our property is going to be blocked. Chair Gannon stated there is also a parking lot
below there as well. While pointing it out on the plan, Mr. MacGregor responded yes, we have a big
parking lot over here, which they have already been working with Veolia and the team. They use that
quite frequently for their operations. Chair Gannon responded and there was a shed-like structure — if she
stood with her back to the current building, and she was looking toward the gazebo on the right-hand side,
kind of catty corner there is a parking lot, but then there is a shed there in the corner too. Mr. MacGregor
responded yes, that is their shed. They keep their materials in there and when they do education programs
in the pavilion, that is where they keep their tables and chairs and other things which are used during the
educational programs. He added that they are an all-volunteer organization, so a lot of the maintenance of
the trails and so forth are done by volunteers. So within the shed, are the tools needed to maintain the trail,
such as rakes, shovels, chainsaws and weed whackers and all of that kind of equipment. The volunteers
may not come with equipment, but we can provide it to them so that they are able to help maintain the
property. So that's another piece that would be very helpful if the building was moved down. A couple of
other things we talked about was the underground stormwater storage. If the building is moved down that
probably would have to be moved a couple of feet just to fit it in there. But they have got about 10 or 12-
feet there, so it should not be a major problem just to move it down 3 or 4-feet. The other advantage of
having it there, if we ever get to the point where it overflows, right now there is a ditch that goes along
here, so the water would be funneled right into the wetland. And we have got both. While pointing to the
plan he stated on this side there is a pipe underneath the driveway that goes into the stream and identified
where on another side there is another pipe that goes underneath the driveway. He stated stormwater from
here goes underneath the driveway again into the stream. We have talked on this project for the last few
months, and one of the things that we had asked for to try to soften the view of what was going to be going
on here was to use black fencing. Right now, it is that aluminum color fencing with the barbed wire on
top. It stands out quite a bit. He added there has been agreement that it would be replaced with black
fencing. And identified on the plan the portion of property, where it is visible from the driveway. He
added if we move the building down, the fencing can continue across, again, opening up all of this space
rather than having it closed off with fence for a building. So that is again usable for Veolia, particularly
when they get large pieces of equipment and other stuff which they have to store. They have been storing
on their property and we would like that to continue as much as possible. When Veolia has a flatbed
truck or they have an excavator that they brought in those kinds of things, which are not uncommon, we
would like those stored on their property. While referencing the plan Mr. MacGregor stated so, by just
extending the fence down, it opens up all this space for them to use for that purpose. The other piece is
that if the building were moved down -right now, they are planning on 44 shrubs in this area that were
noted to replant, because most of the vegetation in here is invasive. So already, they are going to be
clearing this all out for staging area, as well as removing a lot of the invasive species, so they were going
to replant with shrubs down in this area. If we move the building down, it gives us an opportunity and we
can work together. We would strategically locate those shrubs as buffer for the property to make it a little
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bit softer so it doesn't stand out. Even though we moved the building down, it gives us an opportunity to
clean up some of this area and make it less in your face. The last piece is the one that you've already
mentioned - is painting the building. This building probably has never been painted in the 50 years that it
has been there, but it is in desperate need of maintenance. We would like if whatever project is approved
to make sure that painting and maintaining the backwash tank and the building is included in that.
Otherwise it will go into the maintenance queue, and it could be another 5 or 10 years before they would
ever get to it. We have been asking for it for the last eight years to see if we could get it painted. And we
are always told it will be in the maintenance plan. So we just do not want it to get lost. So that is really
what we are looking for. We understand that Veolia is going to have to have variances. And so that is
going to have to take place. If the building stays here, we are going to object to the variances. If the
building is moved down, we have no problem with the variances at that point in time, because the variances
that they need to put this in, there is an option to move the building here. So there is no hardship, they
can move the building down. They are very much concerned about their property and ability to be able
to continue to use their property as a nature preserve, open to the community. They have opened it for the
public, and the public has been using it extensively. During COVID this was one of the places where
people went, particularly with Heritage Hills. It is where grandma and grandpa met the family, because
they could be outside in nature, and they could spend time with their family. Families were there almost
every day as meetups. In addition a lot of people from places in the community where they don't have
yards and some of these multifamily housing areas who need to be outside and be with nature were also
using our property. Mr. MacGregor concluded and stated they hope that consideration will be given to
moving the building and allowing us to use some of the shrubs strategically placed. He stated he had kind
of a summary of what he just covered if the Board would like a copy. Chair Gannon stated to give a copy
to Ms. Montesano and then she will make sure that everybody receives a copy and it becomes part of the
file and the record. Mr. MacGregor stated the one other question that he will answer, which is the question,
about where Rhinoceros Creek get its name. Mr. Zaberto asked is that body of water named Rhinoceros
Creek. Mr. MacGregor responded it was unnamed, but we got the name because at the Stone House, it
was part of the menagerie. And during the menagerie time, they kept the large animals in the barn, and
that is where they kept the rhinoceros, in the Stone House, in the big barn that's there next to the Stone
House. The rhinoceros, from time to time, would get out of the barn, get into the stream and follow the
stream up into Town, and the Town residents would have to try to get the rhinoceros to go back to the
barn. So because of that history, and the Historical Society shared that with us, we thought Rhinoceros
Creek would be a good name for the property. We also want to try to encourage young people to enjoy
our property and kids get a charge out of going to Rhinoceros Creek. Mr. Zaberto thanked Mr. MacGregor
for answering that question and illustrating the tie in to Somers’ history as he thought that was important
for everyone to digest. Mr. MacGregor thanked everyone for their time.

Chair Gannon then asked if there was anybody else present that wanted to speak on this application
tonight. No one came forward. Chair Gannon stated after looking at the plans she had a question. She
knows one thing that we asked about when we were out in the field was, could you take the building and
move it to where the current driveway is that serves the current building. The response in the field from
the engineers was basically, there is so much infrastructure undemeath that it would not be feasible to do
it that way, but it was also considering that rotation of the shape to get the smaller end, and by that reduce
visibility. She then stated sort of related question, given Mr. MacGregor's comments about parking and
land usage within the fence, she was wondering if the Applicant needs additional parking and if at this
time, it makes sense to address that driveway. She then asked should or could something be done with the
existing driveway on the existing building to provide a greater footprint for parking or drop offs or
whatever, that would integrate and make the whole future site flow better and work better. Mr. Schurmann
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responded at this time the occupancy of the site is not going to change. Typical operations and the vehicle
traffic would not change based off of new improvements. So, anything that is currently existing for the
existing building would not change as a part of the new building. Mr. Dan Schoenfelder, Project Manager
for Veolia came to the podium and introduced himself and stated first he would like to thank everyone for
coming to the Site Walk, they appreciated the time to meet with everybody and look at the site as a group.
Concerning the last comment regarding parking. Veolia has a good working relationship with the Somers
Land Trust, with Mr. MacGregor, and would like to maintain and continue that relationship. We are
currently working together on developing a formal easement to use the existing parking lot for utility
purposes on an as needed basis. So that is happening on the side, in the background, but is something that
we are hoping to come to a consensus and an agreement on moving forward. Chair Gannon responded
okay that makes sense. She thought she was hearing some concerns about parking and space usage, which
is why she wanted to open the door to whether you want to do something about that driveway and take
advantage of the moment. Mr. Schoenfelder responded that they proposed a license agreement for the
construction of the facility to stage equipment during construction and then a permanent easement for
ongoing maintenance and operations of the facility. Chair Gannon stated another question she had was,
does the building always have to be rectangular. Mr. Schoenfelder responded so what is primarily
determining the size and shape of the building are the two large carbon vessels that are inside the building.
They are approximately 12-feet in diameter and 20 plus feet tall. Chemical storage is also needed within
the building for water treatment purposes — so those are two separate dedicated rooms on the side.
Typically, the building is rectangular in shape. That is not to say that it could not be a different shape, but
that is typically what is proposed. Chair Gannon responded okay, she was just wondering if you could
have a square building just sort of right next to it. Mr. Robbins stated he thought what Mr. Schoenfelder
is trying to describe and thought there may be something in the plan set that shows that the two 12-foot
diameter vessels — but there is kind of only so many ways you can arrange two pieces and with that, the
space required for the chemical feed facilities is more space efficient in a squarer room. And so, tucking
two of them on this short side of the building is much easier than trying to stretch them out over the longer
side of the building, because you are always going to be in that 35 to 40-feet plus, by putting two 12-foot
circles in a box with some circulation space around it. Mr. Schoenfelder responded two other general
comments he would like to make are first, like he mentioned before, Veolia has been trying to work with
the Somers Land Trust and be a good neighbor. We reached out to them well before we started this process
to engage with them and we got a lot of preliminary feedback from the Somers Land Trust, a lot of which
Mr. MacGregor communicated today. It has been consistent. There was some other feedback which we
received and already incorporated into our submittal. There are a handful of items which he thought they
identified in the letter to the Planning Board, where we have already addressed some of the initial
comments that came in from the Somers Land Trust. The second thing that he feels he needs to state is
that this is a water treatment plant. It is serving a public use function. There is a public benefit to it, and
we are trying to design and construct this project as effectively and most efficiently as possible. At the
end of the day, the costs for this project will be incurred by the rate payers, and so it is our job to make
sure we keep those costs under control, especially for a public utility. Mr. Sciarretta stated, just to echo
that point, Veolia has been speaking to the Somers Land Trust and some of the suggestions tonight in
terms of painting, the black fencing, the shrubs, those are things that he knows Veolia could probably
accommodate, and they have in the past for other locations. But, also to echo what Mr. Schoenfelder was
saying, we spent a lot of time with respect to the design and where the site is located. Unlike private
developers building homes, we have to answer to rate payers, and we do have a budget in terms of what
we can do in terms of this site. He heard 65-feet and then 68- feet and some arbitrary number related to
shifting this building. To go back to what was said earlier, this is a public benefit, it is a water utility. We
are trying to do this project because water needs to be treated. Shifting this building is a concern for Veolia.
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We understand this is a Land Trust. We understand that it is a nature preserve. We respect all that. But,
from a budgetary standpoint, it does pose a significant concern for Veolia to shift this building. Again, we
could do other things as a compromise -like the fencing, the color scheme- whatever the color that you all
want to see the tank. But it does pose an issue from a budgetary standpoint to shift this building. Even
moving this building 65- feet or 68- feet, even further in addition to the wetlands mitigation that we have
proposed, and the County General Municipal Law (GML) talked about wanting to see wetlands mitigation
would cause an issue with that. Veolia believes that where the building is located, just from operational
standpoint makes the most sense. Again, there are other things can be done. He stated being very candid,
actually redesigning this thing at this stage, given where we are in the process, and trying to get this thing
online again, poses a significant concern for Veolia with respect to their budget line and what they can do
on this site. Mr. Zaberto asked if they were able to do a cost analysis and know the difference. Mr.
Schurmann responded yes, the cost for relocating the building was approximately $400,000 without the
engineering fees associated with the relocation and everything like that. So overall, it would be close to
around $500,000 to shift the building. Mr. Zaberto then asked if you are not changing the size of the
building, explain to a layman like him why it would cost more to just shift it as you are not changing the
size of it — correct. Mr. Schurmann responded there will be additional grading that will be necessary. So
right now, the staging area is not anticipated to be fully flat where, for the proposed building, there is
going to be excessive amounts of excavation needed to dig down to the foundation and below that for the
footings. He indicated he believed it is an additional six or seven feet of additional grading that would be
necessary in the back end of the building where across 30-feet wide, a lot of excavation adds up, a lot of
soil disturbance would be required. Mr. Zaberto then stated he had two relatively legal questions. He then
asked if Veolia’s business is under the umbrella of the Public Service Commission. Mr. Sciarretta
responded yes, we are. Mr. Zaberto then asked if this facility is considered a critical infrastructure and a
key resource as well. Mr. Sciarretta responded yes.

Chair Gannon then asked if there was anybody else there for public comment. No one came forward.
Chair Gannon stated one thing that was brought up during the Site Walk was, as a landlocked property
the notice was on the much-discussed fence. So the signage was within that property but not visible from
the road. After the Site Walk, she sent an email to Mr. Smith asking him about that, and his sense was that
the posting met the letter of the law and the spirit of law as we have it now. She also copied our counsel,
Mr. Towey, and he had a suggestion of how some alternate language could be added to the Code so that
in the future other land locked properties would have signage that is more visible. She then asked Mr.
Smith to speak to that. Mr. Smith responded his review is that the Applicant had met the spirit and intent
of the law. They posted the notice on a traveled way. It may not be a public road, but it is visible to the
public. In addition, they provided mailings to all of the surrounding property owners, that is required by
law. Mr. Towey had suggested language in the Code that would in the future, address this particular issue,
and that has been forwarded to the Town Board for their consideration. Chair Gannon stated she just
wanted everybody to be aware that the question was asked, and staff has followed up on it so for future
applications that are landlocked, we should be able to provide better public access to the sign, but that
what was done in this instance was absolutely adequate to the situation. Chair Gannon concluded and
stated always trying to make things better where we can and then asked the Board if they had any other
comments. Mr. Paul Ciavardini stated he had and question asked if the rate payers in this situation would
be Heritage Hills residents. Mr. Schoenfelder responded, in this case, the residents of Heritage Hills and
some of the customers that are in Somers outside of Heritage Hills would see a potential rate impact from
this project. The cost of the capital projects get passed down to the customers within the respective
business units. Mr. Ciavardini responded got it, and added so if the cost went up, that would be passed
through to those same customers. Mr. Schoenfelder responded eventually, yes. Mr. Zaberto stated
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and that would be after the PSC approves the increases. Mr. Anthony Sutton stated it is kind of how it
works with New York State Electrical & Gas (NYSEG). Mr. Zaberto responded that is why he is just
trying to get the similarities, if there are, with water. Mr. Schoenfelder responded the rate case making
process is very complicated, and he does not understand fully how the rates are determined and when the
rates come into effect. He indicated he could find out, if it is helpful what rate case it will fall into. Mr.
Zaberto responded it would be helpful. Chair Gannon stated she thinks for all their future discussions, it
would be good, the more information you have for when the question comes up again would probably be
good. Mr. Sciarretta responded he is not the rate guy counsel, but he does know whenever he does these
projects, he is told by the rate Counsel this is what it is and if it exceeds this amount, it does pass through,
eventually it will hit the rate payer. Again, it may not be immediate, but again, all the additional capital
expenditures, that is expended does get passed through. He stated again he does not do the rates. Mr.
Zaberto responded that is fair. Somers has experienced that with NYSEG. It is another utility, electric,
obviously, that's under the PSC. We advocated for infrastructure improvements in Town to help keep our
power on. We were having a long spat of that, and then, yes, it did catch up to the to the ratepayers. Some
folks absorbed it, you know, willingly, and others were outspoken about it. He indicated that he just
wanted to now, at this point have full clarity as to where this goes. He then asked for clarification that
regardless of extra cost, there will be a rate increase due to the project baseline. Mr. Schoenfelder
responded that he believes it is safe to assume that rates will increase over time. Mr. Zaberto responded
understood and then if we look at moving or adjusting the project because, it sounds to him like Veolia
did have that in mind, and you went with what was the soundest from an engineering standpoint and cost
effective for your customers- right. He then stated he just wants to make sure that is the case, and that if
we were to ask you to change things that increase cost, that that too will be passed on to the rate payers.
Mr. Schoenfelder responded yes, so maybe to expand on that comment, very early on in the preliminary
design of this project we looked at multiple different locations for locating the building on our property.
Mr. Schurmann presented a summary of an estimated cost of shifting it 60 to 70 -feet to the southwest. It
is substantial. We have a prerogative to have a facility that is designed and constructed cost effectively
and to get that facility in service to meet the regulations in time. And so that is what we proposed here,
the most cost-effective option, and that is the mandate. Mr. Zaberto responded, thank you appreciate that.
Chair Gannon stated so the rate increase will happen. It is just the magnitude of the increase that is
unknown. Mr. Anthony Sutton stated he thinks the point is that, we should kind of pinpoint what the
increased rate would be for the local residents. He is assuming company wide as we have seen with
NYSEQG, the increases go on across the board, no matter where they are operating. He thinks what our
viewers out there tonight might want to know is, what's this going to cost them in terms of increased rates.
Mr. Zaberto then asked since this project services Heritage Hills if Veolia pinpoints the increases related
to this project to just them or to Mr. Sutton’s point is it more all of your facilities and you kind of absorb
it across. Chair Gannon asked if we can say Veolia customers in Somers because it is not just exclusively
Heritage Hills. Mr. Schoenfelder stated going back to what he said before, he does not know enough
about the rate making process, but Veolia has a Rate Department and a Finance Department. If the
question is asked to figure out what the potential rate is going to be, somebody probably knows the answer
to that, and we could try and come up with an answer. Mr. Sutton responded but your operations, trying
to kind of define it in layman's terms, are across the company. You have a construction allocation across
the company. You have rates set, he would assume across the company, or maybe they are divided by
location. But he thinks that if Mr. Schoenfelder is going to go have a conversation with the guy who is
the attorney concerning rates that he may want to ask that pointed question in terms of local customer.
Mr. Schoenfelder responded they could clarify what the potential rate increase would be for what we
consider to be the Heritage Hills Water Business Unit, which includes the Heritage Hills development and
some of the surrounding customers in Somers. Mr. Sutton asked if is safe to say that the construction
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budget is companywide, and it is not that the entire cost of this project is going to be levied on the local
ratepayers. Mr. Schoenfelder responded the utility is broken up into different business units, and there is
different capital budgets for the different business units that we have to stay within. Mr. Sciarretta stated
they could provide it informationally. He then noted again, he knows it is not part of the land use decision
making process, but just as an FYT for you all, we could probably track that down. But again, the reason
why he mentioned is because, he has been doing this for a while and yes, we try to keep it lean. But again,
we work with the folks who are near these projects and have done it successfully. And again, to the extent
that we can compromise. It is just there is certain things that we kind of have to stay in lane. But there are
other things, like, in terms of the esthetics, in terms of fencing, in terms of screening, those we have little
more flexibility - so that is all. Chair Gannon responded once this project is built, and she just wanted to
go back to what she started with which was the existing building and the maintenance issues on the existing
building and then asked for any new construction what is the maintenance schedule and what will the new
exterior of the new building be built with. Mr. Schurmann responded there will be a maintenance schedule
provided to the Applicant or the owner. With this project, this proposed building is going to be a pre-
engineered metal building that is currently proposed. So the maintenance for metal building versus a
shingled or a vinyl side building is slightly different, where, of course, there will be, if there is any visible
sign of corrosion or a leak or painting requirements, they will be adequately painted. There will be a
specific time frame for that within the maintenance schedule, provided. Chair Gannon then asked the
Board if they had and additional comments and/or questions. Mr. Sutton stated he had some comments.
First, he thanked Veolia for hosting the Site Walk and stated it was so important to this project. He then
gave his compliments to the Somers Land Trust and Veolia for having a good relationship and are working
through things. He noted so often it turns out that a guy buys a house and it is near the airport and all of
a sudden, he wants them to change the landing pattern because he lives next to it now. Or in his own
personal experience, they buy a house in town when the siren for the Fire Department does not go off
while they are there, and then all of a sudden, when it goes off, it is a problem. He then reiterated that he
really appreciated their relationship. He added being one of the older guys around and having lived here
most of his life he knows the history of that site. They put it there because that's where the water was.
They built it about the same time that they started the condos, actually even a little bit before. It is the
same construction the current building there. That is why it does not surprise him that you're worried about
the thickness of that slab. And he would echo Chair Gannon’s comments, the building is in terrible shape.
Just as all the condominiums in Condo Thad to be resided and needed new windows and all of those things
over the years. Let's face it, we are talking better than 50 years ago. So that is the kind of stuff that he
thinks really needs to be looked at. In terms of the disrepair, there was a backwash silo or a hopper. Mr.
Schurmann started correct. Mr. Sutton stated, that it looks terrible. The good part about it is it is so far
off of Route100 that it cannot really be seen and it not noticed. But because it is becoming more and more
of a recreational site, that is going to be more and more of an issue. Mr. Sutton stated, if we had a clean
slate here, nobody would build that. It seems like you are handcuffed by a number of factors. You're
handcuffed by the site itself and by the existence of the buried infrastructure that is already there. He noted
in terms of squeezing that building closer or squeezing it down further, to not forget that if there is a failure
of a high-pressure pipe, they will need a lot of machines and a lot of excavation. So if you build a building
that impedes your ability to repair that, it is going to prolong the lack of service. He stated that he could
tell them that from his experience in life that if they were given this project in engineering school and were
asked to design the solution, you would probably flunk due to being constrained by so many different
factors here. The first is that it is so close to the road. Now, granted, you were there first. But working
with all the constraints that you have, he just wants to be sure that we are not sacrificing change for the
purpose of economics. You are only going to get one chance to do this right this time. He questioned
whether the benefit outweighs the loss in terms of what you can do now, in terms of cost and whether it
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is worth it to put some more money to the project and try and make some accommodations. One of the
things that really concerns him about this, having been an Emergency Manager for a very long time, if he
heard correctly, and he should not be saying this on television, because he was always taught not to give
anybody bad ideas. But that seems like a huge single point of failure for the water supply to what 5,000
residents. If that is a single pipe and a high-pressure pipe, he would encourage the company to look at a
belt and suspenders kind of approach to this because it is buried infrastructure. It has an expected life. He
knows that Veolia has maintained it over the years from the conversations that we had that day. But
sometimes you just cannot predict what is going to happen. But again, he goes again back to the point and
encourages you both to keep up the good neighbor’s policy that you have and work together and keep us
informed if there are any issues that this Board can help with. Chair Gannon stated she is going to say
again that sort of random thing she said earlier. In the future, if we had a need for a third building for
reasons that we can't even understand and envision right now, does what Veolia is doing now preserve the
ability to do something to help the people who'll be here long after she is gone and has that been part of
your consideration. Mr. Schurmann responded definitely, future proofing the site is a one of the design
points and design topics that we always look to consider and implement. Inside this facility we have the
treatment and since we are removing the existing water storage tank outside of the existing building, that
adds additional floor space for future treatment. Mr. Zaberto responded so expansion could be internal as
opposed to external is what he is gathering. Mr. Schoenfelder responded depends on the contaminant and
the size of treatment that may be required for such. Mr. Zaberto stated so you're designing it big enough
to cover that base, so to speak. Mr. Schurmann responded, correct we have looked into future proofing
the facility- that's always the goal and intent. Chair Gannon stated so there is maybe a little more space
than you might need today in that building. Mr. Schurmann responded we can't predict what future
contaminant concern there will be or the size of the treatment that would be necessary. However, we are
opening up floor space inside this existing building to accommodate future treatment if necessary. Chair
Gannon asked is the construction of the building such that it would more readily accommodate expansion
than the current building. Mr. Schurmann asked to clarify if she was asking about the proposed treatment
currently. She stated she thought the verdict was that the current building is not such that it would easily
accommodate expansion and then asked if the proposed building was such that it would more easily
accommodate expansion at some point in the future if that was needed. Mr. Schurmann responded, there
is the potential, yes. Mr. Zaberto stated right, because you had said that you have a weight restriction in
the old building. He then asked if now they are going to design this to only manage the weight that will
be put in or can it sustain additional purification systems, weight wise as an example. Mr. Schurmann
responded there is always a safety factor included into their calculation. So definitely, it is designed for
the minimum, which would be what is currently there, but there is always a safety factor. Mr. Zaberto
responded, he gets the safety buffer, but he thinks what Chair Gannon is trying to say, and again, it goes
to that long term expansion. Ifthere is a new contaminant, or a contaminant that we know exists, but have
no way to purify it now can the new facility manage that. He indicated that he recognizes that is a tough
question to answer. But we just want to know that now we are not going to have to revisit in 40 years,
you having to build yet another building because you have zero room right now in this current design to
manage anything extra. Chair Gannon stated we are called the Planning Board. Mr. Sciarretta stated that
is a great question, and the way he will answer that is with an example. Just in the past few years when
he started doing this pre-COVID, the EPA DEC had their own regulations. Now all of a sudden, a few
years later, it changed. We cannot predict what the law may be. In five or six years they could go four
parts to two parts. PFAS is the forever chemical that was in makeup and fire foam that has now seeped
into these wells that the federal government says we have to address. So you are right, you want to plan.
The site is what it is. The short answer is if a regulation comes out years from now, or something happens,
we have to do it — we are a public utility. We provide potable water and we have to address it. That is
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why, when it comes to utilities, Use Variances, when it comes to Zoning Boards, are very different. When
you look for Use Variance as a utility versus a Use Variance as a private developer building a house, it is
a different criteria. That is because it takes into account laws interchange or maybe new chemicals. They
just do not know and do the best they can with the constraints that they have on the site. They were
fortunate enough to have enough room on the site to do two rounds of regulations that have come in the
past several years. Now the latest is the four parts per trillion. Hopefully they won't change in 40 years.
But at the same time they do what they can, and have to bob and weave with respect to the regulations
that have come out. As he said when he started tonight, it is not that they want to do this. It is that they
have to do it because the regulations are telling them they have to do it. Chair Gannon asked if there were
any more Board comments this evening. There were none. She then stated that she thought because the
Applicant does have to go before the Zoning Board, that we would keep the Public Hearing open and then
made a motion that we adjourn the Public Hearing until our next meeting, which is going to be Wednesday,
June 10, 2026. Mr. Zaberto seconded. All in favor. Motion passes. Chair Gannon then asked the
Applicant if they had any questions for the Board or if there was anything that they needed right now. Mr.
Sciarretta thanked Chair Gannon and stated that they appreciate the Board’s time and thoughtful questions.
Chair Gannon requested that they address the issues that were raised during the Public Hearing. Mr.
Sciarretta responded they will. There were a couple of comments and some metrics that were thrown out.
They don't discharge anything, and he doesn’t know what the Million Gallons per Day (MGD) was, but
they have those calculations, and could present that next time they are here before the Board. Chair
Gannon responded that is great, thank you so much.

. ROCKLEDGE CENTER

SITE PLAN APPLICATION
247 ROUTE 100
T™M: 28.10-1-6.1

For the record Chair Vicky Gannon stated the Applicant is proposing construction of an approximately
18,500 square-foot addition to Building C at the Rockledge Center to be utilized as an athletic facility.
The property is located at 247 Route 100 and is located in the Office and Light Industry (OLI) Zoning
District.

Mr. Matthew Gironda, P.E., from Bibbo Associates Engineering, P.C., came to the podium and introduced
himself. He noted he was there on behalf of the Applicant, 247 Route 100 and that Mr. Harrison Cook
from HC Property Group was there with him this evening. He stated for the benefit of the public,
obviously, this is a Public Hearing, and as Chair Gannon mentioned, the project involves the expansion
of an existing commercial facility, which is developed as a mixed-use office warehouse and also contains
an indoor athletic facility operated by Prodigy Athletics. While referencing the plan Mr. Gironda noted
that the proposed project is for an expansion of the existing indoor athletic facility utilized by the existing
tenant, Prodigy Athletics, which is identified on this plan as Building D, just to the north of Building C,
which is what is utilized right now by Prodigy Athletics. The new building will connect to the existing
septic system on site. Stormwater runoff from the roof area from the new building will be captured and
treated in an on-site subsurface infiltration system which he pointed out on the plan. He indicated they
have been before the Board several times and had a Site Walk. In addition, they tried to respond to all the
feedback they received from the Board. They also received an additional comment memo from Consulting
Town Engineer, Mr. Steve Robbins essentially addressing all outstanding comments with a couple of very
minor ones still to be addressed, but for the most part, he thought that all the technical comments and
engineering items have been substantially resolved. Mr. Gironda stated if there were any additional
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questions from the Board or public, they would be happy to answer. Chair Gannon responded that a memo
was received from the Bureau of Fire Prevention dated April 17, 2026, and she wanted to know what the
outcome was regarding the discussion about the water gallon storage. Mr. Harrison Cook, from HC
Property Group and Manager of the property came to the podium and introduced himself. He stated they
have a meeting with the Bureau of Fire Prevention on Wednesday, May 20, 2026, at their next meeting to
go over in detail their concerns, and they will be able to report back from that after that meeting. Chair
Gannon responded good. She then asked if there were any comments from Consulting Town Planner, Mr.
David Smith. He responded no, the only comment he had was about the discussion with the Bureau of
Fire Prevention regarding the water storage tank and how that may or may not be resolved. In addition,
he wanted her to know that he raised the issue about the refrigerator on site, and Mr. Cook removed it.
Mr. Cook stated it is no more, that area is getting cleaned up. People are removing stone and it will be
better looking soon. Chair Gannon responded that she appreciated that. She then asked for comments from
Mr. Robbins. He stated that Mr. Gironda is correct, they have addressed the majority of our comments.
There are some minor items left in their modeling analysis. That just needs to be updated to make sure
that all the numbers line up and everything matches. The Applicant did provide an Aquifer Protection Plan
today, and on preliminary review, it appears to be satisfactory. They will give it a detailed review, but
everything looks to be in order. Chair Gannon then asked Planning Board Secretary, Ms. Nicole
Montesano for the publishing and the posting. Ms. Montesano stated the legal notice was published in the
Journal News on April 30, 2026, the adjoining property owners were notified via mail on April 22, 2026,
and the sign stating the date and the location of the Public Hearing was posted on the site on May 1, 2026.
Chair Gannon then made a motion to open the Public Hearing. Mr. Paul Ciavardini seconded. All in favor.
Motion passes. Chair Gannon asked if anybody was there for the Public Hearing on this application for
Rockledge Center, construction of proposed Building D. There was no one there from the public wishing
to speak. Chair Gannon then asked if there were any questions and/or comments from the Board. Mr.
Anthony Sutton stated on the previous project it said the rock was going to be taken and brought across to
Lawton Adams, and it seemed like a lot of it got deposited on the backside of the property instead of that.
He added that he noticed in this application the language was something to the effect of the fill brought in
would be estimated and the amount of debris would be taken off site. He then asked if that was correct.
Mr. Gironda responded yes, any excess cut will be removed from the site. Chair Gannon then stated there
were also those boulders that were being saved for the boulder wall. But the wall has been changed from
a boulder wall to a different type of masonry block wall. Mr. Gironda responded that was based on
feedback received from the Board at the Site Walk. Chair Gannon asked again if there was anybody
present for public comment on Rockledge Center. No one was present for public comment. Chair Gannon
stated she felt as if things are pretty straightforward and asked staff if they were comfortable from their
perspective of what they need if we were to close the Public Hearing today. Both Mr. Smith and Mr.
Robbins responded yes, they were okay. Chair Gannon then asked the Board if they agreed. They did.
Chair Gannon made a motion to close the Public Hearing. Mr. Sutton seconded. All in favor. Motion
passes. Chair Gannon then made a motion to ask staff to prepare a draft resolution of approval, for
consideration at the next meeting. Mr. Ciavardini seconded. All in favor. Motion passes. Chair Gannon
told the Applicant we would see them in June.

RESOLUTION DISCUSSION

5. 125 MAHOPAC AVENUE WETLAND AND WATERCOURSE PROTECTION AND
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PERMITS
TM: 26.08-1-14
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For the record Chair Vicky Gannon stated the Applicant is proposing the addition of an inground pool,
patio, and stormwater management improvements within the wetland buffer area. The property is located
at 125 Mahopac Avenue and is located in an R-40 Zoning District.

Mr. Paul Morrett, resident of 125 Mahopac Avenue came to the podium and introduced himself, Chair
Gannon stated we did hear from your representative that they were not going to be here and that you would
be representing yourself. She then stated we have a draft resolution which we were going to discuss. For
background purposes she noted we had a resolution and then we got two revisions on it, one that changed
the text, another that added the resolution number. She then asked if everybody had a chance to look at
the draft resolution and if there were any comments and/or questions about the language in the draft
resolution. There were none. With no objections, Chair Gannon made a motion to approve the draft
resolution for Chair signature, which could actually happen tonight, after the meeting. Mr. Jack Mattes
seconded. All in favor. Motion passes.

MEETING ADJOURNMENT

Chair Vicky Gannon made a motion at 9:39 p.m. to adjourn until the next Planning Board meeting, which
is scheduled for Wednesday, June 10, 2026, at 7:30 p.m. Mr. Jack Mattes seconded. All in favor. Motion
passes.

Respectfully submitted,

Nicole Montesano
Planning Board Secretary
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Telephone SOMERS TOWN HOUSE
(914) 277-5366 Tofm of Somers SOMERS, NY 10589
Fax WESTCHESTER COUNTY, N Y. W somersny.com
(914) 2774093
Steven Woelfle David B. Smith
Principal Engineering Technician Town Planner
swoelfle@somersny.com directorofplanning@somersny.com
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June 25, 2026

Somers Crossing Condominium
Board of Managers

Mark Connelly, President

57 Sienna Drive

Somers, NY 10589

Re: New York State Police Barracks
Dear Mr. Connelly,

Thank you for reaching out in your capacity as President of the Somers Crossing Board
of Mangers regarding the New York State Police Barracks. The Planning Board granted
the applicant (Somers Fire District Board of Commissioners) Conditional Preliminary
Subdivision Approval in May 2024. As you may be aware, this application will appear on
the July 8, 2026 Planning Board Agenda for a 90-day time extension for Preliminary Plat
signature to meet the conditions of approval.

Your refence regarding a site plan application is premature at this time. The final
subdivision plat needs to be approved first and then an application for site plan approval
will need to be made. As part of the site plan approval process, you will be notified by
mail regarding when a public hearing will be held.

In order to determine whether application is on the agenda for an upcoming Planning
Board meeting, you can check the agendas which are posted on the Town of Somers
Website https://www.somersny.gov/boards-and-committees/planning-board.

Additionally, you can sign up to receive agendas via  email
(https://www.somersny.gov/resources/subscribe-to-news-agendas). When the applicant
submits plans, etc. as part of their site plan application, those materials will be posted on
the Town of Somers website (https:/www.somersny.gov/resources/environmental-
reviews).

l|Page



Please be aware that it is long standing policy of the Town of Somers Planning Board that
it does not allow public comments on matters that are not before the Board for a public
hearing. Members of the public are welcome to submit comments to the Board which are
reviewed by the Board in advance of the meeting. Per Town Code, copies of the notice
of a public hearing shall be mailed by the Planning Board Secretary at least 10 days prior
to the public hearing date to each owner of property abutting or directly across a street or
right-of-way from the land included within the site plan, and to the applicant.

Sincerely,

T

David B. Smith, Planning Director

Cc:  Town Board
Planning Board

2|Page



Nicole Montesano

From: Eric Zohar <ezohar@somersfd.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2026 8:30 PM

To: Nicole Montesano

Cc: mtliguori@hrllawyers.com; David B. Smith; Wendy Getting; John Fitzgerald; Anthony
Sutton; Jamie Spillane

Subject: Re: July 8, 2026 Planning Board Meeting

To; Somers town planning board
Please see request for extension below.

Re: Somers Fire District Request to extend Subdivision Permit for
295 Route 100 Somers Fire District Property NYSP Barracks.

Planning board meeting date July 8,2026

The Somers Fire District Board of Fire Commissioners is hereby Requesting a 90 day extension of the
Subdivision permit currently in place for our property located at

295 Route 100

Somers NY, 10589

NYS Police Barracks.

Thank you,

Ariye Zohar
Chairman

Board of Fire Commissioners

Somers Fire District
119 Primrose Street Lincolndale NY, 10540
9147740157

This e-mail and any attachments thereto are intended only for the use by the addressee(s) named herein and
contain proprietary, privileged, and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-
mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this e-mail, and any
attachments thereto, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify
me by telephone and permanently delete the original and any copy of this e-mail and any printout thereof

On Jun 17, 2026, at 2:40 PM, Nicole Montesano <nmontesano@somersny.gov> wrote:

Mr. Zohar-



Please send a written request for the next 90-day time-extension. This item will be on the July 8, 2026
Planning Board Agenda as the current extension will expire on July 26, 2026.

Thank you.
Nicole Montesano-
Planning Board Secretary
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June 1, 2026 RECEIVED

Somers Crossing Condominium Association

Board of Managers

Mark Connelly, President JUN 1 1 2026

57 Sienna Drive

Somers, NY 10589 PLANNING & ENGINEERING
TOWN OF SOMERS

(Sent via Certified Mail)

To: Somers Town Board Somers Planning Board
Supervisor Robert Scorrano Chairwoman Vicky Gannon
Town Hall Town Hall
335 Route 202 335 Route 202
Somers, NY 10589 Somers, NY 10589

Subject: Request for Stakeholder Involvement - New NY State Police Barracks

On behalf of the Somers Crossing Condominium Association and our residents, we are writing to express
our community’s interest in the planning and development of the new NY State Police Barracks on the
adjacent property to our south on Route 100.

Somers Crossing is a private townhome community consisting of 66 homes and a community center. The
roadways in the community have not been dedicated to the town and are maintained by our Association.
The community is accessed with its own entrance from Route 100. Our Offering Plan and governing
documents discuss the planned police barracks, but indicate that there will be no traffic interconnection
between the two properties.

We support the new police barracks project as an important initiative for the town. However, because our
property shares a border to this development, the project will directly impact our residents. We are
primarily concerned with construction, landscape screening and access. With regard to access, since our
roadways are private, there should be no plans to use them for any construction or permanent access.
There is no need as the proposed development can be easily accessed from Route 100 and from the
existing state police location.

We respectfully request that our Association Board be included as an active stakeholder in the ongoing
planning and review process. Specifically, we ask to be:

- Notified in advance of any public hearings or planning board meetings regarding this project.
= Provided with copies of the site plans and development proposals.
- Given the opportunity to formally submit community feedback for the public record.

We look forward to collaborating with the the Town Board and the Planning Board to ensure that this
project benefits the community. Please use my contact information below for future updates.

Thank you for your time, leadership and commitment to our community.

Sincerely,

Wad

Somers Crossing Bgard of Managers
Mark Connelly, President

Cell 914-450-8354
MXConnelly1376@gmait.com



Woodard
&Curran

Woodard & Curran engineering T 800.426.4262
and Geological Services P.A. P.C. T 914.448.2266
800 Westchester Avenue F 914.448.0147
Suite N507

Rye Brook, New YOF*E@EW/ED
www.woodardcurran.com

MEMORANDUM JUL o1 0%

TO: Town of Somers Planning Board PLANNING & ENGINEERING
FROM: Steven Robbins, P.E,, LEED AP TOWN OF SOMERS
DATE: July 1, 2026

RE: Veolia Water New York, Inc. - Heritage Hills Water Treatment Plant

Review of Site Plan Permit Application
TM: 06.20-10-13

GENERAL

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a summary of our comments related to our
review of the Site Plan Application that was submitted for the proposed Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances (PFAS) treatment building located along Route 202 in the Town of Somers, New
York.

The Applicant is proposing a 1,750 square-foot PFAS treatment building and 40,000-gallon
above ground storage tank as well as a stormwater mitigation system and site improvements.
The total site disturbance is approximately 0.50 acres, with disturbance to steep slopes and tree
removal. The project site is located within the East of Hudson Watershed and the Groundwater
Protection Overlay District within the Town of Somers.

This review focused on the engineering design with the associated Town Code and State
requirements in accordance with the following:

» Town of Somers Code, Chapter 93: Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment
Control

¢ Town of Somers Code, Chapter 148: Steep Slope Protection

¢ Town of Somers Code, Chapter 156: Tree Preservation

¢ Town of Somers Code, Chapter 167: Wetlands and Watercourse Protection
e Town of Somers Code, Chapter 144: Site Plan Review

* New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated
November 2016.

* New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC's) Stormwater
Management Design Manual (SMDM), dated July 2024.

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

e Comment Response Letter, "Planning Board No. 2 — Comment Response Letter”,
prepared by Suburban Consulting Engineers, Inc, dated June 18, 2026;

e Stormwater Control Facility Maintenance Agreement, prepared by Suburban
Consulting Engineers, Inc;

*  Wetland and Water Course Protection Application, dated March 30, 2026;



Woodard
&Curran

Site Plans, prepared by Suburban Consulting Engineers, Inc,, dated February 18, 2026;
revised June 11, 2026;

PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

Town of Somers Planning Board: Site Plan Application Permit

Town of Somers Planning Board: Stormwater Management and Erosion Control
Application Permit

Town of Somers Planning Board: Steep Slope Protection Application Permit
Town of Somers Planning Board: Tree Removal Application Permit

Town of Somers Planning Board: Wetlands and Watercourse Protection Application
Permit

Town of Somers Planning Board: Special Exception Use Permit

DISCUSSION

The following is a summary of our comments based on our technical review of the latest
submittal. Previously issued comments are noted in italics and the corresponding current status
response is shown below in bold. It should be noted that further commerits will be provided
upon review of additional information.

1.

The proposed development activity is located within the Town of Somers Groundwater
Protection Overlay District and requires the issuance of a special exception use permit.
Consistent with the Town Code requirements listed in §170.32, the Applicant shall be
required to comply with the criteria necessary for issuance of Special Exception Use
Permit including the preparation of a Groundwater Protection Plan. Not Addressed. The
Applicant shall provide the Special Use Exception Permit Application, inclusive of
the hydrogeologic analysis. The analysis shall concisely demonstrate how the
project will not result in degradation or contamination of the groundwater
according to the requirements of the Overlay District.

The Applicant shall confirm that all requirements are met and a permit is obtained
according to Ch. 167-4 Wetlands and Watercourse Protection of the Town Code for
construction within the 100-foot wetland buffer. Addressed.

The Applicant is requesting zoning variances associated with the primary and accessory
structures proposed for the project. Please justify variances according to Ch. 170-Zoning,
Article XIX Appeals, Variances, and Other Applications. Addressed. The Applicant
provided justification for variances associated with structures which are subject to
review by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

The Applicant is applying for site plan permit and shall comply with all the standards
according to Ch.144-7 of the Town Code. The following general comments are offered
regarding applicable standards:

a. The Applicant shall estimate site earthwork, indicating total net cut/fill in cubic
feet. Addressed.

b. The Applicant shall prepare a draft engineer’s estimated cost of the proposed
stormwater infrastructure. Addressed.

Town of Somers Planniag Board 2 Woodard & Curran Ehg and Geo Svcs PA. P.C.
Review Memo — Veolia Water New York, Inc. July 1, 2026



5. The Applicant shall confirm the exact limit of disturbance proposed for the building, tank,
and site developmentt The Short Environmental Assessment Form and Soil Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan claim 0.496 acres, while the SWPPP states +/-0.357 acres.
Addressed.

6. The Applicant proposes subsurface infiltration systems for stormwater management. The

WO Od a rd following comments are regarding the proposed infiltration systems:

& Cu rran a. The system is proposed on steep slopes greater than 15%. According to the
SMDM, underground infiltration systems should not be located on slopes greater
than 15%. The Applicant shall explain how the 15% max site slope requirement
for infiltration systems will be met. Addressed.

b. The Applicant shall provide a note to the plan that any infiltration system shall
be subject to inspection by the Consulting Town Engineer or Town Principal
Engineering Technician prior to backfill. Addressed.

7. The Applicant includes PDA-1B as a drainage area in the Hydrograph Report, but it is not
shown on the proposed conditions drainage area map. Please update the map and report
for consistency. Addressed.

8. The Applicant proposes a 40,000-gallon above ground storage tank on the north side of
the property. The following comments are regarding the proposed storage tank:

a. Please indicate how the stormwater runoff from the tank will be managed.
Addressed.

b. Please provide the 18-foot diameter concrete tank foundation detail from the
structural drawings to evaluate the foundation relative to the proposed grading.
Addressed.

9. The Applicant has provided a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SC). The
following comments pertain to the proposed E&SC measures:

a. The Applicant shall provide inlet protection for all drain inlets (including the
trench drain) and indicate as such on the E&SC plans. Addressed.

b. The Applicant shall indicate how the proposed disturbance within slopes steeper
than 15% will be protected from erosion during construction. Addressed.

¢.  The Applicant shall indicate the proposed concrete washout facility location on
the site plans. Addressed.

10. The Applicant shall prepare a draft Stormwater Maintenance Agreement, in accordance
with the provisions of Town Code for review by the Consulting Town Engineer & Town
Attorney. Addressed.

11. The Applicant shall provide a contractor certification statement. Addressed.

12. The Applicant shall include a note on the plans which states the following:

a. "Any imported topsoil shall comply with all federal, state, and local requirements
for quality and use.” Addressed.
b. “Off-site disposal of excess cut shall be in accordance with all federal, state, and
local requirements.” Addressed.
Town of Somers Planning Board 3 Woodard & Curran Eng and Geo Sves PA. P.C.

Review Memo — Veolia Water New York, Inc. July 1, 2026



“No construction activity, the sound or noise from which is audible beyond the

boundaries of the property on which such construction activity is located, shall

start before 7.00 a.m. or extend beyond 6:00 p.m. No construction activity shall
be allowed on Sundays or legal New York State holidays.” Addressed.

13. The Applicant shall provide justification for the building location on the site and why an
alternate location further southwest is not feasible. Addressed.

Woodard
& Cu rran Please feel free to contact our office with any questions. Please provide a response memo
identifying where responses to these comments can be located on revised submittals.

4 Woodard & Curran Eng and Geo Svcs PA. P.C.

Town of Somers Planning Board
July 1, 2026

Review Memo — Veolia Water New York, Inc.



RECEIVED

Public Hearing Sign JUN £b 2026
for Planning Board Application

PLANNING & ENGINEERING

A ffidavit: TOWN OF SOMERS

], Christopher Graziano 4, hereby affirm thaton Jun~ € 1L 2026,
pursuant to Sections 170-114C(5) and 150-12E of the Code of the Town of

Somers, I installed the required sign, informing the public that the Public Hearing

will be held on  July 8th, 2026 at 7:30 PM at the Somers Town House,

Veolia Water New York. Inc. - .
335 Route 202, Somers NY for the Heritage Hills Water Treatment Plant project.

Signature

I; lRlUle \/\\"\_05 _aNotary Public do hereby certify that on this, the
\G“’L day of Jyn € 202 6, the above named Christopher Graziano
subscribed the foregoing affidavit in my presence, and declare that the matters set

forth in said affidavit are true, to the knowledge of said deponent.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand.

PAULA A VINA @g Q )
Notary Public - State of New York )
Ne. 0110032416 - =

Quaslified in Rockland County :
My Commission Expires 12/3172028 Notary Public

Commission expires: E‘/ 2| { 28 B

Z\PE\Planning Board meetings\Procedures\Affidavit of Public Notice.doex
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SUBURBAN ENGINEERING

June 18, 2026
RECE]
Town of Somers Planning Board VED
335 Route 202
Somers, New York 10589 JUN
19 202

Afin.: Nicole Montesano PLAN
Planning Board Secretary Tng & ENG'NEERING

N OF

Re.:  Town of Somers, County of Westchester, State of New York SOMEHS

Veolia Water New York, Inc. — Heritage Hills Water Treatment Plant

SBL: 06.20-10-13

Planning Board No. 2 ~ Comment Response Letter

File No.: SCE-R14119.011

Dear Ms. Montesano:

SUBURBAN ENGINEERING (SE) is in receipt of the review letters from the Town of Somer's Professionals
following the May 13th, 2026, Planning Board Meeting, for the above-mentioned project.

On behalf of the Applicant, Veolia Water New York, Inc., SE is enclosing the following documents for
your review and approval:

e Wetland and Water Course Protection Application, Signed (with Applicant Acknowledgement and
Application Processing Restrictive Law Certification)

e NYSDEC Freshwater Wetland Permit Approval

e Draft Stormwater Maintenance Agreement

e Site Plan Titled 'Veolia Water New York, Inc. PFAS Compliance for Somers Heritage Hills', prepared
by SUBURBAN ENGINEERING, consisting of 24 sheets, last revised June 11, 2026 (Rev B).

In addition, responses are provided in bold below, to the comments for each of the review letters.

WOODWARD & CURRAN (TOWN ENGINEER) REVIEW LETTER DATED MAY 04, 2026

*Note: Comments responses that were listed as ‘Addressed’ are notincluded, where the below comment
responses are related to the items that are listed as ‘Partially Addressed’ only. Please refer fo Planning
Board Comment Response Letier prepared by Suburban Engineering dated April 27th, 2026, as well as
Woodward & Currans review lefter dated May 06, 2026, for additional information.

1. The proposed development activity is located within the Town of Somers Groundwater Protection
Overlay District and requires the issuance of a special exception use permit. Consistent with the Town
Code requirements listed in §170.32, the Applicant shall be required to comply with the criteria
necessary for issuance of Special Exception Use Permit including the preparation of a Groundwater
Protection Plan.

Woodward & Cumran Response: Partially Addressed. The Applicant shall provide the Special Use
Exception Permit Application, inclusive of the hydrogeologic analysis. The analysis shall concisely
demonstrate how the project will not result in degradation or contamination of the groundwater
according to the requirements of the Overlay District.

RESPONSE: The Special Exception Use Application along with supporting documentation (including
the hydrogeologic analysis and Groundwater Protection Plan (GWPP)) will be provided.

96 U.S. Highway 206, Suite 101, Flanders, New Jersey 07836
P: (973) 398-1776 | www.suburbanconsulting.com
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2. The Applicant shall confirm that all requirements are met and a permit is obtained according to Ch.
167-4 Wetlands and Watercourse Protection of the Town Code for construction within the 100-foot
wetland buffer.

Woodward & Curran Response: Partially Addressed. The Applicant shall provide a wetlands permit
for the Town's review.

RESPONSE: The Applicant submitted the Wetland and Watercourse Protection Application to the Town
on March 30, 2024, following the initial application submission cut-off date associated with the April
8, 2024, Planning Board Meeting. Please find the enclosed application for your use and reference.

Furthermore, it is worth noting thatthe  Applicant has also submilted a New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Permit Application for the activities within the Freshwater
Welland Adjacent Area onsite, where a copy of the permit approval is enclosed herein.

8. The Applicant proposes a 40,000-gallon above ground storage tank on the north side of the
property. The following comments are regarding the proposed storage tank:

a. Please indicate how the stormwater runoff from the tank will be managed.

Woodward & Cumran Response: Partially Addressed. The Applicant claims the stormwater will be
managed by a french drain and subsequent infiltration drywell. However, the Applicant has not
provided infiltiration testing within the proposed location of the dry well. Please provide testing in
any location proposed for infiltration. In addition, the Applicant shall provide calculations and/or
size of the proposed riprap outlet protection of the drywell.

RESPONSE: The proposed location of the infiltration drywell is situated outside of the existing fence
line, where this area is heavily vegetated. Itis proposed that the Applicant will perform infiltration
testing during construction when the area is cleared. The following note has been added to the
Plan on Drawing Number C300 (enclosed herein):

“During construction and prior to the installation of the drywell, the Owner shall perform infiltration
testing in the location of the proposed drywell. Prior to performing the infiliration testing, the
Owner shall coordinate with the Town and provide the Consulting Town Engineer or Principal
Engineering Technician the opportunity to witness the testing. Upon completion of the testing,
the results shall be provided to the Consulting Town Engineer. In the event that the testing results
indicate infiliration rates less than 0.5 in/hr, the infiltration practice will require a revised design
to be approved by Consulting Town Engineer.”

The proposed infiliration drywell has been designed utilizing the minimum allowable infiliration
rate of 0.5 in/hr, where the drain fime calculation for the infiliration drywell has been provided in
the revised Stormwater Management Report indicating that the drywell will fully drain within 48
hours. Additionally, the NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual indicates that a drywell requires
pretreatment prior to being infilirated. The plans {(Drawing Number C300, enclosed herein) have
been revised to include a sediment chamber for prefreatment prior to the stormwater entering
the drywell. In determining the pretreatment volume, the design assumes infiltration rates greater
than 10 in/hr. as this would require a pretreatment volume of 50% of the WQv.

Additionally, the plans (Drawing Number C300 and CD102, enclosed herein) have been revised
to include a detail for riprap apron for the overflow pipe vtilizing the minimum size for rip rap
apron as the drywell overflow discharge rates do not exceed the minimum discharge rate as
shown in NYS Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, Figure 3.16 Outlet
Protection Design.

10. The Applicant shall prepare a draft Stormwater Maintenance Agreement, in accordance with the
provisions of Town Code for review by the Consulting Town Engineer & Town Attorney.
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Woodward & Curran Response: Partially Addressed. The Applicant shall prepare and submit a draft
agreement for the Town's approval

RESPONSE: The Applicant has prepared a draft agreement for the Town's approval. Please refer to
the enclosed draft Stormwater Maintenance Agreement.

Based on our discussions with the Planning Board during the May 2nd site walk, the following is @
summary of additional comments:

The Applicant shall provide justification for the building location on the site and why an alternate
location further southwest is not feasible.

RESPONSE: The current building location was strategically positioned onsite to minimize
disturbance and  site impacts associated with clearing and grading . The area that is
selected for the proposed building is located within an area that was previously disturbed (i.e., an
existing maintained lawn) and would reduce the amount of site clearing and grading that
may be required, as compared to other alternate locations. The proposed building location does
not interfere with the existing finished water main and associated easement. The proposed building
location will also minimize the view of the generator and backwash tank from the Somers Land
Trust's pavilion area. Additionally, the proposed building location minimizes environmental
impacts, partlicularly with respect to wetland adjacent area disturbance. Finally, the proposed
location optimizes operational efficiency and reduces operational work hazards. In all, shifting the
proposed building risks delays leading to noncompliance with existing PFAS regulations.

The selected building location is in an area with gentle slopes that require less grading and
excavation for the building foundation as compared to other locations. Areas on the southwestern
corner of the property are encumbered by steep slopes, where additional excavation limils and
the use of additional protection measures would be required for adequate construction.

The selected building location also minimizes the amount of clearing required on the site as
compared to other locations. The selected location is in a previously disturbed area that is currently
a maintained grass lawn. As such, the Company’s proposal minimizes unnecessary disturbances to
the natural state of the surrounding lands.

Additionally, the selected bvilding location does not interfere with the existing finished water main
from the water treatment plant and associated easement. Shifting the building to the southwestern
corner of the property would potentially encroach on the high-pressure finished water main. Such
a move may necessitate relocating the existing high pressure water main, which would potentially
require the prolonged process of securing additional real estate rights that the Company does not
currently possess. In addition, interrupting the high pressure water main, which is the sole supply to
customers in the Heritage Hills service territory, would increase the risk of unplanned service
outages during construction, and may increase operational hazards during construction. Such an
outcome risks noncompliance with federal and state PFAS regulations.

Shifting the building may increase the visibility of the proposed building and the existing generator,
backwash tank, and water treatment plant from the vantage point of the Somers Land Trust pavilion
area.

Upon completion of construction, the proposed staging area southwest of the selected building
location will be used as a wetland mitigation area in accordance with the Town of Somers Wetlands
and Watercourse Protection (Chapter 167). The location of the proposed wetland mitigation area is
on VWNY's property, outside of the proposed fence line, and the area would be continuous to the
existing forested wetland adjacent area on the adjacent property. This aligns with the requirements
of the wetland buffer area, which “...is a specified area surrounding a wetland that is infended to
provide some degree of natural profection fo and separatfion from the wetland from human aclivity
and other encroachment associated with development.” Shifting the location of the proposed
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building destroys the ability to have a contiguous welland mitigation area on the southwestern
corner of the properly,

The proposed location optimizes operational efficiency and reduces operational work hazards.
Locating water treatment plant equipment close together on a site improves operator efficiency by
centralizing daily maintenance and monitoring tasks between the proposed building and the
existing water treatment plant. Locating the buildings close together reduces operational work
hazards by reducing the physical distance between the critical infrastructure located within each
building, which would allow the operations staff to move more efficiently and safely between the
buildings, particularly in the winter months.

OPEN SPACE COMMITIEE (TOWN ENGINEER) REVIEW LETTER DATED MAY 06, 2026

1. The Committee rejects the letter's stated reasons for refusing to look closely at reorienting the
proposed building, that “all of the building locations and orientations would have similar visual
impacts.” Shifting the building to present its smaller profile (by 26') to the neighboring Rhinoceros
Creek Reservation pavilion and parking area would considerably reduce its visual impact.

RESPONSE: Acknowledged. The intent of the statement was in relation to the fact that a new building
onsite would pose similar visual impacts, in comparison to the existing conditions of the site and
surrounding area. Shifting the building to an alternate location may increase the visibility of the
proposed building and the existing generator, backwash tank, and water treatment plant from the
vantage point of the Somers Land Trust pavilion area as compared to the proposed location. Please
refer fo the comment responses under the Additional Commenis No. 1 associated with the
Woodward & Curran (Town Engineer) Review Letter Dated May 06, 2024, as well as the comment
response under Comment No. 4 of the Open Space Committee (Town Engineer) Review Letter Dated
May 06, 2026, tor additional information related to alternate building location impacts.

2. Since the entire building envelope lies within the associated wetland buffer, however the building is
oriented, we do not agree that reorientation of the building would necessarily impose significantly
greater wetland impact.

RESPONSE: Please refer to the Comment Response under the Additional Comment No. 1 under the
Woodward and Curran (Town Engineer) Review Letter Dated May 06, 2024, for additional information.

3. The Committee would like to see details regarding the scope and nature of alternative sitings and
orientations of the PFAS building rather than unsupported, general claims about impact as are
communicated in Suburban Engineering's submitted response. Without details, the Committee
cannot confirm the tradeoffs between visual and environmental impacts of various alternatives as
represented by Suburban Engineering.

RESPONSE: Based on the size of the proposed treatment building, Suburban Engineering has
evaluated several different potential building locations onsite. The alternative building locations
(along with their related impacts) are discussed below:

- Alternate Location No. 1: Shifting the Building 25-ft to the West

Under this Alternate Location, the proposed building would be shifted to the west, where the
building would have a separation of approximately 48-ft between the western edge of the
building and the western property line. Based on a preliminary review of the site elevations
within th  is areaq, the finished floor elevation of the building would need to be adjusted to
suit the surrounding grades (by lowering the finished floor elevation). A long with this,
the internal piping modifications, stormwater management system relocation (including
underground piping modifications), additional raw and finished water yard piping, additional
electrical condvit, fencing modifications and driveway modifications  would be required
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to accommodate the revised building location. Furthermore, it is worth noting that the
wetland mitigation area would also be reduced to accommodate such site modifications.

- Alternate Location No. 2: Shift The Western Edge of the Building 70-ft to the West

Under this Alternate Location, the proposed building would be shifted to the west, where the
building would have a separation of approximately 8-ft between the western edge of the
building and the western property line. This alternative location would have similar impacts
as denoted under Alternative Location No. 1, however, the exient of the impacts would be
increased. In regards to the site clearing and grading requirements, as the entire building
would be shifted over to this area, there would be a grade difference of about 5-ft between
the front and back-side of the building. This would require additional  site modifications
for grading in the vicinity of the existing high-pressure finished water main . Inregards
to the wetland miligation areaq, under this alternative location, the entire wetland mitigation
area would be removed and different alternatives  would need to be considered, which
may not be on property owned by VWNY, and/or contiguous to the existing wetland buffer
areq. Along with this, the internal modifications, the stormwater management system
relocation (including underground piping modifications), additional raw and finished water
yard piping, additional electrical conduit, fencing modifications and driveway
modifications, would be  necessary to accommodate the alternate building location.

- Alternate Location No. 3: Rotate Building such that the Long Building Side is 12’ off of the
Western Property Line

Under this Alternate Location, the proposed building would be shifted to the west and rotated
{such that the long edge of the building would be parallel to the western properly line),
where there would be an offset of approximately 12-ft between the building and the western
properly line. This alternative location would have similar impacts as denoted under
Alternative Location No. 2, however, the exient of the impacts would be increased. In
regards to the site clearing and grading requirements, instead of the clearing for the width
of the building (30'-8") the entire length of the building (56’-0") would need to be cleared
and graded to accommodate the surrounding grades (which would result in an approximate
10-ft grade difference across the building). Along with the significant site clearing and
grading requirements, the proposed shifting of the building would impact the existing high-
pressure water main which extend:s into the adjacent property's easement. This may require
relocating the watermain and extending the easement area to accommodate the
alternate building location. Furthermore, similar wetland mitigation removal, as well as site
and building layout modifications would be required to accommodate the alternate building
location.

As denoted above, each alternative location, as compared to the proposed building location
on the Site Plan, would pose greater impacts to the site and the environmental features.
Additionally, shifting the building may increase the visibility of the proposed building and the
generator, backwash tank, and water treatment plant from the vantage point of the Somers Land
Trust pavilion area. In all, shifting the proposed building risks delays leading to noncompliance
with existing PFAS regulations.

Proposed “aesthetic improvements” to the building were still missing from the submitted elevation
plans. Without these, the Committee cannot determine the degree to which the building conforms
to neighborhood character. The Committee does appreciate that the applicant admits that such
is an issue.

RESPONSE: The Building Aesthetic Improvement exhibit has been provided with the initial Planning
Board Application Documents on March 06, 2026, associated with the April 8™, 2024, Planning Board
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Meeting. Furthermore, the Building Aesthetic Improvements Exhibit has been incorporated into the
Site Plan. Please refer to Drawing No. A200 for additional information.

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION REVIEW LETTER DATED MAY 22, 2026

At ourmonthly meeting on April 15, 2026, a submission received for the Heritage Hills Water Treatment
Plant was reviewed and discussed. The Bureau would like to see a building section of the proposed
building and what will be inside for example chemicals, flammabiles. In addition, they would like the
applicant to address the sections of the 2025 NYS Fire Code as it pertains to emergency access.

A representative from Veolia and three representatives from their engineering firm attended our
May 20t meeting for a review and discussion. The same two chemicals being stored in the existing
building will be moved into the new building. It was also noted that the primary gate has to be 18’
wide and must have a Knox pad lock. There has to be a Knox Box on site for the existing and new
buildings. There must be exterior horn strobes on both buildings. The proposed turning radius is fine
and each building has to be labeled with a letter, A and B

RESPONSE: Acknowledged, the Site has been updated to reflect an 18-ft wide access gate (at the
location of the existing driveway), as well as would incorporate several notes regarding the Knox
padlock, Knox box, horn strobe, and building labeling requirements. Please refer to Drawing No.
€201 for additional information.

If you need further assistance regarding this matter, please contact our office. Thank you.

Very fruly yours,
SUBURBAN CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.

William A. Schirmann
Project Coordinator

/imb

Enclosures: As outiined above

cc: Llino J. Sciarretta, Esq, Partner, Bleakly Piatt & Schmidt, LLP (Isciaretta@bpslaw.com]
Daniel Schoenfelder, Project Engineer, Veolia Water New York (Daniel.schoenfelder@veolia.com)

G:\Projects\R14119-0]1 I\Documents\Applicationsandpermits\Town Of Somers\XX
Meetings\20260513_Planningboardmeeting{Publichearing)\20260618_R14119-011_WAS_LTR_Planningboard_Commeniresponse.Docx



TOWN OF SOMERS
WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NEW YORK
CHAPTER 67 “APPLICATION PROCESSING RESTRICTIVE LAW”

CERTIFICATION
For: Chapter 167 ' Wetland and Water Course Protection'

I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge no outstanding fees are due and owing
to the Town of Somers for the following property:

] 06.20 10 13
Section Block. Lot

Property Address__ 406 Roule 202, Somers, NY 10589

Permit Applying For For: Application for Environmental Permit - Chapter 167 ' Wetland and Water Course Protection’

Furthermore, I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge no outstanding violation
(as that term is defined for the purposes of the Application Processing Restrictive Law,
Paragraph 4D) of local laws or ordinances of the Town of Somers exist with respect to
the above cited property or any structure or use existing thereon.

Signed /\(%”t Signed

(Ovmer of R

(Applicant for Permit)
C //1[()’ 5//}2("14/0

(Print Name) (Print Name)

Date (—5/ 20 / 2024 Date

CONFIRMATIONS

Date:

Engineering Department

Date:

Zoning Enforcement Officer

Last Revised 11/2023
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TOWN OF SOMERS
WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NEW YORK
APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PERMIT
CHAPTER 167 "WETLAND AND WATER COURSE PROTECTION"
APPLICATION FEE:

Alteration of Wetlands Fee: $200 minimum fee plus $100 per 5,000 S.F. of regulated area or proposed

portions thereof to be disturbed.

Annual Maintenance Permit Renewal Fee: Administrative Permit: $25.00, Planning Board Permit:

$75.00

Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment Control Application Fee: $100 for disturbances of five

thousand (5,000) square feet and/or for the placement or removal of 50 cubic yards of soil, plus $500 for WCE'VED
additional acre of disturbance,

OWNER: Veclia Water New York, inc. Tel #:

Matling Address:_162 Old Mill Road, West Nyack, NY 10994

Email address: J UN 1 9 2028
APPLICANT: Veolia Water New Yorl, Inc, Tel. #:

Mailing Address: 162 Old Mill Raad, West Nyack, NY 10994 PLAN NIN

Email address: G & ENG'NEER' NG
State authority: _NY If other than owner, authorization nmust be submitted in erng\.N N O SOMERS
PREMISES: Sheet: 0620 Block: 10 Lot: __13

Situated on the Nothwest gjde of _ Somerstown Road (U.S. Highway Roule 202) (Street), 1500 feet

from the intersection of __ 0Ol Croton Falls Road / Somerstown Road {US Highway Route 202) (Street)

Th's piciect i recLived Lo rorrply with mar galoy EPA and Siata PFAS Regulations for VIYNY's Henrage Hhils WTP Fariay (PWSID No
NY5017221) Tl cxetection sl cansist of the sla aton &l 4 rew PFAS lealmest bu Liog o liousc te $3AC Fikiralon vessnlz, which aco .0
DESCRIPTION OF WORK A_ND PURPOSE be useq 10 1Enee FF AS 10 jegliiony songl ance fevels The existing sodium Dypachionie Al sud v hysioude chem.cat Ieeds{urnml be
IEIO@N '0 CBdica.ad ronms whin ‘na new burkiing An atoveground chionine con.act lars will be instaled {0 weplace the exisiing chamber
vigion sife i an0 associated e requited and are hther deSned 'n ha Plans and Enginger s

klpm The proyec, Wil IS0 ks a water S04 Lack, Paved GHVeway. 30 |BIEIIOLAR BEXPWA.C7 RIK ACIEIBDN Systent, At 2
abovegrount soll conlsinment pad is froposed

The information listed below shall only relate to the impact within wetland and/or wetland buffer:

SIZE OF ACTIVITY AREA: _0.496 acres

Is work proposed in Wetland:__No or Wetland Control Area:_Work to bs conducied within Welland Adjacent Areas
Is there an existing house located on the site:_No. Saveral water eaiment siructures onsile.

Is pond, lake or detention basin proposed to be cleaned: No

Functions provided by Wetland: Potential habitat for T&E spacies & Flood Cantral

Wetland Expert delineaﬁng Wethand; Matthew S, Popin . Verified by Paige Lewandowski at NYSDEC

ESTIMATED QUANTITY OF EARTH WORK:

Excavated material placed as fill: 60 CY.

Imported Fill Type: 0 C.Y.

PROPOSED STARTING DATE: Q12027 PROPOSED COMPLETION DATE; Q1 2028
PLANS PREPARED BY: Suburban Engineering DATED: 02/18/2026

**Plans must be submitted with application.**
LIST OF APPLICABLE COUNTY, STATE, OR FEDERAL PERMITS:

Town of Somers: Planaing Board tion for Plan \on for S! ter Managarmnant and Eraslon ant Sadimen) Control.
and Tree R a) Pagmit tion. & NY! : Fi Wetlands P I NYSDOH: Waler S im) i3

LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS OF RECORD OF LANDS AND CLAIMANTS OF WATER RIGHTS
WITHIN 100 FEET OF SUBJECT PROPERTY

_NAME_ __ADDRESS BLOCK __LOTS

Condominium Number 8 Heritage Hills of Weslchester 262 Heritage Hills, Somars, NY 10589 10 8

N/F Somers Land Tiust, Inc, 401 Route 202, Samers, NY 10589 10 15
APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE: DATE:

OWNER'S SIGNATURE: f X DATE; 3 / ;4 12(226‘

*APPLICATION MUST BE ACCOMPANIED WITH A COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FORM, COMPLETE PLANS FOR LOT IMPROVEMENTS, AND LOCATION MAP OF WETLANDS AS

THEY EXIST IN THE FIELD OR AS SHOWN ON SOMERS ENVIRONMENTAL MAPS.
crerretnrarernrrsensocemenssnnrnieorarnnnd OIICE USB OMIY. . cntii it iiiie i et senene

Admuusn‘atxve Permlt

Planning Board Permit:

Z\PE\General files\Permit Application forms\Somers P&E_Wetlands_2002-07.D0C



APPLICANT ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

For: Chapter 167 ' Wetland and Water Course Protection'

By making this application, the undersigned Applicant agrees to permit Town officials
and their representatives to conduct on-site inspections in connection with the review of
this application.

The applicant also agrees to pay all expenses for the cost of professional review services
required for this application, as referred to in §133-1 of the Code of the Town of Somers.
As such, an Escrow Account, according to §133-2 of the Code of the Town of Somers,
may be required.

It is further acknowledged by the Applicant that all bills for the professional review
services shall be mailed to the Applicant, unless the Town is notified in writing by the
Applicant at the time of initial submission of the application that such mailings should be
sent to a designated representative instead.

Signature of Applicant: Date:
Signature of Property Owner: C%/A/ Date:__ S / ?Q,@ZL—‘
(if different from applicant) — ¢

RECEIVED

JUN 19 202

PLANNING & ENGINEERING
TOWN OF SOMERS
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STATE Environmental

Conservation AMANDA LEFTON
Commissioner

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO ALL PERMITTEES

The permit you requested is enclosed. Please read it carefully and note the conditions
that are included in it. The permit is valid for only that activity expressly authorized
therein; work beyond the scope of the permit may be considered a violation of law and
be subject to appropriate enforcement action. Granting of this permit does not relieve
the permittee of the responsibility of obtaining any other permission, consent or
approval from any other federal, state, or local government which may be required.

Please note the expiration date of the permit. Applications for permit extension should
be made well in advance of the expiration date (minimum of 30 days) and submitted to
the Regional Permit Administrator electronically via email to dep.r3@dec.ny.gov.
Submission of hard copies is optional.

The DEC permit number & program ID number noted on page 1 under “Permit

Authorization” of the permit are important and should be retained for your records.
These numbers should be referenced on all correspondence related to the permit,
and on any future applications for permits associated with this facility/project area.

If a permit notice sign is enclosed, you must post it at the work site with appropriate
weather protection, as well as a copy of the permit per General Condition 2.

If you have any questions on the extent of work authorized or your obligations under the
permit, please feel free to contact me.

Michael Grosso
Division of Environmental Permits,
Region 3

RECEIVED

JUN 19 2026

PLANNING & ENGINEER
IN
TOWN OF SOMERS @

‘ Division of Environmental Permits
21 South Putt Corners Rd, New Paltz, NY 12561 | dec.ny.gov | dep.r3@dec.ny.gov | (845) 256-3054
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
Facility DEC ID 3-5552-00029

PERMIT
Under the Environmental Conservation Law (ECL)

Permittee and Facility Information

Permit Issued To: Facility:

VEOLIA WATER NEW YORK, INC. HERITAGE HILLS OF WESTCHESTER
WATER SYSTEM

162 Old Mill Rd RTE 202

West Nyack, NY 10994 SOMERS, NY 10589

(877) 426-8969

Facility Location: in SOMERS in WESTCHESTER COUNTY
Facility Principal Reference Point: NYTM-E: 608.754 NYTM-N: 4577.251

Latitude: 41°20'21.9" Longitude: 73°42'00.7"
Authorized Activity: This permit authorizes disturbance to the state regulated 100-foot adjacent area of
NYS Freshwater Wetlands for the purpose of constructing a PFAS treatment system with all federal,
state, and locally required features. The approved area is restricted to the limit of disturbance shown on
the approved plans.

As per Natural Resource Condition No. 4, any tree cutting for this project shall take place in winter
between November 1st and March 31st of any given year to avoid impacts to Northern Long-eared bats.

Permit Authorizations

Freshwater Wetlands - Under Article 24
Permit ID 3-5552-00029/00004
New Permit Effective Date: 6/5/2026 Expiration Date: 12/31/2030

NYSDEC Approval

By acceptance of this permit, the permittee agrees that the permit is contingent upon strict
compliance with the ECL, all applicable regulations, and all conditions included as part of this
permit.

Permit Administrator: REBECCA S CRIST, Deputy Regional Permit Administrator
Address: NYSDEC Region 3 Headquarters

21 S Putt Corners Rd

New Paltz, NY 12561

Authorized Signature: Aebecea S. @udi’ Date 06 / 05 / 2026

Page 1 of 6



NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
Facility DEC ID 3-5552-00029

-

6. Equipment Cleaning Before equipment and materials are used in any project work area involving
regulated waters or wetlands, the equipment must be inspected for, and cleaned of, any visible soils,
vegetation, and debris to prevent the potential introduction of invasive species into regulated waters or
wetlands from other areas.

7. Install Erosion Controls Before any soil is disturbed on the subject site, the permittee shall install
erosion and sedimentation controls which are adequate to prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site.
Such controls shall be maintained until the unpaved portions of subject site, if any, are stabilized by a
self-sustaining cover of vegetation that is adequate to prevent erosion and sedimentation on and off such
site. Before such controls are removed, the permittee shall remove all sediment that has accumulated at
such controls.

8. Precautions Against Contamination of Waters All necessary precautions shall be taken to
preclude contamination of any wetland or waterway by suspended solids, sediments, fuels, solvents,
lubricants, epoxy coatings, paints, concrete, leachate or any other environmentally deleterious materials
associated with the project.

9. Work Within Area Depicted on Plans All construction activity, including operation of machinery,
excavation, filling, grading, clearing of vegetation, disposal of waste, street paving and stockpiling of
material must take place within the project site as depicted on the project plans referenced by this permit.
Construction activity is prohibited within areas to be left in a natural condition or areas not designated by
the subject permit.

10. Prior Approval of Changes If the permittee desires to make any minor changes to the scope of the
work shown in the approved plans referenced in Natural Resource Permit Condition 1 or seeks minor
changes to any conditions of this permit not related to bats, the permittee shall submit a request via email
to the Bureau of Ecosystem Health (R3.BEH@dec.ny.gov) to make such proposed changes. The
proposed changes shall not be implemented unless authorized in writing by the Department. Issuance of
such approval without modification of the permit is at the Department's discretion.

11. Clean Fill Only All fill shall consist of clean soil, sand and/or gravel that is free of the following
substances: asphalt, slag, flyash, broken concrete, demolition debris, garbage, household refuse, tires,
woody materials including tree or landscape debris, and metal objects. The introduction of materials
toxic to aquatic life is expressly prohibited.

12. Concrete Leachate During construction, no wet or fresh concrete or leachate shall be allowed to
escape into any wetlands or waters of New York State, nor shall washings from ready-mixed concrete
trucks, mixers, or other devices be allowed to enter any wetland or waters. Only watertight or
waterproof forms shall be used. Wet concrete shall not be poured to displace water within the forms.

13. Disposal of Material Any demolition debris, excess construction materials, and/or excess
excavated materials shall be immediately and completely disposed of on an approved upland site more
than 100 feet from any regulated waterbody or wetland. These materials shall be suitably stabilized so as
not to re-enter any water body, wetland, or wetland adjacent area; and must be disposed of in accordance
with all local, state, and federal statutes, regulations, or ordinances.

14. Seed, Mulch Disturbed Areas All areas of soil disturbance resulting from this project shall be
seeded with an appropriate perennial grass, and mulched with straw immediately upon completion of the
project, within two days of final grading, or by the expiration of the permit, whichever is first.

Page 3 of 6
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
Facility DEC ID 3-5552-00029

15. State Not Liable for Damage The State of New York shall in no case be liable for any damage or
injury to the structure or work herein authorized which may be caused by or result from future operations
undertaken by the State for the conservation or improvement of navigation, or for other purposes, and no
claim or right to compensation shall accrue from any such damage.

16. State May Order Removal or Alteration of Work If future operations by the State of New York
require an alteration in the position of the structure or work herein authorized, or if, in the opinion of the
Department of Environmental Conservation it shall cause unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation
of said waters or flood flows or endanger the health, safety or welfare of the people of the State, or cause
loss or destruction of the natural resources of the State, the owner may be ordered by the Department to
remove or alter the structural work, obstructions, or hazards caused thereby without expense to the State,
and if, upon the expiration or revocation of this permit, the structure, fill, excavation, or other
modification of the watercourse hereby authorized shall not be completed, the owners, shall, without
expense to the State, and to such extent and in such time and manner as the Department of
Environmental Conservation may require, remove all or any portion of the uncompleted structure or fill
and restore to its former condition the navigable and flood capacity of the watercourse. No claim shall
be made against the State of New York on account of any such removal or alteration.

17. State May Require Site Restoration If upon the expiration or revocation of this permit, the
project hereby authorized has not been completed, the applicant shall, without expense to the State, and
to such extent and in such time and manner as the Department of Environmental Conservation may
lawfully require, remove all or any portion of the uncompleted structure or fill and restore the site to its
former condition. No claim shall be made against the State of New York on account of any such
removal or alteration.

GENERAL CONDITIONS - Apply to ALL Authorized Permits:

1. Facility Inspection by The Department The permitted site or facility, including relevant records, is
subject to inspection at reasonable hours and intervals by an authorized representative of the Department
of Environmental Conservation (the Department) to determine whether the permittee is complying with
this permit and the ECL. Such representative may order the work suspended pursuant to ECL 71- 0301
and SAPA 401(3).

The permittee shall provide a person to accompany the Department's representative during an inspection
to the permit area when requested by the Department.

A copy of this permit, including all referenced maps, drawings and special conditions, must be available
for inspection by the Department at all times at the project site or facility. Failure to produce a copy of
the permit upon request by a Department representative is a violation of this permit.

2. Relationship of this Permit to Other Department Orders and Determinations Unless expressly
provided for by the Department, issuance of this permit does not modify, supersede or rescind any order
or determination previously issued by the Department or any of the terms, conditions or requirements
contained in such order or determination.

Page 4 of 6




NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

% (

Facility DEC ID 3-5552-00029

3. Applications For Permit Renewals, Modifications or Transfers The permittee must submit a
separate written application to the Department for permit renewal, modification or transfer of this
permit. Such application must include any forms or supplemental information the Department requires.
Any renewal, modification or transfer granted by the Department must be in writing. Submission of
applications for permit renewal, modification or transfer are to be submitted to:

Regional Permit Administrator
NYSDEC Region 3 Headquarters
21 S Putt Corners Rd

New Paltz, NY12561

4. Submission of Renewal Application The permittee must submit a renewal application at least 30
days before permit expiration for the following permit authorizations: Freshwater Wetlands.

5. Permit Modifications, Suspensions and Revocations by the Department The Department
reserves the right to exercise all available authority to modify, suspend or revoke this permit. The
grounds for modification, suspension or revocation include:

a.

b.

materially false or inaccurate statements in the permit application or supporting papers;
failure by the permittee to comply with any terms or conditions of the permit;
exceeding the scope of the project as described in the permit application;

newly discovered material information or a material change in environmental conditions, relevant
technology or applicable law or regulations since the issuance of the existing permit;

noncompliance with previously issued permit conditions, orders of the commissioner, any
provisions of the Environmental Conservation Law or regulations of the Department related to
the permitted activity.

6. Permit Transfer Permits are transferrable unless specifically prohibited by statute, regulation or
another permit condition. Applications for permit transfer should be submitted prior to actual transfer of
ownership.

Page S of 6
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
Facility DEC ID 3-5552-00029

NOTIFICATION OF OTHER PERMITTEE OBLIGATIONS

Item A: Permittee Accepts Legal Responsibility and Agrees to Indemnification

The permittee, excepting state or federal agencies, expressly agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the
Department of Environmental Conservation of the State of New York, its representatives, employees,
and agents ("DEC") for all claims, suits, actions, and damages, to the extent attributable to the
permittee's acts or omissions in connection with the permittee’s undertaking of activities in connection
with, or operation and maintenance of, the facility or facilities authorized by the permit whether in
compliance or not in compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit. This indemnification does
not extend to any claims, suits, actions, or damages to the extent attributable to DEC's own negligent or
intentional acts or omissions, or to any claims, suits, or actions naming the DEC and arising under
Article 78 of the New York Civil Practice Laws and Rules or any citizen suit or civil rights provision
under federal or state laws.

Item B: Permittee's Contractors to Comply with Permit

The permittee is responsible for informing its independent contractors, employees, agents and assigns of
their responsibility to comply with this permit, including all special conditions while acting as the
permittee's agent with respect to the permitted activities, and such persons shall be subject to the same
sanctions for violations of the Environmental Conservation Law as those prescribed for the permittee.

Item C: Permittee Responsible for Obtaining Other Required Permits
The permittee is responsible for obtaining any other permits, approvals, lands, easements and rights-of-
way that may be required to carry out the activities that are authorized by this permit.

Item D: No Right to Trespass or Interfere with Riparian Rights

This permit does not convey to the permittee any right to trespass upon the lands or interfere with the
riparian rights of others in order to perform the permitted work nor does it authorize the impairment of
any rights, title, or interest in real or personal property held or vested in a person not a party to the
permit.

Item E: SEQR Unlisted Action, No Lead Agency, No Significant Impact Under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR), the project associated with this permit is classified as an
Unlisted Action and the Department of Environmental Conservation has determined that it will not have
a significant effect on the environment. Other involved agencies may reach an independent
determination of environmental significance for this project.

Page 6 of 6



New York State

Department of Environmental Conservation

- NOTICE

et
o

The Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) has issued permit(s)
pursuant to the Environmental Conservation Law for work being conducted at this
site. For further information regarding the nature and extent of work approved and
any Department condition on it, contact the DEC at 845-256-3054. Please refer to

the permit number shown when contacting the DEC.

Veolia
Permittee: Water New York, Inc. Permit No. 3-5552-00029/00004
Effective Date: ___June 5, 2026 Expiration Date: _ December 31, 2030

0 Applicable if checked. No instream work allowed between October 1 & April 30

NOTE: This notice is NOT a permit.
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Date of Document: _
SUN 8 i

STORMWATER CONTROL FACILI

TYLANNING & EN
GINEERING
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT TOWN OF SOMERS

Whereas, the Town of Somets ("Town") located at 335 Route 202 Somers, New York 10589 located
in the Town of Somets, County of Westchester, State of New York and Veolia Water New York, Inc.
("Facility Owner") located at 162 Old Mill Road, West Nyack, New Yotk 10994 for the address 405
Route 202, Somers, New York 10589, Town of Somers, County of Westchester, State of New York,
Section 6.20, Block 10, Lot 13, want to enter into an agreement to provide for the long term
maintenance and continuation of stormwater control measures approved by the Town for the below
named project, and Whereas, the Town and the Facility Owner desire that the stormwater control
measures be built in accordance with the approved project plans and thereafter be maintained, cleaned,
repaired, replaced and continued in perpetuity in order to ensure optimum performance of the
components. Therefore, the Town and the Facility Owner agree as follows:

1. This agreement binds the Town and the Facility Owner, its successors and assigns, to the
maintenance provisions depicted in the approved project plans which are attached as Schedule
A of this agreement.

2. 'The Facility Ownert shall maintain, clean, repair, replace and continue the stormwater control
measures depicted in Schedule A as necessary to ensure optimum performance of the
measures to design specifications. The stormwater control measutes shall include, but shall
not be limited to, the following: drainage ditches, swales, dry wells, infiltrators, drop inlets,
pipes, culvetts, soil absorption devices and retention ponds.

3. 'The Facility Owner shall be responsible for all expenses related to the maintenance of the
stormwater control measures and shall establish a means for the collection and distribution of
expenses among parties for any commonly owned facilities.

4. The Facility Owner shall provide for the periodic inspection of the stormwater control
measutes, not less than once in every five year period, to determine the condition and integrity
of the measures. Such inspection shall be performed by a Professional Engineer licensed by
the State of New York. The inspecting engineer shall prepare and submit to the Town within
30 days of the inspection, a written report of the findings including recommendations for
those actions necessary for the continuation of the stormwater control measures.

5. The Facility Owner shall not authorize, undertake or permit alteration, abandonment,
modification or discontinuation of the stormwatet control measutres except in accordance with
wtitten approval of the Town.

6. The Facility Owner shall undertake necessary repairs and replacement of the stormwater
control measures at the direction of the Town or in accordance with the recommendations of
the inspecting engineer.

7. 'This agreement shall be recorded in the Office of the County Clerk, County of Westchester
together with the deed for the common property and shall be included in the offering plan
and/or prospectus approved pursuant to :




8. This agreement is effective

Printed Name
TOWN OF SOMERS

Date of Signature:

By:
Signature of Mayor

By:

Printed Name

Date of Signature:

VEOLIA WATER NEW YORK, INC.

By:

President / Owner




Schedule A:
STORMWATER CONTROL FACILITY
INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE
Stormwater Management Structures:

o \egetated areas tributary to the French drain
¢ Pretreatment Sediment Chamber (SC-1)

e  Drywell (DW-1)

s Riprap Apron (RR-1)

* Manufactured Treatment Device (MTD-1)

¢ Underground Infiltration Basin (BSN-1)
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1. Proper routine maintenance of the post-construction stormwater management system
(SWS) is required to ensure it continues to function as designed and permitted.
Maintenance activities shall be performed as outlined in Table 1.

2. Periodic inspections of the entire stormwater system (SWS) by the owner’s personnel
specifically assigned to this task, or duly authorized representative of the owner, should
occur ata minimum frequency of once per month, with additionalinspections within 24
hours of the end of significant weather events (e.g show, ice, rain). For purposes of this
SWM Agreement, a significant weather event is defined as any storm event resulting in

ec i t

one (1} inch or greater of rainfall during a consecutive 24-hour period.

3. The stormwater management system conditions during the inspection should be

recorded, and a log of inspection dates shall be maintained by the owner.

TABLE 1:
SYSTEM MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE
COMPONENT REQUIREMENTS FREQUENCY
1. Mow Grass 1. Monthly
VEGETATED 2. Remove all liter and debris 2. Monthly
AREAS 3. Remove and replace dead or diseased vegetation 3. Semi-Annually
4. Remove weeds 4. Semi-Annually
FRENCH ; gemove all debrlst a?d litter vf”rﬂ(;m stone cover. 21 11:4/Ion:}l:lly
DRAIN . Remove any vegetation gro . Monthly
1. Remove accumulated sediment 1. Every 5 years, or when
PRETREATMENT storage volume has
SEDIMENTATION been reduced by 33%
CHAMBER of the height of the
basin sump.
1. Remove all liter and debris 1. Semi-Annually
RIPRAP APRON 2. Remove weeds and vegetation 2. Semi-Annually
UFACTURED Refer to attached Manufacturer Recommendation for Inspection and
R IDIENT Maintenance Requir ts
DEVICE (MTD) intenance Requiremen
mFIli_,l'}cl;{ig}J(l)g) Refer to attached Manufacturer Recommendation for Inspection and

BASIN

Maintenance Requirements




tormw B

STANDARD MANHOLE FRAME & ADA

GRATE CAMPBELL #11298 0}! EQUAL

INLET PIPE FROM
FRENCH DRAIN
{SEE PLANS FOR INVERT)

NOTES:

1.

!
+

45 DEGREE BEND

—

12"
MIN.

\ 47 THICK

PRECAST
CONCRETE LID

6

SUMP
16“
MiN.

[

4

1\ OUTLET PIPE

TO DRYWELL
(SEE PLANS FOR INVERT)

\ 4'X'4 PRECAST

CONCRETE
STRUCTURE

40"

SEDIMENTATION CHAMBER SUMP SHALL PROVIDE A MINIMUM OF TWENTY ONE (21) CUBIC FEET
OF SEDIMENT STORAGE BELOW THE INVERT OF THE OUTLET PIPE.

PRETREATMENT SEDIMENTATION CHAMBER

DETAIL

N.T.S.



D

U (DW-1):

DRY WELL SIZING CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED STORAGE:
WATER QUALITY VOLUME = 42 CF

CAPACITY OF ONE 4" GONC. SEEPAGE TANKS:

{2F x 3.14 x 3 = 37.70 CUFT

WITH 12" OF 2 1/2" CLEAN CRUSHED STONE AROUND PERIMETER @ 40% VOID RATIO:
{(3.25* x 3.14 x 3] - [{2.25)* x 3.14 x 3] x 0.40 = 20.71 CUFT

WITH 12" OF 2 1/2" CLEAN CRUSHED STONE BELOW @ 40% VOID RATIO:

{(3.25F x 3.14 x 1] = 13.27 CUFT

37.70 CUFT + 20.71 CUFT + 13.27 CUFT = 71.68 CF STORAGE > 42 CF

PROPOSED SOLID MANHOLE AND FRAME
TO BE FLUSH WITH EXISTING GRADE

TOP 1116*
el
PSS I A IS AN AN
3 all M'N
| 1" |
233.75 / = 32 = riL
6" PVC . O O O O 6" PVC
INLET ] OVERFLOW
O O O : TO GRADE
FILTER FABRIC —— & ; g
(AASHTO M288-06 CLASS 2) O O |2
(TYP.) 12° §
2.5" & CLEAN CRUSHED STONE 3 /4
& SEEPAGE PIT BY PEERLESS —— =
CONCRETE OR EQUAL
g
< BOTTOM
N N S A AN AN A AN A A A AN R BN
e P
Imp) 1

DRYWELL DETAIL

N.T.S.




PLAN VIEW
EXISTING GRADE (TYP.) FROFOSED GRADE
MAX 3:1 (TYp)
—— dso
AGGREGATE #57

’
< } La -
L L UNDISTURBED
SUBGRADE (TYP.)
FILTER FABRIC
CALCULATIONS:
Tw< {00 La = 1.8(/DL%+70, Wa=3W,+1,

ds= 4B dP  Where o=
Where Tw cannot be computed, use Tw= 0.2 D,

Wo=0.5
Dy = 0.5 W, 1.5
Q=0.10cfs
q=0.2 cfsift La 4
La=4.0
Wa =5.5 (USE 6) Wa ¢
dg, =0.5'

RIPRAP APRON

N.T.S



Manufactured Treatment Devi MTD-1):

ATTENTION:
THIS TREATMENT UNIT WAS DESIGNED BASED ON THE GEOTECMICAL INVESTIGATION FINDING NO EVIDENCE OF GROUNDWATER. IF THE GROUNDWATER
DEPTH ABOVE THE BOTTOM OF THE SUMP EXCEEDS ONE-THIRD THE DEPTH OF THE UNIT, CONTACT ADS FOR SOLUTIONS.

* CONCRETE SLAB DIMENSIONS ARE FOR GUIDELINE PURPOSES ONLY. ACTUAL CONCRETE SLAB MUST BE DESIGNED TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION
LOCAL SOIL CONDITIONS. TRAFFIC LOADING, & OTHER APPLICABLE DESIGN FACTORS.

" SUPPLIED BY ADS FOR LOADS NOT 7O EXCEED HL-03; SEE 5T0-414 FOR FURTHER DETAILS OF FRAME & COVER, ALTERNATE LID & FRAME BY OTHERS
AS ALLOWED PER DESIGN ENGINEER. FRAME TO BE SUPPORTED BY CONCRETE COLLAR.

SEE NOTE* FRAME & GRATE OR SCLIDLID
\ / {FLUSH)

T B T
—_— |
e
2.5 [301
MiN
CENTER CYLINDER INTEGRATED
\ INTERNAL WEIR
N /
a \ / 0000
$ 15.00° [1B0F) MAX
:> 7.08' [657 MIN
AW
=
INLET MUST BE _// e S
EQUAL OR HIGHER ANGLED e — 458 (557
THAN CUTLET BAFFLES
e 3.00' [36"] —=
4
©° (MIN} HESIGN BY $/TE ENGINEER ] o - \- GLASS | BACKFILL & BEDDING PER ASTM
PER LOADING AND SOIL CONDITIONS D2321, MATERIAL SHALL RE WELL PLAGED
UNIFORMLY AROUND STRUCTURE AND
PROFILE VIEW INLET CONNECTIONS AND COMPAGTED IN
—nE 2 (MAX)LIFTS AT LEAST 18" FROM

OUTSIDE ORSTRUCTURE.



Manufactured Treatment Device (MTD-1) (Cont.)

2445
AVAILABLE FOR INLET
CONNECTIONS
(WHERE AFPLICABLE)

307 SOLI0 LD
FOR DUCTH.E IRON FLAT TOP

ARCADIA ARIPC

INLET PIPE(S) (936" CONGRETE MANHOLE PROVIDED BY ADS)

18" MAX DIAMETER

QUTLET PIPE
D18° MAX THAMETER

PLAN VIEW
NTS

PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS

¢ THE STORMWATER TREATMENT UNIT HAS BEEN BEEN DESIGNED T0O BE AS AN INLINE UNIT CAPABLE OF CONVEYING 100% OF THE DESIGN PEAK FLOW.

& THE ARCADIA UNIT SHALL BE DESIGNED TO REMOVE AT LEAST 80% OF THE SUSPENDED SOLIDS ON AN ANNUAL AGGREGATE REMOVAL BASIS. SAID
REMOVAL SHALL BE BASED ON FULL-SCALE THIRD PARTY WERIFIED TESTING USING OK-110 MEDIA GRADATION OR EQUIVALENT AND 300 MG/L INFLUENT

CONCENTRATION. FULL SCALE TESTING SHALL HAVE INCLUDED SEORENT CAPTURE BASED ON ACTUAL TOTAL MASS COLLECTED BY THE
STORMWATER TREATMENT UNIT.

NOTES:
»  ENGINEER | CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM PIPE MATERIALS AND APPLICABLE ADAPTERS,
CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MATERIAL AND LABOR TO BRING CASTINGS TO FINISHED GRADE,

-
= CONTRACTOR TO MEASURE HEIGHT OF STRUCTURE TO ENSURE THAT DEPTH OF EXCAVATIOM IS CORRECT.
*  UNIT SHALL CONFORM TO HS20-44 LOAD RATINGS,




nuf. t Devic -1
Table 1: Arcadia Hydrodynamic Separator Models and Associated MTFRs
Arcadia Diameter Maximum Treatment Hydraulic
Hydrodynamic (ty ‘ Treatment Flow Area Loading Rate
Scparator Modcl Ratc (cfs) (sq. ft.) m/sq. fi.
Arcadia ARC3 3 _0.95 7.07 60.0
Arcadia ARC4 4 1.68 12.57 $0.0
Arcadia ARCS 5 2.63 19.63 60.0
Arcadia ARC6 6 3.78 28.27 60.0
Arcadia ARCS 8 6.72 50.27 60.0
Arcadia ARCID 10 10.5 78.54 60.0
Arcadla Storage Capecities

Manhole Diametar

™ ()

Gallons

Total System
Volume

Treatmant

Chamber Capacity Capacity

sallors (L8ers)

Standard Sediment
(18" depth)

iy

NJDEP Sediment
Capacity (SO% of
Standard Depth)

Yare' I}

AR3 36(914) 242(317) 203 (767) .39 {0.30} 0.19{0.15)
AR4 48(1219) 635 (2402) 564 (2135) 0.20 {0.53} 0.35(0.27)
ARS 60 {1524) 991 (3753) 821 (3336} 1.09{0.83) 0.35{0.42)
ARG 72{1829) 1428 (5404) 1269 (4804) 157 (1.20) 0.7940.60)
ARS 96 (2438) 4136 (15656) 3854 (14588) 2.79(2.14} 1.40(1.07)
ARID 12013048) 7931 (30022 7450 (28354) 4.36(3.34) 2.18(1.67)

ARCADIA ARC3 WATER QUALITY UNIT

NIT- s-

10



rgr Infi BSN-1):
PROPOSED LAYOUT PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
H SC-310 GHAMEERS A3 : : NT/UNFZ 2343
H SC-310 END CAPS 228.1
WE (In} 227,
(Inj 227.67)
227.87
TNSTAI : TOP : — 22730
230 (PERIMETER STONE INCLUDED) TOP OF SC-310 CHAMBER: 226
(COVER STONE INCLUDED, 8% % 8" TOP MANIFOLD INVERT: 225,
BASE STONE INCLUDED) 12" ISOLATOR ROW PLUS INVERT: - i 225.0
BOTTOM OF 5C-310 CHAMBER: 2250
58.3 BOTICOM OF STONE: 224.5

2v -

\ S S . .. D
A==
| k{ . ” i 'fl et E‘

i ISOLATOR ROW PLUS
AN\ \| (SEE DETAIL)
PLAGE MINIMUM 12.50' OF ADSPLUSE25 WOVEN GEOTEXTILE OVER BEDDING

STONE AND UNDERNEATH CHAMBER FEET FOR SCOUR PROTECGTION AT ALL
CHAMBER INLET ROWS

8.17

617

— —— BED LIMITS

- WO —
PART TYPE il DESCRIFTION InverT

12 BOTTOM PREFABRICATED EZ END CAP, PARTH SC310ECEZ [ TYP OF ALL 12° BOTTOM -
PREFABRICATED EZ END CAP A |CONNECTIONS AND ISOLATOR PLUS ROWS 0.90
PRE-CORED END GAP & TOF PRE.CORED END CAP, PARTA. SC310EPEGSTPC/ TYP OF ALL 5 TOP CONNEGTIONS 5

FLAMP INSTALL FLAMP ON 12" ACCESS PIPE | PART#: SC31012RAMP
8" x 8" TOP MANIFOLD, MOLDED FITTINGS a.50°
(CESIGN BY ENGINEER / PROVIDED BY OTHERS})

MANJFOLD
“INVERT ABOVE BASE OF CHAMBER

m|QjOjw)

CONCRETE STRUCTURE _

T



Project: Veolia Water New York, Inc. - Heritage Hills

Pretreatment Sedimentation Basin (SC-1)

Management Inspection Checklist

Location: Section 6.20, Block 10, Lot 13

Address: 405 Route 202, Town of Somers, County of Westchester County, State of
New York

Site Status: Post Construction

Date:

Time:

Inspector:

* Note: Annual Inspections must be performed by a Professionally Engineer licensed by the
State of New York and report shall be submitted to Town of Somers Engineer within 30 days

of inspection.
[REASON FOR INSPECTION:
[0 Routine - Monthly
O Routine - Annual
O Following Significant Rain Event
OO other
ITEM INSPECTION RESULTS YES | NO COMMENTS
1 Frame and/or grate damaged/displaced
2 Concrete structure damaged/cracking
3 Inlet pipe damaged/cracked
4 Outlet pipe damaged cracked
5 Litter/debris observed in basin
6 Sediment accumulated on basin bottom
Is maintenance required at this time?

12



Drywell (DW-1)

Management Inspection Checklist

Project: Veolia Water New York, Inc. — Heritage Hills

Location: Section 6.20, Block 10, Lot 13

Address: 405 Route 202, Town of Somers, County of Westchester County, State of
New York

Site Status: Post Construction

Date:

Time:

Inspector:

* Note: Annual Inspections must be performed by a Professionally Engineer licensed by the
State of New York and report shall be submitted to Town of Somers Engineer within 30 days

of inspection.
[REASON FOR INSPECTION:
O Routine - Monthly
O Routine - Annual
0 Following Significant Rain Event
0 other
ITEM INSPECTION RESULTS YES | NO COMMENTS
1 Frame and/or grate damaged/displaced
2 Concrete structure damaged/cracking
3 Inlet pipe damaged/cracked
4 Outlet pipe damaged cracked
5 Litter/debris observed in basin
6 Sediment accumulated on basin bottom
; Standing water observed 48 hours after major storm
event
Is maintenance required at this time?

13



Riprap Apron (RR-1)

Management Inspection Checklist

Project: Veolia Water New York, Inc. — Heritage Hills

Location: Section 6.20, Block 10, Lot 13

Address: 405 Route 202, Town of Somers, County of Westchester County, State of
New York

Site Status: Post Construction

Date:

Time:

Inspector:

* Note: Annual Inspections must be performed by a Professionally Engineer licensed by the
State of New York and report shall be submitted to Town of Somers Engineer within 30 days

of inspection.
[REASON FOR INSPECTION:
[0 Routine - Monthly
0 Routine - Annual
O Following Significant Rain Event
1 other
ITEM INSPECTION RESULTS YES | NO COMMENTS
1 Outlet pipe cracked/damaged
2 Erosion visible
3 Riprap displaced/missing
4 Vegetation/Weeds visible
5 Litter/debris observed in apron
6 Standing water observed 48 hours after major storm

event

Is maintenance required at this time?

14



Project: Veolia Water New York, Inc. — Heritage Hills

Manufactured Treatment Device (MTD-1)

Management Inspection Checklist

Location: Section 6.20, Block 10, Lot 13

Address: 405 Route 202, Town of Somers, County of Westchester County, State of
New York

Site Status: Post Construction

Date:

Time:

Inspector:

* Note: Annual Inspections must be performed by a Professionally Engineer licensed by the
State of New York and report shall be submitted to Town of Somers Engineer within 30 days

of inspection.
REASON FOR INSPECTION:
[0 Routine - Monthly
O Routine - Annual
O Following Significant Rain Event
[0 other
ITEM INSPECTION RESULTS YES | NO COMMENTS
1 Frame and/or grate damaged/displaced
2 Concrete structure damaged/cracking
3 Inlet pipe damaged/cracked
4 Outlet pipe damaged cracked
5 Litter/debris observed in basin
6 Sediment accumulated on basin bottom
Is maintenance required at this time?

15



Underground Infiltration Basin (BSN-1)

Management Inspection Checklist

Project: Veolia Water New York, Inc. — Heritage Hills
Location: Section 6.20, Block 10, Lot 13

Address: 405 Route 202, Town of Somers, County of Westchester County, State of

New York RECEIVED
Site Status: Post Construction

Date: JUN 19 202
Time:

PLANNING & ENGINEERING
Inspector: TOWN OF SOMERS

* Note: Annual Inspections must be performed by a Professionally Engineer licensed by the
State of New York and report shall be submitted to Town of Somers Engineer within 30 days
of inspection.

IREASON FOR INSPECTION:

O Routine - Monthly
0 Routine - Annual
O Following Significant Rain Event
0 other

ITEM INSPECTION RESULTS YES | NO COMMENTS
1 Frame and/or grate damaged/displaced
2 Concrete structure damaged/cracking
3 Inlet pipe damaged/cracked
4 Outlet pipe damaged cracked
5 Litter/debris observed in basin
6 Sediment accumulated on basin bottom
2 Standing water observed 48 hours after major storm

event
Is maintenance required at this time?

16



PLANNING AND ENGINEERING DEPARTMENTS

Tclephone SOMERS TOWN HOUSE
914) 277-5366 Tofonr of Fomers BSROUTE 02
Fax WESTCHESTER COUNTY, N.Y. www.som,emny.oom
(914) 277-4093
Steven Woelfle David B. Smith
Principal Engineering Technician Town Planner
swoelfle@somersny.com directorofplanning@somersny.com

June 22, 2026

To: Vicky Gannon, Chair and
Planning Board Members
From: David B. Smith
Re: Application for Heritage Hill Site Plan Amendment

Provided herewith is a preliminary site plan application submitted on behalf of Heritage
Hills Society for the construction and installation of a 14-foot gazebo. As noted in the
cover letter, the Applicant met with the Building Department and determined that the use
is considered a permitted accessory use under zoning. The Town Engineer and I
discussed this application, and while it is di minimis in nature, we thought it best to have
it located on a site plan so in the future there is no dispute.

The proposed plan is considered a Type II Action under SEQRA so an environmental
assessment form is not required for this application. Similar to what the Board has done
procedurally for other comparable applications, it is suggested that the Board waive the
other site plan requirements and consider waiving the public hearing.

Should you have any questions on the above please do not hesitate to reach out to this
office.

1|Page



Planning Board Application
Heritage Hills Society Lid

Table of Contents

Application lor Site Plan Approval

June 18, 2026

Chapter 67 “Application Processing Restrictive Law™ Certification

Cover Letter

Meadowlark Park Trail Map

Photo — Plavground

Photo — Warren Trail marker

Photo - Heritage Trail marker

Phote — Challenge Trul marker
Photo ~ Horseshee Pits

Rendenng — Proposed Garcbo
CGazebo Site Preparation Instructions

Map of East Hill Golf Course

RECEIVED

JUN 18 2026

PLANNING & ENGINEERING
TOWN OF SOMERS



TOWN OF 30MERS
FLAMNING BOARD
AFFLICATION FOR SITE PLAN APPROYVAL

I IDENTIFICATION OF FL[['.A.'I:'T*
A Cwner HiETAGE Miuns Pphhnll@ﬂﬁ’ ”m Cif’f'ﬁ; ik,
Address: B jee Hu& b@ Addrrsa: f#ﬂw DEve
Tl ¥ Y —-21}/1:3193 Teex  9pd - :ﬁ = 2908
B Architec b Enpnw:
Addreia: _ Addrexs” —
Tele ¥ Tele ¥:
L Sunr:yuc % Tele#:
Arldrin: . . .
1. IDEXRTIFICATION OF FROPERTY:
A ldentifying Title: N -
B.  Tax Map Design: Shoot- ﬁ iIB_ Bl /O Lota): "
. Zoneng Dhgines: —
D, Street which propey abuts: F‘&F rasE Nids Eﬂnﬂ-
E. Do properiy connect directy inte Scate o8 County highwn _ﬁg_
F 13 %ie within 500 DfTaw.n Bmmd;ry"‘ j\Ja_
G. Totd aren of wite: Area of site = activity: __
H Socooversge _ ., % Bullding covorage: - *
| Affoted Wettand Area: RL Jetland Buffer Asca qﬁ
I Affected Steop Slope Atva: [5%-25%:  #/8  Over 25%
K Existing buslding size: .  New/addibona! building izt A__.rrg;_-; 15D =

-
L

Existing puking mm: . New parking spaoex:

L AFFLICATION FEE:
Siﬂ(lbmfucp.’luﬁﬂpurl!Wiqﬂmpﬂlbmfplnsiliwwhumhbcpudhruﬂlﬁdcbﬂm

ﬁ]‘f:dmommm o

eland Parmit Fop: 5200 mun. fee + 3 100 per 5,000 44, af regol "reR oF : :
Wudsad bk P pes regulated : RECEIVED
Blerp Slope Fee: 130 min &ee + 375 per 1000 .1, of repmiod ares ot ;

progasid drea o be disharbad,
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v, DOCUMENTS TO BE SUBMITTED WITH THIS APFLICATION:
Suhma 14 55t of all comrespondenoe and plans to the Planaing Board. TOWN OF SOMERS
19 zapics of Site Flan with north atrow and lecaling map drewn to seale of 1* = 1,000",
B. Burvey Map defining precise biwidarics of property.
T Copaes ol st existing and proposed deed restrictions. or coveaans applytig 1o the propeny, meluding
covenasls arwd egreaments mayicting wo, snd cstablishing futore ownanship and maintenance
regpoasibalitics for all peivate roads. secrention snd open spacs arces.
P Preliminary Architectural Dravrings io be submitted to Plasning Board grior w public heanng fn
referral to Building Inspector and Archatectural Advisory Review Boend,
t Esvimumestid Assomxment Form.
F  Proofibas woucs bave been pind
It i the responsthidity of the applicant (o he knowledgeablc of Ibe law. Tha illowing erc available at the Towm
Cherks Cifice: Master Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Site Plan Regulations, Siste Bovronmenal Qaality Review
[SEQR) and Enviroemsental Quality Review, Wedand snd Steep Skope Ondinances of the Tewn of Somen
All misadphnsshdlhmmpmidbyalmjndmﬂng what changes weve made. A oosts incupred by the
Tiwn for professional servioes god SEOR review will be pud by the applicant.
By submizgion of this whnmmmyumw to permit Town Officials snd dheir designaned
ropregentatives &‘Ehg:-du:l i-giie ingpections i consecticn wath the moviow of the proposal. The property shal]
hr'hﬁcmmc‘ g gpropased for gite plan spprowal.
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TOWN OF SOMERS
WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NEW YORK
CHAPTER 67 “APPLICATION PROCESSING RESTRICTIVE LAW™

CERTIFICATION

| hereby centify that to the best of my koowledge no outstanding fees are due and owing
to the Town of Somerz for the following property:

Section ‘1 1% Block Fi= Lot f”
Property Address___ = 57 e rase Mhis Dok i
Parmit Applying For J/A @éb[ﬂ:_g_ﬂiféﬁ @fﬁ"

Furbermore, | hersby certify thai to the best of my knowledge no outstanding violation
(as that tamm is defined for the purposes ol the Application Pmasmg Restrictive Law,
Paragreph 4D} of jocal hms mnrdmum of the ann of Somers exint mth Tespect 1o

the above cited p

g“"“é«%“‘i‘

(Gene ARCHER Crrne AQ{“HEQ

{Print Nam<) {Primt Name)
F RECEIVED
Date. 18- 2026 Date  b-1B-2324
JUN 18 2026
CONFIRMATIONS PLANNING & ENGINEERING
TOWN OF SOMERS
e Dale:
Engincering Department
_ o Date: o
Zoning Enforcement Officer

T.am Revised 1572023



Planning Board

Town of Somers F'”’“ RECEIVED
335 Route 202 1§
Somers. MY 10589 ?

JUN 18 2026

PLANNING & ENGINEERING
TOWN OF SOMERS

June 18. 2026

Re:  Planning Board Application
Heritage Hills Society Ltd.

Dear members of the Planping Board.,

Although the atlached application i3 a straightforward request for approval fo assemble a 147
gazebo on the 62-acre parcel now known as Meadowlark Park, perhaps some context coneeming
this proposed accessory is appropriate for your review.

Upon [caming in late 2020 that the former East Hill Golf Course was for sale, the Heritage Hills
Society Beard was immediately inferested in acquiring the property for two primary reasons. The
first reason was that given the property’s location immediately adjacent fo our main Activities
complex they felt strongly that if anyone was to own that property, il should be the residents of
Heritage Hills, each of whom is 8 member of Socicty. The second reason is that the purchase
would allow space for two amenities Jacking in Heritage Hills: A playground for the evers
increasing number of children residing in Heritage Hills and open space for walkers, lowering
the number of residents walking along our very narrow roads. A capital expenditure of this value
required a community wide vote, and the rcsndcms overwhelmingly supponed this purchase and
Society closed on the property in February, 2021,

After checking with Tommy Tooma, who determined that a playground was a permitted
ACCCSSOTY, Society installed a playground in June of 2021, and work began to install irail markers
connecting the cxisting cart paths creating walking trails for our residents. Eventually the former
pro shop received a coat of paint inside and o, a couple of new windows, some comforiable
furniture and il became a welcoming lounge for residents with views of the park, swimming pool
atud tennis courts. Eventually horseshoe pits and a tether ball coun were added.

The walking trails immediately became very popular and given our aging population, several
benches were added a1 various Iocations along the trails. One of these henchies was placed at the
highest point of one of obr steepest watls, what we call the Heritape Trail. While this spot
featured a stunning view, the bench was fully in the sun all day and a gazcbo was suggested as a
perfect solution, allowing residents 1o rest and enjoy shade from the sun.

ARer considering severat vendors and configumations for a gazebo, ihe Society Board decided on
a ] 4-foot diameter all wood gazebo, with a design, size and appearance consistent with the three
existing pazebos within the community. This will be provided by Amish Country Gazebos, and it
comes delivered as essentially a kit. all pre-cut elements which will be assembied on site. The
sitc preparation is quite straightforward. and we have spoken 1o the vendor amd expressed our
interest in using concrete filled sonolubes for suppoed. They will provide full architectieral
drawings 10 oblain all reguired building permits, and the building department has already
determined that this sor of structure is a permined accessory,
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Garebo Basics
Type- Gazebo
Shape. Oclagon
Matenial: Woad
Swe: 141

Customized Optlons
Roof: Pagoda
Comiéce: Straight
Posts: Straght
Braces: Stanosrd
Spimdles: Stralght

Your Gazebo is Complete

Call us today at 1-800-F00-1777 to speak with a gazebe
desmnar,

Colors Accessories
Color; Cedar Electrical Packege: O
Roal: Egithlons Cedar Addfional Dudlets: &
Fiaarboard: Tan Composite Ceiing Fan: None
Weaalhervane: Mo
Enclosures r REGENED
Screens None N
JUN s8¢~ =
PLANNING & ENT ‘3

TOWN OF SGivie



GAZEBO SITE PREFAHATJ@N

it is most important 1o have a sofid, flal and level foundation FLOOR DIMENSIONS TRBELF
for your gezebo. Fhese dimprsions ure ides’ T yan Tat you
Pausdsrion, woniher you bave a cerabo laoy
e nod
indicats ths Iocation of your gazsbo foundation by doing the {ollowlng:
¥ g ¥ B g i ¢SE'_ ‘ _}_} | B e |
1. Cut 8 boards 818 22.5" angle. Each should be r—F o ET-OR e
taa fangih of dimension ‘C° &t thair loagest palal. ) .—B!L— £ !.‘E "_l S _L_Ej
£ _ 10t | 1294 | AT £ 0" j
2. Place the poeros areund the ponmetsr — < 128 . 155 & | 144 B9
of tha site 10 00 Grapared Tor your gazeho 4 C BT j T I { 68 | Ba e _JI
Verity that the iaards are posivoned in an — 1 == _J
aciagonal shapas by ysing dirnensions A’ and ‘BT ¢ M LR R LT A I ¥i |
: _ £ 4 R AR ge
3. Spiay pa 1 #ionp the outside of the boerds 1o = N i “SRE oEa '?]"'EEE Tomy i
inGitAls 18 precisa perimeter of vour gazeba fioar -3 b 20 % | 353 W —d
and then ser-ovs the Bonrda. i Larger gozobor <ot be i 4 bt an
CONCTREE Tac ATt In thege dir oo
*Note: I you cnoosa thn concrele pad option, refer to [T2aw., | 218 | 280 Apn |
tha instruczions in the botiom right corner of this paga. Taan i s 14 0
ELREET 51 4

Carsiully consider tha racommandations lzted below prior to chooging the weal foundation for vour geze’ -
Qur Kits with flpors ara desipned to have ali the toor jobsts in contsct with crushed stone o corncrete.
¥ you Bra (aetalling on a dack o7 sleveted surface, please contact your designer, sa ench shuztio - s site wooeills,

CRUSHED STONE jto ba used with & hioor} CONCRETE PAD (to b usps vith or v aowd 2 Lear)

1. Dig o1 3"- 6" of groune 1. Oig out 4"- &° of ground so itiu cse) &l thiow izl

~ . i25 M3t poang

2, Piaar conavete biccks 81 each pcisponal paint ano
In tre conie~ |9 biocks torsl). 2. Tempotacdy pIanT wood 1oom: | .l the prore's

of your gavabp foundation wis g

3, The: top of tie tiocka wilt Be the highest point of youl

fau Cabs & klopke mast b leve' with sach other. 3, Dig o 127x32" continuous feoa ) reund U
of the pad.
4, Plaes 37— 47 1l £rushed $ione pround the biocks and ) _
inrgughaut the foundstion. Maka sure none ol the 4. W3e rabar a8 neegad
Errzaed S6/8 Bta highsr than tha blacks, 5. Pour concrete throughout the auee making = ur e

of the top are leval.

MNoer: Tha 1op ol | your cancrele

r mElVED ' pad should be 5 above grade

1 4= % concrede g
] ﬁﬁ;".?‘ : - ! o'
v L] ‘ I ¥ ¥
JUN 18 206 -
127 » 127 connnuous fooeng
PLANNING |& ENGINEERING
TOWN OfF SCMERS

*Whed you cul the
torm boards Yor Waur
concrete pad, make
sare the short coints
ol apch board are tul
o the "C° dinpagion
This will ansura hat
yaur concrete cad 13
mpsa procisey 1a 13e
d-mengpng shgwn
ablivw.

J
127k 127 cemant blocks 27 thick
)

Sirerch & §inng sround
“74 thg perimeter acconding
“to the chart above. Piaca ™
the blocks Againsg
:he t[nng

Amich Country Gazenos is nat responsible o $de pragarslion,
The frapbcly owne: & iaspansible foz psrmviis If any are required. Engineared drawicgs oro debiladle
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Meadowlark Park Trail Map

This map is provided for informational purposes only. Not all objects are presented to scale.

Conto ur Line
]

Stream
)
e e ——

Property Line
1

Warren Trail™ "~~~
|

Heritage Trail
1

Challenge Trail

: |
{-ﬂ“v Playground
\/ !

&

€_> Maint. Buiding
________ 3 _-\_________!_________
i \ {ﬂ?’ Park Place
\ v I
I ; ) , \\ i !
[ T S = YN = : | L * Horseshoe Pits
NN N o7 Y, = | ™ !
) Y X ]
"Please be awarg that\'-'\f‘\ -

Pollinator Garden
1

! \ ! ; . S ; N
) . Voo NS el i
! parngn conkgi en N ogin ; .'/ Gazebo -
—-d—surffces-and nég,--——é (Y S i) (PR |’-’-'- - - Not To Scale— - - — -
Weather conditions'can also i - sy |
i Y
|

|

e : - Heritage
| adversely imp l(;_t_‘athle ﬁa,th,

] : !

1

|

1

]

NN
walking trails througihout the\'\:
e

pact Zﬁ; Hills
Please exercis¢ cautioh hi Activities
‘H-IF on the‘t ails. /
Ultimate B{ﬁJs%'EN@PﬂEERI A
J

at yoar 80 Pl BOMERS k
|

! [ | T T T T T T
| ! ‘ 5/29/2026



OFFICE OF THE TAX RECEIVER

Toton of Somers

WESTCHESTER COUNTY, N.Y. 135 Route 202

Town House
Somers, NY 10589

Telephone
(914) 277.3610

Fax

(914) 277.8932

Michele A. McKearney Christine Rossiter

Receiver of Taxes
mmckearneyiEsomersny. com

Deputy Receiver of Taxes
crossiter@somersny.com

RECEIVED
June 22, 2026
JUN 22 2026
PLANNING & ENGINEERING
RE: Heritage Hills Society, LTD TOWN OF SOMERS

51 Heritage Hills Dr.
Somers, NY 10589

Parcel # 6.18-10-11

To Whom It May Concern,

All taxes have been paid in full on the above referenced parcel. There are no outstanding liens or
taxes due as of the date of this letter.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Christine Rossiter
Deputy Receiver of Taxes



Michael Picciillo Architecture

May 2
ay 28, 2026 RECEIVED

Planning Board
Town of Somers JUN 0 9 2026
Somers, NY 10589
PLANNING & ENGINEERING
TOWN OF SOMERS

Re:  New Building
Fire Suppression and Water Storage
247 Route 100
Somers, NY (Rockledge Center)

To Whom it may concern,

This memorandum confirms the fire suppression and water storage requirements for the
proposed building at 247 Route 100, following our review with the Bureau.

Sprinkler System

The proposed building does not require an automatic sprinkler system. Under Section
903.2.1.3 of the 2025 Building Code of New York State, a Group A-3 occupancy requires
sprinklers only where a fire area exceeds 12,000 square feet, has an occupant load greater
than three hundred, or is located on a floor other than the level of exit discharge. The
proposed building contains two A-3 fire areas separated by a fire wall. Both fire areas are
under 12,000 square feet, each has an occupant load below three hundred, and both are on
the level of exit discharge. None of the three thresholds is met, and a sprinkler system is
therefore not required.

Water Storage

Because the building does not require a sprinkler system, no additional fire suppression
water storage is required, and the previously discussed 60,000-gallon tank is not required.
The existing 10,000-gallon buried water tank on the property remains in place.

Means of Egress

All means of egress have been designed in accordance with the 2025 NYS Building &
Fire Code, including the required number of exits, travel distances, and fire-rated
construction.

345 Kear Street - Suite 203 (914) 368-9838 (telephone)
Yorktown Heights, New York 10598 Email: Michael@mpiccirilloarchitect.com



These conclusions are based on the code analysis prepared for this project and do not
change the approved site plan or building design.

Please call me with any questions
Sincerely,
Michael Piccirillo Architect PLLC

Licensed Architect
NYS 028090
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3 Telephone @Toton of Sowmers SOM TORAHOUSE
g 142775366 SOMERS, N 10589
5 Fax WESTCHESTER COUNTY, N.Y. wiww.somersny.com
6 (914) 2774093
7
R
Steven Woelfle David B. Smith
Principal Engineering Technician i Town Planner
swoelfle@somersny.com g T directorofplanning@somersny.com
o %@;@y
15
16 Planning Board Meeting June 10, 2026
17 PLANNING BOARD
18 TOWN OF SOMERS, WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NEW YORK
19
20 Confirmatory Resolution No. 2026-10
21 Granting of Conditional Site Plan Approval
22 To FSAA, LLC.
23
24 For
25
26 Honeybee Grove, LLC
27
28 Town Tax Number: Section 17.11, Block 1, Lot 21
29
30  WHEREAS, the Planning Board of the Town of Somers (the “Planning Board”) has
31 received and reviewed an application for site plan approval (the “Application”)
32 pursuant to Zoning Chapter 170-114 Site Plan Review of the Town Code and to
33 applicable laws and regulations considered pertinent to the Application, for the
34 installation of a storage shed as an accessory use for Honeybee Grove ‘s cut your
35 own flower farm operation located at 265 Route 202 (the “Project Site”); and
36
37 WHEREAS, the Application is submitted on behalf of Honeybee Grove, LLC (the
38 “Applicant”); and,
39
40 WHEREAS, the Application calls for the formalization of the existing Honeybee
41  Grove cut-your-own flower farm as part of a Site Plan Application; and,
42
43 WHEREAS, as required by §170-18.2 of the Town Code, the Application was
44 forwarded to the Business Historic Preservation (B-HP) District Technical
45  Committee and a meeting of the Technical Committee was held on 5/25/26; and

46

PLANNING AND ENGINEERING DEPARTMENTS

1|Pagec



o 13 N U R W N -

o b b b R bR DWW LW W W W WWLNRNN NN NN RNDNDRDN S = = e e e s
NN R W R = OO0 Y R W= O WD 00N RN = O WO 0NN DR W N—= O D

WHEREAS, during the course of the Technical Committee it was suggested that
the following conditions be imposed on the proposed use:
1. Given the presence of a wetland in the back portion of the property, the
operation should be limited to existing conditions.
2. Restrict the use of pesticides and herbicides and limit fertilizer use to fish
fertilizer
3. The Applicant shall continue to coordinate with the Supervisor's Office
regarding events that potentially need to use Town Hall parking.
4. Any signage will still need to be coordinated with the Building Department
and the ARB.

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Fire Prevention in their correspondence dated 7/1/2026
expressed concern about parking and access and requested that the owner work
with the Building Department on updating the parking lot striping; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to §170-18.2.C of the Town Code, requires that a copy of
the Site Plan application also be forwarded to the Town Board, the Landmarks
Committee, ARB, and Open Space Committee and a copy of the Application was
sent on or about 5/27/2026; and

WHEREAS, on 6/10/2026 the Planning Board reviewed and considered the
Application and determined that the physical changes to the site as a result of the
Application did not create a significant environmental impact; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has reviewed the following materials:

1. Town of Somers Site Plan Approval Applications and Forms:
a. Town of Somers Site Plan Application for Site Plan Approval dated
5/22/2026
An aerial view of the property dated 5/22/2026
Site Plan Application Fee
Proof of paid taxes dated 5/22/2026
Cover letter from the Applicant dated 4/30/2026

cooT

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has reviewed and is familiar with the Project Site;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board at their 06/10/2026 meeting waived the Public
Hearing and Site Walk; and

WHEREAS, a memorandum to the Planning Board by the Director of Planning
dated 5/26/2026 was provided for due consideration; and

WHEREAS, during the course of the Planning Board's review of the Applicant’s
proposed Site Plan Application, the Planning Board received and considered
correspondence from Town staff, Town advisory boards and other involved and
interested agencies, as follows:

2|Page
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¢ Discussion by the Town Board at their 6/4/26 meeting and had no objections
to the proposed use.

Memoranda from the Open Space Committee dated 6/12/2026
Memoranda from the Bureau of Fire Prevention dated 7/01/2026
Memoranda from the Architectural Review Board dated 5/29/2026

A letter from the Landmarks Committee dated 5/19/2026

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has carefully considered all of the comments
raised by the other interested agencies, organizations and officials, including those
presented at meetings of the Board as well as those submitted separately in
writing; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the foregoing WHEREAS clauses
are incorporated herein by reference and are fully adopted as part of this approval;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, after review and analysis of the potential
environmental effect of the Proposed Action, the Planning Board determines that
the Proposed Action is a Type Il Action under SEQR and issues a determination
of no significant impact under SEQRA; and, be it further

RESOLVED, that the Planning Board after a review of the Proposed Action and
upon recommendation from the Town of Somers Planning Director, does hereby
waive site plan requirements as provided in Section 170-114.F of the Town Code
including the scheduling of a public hearing; and, be it further

RESOLVED, that given that the Planning Board conditions the subject approval to
the Town Board had no objections to the Proposed Action moving forward; and,
be it further

RESOLVED, that the application for conditional site plan approval, of the Code
of the Town of Somers submitted by Honeybee Grove, LLC as shown and
described by the materials enumerated herein, ARE HEREBY CONDITIONALLY
GRANTED in accordance with Section 274-a of the New York State Town Law
SUBJECT TO the following modifications and conditions being fulfilled:

Conditions Required Prior to Signing of Site Plan Resolution

1) The Applicant shall reimburse the Town for any outstanding review fees, as
applicable, consistent with Town Code as well as State and Local
Environmental Quality Review laws.

3|Page



On-going Conditions Required After Signing of Site Plan Resolution

1.

2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

Site plan approval and its continued validity are subject to all requirements
of Section 170-114, "Site Plan Approval", and Chapter 144, "Site Plan
Review", of the Code of the Town of Somers. Approval shall be deemed
null and void one (1) year from the date of signing of the site plan unless a
Building Permit, if applicable, in compliance with the above shall have been
obtained and construction progressed as required by §170-114.1, "Time to
Obtain Permit and Complete Construction”, of the Code of the Town of
Somers.

Given the presence of a wetland in the back portion of the property, the
operation shall be limited to existing conditiohs:

No use of pesticides and herbicides

Fertilizer shall be limited to fish fertilizer

The Applicant shall continue to coordinate with the Supervisor's Office
regarding events that potentially need to use Town Hall parking.

Any signage will still need to be coordinated with the Building Department
and the ARB.

This resolution shall have an effective date of June 10, 2026.

BY ORDER OF THE PLANNING BOARD
OF THE TOWN OF SOMERS

Vicky Gannon, Chair Date

4|Page



BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION

Telephone (S . SOMERS TOWN HOUSE
(914) 277-5582 ﬁIU fnn Uf omers ANNEX
Fax . 337 ROUTE 202

THOMAS J. TOOMA, JR.
CHIEF

RECEIVED

MEMO TO: Planning Board
JUL 01 2026
FROM: Bureau of Fire Prevention
PLANNING & ENGINEERING
RE: 265 Route 202 TOWN OF SOMERS

DATE: July 1, 2026

At our monthly meeting on June 17, 2026, a submission received for Honeybee Grove
located at 265 Route 202 was reviewed and discussed. The only concern that the
Bureau had was cars being parked in areas around the building that would prohibit
emergency vehicles from having access. Please find attached a sketch of the areas of
the parking lot that should be striped so no one will park in those areas.

attachment
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

Telephone SOMERS TOWN HOUSE
(914) 277-5582 335 ROUTE 202
Fax SOMERS, NY 10589
(914) 277-3790 ﬁlnfnn Uf ﬁnmer B
DENISE SCHIRMER
JOHN ALFO WESTCHESTER COUNTY, N.Y. “SECRETARY
CHAIRMAN == dschirmer@somersny.com
RECEIVED
MEMO TO: Planning Board MAY 29 2026
PLA
FROM: Architectural Review Board '#ng & ENGINEERING
F SOMERs

RE: Honeybee Grove
DATE: May 29, 2026

At our May 28, 2026 monthly meeting, the Board reviewed and discussed a
submission from the Planning Board for Honeybee Grove at 265 Route 202.

There were no objections to the proposal as submitted.



OPEN SPACE COMMITTEE

Telephone SOMERS TOWN HOUSE
(914) 277-5582 335 ROUTE 202
F SOMERS, NY 10589
(014 277.87%0 @ofun of ﬁnmerz
DENISE SCHIRMER
I B T WESTCHESTER COUNTY, N.Y. SECRETARY
CHAIRMAN dschirmer@somersny.gov
RECEIVED
JUN 23 2026
MEMO TO: Planning Board PLANNING & ENGINEERING

WN OF SOMERS
FROM: Open Space Committee To

RE: Honeybee Grove
DATE: June 12, 2026

At our June 11, 2026 monthly meeting, the Board reviewed and discussed a
submission from the Planning Board for Honeybee Grove at 265 Route 202.

There were no objections to the proposal as submitted.
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