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BY HAND DELIVERY AND E-MATI,
Hon. John Gunn, Chairman

and Members of the Planning Board
One Municipal Square
Beacon, New York 12508

Re:  Edgewater — SEQR & LWRP Consistency Review — Reduced Density Proposal
Application for Site Plan and Preliminary & Final Subdivision Plat Approval
Premises: 22 Edgewater Place, Beacon, New York

Dear Chairman Gunn and Planning Board Members:

On behalf of the Scenic Beacon Developments, LLC, (the “Applicant”), we respectfully submit this
letter in furtherance of the above-referenced Application, and to assist this Board in its review of
the revised Site Plan in light of the of the substantial reduction in the Project’s total unit count
(the “Reduced Density Proposal”) as a result of the City's recent adoption of the Local Law
concerning the calculation of Lot Area per Dwelling Units. The revised Site Plan is now before
this Board for its consideration in reaffirming the Negative Declaration and Local Waterfront
Revitalization Plan (“LWRP”) Consistency Determination, which were adopted by this Board on
December 12, 2017 for the prior 307-Unit Proposal.

As we indicated in our letter to this Board dated May 30, 2018, the adoption of this new Local
Law results in a substantial reduction in the Project’s unit count, and as more fully discussed
herein, we respectfully submit that the Reduced Density Proposal will result in a further decrease
in any perceived potential impacts that were previously considered and addressed by this Board
during its Coordinated SEQRA Review. The Applicant’s team has been working diligently to
prepare the enclosed submissions to this Board, which were developed in consideration of the
procedural requirements outlined in the City’s Zoning Code, and taking into consideration public
comments and comments from the City Council during its Special Use Permit review of the multi-
family component of the Application, which process is running concurrently. The Applicant is
eager to proceed before the Planning Board and to appear again at the City Council following this
Board’s environmental and technical review of the reduced-density proposal.

APPLICATION STATUS — PRIOR APPROVALS

Planning Board — Environmental Review:

As this Board is aware, pursuant to Beacon Zoning Code Section 223-17C, the Schedule of
Regulations for Residential Districts, “... multiple dwelling[s] in any RD or RMF District...” are
“subject to the special permit approval procedure set forth in 8§ 223-18 and 223-19.”
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Procedurally, in accordance with the Zoning Code requirements for parcels in the RD-1.7 Zoning
District,! the Applicant made its initial Application for Site Plan and Preliminary and Final
Subdivision Approval to the Planning Board more than a year and half ago.2 As originally
designed, the Applicant proposed to construct a new transit-oriented development project
consisting of seven (77) multi-family buildings located on 12-acres of land known as 22 Edgewater
Place,? which would contain a total of 307-units comprised of 96 studios, 115 one-bedroom, 86
two-bedroom and 10 three-bedroom units with 413 total bedrooms (the “307-Unit Proposal”).

Notably, the 307-Unit Proposal was considered a “Type I” Action under the State Environmental
Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”) because it involved the proposed development of 307-units, which
is more than 250-units in a city that has a population less than 150,000. Accordingly, the
Applicant and its consultants met with the City’s Planning, Engineering and Legal consultants,
and prepared numerous studies and reports to assist the Planning Board in its review as Lead
Agency. Through the comprehensive Coordinated environmental review, the Planning Board took
the requisite “hard look”# in considering a detailed record including a Stormwater Pollution and
Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”), Traffic Impact Study, School Impact Study, Local Waterfront
Revitalization Plan Consistency Statement, a Phase 1A Archeological Investigation Report and a
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Suitability Report, in addition to 100+/- letters of
support, as well as public comments from business owners and residents.5

1 As this Board is aware, the Premises, which is currently comprised of four (4) total lots that are proposed to be
merged into one (1) resultant lot, is classified in the RD-1.7 Designed Residence District — representing the only
property in the City of Beacon that is zoned in this District.

2 The Applicant appeared before the Planning Board on February 15, 2017; March 22, 2017; and April 11, 2017.
The first SEQRA Public Hearing was set scheduled for May g, 2017, with an additional Public Hearings held on
July 11, August 8, September 12, October 11, November 14 and December 12, 2017, at which time the SEQRA
Public Hearing was closed.

3 The Premises is currently comprised of four (4) total lots, identified on the Tax Maps as Parcel ID’s #30-5954-
25-581985, 574979 & 566983-00; and 30-5955-19-590022-00.

4 The "hard look" doctrine requires that, in reviewing an agency's determination of environmental significance
(or the adequacy of a subsequently prepared EIS), a court, once satisfied that the agency has complied with
SEQRA's procedural requirements, will limit its substantive review of the agency's SEQRA determination to
consideration of whether "the agency identified the relevant areas of environmental concern, took a ‘hard look’ at
them, and made a ‘reasoned elaboration’ of the basis for its determination.” Gerrard, Ruzow, Weinberg,
Environmental Impact Review In New York [Matthew Bender 1996] § 4:17, quoting Jackson v. N.Y.S. Urban Dev.
Corp., 503 N.Y.S.2d 298 (Ct. of App. 1986).

5 To avoid unnecessary repetition, we respectfully incorporate by reference all of our prior submissions and
presentations to the Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals. This submission summarizes the Applicant’s
prior submissions, which more fully address traffic; community character; density; impacts to schools and
parking. As to the more-detailed studies and analyses prepared, including detailed analyses pertaining to water,
stormwater, sewer and related utilities, we respectfully refer this Board to our past submissions and the reviews
by the Board’s consultants that confirm adequate water and sewer, and reduced inflow and infiltration. Copies of
the prior correspondence are available at the Council’s request, and are on file with the Building Department.
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Ultimately, the Planning Board determined that the Project will not have a “significant” adverse
impact on the environment and at its December 12, 2017, meeting the Planning Board adopted a
Negative Declaration. See Exhibit 1 — Resolution Adopting Negative Declaration and
Environmental Findings. Additionally, as will be discussed more fully herein, during the SEQRA
review, on December 12, 2017, the Planning Board also adopted a LWRP Consistency
Determination, which provides in part that the 307-Unit Project is consistent with the policies in
the LWRP because it condenses and clusters the footprint of the buildings and impervious
surfaces to achieve the clustered effected recommended by the LWRP. See Exhibit 2 — LWRP
Approval Resolution.

City Council Special Use Permit Review:

As this Board is aware, the Applicant last appeared before this Board on February 14, at which
time the Applicant was referred to the City Council in connection with the Applicant’s Special Use
Permit Application (“SUP Application”).6 Since that time, in connection with the 307-Unit
Proposal the Applicant appeared at the City Council’'s Work Sessions on March 12, March 26th,
April gth and again on April 16", at which time a Public Hearing was opened and closed on the
SUP Application. Following the City’s adoption of the new Density Reduction Local Law on May
21, 2018 (the “Density Reduction Law” or “Steep Slopes Law”),” the Applicant appeared at the City
Council’s Workshop on Tuesday, May 29™, in order to provide the Council with an update within
the Special Use Permit context and to reaffirm the Applicant’s commitment to the Edgewater
project in light of the recently enacted law.

Currently, the Planning Board has an open Public Hearing regarding the Applicant’s Site Plan
application for the Project. As provided in the Zoning Code, the Applicant must appear before the
City Council regarding its SUP Application before returning to the Planning Board where the Site
Plan Public Hearing would be continued. However, before the Applicant can proceed further on
the SUP Application, a new Public Hearing will be held on the revised SUP Application as a result
of the significant reduction in density. Accordingly, the Applicant is now appearing before this
Board in order to discuss the Reduced Density Proposal for Edgewater, and to seek this Board’s
consideration in reaffirming the Negative Declaration and the LWRP Consistency Determinations
that were issued for the higher density 307-Unit Proposal.

It should be noted, of course, that the Planning Board’s reaffirmation of the Negative Declaration
and LWRP Consistency Determination will not end the review of the Project. Indeed, the
Applicant also requires the City Council’s approval of the revised SUP Application, following

& Zoning Code Section 223-18(B)(1), provides that an “[a]pplication for required special permits shall be made to
the Planning Board as agent for the City Council...” and that “[t]he Planning Board shall, upon receiving such
application, forward a copy of the application to the City Council for the Council's use...”

7 Note: Local Law No. g of 2018, filed in the NYS Dept. of State on May 29, 2018, a copy of which is enclosed as
Exhibit 3.
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which, the Applicant would continue its Site Plan Public Hearing before this Board and will also
hold a Public Hearing on the proposed application for Preliminary and Final Subdivision
Approval in order to merge all four (4) existing lots that are zoned RD-1.7 into a single lot.

The Planning Board has ample authority, under its site plan and subdivision jurisdiction, as well
as under SEQRA, to continue to discuss and evaluate the Reduced Density Proposal as it proceeds
as revised.

REAFFIRMATION OF SEQR NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
LWRP CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION FOR REDUCED DENSITY PROPOSAL:

As noted above, the Planning Board conducted a Coordinated Review of the 307-Unit Proposal,
which was considered a Type 1 Action under SEQRA because it involved the proposed
development of 307-units, which is more than 250-units in a city that has a population less than
150,000. However, as more fully discussed herein and shown in the attached revised Site Plan, it
is respectfully submitted that the significant reduction in the total unit count also lowers the
SEQR classification threshold, such that the instant amended site plan for the reduced density
proposal would be classified as an “Unlisted Action” under SEQR.

For this Board’s consideration, enclosed please find a copy of the Applicant’s revised Site Plan,
whereby the Applicant proposes to construct a total of 246 multi-family residential units,
comprised of 25 studios, 126 one-bedroom, 86 two-bedroom and g three-bedroom units with 350
total bedrooms (the “Reduced Density Proposal”). The Reduced Density Proposal reflects the
“new” pre-development lot area calculation for the Premises in accordance with new Local Law
concerning the calculation of Lot Area per Dwelling Unit,® as well as comments from the City
Council about the density of the Project. See Exhibit 4 - Hudson Land Design Pre-Development
Lot Area Calculation Table of Very Steep Slopes. With 246 units, the Reduced Density Proposal is
now an Unlisted Action under SEQR, with less than 250-units in a city with a population less than
150,000 people.

In reaching the determination noted above, the Applicant’s Engineer and Surveyor reviewed the
new Local Law, and prepared additional topographical details for technical review with the City’s
Planning and Engineering Consultants. Following a preliminary call with these consultants on
Tuesday, May 29th, the Applicant’s consultants met again with City’s consultants on June 11t to
discuss how the pre-development lot area was significantly reduced from 307 units down to 252
units under the new Law. Specifically, as a result of the revised definition of “Very Steep Slope™

8 A copy of the Steep Slopes Law that was adopted by the Council is enclosed as Exhibit 3.

9 New Definition: “An area of land with a gradient of 25% or more extending over a contiguous land
area of at least 10,000 square feet.”

0Old Definition: “An area of land with a gradient of 25% or more extending over a horizontal length of
at least 100 feet and extending over a horizontal width of at least 100 feet.”
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taken together with the revised pre-development lot area per dwelling unit calculation in the
Schedule of Regulations applied to the RD-1.7 Zoning District, both as modified by the Steep
Slopes Law, only a maximum of 252 units are permitted on the 12-acre Premises.t® See Exhibit 4.

Notwithstanding the fact that the pre-development lot area calculation now permits only 252 total
units, in response to the City Council’s comments at its May 29™ meeting, the Applicant’s
Reduced Density Proposal only proposes to construct 246 total units where 252 are
permitted, representing a total loss of loss of 61 units or about a twenty percent (20%) reduction
in the density of the Project. To make the Project economically viable using the lowest feasible
unit count in light of the City Council’'s comments, the main physical change to the Site Plan
include a reduction of impervious surface as a result of the reduction in parking requirements
caused by the significant reduction in the total unit count. The Reduced Density Proposal will also
feature twenty-five (25) below-market rate units in accordance with the City’s Affordable-
Workforce Housing Law.

Additionally, the Reduced Density Proposal provides the following highlights and key features:

¢« Maximized Green Space & Open Space Preservation:

o Nearly sixty-five (65%) of the overall site as open space, with only twelve percent
(12%) building coverage, which is less than half of the twenty-five percent (25%)
building coverage that is permitted by the Zoning Code;

e Accessibility:

o Two (2) means of vehicular and pedestrian access to site, from Tompkins and from
Bank Street, which also provide walkable and bikeable access (including bicycle
storage) to the Metro-North Station and Main Street;

o Three (3) on-premises Electric Cars for shared tenant-usage;

o Walking paths along the ridge overlooking the Hudson River, including benches
for viewing the river;

o Additional walking path connections for the adjoining Tompkins Terrace
development, providing additional access to Metro-North.

e Amenities:

o 6,300 net square foot common tenant amenity space, including;:
= Gym;
* Free co-working space for tenants;
= Common recreation area;

10 Note: The Applicant’s Reduced Density Proposal will also include twenty-five (25) below-market rate units in
accordance with the City’s recently amended Affordable-Workforce Housing Law, which includes a developer
incentive right to ten (10) additional market-rate units. Accordingly, the pre-development density permits 242
units, plus ten (10) additional market-rate units for a total of 252 permissible units.
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Quiet Library - 2,000 square foot reading room/quiet work space in a small
building in the central green space;

Central green space area, including over an acre of recreational space; and
Tenant storage provided on-site.

¢ Green Building Design & Landscaping;:

Q

(@]

Construction techniques aspiring to LEED Gold energy-efficiency practices and
standards;u

Extensive landscaping plan, including low maintenance all-native plantings, in
addition existing meadows and trees. Woods to remain at perimeter of property for
additional view screening;

Eco-grass that doesn’t need regular mowing;

Harvesting rain water for irrigation — rainwater will be collected from roof drains
and stored in underground tanks;

Additionally, remaining stormwater from the parking lots will be treated on-site in
bio-retention areas and infiltration basins;

Energy-efficient construction techniques, materials, and mechanical systems,
including:

Exterior siding materials and installation practices specified are green
building materials - durability, longevity, and composition. No painting or
maintenance required for siding materials;

Cool roof / high albedo roof — reflects sunlight for energy efficiency;

Roof space and chases for ease of future solar energy installation;

Energy efficient windows — Low-E glazing — U-value to value to exceed
Code standards;

LED lighting throughout;

Occupancy sensors for common space lighting;

Occupancy sensors for air exchangers;

Water saving measures throughout the project, including dual-flush toilets
and water-saver shower heads;

PEX plumbing lines

Water based paints and sealers;

High quality products to prevent the need for wasteful replacements;
Consideration of greywater systems to be used in collaboration with water
filtration systems;

Building insulation in excess of Building Code requirements;

Insulation between apartments to avoid energy loss;

Alir tight construction in excess of NYS Code blower door testing standards;
Air exchange units to provide fresh air in addition to natural ventilation
from windows;

u Note: While the Applicant is aspiring to LEED Gold standards, the Applicant will not seek LEED Certification,
which is an added expense from a private certifying entity that does not contribute to the Project’s sustainability.
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* Energy efficient heat pumps (heating and hot water heating) - 94%
efficient;

Energy efficient appliances;

Electric traction elevators (no hydraulic fluid, energy efficient);
Locally sourced gravel and rock materials;

Podium/garage parking; and

Green roof on Quiet Library building.

Accordingly, while the Applicant has modified the Project and associated Site Plan in compliance
with the City’s Local Law that reduces pre-development density, the Applicant remains
committed to the Project and environmental conscious sustainable transit oriented development.
Notably, while the Steep Slopes Law amended the local definition of a “Very Steep Slope” and the
manner in which the City calculates the number of permitted dwelling units on the property that
has qualifying Very Steep Slope(s), the Local Law did not, however, modify the engineering
details and environmental conditions of the property, or affect the Project’s consistency with the
applicable LWRP Policies addressed in the 2017 LWRP Consistency Determination. See Exhibit
5 - LWRP Statement of Consistency.

Further, there is no physical change proposed to the overall layout, massing, or exterior design of
the (7) seven buildings previously evaluated by the Planning Board and approved by the Zoning
Board of Appeals and Architectural Review Board Subcommittee. The main physical change to
the Site Plan is the reduction of impervious surface as a result of the reduction in parking
requirements caused by significantly reducing the number of units. The Reduced Density
Proposal includes approximately fifteen percent (15%) less parking spaces and providing
additional green space. The Reduced Density Proposal also has 140+/- feet of additional
walkways along the western side of the property, facing the Hudson River. Accordingly, as set
forth more fully herein, we respectfully submit that the Reduced Density Proposal will result in a
further decrease in any perceived potential impacts that were previously considered and
addressed by this Board during its Coordinated SEQRA Review of the larger 307-Unit Proposal.

THE RECORD DEMONSTRATES THAT THERE ARE NO POTENTIALLY “SIGNIFICANT”
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND THAT THE REDUCED DENSITY PROPOSAL IS CONSISTENT
WITH THE POLICIES CONTAINED IN THE CITY’'S LWRP:

Where a project will have no “significant” adverse impacts on the environment, the Lead Agency
must prepare a Negative Declaration.”? The Reduced Density Proposal and its environmental
qualities remain consistent with the Planning Board’s findings in the 2017 Negative Declaration,
and the record demonstrates that the Reduced Density Proposal will not result in any potentially
significant environmental impacts. For ease of the Board’s reference, attached please find a copy
of the Planning Board’s 2017 Negative Declaration (Exhibit 1) and the 2017 LWRP Consistency
Determination (Exhibit 2) — both of which remain applicable to the Reduced Density Proposal.

12 See, The SEQRA Handbook, 3rd Ed. (2010), p. 72 (Response to Question 1).
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To further assist this Board in its review of the revised Site Plan, and for consideration of
reaffirming the Negative Declaration and LWRP Consistency Determination, the Applicant has
also revised the Long Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and Narrative, and the SUP
Application Form, copies of which are enclosed as Exhibit 6 and Exhibit 7, respectively.

Accordingly, the Reduced Density Proposal (the “Proposed Action”) will result in a further
decrease in any perceived potential impacts that were previously considered and addressed by
this Board during its Coordinated SEQRA Review of the larger 307-Unit Proposal, and will not
result in any significant adverse impacts to the environment.

Impact on Land: The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse
environmental impact as a result of any physical change to the project site.

The main physical change to the Site Plan is the reduction of impervious surface as a result
of the reduction in parking requirements caused by significantly reducing the number of
units. The Project Site still consists of four (4) parcels which are proposed to be merged
into one (1) development parcel. The Reduced Density Proposal involves 246 dwelling
units, which is down from 307 units (350 bedrooms, down from 413 bedrooms) in seven
(7) apartment buildings with associated infrastructure. As previously noted, much of the
project site is characterized by prior soil disturbance and no wetlands or wetland buffer
areas will be disturbed as a result of the Project. Disturbance of slopes will be stabilized
using best management practices during construction and post-construction. There is no
change to the building design or impacts from prior review to slopes on the project site.

Impact on Geological Features: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact on any unique or unusual land
forms on the site.

There remain no unique geological features on the Site.

Impacts on Surface Water and Groundwater: The Proposed Action will not
have a significant adverse environimental impact on surface or groundwater
quality or quantity.

Any potential impacts on surface water and groundwater will be reduced. As more fully
detailed in the enclosed Long EAF Narrative (Exhibit 6), at full build-out, the Reduced
Density Proposal is expected to generate 38,500 gallons of wastewater per day, which
represents a reduction in the expected usage under the 307-Unit Proposal, which expected
a usage of around 45,430 gallons of wastewater per day. Additionally, at full build-out, the
Reduced Density Proposal is expected to require 38,500 gallons of water per day, which
represents a reduction in the expected usage under the 307-Unit Proposal, which expected
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a usage of around 45,430 gallons of water per day. Otherwise, there are no other changes
to the project that would result in a significant adverse environmental impact on surface
or groundwater quality or quantity.

o Impact on Flooding: The Proposed Action will not have a significant
adverse environmental impact on or alter drainage flows or patterns, or
surface water runaoff.

The treatment of stormwater for the Reduced Density Proposal will still be provided for
the new impervious area. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been
prepared in accordance with the requirements of NYSDEC SPDES General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity Permit No. GP-0-15-002. As more fully
detailed on the enclosed Green Space Plan, the EAF Narrative and LWRP Statement of
Consistency, the Reduced Density Proposal includes approximately 15% less parking area
allowing for more green space and less impervious surfaces. Further, green infrastructure
practices will be implemented to the greatest extent possible to reduce runoff, including
avoidance of sensitive areas, minimizing grading and soil disturbance, minimizing
impervious areas on internal access ways, driveways and parking areas, and use of
meadow as permanent final groundcover to provide better water quality. Other retention
and pretreatment practices remain as detailed in connection with the 307-Unit Proposal.

e Impact on Air: The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse
environmental impact on air quality.

There is no anticipated change in the temporary, construction-related, activities over the
307-Unit Proposal, but for the reduction in total imperious surfaces to be developed in
connection with the Reduced Density Proposal.

¢ Impact on Plants and Animals: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact on flora or fauna.

The Reduced Density Proposal will not result in any new potential impacts as considered
in the 307-Unit Proposal. Pursuant to NYSDEC recommendations, removal of trees
greater than four (4) inches in diameter at the Project Site will take place between October
1 and April 1 during the bat hibernation period to avoid the removal of trees which may be
utilized by Indiana Bats as roosting trees. The Proposed Action also includes shielded, cut-
off light fixtures that direct light down to minimize light pollution and not interfere with
potential bat foraging activities. Lastly, the Proposed Action includes implementation of
soil conservation and dust control best management practices, such as watering dry
disturbed soil to keep dust down, and using staked, recessed silt fence and anti-tracking
pads to prevent erosion and sedimentation in surface waters on the site. Also, native
vegetation is proposed to enhance wildlife habitat.
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Impact on Agricultural Resources: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact on agricultural resource

There remain no agricultural resources in the vicinity of the Site.

Impact on Aesthetic Resources: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact on aesthetic resources.

The Reduced Density Proposal will not result in the obstruction, elimination or significant
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views, or visible from any publicly
accessible vantage points either seasonally nor year around. Enclosed as Exhibit 5 is a
copy of the Applicant’s LWRP Statement of Consistency, which reaffirms that the LWRP
does not list viewsheds from the Site, or viewsheds that would be obscured by the Project,
and that the Reduced Density Proposal remains consistent with the Planning Board’s 2017
LWRP Consistency Determination for the Project as it relates to the Site. Additionally, by
Resolution dated January 17, 2017 the Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) granted a story
variance for the maximum number of stories permitted for Buildings 3, 4 and 6. See
Exhibit 8. The ZBA Resolution notes in relevant part that:

o “The proposed variances will not have an adverse effect of impact on the physical
or environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district.” and

£«

o “.. that no undesirable change will be produced in the character of the
neighborhood and no detriment to nearby properties will be created by the
granting of the variance for half a story permitting a maximum height of 5 stories
for three of the seven buildings...”

See Exhibit 8, at pages 6 and 3, respectively. Further, each of the buildings complies with
the height requirement (each building will be a maximum of 55 feet) in the Zoning Code
and the Reduced Density Proposal will not have a significant adverse environmental
impact on aesthetic resources.

Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources: The Proposed Action will
not have a significant adverse environmental impact on historic or
archeological resources.

The Reduced Density Proposal will not result in any new or different potential significant
adverse environmental impacts to historic or archaeological resources from the
submissions considered in connection with the 307-Unit Proposal.

Impact on Open Space and Recreation: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact on open space and recreation.
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As more fully detailed on the enclosed Green Space Plan, the EAF Narrative and LWRP
Statement of Consistency, the Reduced Density Proposal includes approximately 15% less
parking area allowing for more green space and less impervious surfaces. See enclosed Site
Plan and Exhibits 5 & 6. The reduced Project also has 140+/- feet of additional walkways
along the western side of the property, facing the Hudson River. The area of the Proposed
Action is not designated as open space by the City of Beacon. The Reduced Density
Proposal will not result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource, eliminate
significant open space, or result in loss of an area now used informally by the community
as an open space resource, as the Site is primarily a vacant lot, with improvements limited
to an existing apartment building and a single-family residence. The Reduced Density
Proposal will not result in any new or different potential significant adverse environmental
impacts to open space and recreation.

e Impact on Critical Environmental Areas: The Proposed Action will not have
a significant adverse environmental impact on Critical Environmental
Areas.

The Proposed Action is not located in a Critical Environmental Area.

e Impact on Transportation: The Proposed Action will not have a significant
adverse environmental impact on transportation.

A Traffic Impact Study, dated January 18, 2017, revised February 27, 2017, (the “Study”)
was prepared by Maser Consulting, P.A., Hawthorne, N.Y. for review by the Planning
Board. The Study was prepared to identify current and future traffic operating conditions
on the surrounding roadway network and to assess the potential traffic impacts of the
Project. The Study was subject to review and comment by the Planning Board’s Traffic
Consultant, Creighton Manning Engineers, LLP, Albany, N.Y. Access to the Site remains
unchanged. The Applicant’s Study was updated by Maser Consulting, P.A., in a letter
dated June 5, 2018 (the “Revised Study™), in order to determined trip generation estimates
from the used unit count in the Reduced Density Proposal. See Exhibit 9. The Revised
Study confirm that “... it is the opinion of Maser Consulting that the currently proposed
[Reduced Density Proposal] Edgewater Development will have a reduced impact on traffic
operation conditions in vicinity to the site and thus the analysis results and traffic
mitigations contained in our original study remain applicable to the currently proposed
project.” The Reduced Density Proposal also proposes improved pedestrian access,
bicycle storage and a car share program for residents, and will not have a significant
adverse environmental impact on transportation.

e Impact on Energy: The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse
environmental impact on energy.
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It is anticipated that existing energy infrastructure will continue to serve the Proposed Action
and that enough surplus exists to meet potential demand.

e Several green building techniques have been incorporated into the Proposed Action. The
building design will allow for the ability to utilize solar energy in the future if and when it
becomes feasible. The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse environmental
impact on energy.

e Impact on Noise, Odor and Light: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact as a result of objectionable odors,
noise or light.

The Reduced Density Proposal proposes approximately 15% less parking area allowing for
more green space and less impervious surfaces, reducing the development footprint. The
Reduced Density Proposal is not anticipated to generate any objectional odors, noise or
light.

o Impact on Human Health: The Proposed Action will not have a significant
adverse environmental impact on human health from exposure to new or
existing sources of contaminants.

There remain no off-site contaminations that pose a threat to development on the
Edgewater Site.

¢ Consistency with Community Plans and Community Character: The
Proposed Action is not inconsistent with adopted community plans and
community character.

The Reduced Density Proposal is consistent with the recommendations and goals identified
in the 2007 Comprehensive Plan and 2017 Comprehensive Plan Updates regarding density of
developments. The Site remains the only property in the City classified in the RD-1.7 Zoning
District and the number of proposed dwelling units complies with the provisions of the RD-
1.7 District in accordance with the City’s new Density Reduction Local Law. The transit
oriented nature of the Reduced Density Proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan,
which seeks to encourage development and allow for increased density of housing in the
waterfront/train station area of the City. (2007 Comprehensive Plan, pp. 7 & 17; 2017
Comprehensive Plan Update, p. 10). The Reduced Density Proposal is also consistent with
the surrounding neighborhood which includes the existing Tompkins Terrace and Colonial
Springs residential developments.

In connection with the 307-Unit Proposal, the Applicant’s Planning Consultant, Cleary
Consulting, prepared a School Impact Study dated June 26, 2017 that documented the
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potential impacts of the Proposed Action on the Beacon City School District. The School
Impact Study conservatively concluded that 47 school age children would reside in the
307-Unit Proposal. As more fully-detailed in Exhibit 10, the Applicant’s planning
consultant confirmed that by “[e]mploying the same methodology accepted by the City
during the SEQRA review of the project [the 307-Unit Proposal], the current 246 unit
project would reduce the number of school age children from 47 to 41
students” (bold and underline emphasis added). Accordingly, the Reduced Density
Proposal is consistent with adopted community plans and community character, and the
Reduced Density Proposal is projected to further reduce the number of school age
children.

The Applicant respectfully submits that an exhaustive analysis was done relating to all
environmental issues for the much denser development concerning the 307-Unit Proposal, and
that the state of the record supports reaffirming the Negative Declaration that the Reduced
Density Proposal will not create any significant adverse environmental impacts. Accordingly, for
the reasons set forth herein, the Applicant requests that this Board consider reaffirming its
Negative Declaration and LWRP Consistency Determination.

THE EDGEWATER PROJECT AVOIDS THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEWLY DEFINED VERY
STEEP SLOPES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE:

As this Board is aware and is more fully discussed above, in addition to reducing the pre-
development density of the Edgewater property based on the calculation of the Very Steep
Slope(s) on the Premises, the newly enacted Steep Slopes Law also revised the Zoning Code’s
definition of what comprises a “Very Steep Slope”.:3 See Exhibit 4. Accordingly, as is more fully
detailed in the enclosed engineering analysis, the Applicant’'s engineering consultants also
reviewed the Reduced Density Proposal to confirm and reaffirm that the project avoids
development of the newly defined Very Steep Slope(s) wherever practicable. See Exhibit 11 —
Hudson Land Design Very Steep Slopes Avoidance Memorandum.

By way of background, City of Beacon Zoning Code Section 223-16 (B) provides:

For the purpose of preventing erosion, minimizing stormwater runoff
and flooding, preserving the City’s underground water resources, and
protecting the City’s character and property values, it is the intent of
this chapter to avoid the development of... very steep slopes, and
toward this end, wherever practicable, new construction shall

9 New Definition: “An area of land with a gradient of 25% or more extending over a contiguous land
area of at least 10,000 square feet.”

01d Definition: “An area of land with a gradient of 25% or more extending over a horizontal length of
at least 100 feet and extending over a horizontal width of at least 100 feet.”
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avoid such areas, and existing vegetation in such areas shall not be
disturbed wherever practicable” (bold and italic emphasis added).

Given the above, as result of the local definitional change, where the prior denser 307-Unit
Development did not involve development of Very Steep Slopes, the Applicant revised the site
plan to ensure that the Reduced Density Proposal for Edgewater avoids development and
disturbance of newly defined Very Steep Slopes wherever practicable. Importantly, while these
certain site plan changes were made for the Reduced Density Proposal in response to comments
from the City’s consultants, as noted in Exhibit 11, the footprint of the buildings generally
remains the same and the site conditions have not changed since the 2017 Negative Declaration —
only the definition of what constitutes a Very Steep Slope has been changed.

Accordingly, as more fully discussed in the enclosed engineering analysis, it is respectfully
submitted that the Reduced Density Proposal for Edgewater avoids development and disturbance
of newly defined Very Steep Slopes wherever practicable, and further, the stormwater and related
mitigation measures included in the Reduced Density Proposal mitigate and prevent erosion;
minimize stormwater runoff and flooding; preserve the City’s underground water resources; and
protected the City’s character and property values, in full satisfaction of the criteria in Zoning
Code Section 223-16(B). See Exhibit 11.

CONCLUSION:

For the reasons set forth above, as well as in prior submissions and appearances, it is respectfully
submitted that the Applicant’s comprehensive application package regarding the Reduced Density
Proposal complies with all the applicable requirements necessary for this Board to reaffirm its
Negative Declaration and LWRP Consistency Determination, which were adopted by this Board
on December 12, 2017 for the prior 307-Unit Plan.

It is also noteworthy that the Applicant appeared before the City Council as soon as possible after
the adoption of the density reduction law in order to reengage and obtain the Council’s input,
which the Applicant has done its best to address in this letter and the enclosed submissions in
connection with the Reduced Density Proposal. Accordingly, we look forward to appearing again
before the Planning Board as the SEQR Lead Agency in order to discuss the technical, engineering
and environmental aspects of the Reduced Density Proposal.

By this letter, pursuant to our correspondence with the Planning Board Attorney, we look forward
to appearing at the Planning Board’s June 12t Agenda to discuss the Reduced Density Proposal
and to proceed in furtherance of the Board reaffirming the Negative Declaration and the LWRP
Consistency Determination. Further, we respectfully request that concurrent Site Plan Public
Hearing on this matter be adjourned from the Planning Board’s meeting Agenda, which is
scheduled to be continued on June 12th, and that it be placed on the Planning Board’s July 1ot
meeting Agenda for the continued Site Plan Public Hearing.
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We look forward to returning to the City Council on June 25, 2018, for a workshop and to
discussing the Reduced Density Proposal further within the context of the Special Use Permit
Application.

Should the Board or City Staff have any questions, please do not hésitate to contact me. Thank
you in advance for your consideration of the enclosed.

4 i ! —/
Ta_y-‘[orLNI. Palmer

BEnclosures

Lo Jennifer L. Gray, Esq., Attorney to the Planning Board
Arthur R. Tully, P.E., City Engineer
Lt. Timothy P. Dexter, Building Inspector
John Clarke, Beacon Planning Consultant
Nicholas M. Ward-Willis, Esq., City Attorney
Michael A. Bodendorf, P.E., Hudson Land Design
Thomas E. Cerchiara, P.L.S., TEC Land Surveying
Aryeh J. Siegel, Architect
Cleary Consulting
Scenic Beacon Developments, LLC
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ATTACHMENT TO
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
REASONS SUPPORTING DETERMINATION

APPLICATION ¥ OR SITE PLAN SPECIAL USE PI]RMIT

22 Fdgewater Place: ik vo s
Tax Grid Nos, 5954-25-581985, 5954-25-574979, 5954-25-566983,5955-19-59002

-mmcwsmms

Based uponi a review of Parts 1 aud 2 of the Full. E'.nwromnentdl Assessment Form (EAF)
and all other apphcatmn thaterials that wers submitted in support of the Proposcd Action,
along wilh reports fiom Cxty staff and consultatits, isformation from involved and irilerested
agencies, and information from the publlc ‘the Planning Board, actmg 4s Tead. Ag(,ncy,
makes the followmg conclusiotis,

The Proposcd Action. is a Iype 1 action pursuant to 6 NYCRR 617 4{b)(5)(l1|) because
the project proposes the construction of more than 250 new residential units to be
coniecled to public water and sewer in a city having a populat:on of less than 150,000,
The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, opened a public hearing to consider comments
regarding any enviroumental impacts of the Proposed Action on May 9, 2017 and
continued the hcarmg to Tuly 1, 2017, August 8, 2017, September 12, 2017, Ociober 12,
2017, November 14, 2017 and Décember 12, 2017, at which time the State
Enwronmcnt'll Quality Ravxew Act (SEQRA) public hearing was closed,

The Proposed Action will not result in any sigoificant adverse impacts on the
enwmmnent o summary:

. Impact on Land: The Proposed Action will not have a signi:ﬂtant adverse
environmental impact as # result of any physical change to the project site.

The Project Site consists of four (4) parcels which are proposed to be merged into
one development parcel of approximately 12 acres. Approximately 10 acres of the
Site wall be disturbed for developinetl of the Project The Site is currently
developed with two buildings and is characterized by prior soil distubance across
much of the Site. Several stockptles of aggregate and topseil are currently located
within the central portion of the Site on either side of the remnants of an asphall
road that extends across the céntral portion of the Site.

w:‘ ey




Cily of Beacon Planiing Board
Docember 12,2017
Edgewater

The Site is located within the RD-1,7 Zening District. The Project proposes 307
dwelling units (413 bedrooms) in seven (7) apartment buildings with associated
infrastructure mcludmg iflity lines, stormwater facifities, and '3 below-grade
parking garage and on-grade parking. Land banked parking will be utilized for a
portion of the proposed patking spaces (33 parkmg, spaces-io the west of Building
1) (o minimizc land disturbance and impervious coverage. The Projeet will
require the removal of approxlmdtely 3.2 acres of woods, which generally
involves smaller trees located-on the interior of the site. No wetlands or wetland
buffer areas will be:distucbed as & result of- the iject Dlsturbance of slopes will
be “stabilized uding best mapagenient practices durmg ‘consifuclion dnd post-
construction,

. Impact on Geolpgical Features: The Proposed Action will nof have a significant
adveise environmental 1mpact 0n ANy unigue of unusual lJand forms on the site.

There at¢ no uniquie-geological features on the Property..

. Tmpacts on Surface Water and Groundwater: The Proposed Action will not
have a sigmﬁcant adverse environmental impact on surface or groundwater
quality or quant'ity

Residential iand uses are. generally not associated with the dischiarge of contaminants
into aquifers or ether ground water sources, There will be no bulk storage of
petroleum or chemicals on-sit¢. The Project does not include or require wastewater
dlSLharged to groundwatcr, and is not Jocated wnthm 100 feet of potable dnnkmg
water or irrigation sources,

Site disturbance will exceed l-acre and _Lher'efore a full Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was prepared in order to obtain coverage under
NYSDEC SPDES General Permit GP-0-15-002. The proposed stormwater
practices shown on the plans and described in the SWPEP are designed in
accordance With the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design  Manual,
including design of an underground site stormwater conveyanée system and three
infiliration basins,

The Project will be conngcted to the existing public water distribution system. At full
build-out, the Project is expeeted to require 45,430 gallons of water per day. A 6”
ductile iron (DI} water main ruris beneath Tompkins Terrace and an 8 DI main runs
beneath Bank Street.  An 8" DI spur runs into the Site beneath Branch Street from
Bank Street to an existing hydrant. It is proposed that the Site will connect to the 8”
M pipe (DIP) on Bank Street through a 8” DIP. The 8” DIP will be brought through
the Site to provide water supply to the new buildings and continue to Branch Street
and connect to the 8" DIP forming a looped connection to the City water system.

o
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The Applicant propases to dedicate the new 8" water muin to the City, along with a
20" wide utility easement for maintenance purposes. Flow and pressure tests have
confirmed adf:quate flow and pressure -are available for the Project. New fire
hydranis and périodic isolation valves are proposcd within the Site. In the event the
City: does not.aceept dedncatmn of the 8" water main and easement, the infrastructure
will remiain-privitely owned and taintained bt will need 10 be modified to include
backflow prevention devices® and misters, Notabiy, the Project does nol propose 10
use plblic water for |mgataon PUrposes. Rather, the Projcgt includes an underground
cistern for harveslmg, y root runoft for Jrngatwn purposes,

The Praject will be conrected to the existing public sanitary sewer system. At full
build ‘out; the Project is expected to generate 45430 gallons of wasiewater per day
(41 3 bedrooms x 110 gpd fbedroom), Under normal operating ¢ conditions the public
qamtary sewer system is sufficient for the roject; however the West Main Street
sewer pump station may reguiie upgtades. 1f it is dctenmned that upgrades are -
negessary as the City"s hydraulic model of the sewer syqlem is updated, the upgrades
willbe implemented as necessary. The Slte currently containg an existing apartment
-bulldmg, and a single family residence. Both structuges will be demolished. thereby
¢litinin: ting any current inflow and infiltration (1&1) enienng the City sanitary sewer
systern (North mterceptor) from the Site.

a lmpact on Flooding* The Proposed Actmn il not have a slgmi'cant adverse

rlmoﬂ‘

For the Propos.ed Action, thé treaiment of stormwater will be provided for the new
impervious area, A Stormwatet Poilution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been
prepared in accordance with the tequirernents of NYSDEC SPDES General Permiit
for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Acuvxty Permit No. GP-0-15-002,
The final stormwater management system will consist of minimal conveyante
Systcms which will inclede culverts and grass-lined swales/dikes where required.
It is anticipated that most, if not all perimeter- diversion swales/dikes will be
unnecessary and removed. after installation; however, there may be 2 need for
some a5 site conditions wartant, The remainder of the drainage area will remain
undisturbed with natural vegetation remaining.

Green infrastructure practices will be implemonted to the greatest extont possible
to reduce runoff, including avoidance of sensitive areas, minimizing grading and
soil disturbance, minimizing impervious argas on internal access ways, driveways
and parking arcas, and use of meadow as perinanent final groundcover to provide
better water quahity. Parking spaces and drive aisles were reduced in size from
9'%20° with a 25’ drive aisle to 9°x18’ with a 24’ drive aisle, to comply with the

i
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ncwly amended Clty Codg_ requlrements nd consmtenc:y wnth the "Grcenway

Infi ltrauonfbmretenlmn prauuces, use of‘ open channel vegetated convcyance
systems; and-an undcrground cistern for roof rinoff will alse be implemented,

Pretreatment practices proposed -for the Project include overland flow, vegetated
c;wales, stoue c 'eck dams, hydrodynamm dewces ireatment practlces, btoretentmn

(RRV) due to shailow bedrock constramts. The January 2015 NYbDEC
Stormwater: Desigh Manual- describes agceptable site limitations to include
stiallow” depth to bedrock. -Thes ,fi)re--“:-Bloretcnt10|1 area 1 will be supplemented
with éisteins: for koot ri noif “afid Bioretention area 2 will be supptemented with a
vegetated swale to maximize the RRV.

S 'im‘paﬂ L. S s e § He'““i’ﬁﬂiﬁ‘s‘ml““ﬁmmh“”mli WOt Wave §vignificant ndverse

environmental m1pact on aiy’ quality

Construction activities assoclated with gradmg and excavation could result in
(emiporary air-quality mmacts Air’ qualuy in the area, however, is not expet.ted o be
significantly impacied by projéct construction because the construction activities will
be. temporary and confingd to the Site. Constmctlon vehicles will emit certain air
pollutants through engine exhaust. Theie is also the potential for ﬁugntwc dust to be
credted during the construction period from $ite preparation activitis, including
relnovai of existing. impervious surfaces and vegetation, and site grading. Fugitive
.dust nmlssmnb will be mmgbated by welting and si.abtlmmg soils 1o suppress dust
gcncnanon Other ‘dust suppression methods will inchude the spraying of soil
stockpiles during dry periods and . covering ‘trucks cariying solid. and other dry
materials. These unavoidable short tenn impacts to air-quality will écase upon project
completlon Construstion will be conducted in accordance with the final filed site
plan and in- accordance with -all applicable federal, state and local codes. it is
anticipated that nearby properties will experience temporary fugitive dust and an
glevation in. vehicle emissions from construction vehicles thruughoul nccasional
periods during  copstruction of the proposed project. This is a temporary,
construction-rélated, inavoidable impact that is not significant,

¢ Tmpact on Plants and Animals: The Proposed Action will not have a significant
adverse environmental impact on flora or fauna.

Pursuant to.a March 30, 2017 letter from NYSDEC, the only state-listed species.
recotded within or néar the Project Site is the Indiana Bat (NYS Listing:

by
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Endangered). The main impact of concern for bats is the removal oft potentlal 1Qost
tices. The. Apphcant subtnitted a Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat
Suxtablhty Assessment Repott, dated September 15,2017, prepared by Ecoleglca!
Solutions, LLC, Southbury, CT. The Report coriciuded “The proposed. project
w11l requlre the remova) of approximately 3.2 acres of ‘woods for the proposed
project, fhich generaily mvoives smaller 1rees locatcd on the mterlor of ihc snc

Pur.suant to NYSDEC recommendat:, ns, removal of trees greater than f‘our (4)
inches in diamieter at the Project Site will take place between October 1 and April

diiring the bat hibetnation period to-avoid the removal of trees which may be
(ihized by Indiana Bals as roosting irees, The Pmpusad Action also includes
shiclded, ‘cut-off light fixtures that ditect light down to miniimize hghl polluuon
ol - interfere: with, potential bal - fordgmg activities. Lastly, the Proposed
des lmplcmentatwn of sozl conscrvatton zmd dust contml bcst

enhance w1ld||fe habltat

I_'rr'ip_a__gt on-Agricultural Resources: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental imipact on-agricultural resources.

Theré are o agricultiiral resources in'tlie Qibini_t,y of the Site:

[mpacton Aesﬁthe’tiﬁc Rﬁsour_t_':es: Thée Proposed Actien will not have a significant
adverse ¢nvironmental impact on aesthetic resources.

The Pxoposed Action will not-reésulf ity the obstructzon, elimination or significant
scregning of one:or more ofﬁclally des:gnated scenic views, or visible from any
publicly accessible vantage points gither seasorially nor year around, The Local
Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) does not list viewsheds from the Site,
or viewsheds that would be obscuréd by the Pro_;eet Seasonal views of the Project
will be experienced from the Metro: North train station and from the Hudson River.
The Applicant submilted an LWRP Consistency Statement, prepared by Aryeh
Siegel, Architect, which was reviewed by the City Planner. Photo renderings of
the Project were also submitted. by the Applicant demonstrating the possible
seasonal vicws from these vantage points. The renderings demonstrate that the
tops of the buildings will be visible to-some degree and the level of visibility will
change with the scasonal leaf coverage. Architectural review of the proposed
buxldmg roofs includes attention {o the roof materials and finishes to harmonize
with the existing landscape. The buildings have been designed to be set back from
the property lines to.allow for the maintenance of the existing wooded hillsides
around the proposed development aréas. The seasonal views of the Project are

-
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consistent with the existing viewshed and will not result in o significant adverse
environﬁient'ai impact,

It is noted that the height of the proposed buildings complies with the maximum
building height permitted in the RD:1.7 District. However, due to the method in
which the, bmldmgs are meas ' d”under the City of Bcacon Zonmg Codc threc (3)

of storacs pcrmlttcd Bulldmgs 3 4 and 6 wxll be 55 feet in he;ght constsient wuh

\

the limitatiosis in the Zoni 'Gode. but are meagured as 5 stories where a
maximurs of 4.5 storics ds permitted.

. Intpact on Hwtornc and Archeoiogieal Resouirées: The Propased Action will not
‘have a sigmficsmt adverse :énvironmental fmpact on historic or archeologlcal
-rcsuurces

- Pursudiit to a March 30, 2017 letter from NYSDEG, the records of the statewide’

Trpiventory ol archaealog:cai FegolTces failitarned By The New York Stale Museam ™™

and the-New York ‘Stats Officé of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(NYS OPRHP) state that-the Proposed Action is located within an area considered
Lo be sensitive with- rega_rd 10 archaeologxcal TESOUTCES,

wis submltted for the Board’s rev:ew The Phaec lA Repnrt pmwde'; rhe
following conclusion:

“The project area has expenenccd extenswe soil disturbance, initialty the resuit of
historic developrient followed by-excavation related to the removal of the historic
bulldmgb that once occup:ed the site, The recent use of the property for aggregate
and topsoil stockpiling have also affested the landscape. A significant portion of
the property, especially along the gastern, sonthem and western perimeters, have
slopes cxceeding 12%. With the high level -of disturbance and the presénce of
slopes greater than 12%, no furiher- amheologwal investigation is recommended.”

Addmonal]y, based on ils review of the Project (OPRHP Project Review
#l'?PR06370), ina Iettm‘ dated October 10, 2017, the NYS OPRHP provided the
tollowing opinion: *...[the} project will have no impact on archaeological and/or
historte resources li_ste"d in or eligible for the New York Statc Register of Historie
Places.”
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Impact on Open Space. and Recreation: The Pr aposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmental impact on open space and recreation.

Beacon 'Ihc Ploposed Actmn WI“ not resull m the Ioss of a wrrent or fulure
recreatlonal resource el:mmaie mgmﬁcant open. spacc or rcsult in lcm of an area

‘...

buﬂdmg and a smglc famlly resmdence If ¢ 2 park of adequate s;ze and pracucal
i0 . | ;the need f‘qr addxtmnal recreatmn/parkland wﬁhm the

park and recreatmnal opportumties In the Clty of Beacon

Impact on Critical Environmental Areas: The Proposed Action will not have a
significant adverse environmentalimpact on Critical Envitonmental Areas.

The Proposed Action is not located in-a Critical Environsmental Area.

Impact on Tramportatmn' The Propased Action will not have a significant
adverse environmental impact on transpertatmn

A Traffic Impact Study, dated January 18, 2017, revised February 27, 2017, (the
“Study”) was :prs.pared by Masér Consulting, P, A., Hawthorne, N.Y. for review by
the P].mmn;, ard. The Study was prepared to identify current and future traffic
operating dondmnns on the surrounding roadway network and to assess the
potential traffic impacts of the Projeet, The Study was subject o review and
cotiinient by the Planning Board's Trafﬁc Consultant; Creighton. Manning
Engineers, LLP, Albany, N.Y,

The Project praposes access to the 8ite at a reconstructed driveway connection to
Tompkins Avenue located between Tompkins Terrace and Bank Strcet.  The
Project also mcludes an extension at the southern end of the. Sll.c to Branch Street,

providing access directly to Bank Street, which connects to West Main Street to
the south..

The Study established Year 2017 Existing Traffic Volumcs and then projecied a
2022 Desiga Year which took into account bm,kgrmmd traffic growth and traffic
from other potential or approved deveiopments in the area, Estimated volume from
the Project during peak hours was added to the Study and the Existing, No-Build
and Build Traffic Volumes were compared to roadway capacities based on
procedures from the Highway Capacity Manual to determine existing and future
Levels of Service (1.OS) and operating ¢onditions.

-
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The following interscctions were sludied:

Wolcoit Avenue (NYS Route 9D)/Tompkins Avcnuef'Ralph Streel
Tompkins Avenuc/Bank Strect

Beekinan Street/W.Main Street

W-.Main Street/Bank Street

Wolcott Avenue {NYS Ratite QD):’Verp'lanbk Aveie

Wolcoft Avenue (NYS Route 9D)/Beekiman Street/West Church Strcet
Wolcott Avenue NYS Rovite 9D)Main: StteetrMummpa] Place
Tornpkms AvcnuefSIte Access

Branch Streei/Bank Streel

The Study concludes and the, Planning Board’s Traffic Consultant-concurred that
similar levels of scivice and dclays will'bic experienced at the arca intérsections
:under the future N0~Bu1ld and Bui d 'Condmuns Thc ma_}only of the mtursec,uons

W”“"“““““““”ﬁdgewater“ﬁr g ”WE@Z“ET%G““TJ&W’&TT&%M?YW& f:“ci" Ty t’ﬁé’” Plﬁunmg T

Board. The traffic projections do niot take any credits for the anticipated use of
Metio North and/or pedestrian trips ‘to thie’ traih by residents of ‘the new
deve!opmenh which witl likely teduce the aétual peak vehicular traffic generated
given the walking distance to- the train statlon The Applicani’s traffic consnltant
pr cpmed analyses for the Project.as a tranqlt-onented development, based on the
Site’s proximity to-the Metro-North train station, Where a-mass transit credit is
apphed to the Project, which the Appllcam s traffic consuliant identified could be
obtainable for the Site, the Applmant s traffic consultant concluded: “...the
expected: delays would be less at the study area intersections as a result of the
lower vehicular traffic gencration from the project.”

'Notwﬁhstandmg, due to anticipated délays at the Wolcott AvenueNerp!anck
Avenue and Walcoft Avenue/Beekimdn Street intersections, traffic signal timing
modifications are proposed dmmg ilie AM Peak Hour for the Wolcott
Averug/Verplanck Avenue intersection and durinig the PM Peal Hours for the
Wolcott Avenue/Beekman Strect intersection, to address the project related deiay
increases.  With these traflie signal timing moditications, the intersections will
aperate similar to No-Build -conditions without the Project. Additionally, the
intersections: of Wolcott Avenus/Toropking Avenue and Beckman Street/West
Main Street are proposed to be monitored after occupancy of the Project to assess
whether traffic signal warrants will be satisfied at these locations,

Related to transportation, the Project also proposcs improved pedesinan access o

and from the Project, upgraded pedestrian facilities along Branch Street, Bank
Street and West Main Street, and pedestrian striping and signing improvements at

40
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the intersection of Bank Street and West Main Streel. The Project also proposes
ample bioyele storage and acar share program for its resxdents

- Tmpact on Energy: The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse
cnvironmental impact on energy.

Several green - bur!dmg techmques have been incorporated mto the Projcct The
bulldmg design will allow for:the: ablhty to utilize solar enérgy in the future if and
when'it becomes, feasible:

. Impact on Nmse, .OdOr and Light The Prnposed Actmn wnll not have a

nmse or light
The Proposed. Action is not anticipated to-gencrate any noxious odors.

Notsc impacts assocmtcd Wlth the proposcd Project will be hmned to temporary
impacts generated durmg construction.  Temporary noise impacts associaled with
construction will: be mitigated by timiting consfruction "activities to the hours
bctween 7 00 4. and 7 00 p . Smt testmg, was condm.,led Onbllt': to mvesuhate

bcdmck was tound less than 5 feet 1rom thc emslmg grade ln the araa of‘
Bioretention dtea 2, bedrock: dbptl s were found to be slightly deeper than 4 feet,
If blasting becomes necessary, it will be pe;!oamed in accordance with all
appllcahlc state and local requircnients. In addition, there wlll_ be 1o significant
noisc impacts post-conslmctlon

All proposed lighting w1ll be tully shiglded and dark sky compliant. Lighting
levels along the access. difve will. gcnerally be low (within 0.0+ - 1.0 footcandles
along the magjority of the access drive, with discrete areas of increased intensity
under lghting fixtures (up to_about 3.0 footcandles). The proposed Lighting Plan
shows minimal to no light splllage over property lines. Lighting at the perimeter of

the site is negligible,
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»

adverse envimnmental |mpact on human health from exposnre tu new or
existing sources of contaminants,

According to information available on the NYS DEC Site Remediation Database,
the off:site contaniination under the following Site Codes identified in the EAF
has either completed a remediation program or does not pose a threat to
developinent on-the Edgewater Site: V00293, C314112, V00096, 314069, 546031,

Consistency with Community. Plans and Community Character: The Praposed
Action is not inconsistent with adopted cnmmunity plans and commiunity
character. -

The- Pro_ject 15 consistent with the recommendations and goals ldentlﬁed in the_2007
Cnmprchenswe Plan '_nd 2017 Comprchcnswc Plan Updatcs rcgardmg densrcy 0f

a[low for mcreascd densrty of housmg in the waterfront/tram station aréa of the. C:t)r
(2007 Compruhenswe Plan, pp.7& 17; 20[7 Cmnprehcnmve Plan: _pdate p. 10).
The Project i also consistent with the surrounding nelglﬁmrhood which includes the
existing’ Tomp_kms Terrace and-Cologial Springs residential _deve_lopments

The PrOJcct will create an inereased demand for community scrvices such as
emergency services and the Beacon City School District. The application was
feferted 1o the City of Beacon Police and Firé Departmcnfs The Project will be
constructed in’ agcordance with “all applicable state and local emeryency and fir
safcty requirements. The Applicant ‘also_submitted a School Impact Study, dated
June 26, 2017, prepared by Cleary Consulting. The School Impact Study concluded

that appmxlmatcly 47 school age children would reside in ‘the new development .

This estirate was-calculating using the Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy
Research mu!l[pllels which tends to be a conservative method for detenmnmg the
amount of school age children generated by a devclopmf:m pmJect

The School Impact Study was reviewed by the Planning Board's Planning
Consultant. Cleary Consulting’s August 7, 2017 letter responds to questions from
the Planning Consultant and comments from thé publie. It clarifies and concludes
that the value associated with each unit type in the Rutgers study is based on 2006
market conditions, but it is the ratio of the value to other factors that is more
important than the valug itself. For example, the values could just as effectively been
expressed as low, medium and high, rather than attaching a numeric value to each
housing type. The value sslected to be utilized in the calculation of the number of

# -12-
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schoof age children generated by the Project reflects the Applicant’s anticipated price
point for the market rate units af the proposed transit oriented development project.

The Planning Board’s Plannmg Conisultant concludes in his October 6, 2017 review
memorandum that the projectcd 47 school- -age-children is conservative given (1)
average household sizes Have declined since the 2006 multipliers were: pubhshed (2)
several large-scale. studies have shown (hat apartients near train stations generaily
have lower school cluldrcn counts, (3) 96 of thc, 307 per()‘.‘yed umts are. smaller
ratm uscd for :atudaos m the ‘Echool Impacl Smdy, and (4) the survcy 0[‘ Bcacon
muitifamily housing developments set forth in a chart on page 9. of Cleary
Consulting’s August 29, 2017 !etter, pamcularly the most recent dlifce projects on the
chart {Leonard Stieet — 74 total units, 49 units ténted to date, 0 school-aged chlldrcn

1. Bast Miiin Street - 19-units, 1 school-aged child; and 11 Creek Drive ~ 6 units, 0
school-aged. children), provndes local supporting bac.kground informiation for a lower
average. number. of school age: chlldren The chart of “Actual. %hoo! “Age Children
Residing in Selected Comparable Muln <Family Developments in the City of
Beacon,” demumtrates an average ratio of 0.7 schoo‘:»aged children per. unit.

(August 29,2017 Cleary Consultmg Letter, p-9 ‘Using this ratio, the Pro;ect would
produce only 22 school-aged children.

The Beacon City School District has called into question the accuracy of the data and
rationaté behind :the School lmpact Study s conclusions in letters dated-August 7,

2017, October 12, 2017, November 3, 2017 and Decernber 8, 2017 {reccwed
December 11, 2017), and verbal testimony before: the Board, The Applicant’s

consultant responded to the School District’s ¢oncerns in lelters, dated August 29,
2017, Septerber 26, 2017, October 25, 2017 and Novesiber 28, 2017, Also, upon
request of the Planning Board ina memorandum dated November 14, 2017 the
Boacon City Assessor provided an estimated valuation of Project of $34-40 million
based-upon her knowledge of the Project to-date.

Upon review of all Lombpondence, the Planning Beard’s Plunmng, Consultant
provided his profossional opinion rcgaldmg the school impacts in his November 9,
2017 memorandum;

As a summary of the school impact pasitions, the applicant’s june 26, 2017 Schaol Impact Study ond
supplemental comments conclude that the Beacon City School District (BCSD) has adequate copacity
Jor the projected 47 school-age children and that the proposed profect will have a net positive
financialimpact on the district, Three central assumptions have been disputed by the BCSD: the
estimate of public school-age children, the assessed value of the completed project, and the cost per
student to be used in the fiscal calculation. The schools have avoilable copacity, since overalf
emvoilment has dropped 20%, or 735 students, between 2004-5 and 2015-186.

~43-
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Both parties agree thut the 2008 Rutgers Residentiol Demographlc Multfpr'rers for New York are the
mdusny-accepted srandard jar esumanng schoo.‘ ch:!dren, but they d:sagree on' what levet mtfos to

age chi!dren tab!e wrs ased from _
age. ch.-!dren {PSAC) mtio :

r,the market rate un.‘ts

best estimnte Is befo w, ' .
.-ano far the reqmred workforce units:

and the mediain 34u—66t percentile

units. .. #___ Market PSACT Workforce . Rutio  PSAC  Total PSAC
Studlo 96 86 602 10 27 27 872
18R 115 104 7,28, 27 297 1025
28R 86 77 A5 405 16.37
igR. .. 2Q. 8 567 1. 2313 697

fotals 307 a76 31 ' 4231

The C:ty of Beacon Assessorhas estimated that the: assessed Vaiue of the completed pro;ecr will be

fnstructmnaf Budget cost of S 17,102 ,ber student which i‘nciudes teachmg salunes/beneﬁts special
A guidonce :-hear’th and mrral serwces mferscho!mhc and nrhﬂr acrmhes.

sm’ﬁries/beneﬂts tmd caplta!-bud‘get items :nc;‘ud.-ng central sefvices and debt serwces The net
f sca! tmpacts depend oft whfch o_ne of these ﬂgures seems most reasonabfe As anurher factor of

O Addl. Costs. . Revenue ... Netimpacts
Instructionial Budget 51 718,284 $810,300  +$92,016
Total Buidget 823116 42 $970,872 $810,300 ~$160,572

Marginally increasing enroliment by about 42 students in a  district that is down 735 students since
2004-5-and down 128 students from the previgus year shoujd not s:gmf cantly affect the capltel and
administrative budget sections. ! think that the Instructional Budget calculation is justifiable.

Based on the information provided the Planning Board’s professional p]annmg
consultant, the. Apphcant s professional planning consultant and the BCSD, it is the
Planning Board’s opinion that the addition of 42 school-age children represents the
tmost accurate application of the Rulger's ratios. After considering all testimony and
written. submissions to-the Planning Board on this subject, the Planning Board

e
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not create a mgmﬁcam mcmascd demand on the School Dnmct

Based upon alk mformauon beforc thc Plannmg Board to datc, mc}udmg ‘the Fuli-

prepéred-and -that ?-t-he SEQRA proccsq is com-plet'e

resu!lmg estimated $ I60 572 deflclt is not mgmﬂcant as compared 10 ihe BSCD's annual budget of
approxnm'\tely $66.75 miition (2016-2017 final budget), and thercfore does not rige to the level ofa
significant adverse environmental inpact.

18-
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Fraject s Triguistor

ki (XTI

Fulf En vimnmem’af Aa&.ssmem Form
Part 3 - Evaluation of the Magnitude.and. Imparmnce of Project Impacis
anl
Determiingtion of .S'Igngf' icance

Part 3 provides:the reasons T support of the determination of qlgniﬂcance The:oad agcncy must complets Part 3 for pvery question
i Part 2 where the Impact hns been identifled a5 potéritially moderate fo Targo or ‘Where there is a aeed o explain why a paiticular

| element of the:proposéd metion will not, o may, ‘tesultin a signiticat ndverse enviranmentat impact,

3 Based o tho analyr-ls in: Patt 3t lemi apeney ¢ rmmist ducn@e wihether fo require:an snyironmentsl imipuct staterient to furthor. assess
{her availg 5 sufficient for the lead ngenicy | 4o conclude that the pmposcd aetlon will ot
e1se enwmnmemai impucl By comp!eu ng thu cerhﬂcalion on the next page, the leud BgENCY TOn complete'its

b ofan. [mpac,l.
o Assoss lhe Importam:e ofihn impacl; ‘Iniportancs relates 1o the gaagraphlo scope, durition, probability of the Impact
. peict: and wny. additlonal env:ronmenial congequences If the inpast Wcrc Io

assessnwm should take into consideration any design element or project changes,
; is progess for each Part 2 qucsllnn whers e Impast has heen ideritificd as potentially moderate To large or where
jp;lmh why W pm:cula.r element of the ;:-ropuwd uc:lkm wili not, o rivay, resul in L siguificant adverse

idc' he rnn.snn(s) why thc impack may, ar will-fot, result in a slgnificant adverse suvirontiental impact '
'miuns idcnut’y he spmiﬂc codRtian(s) Imposed that will modify e proposed action so that. |

no sl
o f\tlach additional shﬂets, as necded
P8 seq sltachad

i}etermmatmn at’ Signiﬂcance Typa 1 aml Unllsted Actmns

1 SEQR _Sfalus: E] 'i‘ype 1 o I:] Unlisted
! Tdentify portiens of EAF completed for this Project: [/ Part 1 [ Pant 2 [Z] Fart 3




Upon review of the mt‘nrmatlcn rovordad o Ihis EM‘ a8 noted, plus thls addltionnl suppart informahon

All.anplivalton malesals wmm&mmwmmmummﬁmﬁmmmmmmmmmm
nliggg s&} an the ﬂppﬁca!loh

 and consldering both-the ragnitude and tmpurtan-:e of snch Identif‘ ad ]mlentlai impnel, Itls the eonclugion of the
{Qhygl Bogcon Planig Boond....., —— b e 85 100 AERADY that:

: u A, ‘This projeet will result (o no signficant adverse jmpacts on the environment, dnd, therefore, an environmental impact
statemerit nced ot b6 proparod, Accordingly, this nogative déclartion a issted.

;j[:] B, Although this projedt could have a sighificaut adverse {mpact on the eavironment, that impact will be ayoided or
substanlla!iy mltlgated becavse of the followmg conditions whir:h wlll be: requlred by lhe 1ead agency'

 There will; therefore, be no slgmﬁmm ndvarse impacts from the: pmjecl 8 cond Iilc-ned and, thmmm, Hhils conditioned hegatlve
decleration is istued, A conditiofied negative declsdtion may be ised oniy for UNLISTED: ﬂcliaﬁs (see 6 NYCRR 617.4).

[ ¢ ‘This Project may result in cris o more signifteant adverse linpacts dn the environmenl, and an snvironmental impact 7
statonient st be prepated to Airitier assess the, impaci(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives o avoid or reduce those -

impncls Mcordingly, this ;msitws declarmian is issued )

Name ot“ Af.‘.lion Edgawalor .

_'-Nama of Lead _A' cy. City nf Beacn. Plennmu Boam

jName of Reaponslhle Oﬁ‘icm‘ In Lead Agency Jay Shm ”

'Tlﬂe of Respmlslbte thcer Ghaatran

v

Slgnnturc of Rcspunﬁ‘bia ()i'ﬁcer in Lcud Agenc.y /,w\gp% ) \,&;}& » ) Date V‘/C o 1) i ,41 ?ui{
' Signature af Prepnrm‘ (lfdtﬁ‘mnt frnm Respcnstbté(!m%f}i jmﬁfm b Giay. B S o Date.

lfm‘ Fur_hnr lni‘ormntinn.

| Contree Person: Etha Grogan, Plasning Secrelary

Address: 1 Munielpal Paza, Bagson, Naw Yok 12608

Talephone Numbey: 845-838-5002

‘E-mall: igragangoliyolsencan.org

“For Type 1 Actions nad Conditloaed Negative Declaratlons, a copy of this Noliee is sent to:

i Chief Bxeculive Officer of the political subdivision in which the acilon wiit be pelncipatty lovated (s.p., Town / Clty / Vilage of)

‘I Oiher involved-agencics (if.any)
| Applicaut (I any}

Emrlmnmenia! Notice Bulletin: mmmmmm

:.Received in the Office of the

City Clerk
December 20, 2017
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RESOLUTION

PLANNING BOARD
BEACON, NEW YORK

LOCAL WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION
PROGRAM (LWRY) CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION
DCEWATER (22 EDGEWATER PLACE)

WHEREAS, the Beacon Planning Board received applications for Preliminary and
Final Subdivision Plat Approvals (lot merger) and Site Plan Approval from Scenic
Beacon Developments LLC (the “Applicant™) for the construction of seven (7) apartment
buildings containing a total of 307 units (413 bedrooms) following the demolition of two
existing structures and the merger of four lots into a single 12-acre parcel, along with
associated infrastructure including but not limited fo landscaping, stormwater
management facilities, lighting, off-street parking areas, and retaining walls; and (the
“Project” or “Proposed Action™); and

WHEREAS, the Site is located in the Coastal Management Zone as defined by the
City’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) and the Proposed Action
includes a request for an LWRP Consistency Determination; and

WHEREAS, the subject property is located at 22 Edgewater Place and designated
on the City tax maps as Parcel Nos. 5954-25-581985, 5955-19-590022, 5954-25-566983
and 5954-25-574979; and

WHEREAS, the subdivision is shown on the drawing, entitled, “Lot Consolidation
Map Prepared for Weber Projects LLC,” dated March 6, 2017, prepared by TEC Land
Surveying; and

WHEREAS, the Site Plan is shown on the drawings entitled, “Site Plan
Edgewater,” Sheets 1-15, dated January 31, 2017, last revised October 31, 2017, prepared
by Aryeh Siegal, Architect; and

WHEREAS, the application also consists of application forms, the Environmental
Assessment Form (EAF) and professional studies and reports submitted to the Planning
Board; and

WHEREAS, the application was referred to the Dutchess Couﬁty Planning
Department pursuant to New York State General Municipal Law and responses dated
March 16, 2017 and June 12, 2017 were received; and




Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) Consistency Determination
Edgewater

WHEREAS, on May 9, 2017, the Planning Board opened a public hearing for the
purpose of soliciting comments regarding the relevant areas of environmental impact, and
the SEQRA public hearing was closed on December 12, 2017; and )

WHEREAS, on August 8, 2017, the Planning Board opened a public hearing on
the application for Site Plan Approval, at which time all those interested were given an
opportunity to be heard and the public hearing remains open; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Seciion 220-6 of Chapter 220, Waterfront
Consistency Review, of the City Code, all “actions to be undertaken within the City’s

Coastal Management Zone shall be evalvated for consistency in accordance with
the....LWRP policy standards....;” and

WHERFEAS, in accordance with Section 220-5 of the Waterfront Consistency
Review chapter of the City Code, it is the Lead Agency’s responsibility to make the
Determination of Consistency based upon the Applicant’s LWRP Consistency Statement,
the SEQRA documents, the application and Project documentation, and all other
information that has been submitied by the Applicant, City staff, Planning Board
consultants, involved and interested agencies, and the public; and

WHEREAS, the Site was rezoned to RD-1.7 after the adoption of the LWRP and
therefore several references to an RD-6 zoning designation for the Site (known as the
Prizzi property) are no longer applicable, however, it is noted that the LWRP identifies a
potential for development of the property as townhouses.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED, that after taking a “hard look™ at each
of the relevant areas of environmental concern through review of the Environmental
Assessment Form and all associated materials prepared in connection with the Proposed
Action the Planning Board hereby adopts the annexed Negative Declaration pursuant to
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that there are a number of LWRP policies which
do not apply to the Project which policies are those that are contained in the LWRP but
not listed below, and also hereby makes the following consistency findings with respect
to the LWRP policies which apply to the Project:

POLICY 5

Encourage the location of development in areas where public services and facilities
essential to such development are adequate, except when such development has special
functional requirements or other characteristics which necessitates its location in other
coastal areas.




Local Waterfront Revitalization Program {ILWRP) Consistency Determination
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As noted in the SEQRA WNegative Declaration for the Project, the Project will be
connected to the existing public water distribution system and public sanitary sewer system.

POLICY 13

The construction or reconstruction of erosion protection structures shall be undertaken
only if they have a reasonable probability of controlling evosion for at least thirty years
as demonstrated in design and construction standards and/or assured maintenance or
replacement programs.

There will be no measurable increase erosion or flooding generated by the Project. The
proposed stormwater practices shown on the plans and described in the SWPPP have
been designed in accordance with the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design
Manual. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been prepared in
accordance with the requirements of NYSDEC SPDES General Permit for Stormwater
Discharges from Construction Activity Permit No. GP-0-15-002. The final stormwater
management system will consist of minimal conveyance systems which will include
culverts and grass-lined swales/dikes where required. It is anticipated that most, if not all
perimeter diversion swales/dikes will be unnecessary and removed after installation;
however, there may be a need for some as site conditions warrant. The remainder of the
drainage area will remain undisturbed with natural vegetation remaining.

Green infrastructure practices will be implemented to the greatest extent possible to
reduce runoff, including avoidance of sensitive areas, minimizing grading and soil
disturbance, minimizing impervious arecas on internal access ways, driveways and
parking areas, and use of meadow as permanent final groundcover to provide better water
quality. Parking spaces and drive aisles were reduced in size from 9°x20” with a 25°
drive aisle to 9’x18’ with a 24" drive aisle, to comply with the newly amended City Code
requirements and consistency with the “Greenway Connections” and NYSDEC
stormwater objectives to reduce impervious surfaces,

Infiliration/bioretention practices, use of open channel vegetated conveyance systems,
and an underground cistern for roof runoff will also be implemented.

Preireatment practices proposed for the project include overland flow, vegetated swales,
stone check dams, hydrodynamic devices, treatment practices, bioretention areas,
infiltration basing and grass filter strips.

Proposed bioretention areas 1 and 2 do not meet 100% Runoff Reduction Volume due to
shallow bedrock constraints. The January 2015 NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual
describes acceptable site limitations to include shall depth to bedrock. Therefore,
Bioretention area 1 will be supplemented with cisterns for roof runoff, and Bioretention
area 2 will be supplemented with a vegetated swale to maximize the Runoff Reduction

3.
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Volume. Temporary vegetation sufficient to stabilize the soil will be provided on all
disturbed areas as needed to prevent soil erosion, in accordance with the SWPPP,

POLICY 14

Activities and development, including the construction or reconstruction of erosion
protection structures, shall be undertaken so that there will be no measurable increase in
erosion or flooding at the site of such activities or development or at other locations.

The proposed buildings have been sited on the flattest area of the Site and slopes and
disturbed soils will be appropriately stabilized as described in the SWPPP both during
and post-construction.

POLICY 25 _

Protect, vestore and enhance natural and manmade resources which are not identified as
being of state -wide significance, but which contribute fo the scenic quality of the coastal
areq.

The explanation of Policy 25 in the LWRP states that “the scenic qualities of Beacon
results from the combination of clustered buildings (many historic) and wooded hillsides
against the backdrop of the Hudson Highlands. The height, bulk, scale of future buildings
will be important factors in maintaining the character of the City, as will the preservation
of the wooded hillsides that infersperse the developed areas.”

The Project is consistent with Policy 25 in its condensing and clustering of the footprint
of the buildings and impervious surfaces to achieve the clustered effected recommended
by the LWRP. The buildings are setback from the property lines, which allows for the
maintenance of the existing wooded hillsides around the proposed developed areas.

POLICY 33
Best management practices will be used to ensure the control of stormwater runoff and
combined sewer overflows draining into coastal waters.

See Policy 13.

POLICY 33A
Regulate construction in steeply sloped and high erosion areas to control excessive
stormwater runoff.

See Policy 13.




Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) Consistency Determination
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POLICY 37

Best management practices will be utilized to minimize the nonpoint discharge of excess
nutrients, nonpoint discharge of excess nutrients, organics and eroded soils into coastal
waters,

See Policy 13.

POLICY 38

The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater supplies will be conserved
and protected particularly where such waters constitute the primary or sole source of
water supply.

Residential land uses are generally not associated with the discharge of contaminants into
aquifers or other ground water sources. There will be no bulk storage of petroleum or
chemicals on-site. The Project does not include or require wastewater discharged to
groundwater, and is not located within 100 feet of potable drinking water or irrigation
sources.

The Project will be connected to the existing public water distribution system. At full build-
out, the project is expected to require 45,430 gallons of water per day. Notably, the Project
does not propose to use public water for irrigation purposes. Rather, the Project includes an
underground cistern for harvesting roof ranoff for irrigation purposes.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Board hereby determines that
the Project is entirely consistent with the LWRP policies which apply to the Project.

Resolution Adopted: December 12, 2017

Beacon, NeWZ\oi{u\
Qm J Wy Tecombec 1E 2017

Ja_y%je 1S, Chairman Dated
City of iédcon Planning Board

Received in the Office of the
City Clerk
Fabruary 5, 2018 -5-







CITY OF BEACON

jola C. Taylorf - L . v .
© City Clerk ' . :
One Municipal Plaza, Suite One ' : )

Beacon, New York 12508
Telephone.  {845) 838-5003
Facsimile . {845) 838-5032

. I IOLAC TAYLOR Clerk of the C|ty of Beacon, New York do hereby certify that the attached isa

©AL

. true and arcurate copy of Local Law No [)9 of 2018 entltied

A LOCAL LAW TO AMEND CHAPTER 223, CDNCERNING CALCU!.ATION OF THE LOT AREA PER
"7 DWELLING UNIT IN THE R1, RD AND FISHKILL CREEK DEVELOPMENT DISTR|CT$

. adopted by the Beacon City Council at a regular meetmg held on May 21, 2018, Council

Member IVIc:Credo méﬂe the motion to ado pt the proposed tocal Iaw The motion'was

' seconded by Councit Memiber Nelson, On roli call Counni Members Nelson, McCredc, KVI‘IECOU,

. Rembent_ and-Gra_nt voted in favpr‘{fj).l st‘:oum:il Meg,nbers‘.Mar;u_sfield and Mayor Casalle.were opposed (2).

Motion Carried.

(S

WITNESS THERE | have set my hand and seal of the City of Beacon this_22™ . " day.of__May__, 2018,

oy

II Srgned ' M-—ée é Q=x-—~\7"-a~¢¢(€-'tw-‘-

CTaonr,CltvCierk C) , ' ; '_ " e ;-
S . ' i SEAL




{Complete the certlflcataon in the paragraph that apphes 10 the flhng of thlS Iocal law and strike out that
which is not applmable }

*
v

-1, {Final adoption by local legislative body only.)

| hereby-certify that'the'local law annexed hereto, designated as Local Law No._08 _ of 2018 of the
City of Beaco n was duly passed by the __City Council__ on May 22, 2018 in accordance with the
" applicable prowsnons of Iaw. _ _ \.

!

'(Passage by local 1egaslatlve Body with approval no dlsapprovai OF repassage after disapproval by the
Electiye Chief Executive Offlcer* ) o :

1 hereby cactify that the local law annexed hereto, designated as local law No.__
. the City of Beacon was duly passed by'the City Council on 20 ,
* {approved){not dpproved) (repassed after disapproval) by the * L -__an
duly adopted on ‘20, inaccordance with the applicable provisj

| herehy certify that the local law ahqexed hefeto, designated as local ldw No. o of20__of
the City of Beacon was duly passed by‘the City Council on ___, and was {approved).
(not approved) {repassed after disapprova{ by the * e on 20_.

" Such local law was submitted to the people reason of a (¢ ndatory) (pérmiési\}e] referendum, and
recelved the affirmative vote of a majonty of the gualifiegd'electors voting thereon at the (general)

. (special) {annual) eiectlon held on_ , |n accordance with the applicable provisions
*of law.

- . on

4. (subject to permiésivé referandum an

final adoption beeall
referendurn.) : ‘

.no valid petition was filed-requesting

| hereby certify that the local laj
the

annexed hereto desugnated as Iocal la No.-.




"20____, became operative.

‘the General E!ectlon of Nove

-

| hereby certify { the local law annexed hereto, designated as local law No.
of the City of having heen submitted to referendum plrstrant to the provisions of
section (36)(37) of the MuPieipal Home Rule Law, and havnng received the-dffirmative vote of a majority
of the qualified eléctors of such y voting thereopn at the {special){genieral) eleétion held on

6. (County local law concerning adoption of Ch

-

| hereby certi’ﬁf that th_e local law aWreto, designated as [ocal law No, of20 |
of the County of .. , State of New York, ving been submitted to the electors at

- 3

| further certify that I have compared the precedmg local taw with the original on file in this office and
that the same is a correct transcript therefrom and of the whole
of such original focal law, and was finatly adopted in the manner

g indicated in paragraph 1 __above.
f ! ) : ' " ‘ . ‘ " .
e U
: . . . L/Lé’ f é g ek , \
. . - Deputy£lerk of the County legislative bu@Cttv. Town ot Village Clerk ar officer
- desigifated by local lagisfative hody ' .
L
i . .
{Secr!)ﬁ“”’"‘ e Date: May 2-2, 2018

~

_x‘

(Certlﬁcatmn to execute by County Attorney, Corporatlon Counsel, Town Attorney, Village Attorney or
other authorizr-d attorney of Tocality.)

STATE OF NEW vonx
COUNTY or: Dutchess

L, the undermgned hereby certlfy that the’ foregmng local. Iaw contains the correct text and that all
proper proceedings have been had or taken for the enactment of the local law annexed hereto.

Slgnature :
City Attorney -

Title
City of Beacon .
Date:__May 22, 2018 '




Local Law Filing .. . : . .
: New York State Department of State
41 State Street, Albany, NY 12231

(Use this form to fa[e a Iocal Iaw with the Secretary of State.) .

h

Text of law should be* given as amended Do not mclude matter bemg ellmmated and do not use
C{talics or underlining to mdicate new matter : .

L o FiLED
Couny 2 S - /- 1 - RECORDS
City  of 5Lt BRATON.. i s T . ;
 Fown o ' o MA\{?QZNB
Wlage . ’ - . ‘ Il.'. . L e e e et T BT ATTE
Local Law No....09...6f the vear 2018 C DEPARTMENW OF STATE

A LOCAL LAW.TO AMEND CHAPTER 223, CONCERNING CALCULATION OF THE LOT
AREA PER DWELLING UNIT IN THE R1, RD, AND FISHKILL CREEK DEVELOPMENT
: DISTRICTS

BE [T ENACTED by {he City COunc_il'_:‘(}f the City of Beacon as follows: _
' ' ¢

Section 1. Chapter 223, Attachment 1 of the Code.of thc City of Beacon entitled “8223- I?C
~ Schedule-of Regulations For Residential Districts™ s hereby amended fo add the following

footnote q’ after “Lot Area per Dwellmg Unit” and i in ‘che dttached “Notes” list: =
! vy,
N -

q. For all development proposals mvolvmg a total lot area of more than three Eiwl‘CS w;thm
a R1, RD, or Fisbkill Creek Development zohing district, the lot area per dwélling unit
calculation shall first deduct any lot arca covered by surface water, within a féderal
regulatory floodway, within a state or federally regulated wetland, of with existing; pre-
development very steep slopes of 25 percent or more-as defined in § 223 63

R Doc#3769124.1




-

v ' . ° 3

bectlon 2, Chapter 223 of the City Code, Arlicle e entltled “Flshlﬂl} Creek Devclopment
Distriet™ § 223-41. 148 is hereby amended as follows: ¢ . :

B. Development Potential. Maximum number of di)velling'hnit:‘s per acre Of lot arca, after
deducting on all development proposals involving a total lot area of more than three acres
any lot area wilh existing, pre-development very steep slopes of 25 percent or more as

tdefined in § 223-63, Sovered by surface water, within a federal regulatory floodway, or

" within a state ot federally regulated wetland: 11. Additionally, a minimum of 25 percent

of the total development’s floor area shall be permitted nouresidential uses other than
dwelling units or artist live/work spaces, which must be built out before or concurrently
with the residential development of the site. Less nonresidential square footage may be
granted by the City Council for the voluntary and guaranteed inclusion in the project of
desirable environmental, transporlation, or other substantial public benefits which would
not otherwise be required of the project, as determined at the sole discretion of the City
Counml as part of the concept plan approval. :

Section 3, Chapter 223 of the City Code, Article VI- Cl’itlticd “§ 223-63, Definitions” is hereby
~amended as follows:

[N

VERY STEEP SLOPE

b

_ An aréa of land with a g,radle,nt of 25% or more cxtendmg over a conhguou:-. land area of
. at 1edst 10,000-square feet

Secimn 94, Ratiﬁcmon Readoptton and Conﬁrmatlon

' Except as spemﬁcally modified by the amendments conhtained herem Chapter 223 of the Clty of

Beacon is otherwise to remain m full force and effect dnd is ol‘nerw1se ratified, readopted and
confirmed.

‘Section 5, Severability

‘The provisions of this Local Law are ‘separable and if any provision, clause, sentence, subsection,

word or part thereof is held illegal, invalid or unconstitutional, or inapplicable to any person or
circumstance, such illegality, invalidity or unconstitutionality, or indpplicability shall not affect
or impair any of the remaining provisions, clauses, sentences, subsections, words or parts of this.
Local Law or their petition to other persons or circumstances, It is hereby declared to be the
legislative intent that this Local law would have been adopted if such illegal, invalid or

- unconstitutional provision, clause, sentence, subsection, word or part had not been included
- -therein, and if such person or circumstance to which the Local Law or part hereol'is heid

inapplicable had been specifically exempt there from:.

. Section 6. Effective Date

"« This local law shall take effect immediatciy upon filing with the Office of the Secretary of Siate.

5
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N DESIGN
Civil & Environmental Engineering Consultants
174 Main Street, Beacon, New Yorl 12508

Phone: 845-440-6926 Fax: 845-440-6637
www. HudsonLandDesign.com

June 12, 2018

Mr. John Gumn, Chairman

City of Beacon Planning Board
1 Municipal Center

Beacon, NY 12508

Re:  Edgewater Site Plan and Subdivision
Tax IDs 5954-25-566983, 574979, 582985, & 5955-19-590022
City of Beacon, New York

Dear Chairman Gunn:

On behalf of the Applicant for the above referenced project, Hudson Land Design (HLD)
has prepared a revised steep slopes analysis with regard to the recently adopted Local Law to
amend §223-16, §223-17, §223-41.14B and §223-63 of the City of Beacon code. HLD) worked
with TEC Land Surveying (TEC) after additional topography was compiled. The original
topography was compiled using standard survey practices where survey shots are taken at set
intervals where slopes are generally uniform, and at strategic locations where there are breaks
in grade, structure or other surface features. The bluff area adjacent to the MTA parking lot was
not field surveyed originally because it is very steep slopes in excess of 25% or even greater
preventing survey personnel from entering this area. As such, available GIS 5’ contours were
used in that area, and for the purposes of the preliminary steep slopes study, this entire bluff
arca was assumed to be in excess of 25% slopes.

TEC recently prepared new topography using available USGS LiDAR data that provides a
more accurate terrain surface model as data points are much denser than a traditional Total
Station survey. The USGS LiDAR data was collected in 2014. The revised Steep Slopes
Analysis was conducted using the criteria outlined in the recently adopted Local Law (LL)
where “very steep slopes” are now defined as “An area of land with a gradient of 25% or more
extending over a contiguous land area of at least 10,000 square feet”, where previously, the
threshold called for “100” X 100° area”. The new definition of “very steep slopes” results in a
significant reduction in the pre-development lot area, which significantly reduces the total
number of units.




Mr, John Gunn
June 8,2018
Page 2 of 2

The revised steep slopes analysis results are summarized in the following table:

Total Area of On-site Slopes 25% or
Greater

162,281 sqft

Area of On-site Slopes 25% or greater
Without 10,000 sqgft Contiguous Area to be
Deducted From the Total

51,997 sqft

Net Area of On-site Very Steep Slopes
With 10,000 sqft Contiguous Area

162,281 - 51,997 = 110,284 sqft

Net Developable Area After Reduction due
to Contiguous On-site Very Steep Slope
Areas

523,155 sqft— 110,284 sqft = 412,871 sqft

Total Number of Allowable Units

412,871 sqft/1,700 saft per unit = 242,86,
or 242 units

Anticipated Units Lost as a Result of
Contiguous On-site Very Steep Slopes

307 - 242 = 65 Units Lost

The results show a loss of 65 units. Therefore, the new maximum unit count as a result of
the reduction of 65 units from 307 is 252 units. The Applicant’s revised Site Plan will provide
twenty-five (25) below-market rate units, so the developer has the right to ten (10) additional
market-rate units, as provided in the City’s recently amended Affordable-Workforce Housing

Law, which would bring the total permitted to 242 + 10, or 252 units.

We look forward to continuing discussing the design details of the project with you and your
Board members at the next meeting. Should you have any questions or require additional

information, please feel free to call me at 845-440-6926.

cc:  Weber Projects, LLC
Tina Andress-Landolfi
Taylor Palmer, Esq.
Anthony Morando, Esq.
Aryeh Siegel, AIA
Jon D> Bodendorf, P.E. (HLD File)

Sincerely,

Dot

Michael A. Bodendorf, P.E.
Principal







ARYEH SIEGEL

ARCHITECT

June 11, 2018

Local Waterfront Revitalization Program
Statement of Consistency

Edgewater (22 Edgewater Place, Beacon NY)

The City of Beacon Planning Board adopted a Resolution of Approval on December 12, 2017 issuing a
Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (“LWRP”) Consistency Determination for the proposed
redevelopment of the property located at 22 Edgewater Place' (“Project”). The Project included the
construction of seven (7) apartment buildings containing a total of 307 units (413 bedrooms) following
the demolition of two (2) existing structures and the merger of four (4) lots into a single 12-acre parcel,
along with installing associated infrastructure. Project details such as building height, bulk, and scale
were shown on drawings entitled “Site Plan Edgewater,” Sheets 1-15, last revised October 31, 2017.2
The Project also received variance approvals from the Zoning Board of Appeals on January 17, 2017.

The City Council subsequently adopted a Local Law to amend the City Code to reduce the permitted
unit density on the subject property by modifying the formula for calculating lot area per dwelling unit
in the underlying RD Zoning District. The Applicant has modified the Project and associated Site Plan
in compliance with this Local Law and is presenting this updated LWRP Statement of Consistency in
acknowledgement of a substantial reduction in total number of units proposed for the Project. This
Statement of Consistency confirms that the reduced Project is consistent with the 2017 LWRP
Consistency Determination.

The Local Law amended the local definition of a “Very Steep Slope” and the manner in which the City
calculates the number of permitted dwelling units on the property that has qualifying Very Steep
Slope(s). The Local Law did not, however, modify the engineering details and environmental conditions
of the property, or affect the Project’s consistency with the applicable LWRP Policies addressed in the
2017 LWRP Consistency Determination.

In accordance with the newly adopted Local Law, the Applicant has reduced the number of dwelling
units for the Project from 307 to 246, a loss of 61 units or about a 20% reduction.? There is no physical
change proposed to the overall layout, massing, or exterior design of the (7) seven buildings previously
evaluated by the Planning Board and approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Architectural
Review Board Subcommittee. The main physical change to the Site Plan is the reduction of impervious

! Designated on the City tax maps as Parcel Nos. 5954-25-581985, 5955-19-590022, 5954-25-566983 and 5954-25-574979.
% See also Subdivision drawing entitled, “Lot Consolidation Map prepared for Weber Projects LLC,” dated March 6, 2017.

3 Note: The pre-development lot area actually permits 252 total units, which is inclusive of ten (10) density bonus units
because the development includes affordable-workforce housing (below market rates units) as a part of the Project.

84 Mason Circle ajs@ajsarch.com Tel 845 838 2490
Beacon, New York 12508 www.ajsarch.com Fax 845 838 2657
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ARCHITECT

surface as a result of the reduction in parking requirements caused by significantly reducing the number
of units. The reduced Project includes 15% less parking spaces and additional green space. The reduced
Project also has 140 feet of additional walkways along the western side of the property, facing the
Hudson River.

It is my professional opinion that the Reduced Density Proposal remains consistent with the Planning
Board’s 2017 LWRP Consistency Determination for the Project as it relates to the subject property. The
Reduced Density Proposal and its environmental qualities remain consistent with the goals and policies
of the LWRP and the Planning Board’s findings in the 2017 LWRP Consistency Determination for the
Project. For ease of the Board’s reference, attached please find a copy of the Board’s 2017 LWRP
Consistency Determination, together with the original, approved LWRP Statement of Consistency — both
of which remain applicable to the reduced Project.

I further submit that maintaining the building layout of the Project as accepted in the 2017 LWRP
Consistency Determination confirms continued compliance with the language and the spirit of the
applicable LWRP Policies, in particular by clustering buildings, maintaining setback distances and
preserving and reinforcing the wooded hillsides to the greatest extent possible. The attached rendered
views from the river and from the train station demonstrate that seasonal views of the new buildings
would contribute to the scenic qualities of Beacon, as defined in Policy 25. The Applicant demonstrates
through photorealistic renderings that the tops of the buildings will be visible to some degree, and that
the level of visibility will change with the seasonal leaf coverage.

The proposed building layout and the site design adhere to both the language and the spirit of the LWRP
Policy 25. The condensed layout of this reduced Project on this otherwise relatively large property in the
City of Beacon continues to fit into modern day environmental best practices, maximizes natural and
designed landscapes, and continues to deploy the erosion protection strategies recently accepted by the
Planning Board and its staff and consultants.

Sincerely,

Aryeh Siegel, AIA
Attachments:

1. Planning Board Resolution of Approval, dated December 21, 2017 adopting Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program Consistency Determination for the Edgewater Project

2. Local Waterfront Revitalization Program Statement of Consistency for the Edgewater Project,
dated May 18, 2017.

3. Green Space Plan last revised June 11, 2018; Site Plan, Sheet 1 of 15, dated January 31, 2017,
last revised June 11, 2018, Photorealistic Renderings.

Page 2
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Edgewater

LWRP Consistency Statement

1. Review of City of Beacon LWRP (amended April 5, 2012) consistency indicates the following
policies which address the development of the property at 22 Edgewater . Note that the
property was re-zoned to RD1.7 after the writing of the LWRP:

a. Section IT - Page 4
Section IT notes that the property is being re-zoned from RD-3 to RD-6, and describes
the properties as “rugged in terrain and this terrain effectively limits their future
redevelopment potential. The RD-6 density is in keeping with the actual development
potential of the properties for the dwelling unit type (townhouses) most likely to be
constructed on the sites.”

The property was subsequently re-zoned to the unique RD1.7 zone, in apparent
recognition of the potential for additional development density. Careful planning of
building placement and site work consistent with the site’s terrain, as well as the
development of apartment building as opposed to townhouses, allows the proposed
project to fit within the required density of the RD1.7 zone.

b. Section [V — Page 4
The property is mentioned again in Section [V as related to the previous zoning
designation that was since changed to RD1.7. The previous and now outdated zoning
change from Medium High to Medium density is discussed in this section of the LWRP.

The current RD1.7 zoning allows higher density than either of the previous zoning
designations, and the proposed project fits within the current allowable density without
the need to seek density variances.

c. Section V—Page6
The property is mentioned again in Section IV as related to the previous zoning
designation that was since changed to RD1.7. See the comments above regarding
Section II and Section IV regarding the outdated zoning designations.

d. The LWRP does not specifically mention the RD1-7 zoning district that includes this
property. There are no listed view sheds from the property, or obscured by development
of the property. The site is not a historic property and is not adjacent to a historic

property.

514 Main Street ajs@ajsarch.com Tel 845 838 2490
Beacon, New York 12508 www.ajsarch.com Fax 845 838 2657
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Policy 25 states — “Protect, restore, and enhance natural and manmade resources which
are not identified as being of state-wide significance, but which contribute to the scenic
quality of the coastal area”

The explanation of Policy 25 in the LWRP states that “the scenic qualities of Beacon
results from the combination of clustered buildings (many historic) and wooded
hillsides against the backdrop of the Hudson Highlands. The height, bulk, scale of
future building will be important factors in maintaining the character of the City, as will
the preservation of the wooded hillsides that intersperse the developed areas™

The proposed project is consistent with Policy 25 in its condensing and clustering of the
footprint of buildings and impervious surfaces to achieve the clustered effect
recommended by the LWRP policy. The buildings are well set back from the property
lines, which allows for the maintenance, reinforcement, and integration of the existing
wooded hillsides around the proposed developed areas.

The project will also follow Policy 33, which states that “Best management practices
will be used to ensure the control of storm water runoff and sewer overflows draining
into coastal waters.” Policy 41 will be followed: Land use or development in the coastal
rea will not cause national or state air quality standards to be violated.

The Applicant believes that the proposed project is consistent with the City of Beacon LWRP as
it relates to the subject property. The attached rendered views from the river and from the train
station demonstrate that seasonal views of the new buildings would contribute to the scenic
qualities of Beacon, as defined in Policy 25. The Applicant demonstrates through photorealistic
renderings that the tops of the buildings will be visible to some degree, and that the level of
visibility will change with the seasonal leaf coverage.

The proposed site strategy and building layout design adhere to both the language and the spirit
of the LWRP Policy 25, in its use of clustered buildings in combination with the strategy of
preserving and reinforcing the wooded hillsides to the greatest extent possible. The design
proposes to condense the building and paving footprint in order to fit into modern day
environmental practice and to maximize area of natural and designed landscapes.

Page 2
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Development Plan Overview and Descriptibn

Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Use Permit Application Submitted by Scenic
Beacon Developments, LLC, for Property Commonly Referred to as, Edgewater,
22 Edgewater Place, City of Beacon, Dutchess County, NY

Proiect Description

This 12-acre site, identified herein as “Edgewater” is located at 22 Edgewater Place, City of
Beacon, Dutchess County, New York, and is further identified as tax parcels: 5954-25-581985,
5955-19-590022, 5954-25-566983 and 5954-25-574979.

This Application and the revised submissions are for the Reduced Density Proposal for the
development of the above-referenced tax parcels, collectively referred herein as “Edgewater”,
in order to construct approximately 246 residential units (including market-rate and below
market rate units) comprised of 25 studios, 126 one-bedroom, 86 two-bedroom and 9 three-
bedroom units with 350 total bedrooms in seven (7} apartment buildings, together with
associated infrastructure.

Zoning

The entire site is located within the RD-1.7 {1,700 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit)
Designed Residence zoning district. Consequently, the development proposed and described
herein is permitted subject to Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Use Permit approvals.

Stormwater

As the site disturbance will exceed 1-acre when the mostly vacant parcels are built out, a full
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required to be prepared in order to obtain
coverage under the NYSDEC SPDES General Permit GP-0-15-002. The proposed disturbance
area requires quality and quantity control of the stormwater per New York State requirements
along with erosion and sediment control measures.

Drainage calculations for the proposed conveyance system and any quality and quantity control
facilities will be included in the SWPPP. Design of an underground site stormwater conveyance
system and three (3) infiltration basins are anticipated.

Water Supply

At full build-out, the Reduced Density Proposal is expected to require 38,500 gallons of water
per day, which represents a reduction in the expected usage under the 307-Unit Proposal,




which expected a usage of around 45,430 gallons of water per day. Based on previous
conversations with the City of Beacon Water and Sewer Superintendent, the anticipated
increase in daily water demand is readily available. There is a 6” ductile iron {DI) water main
that runs beneath Tompkins Terrace, and an 8” Dl main that runs beneath Bank Street. An 8” DI
spur that runs into the site beneath Branch Street from Bank Street to an existing hydrant. 1t is
proposed to connect to the 8” DIP on Bank Street with 8” ductile iron pipe {DIP). The 8” DIP will
be brought through the site to provide water supply to the new buildings which will continue
down to Branch Street and connect to the 8” DIP forming a looped connection to the City water
system. The new 8" water main will be dedicated to the City once installed and certified. New
fire hydrants and periodic isolation valves will be provided within the site. A 20" wide utility
easement will be granted to the City for maintenance purposes. Flow and pressure tests have
been conducted on existing hydrants near the site to confirm that adequate flow and pressure
is available for the project.

Sewage Disposal

At full build-out, the Reduced Density Proposal is expected to generate 38,500 gallons of
wastewater per day, which represents a reduction in the expected usage under the 307-
Unit Proposal, which expected a usage of around 43,430 gallons of wastewater per day.
Based on previous conversations with the City of Beacon Sewer Superintendent, the City’s
existing sewer infrastructure and sewer treatment plant have sufficient capacity to handle
the anticipated increase in daily sewage load; however the West Main Street sewer pump
station may require upgrades to handle the additional flows generated form this site, and
other new construction sites that flow toward this pump station. Hudson Land Design has
engaged in conversations with the City Engineer and Sewer Superintendent regarding the
sewer pump station and forcemain. Discussions will continue with the engineer and
superintendent as City’s hydraulic model of the sewer system is updated. The site
currently contains an apartment building, and a single-family residence. Both structures
will be demolished and removed; thereby eliminating any current inflow and infiltration
{1&1) entering the City sewer system from the site. The  following table  provides
estimated water usage/wastewater generation at full buildout of the project, according to
the NYSDEC Design Standards for Wastewater Treatment Works, 2014.

Use Flow Rate Daily Water
Usage/Wastewater
Generation
Residential (350 bedrooms*}) 110 per 38,500 gpd
bedroom
TOTAL 38,500

*The current bedroom breakdown is as follows: 25 studios, 126 one-bedroom, 86 two-
bedroom, and 9 three-hedroom apartments.




Summary

The Reduced Density Proposal, as further described herein and in the attached Full
Environmental Assessment Form and associated reports, would allow for the development of
Edgewater to allow a total of 246 new single-family dwelling units, which will be a mix of studio,
one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom spaces.

The additional residents occupying the new units will contribute to the viability of a vibrant
street life in the area, as Beacon continues to attract new residents to its historic and culturally
rich City.

To avoid unnecessary repetition, we respectfully incorporate by reference all of our prior
submissions and presentations to the Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals. The
Applicant’s submission summarizes the Applicant’s prior submissions, which more fully address
traffic; community character; density; impacts to schools and parking. As to the more-detailed
studies and analyses prepared, including detailed analyses pertaining to water, stormwater,
sewer and related utilities, we respectfully refer this Board to our past submissions and the
reviews by the Board’s consultants that confirm adequate water and sewer, and reduced inflow
and infiltration. Copies of the prior correspondence are available at the Council’s request, and
are on file with the Building Department.




Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project and Setting

Instructions for Completing Part 1

Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding,
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.

Complete Part I based on information currently available, If additional research or investigation would be needed io fully respond to
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist,
ot is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to
update or fully develop that information.

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that
must be answered either “Yes” or “No”. If the answer to the initial question is “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow. If the
answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to the next question, Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any
additional information. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in
Part 1is accurate and complete,

A, Project and Sponsor Information.

Name of Action or Project:
Edgewater Multi-Family Apartments

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map):
22 Edgewater Place Beacon, NY 12508

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

The proposed action is to construct seven residential apartment buildings with a total of 246 singie-family dwelling units, This will require the demolition of
an existing one famlly dwelling and an existing residential apartment building. The 246 new units will be a mix of studic, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and
three-bedroom apartments, with a combined equivalent (i.e., including studios) total of 350 bedrooms.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: ' Telephone: g17-g22.0657

i ,LE Mail
Scenic Beacon Developments, LEC E-Mail: rodney@weberprojectslic.com
Address: 11 craek Drive Suite 1024
City/PO: gagcon State: NY Zip Code: 12508
Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role); Telephone: gq7.522.0857
Rodney Weber E-Mail: rodney@weherprojectslic.com
Address:
City/PO: State: Zip Code:
Property Owner (if not same as sponsor): Telephone:

E-Mail:

Address:
City/PO: State: Zip Code:

Page 1 of 13




B. Government Approvals

B. Government Approvals, Funding, or Sponsorship. (“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of financial

assistance.)

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date
‘_‘ Required (Actual or prejected)
a. City Council, Town Board, BbYesEINo | city council - Special Use Permit 112018
or Village Board of Trustees
b. City, Town or Village 1YesLINo | planning Board - Site Plan & Subdivision 12/27/2016
Planning Board or Commission
¢. City Council, Town or BIYesINo | zBA - Ruilding Separation, Story Height and 212017
Village Zoning Board of Appeals Number of Units Per Building Variances
d. Other local agencies EZlYes[INo  |Architectural Review Subcommittee 12/27/2016
e. County agencies EIYes[INo  |DCDOH - Water & Sewer; Cnty Planning referral  [3/2017
f. Regional agencies 1Y esiINo
g. State agencies EZYesONo  [NYSDEG - SPDES GP-0-015-002; NYSDOT 3/2017
h. Federal agencies LIYesZINo
i. Coastal Resources.
i Ts the project site within a Coastal Arza, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? MIYes[CINo
ii. Is the project site ocated in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? b vesCINo
iti, Ts the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? [ YesZINo
C. Planning and Zoning
C.1. Planning and zoning actions.
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the [ClYesiZINo
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?
o If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.
s IfNo, proceed to question C,2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1
C.2. Adopted land use plans.
a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site bIYes[CINo
where the proposed action would be located?
If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action BZ1Yes[INo
would be located?
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway C1YeshZINo
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan, [JYesiZINo

or an adopted municipal farmiand protection plan?
If Yes, identify the plan{s): '
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C.3. Zoning

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance. 1 Yes[No
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district?

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? K Yes[INo
¢. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? [dYeskINo
If Yes,

i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site?

C.4, Existing community services.

a, In what school district is the project site located?  City of Beacon

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
City of Beacon

c¢. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
City of Beacon

d. What parks serve the project site?
Pete & Toshi Seeger Riverfront Park; Long Deck

D. Project Details

D.1. Propoesed and Potential Development

a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include 2l
components)? Residential

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? 12 acres
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? 8.31 acres
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned

or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? 12 acres

¢. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? 1 Yesi/|No
i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units,
square feet)? % Units:

d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? EIves iNo
If Yes,
i Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)

ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? Cives [INo
iii. Number of lots proposed?
v, Minimurm and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum Maximum

e. Will proposed action be constrected in multiple phases? 8 Yes[CINo
i. If No, anticipated period of construction: months

il. If Yes: ‘
e Total number of phases anticipated 2
e Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolition) 8 month 2017 year
e Anticipated completion date of final phase 9 month _2018year
¢ Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of ene phase may

determine timing or duration of future phases:

All phases shall not exceed 5 acres of disturbance.
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f. Does the project include new residential uses? Mves[INo
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed.

One Family Twe Family Three Family Multiple Family (four or more)
Initial Phase 0
At completion
of all phases 246
g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? [ Yesh/INo
If Yes,
i. Total number of structures .
i, Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: height; width; and length
ifi. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: square feet
h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any OvestZiNo
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reserveir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?
If Yes,
i. Purpose of the impoundment:
i, If a watef impoundment, the principal source of the water: ] Ground water [_} Surface water streams [_JOther specify:

fii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.

iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment. Volume: million gallons; surface area: acres
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: height; length
vi. Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):

D.2. Project Operations

a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, ot both?  [/JYes[ JNo
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)
If Yes:
i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? Grading and bullding foundations; blasting may be required
ii. How much material (including roclk, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be retmoved from the site?
*  Volume (specify tons or cubic yards}): 17,259 cubic yards (6,800 cy rock estimated)
*  Over what duration of time? 6 months
ifi. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
To be used on another site in Beacon

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? [yesiINo
If yes, describe.

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? . 9.34 acres
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? 5 acres
vii, What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? 15 feet
viii. Will the excavation require blasting? ¥es[ INo
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:

The excavated area will be reclaimed to either stable hardscapes, building, paved areas or landscaped areas. E ial will be trucked o
site to other projecis within Beacon, Rock removal will be accomplished by mechanical means as much as possible.

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment [Tyesl/No
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?
If Yes:
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic
description):
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ii, Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feef or acres:

iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? [ Yes[No
If Yes, describe:

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

s acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed:
« expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion:

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

s proposed method of plant removal:

¢  if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s):

v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance:

¢. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water? ' IYes[ONo
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: 38,500 gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? KlYes[INo
If Yes:
o  Name of district or service area: City of Beacon
e Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? b1 Yes[I1No
»  Is the project site in the existing district? 1 Yes[INo
e Ig expansion of the district needed? [ yestZlNo
» Do existing lines serve the project site? B yes[CINo
i, Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? ClYesINo
If Yes:

s Deseribe extensions or capacity expangions proposed to setve this project:

¢« Source(s) of supply for the district:

iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site? [ YeshZINo
If, Yes:
s  Applicant/sponsor for new district:

»  Date application submitted or anticipated:

s  Proposed source(s) of supply for new district;

v, If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project:

vi, If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: gallons/minute,
d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? MlYes[No
If Yes:

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: 38,500 pallons/day

i, Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, descrlbe all components and
approximate volumes or proportions of each):

Sanitary Wastewater

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities? M Yes_INo
If Yes:
¢  Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: Gity of Beacon

¢  Name of district: City of Beacon

s Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? i Yes[No
» Is the project site in the existing district? M Yes[INo
¢  Ts expansion of the district needed? C1Yesi/INo
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s Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? KlYes[INo

+  Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? Yesk/INo
If Yes:

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

iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed io serve the project site? OvesiINo
If Yes:
s Applicant/sponsor for new district:
s Date application submitted or anticipated:
. What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge?
v, If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed
receiving water (name and clagsification if surface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans):

vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste:

e. Will the proposed action disturk more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, etther from new point AYes[ONo
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (i.e. sheet flow} during construction or post construction?
If Yes:
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?
Square feetor __ 4.2 acres (impervious surface)
Square feet or 12 acres (parcel size)
ii. Describe types of new point sources,

#ii. Where will the stormwatet runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?

The storm water runoff will be directed to two on site bloretention areas, and one infiltration basin, and then conveyed offsite, or to the City of Beacon
closed storm water system,

¢ Ifto surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands:

¢ Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? K1 Yes INo
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervicus materials or collect and re-use stormwater? IYesCINo
f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel KlYes[Ne
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?
If Yes, identify:

i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles)
Heavy equipment will be used durling construction. Delivery vehicles (garbage trucks, parcel service etc.) will be used after construgtion completion.
if. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers)

Generalors or rock processing equipment (e.q., crushers) could be utilized
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation)

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit, []Yesi/INo
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit?

If Yes:

i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet OyYesENo
ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)

#i. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate:

. Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO,)

. Tons/year {short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N0)

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

. Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexaftuoride {8F)

. Tons/year (short tons} of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflourocarbons (HFCs)
. Tons/year (short tons} of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
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h, Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants, [Jyesk/No
landfills, composting facilities)?
If Yes:

i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric):

it. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design {e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring):

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as [dyesi/INo
quarry or landfill operations?
If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):

Jj- Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial 1Yes[JNo
new demand for transportation facilities or services?
If Yes:
f. When is the peak fraffic expected (Check all that apply):  FIMorning Evening COwWeekend
[0 Randomly between hours of to .
i, For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day:
iii. Parking spaces:  Existing 13 Proposed 329 Net increase/decrease 318
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? K IYes[JNo
v. Ifthe proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:
Branch Street will be widened to 24" from s current 20 width

vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within 1% mile of the proposed site? Y es[JNo

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

viii. Will the proposed action inelude plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing ¥es INo
pedestrian or bicycle routes?

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand W TYes1No
for energy?
If Yes:

i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action:

2,883,023 KWH/ Year

if. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on~site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or
other}:
Central Hudson

i}, Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? [J¥esi/INo

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

i. During Construction: ii. During Operations:
e Monday - Friday: 7AM - 7PM *  Monday - Friday: N/A
s  Saturday: 8AM - 5PM ¢ Saturday: /A
s  Sunday: s Sunday: N/A
s Holidays: +  Holidays: NiA
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m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction, M ves[INo
operation, or both?
If yes:
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:
General construction related noise during normal business hours

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen? M ves[INo
Describe: Tree Removal on-site.

n.. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? A Yes[INo
If yes:
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:
Parking lot and building mounted lights. All lighting fixtures will be shielded and pointed downward. Parking lot height = 16 feet,

Closest occupled structure Is approximately 59 feet.

i, Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen? M YesEINo

Describe: Existing trees will be removed for construction of tha propesed features: however, new landscaping will be planted as part of the project,

0. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? [1YesNo
H Yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duraticn of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures:

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) HYesNo
or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage?
If Yes:
i. Product(s) to be stored
i, Volume(s) per unit time (e.g., month, year)
tii. Generally describe proposed storage facilitics;

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, [ Yes [JNo
insecticides} during construction or operation?

If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):

ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? [ Yes [INo

r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal [] Yes [JNo
of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?

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

ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste:
* Construction:

s Operation:

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

s Operation:
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? [ Yes |/l No
If Yes:
i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities):

ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:

. Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/ithermal treatment, or
) Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment
ifi. If landfill, anticipated site life: years

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, freatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous [ Yesk/|No
waste?

If Yes:
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility:

if. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents:

i, Specify amount to be handled or generated tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents:

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? Elyes[ INo
If Yes: provide name and location of facility:

If No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action

E.L. Land uses on and surrounding the project site

7

a. Existing land uses.
i. Checl all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site,
[ Utban B4 Industrial Commercial §] Residential (suburban) ] Rura! (non-farm)
[l Forest [ Agticulture ] Aquatic /1 Other {specify): Metre North Train Station
if. If mix of uses, generally describe:

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

Land use or Current Acreage After Change
Covertype Acreage Project Completion {Acres +/-)
s Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces 1.2 4.2 (30
» Forested 5.9 2.7 {32

*  Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-

agricultural, including abandoned agricultural) 46 0 (46
o Agricultural 0 0 o
{includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.)
o  Surface water features
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, eic.) 0 0 0
*  Wetlands (freshwater or tidal) 0 0 0
» Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 0 0 a
s Other
Describe: Grass and Landscaped areas 0.3 5.1 4.3
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? CyeslvINo
i. If Yes: explain:

d. Are there any facilities serviag children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed [ YesZ]No
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?

If Yes,
i. Identify Facilities:

. Does the project site contain an existing dam? CveskINo
If Yes:
i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
s Dam height; feet
* Dam length: feet
»  Sutrface area: acres
¢ Volume impounded: gallons OR acre-feet

if. Dam’s existing hazard classification:

iif, Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility, OYeskZiNo
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?

If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed? [Yes[ 1 No

s Ifyes, cite sources/documentation:

i1, Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:

iit. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities:

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin [yesiINo
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste?
If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:

h. Potential contamination history, Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any [Jyesh/l No
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site?
If Yes:
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site Oves[INo
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
[ Yes — Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID number(s):
[l Yes — Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC TD number(s):

'] Neither database

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

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? I yesINo
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s); YOUZ93 , C314112, V00096 , 314069 , 546031

iv. If yes fo (i}, (if) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):

V00293-Closed. Development restrictions: C314112 - requires gdditional cleanup; V00096 combined with C314112: 314069 - Closed, redeveloped

546031- Ongoing. Hudson River PCB's
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v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? LveshINo
o Ifyes, DEC site ID number:

Describe the type of institutional control (¢.g., deed restriction or easement);

Describe any use limitations:

Describe any engineering controls;

Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? [CYes[ONo
Explain:

FE.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site

a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site? »5 feet
b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? CIYesiTNo
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? Y%
¢. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: DwB -- Dutchess - Cardigan B1.7 %
. DxB ~- Duichess - Cardigan Urban 8.3 9%
NwD -- Nassau - Cardigan 10.0 24
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: >5 feet
e. Drainage status of project site soils:k/] Well Drained: 91 % of site
Moderately Well Drained: 9 % of site
[ Poorly Drained % of site
f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: [7] 0-10%: 34 % of site
71 10-15%: 22 % of site
7] 15% or greater: 44 9% of site
g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? [Jvesh/TNo

If Yes, describe:

h, Surface water features.

i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, Oyesi/iNo
ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? lYes[INo
If Yes to either i or &, continue. If No, skip to E.2.1.
iif. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal, Myes[INo

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

s  Streams: Wame Hudson River Classification B
®  Lakesor Ponds: Name Classification
*  Wetlands: Name Approximate Size
®  Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC)
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired CIvesINo
waterbodies?

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

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? CyesiZINo
J- Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain? [dYesZNo
k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain? [ClYesf/INo
l.f Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer? [IYesiZINo
If Yes:

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

White Tafl Deer Red Fox

Grey Squirrel
1. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? CIYesiZ/No
If Yes:

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

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation:
ifi, Extent of community/habitat:

¢ Currently: acres
s  Following completion of project as proposed: acres
s  Gain or loss (indicate + or -): acres
o. Does project sife contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as T Yes[_INo

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

Adlantic Sturgeon; Bald Eagle; Indiana Bat. A habitat Study was completed for the site. The study concluded that approximately 3.2 acres of forest habitat
will be removed as part of the project. Mitigaticn consists of limiting tree clearing to between October 1st through March 31st,, providing downward
directed and shielded site lighting and implementing erosicn and dust control during construction activities.

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of ClyeshZINo
special concern?

q. Is the project sife or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing? CYes/INo
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use:

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site

1 @ Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to [dYesiZINo
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 3047
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number:

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? CIYesiINo
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site?
ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s):

¢. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National [1YesiZINo
Natural Landmark?
If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark: [ Biological Community [] Geological Feature

ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent:

d. Ts the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area? Cdyesi/1No
IfYes:
i CEA name:
ii. Basis for designation:
fif. Designating agency and date:
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e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district W] YesINo
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the
State or National Register of Historic Places?

If Yes:

i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: [1Archaeological Site [/]Historic Building or District
if. Name: Bogardus--DeWindt House

i, Brief description of attributes on which listing is based
Single family dwelling built in 1792 located at 16 Tomipkins Avenue,

£, Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for Wl Yes[ No
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archacological site inventory?

£ Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? [dYesfZINo

If Yes:

i. Describe possible resource(s):

ii. Basis for identification’ Phase 1A archeological study was done. No further invashqatuon was recommended.

h. Is the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, orlocal 7] Yes[ JNo
scenic or aesthetic resource?

If Yes:
i, Tdentify resource: Hudsen River

/i Nature of, or basis for, designation {(e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.): ;Long Dock Park; Pete & Toshi Sesgar Riverfront Park

fit. Distance between project and resource: 0.2 miles,
i. Is the project site focated within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers [1YeslZINo
Program 6 NYCRR 6667 - :
IfYes
I, Identify the name of the river and its designation: ' .
ii. Is the activity consistent with development regtrictions contained in GNYCRR Part 6667 AYee[INo

F. Additional Information
Attach any additional information which may be needed io clarify your project.

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be asseciated with your proposal, please describe those unpacts plus any
measwres which you propose to avoid or minimize them,

G. Verification
[ certity tliat the fnformation provided is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor RodreyWeber Date_8/25/2017, Revised 6/12/18

Signature N Title Qwner,
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S ﬁ?“'@,f substitute for agency determinations,
- f'?{:,g»f “3
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i - @.-,a' Ccmrmfnlty - 'ajeﬁ By _5‘-““‘“'7171‘-1 ; :
B.ii [Coastal or Waterfront Area] Yes

|Digital mapplng data are not available or are mcomplete ‘Refer to EAF _
orkbook. |

i |g|tal mapplng data are not available or are mcomplete Referto EAF |
Workbook. |

D@tal mappmg ‘data are not available or are mcomplete Refer to EAF ;
Workbookl =

Digital mapcmg data are not available or are mcomp!ete Refer to EAF |
Workbook. . -

g e e ot e e e e |

“V00293 V00096 314069 0314112 546031 i

waterbodles is known to be incompleste. Refer to EAF Workbook. -

Yes o




Name] | .
E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Anlmals] '

,MMMAgn—cuItural Dlstrlct] ] o o
 [National Natural L ndmark] T

,E 3.d [Crltléal Environmental A Area]

E"26 [Endangered of Threatened Spemes - ;Atlanhc Sturgeon Shortnose Sturgeon IndianaBat

iE 3e. [Natlonal Reg|ster of Historic Places] Yes Dsgltal mapplng data for archaeologlcal site boundérles are not

I avallaple Refer to EAF Workbook

!E el [Nahonal Reglster of Historic Places - Bogagrdu's—.-DeWmdt House
Name]

‘E.3.L [Archeologlca[ Sltes] o Yes

E 3 ! [I'J'ésﬂqnated( 'IHRI\’revr Corndor] No

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report







Submit to PlanmnchardSecretary One Mummpal Plaza, Smte One Beacon, New York 12508

(For Official Use Only)  Date Initials
o e Application & Fee Rec’d _—
‘Name: Scenic Beacon Developments, LLC . . Initial Review -
Address: 11 Creek Dnyg Smte sz . PB Pubhc Hearing
Beacon, N 08 | Sent to City Council
N ? e CityCouncll Workshop
Slgnawre" '
Clty Couneil Pubhc Hearmg

'{311y Coungil .App_rovclﬂlsappmve

: _Name ArvehSwgelAmhltect L : phom (845)838-249{) e
Address;_84 Mason Clrcie Beacon NY 1;,508  Fax.(845)838-2657 R
o Emmladdress a;s@ajsarchcom R

_ Property Address 22 F)dcewatfzr ?1am . : - i
© Tax Map Designation: 5954~25~581985 5955_19-590{}?2 3954-25 566983 and 595445-574979 -
| I..and Area: 12 Actes [tot 1‘_ozj_4_,¢embm¢dé areels)  Zoning Dmtnat(s) RD-17

Prf:tposed Use: Mu}u-fgmﬂx yesidenti a!

Gross Non-Rﬂsmenhal Floor Space Existing 0 - : o Proposed 8168 sf
TOTAL: 8, 163 sf of Tmant Amemtv S}}ace accessory to the remdential nse _ ' R
Dwelling Units (hy typek Existing 0 i : Proposed 246 Anémeﬁfs _
TOTAL: 246 R ~ - .

& Flve (5) folded coples aud One (1) dl gltal copy of a site location sketch showing the location of the subject
property and the proposc«i development with respect to neighboring properties and developments.

b. Five {5) folded copies and One (1) digital copy of the proposed site development plan, consisting of sheets,

showing the reguired information as set forth on the back of this form and other such information as deemeod

necessary by the City Council or the Plaa:mmg Board to determine and provide for the property. enforcement of

the Zonfug Qrdinance.

Five (5) folded copies and One (1) digital copy of additional sketches, renderings or other mfonnaﬂon

An application fee, payable to the City of Beacon, computed per the attached fee schedule. -

An initial escrow amount, payable to the City of Beacon, as set forth in the attached fee schedule.

e o




INFORMATION TO BE SHOWN ON SITE LOCATION SKETCH

.

Property lines, zoning district boundaries and gpecial district boundaries affectmg all adjolmng streets and

propertles, mcludmg properties located on the opposite sides of adjmmng streefs.

. Any reservations, easements or other areas of public or special use which affect the subject property

~ Section, block and lot numbets wittten on the subject property-and all adg oining propertles mcludmg the
'names of the record owners of such. a,d}ommg properties.

Brepr &p e

ag o R

_ 1tie of development date and revxsxon dates 1f any', nort:h pomt scale nama and acldress of record owner of

property, and of the hcensed enginger, architect, landscape atchitect, ot strveyor preparing the site plzm

. Existing and propesed contours at-a maximum vertical interval 6f two (2) feet.
. Location.and identification of hatutal features mc}udmg rock’ ou’tc:rops wooded areas, smgle trées wnth a
- _calipetof six (6) ot more mchas gasured four ) feet above exaslmg grade water bod:es, Water courses,
o :wetla;nds, soil types; etc,
- ‘Location and dimensions of all emstmg and proposed buﬂdmgs rctammg wails, fences, Septlc ﬁelds, cte "
- Finished floor level elevations and heights of all existing and proposed buildings. :
Location, design, slevations, and pavement and curbing speciﬁcahons including pavement markmgs ofall
. existing and pmposed sxdewalks and parkmg and fruck loadmg areas, mcludmg access and- egress cirwes
*thegeto. - -
_ 'Exmtmg pave:ment and elevahans of abuttmg streets, and proposed modlﬁcat:mns R
~ Location, type and. design of all existing and pmposed storm drainage facilities, mcludmg computation of

present and estimated future rurmff of the entire tnbutary watershed ata maxxmum denmty penmtted under
existing zoning, based on'a 100 year storm, . :

Location and des1gn of all existing and praposed water supply and sewage dmposal facﬂitles

Location of all existing and proposed power.and teleph@ne lines and equipment, includi ng that located wﬂhm
the adjoining street right-of-way.. All such lines and equipment raust be installed underground

~ Estimate of earth work, including type and quamities of material to be ixiported to or removed from the site.

o Detmled laudscape plan, mc’.ludmg the type, sive, and location of materials to be nged.

Location, size, type, power; dlrec,hang shielding, and howrs of operahon of all exxsnng and propcsed hghtmg :

- fadlities.

Location, size, type, and’ demgn of atl existing and proposed busmess and dlrcctmnal mgns
Whritten dimensions shall be used wherever posmbic .

Signature and seal of licensed 'proféssional preparing the plan ﬁhall appear on ea;;:h shcet
Statement of approval, in b‘lank as follﬁws

Approved by Rcsolutmn of the Beacon Planning Board
on the day of . NP
subject to all cfmd}tmns as sia‘ted thex e

Chairman, City Plapning Board Date




| sito _ﬁm | Residential 8300 + észsg per dwelling wnit
. Copumereial $500+ $zsn per 1,000 s:f.
Special Use Residentia $500 + $250 per- dwe}lmg unit
| Permit
T | Commercial 3500+$z50_per 10008 -
N gubdivision |8 50for2:4 fots #8100 periot
R 181, 000 for 5 4 or:ﬁmre lots + $308 per i-ot L
Top o o o |UseVarianee - 3500 ' RREE
Z;)ng fBiO a?d_ ~Area Variance $250_
Lot Appests | serpreoion 5250
ﬁ;S(“ROW F§;§§

- ALL S"UBDIVISIONS AND RESIDENTIAL SITE PLAN AND ‘%UP APPLICATIONS

No..of Lots or Dwe!img Umts | Initia]l Deposi¢ . | Depleted to ] Replenishment .
) 1 5 (mciudmg iot hnc reﬁilz,nmcnt} . $ ‘ 2 500 7 . $ 1 000 . L Cﬂl’l‘ﬂl‘lt bﬂlS + $1 000
1615 ) 1% 7,500 1§ 2,500 .t Current bills + $1,000
jtwer 15 ‘$‘ 15,000 3 5, 000. | Current bills + $5,000
NON«RESIIWNTIAL SITE PLAN AND SUP APPLICATIONS , , . o
| TInitial Deposit .| Depleted tﬂ | Replenishment
'Emstmg Buﬂdmgsl(l‘hange of Use $ 1,500 : '$ 1 000 | Current bills + $500
.. | with Ao site dﬂvelopmem _ _ : 1 o
| Up 1o 3,000 s.£. gross ﬂom' area $ 2,500 RERE 000 | Current bills + $1,000
{3,000 i‘o 10 000 sf gmss ﬂoorarsa 15 2,500+75050 ;& 2 50{3 | Current bills + $2,500
: | persqft. over3,000 N , T e '
Over 10-,_000 s,f, gross ﬁmr,arga T8 7500+ %5050 [§ 2,500 | Current bills + $2,500
o e ' wer 5.8, over 106,000 o ’ L
ZONING o _ .

* o required by Chairman | Initial Deposit | Depleted to ' Replemshmeni _
Use Vadance® o 1F 1060 $500- Current bills + $500
Area Variance® REREIE | $500 Current bills + $500
Interpretaﬁon* i $ 1,000 18500 Current bills + $500

ARCHITECTURAL RFVIF W QR CERTIFICATE OF AP?ROPR?ATENESS {if not curremily before PB )
* $frequired by Chairmon 1 Tnitial Deposit Depleted to | Rﬁplemshment .
Single Family House* $560 $250 | Current bitls + $250
All others* ' $500 | $250 Current bills + $250




APPLECATI@N PROCESSING RESWICTION LAW
M’i’iﬁavit of Pmper&y Owner '

Property Qwnef; Scemc Beacon Develammems LLC
If owned by a cerporatmn, partnership or organization, pleese list names of persons holdzng over S% m‘terest.— '
Rlchard Schomnger, Owner of SMUV. Reahty~Beason LLC Stephane Blbeau and Rodney Webeér.

LlSt ail propertles 111 'the Cxty of Beacon that ytm hold a 5% mterest in:-
5954-25-5 8 1985 5955«19-590022 5954—25 566983 5954»25»5749?9 and 5954 16-75 1258

Apphcant Address 11 Creek Dnvew Smte 1(}2A Beacon NY 12508 3

: Pro;ect Address 22 Edgewater Place, Beacom N‘Y 12508 x

Fm;ect Tax G‘ﬁd# 5954—«2’5 581985, 5955—19—590022 5954—25 566983 and 5954~25~5’i49?9
Type of Apphcataon‘_s ccial Use Pem'mt in Fm"therance of _Slte Plan & Suhdwxsmn Apphcatlcns

“Please note that the’ property owaer s the apphcant “Apphca;nt” s defined as any mdmdual who owWNns at 1east ﬂve B
: pement (5%) mteres‘t ina corporatmn or parmers}np or other busmsss : -

1 Rodnev Weber g L o the undemgaed owner of the above referenced propeﬁy,
,hereby affirm that I have revmwed my racords and venfy that thr:' foﬂomng mfarmatzen 1s trize. :

1. No _vmlatmns ave pendmg for ANY parcel ;ow-ned ’BY me s‘ztuatgd w;thm fm_; City of Beacon X

2 Viola;tions are i)ending ona parcei br’ parcels owned by me sim;.ted mﬂun f:ile :C‘ity of Beacon:
'3.- | ALL tax payments due to the City of Baacon are current | - - - - X s ;
4. Tax delinquencies exist on 1 jparuel oF pamels owned by me mﬂnn the Crty of Béacen

5. S;peclal Assessments are sutstandmg ona parcel ot parce?is wmed ‘by me m the City of Beacon

6. ALL Spem.a_l Assessments due'tﬂ the Ci_ty of Beaco "

ot any parc owned i)y me are curtent X

Signature of Owner

_ _ Title if owner is corporation
Office Use Oalyr NG YES | dnitial
Applicant has violations pending for ANYY parcel owned within the City of Beacon (Building Dept 3

ALL taxes are corrent for properties in the Chty of Boacon are current {Tax Dept.)
AL, Special Assessments, i.e. water, sewer, fines, eto. ave cutrent (Water Billing)

|
|
i




CITY OF BEACON
SITE PLAN SPECIFICATION FORM

- Name of Application: Scenic Béas:on .Develonmentén LLC .

| PLEASE INDICAYE W'HETHER THE SITE PLAN DRAWINGS SHOW THF SUBJECT
H‘JFORMATION BY PLACING A CHECK MARK IN THE A??RGPRIATE BOXES -
 BELOW.

|No

: The sﬂs plan shall be ciearly marke:d “Srte Pian”, 1t shall be prepared by a legally certlﬁed
: individual or firm, such asa Re glstered Arcb;tect or Professmnal Engmeer and it shallz -

-:@": I

contmn the foilowmg mfoﬁ'natmn o

. _: 'Name and address of the- t}mer of recard

g Name and address of the apphcant (1f ﬁther tban the ovmer)

| Name and address Gf petson, firmor orgamza‘tion prepaxmg the plan

- -Bate, north arrow aﬁd mtten and graphlc scale

| NATURAL FEATURES

- Eanng coniou:rs thh mtervals of i’wo {2) feet refcrred to a datum satxsfactory to the
Pianmng Board

N Appmmmate bouﬁdanes of any areas suhj ect to ﬂoodmg or stonnwater overﬂows

Lacatien of emstmg watercou:rses, wetlands weoded areas, rock outc;lops, isolated
{ trees’ with a dizmeter of mght ® ifiches or more measmed three (3} feet above
{ the bascof fhe truak, and any other sxgﬁﬂ" cartt exrsﬁng natural feaiw*es

<X RRRE [T

_' EXISTING S’I‘RUC’I‘URES UTILITIES, EYC.

Ouﬂmes of all structures and the lncaﬁon of all ses n@t reqmnng stmctures ;
| Paved areas, sidewalks, and whlcular acoess between the site and public streets.

<

{ Locations, dlmcn&lona grades, and flow dmectmn of an‘y exxstmg sewers, culverts,
| water lines, as well as other undergmund and a’bove gronnd utilities wﬁhm and
adiacent {0 the property.

1 Other existing development, mc}udmg fences retammg Walis 1andscapmg5 and
sereening.

Sufficient dcscmptlo:n or mfamanon 10 dcﬁne preclsely ‘i:he 'bou:ndaﬁes of the jpmperty..

| The owners of all a@;ommg lands as shown on the latest tax recm‘ds

| The locations, names, and existing wxdﬂls of adjacent strce‘ts and curb Imes

Location, mdth? and purpose of all existing and proposed easements, setbacks,
reservations, and areas dedicated to private or public use within or adjacent to the

TREETX

properties.




E’RGPOSED DEVELGPMENT

|No

- | The location, use and design of proposed butidmgs or structural improvemenfs

'The location and deszgn of all uses not requiring structures, such as outdoor storage
, ,(1f permitted), and off-street parklng and’ urﬂoadmg areas.

: .Azzy proposed dmszon of bmldangs mte umts of Beparate occupancy

| The location, direction, powcr, and’ ﬁme of use ior any propo sed outdoér hghtmg

| The locatlon and plans for any outdoar signs.

' The location, arrangement $1ze{s) a:nd matcnais nf proposed means of mgress and .
; eptess, mcludm,(_, sxdewalks dnveways, or: other paved areas. '

: Proposed scrcﬁnmg ami f)ther landscapmg mciudmg a plantmg pIan and schedu{e
| prepared by a quallﬁed mdlwdual or firm,

R The location, sizes and copnection of all proposed water hnes valves and hydrants'

- and all siorm dramage and. sawer hnes cuiverts drams efe.

<< R

k _. - ?roposed easements daed resmcnmzs, or covenants a:nd a notatmn ofa any ateas to
1 be dedicated to the City N .

: Any contemplated public improv:-:ments o1 or ad,} oming ﬁl@ Pmpeffy

| -} Any proposed new grades mdicatmg clearly how smf:h grades wﬂl meét éklstmg
| gmdes of adgacent properi:ws ot the *street ' '

' Elavahons of all propased pmlcipal or accessgry structures
: Any pmposed fences o:r retmnmg walls :

MISCEILANEOU&

N _A location map shamng the apphcant‘s enme property and- adjacent properties and

streets, ata canvement scale

; 'Erosmn and sedzmentauon contm] measmes

A schedule indicating how the propasai comphes with all pertm&nt Zoning standards
. 'mcludmg parkmg and Ioadmg Tequirgments.

< <R

| An indication of proposed heurs of operarlon ., :

1f the site plan only mdlcates a ﬁrst stage a supplementary plan shall mdlcate
| ultimate development. ‘




For all items marked “NO” above, please eﬁcpiain below Why the required information has not been

provided:

“The items are not applicable to the proposed dévelopment. Please see attached project narrative in connection with this gorrected

"Speécial Perrﬁithpplicaﬁoh Form.

Date: June 6, 2018




Application #

CITY OF BEACON
1 Mummpal Plaza, Beacon, NY
Teleg)hone (845) 838-5000 hgjg,gﬁ[gw(yﬁtgcggg gg[

TNTITY DISCLOSURE F{)RM

(This form mist’ accnmpmy every 1zmd e apphcaﬁon and every application for a ‘nmidmg penmt or certxﬁcate of
o oocnpancy submmed by any person(s))

o Dlsclosm:e of the names and addresses of aIl persons or entmes ownmg any mterest or
: -contxoi]mg p031t10n of any meecl Llablllty Company, Parinershlp, Lnnlted Paﬁnershlp, if omt
: ;;: landwuse apphcatlon W1th the Cltj? iérreqmred pursuant to Seotmn 223~62 of the Clty Code of thé
. | City of Beacon. Applicants shall submit supplomental shests for any additional mformatioxa that
i -does Hot fit wmun the below sectloﬂs 1dent1fymg the Secﬁon bemg supplemented -

'-SECTI(}N A

Namc of Apphcant Scemc Beacon Deve}tmmem LLC .

Address of Applicant: 11 Creek Dnve Suite iGZA Bc&som NY 12508
' Teiephone Contact Information: 845} 440-6520

SECTION B. List all ﬁwnm of reOOld of the subj ect pmperty or any part thereof.

j Nam& o Residenceor Ttlephena " [Dateand | Date and place
Business Address | Number : Mapnertifle | where the deed
S was acquired | or document of
' ‘ conyeyance
was recorded
or filed.

Scenic Beacon L1 Cresk Dive  {(845)440-6520  [Decdsdated  {Recorded in the

Developments,  [Suite 102A : 16720116 Dutchess County
LLC Cletk on.

T ' - {I/1720/16 as

Docl’s

02-2016-4225 and

102-2016-4226




SECTION B, Is any owner of record an officer, elected or appmntcd or employee of the City of Beacon or related,
by marriage or otherwise, to a City Couneil méember, plammng board member zoning board of appeals membet or
employee of the City- of Beacon 7 : : : :

YES Jixd NO

Ifyes, list every Board Department Office, agency or other posmon with the Clty of Bea_con wzth Wthh a party has
a pomtzon unpald or pald or reiatmnshlp a.nd 1denhfy the agency, title, and date of hire. o

| Age'n"cy. T Toge })ageofﬁxre, Ifété “[Position o Nature
: S S o | Elected, or Date of Relatmnshnp

{ Appointed -

SECTION C. Ifthe appixcam isa K:Oﬁtraﬁt vendee, a duphcate ongmal or photocc}py of the full and complete contract

of purchasg, mcludmg all rlders modlﬁcatlon and amendmsms thereto, shall be submitted with the apphcatlon -

SECTIOND. Have the present owners entared m‘to a contract for the sale of all or any part of the subj _;ect properiy and,

ifin the affirmative, please provide a duplicate original or ;photﬁcopy ofthe 'fquy angd complete contract ofsale, mciudmg
all riders, modlﬁcatlons and amendmems thereto :

I, Rodoey Weber . being first duly swotn, accordmg to law, deposcs and says ‘tha‘t the statemcms woade
herem are frue, acourate, aﬁd complete.

SCENIC BEACON DEVELOPMENTS, LLC
By:







2018-01

. Clty of Beacon
Zomng Board of Appeals

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS an apphcation has been made to the City of Beacon Zomng Board of
Appeals by Scenic Beacon . Developments, LLC (the “Applicant”) to (1) allow three
proposed buildings to have 5 stozjes where the maximum building helght is 4.5 -stoties
- pugsuant to City § 223-17. (./223 Attachment 1:6; (2) allow four proposed bmldmgs to
-exceed 36 units whete: the ‘maximum number of dwelling units pet. building is 36 units
pursudnt to the City Code §' 223-17. C/223 Attachment 1:6; and (3) allow less than 30 feet
 between buildings whete ‘the minimun distance between bulldmgs on the same lot is 30 feet

pursaant to City Code § -223--_7;(2/ 223 Attachment 1:6, in connection with the construction”

of seven apartment huildings contammg a total of 307 units (413, bedrooms) on property- |

'_located and. collectwely known a5 22 Edgewater Place, located in the RD-1.7. Zoning
 District. Said premise being |
25- 581985 5955—19—59002 s

54—25-566983 and 5954-25- 574979 and

WHEREAS, _the :Apphcant is" proposmg to demohsh tWwo exlstmg bullchngs C
consteuct seven (7). apattment buildirigs: containing 307 uaits on 12, 009 actes in the RD 1.7 -
Zomng Djsmct {the “Propoaed Pm]ect”) and - o

WHEREAS the Proposed Project reqmres vatiance '1pprovals from the Zomng
Board of Appeals, Specml Petmit approval Erom the Ciry Counc1l and Slte Plan apptov'd
from the Planning Board and ' '

WHEREAS the Proposed Actlon is 2 Type I action pursuant to the New York State
Eav 1ronmental Quaht} Revmw Act (“SEQRA”} and

WI—IEREAS the Planmng Boatd, as Lead Agency, opened a public hearmg to
consider comments regardmg any environmental impacts of the Proposed Action on May 9,
2017 and continued the hearing to July 11, 2017, August 8, 2017, September 12, 2017, .
October 12, 2017, November 14, 2017 and December 12, 2017, at which time the (SE'.QRA) '
pubhc hearmg wis closcd and

WHEREAS, after takmg a “hard look” at each of the relevant areas of
environmental concern through review of the Environmental Assessment Fotrm and all
associated matetials prepated in connection with the Proposed Action, the Planning Board
adopted a Negative Declaration on December 12, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board determined that the Proposed Project is entirely
consistent with the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program {“LWRP”) policies which apply
to the Project; and

WHEREAS, the Zonmg Board of Appeals held a duly advcrtlsed publlc hearing on
1021 6208591 1118418
-

own' and designated on the City Tax Map as Pacc IDs 5954- o




2018-1

the apphcatmn on March 21, 2017 and contmued the pubhc hearmg to December 19, 2017,
at which time all those wxshmg to. be heard on the applicaton wete gnren such opportunity; .
© and :

'WHEREAS, the Boatd closed the pt.zblic. liea;ﬁng on Decémbcr 19,2017; and

WHEREAS puxsuant 10 New York State General Clty Law § 81 b(4) and Zonmg
Codc Sectlon 223. SS(C)(Z)(b) when dcctdmg the request for an area variance: |

'In makmg its- deterrmnanon, the Zomng Board of r\ppeals_
- shall rake into. con31dcrat10n the benefit to the apphcant if the
- ‘vatiance is granted, a5 weighed agairst. the detnment to the
. health, safety dnd welfare of the nelghborhood ot community
by such grant. In makmg such a determmatlon thf: board |
~ shall also con31der . - - '

1] Whether an undesu:able changc will be. produced ini the
character of the neighborhood or a dettiment to ncarby:
propertles wﬂl be created by the granlmg of the area .

- varance; - S

[2] Whethcr the beneﬁt sought by thr: apphcant can be |
achigved by some method, feasible for the apphcant to
pursue, other than 4n Atea VArance;

13] Whethet the requested area variance is substantial;

':i4] Whether the proposed vatiance will have an -adverse
effect or impact on the physical or environmental
. conditions in the neighbothood or district; and

I5] Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created, which
‘consideration shall be televant to the decision of ‘the
Bosrd of z’sppeals buit shall not necessarlly preLlude the
grantmg of the aréa variance.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Zonmg Code Section 223 55((‘ Y2)(c) “the Boatd of
Appeals, in granting of atea vasiances, shall grant the minimum vatiance that it shall deem
necessary and adequate and at the same time preserve and protect the character of the
neighborhood and the health, safety and welfare of the community.”

WHEREAS, based upon the Record before it and after viewing the premlses and
neighbothood concerned and upon considering each of the factors set forth in Section
223.55(C)QDB)[1]-{5] of the City of Beacon Code, the Zoning Board finds with respect to

- each of the requested variances as follows:

5102/117620850v1 1/18/18 .
W3-




2018-1

1 The vatiances will not produce an. undeswable change in the character of
the nelghborhood and there will not be a detnment to neatby propertles
~created by the grantmg of the area vatiances. : : :

A Mmzmum Bzrddmg Heng! szmber af S mrzm

The (,,ltys Zomng Code Secuon 223 ’1”? Cj'223 Attachment 1 6 petmits a bulldmg; .

o helght to be no greater than fift y-five (55} feet or 4 % stories. Each of the seven proposed.

- buildings will comply with'the maximuri he:ght of 55 feet perrmtted by the Zoning Code
 Section 223-17.C. A he1ght vamance of half a: stoty i requued for. thxee bulldmgs de31gned _'
-~ with gabled toofs ST 3 -

'Ihe Board ﬁnd that no’ undestrable chnnge wﬂl be produced in the character of the )
nexghborhood and no detriment to neathy propcmes will be ‘created by the gianting of the
‘atéa variance ofhalfa 'tory permittlng a'maximum height of 5 stories for three of the seven

o buﬁdmgq whete _the,m ximum amount. of stosies permitted by 1 the code’is'4 ¥ stoties. Undet

the Lonmg Code ‘Section 223-63, the “helght of building” is ‘measuted as. the “vertical
distance from thé average established grade in front of the lot of from the average natugal
~grade at. the bunldmg line, whichever is higher, to the levél of the highest point of the roof, if
the toof is flat, ot to the mean lev‘cl between the eaves and the highest point of the roof, if .
the roof is of any othet type.” Under this definition, gabled roofs and angled roofs ate
measured. dlfferentl}r The gabled toofs are measured with an extra half story because of its
design. The three buildings for which variances are requited ate not as tall at the peak of the
“angled roofs as the othet fout buﬂdmg::. that comply with the 4 % stoty height requirement.
Furthermote, the roofs of the buildmgs are all accessible by the Beacon Fire Departnent
apparatuses. ﬁs all seven buildings are within the permnttcd helght of 55 feet, the granting of
a half story vatiance fot three of the seven bulldmgs does not create a detriment to neatby
propemeq : :

B. Maximim N;;méver of Dwes’fmg [nits Per B;tz:"dm(g

No undesitable change. -wrll_ be producecl- in t_he chatacter of the neighborhood and no
detriment to neatby propetties will be c¢reated by the granting of an atea vatiance permitting
mote than 36 dwelling units. The Zoning Code Section 223-17.C states that the maximum
numbet of dwelling units per building shall not exceed 36. The Applicant proposes to
construct a total of 307 dwelling units, to be distributed among seven buildings, as pemntted
on the 12-acre patcel by nght The buildings are proposed to contain the followlng number
of units:

. Bi;ilding 1- 48 units;
. B_uilding 2—_ 52 units;

51 1B20RSeE 1AB/18
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¢ Building 3- 59 units
o Building 4- 32 units (no variance requited)

. _Buﬂdmg 5 32 units (no variance requlred)
» jBulldmgs 6 51 units; and "
° _Buﬂdmg ? 32 units (no vatlancc requu:ed)' .

.four less umts_ tlia per:mued All the bmldmgs will look slrmlar from the extermr and the'
(307 umts} proposed for the 12 -acte property is pexrmtted Under the

to the né hb hood'character because by perrmttmg thc Apphcant to have more dwelhng
-units- per ding, the. Apphcant is able o preserve mote open space and dectease overall lot
coverage: and 1mperv10us sutface. Qtherwise, the Applicant could construct the same - S
number ,;u'mts (307), but in mote buxldmgs which woulcl have greater 1mpacts o

Mmzmztm 5 qpamﬂan Betwm Bm,’dm’gj

' No' : ndemrable change wﬂl be produced in the character of the ne1ghborhood and no

“detriment to neatby propesties will be created by the granting of a variance to-permit a
minimum distance of less than 36 feet between bmldmgs There ate a total of five openings -
- between the propesed seven buildings on the premises. The closest minimum distance
between the buildings is 12 feet. By reducing the distance between buildings the. :\pphcant is
able to cluster the bulldmgs to presekve a aximum amount of open space. Tn addition, the
buildings include additional fire suppression systems and will utilize fire supptession
matetials to ensure fite safety and further preserve the welfare of the neighbothood ; and
~ ensure the safety of all residents. The Fire Department received the plans and had no
_objection to the reduced separation distance between buildings. Overall, the proposcd
project enharices the chatactet of the neighborhood,; and will not have a detmnenta] impact
to f:1ther thc neighborhood ot adjacerit propetties. ! : -

_ 2 ’I'hc beneﬁt sought by the Apphcant cannot be achieved by some method
" feasible for the Apphcant 10 pursue, other than the requested area
variances. : :

A Ma\zmm Bm!dmg Height- Number of Stories

- 'The beneﬂt 5ought by the Applicant cannot be achieved by some other method
feamble for the Applicant to pursue. The Applicant may construct 307 dwelling units on the
prcmlses by tight. The Applicant has presented two other alternatives. Such alternatives
require the Applicant to construct eight buildings (providing 288 dwelling units) or nine
buildings (providing 307 units). Both alternatives create hlgher development impacts. The

- Applicant wants to pursue a sustainable devclopment to masximize open space. Under the
S102/L1A620859v1 1/18/18
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proposed project there is 35% impervious coverage Both altematwes reqwre at least 40%
impervious covemge ' . ,

The premises is located in the Coastal Management Zone as defined by the Cnty $

- Logal Water Front ‘Revitalization Program (LWRE). The: proposed project. condenses ‘arid

clusters the footptint:of the: butldmgs and decteases - impervious sutfaces to achieve the

clustered effect tecommended by the LWRP. Specifically the LWRP prowdes that “the

- scenic qualitiés of : Beacon- tesults from the combination of clustered buildings * (many_
- historic) and wooded hillsides against . the’ b'ledl‘Op of the Hudson Highlands” On
December 12, 2017, the Plantiing Board issued a Local ‘Waterfront Revitalization (LWRP)I

' 'COﬁSlsteney Dete in 'on whu:h prowdes in’ part that the proposed PrO]ect is cons1stent

---bm]dmgs and, 1mpervioﬁs surfaces to achieve the clustered effected by the LWRP The'

, proposed alternaﬂves do not achleve the same effect

B. Ma\zmm sz:ber af Dwe!/mg Umz‘; Per Bm/dmg

o Affordablen\)(/orkforce I—Iouémg'La\v

The Apphcant is pemntted to build 307 units on the premises putsuant to the denmty :

requirernents of the RD-1.7 Zoning District on a 12 acre parcel, subject to specml use permit
- apptoval by the C.lty Counc1[ to approve multifarnily comple‘ces Without the vatiances, the

'Apphcant will heed to consteutt one of two extra buildings, increasing lot covetage and |
- impegvious sutface. The. Apphcant s goal to preserve 65% green space, create diversity in -
buildings 4nd it types and provlde common gathenng sp'u:e for re31dents cannot be
achieved wlthout the requebted vatiance. : : :

_ If each building. contamecl the sameé number of units it would necessitate more
buildings, and would thetefore create 2 much higher irnpact development Thetefore, there
is no other feasible means to achieve the reqmred number of units but for the granung of
the variance 1o petmlt mote than 36 dwelling units per bu_lldmg

C. Mmzmwﬂ RY qpamtmn Between Bafzfdzngj

As dlscussed above, the relative clustering of the buﬂclmgs contributes to maxlmlzmg
the amount of operi space provided onsite. The proposed layout allows for the prescrvation
of the maximurm amount of green space (65%) and will overall énhance the community.
Thus, the benefit the Apphcant secks, to develop 307 tesidential dwelling units and preserve
65% open space; cannot be achieved without the requested variance.

SI0Z1 Ho20859v) L1871
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3, 'The: requested variances. are mathematically substantial; however, this does .

not outweigh the other factots meriting the granting of the variance.

The- requested variances . are. mathcmauealiy substantlal However in- consldetlng
whiether a variance is substasitial, the Board must examine the totality of the citcumstances

~ ithin the application and the overall effect of granting the tequested. relief. Here, the

- vatiances are not substantial in theit éffect. The project design provides 2 vatiety of units,
“both matket-rate and below-matket rate usiits, while Ppresetving the most amount of open
space: Moteover, even thovigh the- requested vatjances are mathemfmcally substantlal thxs
-'-factor alone does not ptecludc the granting of the variances. : : :

_ Thc Board revlcwed the ovemll effect of the requestcd vamances to perrmt the

. clusteting of- ‘nits on chiis 12 acre paiccl requiring (1) a half story he1ght vatiance for three
: 'buﬂdmgs (2).a variance to petmit-more than 36 residential dwelling units per building and
+(3) avariance to-allow Jess than 30 feet between the proposed bulldlngs While the requested
vatfance is mathematlcally substanual ‘the vasiance will result in mifimial impacts to the

surroundmg nelghborhood and cnwronment Therefore thc Board ﬁnds that the requested |

vatlance 1s not substantlal

4 The proposed Vanance Wll] not have an adverse effect or 1mpact on’ the"

physmal of emnronmental condmons in the nelghbmfhood or district.

Ihe proposed variances will not have an adverse cffcct or meact on thc physlcal ot
, enx'lronmental conditions in the nexghborhood or chstnct ‘There will be no adverse effects of
noise, v1br'1t10ns “odot, waffic, or impact on public services - caused by the fequested
variances. As part of the Coordinated SEQRA review conducted by the Planning Board as

Lead- Agency, the Planning Board has determined that the entire “action, mcludmg the . -

-requlred vatiances, will have no poténtial significant adverse envitonmental impacts. As
~ mentioned above, the Planning Board also granted a LWRP. Consmtency Determination
“which provides that the proposed Project is consistent with .polices and guidance of the
" LWRP. The proposed project will preserve 65% open space and utilize gteen infrastructure
. practices to teduce tunoff, minimize grading and soil disturbarice, and minimize impetvious
sutface areas, The proposed project will also mcorporate soil conservation and dust control
~ best management practices and unhze native vegetmon in all plopﬂscd landscapmg to
enhance wﬂdhfe habitat.

" 5, The alleged dlfﬁculty was self-created but this factor does not preclude thc
granting of the atea variances.

 'The need fot the vatiances is self-created since it is presurned the Applicant selected
the Property as the location fot its proposed development knowing the zoning requirements
pettaining to the maximum height of bulldmgs petmitted, the maximum number of
residential dwelling units per building and the minimum distance requited between buildings.
 However, this does not preclude the granting of the area variance. :

SIO2/TI/620859%1 1/IR/I8
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that, for the reasons set forth above,
~ the application of Scenic Beacon Developments, LLC (the “Applicant”) to allow Building 3, .
Building 4, and Building 6, as identified on the proposed Site Plan dated]anuary 31, 2017, to
have 5 stories whete the maximum building height is 4.5 stories pursuant to. C lty § 223-
“17.C/ 223 Attachment 1:6, }.s hereby GRANT ED :

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that for the reasons sct forth above the
-apphcaUOn of ‘Scenic Beacon Developmeats, LLC, to allow four -proposed bulldmgs to
. exceed 36 units where the maxifum number of dwelhng units pet building is 36 ‘tnits -
putsuant to the. City Code § 223- 17 C/ 223 Attachment 1:6, is hereby GRANTED sub]ect to
the followmg condluons : '

1. If the Apphcant buﬂds less than 252 units (7 buil dmgs X 36 d\velhng units= 252
untis), this vatiance is void. The: Apphcant will be tequited to comply ‘with the -
Zoning Code requiretents restricting the numiber of units-per bmldlng and may ;
'not e\ceed 36 resnﬂent_{ai dwelhng ufiits per bulldmg

2 Thc Apphcant is permltted to. construct 4 maximum aumber of four bulldmgs:' -

-~ avith more than 36 residential dwelhng wnits. The maximum number. of dwelhng
- units- for any one: buﬂdlng may ot exceed 59 residential dwelling - units per
E bulldmg : : -- :

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, tha-;.-'f_a: the teasons- set forth above, -the
: _apphcatmn of Scenic Beacon Deve]opments LLC, to allow less than 30 feet between

‘buildings whete the minimum distance between buildings on the same lot is 30 feet pursuant
to City Code § 223 ‘17 C/ZZ") Attachmcnt 1:6, is hereby GRANTED sub]f:ct to the followmg

condmons

1 The r‘xpphcant shall maintain at leaet 65"‘& of the 12-acte parcel as open bpace but for ,
Planning Board. approv'ﬂ of | impetvious.. infrastructure including, but not limited to,
sidewalks, development of Tand banked patking, roads, and decks. The total amount
of open space land. pteserved after Planning Board approval of said impetvious
mfrastructure shall not be less than 60% of the 12-acte parcel '

2. Imperwous sutface shal! not excéed 35% of the 12-acre parcel but for Planning
Board approval of impetvious infrastructure, including, but not limited to, sidewalks,
development of land banked parking, roads, and decks. The total impervious sutface
area, including any additional apptoved impervious surfaces, shall not to exceed 40%
of the 12-acre parcel.

3. The distance between any of the prop.osed—buildings.shall not be less than 12 fcet

BE I'T FURTHER RFSOLVED that all the variances granted hetein ate subject
to the following conditions:

$102/1 1162083001 1418118
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1. No permiit _'cir.E-Cer,tiﬁcate of Occupancy shall be issued until théﬁpplicants have
paid in full all application and consultant fees incutréd by the City of Beacon in
- connection with the review of this apphcaﬂon R

2.:The Apphtant shall obtam a buﬂdmg petinit wn:hm twelve months fram the date .
of obtalnmg the lastland use approval : :

3. The varlance shall termmate unless the Ploposed Pm]ect as deﬁned herem has -

: rland use approval ot the Apphcant appears before the Board for an e\tcnsmn

| '”.JOhﬂ Dunne, Chmman

Dated: ] anuafjf 17,2018 :_'fﬁ o

SI02/H/620850E /1818




Height Variance

2018-01

M. Dunne called the roll

; :Mot_i-on‘_ 'Sgco:_iti !

Zoning Board Member _

John Dunne

_Aye’

| Nay | _ Abstain

Excused _

Absent |

| Jordan Haug

Robert Lanier

| fudy simien.

David Jensen . - -

| Motion Carried

Maximum Number of Dwelling Units Variance

{ Mr. Dunne called ihe roll: > -

{ Mation - -‘ 'Sec_ﬁhd.'_-'

| John Dunne

Zoning Board Members |

A&e 7

.V:N-ay ‘Abfétﬁin

" | Exensed -

[ Absent

{ Jofdan Haug -

Robert Lanier

{ Judy Smith

| David Jensen

Motion Carried:

SI0271 146208501 MIS/I8
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o Maximum Distance Between 'Bulld_ings Variance

Mr. Dunne called fhe roll;

"Motion ] Second _| Zoning Board Members | Aye | Nay | Abstain | Exeused | Absent _

bomowe | x|

X ""jﬁrﬁ'aﬂHau'g" S Xl

Ju(iy Srhith - et 7 X g ¢

' ,ﬁawitiifeﬁ_sén - - X |

MotionCarried: 1 4. | g1

SH02/1 /6208591 1/I8/18
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Enginesrs
Planners
Surveyors

| | v Landscape Architects
MAS E R Environmental Scientists

CEOEINLYING /K

400 Columbus Avenue, Suite 180E
Valhalla, NY 10595
T:914,347.7500

F: 914.347.724%
www.masercensulting.com

June 5, 2018

VIA E-MAIL

Mr. John Gunn, Chairman
City of Beacon Planning Board
1 Municipal Plaza

Beacon, NY 12508

Re:  Edgewater
City of Beacon
MC Project No. 16003078A,

Dear Chairman Gunn:

We are writing on behalf of the Applicant for the proposed Edgewater Project. It is our
understanding that based on the Local Law recently passed by the City Council, the proposed
project will now be reduced in total size. The City of Beacon’s latest ruling to adopt a revised steep
slopes law will result in a reduction of the overall project size for the Edgewater Development
from the previously proposed 307 units to the currently proposed 246 units. Maser Consulting had
previously conducted a complete Traffic Impact Study date February 27, 2017 as well as a
supplemental analysis provided in response to comments from the City’s Traffic Consultant dated
May 9, 2017. These analyses studied the traffic impacts of the 307 unit development and indicated
that with specific signal timing improvements at the NYS Route 9D/Beckman Street intersection
and future monitoring of the Route 9D/Tompkins Avenue and Beekman Street/W. Main Street
intersections for potential signalization, the additional traffic generated by the project can be
accommodated without significant traffic impacts to the area roadways. For convenience of review
Table No. 1 from our February 27, 2017 study is attached, which summarizes the trip generation
estimates for the 307 unit development.

~ In order to assess the traffic associated with the modified development size of 246 units, revised
trip generation estimates were computed utilizing the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
data as contained in their publication entitled T¥ip Generation, 9" Edition dated 2012. The trip
generation estimates for the modified development are summarized on Table No. 1-R attached. A
comparison of the trip generation estimates for the original 307 unit development and the currently
proposed 246 unit development is provided in the table below.

Customer Loyally through Client Satisfaction




Mr. John Gunn, Chairman
MC Project No. 16003078 A
June 5, 2018

MAEER Page 2 of 2

COARDATING R oM

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR |
ENTRY EXIT TOTAL | ENTRY EXAT TOTAL
. 307 UNIT
DEVELOPMENT 31 124 155 122 66 188
(TABLE NO. 1)
246 UNIT
DEVELOPMENT 25 09 124 99 54 153
(TABLE NO. 1-R)
NET REDUCTION IN
TRIP GENBRATON 6 225 31 -23 -12 -35

As shown in the table above, the currently proposed 246 unit development will have a net reduction
in the projects trip generation during each of the peak hours when compared to the previously
proposed 307 unit development. It should be noted, that as with our original study, these trip
generation estimates do not account for any mass transit usage by residents of the development to
provide a conservative analysis. However, due to the projects proximity to the Beacon Metro-
North Train Station, it is likely at a portion of residents will utilize mass transit and therefore the
actual trip generation of the project will likely be somewhat lower than estimated.

As a result of the reduction in the projects size, it is the opinion of Maser Consulting that the
currently proposed Edgewater Development will have a reduced impact on traffic operation
conditions in the vicinity of the site and thus the analysis results and traffic mitigations contained
in our original study remain applicable to the currently proposed project.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

MASER CONSULT

Ph111p . Grealy, Ph
Principal/Depariment Manager

,M / *Z,? s

Rlchard G.D Andrea P.E.,PTOE
Senior Associate/Project Manager

PJG/jfin
Enclosures

riprojecis\2016\6003078a_edgewater\correspondencelouti180529jfm_letter with updated tiip generation.docx




TJABLE 1-R

HOURLY TRIP GENERATION RATES (HTGR} AND ANTICIPATED

SITE GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

ENTRY EXIT
EDGEWATER
BEACON, NY HTGR" VOLUME HTGR* VOLUME
APARTMENT
(246 DWELLING UNITS)
PEAK AM HOUR 0.10 25 0.40 99
PEAK PM HOUR 0.40 99 0.22 54
NOTES,
1}* HTGR-HQURLY TRIP GENERATION RATES EXPRESSED IN TERMS CF TRIPS PER 1009 SF. FOR LAND USES - 220 APARTMENT;
BASED ON THE INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS {ITE) PUBLICATION ENTITLED "TRIP GENERATION', §TH EDITION, 2012
JOB# 16003078A

51252018




TABLE 1

HOURLY TRIP GENERATION RATES (HTGR) AND ANTICIPATED

SITE GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

ENTRY EXIT
EDGEWATER
BEAGON, NY HTGR* VOLUME HTGR* VOLUME
APARTMENT
(309 DWELLING UNITS)
PEAK AM HOUR 0.10 31 0.40 124
PEAK PM HOUR 0.39 122 0.21 66

NOTES:

1} * HTGR-HOURLY TRIP GENERATION RATES EXPRESSED IN TERMS OF TRIPS PER 1000 §.F, FOR LAND USES - 220 APARTMENT;

BASED ON THE INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS (ITE) PUBLICATION ENTITLED "TRIP GENERATION", 9TH EDITICN, 2012,

171812017

JOB# 16003078A
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CLEARY CONSULTING

June 5, 2018

Mayor Randy Casale

and Members of the City Council
City of Beacon

1 Municipal Plaza

Beacon, NY 12508

Re: Edgewater — Modified Unit Mix — Revised School Children
Generation

Dear Mayor Casale and Members of the City Council,

This letter is submitted to the City Council on behalf of Scenic Beacon
Developments, LLC to revise the number of school aged children estimated to be
generated by Edgewater resulting from the change in the number of units from
307 to 246.

It was previously documented that the 307 units proposed in the prior plan would
have generated 47 school aged children. Employing the same methodology
accepted by the City during the SEQRA review of the project, the current 246 unit
project would reduce the number of school age children from 47 to 41 students.

PROJECTED NUMBER OF SCHOOL AGED CHILDREN
GENERATED BY EDGEWATER
Unit Type | Student 307 Unit Plan 246 Unit Plan
Multiplier | Number of Public Number of Public
Units School Units School
: Students Students
Studio 0.08 , 96 7.68 25 2
1 Bedroom 0.08 : 115 ' 9.2 126 10.08
2 Bedroom 0.23 : 86 19.78 86 19.78
3 Bedroom 1.0 G 10 10 9 9
. 307 46.66 246 40.86

Employing the refined school aged children calculation formula recommend by
John Clarke, the following projection of school aged children results:

529 Asharoken Avenue » Northport, NY 11768
Phone (631) 754-3085 » Fax (631) 754-0701
Email: cleary@optonline.net
www.clearyplanning.com



Units # Market | Ratio | PSAC | Workforce | Ratio | PSAC | Total
SAC
Studio 25 22 0.07 1.54 3 27 .81 2.35
1 BR 126 114 0.07 7.98 12 27 3.24 | 11.22
2 BR 86 78 .16 12.48 8 45 3.6 16.08
3 BR 9 8 .63 5.04 1 1.3 1.3 6.34
Totals | 246 222 24 35.99

To further reinforce the conservative nature of both of the estimates presented
above, the project at 71 Leonard Street contains 78 units (40 two-bedroom and
38 one-bedrooms) generated 3 children from the two-bedroom units, all of which
are below school age. That project is comparable to Edgewater in that it is a new
rental project with similar amenities.

Should you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

_Sincerely,

? 4 Vs C%Z ol

//?./'(q/u(
Patrick Cleary, AICP, CEP, PP, LEED AP
Cleary Consulting

cc: Rodney Weber, Scenic Beacon Developments, LLC
Taylor Palmer, Cuddy & Feder
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Hudson Land Design, PC

Memo

To: City of Beacon Planning Board
GC:  Rodney Weber, Tina Andress.
From: Mike Bodendorf, P.E.
Date: June 12, 2018

Re; Reduced Density Proposal — Avoidance of Newly Defined Very Steeps Slopes Wherever Practicable

rAcdolfi-Aryeh Siegel, AIA, Taylor M. Palmer, Esq.

City of Beacon Zoning Code Section 223-16 provides that: “[flor the purpose of preventing erosion, minimizing
stormwater runoff and flooding, preserving the City's underground water resources, and protecting the City's
character and property values, it is the Intent of this chapter fo avoid the development of... very steep slopes,
and toward this end, wherever practicable, new construction shall avold such areas, and existing vegetation
in such areas shall not be disturbed wherever practicable’ (emphasis added).

While the Applicant’s denser 307-Unit Proposal was previously reviewed by the Planning Board during the
2017 SEQR and LWRP review process, at which time the 307-Unit Proposal did not invoive develapment on
Very Steep Slapes as previously defined,’ the Applicant provides the following analysis and comments in
response to the City's recent adoption of the density reduction law, which also changed the local definition of a
“Very Steep Slope”™.?

The following is a summary of the ways that the Reduced Density Proposal avoids development or impacts to
the newly defined Very Steep Slopes, wherever practicable. Indeed, while it is our professional opinion that
the development of 307-Unit Proposal and the stormwater and related mitigation measures proposed therein
adequately mitigated and prevented erosion; minimized stormwater runoff and flooding; preserved the City’s
underground water resources; and protected the City's character and property values, changing the local
definition of a Very Steep Slope should not charge the technical analysis of how the features are considered
or accounted for in the relevant site engineering for the proposed development.

Notwithstanding, in response to the new Law that changed the local definition of what is considered a “Very
Steep Slope”, the Applicant revised the Site Plan for the Reduced Density Proposal to respond fo comments
from the Clty's consultants in reviewing the calculation of pre-development lot area, and to confirm and
reafflrm that the Reduced Density Proposal satisfies the criteria outiined in Zoning Code §223-16(B) for the
following reasons:

{1) “That there is no other suitable alternative area within the lot available for the proposed use,
improvement or development of such lot;”

A Very Steep Slopes Analysis was prepared to determine how the Law's new definition of “Very Steep
Slope” together with the revised pre-development lot area per dwelling unit calculation as applied to the

! Old Definition: “An area of land with a gradient of 25% or more extending over a horizontal length of at least 100 feet and
axtending over a horlzontal width of at least 100 feet.”

2 New Deflnition: “An ares of land with & gradient of 25% or more extending over a configuous land area of at teast 10,000
souare fest.”

Page 1




RD-1.7 Zoning District, significantly reduce the density of the project. A copy of the Very Steep Slopes
Analysis is included in the Application’s submissian. In summary, our analysis shows that the new Law
results in the loss of 55 units, permitting a maximum of 252 units, which maximum is inclusive of 10
density incentive units as more fully detailed in the Applicant’s submission. The Applicant is proposing to
develop six (6) fewer units than what is otherwise permitted under the new Law in response to
comments from the City Council regarding density. The Reduced Density Proposal avoids and
minimizes development on the newly defined Very Steep Slopes as much as possible by clustering the
development away from such areas that have not already been disturbed by past developments on the
Premises. Said ancther way, there are on-site Very Steep Slopes that were created by previous
development of the property. Additionally, the Reduced Density Proposal includes buildings that have
been placed as close to one another as possible to reduce the need for additional area.

Additionally, following a meeting with the City's consultants on June 11", the revised site plan for the
Reduced Density Proposal includes the following modifications to further avoid the newly defined Very
Steep Slopes and to mitigate or reduce any perceived impacts:

e A retaining wall is proposed along the parking arsa along Buildings 1 and 2 to minimize impacts
to very steep slopes along Bank Street and to maintain existing vegetation;

s The access trail along the bluff that overlocks the Hudson River and Bioretention Area 2 have
bheen moved approximately 20 to 30 feset away from the ridgeline. In addition, the parking
spaces and retaining wall that were once located behind Buildings 8 and 7 have been removed
now that there are significantly fewer units;

+ Parallel parking spaces have been eliminated from the access road that connects the upper and
lower parking areas, which reduces impacis to fragmented interior Very Steep Slopes; and

¢ The retaining wall along the west side of the site entrance to the Premises off of Branch Street
has been moved closer to the road to minimize impacts to Very Steep Slopes.

The Applicant has made every effort to aveid or otherwise mitigate any potential impacts to the newly
defined on-site Very Steep Slopes; however, disturbing a small portion of them is necessary for any type
of development on this property. A looped road with two (2) points of ingress/egress was recommended
by the City for safety purposes. This would likely be required for any type of multifamily and transit-
oriented development on this property, which is further evidenced by prior disturbance of these slopes for
pravious development. Further, the interior trave! ways have been positioned and graded to provide ADA
accessibility through most of the site and for connectivity to the Metro-North railroad. Moving these travel
ways in any direction would decrease ADA accessibility because of the existing tie-in grades at both
ingress/egress points (approximately 60 feet in elevation change between Branch Street and Tompkins
Avenue}. It is important to point out that most of the on-site Very Steep Slopes with the exception of the
bluff area overlooking the River appear to be man-made from previous developments on the site and
from construction of Bank Street. Historical photos show several former buildings and former
development of roads and parking areas on the propsrty in areas where many of these Very Steep
Slopes exist. Edgewater Place once extended into the property and continued down to Branch street.
The long and thin upper slope adjacent to former Edgewater Place appears to be material that either
imported or graded to create a flaf road and parking area for the pervious house that once stood on the
property. Accordingly, there is no other suitable alternative area within the lot available for the proposed
use, improvement or development of such lot.

(2) “That the activity proposed is the minimum necessary to make reasonable use of the land;”

Clustering the development and maximizing the number of units located within in each of the proposed
seven (7) buildings reduces the need for a larger footprint that would be created by development
additional buildings. Parking areas and travel lanes have been reduced from previous standards to allow
for maximized green space. The Reduced Density Proposal includes the minimum amount of parking
spaces required, and further proposes to land-bank parking and provide parking undemeath buildings.
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Indeed, as noted in the Applicant's submission, the density reduction law significantly reduced the
density of the projsct from 307 units down to 252 units. The Reduced Density Proposal, and the location
of the site compenents involves the minimum impacts to the newly defined Very Steep Slopes to make
reasonable use of the land.

{3) “That all feasible construction standards and precautions will be taken to assure that
environmental impacits will be minimized; and”

Temporary erosion and sediment control (E&SC) measures will be implemented during construction,
and permanent E&SC measures are incotporated into the project design for the Reduced Density
Proposal. Proposed temporary E&SC measures on this project include silt fencing, erosion control
matting, temporary seed and mulch of disturbed slopes, retaining walls and topscil and seeding, thus
minimizing environmental impacts during and after construction. Weekly inspections of the temporary
E&SC measures by a qualified professional is required as part of obtaining the necessary State Pollutant

Bischarge Elimination System coverage under General Permit GP-0-015-002. The City of Beacon will -

also have rights to enter the site during construction ensure that the temporary and permanent E&SC
measures are being properly implemented. Accordingly, as previously reviewed in the 2017 SEQR
review, the project and the Reduced Density Proposal incorporate all feasible construction standards
and precautions to assure that the environmental impacts will be minimized. Indeed, while the Applicant
has also made every effort to avoid and otherwise mitigate any potential impacts to the newly defined
Very Steep Slopes with certain site plan changes recommend by the City's consultants, the site
conditions have not changed since the 2017 SEQR determination — only the definition of what
constitutes a Very Steep Slope has. Accordingly, the Reduced Density Proposal would have less
potential impacts than the denser 307-Unit Proposal.

(4) “That the purpose and intent of this section are satisfied to the maximum degree feasible.”

The siting of the Reduced Density Proposal is within the footprint of denser 307-Unit Development, and
as noted above most of the on-site Very Steep Slopes with the exception of the bluff area overlooking
the River appear to be man-mada. Indeed, much of the property was also previously disturbed by prior
developments. While the purpose and intent of this section are satisfied to the maximum degree feasible
as set forth herein and through the Applicant's submissions to this Board to date, in addition to the
measures mentioned above, the final grades proposed on the Reduced Density Proposal will also be
protected by a vigorous landscaping plan. The Applicant also proposes special seeding requirements on
the site plan that will provide permanent stabilization of all disturbed/graded Very Steep Slopes. Given
the nature and topography of the site, no additional adjustments are feasible for the internal travel-ways,
while providing two (2) points of ingressfegress to the property, which includes ADA accessibility and
connectivity to Metro-North as noted above. Accordingly, existing newly defined Very Steep Slopes,
particularly on the perimeter of the development area are being avoided to the maximum extend
practical and will continus to exist with existing stabilized vegetative cover.

Conclusion

For the aforementioned reasons, and as submitted in the Applicant’s site plan and related submissions, the
Reduced Density Proposal for Edgewater avoids development and disturbance of newly defined Very Steep
Slopes wherever practicable, and further, the stormwater and related mitigation measures included in the
Reduced Density Proposal mitigate and prevent erosion; minimize stormwater runoff and flooding; preserve
the City's underground water resources; and protected the City's character and property values and satisfy
the criteria in Zoning Code Section 223-16(B).
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