To: Guilderland Planning Board

From: Guilderland Conservation Advisory Council

Date: July 5, 2012

Re.: Seus – Sheffield Ave.

APPLICATION

 Applicant(s): Mark Seus, 265 Merry Rd., Amsterdam, NY 12010

Proposed Subdivision: A proposed two lot subdivision of 8.3 acres.

Location: This is an undeveloped street in Fort Hunter portion of the Town near its north east corner.

Zoning: R 40.

Site Inspection Summary:

Site Inspection Dates: June 20, 2012 by Applicant Mark Seus and finance Elizabeth Mayhew; and GCAC members Stephen Albert and Stuart Reese.  June 23, 2012 by Applicant Mark and  Elizabeth Mayhew; and GCAC members David Heller, Gordon McClelland, Steven Wickham and John Wemple (chair).

Meeting Attendees: ( June 18, 2012) Applicant Mark Seus, Elizabeth Mayhew and realtor Anne Daley of CMFox; and GCAC members Stephen Albert, David Heller, Gordon McClelland, Stuart Reese, Steven Wickham and John Wemple (chair). 

Inspected by: see above under Site Inspection Dates.

Conclusions: The final location of the planned dwellings and garages will be determined by the results of a wetland delineation which is very essential since so much of the rear east boundary portion of the property appears to be wetlands. While the 8.3 acre lot itself is of sufficient size to locate a desirable location for a dwelling, additional care needs to be taken in determining the exact location for the building envelope of the second lot near the front of the property due to its fairly close proximity to the retaining pond located along Empire Avenue. Although a roadway or street would separate the front lot from the pond, caution will need to be followed to make sure the elevation of the dwelling is high enough to avoid any underground seepage from the pond. Furthermore, pond may act as a breeding ground for insects which could prove undesirable to occupants of the front lot. Town tax map does show either a ditch or stream running across the front portion of the property which, while not being visible as a stream at the time of the site visit, could very well prove out to be a wetland area to be avoided in developing the parcel especially since it was observed that the front portion contains a significant gully and that this very low area was covered in ferns. 

GCAC does not object to the concept plan for this subdivision as such but has reservations as to whether or not the 8.3 acre parcel can fully support the plan without full knowledge of the results of a wetland delineation of the acreage. As noted in the inspection report there are uprooted trees on the back portion of the property which may be the result of wetland soils holding rainfall  and  limiting proper root structure to anchor the trees in that area. Prior to giving approval for the subdivision there is a need to see the wetlands delineated and a more accurate placement of the proposed building envelopes and driveway. It would be of further assistance if the Applicant 
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would provide a topographical map showing readable contour lines. While a wetland delineation completed on the property will add to the cost of purchasing the property along with any necessary revision in the location of proposed building envelopes, GCAC feels that such steps need to be taken prior to approval of the Applicant's plan. If Applicant was to move ahead with the purchase of the property without so doing, he could face a disappointment if it turns out that the parcel would not support a two lot subdivision. Besides a resolution of the wetland issue plan should include provision that tree cutting is kept to a minimum and some agreement is finalized with the Town regarding building and maintenance of the new street (Sheffield Ave.) which appears on the 2007 tax map. 

Although it doesn't show on the Town tax map, an issue that also needs to be resolved is the status of the proposed collector road, which appears on Applicant's Concept Plan, based on what is shown on the Georgetown Subdivision map.

Of further note was the need for GCAC to make an appropriate referral to the appropriate authority regarding a possible environmental problem. There is an area along the west side which apparently has been cleared for target practice by neighbors. Near this area there is a locked box attached to one of the trees which appears to be there to take pictures of a bait station about 8 feet away. As far as GCAC knows, the practice of using bait for deer is illegal in New York State. It is not known if it is legal to do so for other animals. Following protocol, after brief discussion with the Town Supervisor referral was made to the Town Police Department which contacted NYS EnCon and is working to resolve this situation.

Submitted by: _____________________________

                         John G. Wemple, Jr. - Chair

INSPECTION DETAILS








Applicant(s): Mark Seus








Address: Zero Sheffield Ave,.,









     Schenectady 12303

Background: According to the Applicant and as noted on the application, purchase of the property is contingent on approval of the subdivision. Property is reportedly part of estate of Joann Swan who is deceased and who acquired the property from her mother. Property had been in Joann Swan's family dating back to the 1970's. Plan is to subdivide  it into two lots with the Applicant having the larger rear lot and selling the smaller front lot.

Topography: Applicant describes the property as rolling with minor hills. Applicant plans to utilize one of these hills whereby he would have a walk-in basement. At time of site visit, GCAC noted that the initial hills along the east side of the property were more hilly than anticipated; and withdrew the suggestion which had been made at the June 18th meeting regarding possibility of having the driveway along that side. This was in an effort to possibly appease neighbors along the west side who anticipated the possible nuisance of headlights shining toward their properties. 

In general, the topography property is relatively as the Applicant described it – rolling with some small hills and small valleys and a possible small rise beyond the stream at the rear corner. While the Applicant's packet of his plan did contain a topo map with many contour lines, the numbers were not readable.  

Vegetation/Trees: Per Applicant, the property is heavily treed with hardwoods. GCAC found this to be so and noted that trees included locust, maple, elm, hemlock, white oak, as well as pine. Trees were of various sizes. As noted in the conclusion segment of the report, some of the trees on the back portion of the property lay on the ground apparently as a result of wind damage and possible poor anchoring qualities of the soil. In order to develop a two lot subdivision along with a long driveway to the rear dwelling, there will undoubtedly be a need to remove many trees but hopefully this can be kept to a minimum.

Soil: Applicant described the soil as very sandy. A review of sheet number 4 in “Soil Survey of Albany County, New York” by James H. Brown (1992) indicates that the front portion of the property has St soil that extends about 224 feet back into the property. This is the approximate area on which proposed dwelling would be located on the smaller lot. To the rear of that is an area of CoB soil which runs across the property and is about 110 feet wide at the east side and about 285 feet wide at the west side. Just beyond that there is another area of St soil which is similar in with  (about 110 feet) along the east boundary line and about 225 feet wide along the west boundary line. This same area of St soil extends to the rear property line where it is approximately 190 feet wide. At the far south west corner is a small wedge of CoB soil. 

Along the east boundary and just to the rear of this St soil area is another area of CoB soil which wraps around and reenters at about the mid point of the east side. It is about 240 feet wide at the east boundary line and is thumb shaped and extends to approximately the middle of the property. Beyond this there is an area approximately 225 feet wide of Fx soil which crosses diagonally and is followed by a wedge of Ug soil which is about 95 feet wide on each side. Due to the apparent wetlands along the back area of the property, the Applicant anticipates adjusting the possible building envelope for the rear house to be in a higher area to northeast which would result in it being on CoB or St soil. 

A brief description of the above soils and some limitations, including areas used for roads or driveways, noted is as follows.
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St - Stafford loamy fine sand -This nearly level soil is very deep and somewhat poorly drained. Seasonal high water table is ½ ft. to 1 ½ ft. below the surface from January to May. Depth to bedrock is more than 60 inches. This soil is moderately suited to cultivated crops. The seasonal high water table can cause delays in farming operations and is the main management concern. 

The main limitation of this soil on sites for dwellings with basements is the seasonal high water table. Foundation and footing drains reduce wetness. Adequately sealing foundations and grading the land so that runoff is diverted from the site also reduce wetness. The soil is better suited to dwellings without basements.    For local roads and streets the limitation is also the seasonal high water table. The main limitation of this soil for local roads and streets is the seasonal high water table. Constructing roads on raced fill of coarse textured material will reduce wetness. Excavations and cutbacks in this soil are subject to sloughing and caving. The main limitations affecting the use of this soil as a site for septic tank absorption fields are the seasonal high water table and a poor filtering capacity. The soil is a poor filter of effluent. Consequently, ground-water contamination is a hazard. A specially designed septic tank absorption field or an alternative system will properly filter the effluent.

CoB – Colonie loamy fine sand, 3 to 8 percent slope. This gently sloping soil is very deep and well drained to somewhat excessively drained. Typically, the surface layer is dark brown loamy fine sand about 7 inches thick. The subsoil is 61 inches thick. The seasonal high water table in this Colonie soil is at a depth of more than 6 feet, but in some years it fluctuates to a depth of 3 ½ feet for very brief periods in early spring. Depth to bedrock is more than 60 inches. Permeability is moderately rapid or rapid. The available water capacity is low. This soil has no limitations on sites for dwellings and for local roads and streets. Droughtiness is a problem in establishing and maintaining lawns and scrubs. The main limitation affecting the use of this soil as a site for septic tank absorption fields is a poor filtering capacity. Permeability in this soil is moderately rapid or rapid, and the soil is a poor filter of effluent. Consequently, ground-water contamination is a hazard. A specially designed septic tank absorption field or an alternative system will properly filter the effluent. Other soils that have a moderate permeability rate are better suited to this use.

Fx – Fluvaquents-Udifluvents complex, frequently flooded This soil unit consists of very deep, nearly level, very poorly drained to moderately well drained loamy soils formed in recent alluvial deposits on flood plains. These soils are subject to frequent flooding and are commonly wet. Bedrock is generally at a depth of more than 5 feet. Permeability, the available water capacity, organic matter content, and soil reaction vary with the composition of alluvium. County soil survey notes that most of the acreage is used as woodland or pasture or is idle. These soils are not suited to urban uses because of periodic flooding and prolonged wetness.

Ug - Udorthents, loamy – This map unit consists of very deep, level to gently sloping areas of well drained and moderately drained, loamy soil material that resulted from manmade cuts and fills in loamy upland soils. These soils are highly variable in composition. Soil properties, such as permeability, available water capacity, and soil reaction, vary from area to area, The properties of adjacent map units commonly provide clues to the soil properties of these soils. These soils vary from poorly suited to well suited to use for cuts or fills for farming and for urban uses. On site investigation is needed on each individual site for any proposed use.

Drainage/Wetlands: At the June 18th meeting, the Applicant noted that there is a stream at the rear of the property which he said is two to three feet deep. Although the box for wetlands was not check on the Application, indicators of wetlands, such as damp areas and wetland vegetation covered much of the rear of the property including the area where the above noted stream runs.  At least four uprooted trees, large and small, were further evidence of possible wetlands. 
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Remains of a wetland flag was also observed.  The stream bed is at least eight to ten feet wide and the stream itself was about five or six feet wide and at least a foot to two feet deep at a point where we closely observed it with it running in a southwest direction. Noted on the Town tax map is another stream or ditch further north of the noted stream. Attempt was made to follow this 

smaller watercourse up stream but after a short distance it petered out. Near the front of the property another ditch or stream is noted on the tax map but it was not apparent to GCAC at time of June 23rd site visit. Natural drainage appears to be to the southwest. 

Septic/Wells: Applicant's plan is to hook up to Town water and Town sewer.

Visual Impact: Applicant feels development would have zero impact on the neighborhood. Due to the amount of trees on the site, the development of this subdivision should cause little adverse impact to the neighbors tree cutting is kept to a minimum. Remaining trees should act as a buffer. Applicant plans to possibly put additional trees along the west side between his property and the neighbors.  Already in place, at least along part of this west boundary, are stockade type fences at the rear of neighbors' properties. 

Endangered Species: According to Applicant, there are no Indiana Bats or Karner Blue butterflies on the property; and no endangered species were observed by GCAC. 

Historical Considerations: According to Applicant, there are no Indian relics, Revolutionary War artifacts or cemetery on the property. GCAC did not observe anything of historical significance at time of site visit. 

Submitted by: ________________________

                         John G. Wemple, Jr. - Chair

