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July 8, 2021 

 

Shawn E. Arnott, P.E. 

Planning Board Engineer 

845-567-3100 | mheny@mhepc.com  

 
Re:  Village of Chester Planning Board Review Comments 

 Advanced Auto Site Plan    

 

Response letter to Town Engineer  

Dear Mr. Arnott, 

Our office has reviewed your comments related to the AAP project. Below is our response to each 
comment received. Your comments are listed below followed by the design team response in bold 
italics. 

Comments received via email on June 1, 2021 

 
1. The property is located in the B2 Zoning District of the Village. The project proposes the 

construction of an approximately 7,000 square foot auto parts retail store with associated 
parking and drainage improvements. 

 
2. The Applicant has included a Zoning Bulk Table pursuant to our last comments and is located on 

Sheet L3.00 entitled “layout plan”. However, we note the need for the following updates: 
 

• The proposed development (auto parts store lot) should note the combined side yard 
setback. 
 
RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised bulk table. 
 

• The applicant has updated the Bulk Table to include the proposed lot for the historic 
house, however, we note the following: 

 
o The proposed front yard setback should be noted as pre-existing nonconforming 

with confirmation from the Board’s attorney. 
 

RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised bulk table. 
 

o The one and both side yards appear to be increasing in the degree of 
nonconformity. 

 
 RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised bulk table and proposed lot line. 
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o The rear yard setback appears to be increasing in the degree of nonconformity. 
 
 RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised bulk table and proposed lot line. 

 
o The minimum lot area may require a variance. 
 

RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised bulk table and proposed lot line. 
 

3. The proposed lot line revision will require a stamp by a licensed land surveyor. 
 
RESPONSE: Agreed. 
 

4. The applicant has included top and bottom of wall elevations on revised drawings as previously 
requested. However, the Village’s standard retaining wall notes should be added to the 
proposed retaining wall details. 
 
RESPONSE: Refer to revised plans. Building and parking lot has been moved 10’ to the north 
eliminating the need for a retaining wall. 

 
5. The “backout space” provided for the historic house only scales as 12-feet. Our office is 

concerned that this is not enough space for a vehicle to turn around within the interior of the 
site. 
 
RESPONSE: Agreed. Refer to revised plans. Parking area has been enlarged to accommodate 
vehicle turn around maneuvering. 

 
6. The applicant has proposed curb along the north side of the entrance; however, it stops 

approximately 5 feet into the site. The applicant should provide detail on how it will end (i.e.; 
bullnose, taper, etc.). 
 
RESPONSE: Refer to revised layout plan. Proposed curb terminates in a flush condition. 

 
7. The applicant has provided a truck turning diagram for the site. The diagram indicates that 

several spots will be affected in the site by the truck movement. The applicant should identify 
how this will be mitigated. 
 
RESPONSE: Deliveries take place during off hours when the store is closed. Employee vehicles 
will be parking on the north side of the building to avoid any interference.   
 

8. There are details provided for perforated and solid storm lines. They type of pipe should be 
identified on the plans. 
 
RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised plans. 
 

9. All striping for the handicapped space must be blue. When a standard space adjoins a 
handicapped space, a double line should be installed, one blue, one white. 
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RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised “reserved parking stall” detail and note 15 on drawing 
L3.00. 
 

10. For the cross-hatched access lane (which should be blue) near the “bottom” add painted text 
“NO PARKING” (also in blue). 
 
RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised “reserved parking stall” detail and note 21 on drawing 
L3.00. 
 

11. The applicant has submitted a lighting plan for the Board’s review. The lighting plan should 
include the Village’s standard lighting note. Further, as previously requested the applicant 
should update the lights to be less than 3,500kw in color temperature. 
 
RESPONSE: Corrected. Refer to revised lighting plan. 

 
12. The applicant has submitted landscaping plan on Sheet L3.00. The landscape plan includes three 

(3) tree plantings near the State right-of-way. The applicant has not submitted a planting plan 
for the stormwater facilities other than planting mixes for grass. The applicant should identify if 
any other plantings are proposed.  
 
RESPONSE: Refer to revised layout and planting plan. 
 

13. The applicant indicates that the existing water service for the existing building to be razed will 
be terminated at the existing curb box. However, the existing sewar lateral is not shown, nor is it 
indicated how it will be dealt with. 
 
RESPONSE: Existing sanitary lateral was not shown on the survey. Refer to note 17 on drawing 
L1.00. 

 
14. The Orange County Planning Department has responded with comments that should be 

discussed with the Board. Our office has prepared a response to the County comments 
regarding the sewer capacity. If acceptable, our office will to the Orange County DPW for their 
review and comment. 

 
RESPONSE: Awaiting direction from the Board. 

 
15. The Planning Board previously declared its intent to assume Lead Agency under SEQRA. Further 

steps should be discussed with the Board’s attorney. 
 

RESPONSE: Agreed. 
 

16. The Board should determine, for the record, if a Public Hearing will be required for this site plan 
per its discretionary judgement under Section 98-28(B) of the Village Code.  

 
RESPONSE: Agreed. 
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Very truly yours, 

Keplinger Freeman Associates 

 

 

 

 

 


