
Outlook

FW: Planning Board Letter of Support

From Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Date Mon 5/12/2025 10:03 AM
To Jane Samuelson <Jane@ep-pc.com>; Zach Szabo <Zach@ep-pc.com>; gnj@jacobowitzlaw.com

<gnj@jacobowitzlaw.com>
Cc Jay and Patti Beaumont <jaybeaumont49@gmail.com>; Richard Hoyt <rwhoyt1800@gmail.com>; John Brown

<johnhbrowniii@yahoo.com>; Rose Pennings <rpennings@townofmontgomery.com>; Cheri Zahakos
<czahakos@townofmontgomery.com>; Ryan McGuire <rmcguire@townofmontgomery.com>; Darran Prince
<DPrince@townofmontgomery.com>; Marianne Harris <mharris@townofmontgomery.com>;
bfranson@nelsonpopevoorhis.com <bfranson@nelsonpopevoorhis.com>; Shawn Arnott
<sarnott@mhepc.com>; Jamison Zajac <jzajac@mhepc.com>; Leigh Miller <Lmiller@mhepc.com>

 
 
From: Don Berger <berg1834@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 8, 2025 12:23 PM
To: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Subject: Fw: Planning Board Letter of Support
 
Hi Sue, Please add this to the letters forwarded to Jay Beaumont- Planning Board Chair concerning Sheffield
Gardens.
 
----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Anna Mercurio Romero <mercurioanna@gmail.com>
To: Elizabeth Lounsbury <liz.louns@gmail.com>; "berg1834@yahoo.com" <berg1834@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 8, 2025 at 08:47:37 AM EDT
Subject: Re: Planning Board Letter of Support
 

Jay Beaumont

Planning Board Chair

Town of Montgomery, NY

RE: Sheffield Gardens Project – Parkland Fee Waiver Request

Dear Members of the Planning Board,

We are writing to express deep concern over the Sheffield Gardens project's apparent request to be relieved of the mandatory parkland
fee—currently $2,000 per unit—as required by the Town of Montgomery for impacts not mitigated on-site. With 261 residential units
planned, this amounts to a potential loss of $522,000 in critical funding for our Town's Park and Recreational Department.

It is unrealistic to suggest that a development of this size—with a projected 55 school-age children—will rely exclusively on a privately
maintained "small park." These children and their families will undoubtedly utilize and benefit from the Town’s public recreational
programs, including Little League, soccer, and lacrosse, all of which are open to every child within our township.
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is safe.

Relinquishing this fee not only sets a damaging precedent but also undermines the quality and availability of recreational services for all
current and future residents. The notion that the community surrounding Sheffield Gardens would not bear any additional burden on
town resources is simply not credible.

The Town of Montgomery has always taken pride in providing robust recreational opportunities that contribute to the well-being and
development of our youth and families. Waiving this parkland fee would be a disservice to that mission and to the residents who rely on
these shared spaces and services.

I urge the Planning Board to uphold the parkland fee requirement in full. Doing so is essential to maintaining the integrity of our
recreational infrastructure and ensuring equitable access for all members of the community.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,

Anna Mercurio Romero, President

Improve Montgomery Parks .
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Jane Samuelson

From: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 8:38 AM

To: Jane Samuelson; Zach Szabo; Jerrymarlen

Cc: jaybeaumont49@gmail.com; John Brown; RWHoyt1800@gmail.com; Rose Pennings; 

Cheri Zahakos; Ryan McGuire; Darran Prince; Marianne Harris; Bonnie Franson; Shawn 

Arnott; Leigh Miller

Subject: FW: Sheffield Gardens Project

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Blaise Castaldo <biltk@icloud.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 7:24 AM 

To: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com> 

Subject: Sheffield Gardens Project 

 

[You don't often get email from biltk@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

 

My name is Blaise Castaldo, I live at 2 Farm Meadow Ln. Which is a corner lot on the north west intersection of Farm 

Meadow Lane and Bailey Road. 

  I am very concerned about the traffic that may impact Bailey Road before and after this project is completed. As you 

know, Bally Road runs between route 208 and Route 17 K. It has long been used as a.” shortcut.” for people who like to 

avoid the light at the corner of Route 17 K and route 208.(Scott’s corners).  Whenever there is a problem on route 208 or 

17 K (Scott’s corners )there is always a certain amount of traffic that decides to. Use Bailey Road as a cut off or cut 

through to avoid that traffic light and the congestion that is already out of control at that intersection. 

  An already congested area I feel that construction of this project will further stress and have a negative impact not only 

on the 17 K/208 corridor, but in our residential neighborhood and  Bailey Road. There is a lot of pedestrian traffic in our 

neighborhood. Adults and children-regularly walk, ride their bikes and jog on Bailey Road and the side streets along its 

corridor. Any added traffic to that road would certainly become huge safety hazard. The speed limit is 30 mph on Bailey 

Road, that is seldom obeyed  by most drivers, this new traffic will certainly exasperate this situation. 

   Farm Meadow Lane is a loop and is the main access for the town of Montgomery Park along the Walkill River. After 

this project is completed, there will definitely be a significant increase in traffic to access this park. Bailey Road is narrow 

and windy, it  has two railroad crossings. Most of the road has absolutely no shoulders. 

   Will there be safeguards against construction vehicles using Bailey Road as” a way around” to access or exit the new 

construction entrances on 17k ? 

   The developer of this project should be made responsible to provide funds to improve the roads and infrastructure 

that this project will have a direct impact on in our area. And to guarantee our residents  safety during construction. A 

project of this magnitude should’ve been thought out better and maybe placed in an area where the roads and 

infrastructure are better suited for it. 

 

Respectfully, 

Blaise Castaldo 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
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       March 10, 2025 

Town Of Montgomery  

Town Planning Board 

 

 RE: SHEFFIELD GARDENS  

  PUBLIC COMMENTS  

 

I’m a town resident and reside on Goodwill Rd, after reading material and listening to the presentation at 

the 2/10 meeting regarding this project, I’m happy to hear this board is concerned about the traffic and 

have taken steps to address it OR at least start. It’s taken years and I appreciate the efforts made to get a 

comprehensive traffic study done.  All building should be placed on a stop until its completed. A 6-month 

moratorium with two 6-month renewals if needed until the study is completed and a plan in place and 

started. Not only do we need a study, but we need action before anything else is allowed to be 

constructed in our town.  This project brings a great deal of traffic concern along with the size.  

Addressing the buffer for those homes along Montgomery Heights Road, it should be large and dense. 

Don’t let what happen to the old Hawkins house on Goodwill happen to them. That is clearly a prime 

example of the planning board not addressing buffers to protect the homes around projects.  

 The location of the wastewater treatment location on the site really is not business friendly to Richards 

Ice Cream stand. I travel past one daily in Maybrook and some days that smells. I surely wouldn’t want to 

eat ice cream smelling that on a warm summer night. Not very business friendly.  

Concerning the water for this project, what happens when the old Village at Goodwill with it’s 400 plus 

homes finally takes off? This property borders that what are the concerns with this. Who is paying for 

the water and sewer district connections that we all know will happen. My tax bill went up 48% in one 

year I don’t think the town residents would appreciate another large increase.  

The size of this project is concerning also. The property really doesn’t seem the right size for this many 

apartments and all the things they want to provide. Three story tall building will be an eye sore along 

that area. Look at the one on Hawkins. That is an eye sore and not a good fit.  I’d also make sure fire 

trucks can really enter and get around the complex in an emergency.  Look at Lakeview in the Village of 

Montgomery by the post office. I’d be very surprised if you can get a fire truck around that complex.  

Thank you for reading and I strongly encourage you to consider a moratorium in the town until a traffic 

study is done and a plan in place and started. As a resident for more then 40 years we deserve action 

and along with better planning from the town.  

 

Gina Zwart 

317 Goodwill Rd 

Montgomery, NY 12549 
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May 8, 2025 

 

Town of Montgomery Planning Board 

 

RE: SHEFFIELD GARDENS – TRAFFIC  

   

 

Traffic is a major concern within this town and this project. Not just with this project but with every 

project coming to the town and in the 17K and 208 area.  It’s great a traffic study has been whispered to 

the county planners and state DOT. We need more then a whisper. The town of Montgomery has been 

squeezed to a breaking point and the Town Board and Planning Board need to put the brakes on. It’s a 

matter of public safety for this community.  Proactive planning needs to start happing before the damage 

is done to no return. Let’s see the town put down a moratorium and get this worked out better for 

everyone.  

This town can not handle anymore and needs to be corrected.  

 

Thank you. 

 

Gina Zwart 

317 Goodwill Rd 
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Outlook

FW: Sheffield DEIS comments

From Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Date Mon 5/12/2025 10:58 AM
To Jane Samuelson <Jane@ep-pc.com>; Zach Szabo <Zach@ep-pc.com>; Jerrymarlen <jerrymarlen@aol.com>
Cc Jay and Patti Beaumont <jaybeaumont49@gmail.com>; Richard Hoyt <rwhoyt1800@gmail.com>; John Brown

<johnhbrowniii@yahoo.com>; Rose Pennings <rpennings@townofmontgomery.com>; Cheri Zahakos
<czahakos@townofmontgomery.com>; Ryan McGuire <rmcguire@townofmontgomery.com>; Darran Prince
<DPrince@townofmontgomery.com>; Marianne Harris <mharris@townofmontgomery.com>;
bfranson@nelsonpopevoorhis.com <bfranson@nelsonpopevoorhis.com>; Jamison Zajac
<jzajac@mhepc.com>; Leigh Miller <Lmiller@mhepc.com>

1 attachment (25 KB)
Sheffield DEIS 050925 TIPTON.pdf;

 
 
From: Karina J. Tipton <karina.tipton@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 9, 2025 12:00 PM
To: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Subject: Fwd: Sheffield DEIS comments
 
Hi Sue,
 
If you could also please include this email in my comments to the Planning Board:
 
Chair Beaumont's representation to the public at the final public hearing that there would be several
opportunities to participate in public hearings glossed over the importance of the SEQRA hearing for DEIS. The
public can provide comment on the site plans and other components at other hearings, however, the public will
not have an opportunity to indicate to the planning board where mitigation activities have not been fully taken or
evaluated after the DEIS and FEIS have been finalized. This is a key component of SEQRA - the opportunity for
neighbors to share with the planning board how a project will impact them, and an opportunity for the planning
board to work with the applicant to ensure that all potential impacts have been mitigated.
 
Thank you,
Karina
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Karina J. Tipton <karina.tipton@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, May 9, 2025 at 11:56 AM
Subject: Sheffield DEIS comments
To: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
 

Good morning Sue - please find my comments attached for the Sheffield DEIS.
 
Thank you, and have a good weekend!
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Karina
 

 



Karina J. Tipton 

225 Union Street 

Montgomery NY, 12549  

karina.tipton@gmail.com 

May 9, 2025 

Sue Hadden 

Secretary to the Planning Board 

Town of Montgomery 

110 Bracken Road 

Montgomery, NY 12549 

Dear Ms. Hadden, 

I am writing to respectfully submit my comments and concerns regarding the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed She2ield Gardens Development 

located on State Route 17K in the Town of Montgomery. I request that this letter be 

distributed to all members of the Planning Board for their review and consideration. Before 

May 9, 2025 to be included in the public comments of record.  

This DEIS does not adequately address or propose mitigations for several issues, primarily 

the impacts to the adjacent properties and wetlands, and tra2ic impacts. As an example, 

the applicant stated at a public hearing that the final determination of users would be 

made based on the NYSDOT evaluation on if a light is required at the intersection to 

determine what the final use of the property would be – if it would include commercial 

properties.  My specific comments are below. 

Impacts to adjacent wetlands and surrounding properties 

The proposed development requires discharge from the package wastewater treatment 

plant to a set of coordinates that then, based on topography, will flow through an adjoining 

property before discharging to the wetlands behind the site. Because of the volume of 

water proposed for discharge to this property, it should not be permitted to flow across 

neighboring property. Instead, the discharge point should be directly to the water body at a 

location on the project property, and at a location that will not cause a flooding condition 

on neighboring properties. 

The impact of discharging treated water to the NYSDEC wetlands has not been addressed 

in this DEIS. Treated water will have a di2erent make-up than the receiving waters (i.e., pH, 

clarity, TSS, temperature, etc) and will change the ecology of the receiving waters. The 

impact of these physical and chemical di2erences should be clearly identified and 
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mitigated. For example, discharge of treated water that is colder than receiving waters can 

have an immediate impact on certain fish habitats and reproduction. 

The adjoining wetlands are already impacted by the poor drainage at the outlet of the 

wetland (culvert under RT 17K). The proposed discharge of treated sanitary waters, AND 

the additional stormwater flow to the wetlands, will increase the volume of water entering 

these wetlands. There has been no evaluation of the volume of the water to be discharged, 

and the receiving capacity of the wetlands receiving the water. In order to fully evaluate the 

impact to the already stressed drainage system, a computational watershed carrying 

capacity model should be utilized that includes the area of the project as well as other 

drainage into the basin. The watershed carrying capacity model should then be used to 

determine if the culvert under Rt 17K is adequate to manage the flow of water out of the 

wetlands, and if there will be adverse impacts to downstream properties or other 

properties on the edge of the wetlands.  

There is no discussion of mitigation measures to be taken to protect the NYSDEC wetlands. 

As indicated above, this should include the evaluation of the nature of treated water to be 

discharged and a point-source discharge model should be used to evaluate the impact of 

the WWTP discharge to the biota in the wetlands. Potentially, an ecological risk evaluation 

may be merited to confirm that this important habitat is not adversely impacted. 

Tra2ic 

The tra2ic study included in the DEIS is inadequate and does not adequately measure the 

compounded tra2ic impacts to nearby businesses. Overall, at this stage, the Planning 

Board does not have adequate information to fully evaluate the impact of this project to the 

neighboring residents and businesses, and to the entire town. Based on the proximity of 

this project to the school a more detailed tra2ic study should be required that takes into 

consideration the flow of tra2ic along the 17K corridor and also Rt 211 and Rt 208. The 

Orange County Planning Department has stated that they will complete a tra2ic analysis 

for the Town of Montgomery that includes this breadth of data, and if the developer does 

not wish to undertake a robust tra2ic study on their own, the Planning Board should pause 

on approval of this project until that County-lead analysis has been finalized.  

The tra2ic analysis collected tra2ic counts in early January immediately after winter break, 

at a time that sports and after school programs were not fully in e2ect. Based on this, these 

are undercounts for the weekday peak. Also, no counts were taken at Rt 208 and Bailey Rd 

to estimate the tra2ic that is already bypassing this section of Rt 17K and to measure the 

impact of tra2ic on the residents along Bailey Rd.  
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The tra2ic study reported that “The NYS Route 17K/NYS Route 208 intersection currently 

experiences an accident rate approximately three times the statewide average for similar 

intersections. The prevailing accident type at the NYS Route 17K/NYS Route 208 

intersection is rear end type accidents due to driver inattention and following too closely.” 

Based on this, tra2ic calming tools such as a roundabout should be implemented at the 

entrance of this project. A tra2ic light will only exacerbate the danger of the Rt 17K / 208 

intersection because it will cause drivers to speed up to avoid the light. Based on the many 

concerns of residents for pedestrian safety on Rt 17K, and the exhibited high-accident 

rates, tra2ic calming measures must be included in the construction of this project. This 

may include protected bicycle lanes, shift in tra2ic lanes slightly to create “chicanes,” and 

the use of a roundabout to promote slower but consistent tra2ic flow. 

Finally, leaving the determination of the final use of the project to the requirement of 

NYSDOT for at tra2ic light speaks to a basic lack of investment in Montgomery and the 

neighboring community. Regardless of the size of commercial property included in this 

development, the apartments will have a real impact on tra2ic and there should be a 

proactive commitment to not only mitigate, but improve the tra2ic patterns resulting from 

construction.  

 

 

Karina Tipton 
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Jane Samuelson

From: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 8:13 AM

To: Jane Samuelson; Zach Szabo; Jerrymarlen

Cc: jaybeaumont49@gmail.com; RWHoyt1800@gmail.com; John Brown; Rose Pennings; 

Cheri Zahakos; Ryan McGuire; Darran Prince; Marianne Harris; Bonnie Franson; Shawn 

Arnott; Leigh Miller

Subject: FW: Sheffield Gardens

 

 

From: Kirk Phillips <phillipskirk865@gmail.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 6:50 PM 

To: Ross Winglovitz <Ross@ep-pc.com> 

Cc: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com> 

Subject: Sheffield Gardens 

 

  Ross: 

 

 Sue showed me your drawings.  

 

  Wells and a waste water treatment plant? 

 

  Will the water table sustain 260 rentals? 

 

  Where will the waste end up? 

 

  The traffic is another story. 

 

 

Kirk A. Phillips  

 

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  
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May 7, 2025 
 
 
Town of Montgomery Planning Board 
c/o Jay Beaumont, Planning Board Chair 
110 Bracken Rd 
Montgomery, NY 12549 
 
 
Dear Mr. Beaumont, 
 
 

This letter is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
development “Sheffield Gardens.” Specifically, section 3.13.3 Mitigation Measures – Recreation on page 
222. As stated in the DEIS, 

 
“The 625 new residents will increase the need for recreational areas, which may be met by the 

proposed project. The Project Site includes areas of undisturbed lands that will serve as passive 
recreation areas. The Project Site has space to include additional outdoor recreational facilities. The Town 
of Montgomery requires a payment in lieu of parkland for impacts not remediated on-site, which is 
currently $2,000 per unit. Since the Proposed Project will provide outdoor amenities consisting of a 
children’s playground, fit pit area, bocce courts, pickleball courts, a community garden, fenced-in dog 
park and a covered picnic pavilion with a movie wall and grills within a 3-acre green space located 
between the residential buildings, a payment in lieu of parkland is not required.” 
 
 We strongly disagree with this interpretation of the Town of Montgomery Zoning Fee Schedule, 
alleging that this development is exempt from the payment in lieu of parkland because of recreational 
amenities within the private community. Although we appreciate the inclusion of green space and 
recreational space within new developments, it does not constitute parkland, which is public space, and 
therefore should not supersede the town’s payment in lieu of parkland requirements.  
 
 It would be a disservice to the current and future residents of the Town of Montgomery to 
support the mis-aligned interpretation of the Town of Montgomery code and not require the payment in 
lieu of parkland. All of our residents bear the impacts of growth, and this existing fee ensures that we 
create and maintain a standard of living that supports the health and well-being of our community.  
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 Sylvie Rainaldi (845) 527-0817 
 Donald Berger (845) 800-7584 
 Karina Tipton (646) 312-3111 
 
 Town of Montgomery Residents and co-chairs of  
 Residents Protecting Montgomery (Community Advocacy Group) 
 https://www.facebook.com/groups/protectingmontgomery 
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Jane Samuelson

From: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 8:37 AM

To: Jane Samuelson; Zach Szabo; Jerrymarlen

Cc: jaybeaumont49@gmail.com; John Brown; RWHoyt1800@gmail.com; Rose Pennings; 

Cheri Zahakos; Ryan McGuire; Darran Prince; Marianne Harris; Bonnie Franson; Shawn 

Arnott; Leigh Miller

Subject: FW: Sheffield Gardens Concerns

 

 

 

From: Tracy Palumbo <tracy.palumbo@gmail.com>  

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 11:01 PM 

To: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com> 

Subject: Sheffield Gardens Concerns 

 

March 10, 2025 

 

Town of Montgomery Planning Board 

110 Bracken Rd     

Montgomery, N.Y 12549 

 

Re: Notice of Completion of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

         Sheffield Garden Estates, NYS Rte 17K Montgomery 

 

Dear Planning Board Members, 

 

I just wanted to voice a few more concerns.  Along with the other traffic concerns we were wondering if 

any there were any plans to have a sidewalk on 17k?  This would not only help students and residents in 

the area but also for patrons of Richards and other local businesses. For everyone's safety we feel the 

need to have a sidewalk.  

 

The Culvert that was already mentioned to not be working properly would also need to be maintained 

indefinitely 

Also, the construction of the actual site and its number of trucks should also be further examined. 

 

If the residents of Montgomery Heights are connected to Sheffield Gardens who is responsible for that 

extra maintenance, how that affects school traffic and emergency services as well.  Do those residents 

have their taxes raised for this proposed connection. 

 

We feel that a buffer of trees (mostly mature not replanted trees) is a required necessity for any adjacent 

properties. Not limited to 1103 ST Rt 17k (Charlottes House). This will greatly help with aesthetic 

 Caution: This is an external email that contains a suspicious subject and/or message content. Do 

not click any links or open any attachments unless you have confirmed the sender.  

 You don't often get email from tracy.palumbo@gmail.com. Learn why this is important   
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2

purposes of our patrons, surrounding neighbors and all future residents, as well as helping with water 

absorption and privacy.  

 

Thank You 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Tracy Palumbo-Cortez & Carlos Cortez 

Owners, Richards Dairy Shed 1097 Rte 17k 

Montgomery, NY 12549   
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Tracy Palumbo-Cortez 

1103 State RT 17K 

Montgomery, NY 12549 

tracy.palumbo@gmail.com 

845-787-7255 

 

Sue Hadden 

Secretary to the Planning Board 

Town of Montgomery 

110 Bracken Road 

Montgomery, NY 12549 

 

 

Dear Ms. Hadden, 

 

I am writing to respectfully submit my comments and concerns regarding the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Sheffield Gardens Development 

located on State Route 17K in the Town of Montgomery. I request that this letter be distributed 

to all members of the Planning Board for their review and consideration and to be included in 

the public comments of record.  

As a business owner in the Town of Montgomery and the adjacent property owner to this 

development, I have significant concerns about the impacts this development will have on our 

community. The DEIS as submitted does not appropriately mitigate many concerns that our 

Town has, also does not adequately mitigate impacts on neighboring properties. These impacts 

can create major problems for Montgomery and directly affect the livelihood of some of its 

citizens and business owners. I appreciate the opportunity to participate in the public review 

process. The following points outline some of my key issues with the current DEIS as 

presented. 

 

WasteWater Treatment Plant 

 

 The placement of the proposed WasteWater Treatment Plant and the discharge of its 

WasteWater will have a detrimental impact on our property as proposed. Directly pumping the 

WasteWater onto a section of shared Wetlands will dramatically impact not only the value of our 

porperry but will also affect our way of life for years to come. Richards Dairy Shed has been in 

operation in this Town since 1961 and this project could seriously affect its business if certain 

issues are not resolved. There are 3 separate Wetlands areas that are shared with the property 

at 1103 State Route 17k, labeled Area C (pin Oak stand) Area C (cattail marsh) and Area D. All 

of these areas should be reassessed due to the new Wetland Laws that are in place. Area C 

(pin Oak stand) is the site in which Sheffield plans to discharge its WasteWater. There is no 

evidence that the amount of waste proposed to be dumped will properly drain in this area or 

even flow to the larger Wetlands. This entire area also will be a lower elevation to the project's 

stormwater basins, this along with erosion and stormwater runoff there is no way to determine 

where the waste will sit. The mitigations made for odor are for the actual WWTP but the 
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discharge spot for the wasted will be that area an entire Waste Pool with no drainage. The smell 

will affect everyone along 17k in that area, which included quite a few local businesses. I don't 

see why Richard's Dairy Shed and others will have their business affected on a daily basis, 

along with many residents, to help a developer and their bottom line. 

 There are quite a few Wetland Areas that exist in the landscape of this project all of 

which will never be the same after construction begins. Each of these areas are labeled in 

appendix C4 in the DEIS. One of these areas is also shared with Valley Central High School. 

 We would like to request that the discharge from the Wastewater Treatment Plant be 

discharged to another location. The discharge point is going to be flowing immediately to the 

adjacent property(ours) and will change our land and have an immediate impact on our 

property. There are capacity issues for the drainage basin and receiving water. The waste water 

cannot accumulate in the wetlands, there will be a detrimental effect on the animals and the 

adjoining properties, including but not limited to stagnant water (smell) due to the water not 

moving,  changes in the Hydrology. We have operated a food service business for the last 64 

years. The smell from the sewage discharge alone will have a negative impact on our business 

and the community. The neighbors in close proximity that have lived here for years especially. 

What considerations have been taken in regard to that? How would we be compensated for loss 

of business? 

 The Ecological evaluation for this project was only done only on the property, not 

considering the adjoining or adjacent property/properties, which include ours. We have beautiful 

wildlife that depend on the balance and stability of the ecology of those wetlands. Canadian 

geese, herons, swans and many other species and insects return year after year to live off our 

property and the wetlands. They are dependent on this for survival and food source. 

 The Culvert that is adjacent to our property is where they are proposing the water will 

drain. This will not happen the way they are proposing. The wetlands are already impacted by 

the poor drainage at the outlet of the wetland (culvert under rte 17k). The current plans do not 

show how the overall discharge of the wetlands will be updated or “fixed”. This culvert has been 

an ongoing problem since its inception. It has never worked properly or been cleaned or 

maintained regularly.  

 

Traffic 

     We feel that the traffic study that was completed for this project is not a true 

representation of this area. The traffic impacts to nearby businesses have not been properly 

considered. This study was conducted when our business was closed for the season. How will 

our customers be able to safely turn in and out of our parking lot. The traffic impacts from other 

developments(Quick check, dinosaur park, etc) have not been included.The traffic light is not 

designed to manage traffic on the 17K corridor, but instead just to manage traffic safely in/out of 

apartment building. What about the rest of Rte 17K? The time and season in which the study 

was conducted (January), was at a time when our business is not open. Also, it was not 

conducted during a time when the school is at a lul as far as activities, sports, dances, fairs, etc. 

It was not conducted at a peak time to depict the true reality of the traffic during these high 

volume times. The county is undertaking a town-wide study that will provide a comprehensive 

view of the impacts. The Town board should implement a moratorium on the development that 

will have an impact on the traffic on the roads included in the county-wide traffic study so the 
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outcomes of the study can be included in the design. For example, the dollar General 

construction was allowed to go forward without a light. When the school district determined that 

a light WAS needed at that driveway, it was paid for by us, the taxpayers, instead of the 

developer that constructed the Dollar General. 

SCHOOL 

 

The DEIS states the average class size is 11. This is not an accurate depiction of the actual 

class size. It is underestimated. In reality the class size is 20-25 students on average.   

 

BUFFER 

We would like to request that a significant buffer be placed between our property and immediate 

bordering properties. We are also asking for consideration in reducing the amount of units in the 

development. This project seems too large for this location. 

 

Our Concern is that if the statements made in the DEIS as presented are not accurate to the 

community and if that is a consistent theme throughout, then how do we know if any of it is 

accurately considered? 

 

Thank you for your consideration in looking over these topics. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tracy and Carlos Cortez 

Owner of Richards Dairy Shed  
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You don't often get email from rontrent68@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Outlook

FW: Planning Board - MILR, LLC Sheffield Gardens Project

From Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Date Thu 3/20/2025 8:13 AM
To Jane Samuelson <Jane@ep-pc.com>; Zach Szabo <Zach@ep-pc.com>; Jerrymarlen <jerrymarlen@aol.com>

Good Morning to All,
Please see this email with comments for the above referenced, thank you
 
From: Ron Trent <rontrent68@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2025 7:00 PM
To: Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Cc: Liz Trent <lizannetrent@gmail.com>
Subject: Planning Board - MILR, LLC Sheffield Gardens Project
 

Hi Sue!!
 
Just wanted to get my comments for this project on the public record:
 
My name is Ronald Trent. My wife’s name is Elizabeth Anne Trent.
Our home is at 12 Knapp Lane, Montgomery, NY 12549, at the corner of where Knapp Lane intersects with Bailey
Road.
I’ve lived at this address for 45 years. My wife for 42 years.
I’ve been a resident of the Town for all of my 71 years, having first grown up on Coldenham Road in the hamlet of
Coldenham.
 
My concerns with this project are:

1. The proposed sewage waste discharge into the swamp land East of the project property, and behind the
adjacent property of Richards Dairy Shed, is ridiculous. That swampy area drains across SR 17K East of
Richards Dairy Shed, then flows slowly North through various swampy, low lying lands along the West side
of SR 208 eventually forming a small stream that flows behind my neighbors homes on Knapp Lane and
under Bailey Road near that roads Northern end intersection with SR 208. I’ve very familiar with that
stream having lived next to it for 45 years. This stream is often dry in the Fall and early winter months. It
sometimes has good water flow in the spring after a heavy snowfall winter and/or extreme rainfall events.
But never enough water flow to carry the discharge effluent of a sewer waste water treatment plant. This
proposed plan is ridiculous! The project should seek to form a sewer district and connect to existing Town
or Village of Montgomery Sewer services that discharge treated waste into the Wallkill River, a water body
that has a much better water flow to handle treated sewer waste water. They should be investing in
municipal system expansions instead of creating new, private systems. 

2. The projects proposed source for potable water are on site water wells and a 110’ tall storage tank. Once
again, the project should seek to form a water district and connect to existing Town or Village of
Montgomery water services and investing in expansions of those existing municipal systems.

3. The traffic along that SR 17K corridor, from its intersection with SR 208 to the Valley Central School District
Middle/High School complex, is horrendous now. The projects proposed solution, simply adding a single
turning lane at the entrance to this project, with its proposed 270 apartment units, commercial retail mall
and 900 parking spaces, is a ridiculous solution. Before that solution and this project goes forward, this
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project and all the other proposed projects in the area needs to be addressed by the NY DOT for a
comprehensive plan. 

 
Thank you.
Elizabeth and Ron Trent
12 Knapp Lane
Montgomery, NY 12549
845-913-5673
 
 
 

 



Outlook

FW: Sheffield Gardens - Town Parkland Fee

From Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Date Mon 5/12/2025 10:26 AM
To Jane Samuelson <Jane@ep-pc.com>; Zach Szabo <Zach@ep-pc.com>; Jerrymarlen <jerrymarlen@aol.com>
Cc Jay and Patti Beaumont <jaybeaumont49@gmail.com>; Richard Hoyt <rwhoyt1800@gmail.com>; John Brown

<johnhbrowniii@yahoo.com>; Rose Pennings <rpennings@townofmontgomery.com>; Cheri Zahakos
<czahakos@townofmontgomery.com>; Ryan McGuire <rmcguire@townofmontgomery.com>; Darran Prince
<DPrince@townofmontgomery.com>; Marianne Harris <mharris@townofmontgomery.com>;
bfranson@nelsonpopevoorhis.com <bfranson@nelsonpopevoorhis.com>; Jamison Zajac
<jzajac@mhepc.com>; Leigh Miller <Lmiller@mhepc.com>

 
 
From: Ron Trent <rontrent68@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 8, 2025 6:24 PM
To: James Beaumont <jbeaumont@townofmontgomery.com>; Sue Hadden <shadden@townofmontgomery.com>
Subject: Sheffield Gardens - Town Parkland Fee
 

Dear Members of the Planning Board,

I am writing to express deep concern over the Sheffield Gardens project's apparent request to be relieved of 
the mandatory parkland fee—currently $2,000 per unit—as required by the Town of Montgomery for impacts 
not mitigated on-site. With 261 residential units planned, this amounts to a potential loss of $522,000 in 
critical funding for our Town's Park and Recreational Department.

It is unrealistic to suggest that a development of this size—with a projected 55 school-age children—will rely 
exclusively on a privately maintained "small park." These children and their families will undoubtedly utilize 
and benefit from the Town’s public recreational programs, including Little League, soccer, and lacrosse, all of 
which are open to every child within our township.

Relinquishing this fee not only sets a damaging precedent but also undermines the quality and availability of 
recreational services for all current and future residents. The notion that the community surrounding Sheffield 
Gardens would not bear any additional burden on town resources is simply not credible.

The Town of Montgomery has always taken pride in providing robust recreational opportunities that 
contribute to the well-being and development of our youth and families. Waiving this parkland fee would be a 
disservice to that mission and to the residents who rely on these shared spaces and services.

I urge the Planning Board to uphold the parkland fee requirement in full. Doing so is essential to maintaining 
the integrity of our recreational infrastructure and ensuring equitable access for all members of the 
community.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,
 
Ron Trent
12 Knapp Lane
Montgomery, NY 12549
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