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Prospective homeowners would be made aware that they would be required to seek approval from
the Village as the Project is not proposing accessory apartments. Homeowners would be aware of
what they are purchasing. The plans in Section 2.20 illustrate a potential location for the accessory
apartments, but the exact locations would be left to the decision of the homeowner as they would
ultimately be the ones who would propose such accessory apartments in the future, if ever.

The EIS discusses bedrooms and not people in regard to water usage because that is how the State
of New York calculates water demand for a Project. It is actually a more conservative manner of
calculating water usage, and a per capita calculation would require less water per home.
Nonetheless, per capita is not the accepted manner in which the State calculates water usage for a
development. The discharge into Satterly Creek would be extremely clean and would meet all of
NYSDEC regulations for discharge.

The 60 acres of public parkland would be for the use of all Village residents as it would be
dedicated to the Village, as indicated in the DEIS. The Project is no longer proposing pools and is
not proposing any park and ride facilities.

In regard to community services, the fire department could allocate indoor duties for those without
beards and outdoor duties for those with beards. According to information provided to us by the
Kiryas Joel fire chief, Kiryas Joel does not rely on neighboring fire departments. Additionally, the
possession of a beard does not impact eligibility or the ability to perform duties in regard to
emergency medical volunteers.

The Applicant is committed to implement appropriate mitigation measures in regard to traffic
should future conditions warrant them. Since NY'S Route 208 is a State Road, the NYSDOT would
ultimately be the governing agency to determine if such mitigation measures would be warranted.
It would be the decision of NYSDOT as well as the Village as to the escrow amounts necessary.
Please refer to General Response 4 in regard to traffic.

Lastly, the Village’s choice of planner is completely unrelated to the Project. The Village has
changed planners on more than one occasion throughout the review of this Project, first from
Robert Geneslaw to NPV/Bonnie Franson and now to Fusco Engineering. The Project is proposed
according to the zoning code requirements and would preserve 50% of the Project Site as open
space, regardless of who the Village’s planner is. Comment noted.

Response to Commenter No. 109: Sacco, Elizabeth — page 348 of Appendix P

As clarified in the DEIS and in General Response 1, regardless of the Village’s direction to discuss
two demographic scenarios, all residential units in the Project would be made available for
occupancy, purchase or rental to any person regardless of race, color, religion, gender identity,
handicap or disability, familial status, national origin, age, marital status, military status or other
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protected class status in accordance with federal and state law. Please refer to General Response 2
in regard to water supply and General Response 4 in regard to traffic. The Project would not “ruin
the rural feel” of the Village as detailed in Section 3.4 and would be consistent with the Village’s
current community character. Likewise, the Project would include a buffer on Clove Road and the
600 homes would remedy the existing eyesore caused by the current dilapidated structures on the
Project Site from the former Lake Anne Country Club.

Response to Commenter No. 110: Sagala, Joanne — page 350 of Appendix P
Comment noted. Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply and General
Response 4 in regard to traffic.

Response to Commenter No. 111: Sagala, Theresa — page 352 of Appendix P
Comment noted. Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply and General
Response 4 in regard to traffic.

Response to Commenter No. 112: Salka, Dawn — page 354 of Appendix P

The population projections and tax revenues and expenses detailed in Section 3.2 of the EIS are
accurate and based upon the US Census Bureau and a per capita method of assigning revenues and
costs respectively in accordance with the Village Scoping Document. Additionally, as stated in the
DEIS, the costs to Washingtonville Central School would be significantly less per student under
Scenario No. 2 as the cost to the School District for a student attending private school is just
approximately 10% of the cost to the School District to educate a child attending public school.
The Traffic Impact Study found in Appendix J and summarized in Section 3.11 provides an
accurate analysis and does not need to be redone. The numbers found in the noise section of the
EIS are accurate. Additionally, it should be noted that the shale bank is located less than a mile
away from this commenter’s home, which is located in the Town, and the Project cannot comment
on any noise the commenter hears from that facility.

Moreover, there are no plans for the development of 22 acres and the Project is not proposing
accessory apartments. The Public Parkland would front Clove Road and is shown on the Project
Plans in Section 10.4 of the FEIS, and were included in the DEIS in Section 2.20. The Traffic
Impact Study complied with the requirements of the Scoping Document as well as with NYSDOT
standards and includes accurate numbers. The Project is not proposing any park and ride facilities.
Construction vehicles are discussed in Section 3.16 of the DEIS as well as in the responses in
Appendix N. The driveways were designed in accordance with the Village Zoning Code and
vehicles such as taxis would not be parked in the driveways unless the owner of the home is also
a taxi driver. Please also refer to General Response 2 in regard to water, General Response 4 in
regard to traffic.
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Lastly, the Project is not proposing the use of Public Safety Officers; however, such Officers are
legally allowed to work in the Village if the Village wanted to utilize their services under the NYS
Rules and Regulations. Since the Village does not yet have its own dedicated Police Department,
outside Police Departments are notified in the event of a call. Moreover, the services of the Village
of Kiryas Joel EMS and/or Public Safety Officers are sufficient and outstanding, and residents
have the right to contact these service providers.

Response to Commenter No. 113: Salka, John — page 361 of Appendix P

This commenter is also the chief of the South Blooming Grove Fire Department and he indicates
that he was not Chief of the department at the time the Applicant attempted to reach out to the
South Blooming Grove Fire Department, meaning in 2017 and 2018. However, we personally
spoke with this commenter in 2019, when he was Chief of the South Blooming Grove Fire
Department and followed up with an email on 10/24/19, as well as made subsequent attempts to
contact him and the department, to obtain their responses to the Project’s survey as well as answers
to other questions pertaining to the department. Nonetheless, to-date, we have yet to receive a
response from the Chief who wrote this comment or the South Blooming Grove Fire Department
Additionally, opinions found in this commenter’s letter seem to indicate a lack of knowledge of
the Project’s proposal, as well as the development patterns in the Village itself. For example, the
letter references multifamily dwellings would be part of the Project, when no multifamily homes
are proposed. This comment is aware of that, as we have personally shown him the Project’s plans,
and the commenter has previously acknowledged the Project proposes only single family
development. Similarly, in the letter, the commenter indicates the Village currently has no multiple
family dwellings; however, approximately 25% of the Village’s extant homes are multiple family
dwellings (Stone Gate Condominiums a/k/a Rolling Hills). Additionally, please refer to General
Response 2 in regard to water supply, General Response 3 in regard to wastewater, General
Response 4 in regard to traffic and Appendix G of the EIS for the analysis relevant to fire hydrants,
and Attachment 21.

Response to Commenter No. 114: Santambrosio, Lori — page 367 of Appendix P

Comment noted. Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply, General Response
3 in regard to wastewater treatment, and General Response 4 in regard to traffic. Additionally, as
clarified in the DEIS and in General Response 1, regardless of the Village’s direction to discuss
two demographic scenarios, all residential units in the Project would be made available for
occupancy, purchase or rental to any person regardless of race, color, religion, gender identity,
handicap or disability, familial status, national origin, age, marital status, military status or other
protected class status in accordance with federal and state law.
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Response to Commenter No. 115: Santos, Amanda — page 369 of Appendix P

Comment noted. Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply. As noted in Section
3.2 of the DEIS, the Project, under both scenarios, would result in a net tax benefit to the taxpayer
and school district.

Response to Commenter No. 116: Sardella, Danielle — page 371 of Appendix P

Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply. The Project is proposed in accordance
with the extant zoning regulations in the Zoning Code, including the allowable zoning density, and
would include the preservation of open space.

Response to Commenter No. 117: Schatz, Joseph — page 373 of Appendix P

The Project would not adversely impact wildlife as detailed in Section 3.6 of the DEIS. The Project
is working with the NYSDEC and submitted an Incidental Taking Permit in regard to the timber
rattlesnakes and would comply with the applicable regulations in regard to this species.

Response to Commenter No. 118: Scheetz, Linda — page 375 of Appendix P

Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply and General Response 4 in regard to
traffic. Police and fire protection are addressed in Section 3.3 of the DEIS, which concludes the
Project would not adversely impact these community services. The Project has been designed so
that 50% of the Project Site is open space and to focus its development whenever possible to areas
of the Project Site previously disturbed by the former Lake Anne Country Club. It would not
significantly impact wetlands as detailed in Section 3.8 and has been designed to avoid such
impacts. The Project is consistent with the character of the Village as detailed in Section 3.4 of the
DEIS and is proposed in accordance with the Village’s Zoning Code without the need for
variances. At the adoption of this Zoning Code in 2006, the Village passed a negative declaration
which determined the Zoning Code (and therefore the Project proposed in accordance with it)
would not significantly adversely impact the character of the Village.

Response to Commenter No. 119: Schmitt, Collin — page 378 of Appendix P

As detailed in Section 3.4 of the EIS, the Project would not impact the Village’s character and is
proposed in accordance with the Village’s allowable zoning. Consistence with the zoning is the
most telling aspect of being consistent with the character of the community. Please refer to General
Response 2 in regard to water supply and General Response 4 in regard to traffic. The Project
would have no impact on historic farmlands and would include open space and not adversely
impact the views of Schunnemunk Mountain. An analysis of community facilities and services is
found in Section 3.3 of the EIS and concludes the Project would not negatively impact the ability
to provide the Village residents, including those of the Project, with community services.
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Response to Commenter No. 120: Schnitzer, Moses — page 380 of Appendix P

As indicated in Section 9.1 of the DEIS Addendum, the Arlington Drive interconnection is
proposed as an emergency access and would contain a lock with a private code. Please refer to the
responses to Commenter No. 33, 73 and 83.

Response to Commenter No. 121: Schuh, Tracy —page 382 of Appendix P

Open Space Corridors: The roadway network does not unnecessarily extend into the higher
elevations of the Project Site (with about 20 lots along a cul-de-sac), rather it has been designed to
stop at the cul-de-sac to prevent the roadway from extending into the higher elevations on the
Project Site ranging from approximately 900 to 1382 AMSL.

The Project would avoid development on slopes of greater than 15% to the greatest extent
practicable and would incorporate grading on those that are to decrease the slope as shown in the
Site Plan (see Section 10.4 of the FEIS) where necessary. We included some modifications to the
design layout included on the Site Plans to incorporate comments such as these, as well as those
made by other commenters.

Parkland: The Project would work alongside with the Village in regard to determining the best
plan of action regarding the public parkland.

Alternative Design/Lower Density Proposal: Comment Noted.
Protection for Conservation Easements: The Project would protect the open space as per the
requirements in the Village Zoning Code.

Response to Commenter No. 122: Schutt, Bob — page 388 of Appendix P
The pictures provided by this commenter are of the Legoland Amusement Park and is not related
to the Project.

Response to Commenter No. 123: Schuttinger, Bob — page 390 of Appendix P

(@) The analysis found in the EIS adequately addresses water and sewer in their respective sections
and appendices. Moreover, the Project would propose its only water supply system and is not
proposed to interconnect with the Village’s current water supply system. Please refer to General
Responses 2 and 3 in regard to water and sewer respectively.

(b) The Project would include both private and public open space. Also, since the Project would
preserve open space, each home, in addition to its individual lot, would have a gross overall density
since open space was allocated as part of the Project.

(c) The locations of the proposed community centers are clearly visible on the Project Site Plan in
Section 10.4 of the FEIS of the EIS. Additionally, the proposed locations of the community
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recreation structures and facilities are marked on the Master Plan in Figure 12 of Section 1.0 and
the Overall Development Plan in Section 2.20. The above-mentioned community facilities would
not exceed 10% of the Project Site as allowed by the Village Zoning Code §235-14.1.C(3)(m) as
above mentioned in 2.12. No additional trees beyond what is already described in the EIS would
need to be removed for these community centers as they are part of the proposed Project.

(d) The purpose of this Figure is to show the areas surrounding the Project Site. Indeed the map is
entitled “Surrounding Area Map.” Proposed locations for community facilities and wastewater
treatment plants are included in the appropriate maps throughout the EIS.

(e) Road D is labeled a “collector” road and would therefore be constructed according to collector
road standards. The neighboring property is not under ownership of the Project Applicant and we
do not know if the road would ever eventually interconnect with the property; however, in
accordance with the Village Zoning Code and smart planning practices, it is being proposed as a
potential future connector road.

(f) This map is intended to be printed on a 36 x 24 size sheet and it is fully legible as a PDF as
well. It appears this commenter must have printed the map on an inappropriately sized paper.

(g) Hazardous materials are described in Section 3.15 of the EIS and the NYSDEC have concluded
there the Project fully remedied anything associated with the former use of a small part of the
Project Site as a dumping site and that the Project and Project Site pose no threat or adverse impact
in regard to this in any way.

(h) Comment noted.

(i) Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply and potential interference, as well
as to Response to Commenter No. 9 above. The Project Site has 25 wells, but would only use 6
total wells (including the best well) to supply water to the Project residents. The wells that would
be used are those that did not result in interference with neighboring wells.

(J) The Project would have its own on-site wastewater treatment plant. This data was included
because it represents the facts relevant to the Harriman treatment plant.

(k) All relevant details to the wastewater treatment plant can be found in Sections 3.8 and 3.9, as
well as in Appendix | of the EIS. Moreover, the Project’s wastewater treatment plant is proposed

to be fully enclosed.

() This is proposed Road C from the Project’s roadways, also shown in the Roadway Classification
Map.
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(m) The Kiryas Joel Water Supply Alternative would not be pursued by the Project as indicated in
Section 9.2 of the DEIS Addendum

(n) The Project would have its own on-site wastewater treatment plant as detailed in the EIS.
Comment noted.

Response to Commenter No. 124: Serrano, Mr. — page 394 of Appendix P
Comment Noted.

Response to Commenter No. 125: Shapiro, Susan — page 396 of Appendix P
Many of this commenter’s comments are not her own and were taken from previously submitted
Village Comments to which we previously responded to; nonetheless, they are addressed below.

Improper Co-Lead Agency: There is no requirement in SEQRA that NYSDEC approve of two
agencies acting as co-lead agencies. SEQRA does establish a process by which disputes over
designation of a lead agency can be resolved when two agencies each seek to act as lead agency.
In such circumstances, the Commissioner of the DEC may resolve the dispute and designate an
agency to serve as lead agency for purposes of SEQRA review. 6 NYCCR 8§ 617.6(b)(5). There is
no such situation here as both agencies agreed to act as co-lead agencies (see the 3/7/16 Village
Board Resolution in Attachment 125-a). In any event, SEQRA does not prohibit the designation
of co-lead agencies, including in a situation in which a Village Board and a Planning Board have
agreed to be designated as co-lead agencies. See, e.g., Matter of Town of Blooming Grove v.
County of Orange, 103 A.D.3d 655 (2d Dep’t 2013), Iv. denied, 21 N.Y.3d 857 (2013) (Town
Board and Town Planning Board acting as co-lead agencies had issued a positive declaration,
which prohibited the County from issuing a subsequent determination); see also SEQR Handbook,
2020 ed., at 60 (SEQRA does not prohibit the use of co-lead agencies). Accordingly, there is no
impropriety here in the designation of the Planning Board and Board of Trustees as co-lead
agencies.

Improper Municipal Approval of Segregated Housing: As stated in General Response 1, the
Project would be open to purchase, rental use or occupancy without regard to race, religion or any
other protected class status. As confirmed in the DEIS: “All residential units in the Project would
be made available for occupancy, purchase or rental to any person regardless of race, color,
religion, gender identity, handicap or disability, familial status, national origin, age, marital status,
military status or other protected class status in accordance with federal and state law.” DEIS, at
2.0-7. This fact is confirmed throughout the DEIS. See, e.g., DEIS at 1.0-9, 2.0-7, 3.2-8. While it
is true that the Project has been subject to opposition based on the fear that Hasidic families might
live in the homes, such comments are unfortunate and inappropriate. There is also no truth to the
assertion that the project is being “designed for” Hasidic Jews. Simply put, the Project consists of
single-family homes consistent with existing single-family homes in the area and will be open to
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occupancy by all. The fact that the homes may be designed to have four bedrooms is irrelevant.
Four-bedroom homes are very common in the surrounding area. In addition, any design layouts of
the homes at this stage are conceptual only.

Furthermore, contrary to the comment, the Scoping Document adopted by the Village required the
Applicant to prepare a DEIS for the Project reflecting two different development scenarios:
Scenario No 1 is a development “occupied by families from the Satmar Hasidic community” and
Scenario No. 2 is a development “occupied by a community with demographics similar to the
existing conditions in the Village of South Blooming Grove.” The Scoping Document did not
require solely the analysis of a community having the characteristics of a Satmar Hasidic
community. The Applicant objected to the Village’s imposition of the condition requiring different
environmental analysis depending on the religious practices of possible occupants, since any such
analysis is reflective of discriminatory treatment based on the religious practices of occupants who
might reside in the homes, not the use of the land itself or the environmental impacts associated
with the use of the land. While the Village’s imposition of two different environmental standards
of review based upon different anticipated religious affiliations of possible occupants may be
discriminatory, the fact remains that the Project’s housing units will be made available for
purchase, rental or occupancy by all persons, regardless of any protected classification, in
accordance with federal and state law.

Finally, the comment does not raise a concern regarding mitigation of possible environmental
issues that appropriately fall within the ambit of SEQRA. Instead, ensuring equal access to housing
is a matter addressed by statutes and regulations other than SEQRA.

Lastly, the designs shown in Section 2.0 of the DEIS are just potential drawings to show what a
home may look like; however, it would ultimately be up to the discretion of the lot
owners/individual purchases how to specifically design each home. It is inappropriate for a
commenter to suggest individuals would utilize kitchens or dining rooms as bedrooms. The Project
is not proposing accessory apartments and only included their potential locations on the designs
as required by the Scoping Document. Please refer to Response to Commenter No. 40, 4-6 in
regard to why it is appropriate to reference the Town of Monroe Master Plan.

Impacts to Community Character: Please see response above pertaining to Improper Municipal
Approval of Segregated Housing. With respect to the comment’s characterization of the Matter of
Tuxedo Conservation case, the comment is incorrect. The Court in Tuxedo Conservation simply
did not find “that failure to consider the change in community character by [sic] vast increase in
the existing population did not satisfy the requirements of SEQR.” Instead, the Court’s 1979
decision found that one member of the town board should have been recused from voting on the
project at issue due to a conflict of interest. Although other arguments were asserted under
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SEQRA, the Court rejected those arguments. Thus, the comment’s characterization of the Tuxedo
Conservation decision is inapposite.

The Project and its lot sizes are proposed in accordance with the Village Zoning Code, which states
that its zoning exists to satisfy the policy goal of maintaining the rural character. Since the Project
does not include any variances from the Village’s Zoning Code, the Project is consistent with the
community character which the Village Zoning Code intended to create. Under SEQRA,
consistency with the Zoning Code is the best indicator of consistency with existing community
character and the policies of the zoning code. Additionally, the Project Plans have been revised
(see Section 10.4) and the majority of lots are now larger than originally proposed.

Lack of Affordable Housing Standards: The DEIS does indeed indicate that 10% of the RC-1 yield
would be affordable, specifically on pages 1.0-1 (the first page of the DEIS), 2.0-1 and 3.1-17, as
well as in Table 313 of Section 3.1 of the DEIS. Additionally, the Project would include 94
affordable housing units instead of the originally proposed 43 in accordance with the current
Village Zoning Code. While not every home in the Project would be an affordable home, the
Project’s 94 affordable homes would be priced in accordance with the Village Zoning Code 8235-
4, which defines affordable housing as, “Housing units for which occupants of a household earning
up to 80% of the Village of South Blooming Grove median income (as defined by the latest United
States Census Bureau data) would pay less than 30% of total gross income for mortgage and
property taxes,” which would be calculated using the applicable data for median household income
at the time of build-out, as this information fluctuates annually. Additionally, we confirmed the
housing prices with a real estate agent, whose opinion was submitted to the Village, as well as with
the Town and Village’s property tax assessor.

Improper Segmentation: There is no impermissible segmentation of SEQRA review by virtue of
the fact that 22 acres of the site are shown as reserved for possible future development as there is
no plan proposed for development of that property at this time. The mere fact that land is held for
possible future development is an insufficient basis upon which to sustain a finding of
impermissible SEQRA segmentation. In Residents for a More Beautiful Port Washington v. Town
of N. Hempstead, 155 A.D.2d 521 (2d Dep’t 1989), for example, the lead agency was the developer
of a solid waste incineration facility and proposed to build the incinerator on one portion of the
land at issue, while holding an additional 400 acres in reserve for possible future development and
use, including composting of waste. The Court rejected the claim that holding lands in reserve for
future development constituted an impermissible segmentation of environmental review since
potential plans for future use of that property did not represent an irreversible commitment on the
part of the lead agency. Since the plans for future use of the reserved property were “merely
tentative”, there was no impermissible segmentation of environmental review. Likewise here, there
are no plans for development of the property at this time. Instead, the 22 acres (out of an over 700-
acre site) is simply not being restricted as open space. In the event that some form of development
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is proposed in the future, such development would require additional environmental review and
discretionary approvals from the Village. Because there is no plan for the 22 acres, there is nothing
to be reviewed in connection with the current EIS. Under such circumstances, there is no
impermissible segmentation of environmental review. See, e.g., Omnipoint Communications, Inc.
v. Village of Tarrytown Planning Bd., 302 F. Supp. 2d 205 (S.D.N.Y. 2004); Long Is. Pine Barrens
Soc’y, Inc. v. Planning Bd. of Brookhaven, 204 A.D.2d 548 (2d Dep’t 1994).

There is also no impermissible segmentation of environmental review based upon the Applicant’s
mere ownership of nearby land, i.e., the 160 acres in the Town of Blooming Grove. Contrary to
the assertion made in the comment, nothing in SEQRA “requires that the potential development
of all contiguous land under the project sponsor’s control must be considered and analyzed in a
single SEQRA review, and not segmented into separate parts.” Instead, SEQRA only requires
cumulative impact review of “actions”, or parts of “actions”, that are interrelated and dependent
on each other. There is no development proposed for, and hence no SEQRA “action” related to,
the 160 acres and thus no impermissible segmentation.

Finally, the comment’s suggestion that the Applicant deed over the 22 acres or 160 acres to be
preserved as open space in perpetuity is not feasible, as the imposition of any such condition
represents an unconstitutional taking of the Applicant’s property.

Inaccurate Density Calculation: Lot sizes and bulk requirements are addressed in the EIS, as
previously stated, the revised Project Plans in Section 10.4 include larger lots. The Village Zoning
Code restricts the building footprint to 5,000 square feet, which the Project would comply with
and not exceed. The Project would also comply with the height restrictions in the applicable Zoning
Districts. Accordingly, the Project’s proposed bulk requirements would be consistent with the
requirements in the Village Zoning Code and its homes would be consistent with the specific
footprint, lot coverage and height requirements currently detailed in the Zoning Code. On the other
hand, over 90% of the existing residential lots in the Village are not in compliance with the
ordinances as articulated in the extant Zoning Code (see Section 3.4) and can be classified as non-
conforming uses, unlike the Project, which would be consistent with all Village Codes and
regulations as detailed throughout the DEIS. Section 3.4 of the DEIS provides the most reasonable,
applicable comparison of the Project’s proposed lots and homes to existing residential lots in the
Village and study area.

The Village’s Zoning Code establishes density in the RC-1 Zoning District for single family homes
through permitting one dwelling unit per 3,000 square feet. The Zoning Code does not provide
that 3,000 square foot lots be platted or that a conventional layout be submitted. Importantly,
transferring the RC-1 Zoning District yield to the RR Zoning District land on the Project Site has
been discussed with the Planning Board since 2014. Initially, the Project proposed a transfer of 54
two-family homes (108 dwelling units) because the RC-1 Zoning District allows one two-family
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home per 5,000 sqg. ft. (5,000 x 54 = 270,000 square feet = 6.2 acres). However, the Planning Board
recommended the transfer should include a use that is permitted in the receiving RR Zoning
District such as single-family homes. Accordingly, the Project revised its plans to propose only 90
single-family homes (3,000 x 90 = 270,000 square feet = 6.2 acres) instead of 108 dwelling units,
which reduced the totaling dwelling units transferred by 18. Please refer to the discussion above
in regard to affordable housing.

Open Space: The Project is no longer taking credit for open space integrated into the overall
footprint of the developed area and would not apply to use additional open space as a density bonus
(please also refer to Response No. 1). The Village Zoning Code does not require all of the
preserved open space be deeded as Public Parkland. The Project would include 50% of the Project
Site as open space and would dedicate approximately 60 acres of the open space to the Village as
public parkland as that is what is required by the Village Zoning Code. The remaining open space
would be preserved as required by the Village Zoning Code. The area proposed as public parkland
consists of approximately 40 acres of uplands and approximately 20 acres of wetlands, which
includes a pond that would serve to add to public enjoyment, offering beautiful, serene lake-views.
The Project would provide its own areas for active and passive recreation for its residents. Thus,
the proposed public parkland would address a long unmet need for a Village parkland and
significantly improve public recreational amenities in the Village. It would be easily accessible by
all Village residents, with much frontage on Clove Road, and would dedicate the lands most
appropriate for Village parkland use. Please refer to page 48 of our responses in Appendix N-5 of
the DEIS. Additionally, as noted in the EIS, the Project is not proposing houses of worship. The
community facilities and associated nondenominational rooms and community wellness facilities
may be used for any purpose the residents find appropriate, including birthday parties, speeches,
social and religious events and/or any other community activity. Section 10.1 of the FEIS details
the finalized, accurate disturbance and open space calculations.

DEIS Fails to Consider Cumulative Impacts: The DEIS accurately describes the surrounding land
uses in the Village. Stonegate condominium is a multifamily development located on NYS Route
208 within the vicinity of the Project Site. Section 10.1 of the FEIS details the finalized, accurate
open space calculations, as well as the total areas of disturbance, which are also included on the
Project Plans in Section 10.4 of the FEIS.

With respect to the portion of the comment relating to cumulative impact analysis of “future
development of 182 acres”, see response to comment labeled Improper Segmentation above. With
respect to the portion of the comment relating to an alleged lack of analysis of impacts of municipal
services, fire, police, water usage, sewage, and solid waste disposal, each of those areas of potential
environmental impact are thoroughly analyzed in the DEIS: municipal services, fire, police and
related community services are analyzed in Section 3.3 of the DEIS, water usage and sewer in
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Section 3.9, and solid waste in Section 3.10, among other analyses, all in accordance with the
Scoping Document adopted by the Village.

Incomplete submission: Nothing in this commenter’s comment that relates to GML § 239m
referral, despite the commenter’s reference to the statute in the heading. Additionally, the Co-Lead
Agencies deemed the DEIS complete in March of 2020 and no supplemental EIS is required. The
map included in the DEIS Addendum includes the accurate percentage of steep slopes as defined
by the Village Zoning Code Section 235-4 and also maps large trees. The Plans in Appendix A of
the DEIS were accurately detailed and completed; however, the revised Project Plans are now
found in Section 10.4 of the FEIS.

Adequate Water Supply: Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply. The Project
would obtain water withdrawal permits as well as any applicable permits from any municipal
governing agency as required by NY State Law. Moreover, the Project is not proposing accessory
apartments and is also not proposing 6-bedroom homes.

Parking: The Project has proposed sufficient parking in accordance with the Village Zoning Code.
It appears the commenter did not properly review the drawings. The Project is not proposing park
and ride facilities and is not proposing six- or eight-bedroom homes.

HOA Covenants Not Set Forth even though required by Scoping: The Scoping Document did not
require the HOA covenants to be submitted. Any community facilities for the Project would be
regulated by by-laws that would restrict use of such facilities to residents of the development and
their guests. The community facilities would continue to be privately owned and not open for use
by the “general public”. The community facilities will be open for use by all residents and their
guests, regardless of religious or other classifications, in accordance with federal, state and local
anti-discrimination laws. Such laws also generally prevent an HOA from prohibiting religious use
of community facilities. In any event, nothing in this comment presents an environmental impact
that would require additional analysis based on the nature of the use of the community facilities or
the users of such facilities.

Phasing Plan Not Provided: A conceptual phasing plan is included in Attachment 125-b.

Development Transfer Rights: The Village’s Zoning Code establishes density in the RC-1 Zoning
District for single family homes through permitting one dwelling unit per 3,000 square feet, and
the Village Zoning Code allows a transfer of the RC-1 yield beyond the RC-1 Zoning District Line,
which is what the Project proposes. The Zoning Code does not provide that 3,000 square foot lots
be platted, and accordingly, this Village comment is at odds with its Zoning Code. Importantly,
transferring the RC-1 Zoning District yield to the RR Zoning District land on the Project Site has
been discussed with the Planning Board since 2014. Initially, the Project proposed a transfer of 54
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two-family homes (108 dwelling units) because the RC-1 Zoning District allows one two-family
home per 5,000 sqg. ft. (5,000 x 54 = 270,000 square feet = 6.2 acres). However, the Planning Board
recommended the transfer should include a use that is permitted in the receiving RR Zoning
District such as single-family homes. Accordingly, the Project revised its plans to propose only 90
single-family homes (3,000 x 90 = 270,000 square feet = 6.2 acres) instead of 108 dwelling units,
which reduced the totaling dwelling units transferred by 18.

Population Projections impact on Community Services is Inaccurate and Misleading: Firstly, the
Project is not proposing accessory apartments. They are evaluated as part of the DEIS since the
Scoping Document required they be evaluated; however, they are not proposed as part of the
Project. Their population projections are included in the tables found in Section 3.2 and elsewhere
in the DEIS where applicable in order to provide a conservative analysis in accordance with the
Village’s scoping requirements. Moreover, basing the potential population of the accessory
apartments upon 25% of the population of the primary unit provides for a consistent analysis. Since
the Village restricts accessory apartments in size to 25% of the primary unit, basing the occupation
to 25% of that of a primary unit is reasonable. Likewise, the estimates for the primary units are
conservative, and combining that with the fact that the Project is not proposing accessory
apartments, there would be no need to utilize a different population multiplier for these apartments.
The population projections were estimated using data from the US Census Bureau in accordance
with the Village Scoping Document Requirements.

The floor plans for both the Heartwood and Sapwood models total 3,750 square feet as shown in
Section 2.20, and the accessory apartments are not in addition to this square footage. As illustrated
in the floor plans, the dwelling units possess 750 square feet of unfinished space included in the
3,750 square feet, which a homeowner could use for an accessory apartment in the future with
Planning Board approval should there be sufficient water supply. The Project is not proposing six-
bedroom homes.

The data from East Ramapo School District located in Rockland County, NY is not comparable to
the Washingtonville School District. The population and other numerical data are not consistent
and/or similar and such a comparison would be comparing apples to oranges. The Scoping
Document did not require the EIS include this information or analyze it.

The DEIS assumes a vacancy rate only where it is applicable in reality (i.e., household sizes
derived from the population in occupied housing); however, where vacancy is not applicable (i.e.,
projected property taxes, which are paid even when a home is vacant) a vacancy rate is not utilized
so the assessment is based on 100% occupancy. This allows the most accurate, truest assessment.
Please refer to page 73 of our responses in Appendix N-5 of the DEIS.
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The DEIS was initially submitted in April of 2018. After responding to the Village’s comments,
a revised DEIS was submitted in March of 2019. An Addendum to the DEIS was submitted in
February of 2020. The Co-Lead Agencies deemed the DEIS complete in March of 2020 (see
Attachment 1021). There were three Public Hearings Held on the DEIS and the Public Comment
Period was closed on January 15, 2021. No revised DEIS or SEIS needs to be submitted. This
FEIS complies with the SEQRA requirements.

Response to Commenter No. 126: Skoufis, James — page 415 of of Appendix P

The Project, which proposes the development of 600 single family homes on approximately 708
acres of land in the Village would be fully consistent with the Village Zoning Code and provide
housing to meet pressing present and future, local and regional housing needs, while preserving
open space and dedicating approximately 60 acres of public parkland.

The commenter states, “Under either scenario, the single Project represents a population spike that,
as a proportion to the community’s existing population, is unprecedented in Orange County; this
type of mega-development is completely out of character for the suburban/exurban Village of
South Blooming Grove.” This statement is simply untrue because the Project would be consistent
with the community character of the Village and would be no denser, and in fact less dense, than
the Village’s extant communities known as Worley Heights, Capitol Hill and Merriewold Lake,
which are adjacent to the Project Site. In 2006, the founders of the Village took upon themselves
the responsibility of overseeing a new Village with a population over 3,400. At that time, they also
adopted the Village’s Zoning Code and issued a negative declaration indicating there would be no
potential to generate any significant adverse impacts as a result of the Zoning Code. The Project,
which is consistent with that zoning, is what the Village founders envisioned for the Project Site.
Also, please refer to Response to Commenter No. 82 in regard to population increase.

The DEIS points out the fact that the Orange County Comprehensive Plan specifically identifies
the Village and the area of the Project Site as a Priority Growth Area within the County.
Nonetheless, the Village of South Blooming Grove has a population per square mile that is far
below the population density of every other village in both Study Areas (see Table 342 and Figure
347 in Section 3.4 of the DEIS) and certainly less than all other Priority Growth Areas in Orange
County (see Figures 3410a and 3410b in Section 3.4 of the DEIS).

Since the Village contains the fewest persons per sg. mile and the fewest parcels per sg. mile from
among all of the other comparable Orange County villages in Priority Growth Areas, the Project
would reverse the Village’s population decline and cause the Village to be more consistent with
the character of all of the other villages and their communities, while still maintaining the Village’s
status as having the fewest people and parcels under both scenarios and while partly addressing
unmet local and regional housing needs.
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The average population per square mile in the six villages found in the Primary and Secondary
Study Areas (Harriman, Monroe, Washingtonville, Chester, Cornwall on Hudson, and Kiryas Joel)
is 4,207 people/square mile. The Village (South Blooming Grove) has only 639 people/square mile
which is 85% or 3,568 people/square mile less (17,769 persons) than the average.

The Project’s transportation assessment can be found in Section 3.11 of the DEIS, and the Traffic
Impact Study is included as Appendix J. Please review Sections 3.8 and 3.9 of the DEIS in regard
to water supply and wastewater/sewer treatment, as well as Appendices, F, G and I. As indicated
in those sections, the Project would use its own on-site wells to provide water to the Project and
would create its own wastewater treatment plant. Although we submitted requests to the Village
asking that the remaining balance of its surplus sewer capacity from the County be allocated for
the Project, the Village was not amenable to allocating its excess surplus sewer capacity for the
Project. See more information in this regard in Section 3.9ii.4 of the DEIS.

The Project has already drilled twenty-four wells on the Project Site, and has conducted a 72-Hour
Water Well Pumping Test summarized in Section 3.8 and 3.9 of the EIS and included in
Appendices F and G. The Project would utilize six of its wells to provide water supply to the
Project homes. The average water demand for the Project has been calculated based on the water
usage values in the NYSDEC March 2014 New York State Design Standards for Intermediate
Sized Wastewater Treatment Systems. The maximum daily demand value is calculated based on
twice the average demand using the March 2014 Design Standards water usage values. This is a
very conservative method to estimate a maximum daily demand for a new development. In
addition, the Project’s best well would be out of service. All of these regulations would ensure the
Project’s water supply and wells would not result in any significant adverse impacts in any regard.
In regard to the water quality, although it is the opinion of the Project’s hydrogeologist that the
water quality would clear on its own with pumping, the Project has developed a Water Quality
Engineering Report (See Section 10.3.3 of the FEIS).

Section 3.2 of the DEIS addresses socioeconomics and Section 3.3 addresses community facilities
and services. Specifically, Table 329 of Section 3.2 outlines the projected taxes for the Project,
which would result over $11.3 million of tax revenue to the Village, Town, County and
Washingtonville Central School District. Under both scenarios, there would be a net benefit of
over $7.9 million as outlined in Table 3210 of Section 3.2. These property taxes would offset any
additional costs associated with the Project. In regard to roadways, while the Project Sponsor is
amenable to dedicating its roadways to the Village, the Village has not indicated if it would be
willing to accept such dedication, as indicated in the EIS. However, additional costs related to
roadway maintenance, like the clerk’s salary, would be covered by the property tax revenue
generated by the Project property taxes.

10.2-102



U™ )+, "(-+$*. -+ /%40, "(1/ 2, 30(40,, 0%/ Y+

The Project would be consistent with the Zoning Code and propose development which is allowed
as of right by the Village Zoning Code. It would likewise be consistent with the regulations
applicable to the Zoning Overlay Districts as detailed in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS. The Project
would include restrictive covenants in order to preserve the open space. These restrictive covenants
would be consistent with the requirements in the Village’s Zoning Code. For the areas being
preserved for wildlife habitat the deed restrictions will be prepared in accordance with the
NYSDEC requirements for such deed restrictions.

Response to Commenter No. 127: Smith, Erin — page 418 of Appendix P

Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply. The Project would supply its homes
with water from its own on-site wells. As detailed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, the Project would not
adversely impact police protection and property tax revenues would offset any costs associated
with providing police protection to the Project. The Project does not propose to have its own fire
department. If a fire department would not have enough volunteers making it necessary to hire
paid for employees, such costs would be offset by property taxes. As detailed in Section 3.2 the
Project, under both scenarios, would result in a net tax benefit to the taxing agencies and therefore
tax payer. The thorough wildlife assessment found in Section 3.6 and detailed in Appendix C was
conducted in accordance with the requirements of State and federal natural resource agencies and
also meets the requirements outlined in the Village’s Scoping Document.

Response to Commenter No. 128: Snider, Andrew & Jillian — page 422 of Appendix P

The Project would supply its homes with water from its own on-site wells. Please refer to General
Response 2 in regard to water supply and potential interference, as well as to Response to
Commenter No. 9 above. The Project Site has 25 wells, but would only use 6 total wells (including
the best well) to supply water the the Project residents. The wells that would be used are those that
did not result in interference with neighboring wells. As detailed in Table 3210 of Section 3.2 of
the DEIS, the net tax benefit to the School District would be $6,550,406 under Scenario No. 1 and
$5,264,072 under Scenario No. 2. Noise and traffic are addressed in Sections 3.12 and 3.11 of the
DEIS respectively. The Project Application is working is coordination with NYSDOT to address
existing concerns in regard to the NYS Route 208. The Project would not adversely impact the
aesthetics. Alternatively, it would remedy the existing eyesore caused by the dilapidated structures
on the Project Site by demolishing them and replacing them with new single family homes.

Response to Commenter No. 129: Snowden, Anabel — page 424 of Appendix P
Comment noted.

Response to Commenter No. 130: Scanlon, Patrick —page 426 of of Appendix P

Please refer to Response to V-2 above in regard to the rural classification. Moreover, the Project
is not proposing higher density development than is already existent in the Village. The Project,
which is consistent with the Village’s zoning code and allowable zoning density would be
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consistent with the density of the Village’s extant developments as detailed in Section 3.4 of the
EIS. Please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply and General Response 4 in
regard to traffic.

Response to Commenter No. 131: Stefano, Courtney — page 428 of Appendix P
Comment noted. As detailed in Section 3.2 of the EIS, the Project, under both scenarios would
result in a net tax benefit to all taxing agencies and their taxpayers.

Response to Commenter No. 132: Triantaillou, Cheryl — page 430 of Appendix P
Comment noted.

Response to Commenter No. 133: Vitello, Nerissa — page 432 of Appendix P
Comment noted. Water, sanitation and transportation are addressed in their respective sections in
the EIS.

Response to Commenter No. 134: Vogelsburg, Sue Ann — page 434 of Appendix P
Population impacts are addressed in the EIS’s socioeconomic analysis found in Section 3.2.
Importantly, it was the Village’s requirement that the DEIS evaluate potential significant adverse
environmental impacts of the Project from two demographic scenarios: Scenario 1 a development
occupied by families from Satmar Hasidic community and Scenario No. 2, a development
occupied by a community with demographics similar to the existing conditions in the Village of
South Blooming Grove. As clarified in the DEIS and in General Response 1, regardless of the
Village’s direction to discuss two demographic scenarios, all residential units in the Project would
be made available for occupancy, purchase or rental to any person regardless of race, color,
religion, gender identity, handicap or disability, familial status, national origin, age, marital status,
military status or other protected class status in accordance with federal and state law.

The Project would meet regional housing needs, which includes housing needs of neighboring
villages and towns, regardless of the religious affiliation of occupants of such villages and towns.
Moreover, www.clovewood.com never engaged in any real estate marketing.

In regard to this commenter’s verbal comments, there are no plans for any development on the 22
reserved acres, and this commenter is mistaken in that regard. The 60 acres of Public Parkland is
clearly identifiable on all Project plans, including those found in Section 10.4 of the FEIS of the
EIS. Such Public Parkland would be located with frontage along Clove Road. Since this Public
Parkland would be dedicated to the Village, it would be up to the Village to arrange for its access.
Please refer to General Response 4 in regard to traffic. The Project is not proposing any park and
ride facilities. Moreover, the population projections were based upon data from the U.S. Census
Bureau, ACS in accordance with the Scoping Document requirements. It would not be appropriate
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to base populations upon the occupancy of a single home in the Village, as suggested by this
commenter.

Response to Commenter No. 135: Wagschal, Jacob — page 439 of Appendix P
Comment noted.

Response to Commenter No. 136: Weiss, Shimon — page 441 of Appendix P
While not required by the Village Scoping Document, please find two fiscal analyses provided by
the National Association of Homebuilders in Attachment 136.

Response to Commenter No. 137: Whalen, Alan — page 443 of Appendix P

Comment noted. The Project would provide housing to meet, in part, current and future local and
regional housing needs, including the provision of some affordable housing needs. Additionally,
the Project would dedicate parkland to the Village, accessible for all Village residents and include
recreational facilities for the Project’s residents. The Project includes roadway improvements as
detailed in Section 3.11 and Appendix J of the EIS and would result in a net tax benefit to the
Washingtonville Central School District as detailed in Section 3.2.

Response to Commenter No. 138: Wiesner, Rachel — page 445 of Appendix P

The Village Scoping Document required a per capita analysis be provided, which is what is
included in the EIS. Please see the additional noise impact and air quality data in Section 10.1 of
the FEIS.

Response to Commenter No. 139: Yee, Kum Key — page 447 of Appendix P

We attempted to reach out to the South Blooming Grove Fire Department multiple times via
telephone, in person visits and emails to its chief, as we too would have liked to receive a response
from them; however, they did not respond. Nonetheless, the analysis presented in the EIS
addressing potential impacts to fire services is thorough and accurate. Please refer to Responses to
Commenter No. 113.

Response to Commenter No. 140: Zarra, Joely — page 449 of Appendix P

Comment noted. The sizes and number of homes proposed as part of the Project have been
proposed in accordance with the Village Zoning Code without the need for variances and/or
waivers. The proposed lots have been clustered in order to benefit wildlife and preserve the
majority of the Project Site as open space. As detailed in Section 3.2 of the EIS, the Project would
result in a net tax benefit to the school district and its tax payer.

Response to Commenter No. 141: Nugent, Brian — page 451 of Appendix P
The DEIS as revised along with its Addendum was accepted and deemed complete by both the
Village Board and Planning Board (Co-Lead Agencies) by duly adopted resolutions. Specifically,
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by resolution adopted on March 5, 2020, the Village Planning Board determined to accept the
DEIS as complete and by resolution adopted on March 16, 2020, the Village Board of Trustees
determined to accept the DEIS as complete (see Attachment 141). There were numerous
opportunities and a lengthy time period for the receipt of public comment, including three Public
Hearings, on the DEIS were afforded to agencies and the public for approximately 10 months until
January 15, 2021. Also, please refer to Response No. 7 in regard to the ENB. The
www.clovewood.com was always functional. Some servers had an issue due to a firewall concern
which was promptly remediated.

Response to Commenter No. 142: Weeks, Michael — page 457 of Appendix P

The water supply calculations detailed in the DEIS are consistent and accurate. The Project is not
proposing accessory apartments and is not proposing public swimming pools. Backwash from
water treatment is highly unlikely to occur.

2.9: Although the yield of the best well cannot simply be added to the yield of the other five wells,
550,800 gpd plus 234,720 gpd equals a total of 785,520 gpd.

2.10: The wastewater plant being designed for the Project is an adequate design flow based upon
the water supply calculations in the DEIS.

3.12: The Town of Blooming Grove Zoning Code and the current Village Zoning Code do not
include ldentified Habitat Areas for Threatened or Endangered Flora or Fauna under Primary
Conservation Areas for the preparation of a Land Conservation Analysis (see Attachment 142-a),
and the FEIS has included information referencing that. Moreover, as detailed in the EIS and in
response to 2.9 above, there is adequate water to serve the Project. Please refer to Section 10.3 of
the FEIS in regard to the backwash.

3.8: The description of the desktop evaluation of the site’s recharge provided in this comment is
accurate. However, while desktop evaluations are useful, the results of the 72-hour pumping test
program provide a scientific evaluation of available well capacity that is afforded by a site’s
available recharge and the potential effects that the groundwater withdrawal will have on other
users in a watershed based on data collected in a manner required by the NYSDEC and NYSDOH.
Also please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply.

The results of the 72-hour pumping test program conducted on the Project’s well showed that the
Project Site can sustain a combined withdrawal of 550,800 gpd from the proposed on-site supply
wells (the Project’s demand is only half of this number). In addition, the results of the offsite well
monitoring program conducted during the 72-hour pumping test demonstrated “no discernible
drawdown in any offsite well” that was attributed to pumping in wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16, C-
21 or C-23.
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3.9i: The statement is supported by the reports provided in the DEIS, specifically in Appendices F
and G. Wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23 were pumped concurrently and demonstrated
pumping rates of 45 gpm, 40.5 gpm, 157 gpm, 50 gpm, and 90 gpm, respectively, for a combined
yield from the five wells of 382.5 gpm or 550,800 gpd. Well C-21 was tested individually as the
best well and demonstrated a pumping rate of 163 gpm or 234,720 gpd. A significant amount of
data was provided in LBG’s report to support these test rates. It appears the commenter did not
review the full reports in both Appendices.

The simultaneous pumping test on wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23 was run for 5.5 days and
the individual test on well C-21 was run for 72.5 hours. During those tests, extensive well
monitoring and surface water monitoring was conducted, in excessive of what is typically required
by the regulatory agencies for well testing and approval. Twenty-four (24) onsite wells were
measured and sixteen (16) offsite wells for a total forty (40) wells measured during the testing
program. In addition, eight (8) piezometer locations and nine (9) stream gauging locations were
also measured during the tests.

The duration of the five well simultaneous test was extended because of generator shut down.
However, the statement that the test was extended “due to excessive drawdown in offsite wells” is

entirely false.

Furthermore, there is no regulatory guideline that would require the development of additional
water in the event of possible diminishment in well yield in the future. Additionally, the quantity
of water developed for the Project can meet double the project’s average daily demand, along with
an additional backup supply well. The regulatory guideline is designed to prevent the development
of a marginal water system and affords potential surplus water for the system.

Importantly, the testing protocol was vetted with the NYSDEC, NYSDOH, OCDH and the Village
of South Blooming Grove prior to completion of the testing program. The testing scheme of
pumping the best well separately was approved by those agencies and is standard well testing
practice. The State well testing regulations require that the water supply developed for a new
project be able to meet twice the project’s average water demand with the best well out of service.
With well C-21 (the best well) out of service, wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23 demonstrated
that they can pump simultaneously to meet twice the project’s average water demand.

Additionally, the statement that “well C-21 could not be pumped in conjunction with the other
onsite wells due to the interference and drawdown it caused” is inaccurate. As described in LBG’s
report, well C-21 replaced well C-7 as the planned best well in the testing program because of
offsite wells impacts observed during the test that were attributed to well C-7. Well C-7 is not
proposed for use by the Project. No additional well testing is needed or required.
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3.9ii: The wastewater treatment plant design considers all of the Project’s water demands.

3.11: The DEIS indicates if warranted and encouraged by NYSDOT additional traffic mitigations
would be included.

3.16: It is anticipated that full build out of the Clovewood Subdivision and associated
improvements will occur over a period of five years beginning in 2022 and ending in 2027.

3.174-1: Please refer to the Responses to the Orange County Department of Planning in Section
10.3 of the FEIS in this regard.

3.174-2: The other sites identified in the table for inclusion in cumulative impact section and as
part of the traffic study are not located within the same drainage catchment and therefore there
would be no cumulative impact from the Project in association with the other projects.

3.174-3: Please refer to Section 3.6 and Appendix C of the DEIS, as well as to the response to
NYSDEC in Section 10.3 of the FEIS.

3.174-4: The basis for this statement is the Traffic Impact Study found in Appendix J of the EIS.

3.174-5: The types of houses proposed are discussed in Section 3.1 and Section 3.4 of the DEIS.
They would not have a cumulative impact requiring discussion.

3.174-6: Potential impacts upon noise and air quality are discussed in their respective sections.
Since the Project would not result in significant adverse impacts in these regards, they are not
discussed here.

5.0: This section adequately addresses the mitigation required as part of the Project.

Appendix F-1: The well testing protocol was vetted with the NYSDEC, NYSDOH, OCDH and
the Village of South Blooming Grove prior to completion of the testing program. The testing
scheme of pumping the best well separately was approved by those agencies and is standard well
testing practice. The State well testing regulations require that the water supply developed for a
new project must be able to meet twice the project’s average water demand with the best well out
of service. With well C-21 (the best well) out of service, wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23
demonstrated that they can pump concurrently at 550,800 gpd (382.5 gpm) to meet twice the
project’s average daily water demand. The DEIS and its appendices have demonstrated adequate
water for the proposed project.
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Appendix F-2: Below is a response for each well requested. The hydrographs from the 72-hour
pumping test report are also found in Attachment 142-b for reference.

“Woodbury Heights North Well shows a drawdown of approximately 7-10 feet during the
testing. ”- A naturally occurring declining slope in the water level in the Woodbury Heights North
Well was observed in the data collected. The slope was consistent throughout the background
period prior to the start of pumping in any of the Project’s wells and continued throughout the 72-
hour pumping test period and through the end of the post-test recovery period. There was no
increase in the downward trend upon the start of pumping in the Project’s wells for the 72-hour
tests or rise in water level after pumping in the Project’s wells ended. There is no indication of any
discernible effect on this well from pumping the Project’s wells.

“Woodbury Heights East Well shows a drawdown of approximately 5 feet during the testing of C-
217- A naturally occurring declining slope in the water level in the Woodbury Heights East Well
was observed in the data collected. The slope was consistent through the background period prior
to the start of pumping in any of the Project’s wells and continued throughout the 72-hour pumping
test period and through the end of the post-test recovery period. There was no increase in the
downward trend upon the start of pumping in the Project wells for the 72-hour tests or rise in water
level after pumping in the Project wells ended. There is no indication of any discernible effect on
this well from pumping the Project wells, and specifically 5 feet of drawdown in the well’s static
level did not occur during the test on well C-21.

“35 Round Hill Road Well shows a gradual drawdown likely attributed to the pump testing.”’- A
naturally declining slope in the water level in the well at 35 Round Hill Road was observed in the
data collected. The slope begins during the background period prior to the start of pumping in any
of the Project wells and continued throughout the 72-hour pumping test period and through the
end of the post-test recovery period. There was no increase in the downward trend upon the start
of pumping in the Project wells for the 72-hour tests or rise in water level after pumping in Project
wells ended. There is no indication of any discernible effect on this well from pumping the Project
wells.

“562 Clove Road Well shows significant drawdown that does not completely recover after the
shutdown of C-21 and C-7B.”- As described in Appendix F, drawdown was observed in the well
at 562 Clove Road that is attributed to pumping in well C-7B. Immediately after the shut down of
the pump in well C-7B, the water level in this well rises rapidly. There was no similar rise when
the pumps in the remaining wells (C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23) are turned off at the end of
the simultaneous test, supporting that these five wells had no discernible effect on the well at 562
Clove Road. Similarly, when the pump in well C-21 was turned on at the start of the individual
pumping test, the water level in the well at 562 Clove Road did not drawdown and when the pump
was turned off at the end of the individual test on well C-21, the water level did not rise. There is
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no indication of any discernible effect on this well from pumping the Project wells C-6, C-12, C-
14, C-16, C-21 and C-23. There was an effect on the well at 562 Clove Road from pumping in
well C-7B, and that well is not proposed for use to supply the Project with water.

“481 Clove Road Well shows significant drawdown that does not completely recover after the
shutdown of C-21 and C-7B.” - As described in Appendix F, drawdown was observed in the well
at 481 Clove Road that is attributed to pumping in well C-7B. Following shut down of the pump
in well C-7B, the water level in this well rises. There was no similar rise when the pumps in the
remaining wells (C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23) are turned off at the end of the simultaneous
test, supporting that these five wells had no discernible effect on the well at 481 Clove Road.
Similarly, when the pump in well C-21 was turned on at the start of the individual pumping test,
the water level in the well at 481 Clove Road did not drawdown and when the pump was turned
off at the end of the individual test on well C-21, the water level did not rise. There is no indication
of any discernible effect on this well from pumping the Project wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16, C-21
and C-23. There was an effect on the well at 481 Clove Road from pumping in well C-7B, and that
well is not proposed for use to supply the Project.

“568 Clove Road Well shows significant drawdown that does not completely recover after the
shutdown of C-21 and C-7B.” - As described in Appendix F, drawdown was observed in the well
at 568 Clove Road that is attributed to pumping in well C-7B. Following shut down of the pump
in well C-7B, the water level in this well rises. There was no similar rise when the pumps in the
remaining wells (C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23) are turned off at the end of the simultaneous
test, supporting that these five wells had no discernible effect on the well at 568 Clove Road.
Similarly, when the pump in well C-21 was turned on at the start of the individual pumping test,
the water level in the well at 568 Clove Road did not show a corresponding drawdown and when
the pump was turned off at the end of the individual test on well C-21, the water level did not show
a corresponding rise. There is no indication of any discernible effect on this well from pumping
the Project wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16, C-21 and C-23. There was an effect on the well at 568
Clove Road from pumping in well C-7B, and that well is not proposed for use to supply the Project.

“479 Clove Road Well shows a gradual drawdown likely attributed to the pump testing.” - A
naturally occurring declining slope in the water level in the well at 479 Clove Road was observed
in the data collected, with some minor inflections corresponding to precipitation events. The
declining slope begins during the background period prior to the start of pumping in any of the
Project wells. There was no increase in the downward trend upon the start of pumping in the Project
wells for the 72-hour tests or rise in water level after pumping in Project wells ended. There is no
indication of any discernible effect on this well from pumping the Project wells.

“564 Clove Road Well shows significant drawdown that does not completely recover after the
shutdown of C-21 and C-7B.” - As described in Appendix F, drawdown was observed in the well
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at 564 Clove Road that is attributed to pumping in well C-7B. Following shut down of the pump
in well C-7B, the water level in this well rises. There was no similar rise when the pumps in the
remaining wells (C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23) are turned off at the end of the simultaneous
test, supporting that these five wells had no discernible effect on the well at 564 Clove Road.
Similarly, when the pump in well C-21 was turned on at the start of the individual pumping test,
the water level in the well at 564 Clove Road did not show a corresponding drawdown and when
the pump was turned off at the end of the individual test on well C-21, the water level did not show
a corresponding rise. There is no indication of any discernible effect on this well from pumping
the Project wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16, C-21 and C-23. There was an effect on the well at 564
Clove Road from pumping in well C-7B, and that well is not proposed for use to supply the Project.

“The Spring on Route 208 went dry at the onset of pumping, and while it did recover, it did not
recover completely after the shutdown of C-21 and C-7B.” - The decline in the discharge rate of
the Spring on Route 208 is attributed to pumping in well C-7B. Following shut down of the pump
in well C-7B, the discharge at the spring showed a corresponding increase. There was no similar
increase when the pumps in the remaining wells (C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16 and C-23) are turned off
at the end of the simultaneous test, supporting that these five wells had no discernible effect on the
spring on Route 208. Similarly, when the pump in well C-21 was turned on at the start of the
individual pumping test, there was no corresponding decrease in the spring on Route 208 and when
the pump was turned off at the end of the individual test on well C-21, there discharge did not
show a corresponding increase. There is no indication of any discernible effect on the spring from
pumping the Project wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16, C-21 and C-23. There was an effect on the
spring on Route 208 from pumping in well C-7B, and that well is not proposed for use to supply
the Project.

Conclusion: As stated in the water well pumping report found in Appendix F, there was no
discernible impact to any offsite well measured during the 72-hour pumping test program that was
attributed to pumping in wells C-6, C-12, C-14, C-16, C-21 or C-23.

Appendix F-3: The conditions of a 72-hour pumping test, with wells pumping at their maximum
capacities for 72 hours continuously, is designed to stress the aquifer and hydrologic system to
demonstrate potential effects. The data collected from PZ-8 during the 72-hour test on well C-
21(the best well — out of service) did not definitely demonstrate impact to the shallow groundwater
in the wetland area, but the data was ultimately inconclusive that there was no impact either. If
further evaluation is determined to be warranted, monitoring of the wetland should be conducted
once the best well (out of service) is placed into service to assess conditions over an extended
period of time under various pumping and seasonal scenarios.

Appendix F-4: 600 four-bedroom homes (110 gpd per bedroom x 4) = 440 gpd x 600 = 264,000
gpd (or 183.3 gpm). Community wellness facilities (10 gpd minus 20% for water saving fixtures)

10.2-111



U™ )+, "(-+$*. -+ /%40, "(1/ 2, 30(40,, 0%/ Y+

=8 gpd x 600 — 4,800 gpd (or 3.33 gpm). This would result in a surplus of 8,400 gallons of water
per day. In regard to the community buildings, there would be four buildings (150 homes per
building) x 2 users from each home = 1,200 people/users x 5gpd = 6,000 gpd minus 20% for water
saving fixtures = 4,800 gpd. After subtracting the 4,800 gpd from the 8,400 surplus, there would
still be a surplus of 3,600 gallons of water per day.

Appendix F-5: The water treatment process for the water supply wells will include the reduction
of color, iron, manganese and turbidity using a filtration vessel with appropriate media. The
treatment equipment to reduce the concentration of these parameters will include provisions for
backwashing the filtration vessel to regenerate the media with the backwash water being directed
to the wastewater treatment plant. A copy of the Engineer’s Report that was prepared in June of
2020 which presents a preliminary design of the water supply and treatment system that was
submitted to the Village and included in Section 10.3 of the FEIS-3.

Appendix H-1: The Project proposes that all surface waters be maintained to the greatest extent
practical by the use of open bottom structures. Stormwater run-off from impervious areas will be
directed to water quality practices and stormwater management ponds. Ponds are designed to
attenuate and release run-off within 48 hours of the end of the storm event. Detention will be
accomplished via earthen ponds having a permanent pool of water that will not be released to
existing surface water features. Furthermore, stormwater run-off from the site does not discharge
into waterbodies classified as supporting trout.

Appendix H-2: Run-off rates at the analysis points where stormwater discharges off the site will
be maintained at pre-developed rates. As such the impacts to downstream channels will be
negligible. There will be an increase in run-off volume due to the increase in impervious areas
however the increased volume will be discharged over a longer duration of time thereby mitigating
the potential impacts due to run-off volume.

Appendix H-3: Plans have been revised to reduce the impact to watercourse by piping and
diversion from approximately 7,000 linear feet of to 341 linear feet. Where possible, all crossing
will be accomplished using open bottom structures aligned to follow the natural course of drainage.
In doing so the impact to waterways have been reduced to the greatest extent possible and there
are no anticipated impacts associated with diverting streams or waterways.

Appendix H-4: The numbering has been corrected in accordance with this comment.
Appendix H-5: Prior plans showed grading and pavement in an area of local wetland for a future

park and ride facility at the southerly extremity of the project. This facility has been removed from
the plan.
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Appendix H-6: Water quality and run-off reduction will be accomplished by a system of swales,
disconnected impervious areas and centralized bio-retention areas. On lot rain gardens are no
longer proposed.

Appendix H-7: The grading of all ponds and water quality features is completed and is shown on
the plans.

Appendix H-8: The regulated 100-foot adjacent area from NYS Wetlands is shown on the plans
and there is no encroachment into this space save for a temporary disturbance for the installation
of a sewer line. The sponsor has offered a self-imposed 100 buffer from all federal wetlands
although not required by the regulatory agency. One location shown the placement of a passive
recreation park within the voluntary buffer area. That has now been removed. The only other
impact to wetlands was the impact to the local wetland as discussed in response H-5 above. As
indicated in that response, that impact has also been removed.

Appendix H-9: All flows are shown to the hundredth decimal place.

Appendix H-10: When identifying the pre-developed watershed area it was determined that there
are six basin areas. Development is only proposed in four of those six areas. The remaining two
areas are undisturbed in the post developed condition and therefore do not require a pre- and post-
development summary.

Appendix H-11: The Basin titled “OLD COURSE A” refers to that portion of the site that is
comprised of the former golf course and having “A” type soils.

Appendix H-12: The future development area is an approximate 22-acre area that was reserved for
possible future development. The current proposal enlarges the residential lot sizes and the former
future development area has been replaced with proposed homesites. The stormwater analysis has
been updated accordingly.

Appendix H-13: See response to Appendix H-12, above.

Appendix H-14: The description for C5 and C9 have been added.

Appendix H-15: This statement is incorrect. The area water quality features and run-off reduction
measures for all catchment areas having proposed improvements resulting in an increase in

impervious area.

Appendix H-16: The water quality and run-off reduction area calculations only include the
acreages that are tributary to the practice and that have impervious area added. The water quantity
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calculation associated with the HydroCAD model and the associated analysis points has nothing
to do with the WQv and RRv calculation and includes all acreage tributary to the analysis point
including undisturbed areas that lie with the catchment area.

Appendix H-17: The NYSDEC worksheets for WQv and RRv can be found in Appendix C of the
SWPPP.

Appendix H-18: All proposed grading is shown.

Appendix H-19: All subcatchments have been updated to reflect the current plan. The post
developed Tc for Subcatchments A is lower than the pre-developed value.

Appendix H-20: The 2- year storm HydroCAD analysis has been added to the Appendix.

Appendix H-21: The Channel protection volume is accomplished by 24-hour detention of the unit
hydrograph of the 1-year storm model. Channel protection volume calculations can be found in
Appendix C of the SWPPP.

Appendix H-22: The plans and SWPPP have been revised to provide for open bottom arch culverts
at all stream crossings. With the increased cross-sectional area of the open bottom culverts the
head required to pass the 100-year storm is lower. The culvert label on the plan corresponds to the
culvert in the HydroCAD analysis.

Appendix H-23: All pipe will be smooth bore ABS plastic with an “n” value of .012. Large
diameter culverts used for stream crossings are now proposed as open bottom structures. The
HydroCAD model has been revised to the appropriate roughness coefficient for the existing stream
channel.

Appendix H-24: Pursuant to the NYS Design Standards, Bio-retention practices used in areas
having low permeability in excess of 0.5 inch per hour will be fitted with an underdrain. The bio-
retention details depict underdrains.

Appendix J-1: The trip tables in the Traffic Impact Study in Appendix J, as well as the tables
included in Section 3.11 of the DEIS show the traffic generation for each scenario. The build traffic
volume figures show the combined (No-Build plus Site generated=Build) future volumes at each
intersection.

Appendix J-2: No. All new Project Site traffic was assigned to and from NYS Route 208. Any
local traffic that would use an alternate route would only reduce the amount on NY'S Route 208.
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Appendix J-3: The traffic on NYS Route 208 in the vicinity of the Project Site access has not
shown that increase in volume. While the population of Kiryas Joel may have increased by 24.9%,
and some roadways in KJ have shown larger increases, NYS Route 208 and areas in Blooming
Grove and Washingtonville have not shown the same level of increase in traffic volume.

Appendix J-4: This category includes walking, taxi, and express bus.

The Project Site plans have been revised and the new Project Site Plans are included in Section
10.4 of the FEIS.

Response to Commenter No. 143: Franson, Bonnie — page 470 of Appendix P

The Village of South Blooming Grove is a Village in the State of New York. Its neighbors include
four Towns: the towns of Monroe, Palm Tree, Woodbury and Blooming Grove. The Town of
Blooming Grove has no jurisdiction over the Village. Although the Village has historically shared
some services with the Town of Blooming Grove, over the past year, these services have decreased
(for example, the Village has opened its own independent Building Department and is working on
establishing its own community services such as its own ambulance corps and fire department).
This would intrinsically decrease any burden upon the Town of Blooming Grove, independent of
or together with the Project. The resolutions have been included in Attachment 1021.

1. The DEIS does not underestimate the population to be generated by the Project. Firstly, the
Project is not proposing accessory apartments. They are evaluated as part of the DEIS since the
Scoping Document required they be evaluated; however, they are not proposed as part of the
Project. The population projections including such apartments are set forth in the tables found in
Section 3.2 and elsewhere in the DEIS where applicable in order to provide a conservative analysis
in accordance with the Village’s scoping requirements. Moreover, basing the potential population
of the accessory apartments upon 25% of the population of the primary unit provides for a
consistent analysis. Since the Village restricts accessory apartments in size to 25% of the primary
unit, basing the occupation to 25% of that of a primary unit is reasonable. Likewise, the estimates
for the primary units are conservative, and combining that with the fact that the Project is not
proposing accessory apartments, there would be no need to utilize a different population multiplier
for these apartments. The population projections were estimated using data from the US Census
Bureau in accordance with the Village Scoping Document Requirements. Moreover, estimates for
water and wastewater would not be impacted by potential population because, as per New York
State requirements, these calculations are based upon the total number of bedrooms, which
assumes two occupants per room, totaling eight persons per unit or a water and sewer capacity for
a population of up to 4,800 people for the Project.

2. The EIS accurately describes the Village’s density by discussing the development density of the
development communities within the Village. Including undeveloped, or underdeveloped
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properties, which the property owners and developers may develop at any time as allowed by the
Village’s Zoning Code only confirms that the Village indeed contains undeveloped land that could
be developed and could address local and regional present and future housing needs. Moreover,
the Project Site consists of approximately 700 acres of almost vacant land (with the exception of
the few bungalows in a state of disrepair), which is approximately on a quarter of the Village’s
land area. Accordingly, this Project Site alone makes up a significant portion of the undeveloped
area in the Village and it is currently proposing development. It is therefore appropriate and
accurate to compare the Project to other subdivisions and developed communities in the Village.

The Project is proposing what is allowable under the zoning code without the need for a waiver.
As shown in Figure 345 of Section 3.4 of the DEIS, approximately 80% of existing lots in the
Village’s RR Zoning District are less than half an acre in size and approximately 90% of the RR
Zoning District is comprised of lots less than one acre in size. Over 20% of the Village’s parcels
(SBLs) are less than 3,000 square feet (0.069 acres) in size. Also, as detailed in Section 3.4, the
Village communities located adjacent (southwest) to the Project Site, include approximately 760
residential single-family lots/ homes located in the Worley Heights, Capitol Hill, and Merriewold
subdivisions (about 300 homes in Worley Heights, 125 homes in Capitol Hill, and 335 homes in
Merriewold). Also near the Project Site (northweast) in the Town of Blooming Grove is the
Mountain Lodge subdivision which contains significantly higher density development than
proposed by the Project. Lastly, the Project is not proposing the development of accessory
apartments.

3. It is inappropriate for this commenter to suggest the developer “has no intention of developing
affordable housing units,” when that is simply not the case and there is no evidence to substantiate
this inaccurate statement. While not every home in the Project would be an affordable home, the
Project’s 94 (not 43) affordable homes would be determined in accordance with the Village Zoning
Code 8§235-4, which defines affordable housing as, “Housing units for which occupants of a
household earning up to 80% of the Village of South Blooming Grove median income (as defined
by the latest United States Census Bureau data) would pay less than 30% of total gross income for
mortgage and property taxes,” which would be calculated using the applicable data for median
household income at the time of build-out, as this information fluctuates annually. The exact price
of an affordable home is subject to change according to the median household income at the time
the homes are built and marketed for sale. Please also refer to pages 72, 113 and 130 of our
responses in Appendix N-5 of the DEIS. The $495,000 is the property value estimated in the DEIS
in order to calculate the tax revenue generated by the Project. This figure was reviewed by and
confirmed by the Town of Blooming Grove’s own Tax Assessor, in regard to the standard and
affordable units.

4. The park and ride facility was removed from the maps in the FEIS (see Section 10.4 of the FEIS)
as they are no longer proposed as part of the Project.
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5. No, the Traffic Impact Study did not reduce the number of trips traveling down Route 208 on
the basis of the availability of the park and rides. Accordingly, there is no impact to the levels of
traffic predicted to travel on Route 208 south to Route 17 as a result of the removal of the park and
ride facilities.

6. The adjoining parcel in the Town of Blooming Grove is vacant land consisting of approximately
160 acres owned by the Applicant. Some portions of it would be preserved as part of the Incidental
Taking Permit and would not be adversely impacted by the Project’s construction, and would even
serve as a buffer from noise for other properties in the Town. We have included additional noise
analyses in Section 10.1 of the FEIS in accordance with this comment.

7. The discussion and analysis related to community service provides is adequate. A concerted
effort was made to reach all providers. Please refer to page 77 of our responses in Appendix N-5
of the DEIS. Although we only received written responses from some, we conducted in-person
meetings and phone conversations with others. The only one from whom we were unable to receive
responses from were, in addition to being mailed the Project survey, contacted several times via e-
mail, telephone and on-site visits. Nonetheless, the analysis is complete and appropriate for
evaluating potential impacts.

For example, we emailed the South Blooming Grove Fire Department’s Fire Chief on 10/4/19,
10/24/19, 12/20/20 and 1/14/21, as well as contacted in person numerous times. During one on-
site visit to the Fire Station, one of the fire station personnel stated that the department had no
intention of responding because the department did not want the Project Site to be developed. No
additional fire station or trucks would be needed as a result of the Project. The language that was
removed from the DEIS was referring to the Monroe Fire Department.

The DEIS provides substantial data to support the conclusion that the property tax revenues would
pay for the additional demands placed on the Washingtonville Central School District. The costs
are quantified in Section 3.2 of the DEIS. The socioeconomic analysis in Section 3.2 analyzes the
potential costs to the School District based upon its budget on a per pupil basis and confirms that
the Project would result in a net benefit to the WCSD under both scenarios (The net benefit would
be $6,550,406 under Scenario No. 1 and $5,264,072 under Scenario No. 2). The Scoping
Document did not require Hasidic schools be evaluated as part of the DEIS.

8. The Scoping Document adopted by the Village (Co-Lead Agencies) indicated “The
socioeconomics chapter will present the fiscal impact analysis results based on a per capita
multiplier approach.” The DEIS has complied with the Scoping Document requirements. The
DEIS did assign the costs to each taxing jurisdiction on a residential and non-residential basis (see
pages 3.2-19 and 3.2-20 of the DEIS).
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9. The DEIS and the Traffic Impact Study address potential improvements to the Route 208 and
Clove Road intersection, which is a poorly designed existing intersection unrelated to the
Applicant’s Project. It is not the Project’s responsibility to rectify this currently existing
intersection. NYSDOT indicated that they are waiting for input from the Town of Blooming Grove
in order to determine the best improvements to this intersection, and the Project would contribute
a fair share to such improvements as indicated in the EIS.

10. The Project is not proposing accessory apartments, although the traffic impact study included
trips from such apartments as required by the Village Scoping Document. The Traffic Impact
Study evaluated trip generation based on a variety of conditions. The Scenario 2 trip rates utilized
the typical single-family home trip rates based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
data with the accessory apartments considered under the ITE Land Use 221 - Apartment.
(Appendix H of the TIS provides a detailed analysis of this condition). Based on the Project, it
would not be appropriate to apply a 0.72 single family trip rate to all 1,200 dwelling units since
that is not what is proposed by the Project.

The trip generation and analysis provide an indication of the expected traffic generation for the
project as currently proposed and includes a sensitivity analysis as described above. While Kiryas
Joel may not be an exact comparison to this site, the analysis presented in the traffic study provides
a range of trip generation that was analyzed as part of the project traffic study.

As specified in the Traffic Impact Study in Appendix J, improvements at various intersections,
including locations such as NYS Route 208/Clove Road, NYS Route 208/Mountain Road, and
NYS Route 208/Site Access, were identified as locations for improvements; some of which are
the result of expected background traffic increases. The Applicant, as part of the Highway Work
Permit process, will continue to coordinate these improvements with the New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) and the Village. The specific mitigation proposed by
the project includes all access related improvements as well as fair share contribution towards
improvements on NYS Route 208. The Traffic Impact Study did not reduce the number of trips
based upon the park and ride.

11. The EIS does not refer to carbon sequestration benefit or claim such benefits would occur as a
result of the Project.

12. The updated Project Plans found in Section 10.4 of the FEIS propose larger lot sizes for yards
and recreational use. 8.5% of the Project Site (60+ acres) would be dedicated Village parkland
available for public use and 10% of the Project Site (70+ acres) would be active recreation area.
The Project’s active recreation areas would include six community playground areas located
within the interior of residential blocks, four active community recreation structures and facilities,
including but not limited to community rooms, clubhouses, maintenance rooms, etc.
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The public parkland would be a vast improvement in terms of meeting the recreational needs of
the existing Village population as well as the Project’s residents. The area proposed as public
parkland consists of approximately 40 acres of uplands and approximately 20 acres of wetlands,
which includes a pond and would serve to add to public enjoyment, offering beautiful, serene lake-
views. The Project would provide its own areas for active and passive recreation for its residents.
The proposed public parkland would address a need for a Village parkland and significantly
improve public recreational amenities in the Village. It would be easily accessible by all Village
residents, with much frontage on Clove Road, and would dedicate the lands most appropriate for
Village park use. It is not anticipated that the Project’s residents would place additional demands
on the Town of Blooming Grove’s recreational facilities.

13. It is inappropriate for the DEIS to provide additional narrative or to speculate about what would
or would not be developed in the future on the 22 reserved acres, as this information is unknown.
The Co-Lead Agencies already determined an evaluation does not need to be conducted for these
areas and acknowledged any future development on the 22 reserved acres would require a separate
review under SEQRA (see pages 6 and 36 of the Scoping Document). Please see pages 1, 41 and
88 of our responses in Appendix N-5 of the DEIS. Please also refer to response to Commenter No.
125.

14. The updated Project Plans found in Section 10.4 of the FEIS propose larger lot sizes.

15. The DEIS addresses all of the planning policies specifically required to be addressed in the
Scoping Document, as well as the planning policies of neighboring municipalities including the
towns of Palm Tree, Monroe and Blooming Grove. The 2020 Community Preservation Plan
bill/legislation presented by the Town of Blooming Grove was vetoed by the New York State
Governor.

16. Outdated zoning is addressed as part of the Project Site history, as this zoning is part of the
history of the Project Site, which the Scoping Document required be discussed and summarized in
the DEIS.

17. The Town’s Zoning Code and Overlay Districts are not applicable to the Project Site as the
Project is located within the Village of South Blooming Grove, which is an incorporated Village
in the State of New York. The Town of Blooming Grove has no jurisdiction over the zoning of the
Project Site. Nonetheless, the Project would preserve the rural character of the area, preserve open
space, protect threatened and endangered species in accordance with NYSDEC requirements, not
overburden community facilities and services, be consistent with the community character, and
have its own water supply system and wastewater treatment plants to provide water and wastewater
services to Project residents. Also, please refer to General Response 2 in regard to water supply,
as well as to the proceeding and further responses to comments made by this commenter in regard
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to the 22 acres, lot sizes, etc.

18. Please refer to the responses to this commenter’s (Commenter No. 143) comments 15 and 17
above.

19. The Project has been proposed as a cluster development in accordance with the Village’s
Zoning Code. A cluster development limits the overall footprint of the Project’s development area.
As currently proposed, the Project area encompasses 252.0+ acres (35.6%) of the entire Project
Site. By clustering the development, 456.0+ acres (64.4%) of the Site are located outside of the
development area and would remain undisturbed. Moreover, the analysis provided in Section 3.6
of the DEIS and in Appendix C adequately addresses the ecological and biological conditions of
the Project Site and any potential impacts to them. The development is predominantly located
within the portion of the property that has been previously cleared, graded, and partially developed
for the former Lake Ann Country Club and Golf Course. By limiting the proposed development to
previously developed lands, impact to the undisturbed forested habitats found on the property are
minimized. Consequently, the Project preserves 65% of the forested habitat that is found on the

property.

In coordination with NYSDEC, the Applicant also proposed the permanent preservation of
270.88+ acres of land best suited as basking habitat for the timber rattlesnake, via a formal deed
restriction. The preservation of this land would be accomplished via a deed restriction that would
prevent future development or encroachment of any kind. The preservation area is inclusive of
209+ acres of the Site, as well as 61.88+ acres of additional land owned by the Applicant in the
Town of Blooming Grove and which borders the Site to the east.

The land encompassed within the deed restricted areas is comprised of the Acidic Talus Slope
Woodland, Chestnut Oak Forest, Oak-Tulip Tree, and Successional Southern Hardwood Forest
communities. These ecological communities provide suitable denning, basking, shedding,
gestating, and foraging habitat for Timber Rattlesnakes. The deed restricted lands are also
contiguous with other undisturbed and unfragmented forested communities that contain suitable
habitat and which that are found along the Schunnemunk Mountain Ridge and within the adjacent
state park lands.

Bird species are addressed in Section 3.6 of the DEIS. Specifically, the Project Site is located
approximately eight miles from the NYSDEC designated SFBCA. As this area is located far away
from the Project Site, the Project would not have the potential to generate any significant adverse
impact upon any bird species in the BCA and would have no impact on that area’s status as a
National Audubon Important Bird Area.
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The undeveloped and preserved portions of the Project Site would provide ample suitable habitat
for all migrating birds. The undeveloped portions of the forested communities in the higher
elevations, as well as the wetlands and ponds in the lower elevations of the property, would provide
roosting, feeding, resting, breeding and foraging habitat for a variety of birds. As a result, the
minimal amount of habitat that would be permanently altered by the Project development would
have little to no effect upon migrating birds that utilize the SFBCA. Likewise, based on the overall
acreage of the Hudson Highland West Important Bird Area and Project’s preservation of open
space, the Project would not have a direct or indirect impact on bird populations in the Hudson
Highlands Bird Area.

Open Space: The Scoping Document states the Project would not adversely impact open space.
Grading is accurately calculated on the Project Plans submitted with the FEIS and included in
Section 10.4 of the FEIS.

20. The historic and cultural resource analysis detailed in Section 3.5 of the DEIS and in Appendix
B supports the conclusions found by the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
which is that the Project would not adversely impact any historic or cultural resources. Given the
response from OPRHP and the results of the surveys, the Project would not have the potential to
generate any significant adverse impacts on historic or cultural resources. The Project’s inclusion
of buffers around the cemetery, M. H. Howell Farm and Clove Road Precontact Site protects these
locations from any potential significant adverse impacts. In addition, the development of an
avoidance and preservation plan for the Schunnemunk Precontact Site and the Project’s routing of
its waterline to avoid impacts to this Site, protects the Schunnemunk Precontact Site from any
potential significant adverse impacts.

21. The Project’s Visual Assessment was conducted in accordance with all Village Scoping
Document requirements with explicit approval from the Village Boards over the course of over
two years (see Response 1 above). It also complied with NYSDEC regulations. Furthermore, the
balloon testing was overseen on-site by the Village officials and professionals to ensure
compliance with Village protocol, and Village officials and professionals visited the Vantage
Points during the Balloon Test. No balloons were visible from any of the Vantage Points. The
Village Scoping Document, nor its professional, required Mountain Lodge be evaluated as part of
the Visual Assessment.

22. The Project is not proposing accessory apartments. Additional noise analyses have been
included in Section 10.1 of the FEIS.

23. The calculations of the Project’s density found in the EIS are accurate; however, the Project

has been revised to include additional affordable housing. The calculations shown on the cover
sheet of Section 10.4 of the FEIS confirm the Project’s development density of 600 single family
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units. Any comment suggesting the Project should be limited to a development density of zero (0)
dwelling units is simply incorrect.

On the other hand, this comment also states that the Project may apply one dwelling unit per gross
acre for its RR Zoning District lands. The Project Site has 702 acres within the RR Zoning District,
and applying a density of one unit per gross acre would result in a development density of 702
units. As currently proposed, 510 of the Project’s 600 total units are from the RR Zoning District
lands, which is 192 less than what this commenter is suggesting may be permitted. The remaining
comment found in this commenter’s comment have all been addressed multiple times either in the
DEIS or in previous comments; however, they are again addressed as follows.

The Village’s Zoning Code establishes density in the RC-1 Zoning District for single family homes
through permitting one dwelling unit per 3,000 square feet. The Zoning Code does not provide
that 3,000 square foot lots be platted or that a conventional layout be submitted. Importantly,
transferring the RC-1 Zoning District yield to the RR Zoning District land on the Project Site has
been discussed with the Planning Board since 2014. Initially, the Project proposed a transfer of 54
two-family homes (108 dwelling units) because the RC-1 Zoning District allows one two-family
home per 5,000 sq. ft. (5,000 x 54 = 270,000 square feet = 6.2 acres). However, the Planning Board
recommended the transfer should include a use that is permitted in the receiving RR Zoning
District such as single-family homes. Accordingly, the Project revised its plans to propose only 90
single-family homes (3,000 x 90 = 270,000 square feet = 6.2 acres) instead of 108 dwelling units,
which reduced the totaling dwelling units transferred by 18.

Furthermore, the DEIS does indeed indicate that 10% of the RC-1 yield would be affordable,
specifically on pages 1.0-1 (the first page of the DEIS), 2.0-1 and 3.1-17, as well as in Table 313
of Section 3.1 of the DEIS. Also refer to page 51 of our responses in Appendix N-5 the DEIS.

Moreover, identified habitat area for threatened or endangered flora or fauna is not listed under
Primary Conservation Areas in the current Village Zoning Code.

The Project complies with the overlay district standards,
specifically the Surface Water Overlay District mentioned in this
comment as it does not propose a motor vehicle service station in
accordance with §235-14.4.E(2)(b), and the Project application
was submitted to and is being evaluated by the Planning Board as
per 8235-14.4.E(3)(a) and (c). Moreover, the Surface Water
Overlay District area that touches the Project Site is located almost
in its entirety across NYS Route 208, with only a small portion
located on the edge of the Project Site as shown in the Figure at
right. Please note moreover that NYS Route 208 goes through this
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overlay district, given this it is not clear how the SWOD will ever achieve its goals.
The Project is no longer seeking additional density bonuses associated with additional inclusion
of Open Space and is proposing 50% open space as required by the Village Zoning Code. The

calculations can be found on the cover sheet of Section 10.4 of the FEIS.

Response to Commenter No. 144: Tovine, Linda — page 488 of Appendix P

Comment noted. Please refer to General Response No. 2 in regard to water supply and General
Response No. 4 in regard to traffic. The Project would not be an eyesore and would not adversely
impact home values in the area.

10.2.3 Attachments to the Responses

The attachments referenced in the above are annexed hereto. Each attachment is numbered
according to the response in which it is first referenced.
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