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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

A. Introduction 
In accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), this 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Taconic Tract project has been 
prepared in response to public comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS).  The DEIS was accepted as complete on April 8, 2010 after extensive review.  Two 
public hearings on the DEIS were held on June 21, 2010 and August 5, 2010 and the written 
comment period was held open until October 4, 2010.  Transcripts from those hearings are 
included in Appendix A of this FEIS, along with all written comments received by the Lead 
Agency during the DEIS comment period (Appendix A). 

 
This FEIS incorporates the DEIS by reference and responds to all substantive comments 
received (either at the public hearings or in writing) on the DEIS.  Comments were compiled 
and organized by topic.  Each comment is referenced as to its source, and responded to 
within the various Sections of this FEIS. 
 
 

B. Description of the Proposed Action 
Taconic Tract Development, LLC (the “Applicant”), proposes to subdivide 30.00± acres 
located between the Taconic State Parkway (east), Washburn Road (south), Todd Lane 
(west) and Carleton Avenue (north) as a 17 lot subdivision with one existing lot and sixteen 
new lots.  The property to be subdivided consists of three existing parcels: (i) a 21.45-acre 
piece of property containing private trails, fronting on and with existing driveway access 
from Washburn Road; (ii) a 0.97-acre single family lot fronting on and with access from 
Washburn Road; and (iii) the 7.58-acre former Waterhouse Estate parcel (referred to as Lot 
17 on the Subdivision Plan), now owned by the spouse of a principal of the Applicant and 
occupied by them.  The parcels described in (i) and (ii) are existing vacant parcels; the parcel 
described in (iii) is an improved estate parcel and is included in this application solely 
because a small portion of an access road from and to Lots 1 through 16 and Carleton 
Avenue traverses a small corner of that Lot 17. 
 
The site is located in the Town of Mount Pleasant in an R-40 zoning district.  The Applicant 
proposes to subdivide the three parcels into a total of 16 building lots, two of which already 
exist, for a total of 14 new building lots.  As noted above, Lot 17 is included in this 
application solely because of the access road; further discussion related to the Applicant’s 
right to propose and, ultimately, construct the access road connection to Carleton Avenue 
over Lot 17 is provided below.   
 
The Proposed Action contemplates the subdivision of the subject property into 16 building 
lots with the ultimate construction of 16 single-family residential dwellings, access roads, 
driveways and landscaping at some future date.  Additionally, a stormwater detention facility 
is proposed for the site.  Given modifications based on comments raised the revised plan has 
reduced overall site disturbance from ± 10.01 acres to ± 9.07 acres, and increased proposed 
open space from ± 8.5 acres to ±9.55 acres. 
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There are two design alternatives for consideration: the Conventional Layout and the 
Conservation Layout; refer to Appendix H: Conventional & Conservation Layout Plans.  
The Conservation Layout also proposes the construction of 16 single-family residences; 
however, 8 of the 16 homes will be clustered with smaller lot sizes.  The homes on these lots 
will contain smaller 3-bedroom units (versus 4-bedroom) and occupy a smaller footprint.  
This is the preferred alternative since the “clustered’ subdivision reduces some of the 
environmental and community impacts, such as disturbed area, utility use and tree removal. 
 

C. Required Approvals 
Table I-1 

Approval/Reviews Required 
 

Agency Approval/Review 
 
Mt. Pleasant Planning Board 

 
Subdivision Approval/Steep Slopes permit 

 
Village of Briarcliff Manor 

 
Extension of Water Service, curb cut permit, 
road opening permit 

 
Westchester County Planning Board 

 
Advisory role under GML 239m 

 
Westchester County Dept. of Health 

 
Water and Sewer connections; approval of 
realty subdivision plat 

 
NYDEC 

 
 SPDES Permit, Freshwater Wetlands Permit 
for Sewer Mains Construction 

 
NYSOPRHP 

 
Historic and archaeological resources review 

 
D. Summary of Specific Issues of Concern 

During the course of the EIS process, considerable attention was focused on two areas of 
concern: access to Carleton Avenue and water supply to the site.  With respect to access to 
the site from Carleton Avenue, the Applicant addressed in the DEIS the issue of whether the 
connection could be constructed over the bow tie segment of Lot 17 (hereinafter referred to 
as “Parcel D”), owned by Sharon Saunders.  The Applicant’s Attorney has provided an even 
more in-depth explanation of the reasons why the proposed road connection over Parcel D is 
not prohibited or precluded by any covenants or restrictions affecting that Parcel.  The issue 
and the reasons the Planning Board cannot deny the roadway connection over Parcel D or 
refuse to review the proposed roadway configuration based upon any covenants or 
restrictions affecting Parcel D are discussed more fully in this section.     
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Subdivision Road Connection to Carleton Avenue Over Parcel D 

The subdivision plan shows a road to serve the proposed lots extending from Washburn Road 
on the south through the project site to Carleton Avenue on the north.  The connection to 
Carleton Avenue is proposed over Parcel D.  Some residents in the abutting Countryside 
Subdivision have asserted that Parcel D is preserved as designated “open space” pursuant to 
the approvals for the Countryside Subdivision and that the natural features cannot be 
disturbed in any manner or fashion for any purpose.  Such parties further assert that since 
Parcel D is labeled “open space” on one of the Filed Maps for the Countryside Subdivision, it 
is subject to the terms and conditions of the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, 
Restrictions and Easements recorded in connection with the Countryside Subdivision (the 
“Declaration”), that such Declaration requires all open space in the Countryside Subdivision 
to remain in its natural condition in perpetuity, and therefore, that Parcel D cannot be 
improved for any purpose, including access.  This issue was discussed in the DEIS at pages 
III.A-5 through III.A9 but further comments regarding the issue were submitted to the 
Planning Board by residents in the Countryside Subdivision, counsel for one of the residents, 
and the Countryside Residents’ Association, Inc., among others.  Copies of such comments 
are included in Appendix A.  The Applicant continues to maintain that the subdivision road 
does not violate or conflict with any covenants affecting Parcel D and, therefore, that the 
Planning Board cannot deny the subdivision roadway connection over Parcel D or refuse to 
review the subdivision with the proposed road configuration because of any covenant 
affecting Parcel D. 

 
Parcel D was acquired by Mrs. Saunders’ predecessor-in-interest, Richard Rosenthal, in 
January 1984.  There is no dispute that the Deed from Briarcliff Contemporaries, Inc. to 
Richard Rosenthal, dated January 4, 1984 (the “Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed”), contains the 
following provision:   

 
THE PREMISES HEREIN CONVEYED shall be maintained by the 
party of the second part [referring to Rosenthal], his heirs, distributees, 
administrators, executors, grantees, successors and assigns in perpetuity 
as open space preserving same in its present natural condition and not 
permitting or causing thereon any construction, improvements or 
alterations of the existing natural state of the premises.  This restriction 
shall run with the land in perpetuity.  

 
Hereinafter this provision is referred to as the “Open Space Covenant.”1

 
 

Nor is there any dispute that the April 3, 1984 Filed Map showing Parcel D (Filed Map 
21511) contains a label across Parcel D that reads “Rosenthal Open Space” (hereinafter 
sometimes referred to as the “Open Space Label”).  The issue raised by the Open Space 

                                                 
1 The Planning Department’s records contain an acknowledgment from Mr. Rosenthal that Parcel 
D would be subject to such a covenant. 
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Covenant and the Open Space Label is whether they prohibit surface and sub-surface 
improvements of Parcel D for a roadway connection to Carleton Avenue.   

 
Analysis of the scope and meaning of the Open Space Covenant and Open Space Label is 
governed, in part, by the applicable legal standards and principles governing the 
enforceability of restrictive covenants, such as the Open Space Covenant and Open Space 
Label, which have been articulated by the New York Court of Appeals and the Appellate 
Division, Second Department (the intermediate appellate court with jurisdiction over 
Westchester County), as follows: 

 
Restrictive covenants are also commonly categorized as negative 
easements.  They restrain servient landowners from making otherwise 
lawful uses of their property.  However, the law has long favored free 
and unencumbered use of real property, and covenants restricting uses 
are strictly construed against those seeking to enforce them.  Courts will 
enforce restraints only where their existence has been established by 
clear and convincing proof by the dominant landowner. 

 
Witter v. Taggart, 78 N.Y.2d 234, 237-38, 573 N.Y.S.2d 146, 148 (1991) (emphasis added; 
citations omitted).  In the recent case of Kemp v. Village of Scarsdale, 71 A.D.3d 956, 897 
N.Y.S.2d 498 (2d Dep’t 2010), the Second Department reiterated that:  

 
Since the law favors the free and unobstructed use of real property, a 
restrictive covenant must be strictly construed against those seeking to 
enforce it, and may not be given an interpretation extending beyond the 
clear meaning of its terms.  “‘[W]here the language used in a restrictive 
covenant is equally capable of two interpretations, the interpretation 
which limits the restriction must be adopted.’” 

 
71 A.D.3d at 956, 897 N.Y.S.2d at 499 (citations omitted).  Furthermore, in evaluating the 
meaning of a restriction and its intended scope, consideration of the surrounding 
circumstances is appropriate.  See Liebowitz v. Forman, 22 A.D.3d 530, 531-32, 802 
N.Y.S.2d 238, 239 (2d Dep’t 2005).  
 

The parties objecting to the subdivision road connection over Parcel D have not 
demonstrated clearly and convincingly that Parcel D is required to be left wholly untouched, 
in its natural condition and state, in perpetuity or that the proposed roadway is precluded by 
the Open Space Covenant and Open Space Label.  The Applicant believes that the records of 
the Planning Board approvals for the Countryside Subdivision, the unfiled maps of the 
Countryside Subdivision in the Planning Board files, the Filed Maps for the Countryside 
Subdivision in the Westchester County Clerk’s Office, the Open Space Label itself, the 
provisions of the Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed, and the actual manner in which Parcel D has 
been improved and used since the Open Space Covenant was first recorded demonstrate that 
surface and sub-surface disturbance of Parcel D for accessways and utilities was planned and 
expected and, therefore, does not run afoul of the Open Space Covenant or the Open Space 
Label.  Therefore, objection to the proposed roadway across a small section of Parcel D does 
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not provide a basis for the Planning Board to refuse to proceed with its review of the 
subdivision as proposed.  
 
The Countryside Subdivision was initially approved as a cluster subdivision of up to 44 lots.   
Preliminary Subdivision Approval for the Countryside Subdivision was originally granted on 
September 15, 1976 and Final Plat approval was granted on January 5, 1978.  Although the 
Resolutions of Preliminary and Final Plat approval purportedly covered all 44 lots and 
related roads and open spaces, the Applicant was unable to locate a single filed map showing 
the entire subdivision, none can be found in the Town Planning Department’s records, and 
none has been presented to the Planning Board by any third parties.2

 
  

The Resolutions of Approval for the Countryside Subdivision (copies of which are included 
in Appendix B), refer to the preservation of open space in the Subdivision as “permanently 
undeveloped land available for the use of the future residents of the site [presumably 
referring to the Countryside Subdivision property] and the visual enjoyment of visitors and 
adjacent property owners.”  (Preliminary and Final Resolutions page 2; see also Condition 
5(c) thereof)  However, the very next paragraphs in the Resolutions of Preliminary and Final 
Subdivision Approval expressly permit the construction of active recreational amenities and 
landscaping in the open space, open space that purportedly was required to be maintained in 
its natural state and condition.  (Preliminary and Final Resolutions page 2)  Thus, the 
Resolutions do not contain a clear and blanket prohibition against the improvement of the 
open space parcels in the Countryside Subdivision. 

 
The lots in the Countryside Subdivision were eventually created in sections upon the filing of 
three separate filed maps, the first of which was filed on May 1, 1981, as Filed Map 20566.  
That Map depicts nine lots and, significantly, does not cover or include Parcel D.3

 

  A copy is 
included in Appendix B.   

The next Filed Map related to the Countryside Subdivision was filed in the Westchester 
County Clerk’s Office on April 3, 1984 as Filed Map 21511. Like Filed Map 20566, Filed 
Map 21511 depicts “open space,” but unlike the former does so with two distinctly different 
labels – “Association Open Space” and “Rosenthal Open Space.”  Parcel D is labeled 
“Rosenthal Open Space.”  No notes on or explanation of the open space terms are found on 
Filed Map 21511. 

 
Filed Map 21511 actually supports the Applicant’s position that the Rosenthal Open Space is 
not to be treated in a uniform fashion with the Association Open Space.  Specifically, unlike 
any other parcel of open space shown on that Map, Parcel D bears the legend “NOT A 
BUILDING LOT.” If no disturbance of the Rosenthal Open Space were permitted, then the 

                                                 
2 None of the maps and plans in the Planning Department’s records that predate the creation of 
the Covenant and filing of Filed Map 21511 bears an “open space” designation on the bow tie-
shaped parcel that is Parcel D and some show the bow tie as part of building lots.  A plan 
depicting the latter example is included in Appendix B. 

3  The “Association Open Space” shown on Filed Map 20566 is west of Parcel D.  



Taconic Tract FEIS  Executive Summary  

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  I-6 

legend prohibiting the construction of a building thereon would be wholly unnecessary and, 
conversely, finding the Rosenthal Open Space to be subject to the same restrictions as all 
other open space would be to interpret the map in a manner in which the differing 
designations cannot be reconciled.  Under fundamental rules of construction, a legal 
instrument cannot be interpreted in a way that renders any provision superfluous and all 
provisions thereof should be read in a manner which harmonizes them.  See, e.g.,  Muzak 
Corporation v. Hotel Taft Corporation, 1 N.Y.2d 42, 46, 150 N.Y.S.2d 171, 174 (1956)(“the 
rules of construction of contracts require us to adopt an interpretation which gives meaning to 
every provision of a contract or, in the negative, no provision of a contract should be left 
without force and effect.”); Beal Savings Bank v. Sommer, 8 N.Y.3d 318, 324-325, 834 
N.Y.S.2d 44, 47-48 (2007) (“The court should ‘construe the agreements so as to give full 
meaning and effect to the material provisions’ ... A reading of the contract should not render 
any portion meaningless ... Further, a contract should be ‘read as a whole, and every part will 
be interpreted with reference to the whole”); McKinney's Statutes §98 (“All parts of a statute 
must be harmonized with each other as well as with the general intent of the whole statute, 
and effect and meaning must, if possible, be given to the entire statute and every part and 
word thereof.”); McKinney's Statutes §231 (“In the construction of a statute, meaning and 
effect should be given to all its language, if possible, and words are not to be rejected as 
superfluous when it is practicable to give to each a distinct and separate meaning”). The 
Countryside Resident Opponents’ position runs afoul of both rules, and, in light of the heavy 
burden they bear to establish that the land use restriction on which they rely prohibits the 
proposed road, should be rejected.       

 
Certain commenters’ heavy reliance on the terms and conditions of the Declaration (for the 
Countryside Subdivision) to define the scope and meaning of the restrictions to which Parcel 
D is subject is misplaced.4 The Countryside Declaration was initially submitted for recording 
at or about the time of filing of Filed Map 20566 and it specifically referred to and covered 
the property shown on Filed Map 20566, which notably did not include Parcel D. The 
Declaration includes a provision that allows it to be amended to cover additional sections of 
the subdivision and it was amended at or around the time Filed Map 21511 was filed.  
However, Mr. Rosenthal purchased Parcel D on January 4, 1984, three months before Filed 
Map 21511 was filed and the First Amendment to the Declaration was recorded.  (See the 
deed in Liber 7892, Page 215.)  Therefore, Parcel D was never owned by the Association and 
appears never to have been governed by the Declaration.5

 

 For these reasons, the terms and 
conditions of the Declaration do not bear on the permitted use and improvement of Parcel D, 
nor does the Declaration provide a basis upon which the residents in the Countryside 
Subdivision can enforce the Open Space Covenant against Parcel D. 

Even if the Parcel D were somehow found to be subject to the Declaration, none of the 
Declaration’s terms and conditions govern the use of Parcel D.  Specifically, the Declaration 
does not define “open space” (regardless of its ownership) or, more importantly, “Rosenthal 

                                                 
4 Copies of the Declaration and its Amendments are included in Appendix B. 

5  The Planning Board’s Resolution of Approval for Filed Map 21511, dated December 12, 1983, 
specifically notes that Parcel D was not going to be conveyed to the Association.   
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Open Space.”  While it contains restrictions on the use, maintenance and assessment of 
“Common Area” property, held for the benefit of members of the Association, Parcel D does 
not meet the definition of “Common Area” in the Declaration.  Parties objecting to the road 
connection over Parcel D have not provided any proof that the Association owns Parcel D, 
insures it, or that Association members have any right to use or access it.  The factual 
evidence is incontrovertible that Parcel D is fully enclosed by fencing and physically 
inaccessible to Association residents.  Therefore, even though Parcel D is denominated 
“Rosenthal Open Space” on Filed Map 21511, the terms and conditions of the Declaration do 
not clearly and convincingly define how it can (and cannot) be used and improved.    

 
Turning to the Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed, in which the Open Space Covenant first appears, 
the provisions of the Deed, when read together, convey that the natural condition of Parcel D 
was expected to be disturbed with surface and sub-surface improvements, not that the Parcel 
was intended to be left in its natural state and condition for all purposes.  A copy of the Deed 
is included in Appendix C.  Besides the Open Space Covenant, the Deed into Mr. Rosenthal 
also contained a reservation of easement for utility purposes over a portion of Parcel D.   The 
utility easement was reserved for the specific purpose of permitting the installation of 
underground utilities which, by their nature, require the removal of vegetative cover and 
excavation thereby making it impossible to preserve the “present natural condition” of the 
portion of Parcel D on which the easement was located and comply with a restriction that 
prohibited the “construction, improvements or alterations of the existing natural state of” 
Parcel D.6

 
   

The easement reservation went on to provide that following any work in the utility easement 
area, “the surface and grade of the General Utility Easement Area and any pavement, curbs, 
shrubbery, landscaping and any other improvements, except trees” would be restored.  That 
work permitted and fully expected to be conducted in the utility easement on Parcel D, 
including pavement, curbs and landscaping, directly conflicts with the interpretation of the 
Open Space Covenant advocated by the Countryside Resident Opponents.7

                                                 
6 The Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed further contained a post-closing “survival provision” which 
stated that certain provisions of an unrecorded contract between the grantor’s predecessor and 
Mr. Rosenthal would survive closing.  The Applicant reports that it has attempted to find that 
contract or its provisions, without success.  While the Board cannot conclude that the missing 
provisions permitted surface and sub-surface improvements on Parcel D, neither can it conclude 
that they did not.  

 

7 Counsel for one of the commenters dismisses the restoration language in the reservation of 
utility easement, which specifically requires the restoration of pavement, curbs, shrubbery, 
landscaping and “other improvements” in the utility easement, on one hand as boilerplate and on 
the other as referring to curbing and pavement for the subdivision roadway that the easement 
abuts.  To dismiss the language as boilerplate is equivalent to excising it from the easement’s 
terms in contravention of the above-mentioned rules of construction which require an 
interpretation that gives meaning to all parts.  An explanation that relates the restoration 
activities to the roadway improvements does not withstand scrutiny.  Curbing and pavement for a 
28-foot-wide paved roadway (such as Carleton Avenue) would not be located at the outer edge 
of the 50-foot-wide right-of-way where the utility easement is located.  For this same reason the 
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Adding to the high burden imposed on the parties relying on the Open Space Covenant to 
prohibit the road connection over Parcel D in the context of the possible conflicting 
interpretations of the meaning and scope of that Covenant and the Open Space Label, is the 
fact that the natural condition of Parcel D was altered, and construction occurred on and 
improvements were made to Parcel D by Mr. Rosenthal subsequent to his acquisition of 
Parcel D and the creation of the Open Space Covenant.  As explained in the Affidavit of 
Andrew Saunders, sworn to October 21, 2010, included in Appendix D, after Mr. Rosenthal 
purchased Parcel D a portion of it was cleared and graded for the creation of a 27-foot-wide 
curb cut on CarletonCarleton Avenue and the construction of a paved driveway 
approximately 11 feet wide which provided access from an abutting parcel of land to the 
west (now owned by Manuele) to CarletonCarleton Avenue.  The construction of the curb cut 
and driveway required grading, land disturbance, and the alteration of “the existing natural 
state of the premises.”  A sliding gate was also installed across the driveway, which required 
the installation of footings for the posts.  Substantial stone walls with in-ground footings 
were built on sections of Parcel D and the Parcel was enclosed with a fence.  All of these 
improvements were readily visible from the public road and surrounding properties.  Further, 
as explained in the Saunders Affidavit, underground utilities were installed both inside and 
outside the utility easement on Parcel D. An excerpt of a survey showing the location of such 
underground utilities is also included in Appendix B.   

 
It should be noted in the context of the assertion by residents of the Countryside Subdivision 
that Parcel D is subject to the same restrictions on open space that are applicable to the 
Association Open Space, that portions of the Association Open Space have not been 
maintained in their natural condition.  Documentation has been provided showing that 
Association Open Space has been cleared and planted for residential lawns, fenced, and 
improved with at least one shed.  An aerial photograph showing the modifications to the 
Association Open Space is included in Appendix B.  Certainly such facts have a bearing on 
the proper interpretation of the Open Space Covenant.  Either Association residents are being 
allowed to violate the restrictions governing Association Open Space, or the Open Space 
Covenant is not as clear and absolute as certain residents would have the Planning Board 
conclude.   

 
There is no record of any objection to or complaint about the improvements that were made 
to Parcel D.  There are no complaints, stop work orders, or violations in the Building 
Department files for Parcel D and no one has presented any evidence of objections or 
complaints to the substantial work which occurred thereon.  Given the open and notorious 
nature of the above-ground improvements described above, the lack of such objections 
supports the Applicant’s position that the Open Space Covenant was never intended to bar all 
improvement of Parcel D. 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
shrubbery, landscaping and “other improvements” referred to in the restoration language cannot 
reasonably be construed to apply to roadway improvements. 
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Parties who object to the improvement of Parcel D for the subdivision road connection do not 
contest that the improvements exist.8

 

 Their main defense appears to be “so what,” a defense 
that does nothing to help them meet their heavy burden of demonstrating with clear and 
convincing evidence that the Open Space Covenant should be construed to prohibit the 
proposed subdivision road connection to Carleton Avenue.  The mere existence of 
improvements directly contradicts the interpretation of the Open Space Covenant proffered 
by such parties and cannot be ignored or disregarded by the Planning Board in considering 
the meaning and scope of the Covenant.  

Such objecting parties attempt to distinguish the improvements that have been made to Parcel 
D from those that are proposed by the Applicant but the Applicant has explained that the 
proposed roadway connection would be substituted for the existing driveway which would be 
abandoned so that only one curb cut would continue to exist on Carleton Avenue.  The plans 
submitted to the Board demonstrate that all work necessary to construct the roadway 
connection over Parcel D is at or below grade, similar to the manner in which existing 
improvements have been made, and no structures would be required.  Since all proposed 
roadway improvements over Parcel D would fit within the categories of surface or subsurface 
improvements, the work would not deviate in a material manner from the kinds of 
improvements that have already been made to Parcel D. 

 
For these reasons, in the Applicant’s opinion, the Planning Board cannot deny the 
subdivision roadway connection over Parcel D or refuse to review the subdivision with the 
proposed road configuration because of the Open Space covenant affecting that Parcel.   
 
The continuation of the subdivision road to Carleton Avenue is consistent with the policy in 
Section 227-24(D) of the Town’s Land Subdivision Regulations which encourages the 
continuation of streets between adjacent properties where, as here, the continuation promotes 
proper traffic movement (see Section G), effective fire protection (see Section I) and efficient 
provision of utilities (see Section F).  
 

 
Municipal Water Supply to the Project Site  

The second major issue raised during the course of the environmental review process relates 
to the manner in which water would be supplied to the site and, in particular, the likelihood 
the Applicant will be able to secure public water from the Briarcliff Manor Water District.  
As was reported in the DEIS, Briarcliff Manor obtains its water from the City of New York 
pursuant to an agreement which provides that Briarcliff Manor can allow “new connections” 
but only if  the sale is to a municipal water district.  Briarcliff Manor has insisted that before 
it will provide service to such new connections in the Town of Mount Pleasant, the Town 
must form a Town-wide District(s) for new and old customers receiving water from the 

                                                 
8   Some members of the public have questioned the basis for the Applicant’s statement that the 
improvements to Parcel D were made after Mr. Rosenthal purchased Parcel D and the Open 
Space Covenant was created.  The Affidavit of Mr. Saunders included in Appendix B, which is 
not controverted, would seem to eliminate any uncertainty regarding the timing of the 
improvements in relation to Mr. Rosenthal’s acquisition. 
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Village. The DEIS reported that Briarcliff Manor and the Town of Mount Pleasant were in 
discussions on the district-formation issue. 
 
The Applicant has been advised by representatives of Briarcliff Manor and the Town that the 
water district discussions between them have stalled.  However, since the DEIS, the 
Applicant has discovered new information which it believes creates an exception to the 
“new-connection rule” and renders the  Town-wide district issue moot at least with respect to 
the project.  In conjunction with conducting additional boundary surveys for the Project Site, 
WSP Sells discovered an existing utility manhole on Parcel D.  It was revealed that this 
manhole housed an existing water meter for an 8-inch water main connection coming from 
the existing water main in Carleton Avenue to Parcel D and Lot 40.  Additional 
investigations revealed that there exists a water valve and meter on this line prior to the pump 
house on Lot 40.  These appurtenances have been surveyed and the existing base map has 
been updated to show the locations of the existing water main connection. (The 
improvements are shown on a plan in Appendix B).  The list of “authorized connections” 
attached to the Briarcliff Manor-New York City Agreement should have included the one on 
Parcel D and Lot 40 because it was supposed to identify all existing service connections. 

 
The Applicant believes the existing main and service connection take the provision of water 
to its subdivision out of the prohibition against “new connections” and it is pursuing the 
matter further with the Village Administration as well as the Town in an effort to confirm the 
mechanism by which it would be able to obtain service.  At the Village level, the Applicant 
has advised the Village of its discovery of the existing main and service connection, provided 
it with photographs of and details about the improvements (which are included in Appendix 
C) and met with the Briarcliff Manor Village Manager, Building Inspector, and Water 
Department Superintedant to discuss the evidence and validating the existing service 
connection.  At the Town-level, at the direction of the Town Supervisor’s office, the 
Applicant’s engineer and counsel consulted with Town Engineer James Vanoli regarding the 
formation of a Water District for the project.  Town Engineer Vanoli advised the Applicant 
of the Town Board’s willingness to form a water district for new subdivisions, such as the 
Applicant’s, and to take over responsibility for water mains and infrastructure, provided the 
Applicant installs all infrastructure for the main extension, including master meter(s) at each 
end of the subdivision.  The Applicant is prepared to install the required infrastructure, 
including the master meters, and its engineer and counsel so advised Mr. Vanoli.   
 

 
Conventional and Conservation Subdivision Layouts 

Based on Comments raised during the public comment period, the Applicant re-examined the 
Conventional and Conservation Plans contained in the DEIS for the purpose of determining 
whether the road and lot layouts could be modified to reduce site disturbance, including of 
regulated steep slopes.  A revised Conventional Plan in the FEIS (the “FEIS Conventional 
Plan”) (see Appendix H), depicts a reduction in steep slopes disturbance compared to the 
original conventional plan.  The reduction has been accomplished by reducing all house 
footprints from 4,000 square feet to approximately 2,400 square feet (including garage), an 
approximately 40 percent reduction in footprint; separating the driveways for Lots 9 and 10 
which allows the house on Lot 9 to be shifted to reduce steep slopes disturbance; relocating 
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the driveway to Lot 7 to Road B to avoid the steeply sloping terrain along the Lot’s frontage 
on Road A; and relocating the driveway to Lot 5 from Road A to Road B where the Property 
is more gently sloping.  Refer to the Conventional Slope Analysis Plan in Appendix G that 
shows the disturbance to existing slopes for each lot and per category which disturbance is 
attributable to. Overall, steep slope disturbance is reduced by approximately 14,811 s.f. on 
the FEIS Conventional Plan with the following reductions in each category: steep slopes – 
approximately 9,583 s.f.; very steep slopes – approximately 3,485 s.f.; excessive slopes – 
approximately 1,742 s.f.  (Derived from Table in Response to Comment C2 below)  

 
The FEIS Conservation Plan further reduces steep slopes disturbance on the project site by 
adjusting the road alignments (horizontal and vertical) to follow existing pathways and areas 
of gentler slopes and siting houses in less steeply sloping sections of the proposed lots.  As 
Table in Response to Comment C2 below shows, the reductions are as follows:  15-25%, 
26%; 25-35%, 51%; greater than 35%, 31%; overall disturbance, 19%.   (See Response C2.)  

 
The re-alignments of Proposed Roads A and B were re-configured so that the impact to the 
steeper slopes would be further minimized.  The design of intersections, driveways and roads 
has been modified to reduce disturbance in higher slope categories in compliance with the 
Town of Mount Pleasant regulations.  In order to reduce grading and, thereby, minimize 
slope disturbance a reasonable number of retaining walls have been proposed.  These 
retaining walls were designed in accordance with Town requirements to prevent excessive 
grading to meet the existing elevations. 

 
At the request of the Lead Agency, an alternative plan, refer to Exhibit C2 (the “Alternative 
Conservation Plan”), has been prepared which reconfigures Lots 6, 7 and 8.  The Alternative 
Conservation Plan relocates Lot 6 to a point on the east side of Road A south of Lots 11 and 
12.  As a result of relocating Lot 6 and relocating the driveway to Lot 8 to Road C, the cul-de 
sac for Road B was eliminated.  The access driveway to Lot 7 now comes off the intersection 
of Roads B and C.  In addition, each of Lots 6, 7, and 8 has been reduced in area.  As a result 
of these design modifications the buffer between the proposed lots and the property line 
adjacent to the Taconic State Parkway increases from approximately 15 feet to a minimum of 
175± feet and the amount of Open Space increases from 9.55 acres to 10.09 acres.  Further, 
the Open Space exists in a contiguous wooded band which maximizes its utility for wildlife 
habitat and vegetated buffer purposes. Table C2a provides a comparison of the FEIS 
Conservation Plan (Exhibit I-2) with the Alternative Conservation Plan (Exhibit I-4).   
 
A number of generalized comments made during the DEIS review process suggested that the 
Conventional Plan, which forms the basis for a lot count for the proposed action (i.e. the 
Conservation Plan), does not reflect a layout that takes into consideration how steep slopes 
disturbance is regulated under Chapter 180 of the Town Code (Steep Slope Protection) (the 
“Steep Slopes Law”).  The Applicant purchased the Property and filed its current subdivision 
application prior to enactment of the Steep Slopes Law.  Notwithstanding these facts, the 
Applicant has taken the criteria/standards of the Steep Slopes Law into account in the design 
of the conventional subdivision (the analysis below relates to the FEIS Conventional Plan) 
and believes the factual record herein demonstrates why a steep slopes permit could be 
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granted for the FEIS Conventional Plan and, therefore, why a density of 16 lots meets the 
standards of all applicable laws. 

 
The proposed steep slopes disturbance shown on the FEIS Conventional Plan must be 
evaluated with the statutory framework of the law in mind.  While the Town’s policy on 
steep slopes is to minimize the disturbance of steep slopes and very steep slopes and avoid 
the disturbance of or construction on excessively steep slopes, steep slopes disturbance is not 
prohibited under the Steep Slopes Law.  Rather, the Law codifies a permitting scheme 
pursuant to which steep slopes disturbance can proceed subject to meeting certain standards, 
a statutory scheme that reflects the legislature’s acknowledgement that steep slopes 
disturbance can occur safely and without posing a threat to the health, safety and public 
welfare when properly designed and managed. In essence, the statutory framework calls for a 
balancing of the purported environmental protection purposes of the steep slopes law with 
the Applicant’s legal right to use its Property in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.    

 
The statutory framework further recognizes that not all steep slopes disturbance is created 
equal.  Therefore, assessment of whether proposed steep slopes disturbance should be 
approved requires both a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the nature, purpose and 
extent of steep slopes disturbance and whether and the manner in which the applicant 
proposes to mitigate the potential effects with which steep slopes regulation purportedly is 
concerned strikes the balance the law is intended to achieve. 

 
The first criterion in Section 180-7(B) is a requirement that there is no reasonable alternative 
for the proposed regulated activity on that portion of the property not containing steep slopes.  
As the Slopes Map for the site shows (see DEIS Appendix F), steep slopes in all categories 
are dispersed throughout the site such that no access road could be constructed on the project 
site without steep slopes being disturbed.  Nor can any lot be developed without steep slopes 
being disturbed.  WSP Sells performed a lot-by-lot, improvement-by-improvement analysis 
of slopes disturbance on the Property in four slopes categories – 0-15%, 15-25%, 25-35%, 
and >35% -- and analyzed the amount of steep slopes disturbance required in those same 
categories to build the subdivision roads (Road A and Road B), install utilities and the 
detention basin on the Open Space Parcel, and build the driveways and residences.  (The 
categories of 15-25%, 25-35%, and >35% are the three categories of regulated steep slopes 
disturbance under Chapter 180.)  The data from the analysis is set forth in Table found in 
Response to Comment C2.  The data shows the following with respect to steep slopes 
disturbance on the Property required to build the conventional subdivision plan: 

 

• With respect to the roads, a substantial portion of the proposed steep slopes disturbance 
required to build the FEIS Conventional Plan is attributable to the construction of the 
roads and the provision of access to the lots. The extent and location of such slopes 
disturbance is driven by the need to meet the road geometry and design specifications in 
the Town’s Subdivision Regulations which apply to all new roads regardless of the 
number of homes to be served or the ownership status of them (i.e. public versus private).  

Roads  
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• The road system has been laid out to minimize disturbance and to concentrate regulated 
steep slopes disturbance in the lowest/least steep category.  Of the disturbance required to 
build Roads A and B, the overwhelming majority (over 65%) of it will occur on slopes 
that are not regulated because they fall in the 0-15% category.  Of the approximately 35% 
of disturbance that is regulated (i.e. will occur on slopes of 15% or greater) 
approximately 27% of such disturbance will occur on slopes in the 15-25% category, 
with approximately 4% proposed in the 25-35% category and 3% proposed in the >35% 
category. 
 

• The steep slopes disturbance in the 25-35% and the >35% categories is concentrated at 
the southern end of the Road A, where grading is necessary to achieve the site distance 
from Road A onto Washburn Road, between the Road A/Washburn Road intersection 
and the more gently sloping terrain near Lots 3 through 7 which is necessary to provide 
access to those areas, and at the eastern tip of Road B which is necessary to provide 
access to the lots off the cul-de-sac.   
 

• The property extends from Washburn Road to Carlton Avenue.  There is no other means 
of access to the Property and, therefore, there is no way to subdivide the Property without 
constructing roads from the existing road system.  Shifting the placement of the road 
rights-of-way will not reduce or eliminate steep slopes disturbance, particularly given the 
limited amount of disturbance in the two highest steep slopes categories.  For these 
reasons, the Applicant maintains there is no reasonable alternative to the proposed roads 
and the steep slopes disturbance associated with them. 
 

• With respect to the Drainage improvements, they have also been designed and laid out on 
the Open Space Parcel (i.e. the detention basin) and the individual lots in such a way as to 
limit the amount of regulated steep slopes disturbance.  On the Open Space Parcel, the 
overwhelming majority of the disturbance will occur on unregulated slopes 
(approximately 60% or 10904 s.f.), with approximately 31%  (or 5658 s.f.) to occur on 
slopes in the 15-25% category, approximately 8% (or 1398 s.f.) to occur on slopes in the 
25-35% category and approximately 1% (or 87 s.f.) on slopes in the >35% category. 

Drainage 

 
• The Applicant cannot avoid the need for stormwater management facilities given current 

stormwater regulations.  Gravity dictates that drainage basins be located at lowpoints so 
flows can reach them without the use of mechanical means.  The proposed detention 
basin is located at the lowpoint to where runoff from the road system can be directed, a 
design aspect that maximizes its ability to function and operate as intended and needed.  
The basin is sized to handle road runoff flows and, therefore, it cannot be reduced in size 
to reduce disturbance of steep slopes.  
 

• With respect to disturbance on the Lots, the data and analyses show that qualitatively and 
quantitatively, steep slopes disturbance has been restricted to a reasonable extent and 

Driveways and Lots 
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degree for reasonable purposes.  Specifically, the more extensive steep slopes disturbance 
is access-related.  That is, most of such disturbance on the individual lots is associated 
with grading for the Subdivision Roads that extends onto the lots and the construction of 
driveways providing access to the building sites, and not for construction of the 
residences.   
 

• While steep slopes disturbance is required for the construction of residences on some lots, 
residences are modestly sized (no “McMansion”-type structures are proposed) and have 
been situated on more level areas of lots where practicable taking into consideration the 
need to meet the area, dimensional and setback requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  
By placing buildings on the less steeply sloping sections of the lots, steep slopes 
disturbance for home construction is concentrated mainly in the lower steep slopes 
categories, i.e. in the 15-25% category.  As a result, the extent of disturbance of more 
steeply sloping terrain is minimized.   
 

• An analysis of each lot’s disturbance figures on Table 1-2 reveals the following:   
 
Lot 1 –  Regulated steep slopes disturbance on Lot 1 is limited to road grading work for 
Road A and construction of the driveway providing access to Lot 1 only, the latter to 
occur along a section of the Lot’s frontage on Road A.  No steep slopes disturbance is 
required for the construction of the residence.  Steep slopes disturbance is distributed as 
follows: 

 
 

15-25%  2933 s.f.  Roads      1815 s.f.   
25-35%  538 s.f.  Drainage/Util.           0  
>35%   181 s.f. 
Total              3652 s.f.   House            0 

 Driveway     1837 s.f.   

   
(It bears noting that Lot 1 is an existing lot with frontage on Washburn Road.  The 
Subdivision Proposal would transfer access to the Lot from Washburn Road to 
Road A which would result in one less curb cut on Washburn Road.) 
 

Lot 2 -- Disturbance on Lot 2 is proposed in connection with grading a portion of Road A 
and for the construction of the driveway and the house.  Steep slopes disturbance on the 
Lot is distributed as follows: 

 
15-25% 9333 s.f.  Roads       565 s.f.   
25-35% 2333 s.f.  Drainage/Util.          0 
>35%   129 s.f. 
Total            11794 s.f.   House     8502 s.f. 

 Driveway     2729 s.f. 

 
Disturbance associated with the house is due to the fact that a section of the front of the 
house clips a steep slope area such that any construction of a house in that location will 
require such disturbance.  The house is situated close to the building setback line so it 
cannot be relocated closer to the property line to avoid the steep slopes.  Nor can it be 
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shifted further back on the Lot without requiring the disturbance of even more steeply 
sloping terrain.  However, to the extent steep slopes are disturbed for the construction of 
the house, the overwhelming majority of the regulated slopes disturbance (7013 s.f.) will 
occur in the 15-25% category. 

 
 Lot 3 – There is minimal steep slopes disturbance on Lot 3 for grading for Road A and 
construction of the driveway providing access to the house and the house.  Such 
disturbance is distributed as follows: 

 
15-25% 4329 s.f.  Roads      1751 s.f.  
25-35%     41 s.f.  Drainage/Util.            0 
>35%     25 s.f. 
Total              4375 s.f.   House        626 s.f. 

 Driveway     1998 s.f. 

 
Lot 4 – Similarly, there is extremely minimal steep slopes disturbance on Lot 4 which is 
restricted to grading for Road A and installation of the driveway and which will occur in 
the lowest steep slopes category (i.e. 15-25%).  The disturbance is distributed among 
steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%   947 s.f.  Roads       332 s.f.  
25-35%       0   Drainage/Util.           0 
>35%        0  
Total                947 s.f.   House            0  

  Driveway      615 s.f. 

 
Lot 5 – Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 5 is proposed for grading for Road A and Road B 
and construction of the driveway and residence.   The disturbance is distributed among 
steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25% 2124 s.f.  Roads     2459 s.f.  
25-35%    355 s.f.  Drainage/Util.          0 
>35%     268 s.f.
Total               2747 s.f.   House       264 s.f. 

  Driveway        24 s.f. 

 
Lot 6 – Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 6 is related to grading for Road A and Road B, 
and construction of the driveway and residence.  The extent of disturbance is small but 
where it is proposed, the overwhelming majority occurs on slopes of 15-25%.  The 
disturbance is distributed among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25% 2276 s.f.  Roads    2140 s.f.  
25-35%   308 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%    161 s.f.
Total              2745 s.f.   House      148 s.f. 

  Driveway     308 s.f. 

 
Lot 7 --  Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 7 is required for grading for Road A, the 
installation of utilities on the Lot and construction of the house.  The disturbance is 
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mainly in the 15-25% category with half as much in the 25-35% and >35% categories.  It 
is distributed among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%           2792 s.f.  Roads    4201 s.f.  
25-35% 1270 s.f.  Drainage/Util.        822 s.f.  
>35%  1211 s.f.
Total               5273 s.f.   House       248 s.f. 

  Driveway         2 s.f. 

 
Lot 8 – Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 8 is related to grading for Road A, construction 
of the driveway and construction of the house.  Again, the majority of disturbance is in 
the lowest category of regulated slopes.  The disturbance is distributed among steep 
slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25% 9031 s.f.  Roads    1105 s.f.   
25-35% 5850 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%             1958 s.f.
Total            16839 s.f.   House    5435 s.f. 

  Driveway 10299 s.f. 

 
As noted, a substantial portion of the steep slopes disturbance is associated with the 
construction of the driveway.  While the steep slopes disturbance appears large 
numerically, it involves the gentle alteration of the grades  and, thus, the slopes to tie the 
driveway grade into the grade change for Road A and the elevation of the house at the 
setback line.  The house on Lot 8 has been placed at the front property line setback which 
minimizes steep slopes disturbance associated with it.  Shifting the house north or south, 
or further back on the Lot would result in greater disturbance of even more steeply 
sloping terrain.  Disturbance of regulated slopes in connection with the development of 
the house is even further controlled by providing a garage under design that prevents the 
need for additional grading, the use of a retaining wall in the rear of the residence and 
inclusion of a small patio off the back of the residence to provide a minimal amount of 
usable outdoor space for the residents of the Lot.  

 
Lot 9 -- Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 9 is related to construction of the driveway, 
grading around the house (the house pad is situated in a section of the Lot where no steep 
slopes are located), and installation of a connection to the detention basin on the Open 
Space Parcel.  The disturbance is distributed among steep slopes categories and 
improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%  8167 s.f.  Roads          0   
25-35%  6213 s.f.  Drainage/Util.     856 s.f. 
>35%               2822 s.f.
Total             17202 s.f.   House    2568 s.f. 

  Driveway 13788 s.f. 

 
As the foregoing demonstrates, the overwhelming majority of steep slopes disturbance 
for the development of Lot 9 is related to the driveway access, which cannot be avoided.  
However, such disturbance has been limited, in part, by the use of a garage under 
residence design.  Steep slopes disturbance for the driveway has been minimized by the 
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use of a retaining wall alongside the driveway to transition the existing grades between 
the edge of Road A and the far side of the Lot.  Grading around the house and between 
Lots 9 and 10 has been contained by the use of a retaining wall alongside and to the rear 
of the house and the house-under garage design that contains the building footprint.  The 
wall functions to tie the grading of Lot 9 into the grading of Lot 10.  The Applicant 
examined whether shifting the house further back on Lot 9 would reduce grading of steep 
slopes and found that it would not. 

 
Lot 10 --  Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 10 is required for Road A, the installation of 
drainage and utilities on the Lot and construction of the driveway and house.  The 
disturbance is distributed among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%           5623 s.f.  Roads    2234 s.f.   
25-35% 6724 s.f.  Drainage/Util.        269 s.f.  
>35%  1870 s.f.
Total             14217 s.f.   House    7740 s.f. 

  Driveway   3974 s.f. 

 
The steep slopes disturbance for the Road is to create the requisite site distance at the 
Road A/Washburn Road intersection as required under the Town’s roadway and 
subdivision design requirements and specifications.  Placement of the driveway on Lot 10 
is dictated by the need to maintain a certain separation distance from the Road 
A/Washburn Road intersection.  The house is placed at or about the front yard setback 
and as tight to the front property line as allowed under zoning.  As with the house on Lots 
8 and 9, a garage under design and retaining walls along the rear of the residence have 
been utilized to contain the building footprint and minimize the amount of grading 
required to develop the site.  Steep slopes disturbance associated with the house, while 
the largest component of steep slopes disturbance on Lot 10, covers an area 
approximately the size of a tennis court.  
 
Lot 11 -- Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 11 is related mainly to the construction of the 
driveway with a small portion attributable to the construction of the house.   The 
disturbance is distributed among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%            11370 s.f.  Roads          0   
25-35%                531 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%                 183 s.f.
Total             12084 s.f.   House      338 s.f. 

  Driveway 11746 s.f. 

 
The amount of steep slopes disturbance for the driveway is caused, in part, by the need to 
tie the driveway into the grading for Road B and the desire to locate the house on the 
non-steep section of the Lot, towards its rear.  Location of the residence closer to Road B 
would result in comparable steep slopes disturbance and, therefore, is not a design 
alternative that would reduce steep slopes disturbance.  Again, a garage-under design and 
a retaining wall along the left side of the driveway are utilized to contain the building 
footprint and minimize the extent of grading of steep slopes associated with the 
construction of the improvements. 
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Lot 12 -- Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 12 is related mainly to the construction of the 
driveway with a small portion attributable to grading of the Subdivision Road and other 
disturbance related to the construction of the house.   The disturbance is distributed 
among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%            10023 s.f.  Roads          0   
25-35%            10472 s.f.  Drainage/Util.   1378 s.f. 
>35%               1378 s.f.
Total             25702 s.f.   House    5052 s.f. 

  Driveway 19272 s.f. 

 
The greatest extent of steep slopes disturbance is attributable to the driveway which is a 
consequence of the grade to which Road B must be held and the manner in which its cul-
de-sac must be graded in order to meet the roadway specifications in the Town’s 
Subdivision Regulations.  Because of these requirements, the cul-de-sac ends up at a 
higher elevation than where a house can be situated in conformance with the building 
setback lines which exaggerates the amount of grading required to tie the driveway and 
house pad into the road elevation.  Measures have been employed to minimize the 
amount of grading needed for the house including the use of a garage-under home design 
and retaining walls along the side of the driveway and the side and rear of the residence. 

 
Lot 13 – For the same reasons as described in the discussion for Lot 12 above, steep 
slopes disturbance on Lot 13 is related mainly to the construction of the driveway with a 
portion attributable to the construction of the house.   The disturbance is distributed 
among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%          157890 s.f.  Roads          0   
25-35%              7349 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%               1162 s.f.
Total             24300 s.f.  House   5903 s.f. 

  Driveway 18397 s.f. 

 
As in the case of Lot 12, the greatest extent of steep slopes disturbance on Lot 13 is 
attributable to the driveway and is a consequence of the grade to which Road B must be 
held and the manner in which its cul-de-sac must be situated and graded to meet the 
roadway specifications in the Town’s Subdivision Regulations.  As a consequence of 
these requirements, the cul-de-sac ends up at a higher elevation than where a house can 
be situated in conformance with the building setback lines which exaggerates the amount 
of grading required to tie the driveway into the road elevation.  Measures employed to 
minimize the amount of grading needed for the house include the use of a garage-under 
home design and retaining walls along the side of the driveway and the rear of the 
residence. 

 
Lot 14 – Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 14 is related mainly to the construction of the 
driveway with a portion associated with the construction of the house.  Such disturbance 
is largely restricted to the 15-25% category, with a very small amount in the 25-35% 
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category and no disturbance of slopes greater than 35%.   The disturbance is distributed 
among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%              7855 s.f.  Roads          0   
25-35%                648 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%                      0 s.f.
Total                8503 s.f.  House   3010 s.f. 

  Driveway  5493 s.f.  

 
The steep slopes disturbance is linked mainly to the need to tie in the grades between the 
residences on Lots 13 and 14 and 14 and 15. 

 
Lot 15 – Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 15 is also attributable to the construction of the 
driveway with a portion associated with the construction of the house.  Such disturbance 
is largely restricted to the 15-25% category, with a small amount in the 25-35% category 
and an extremely small amount of disturbance on slopes greater than 35%.   The 
disturbance is distributed among steep slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25%            12718 s.f.  Roads          0   
25-35%              1443 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%                440 s.f.
Total             14601 s.f.  House   9067 s.f. 

  Driveway  5534 s.f. 

 
Notably, a portion of the steep slopes disturbance for the house, particularly on slopes 
greater than 35%, is located in an area of created steep slopes, i.e. in an area that has been 
used over time as a mulch pile for grass clippings from the larger estate parcel owned by 
Susan Saunders to the west.  Thus, while such disturbance qualifies as regulated steep 
slopes disturbance, the area was previously disturbed and the natural grade is not what is 
being affected. 

 
Lot 16 -- Steep slopes disturbance on Lot 16 is related to the grading of the road, and the 
construction of the driveway and house.   The disturbance is distributed among steep 
slopes categories and improvements as follows: 

 
15-25% 4308 s.f.  Roads      825 s.f.   
25-35%   610 s.f.  Drainage/Util.         0 
>35%               382 s. f.
Total             5300 s.f.   House    2375 s.f. 

  Driveway   2100 s.f. 

 
As in the case of Lot 15, a portion of the steep slopes disturbance for the house, 
particularly on slopes greater than 35%, is located in an area of created steep slopes, i.e. 
in an area that has been used over time as a mulch pile for grass clippings from the larger 
estate parcel owned by Susan Saunders to the west.  Thus, while such disturbance 
qualifies as regulated steep slopes disturbance, the area was previously disturbed and the 
natural grade is not modified. 
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Elimination of lots in order to eliminate or reduce steep slopes disturbance associated 
therewith is not, in the Applicant’s view, a reasonable alternative.  The Property was 
purchased and the current application was filed before the steep slopes disturbance 
regulations were enacted.   As the figures in Table 1-2 show and the foregoing discussion 
demonstrates, lot-related steep slopes disturbance is mainly a factor of driveway 
placement which is a factor of road geometry and design specifications in the Town’s 
regulations, not an aesthetic design consideration of the Applicant’s.  Mitigation in the 
form of a modestly-sized house foot-print, house placement, garage-under design and the 
use of retaining walls to transition to existing grade has been integrated into the 
conventional plan.  In the Applicant’s view, such mitigation makes consideration of 
elimination of lots unnecessary, not to mention unreasonable. 
 

2. Stormwater runoff is limited on the FEIS Conventional Plan.  ±2.85 acres of impervious 
surface are proposed, of which ±1.25 acres are attributable to the access roads.  A 
conceptual stormwater management plan has been designed that will ensure a zero 
increase in rate of runoff from the newly created impervious surfaces and which will treat 
stormwater runoff in accordance with the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation’s (“DEC”) and the Town’s stormwater regulations. 
 

3. Limited terracing of building sites is proposed on Lots 9 and 10, where terracing will 
reduce the amount of grading and creates flexibility in the layout of the proposed 
improvements.   
 

4. Within the constraints of the Town Road and Driveway specifications and requirements, 
roads and driveways follow the natural topography to the greatest extent possible without 
compromising health, safety or public welfare in the design of the accessways.   
 

5. The Ecological Study in the DEIS documents that there are no endangered species of 
flora or fauna on the site; that while the proposed development will require disturbance to 
vegetation that serves a habitat value on the site, the combination of remaining 
woodlands and landscaping that will be required as part of the development of each lot 
will be sufficient to mitigate any potential impact to wildlife.  (The site is so heavily 
vegetated that the required replacement density is a negative number.) 
  

6. The ridgeline relevant to the project site is offsite, approximately 165 feet north of 
Stonington Drive, approximately at elevation 440.  From this ridgeline, the topography 
falls off to the north towards Route 9A/100 and south towards the Taconic State 
Parkway.  The highest elevation on the project site is elevation 380, which is 60 feet 
vertically below the ridge.  (DEIS Exhibit III.C-3.)  The natural elevations and vegetative 
cover to be disturbed on the property is not at the crest of the ridge.  In addition, 
disturbance of vegetative cover and natural elevations at highpoints on the property is 
minimized and extensive vegetative cover around the perimeter of the site is maintained 
to screen the areas of disturbance from offsite views. 
 

7. Regrading blends in with natural contours without an excessive use of retaining walls. 
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8. Cuts and fills are rounded off to eliminate sharp angles.   
 

9. The slopes on cuts and fills do not exceed 2:1except where retaining walls are provided. 
 

10. The Applicant recognizes that the cut and fill slopes will have to be constructed in 
accordance with the recommendations of a geotechnical engineer and have to be 
approved by the Town Engineer and that the applicable standard will be that the cut and 
fill sections and houses will have to be sufficiently separated to ensure the safety of the 
structures in the event of failure of the cut or fill slopes. In those instances where the 
Applicant will not adhere to the general standard separation distance, foundation walls 
and retaining walls will be designed to address the setback from the top and bottom of the 
cut and fills as recommended by a geotechnical engineer.   
 

11. In the event rock removal is required, mechanical methods will be employed first 
followed by blasting but only if necessary.  In the event of blasting, governing blasting 
protocols in the Town Code will be followed.  (See DEIS pages III.C-7, C-8)   
 

12. Disturbance of steep slopes will occur in workable units and within each phase, in 
incremental steps. The FEIS Conventional Plan would be built in 5 phases, each of which 
is substantially less than five acres, the amount permitted by NYSDEC under the SPDES 
General Permit.  Phase 1 is 2.7 acres; Phase 2 is 3.10 acres; Phase 3 is 2.55 acres; and 
Phase 4 is 2.8 acres.  Phase 5 (the majority of house construction) would require no 
additional disturbance. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (detailed 
sediment and erosion control plan, construction sequencing plan, and measures for 
temporary and permanent stabilization and stormwater management), will be approved 
by the Town and followed for the development of the project.  The Construction 
Sequencing Plan and Erosion Control Measures (Exhibit I-3) include, among other 
things, the use of redundant erosion control measures during construction and, on more 
steeply sloping terrain, the use of rolled erosion control measures to achieve permanent 
stabilization more quickly to minimize and manage the potential impacts associated with 
steep slopes disturbance. 
 

13. The erosion and sedimentation control plan, when finalized, will specify the time table 
for removal of vegetation ground cover (not more than 15 days before grading) and 
temporary and permanent stabilization thereof. 
 

14. Specifically, the erosion and sedimentation control plan will provide that temporary soil 
stabilization will be installed within two days of final grading and permanent stabilization 
will be installed within 15 days of establishing the final grade. 
 

15. The erosion and sedimentation control plan will further provide that soil stabilization will 
occur where final grading is not expected within 60 days.   
 

16. The soil and erosion control measures that will be employed will meet the Best 
Management Practices Manual. 
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17. The selection and design of the temporary and permanent erosion control measures will 
be based, in part, on the soils rating characteristics of the disturbed areas as set forth in 
the Westchester County Soils Survey.    
 

18. Topsoil will be removed, stockpiled and stabilized. 
 

19. No topsoil or wood chips retained for later stabilization efforts will be stockpiled on 
slopes greater than 10%. 
 

20. Compaction of soils in fill areas will be done so as to provide sufficient support to 
structures and stabilization for the intended activities in those areas.   
  

21. The design requirements and specifications to which roadways and driveways are subject 
dictate where cuts and fills are required.  While architectural plans have not yet been 
designed (to do so before a lot count and layout are established makes no sense), the 
Applicant recognizes that it will be required to obtain site plan approval for the 
development of houses on each lot and the Applicant has already acknowledged in the 
DEIS that the design of the houses to fit the topography of the lots (such as the use of the 
garage-under design) is one way slope disturbance is minimized.  Having said that, the 
FEIS Conventional Plan illustrates conceptual footprints the grading for which blends 
into the hillside rather than cuts it out, where practicable.   
   

22. Those footprints and the road and driveway layouts are sited where they are least likely to 
impact natural land forms, to the extent practicable. 
 

23. Under the Tree Ordinance, the property is so heavily treed that no revegetation is 
required under the Town’s replacement density formula.  Nevertheless, the Applicant has 
provided in the DEIS a typical landscaping plan emphasizing the use of indigenous 
vegetation that would be adapted to each of the lots, the exact nature of which on any 
particular lot would be determined at the time of site plan approval. 
   

24. The proposed lots on the FEIS Conventional Plan meet the requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 

25. The Construction Plans make clear that adequate access for construction equipment can 
and will be provided so that such equipment can stay within the limits of disturbance. 
   

For these reasons, the layout of the roads, lots, and driveways on the FEIS Conventional Plan 
takes into consideration steep slopes and meet the standards of that Ordinance. 

 
All measures for the control of erosion and sedimentation, both temporary and permanent, are 
consistent with NYSDEC standards and were included in Appendix C: Stormwater 
Management Plan of the DEIS. 

 
The Applicant contends that the Conventional Layout meets the standards for determining 
maximum density.  These criteria were then used as a basis for the preparation of the 
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Conservation Layout to further mitigate impacts to the existing steep slopes of the site.  This 
Conservation Layout “clusters” the lots in a different arrangement which results in less disturbed 
area.  The comparisons between the Conventional and Conservation Layouts are provided in 
Table I-3.  The table reveals that the Conservation Layout disturbs less overall area by ± 2.08 
acres.  More importantly, the steeper slopes (very steep and excessively steep) are being 
impacted significantly less, by approximately 0.73 acres and site coverage by 10 percent. 
 

Alternatives 
See Attached Table I-3.   



 
 

Table I-2  
Conventional Subdivision Plan Steep Slope disturbance and Mitigation 

    LOT 1 LOT 2 LOT 3 LOT 4 LOT 5 LOT 6 LOT 7 LOT 8 LOT 9 
  

 
 AREA =  46,614  AREA = 40,390  AREA =  42,166  AREA =  43,709  AREA = 50,019  AREA =  41,047  AREA = 41,664  AREA = 41,640  AREA =  40,500  

  
 

SF % of LOT SF 
% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT 

  ROADS                                   
  0% - 15% 684.3 1.5% 147.2 0.4% 27.2 0.1% 2861.9 6.5% 8018.1 16.0% 5865.6 14.3% 4980.3 12.0% 197.6 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 
  15% - 25% 1249.7 2.7% 442.0 1.1% 1707.9 4.1% 332.0 0.8% 1836.2 3.7% 1671.4 4.1% 2201.8 5.3% 630.0 1.5% 76.4 0.2% 
  25% - 35% 441.9 0.9% 121.5 0.3% 40.7 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 354.6 0.7% 308.2 0.8% 790.1 1.9% 677.8 1.6% 893.6 2.2% 
  > 35% 122.9 0.3% 0.5 0.0% 2.3 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 268.0 0.5% 160.8 0.4% 1209.4 2.9% 836.9 2.0% 488.0 1.2% 

  DRAINAGE/UTILTIES (OUTSIDE 
ROAD R.O.W.)                                   

  0% - 15% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 241.6 0.6% 0.0 0.0% 2342.0 5.8% 
  15% - 25% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 342.0 0.8% 0.0 0.0% 509.0 1.3% 
  25% - 35% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 480.1 1.2% 0.0 0.0% 347.1 0.9% 
  > 35% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 

  HOUSES                                   
  0% - 15% 6569.9 14.1% 2180.7 5.4% 3911.8 9.3% 5336.8 12.2% 3141.8 6.3% 5198.7 12.7% 4475.6 10.7% 437.4 1.1% 2682.8 6.6% 
  15% - 25% 0.0 0.0% 7012.7 17.4% 626.3 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 263.9 0.5% 147.8 0.4% 246.9 0.6% 3146.2 7.6% 1686.7 4.2% 
  25% - 35% 0.0 0.0% 1489.3 3.7% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1952.3 4.7% 244.2 0.6% 
  > 35% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.9 0.0% 336.7 0.8% 636.7 1.6% 

  DRIVEWAYS                                   
  0% - 15% 5100.0 10.9% 3529.5 8.7% 1769.3 4.2% 5639.0 12.9% 3494.9 7.0% 21316.9 51.9% 7999.3 19.2% 1043.3 2.5% 2941.9 7.3% 
  15% - 25% 1682.5 3.6% 1878.0 4.6% 1998.2 4.7% 615.4 1.4% 24.0 0.0% 456.5 1.1% 0.6 0.0% 5254.4 12.6% 6394.2 15.8% 
  25% - 35% 96.2 0.2% 721.7 1.8% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 3219.3 7.7% 5008.3 12.4% 
  > 35% 57.6 0.1% 128.6 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.5 0.0% 983.9 2.4% 1746.9 4.3% 
Steep Slopes Disturbance Mitigation See notes 1 and 3 See notes 2 and 3 See notes 1 and 3 See notes 1 and 3  See notes 1 and 3  See notes 1 and 3 See notes 1 and 3 See notes 3 and 4 See notes 3 and 5 
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Table I-2 cont.  
Conventional Subdivision Plan Steep Slope disturbance and Mitigation 

 LOT 10 LOT 11 LOT 12 LOT 13 LOT 14 LOT 15 LOT 16 ROAD A + B OPEN SPACE TOTAL 
 AREA =  44,112  AREA = 45,140  AREA = 47,171  AREA = 40,248  AREA = 40,052  AREA = 62,532  AREA = 149,161  AREA = 111,838  AREA = 59,578  AREA 

SF 
% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF 

% of 
LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT (ACRES) 

  ROADS                                     
0% - 15% 3804.1 8.6% 0.0 0.0% 243.7 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 1399.9 3.5% 0.0 0.0% 228.4 0.2% 73335.7 65.6% 0.0 0.0% 2.34 
15% - 25% 537.0 1.2% 0.0 0.0% 677.6 1.4% 2324.1 5.8% 565.8 1.4% 0.0 0.0% 480.7 0.3% 30113.0 26.9% 0.0 0.0% 1.03 
25% - 35% 649.7 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 878.3 1.9% 2026.0 5.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 87.8 0.1% 4313.1 3.9% 0.0 0.0% 0.27 
> 35% 1047.2 2.4% 0.0 0.0% 979.7 2.1% 204.5 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 256.1 0.2% 4076.5 3.6% 0.0 0.0% 0.22 

  
DRAINAGE/UTILTIES 
(OUTSIDE ROAD 
R.O.W.) 

                                  
  

0% - 15% 198.7 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 932.7 2.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 10903.8 18.3% 0.34 
15% - 25% 27.0 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 874.1 1.9% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 5657.7 9.5% 0.17 
25% - 35% 127.3 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 474.8 1.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1398.1 2.3% 0.06 
> 35% 114.7 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 29.4 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 86.8 0.1% 0.01 

  HOUSES                                     
0% - 15% 172.3 0.4% 8690.5 19.3% 236.3 0.5% 835.0 2.1% 5920.3 14.8% 2218.0 3.5% 5040.5 3.4% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1.31 
15% - 25% 2303.4 5.2% 332.6 0.7% 624.8 1.3% 4526.7 11.2% 2813.1 7.0% 7509.1 12.0% 2258.0 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.77 
25% - 35% 4825.2 10.9% 4.9 0.0% 2700.8 5.7% 1009.0 2.5% 196.9 0.5% 1127.5 1.8% 79.6 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.31 
> 35% 612.1 1.4% 0.0 0.0% 1475.6 3.1% 367.3 0.9% 0.0 0.0% 429.9 0.7% 37.1 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.09 

  DRIVEWAYS                                     
0% - 15% 3850.0 8.7% 19730.1 43.7% 648.4 1.4% 4657.6 11.6% 5404.4 13.5% 1893.9 3.0% 6099.8 4.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 2.18 
15% - 25% 2755.6 6.2% 11036.5 24.4% 9016.4 19.1% 8938.1 22.2% 3778.2 9.4% 5209.2 8.3% 1569.4 1.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1.39 
25% - 35% 1122.2 2.5% 526.2 1.2% 6717.1 14.2% 4313.9 10.7% 0.0 0.0% 314.7 0.5% 442.3 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.52 
> 35% 95.9 0.2% 183.2 0.4% 2472.1 5.2% 590.4 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 10.3 0.0% 88.5 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.15 
Steep Slopes Disturbance 

Mitigation See notes 3 and 5 See notes 3 and 4 See notes 3 and 4  See notes 3 and 6 See note 3 and 6 See note 1 and 3 See note 2 and 3 See note 7 See Note 8 

  
Notes for Table 1-2. 
Note 1: House placement minimizes disturbance of steep slopes.  
Note 2: Retaining walls used to contain grading around house to minimize steep slopes disturbance.  
Note 3: Construction of infrastructure and houses over the course of 5 Phases means that limited acreage in a discrete area is disturbed at a time.  DEC Regulations allow up to 5 acres of disturbance.  Applicant proposes as 
follows: Phase 1 – 2.7 acres; Phase 2 – 3.1 acres; Phase 3 – 2.55 acres; Phase 4 – 2.8 acres; Phase 5 – no additional disturbance; Redundant erosion control measures – silt fence to be installed at limits of disturbance and at 
bottom of slope of each ¼ acre area of  disturbance; Incremental construction of improvements – construction sequencing plan is designed with the intent to construct roads, achieve desired lot grading, stabilize slopes and 
install utilities before any house construction occurs.  Houses to be built when all site work is completed. Initial clearing will occur incrementally.  Rough paths/roads will be established in order to get vehicles and equipment 
into the site before more intense clearing and grading operations occur; Wood chips from tree clearing operations will be stockpiled on gentle slopes and reused for stabilization purposes; Inspection of erosion and 
sedimentation control measures will follow a strict schedule; Temporary stormwater treatment and control measures will be constructed as each phase is constructed.  Design is to capture potentially sediment laden runoff and 
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keep it from being discharged offsite.  Eventually measures will be converted into permanent stormwater treatment and control measures that will function to prevent any increase in the rate of runoff leaving the site in the 
post-development condition; Permanent vegetative cover on steeper slopes will be achieved through the use of rolled erosion control products (i.e. photodegradable mats).   
Note 4: Grading and, therefore steep slopes disturbance is limited by use of garage under design and retaining walls along driveway and in rear of house.  Retaining walls facilitate a more efficient transition to grade around 
the house which limits steep slopes disturbance.  
Note 5: Grading and, therefore, steep slopes disturbance is limited by placement of house, coupled with garage under design and use of retaining walls along the driveway and between the house sites on Lots 9 and 10.  
Retaining walls facilitate a more efficient transition to grade around the house which limits steep slopes disturbance.  
Note 6: Garage under design and the use of retaining walls along the side of the driveway, the rear of the residence and between the house sites on Lots 13 and 14 minimize extent of grading required to tie the driveway into 
the road grade and to transition the grade around the house and between Lots 13 and 14. Retaining walls facilitate a more efficient transition to grade and, therefore, limit steep slopes disturbance.   
Note 7: Construction of Roads over the course of 4 Phases meaning that limited acreage in a discrete area is disturbed at a time.  DEC Regulations allow up to 5 acres of disturbance.  Applicant proposes as follows: Phase 1 – 
2.7 acres; Phase 2 – 3.1 acres Phase 3 – 2.55 acres Phase 4 – 2.8 acres;  Redundant erosion control measures – silt fence to be installed at limits of disturbance and at bottom of slope of each ¼ acre disturbed; Incremental 
construction of improvements – construction sequencing plan is designed with the intent to construct roads, achieve desired lot grading, stabilize slopes and install utilities before any house construction occurs.  Houses to be 
built when all site work is completed; Clearing will occur incrementally.  Rough paths/roads will be constructed to get vehicles and equipment into the site for the more intense clearing and grading operations; Wood chips 
from tree clearing operations will be stockpiled on gentle slopes and reused for stabilization purposes. Inspection of erosion and sedimentation control measures will follow a strict schedule. Temporary stormwater treatment 
and control measures will be constructed as each phase is constructed and will eventually be converted into permanent stormwater treatment and control measures. Permanent vegetative cover on steeper slopes will be 
accomplished through the use of rolled erosion control products (i.e. photodegradable mats).  
Note 8: Placement of the basin at the low point and the connection to the road drainage system were done to maximize the operation and effectiveness of the system; Construction of infrastructure and houses over the course 
of 5 Phases means that limited acreage in a discrete area is disturbed at a time.  DEC Regulations allow up to 5 acres of disturbance.  Applicant proposes as follows: Phase 1 – 2.7 acres; Phase 2 – 3.1 acres; Phase 3 – 2.55 
acres; Phase 4 – 2.8 acres; Phase 5 – no additional disturbance; Redundant erosion control measures – silt fence to be installed at limits of disturbance and at bottom of slope of each ¼ acre disturbed; Incremental construction 
of improvements – construction sequencing plan is designed with the intent to construct roads, achieve desired lot grading, stabilize slopes and install utilities before any house construction occurs.  Houses to be built when all 
site work is completed. Clearing will occur incrementally.  Rough paths/roads will be constructed to get vehicles and equipment into the site for the more intense clearing and grading operations. Wood chips from tree 
clearing operations will be stockpiled on gentle slopes and reused for stabilization purposes. Inspection of erosion and sedimentation control measures will follow a strict schedule. Temporary stormwater treatment and 
control measures will be constructed as each phase is constructed and will eventually be converted into permanent stormwater treatment and control measures. Permanent vegetative cover on steeper slopes will be 
accomplished through the use of rolled erosion control products (i.e. photodegradable mats).  
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Table I-3 
Comparison of Impacts 

 
 

FEIS Review 
Items Proposed Action Conventional Layout Conservation Layout with All Homes Clustered Alternative Site Access 

(No Through Road) 

Reduced density 
subdivision that 

avoids steep 
slopes, ridgelines 

and other site 
constraints 

Site 
Disturbance 

• ±9.07 acres of total disturbance • ± 11.15 acres of total disturbance • ±9.07 acres  of total disturbance 
• ±0.89 acres of disturbance on slopes greater than 25% 

± 8.92 acres 
± 1.87 acres disturbance on 

slopes greater than 25%  

• No disturbance 
would occur on any 
slopes greater than 

25%.  Therefore, no 
roads would be 

constructed 
throughout the site, 

prohibiting access to 
any land that may be 

used for lots, 
preventing any 

development on the 
site.   

• ±0.89 acres of disturbance on 
slopes greater than 25% 

• ±1.62 acres of disturbance on slopes greater than 
25% 

Taxes/Socio-
Economic 

• Taxes Generated would be 
$535,000 

• Taxes Generated would be approximately 
$621,448 

• Taxes Generated would be approximately $535,000  Taxes generated would be 
approximately $545,408 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

• Trip generation Peak AM is 23 • Trip generation Peak AM is 23 •Trip Generation would be similar to the Proposed Action • Trip generation Peak AM is 
22 

• Trip generation Peak PM is 22 • Trip generation Peak PM is 22 •Trip Generation would be similar to the Proposed Action • Trip generation Peak PM is 
19 

Land Use and 
Zoning 

• R-40 Single-Family Residential • R-40 Single-Family Residential • 16 new units - based on capacity of conventional plan • 14 new units 
• 16 new units - based on capacity 
of conventional plan 

• As-of-right 16 lots 
• Would utilize a road configuration comparable to 
the one contemplated for the Proposed Action with 
the exception of new Road C to access the proposed 
empty-nester residences 

Community 
Facilities and 

Services 

• Approximately 9.55 acres of open 
space 

• Approximately  1.37 acres of open space • Approximately 10.7 acres of open space • Approximately 5.06 acres of 
open space 

• Approximately 51 new residents • Approximately 58 new residents • New Residents would be similar to Proposed Action • Approximately 52 new 
residents 

• Approximately 12 new school-
aged children 

Approximately 14 new public-school school-aged 
children 

• New public-School school-aged children would be similar to Proposed Action Approximately 13 new 
public-school school-aged 
children 
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Comment II1: 
All project related permits and approvals needed from the Village of Briarcliff Manor need to be 
indicated in Table I-1.  The Applicant must obtain a curb cut permit for access to Washburn 
Road, a Village Road and a road opening permit for installation of a sewer line in Washburn 
Road, as well as all permits and approvals associated with the connection to the Village’s 
municipal water supply.   

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response II1: 
Comment noted.  Table I-1 has been updated to reflect the permits needed from the Village of 
Briarcliff Manor 
 
Comment II2: 
Further, any other approvals needed from the Village related to the extension of the proposed 
sewer main through the Village will also need to be included. 

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response II2: 
See response to Comment II-1. 
 
Comment II3: 
Table II-2 should be updated to reflect the comments raised above in Comment 1 (Permit table). 

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response II3: 
Comment noted, see response to Comment II-1. 
 
Comment II4: 
Exhibit II-1 should be updated to more clearly demarcate existing municipal boundaries. 

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response II4: 
Comment noted, see revised Exhibit II-1. 
 
Comment II5: 
The next general comment is that this is a document of the Board, it’s frequent use of various 
phrases such as “the Applicant’s opinion” and so on, and clearly these are inappropriate and I 
question whether that shouldn’t be a statement of fact. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response II5: 
In certain instances, the Lead Agency may, or may not, agree with the conclusions reached by 
the Applicant.  In such cases, the Applicant believes it is appropriate to preface the conclusion 
that it is in their opinion.  As part of the responses to this FEIS, the Lead Agency may have a 
different point of view of specific conclusions then the Applicant and would be so noted. 
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Comment II6: 
That the terms of the Countryside declaration apply to (indiscernible) lot D8.  The Applicant 
disagrees.  Again this is to my point about the wording. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response II6: 
The Applicant is not prohibited in the DEIS or FEIS from ensuring that its position with respect 
to matters addressed therein is reflected in those documents.  There is nothing inappropriate or 
improper about the Applicant stating its disagreement with a point made by a member of the 
public or a municipal board/agency/department.  Further, the Applicant must ensure that 
statements that can be viewed as opinions of the Applicant’s be clearly attributed to the 
Applicant in the DEIS and FEIS.  
 
Comment II7: 
Is the Village of Briarcliff going to be informed that this project is in progress? 

Vincent Marcheca, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 

Response II7: 
The Village of Briarcliff Manor has been included in the distribution of the DEIS and will be 
forwarded a copy of the FEIS.  As indicated in Response to Comment II-1 the Village of 
Briarcliff Manor will need to be consulted for a variety of permits as part of eventual site 
construction. 
 
Comment II8: 
I.-B. 4th par: cites Appendix A: Conventional & Conservation Layout Plans.  But Appendix A 
instead a SEQR doc.  The plan appendices are L. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response II8: 
Comment noted. The Schematic Site Plans were included as Appendix L in the DEIS. 
 
Comment II9: 
II.-B.1. “Project Purpose and Need”  Applicant feels project would satisfy need and desire of 
empty nesters to “downsize” to low-maintenance housing within the town and area they already 
live.  To this, planning board should note site’s very close proximity to Taconic Pkwy, which 
borders site.  Board should consider noise level from parkway, which can be excessively loud, 
and also should note that cluster homes of project (which Applicant states would be preferred by 
empty nesters) will be closer to parkway than most of the single-family homes.  I would think 
empty nesters are particularly susceptible to road noise and would shy away from moving to a 
new home that was subject to loud highway noise levels. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response II9: 
As noted in Section III H.1 of the DEIS and as indicated in the 2006 Enrollment Projection Study 
prepared on behalf of the Briarcliff Manor School District (p.21) over one-third of the owner 
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occupied housing units are occupied by an age group who is generally referred to as empty-
nesters who typically consider downsizing their home sometime in their past 55 years.  The 
Applicant proposes to construct an upscale residential community with a homeowner’s 
association to manage the upkeep and landscaping.  The proposed layout includes extensive open 
space as a site amenity and buffer.  It is unclear from the comment raised as to what constitutes 
excessively loud. The Taconic Parkway allows typical passenger vehicles but prohibits 
commercial truck traffic which could have a greater impact on surrounding properties.  
Approximately 9.07 acres of the total ±30 acres are proposed to be disturbed to allow for the 
Proposed Action.  As indicated in Appendix H Sheet 12 Tree Plan – East Side Conservation, 
extensive areas of the site will remain undisturbed.  Of the 2,543 trees greater than 4 inches dbh, 
approximately 491 are proposed to be removed. In addition, there is approximately 50 feet of 
vegetated right of way along the Taconic Parkway.   The presence of existing stands of mature 
trees will continue to act as a buffer between the Taconic Parkway and the Proposed Action. The 
Applicant notes that throughout Westchester County there are numerous instances where 
successful residential developments have been built next to roadways, train lines and airports. 
 
Comment II10: 
“The Applicant has proposed that an existing paved path system be modified and updated for use 
by project residents as a passive recreation component.”  But this path system is not shown on 
either site plan.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response II10: 
Comment noted.  There is an existing paved path system on the Project Site, some parts of which 
will be removed to accommodate certain proposed improvements, thereby disconnecting the 
system in places.  The Applicant has examined preliminarily how the path system would be 
reconnected and whether the reconnections would have any impact on the drainage system for 
the Subdivision.  The Applicant proposes a gravel path as depicted on Exhibit II-10– Enhanced 
Path System - Conservation Layout, which minimizes additional disturbance to the existing site 
by avoiding the removal of any trees and/or shrubbery.  The gravel path does not increase the 
amount of impervious surface and therefore will not affect the stormwater management plan for 
the subdivision.  This enhanced path system has been placed in the open space for common use. 
 
Comment II11: 
Page II-3 – 1st ¶ - What is the source of water for the on-site irrigation system? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response II11: 
The Applicant proposes to use existing on-site wells for irrigation consistent with existing 
conditions.  No new irrigation wells are proposed or necessary 
 
Comment II12: 
Page II-3 – 7th ¶ - The narrative indicates that “standard sized lots” are proposed utilizing 
clustering provisions. Isn’t the intent of the cluster concept to abandon standard sized lots in 
favor of flexibly configured lots, which achieve the goals of preserving open space and 
protecting sensitive environmental features? Additionally, the creation of an “intimate setting” 
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should not be identified as a goal of the cluster subdivision. The cluster subdivision process 
should not be used to by-pass existing zoning controls for marketing purposes, but as noted 
above, to preserve open space and the site’s sensitive environmental features. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response II12: 
The Applicant intends on creating a subdivision that is designed with additional flexibility that 
clustering provides.  The additional flexibility allows for the creation of ±9.55 acres of open 
space.  Compared to the FEIS Conventional Plan, the revised concept plan reduces overall site 
disturbance by ± 2.08 acres; impervious surface area by ±0.27 acres; and disturbance to steep 
slopes by ±1.61 acres.  As indicated on Exhibit I-1, the Applicant has prepared an as of right 
subdivision layout that conforms to all of the lot and bulk regulations in the Town of Mt. 
Pleasant Zoning Code.  The conventional subdivision layout conforms to Section 227-9.B of the 
Town Code in establishing the maximum density permissible considering all applicable 
regulations including those governing steep slopes disturbance.  (refer to the Executive Summary 
and Section C for the Conventional Plan’s compliance with steep slopes disturbance standards). 
 
Comment II13: 
Page II-3 – 7th ¶ - It is noted that the units will not be age restricted, but will there be any 
restrictions on the number of occupants (thereby assuring that the “empty nester” goal is 
achieved). 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response II13:  
There will be no formal covenant recorded against the property to restrict the number of 
occupants.  The number will be limited by the number of bedrooms and the compact, efficient 
design of the subdivision and control over facilities which are expected to attract an “empty 
nester” population. However, the Applicant has prepared the demographic analysis as if the 
project was not targeted towards a specific age group.  The Applicant contends that the analysis 
is conservative in its approach.  Applying an empty nester multiplier (2.17) to the attached unit  
component would yield a projected population of approximately 17, when combined with the 
population projection from the detached single family produces a projected population of 46 
compared to the worst case projection of 51 residents.  
 
Comment II14: 
Page II-4 – 2nd ¶ - Does the applicant intend to address any green building standards or seek 
LEED certification, such as the two applicable categories of LEED for Homes, or LEED for 
Neighborhood Development? Such a green building commitment is recommended. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response II14: 
The Applicant notes that there are no municipal regulations requiring the development of new 
residential communities to meet LEED for Homes or LEED for Neighborhood Development.  
The Applicant is making no commitment at this time. 
 
Comment II15: 
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Page II-5 – 4th ¶ - The Purpose & Need section addresses only the empty nester, age targeted 
nature of the project. As the project will not incorporate any specific age restrictions to guarantee 
that those purposes and needs are met, identify any other “purposes & needs” addressed by the 
project. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response II15: 
In addition to providing a housing alternative, the Applicant recognizes that the proposed 
development meets the Town’s land use plans and zoning regulations for residential uses at this 
site.  Approximately 32 percent of the Project Site is proposed to be preserved as permanent 
open space.  The Applicant notes that the presence of an existing water service connection which 
could ultimately allow for the creation of inter-connections within the existing water supply 
system that are currently not available is a substantial benefit to the community as is the looping 
of the water system that hopefully will occur.  In addition, as indicated in Section H of the DEIS, 
the Proposed Action is anticipated to generate significant tax revenue to the school district, the 
Town and Fire District. 
 
Comment II16:  
Page II-6 – 6 – 5th ¶ - Similar to comment (II17) above, as the project is not specifically age 
restricted, what benefits exist to prospective homebuyers who are not age 55 or above? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
 
 
Response II16: 
Prospective homebuyers not age 55 or above have the opportunity to live in a community where 
it is convenient to access the area’s regional highway system and within a community that has 32 
percent of the site preserved as open space.  A proposed homeowners association would provide 
landscape and the site maintenance as an additional amenity 
 
Comment II17: 
The conservation subdivision preferred by the applicant provides approximately 8 acres of open 
space.  We support a conservation layout which preserves contiguous wooded areas though it 
appears that the purpose of clustering a portion of the homes is to optimize lot counts to the 
maximum allowed per zoning rather than to maximize open space and minimize environmental 
impact.  

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response II17: 
The Applicant has provided in Appendix H of this FEIS a conventional subdivision which meets 
the requirements of the Zoning Code of the Town of Mt. Pleasant.  The Applicant has prepared a 
subdivision layout that combines clustering with as of right lot layouts.  The use of clustering 
does not allow for any increase in lot count or density, but the ability to use different design 
techniques to achieve specific results such as reduced site disturbance.  The proposed 
conservation subdivision layout preserves approximately 9.55 acres, or 32 percent, of the site as 
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open space, which exists in a contiguous band.  As indicated in Section V.C of the DEIS, the 
Applicant has provided an explanation as to how incorporating a portion of lots 1-8 as illustrated 
on the Proposed Action as open space would respond to the comment regarding clustering the 
entire project.  The Applicant does not propose to encumber Lots 1 through 8 with any additional 
restrictions. 
 
 
Comment II18: 
The CAC suggests that an alternative with all units clustered on the north and/or northwest 
portion of the site would preserve more open space, reduce steep slope disturbance and the 
number of large trees removed.  Storm water impacts could be reduced as well. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
 
Response II18: 
The Applicant has prepared a subdivision layout that meets the zoning requirements for site 
design and layout.  As a result of the proposed layout approximately 9.55 acres, or 32 percent of 
the site would be preserved as open space.  The number of trees to be removed in relation to the 
number remaining is not significant to require the Applicant to plant any replacement trees.  It 
may be feasible or desirable to reconfigure lots 1-8 but that is not the intention of the Applicant.  
As noted above a significant portion of the site would be preserved as open space. 
 
Comment II19: 
It is positively noted that the development will not have street lighting.  This is an 
environmentally sound decision providing both aesthetic benefits and energy efficiency.  We 
support this aspect of the plan that does not add more energy consumption and unnecessary light 
pollution and to an existing residential area.  However we recommend more energy efficiency 
measures. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response II19: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment II20: 
A very short general outline in the DEIS states that “homes would be designed to meet or exceed 
the New York State Energy Conservation Code”.  The CAC would like to see a more detailed 
commitment to this increasingly important issue.  For example, it states in the DEIS “windows 
are likely to be double paned, insulating glass for winter heating and low emissivity for summer 
cooling” does not demonstrate a defined commitment to sustainable construction (italics added). 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
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Response II20: 
Specific designs for individual homes have not been prepared.  The Applicant reiterates that 
homes would be designed to meet or exceed the New York State Energy Conservation Code. 
 
Comment II21: 
New home construction offers an opportunity to use the most energy efficient materials, reducing 
energy consumption and carbon footprint.  Homes should include CFC lighting and other 
LEEDS type measures that would significantly add both to the environmental and market value 
of the development from reduced energy costs and the reduced environmental impact of these 
new homes. 
 
Specifically we would request information on the type of energy efficient materials and more 
definitive assertions on their use including but not limited to: 

- Insulation material and air sealing 
- High efficiency heating and water heating equipment (95% efficiency) 
- Energy star windows 
- Energy star products and appliances (includes light fixtures, bulbs, ventilation 
fans, and appliances) 
- Independent testing - Verification by an independent energy home rater. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response II21: 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment II-14. 
 
Comment II22: 
I don’t know that there’s a necessity for 16 lots on the site or if there are going to be 16 lots, then 
perhaps there should be more clustering in order to accommodate it.   

Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response II22: 
As indicated in response to Comment II-12, the Applicant has prepared an as of right subdivision 
layout that conforms to the requirements of the Mt. Pleasant Zoning Code.  
 
Comment II23: 
We and other residents and interested parties have previously addressed and alerted you at Town 
Meetings and by letter with the particulars of our shared concerns about the Taconic Tract 
regarding: (1) road safety and feasibility; (2) increased traffic on local roadways and at difficult 
local intersections, both during and after proposed construction; (3) school bus and emergency 
vehicle access; (4) loss of open space; (5) protection of wetlands and steep slopes; (6) adequacy 
of water and sewer for new dwellings; and (7) disruption of area wide natural and manmade 
drainage.  We want to underscore once again these significant issues as the Board considers the 
Taconic Tract DEIS. 

Dan and Christine Taylor, Letter dated 9/30/10 
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Response II23: 
See FEIS Section III-B for specific responses to comments on land use (including open space), 
FEIS Section III-C for specific responses to comments on soils and topography (i.e., steep 
slopes), FEIS Section III- D for specific responses to comments on wetlands (i.e., natural 
resources) FEIS Section III-E for specific responses to comments on surface water and 
stormwater management and FEIS Section III-G for specific responses to comments on Traffic 
and Transportation.   In summary with respect to the comments raised above: 1) road safety and 
feasibility – the Traffic Impact Assessment indicates that roadway configurations serving the Site 
are consistent with industry standards and the relatively minor increase in traffic will not 
adversely impact vehicular safety at study area intersections.  2) Increased traffic on local 
roadways – the Traffic Impact Assessment evaluated the increase in traffic on study area 
intersections and concluded they would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service.  3) 
School bus and emergency vehicle access - the areas roadways have been evaluated and are 
sufficient to allow safe access for school bus traffic.  The ability to create a connection between 
Washburn Road and Carleton Avenue would enhance circulation in the area for emergency 
service providers.  4) Loss of open space - the property in question is privately owned and, 
therefore, is not open space in the publicly accessible sense; the Applicant maintains that there 
are property rights which allow for the development of private property within the guidelines of 
the zoning code requirements.  5) Protection of wetlands and steep slopes – There are no on-site 
wetlands or wetland buffers that will be impacted as a result of the Proposed Action.  The 
Applicant has provided specific mitigation measures to address potential impacts to steep slopes.  
6) Adequacy of water and sewer for new dwellings – as indicated in the Executive Summary 
there is physical access to municipal water to service the site and the Applicant is working on 
clarifying the Applicant’s legal access to such service with the Village.  The Proposed Action 
will connect to an existing sewerage system with adequate capacity to accommodate the new 
residential units.  7) Disruption of area wide natural and man-made drainage – a comprehensive 
stormwater management plan has been prepared which mitigates potential impacts as a result of 
the introduction of additional impervious surface area. 
 
Comment II24: 
Concerning the DEIS III.A-9, the Marchica deed contains the following provision, “We are to 
give full and complete cooperation with this single family subdivision.” Just what exactly does 
this mean? 

Theresa and Vincent Marchica, Letter dated 10/1/10 
 

Response II24: 
  See Responses A14 and A44. 
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Comment A1: 
I’m just curious with the cluster, was that ever suggested or requested by the board or our 
consultants? 
 

Board Member Denis McCarthy, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A1: 
The partial cluster plan was proposed at the outset by the Applicant; a Conservation Subdivision 
Plan was part of the initial submission to the Planning Board in April 2006.  In the Applicant’s 
view, the part-cluster/part conventional plan represented (and continues to represent) a logical 
development scenario for the Project Site based upon sound land use planning principles and the 
location of environmentally sensitive features of the property.  Specifically, in terms of zoning 
transition, the one-acre lots abut the larger single parcel of ±7.58 acres  and other single family 
lots to the west while the smaller lots that would be clustered are comparable in size to those in 
the abutting Countryside Subdivision, which was developed as a cluster subdivision (i.e. 
10,844s.f. - 22,234 s.f. in the proposed subdivision versus ±13,000 s.f. in the Coutryside 
Subdivision).  The Applicant anticipates that the development as a whole and the smaller lots in 
particular will appeal to “empty-nesters” who are looking to remain in the community in 
reasonably sized residential accommodations that require little exterior maintenance because the 
majority of such responsibilities will be borne by a homeowners association.  In addition, steep 
slopes on the property tend to be concentrated on the property’s east side that abuts the Taconic 
Parkway, where there also exists a substantial concentration of trees.  While the disturbance of 
the steep slopes and trees on the eastern side of the property can be done in an engineeringly and 
environmentally safe manner and there will continue to be a substantial number of trees on the 
property post-development (enough so that no additional trees are required to be planted under 
the replacement ratio in the Town’s Tree Ordinance), the Applicant believed (and continues to 
believe) that clustering the lots in the central and eastern parts of the property will protect the 
more steeply sloping portions of the Site.    It is for these reasons that the Applicant offered to 
cluster a number of the proposed lots without waiting to be asked to do so by the Planning 
Board.  A full cluster plan was not proposed by the Applicant because it wanted to offer a variety 
of lot sizes as part of the development program which a full cluster proposal would not have 
allowed.  As such, the full cluster plan was not consistent with the Applicant’s objectives. 
 
Comment A2: 
Specifically, on page I-1, Section I.B, the parcel described, one or two are existing vacant 
parcels.  Parcel 2 is an improved parcel.  As far as I’m concerned, it’s the backyard of Dean 
Saunders property which is adjacent to mine.  So a property with a lawn, isn’t that sort of an 
improved parcel, not vacant?  Certain areas are described as vacant, and the land is in fact 
improved with a lawn that’s maintained.  It’s currently the back yard of an adjacent property.  So 
is that really vacant?  Is that correctly called vacant or is that an improved (parcel)? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A2: 
The Applicant notes that the property in question is owned by Andrew and Sharon Saunders.  
Drew Saunders owns an adjacent parcel.  The term vacant was used to describe property that has 
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not been built on.  It is noted that much of the proposed 30± acres associated with the Project 
Site has been manipulated and landscaped over the years.  This includes maintained lawns, 
landscaping, walking paths and compositing pile.  Based on Town of Mt. Pleasant Assessors 
records the properties associated with the Proposed Action are classified as follows: Lot 37 – 310 
Residential Vacant; Lot 38 – 320 Rural; Lot 39 - Rural; Lot 40 – Single Family Residential; and, 
Lot 42 – Residential Vacant.   
  
 
Comment A3: 
Page I-9, Table I-2:  Land Use and Zoning under Conventional layout says as-of-right 16 lots.  Is 
this accurate or would zoning variances be required to allow 16 lots, which again, I think one of 
you mentioned that the question of whether the as-of-right includes the restrictions due to steep 
slopes.  I seem to recall it was more like 9. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A3: 
As indicated in Appendix H of this FEIS, the Applicant has prepared an as of right subdivision 
layout which conforms to the R-40 zoning dimensional regulations  of the Mt. Pleasant zoning 
code.  
Comment A4: 
There’s a statement that cluster three-bedroom homes wouldn’t be attractive to empty-nesters.  I 
suggest that the Board question the logic behind that.  These so-called empty-nester homes are 
3,200 square foot three-bedroom houses within walking distance of Todd Elementary School in 
the Briarcliff Manor School District. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
 
 
Response A4: 
The Applicant maintains that there is a significant demographic within Westchester County that 
is looking for an alternative housing option.  As stated  in the 2006 Enrollment Projection Study 
prepared on behalf of the Briarcliff Manor School District (p.21) “… over one-third of the owner 
occupied housing units are occupied by an age group who is generally referred to as empty 
nesters who typically consider downsizing their home sometime in their past 55 years.”  The 
empty nester unit typically has first floor master bedroom suites which is what is contemplated 
as part of this community.  In addition, the Applicant has committed to establishing a 
homeowners association that would take care of the maintenance of the units and the grounds 
year round.  This allows owners who head out of town for the winter an opportunity to have their 
unit maintained.  As indicated in Section II-I of the DEIS, a conservative assessment of school 
age child generation rates was use as if all units were occupied regardless of age orientation.  The 
Applicant intends on using a marketing approach for the empty nester units, but does not propose 
a private deed restriction or other legal mechanism to restrict occupancy.  The analyses in the 
DEIS and this FEIS have assumed no restrictions on occupancy based upon age and, therefore, 
they present the potential “worst-case" scenario. 
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Comment A5: 
I would either suggest either enforce it or just require that the calculations assume that the age 
restriction can’t be enforced. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A5: 
See response to comment A4 above. 
 
Comment A6: 
There will be no street lighting or any other type of lighting provided on or by this development 
is the quote, and my question for the Board is: Can this be made a binding condition of approval? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A6: 
While the Town of Mount Pleasant roadway design standards require the installation of 
streetlights (as well as hydrants, sidewalks and other improvements) (see the Land Subdivision 
Regulations Section A227-25(D)), under Section A227-25(A) of the Land Subdivision 
Regulations, the Planning Board has the authority to waive such required improvements.  Here, 
the Applicant requests that the Planning Board waive the requirement for streetlights as well as 
sidewalks to be installed since such improvements are not appropriate or desirable in the context 
of the proposed Subdivision.  The comment above from a neighboring property owner seems to 
support the waiver of streetlight improvements in the Subdivision and is addressed at the 
mechanism by which the Planning Board would ensure that such lighting not be installed.  The 
condition of no street lighting could be made by the Planning Board as part of the subdivision 
approval and approval of the construction plans for the roads and utilities. 
 
Comment A7: 
Overall on the Applicant’s opinion, proposed development does not hinder the progress of the 
Village to achieve their goals.  My question is:  What is the Village’s opinion.  Is there 
correspondence from the Village confirming that the proposed project conforms to all the goals 
and objectives of the Village’s Comprehensive Plan? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A7: 
The Village of Briarcliff Manor has reviewed the DEIS and provided comments to the Lead 
Agency, (refer to Appendix A of this FEIS).  These include identifying specific approvals that 
would be needed from the Village, impacts to both the water supply and sewer systems, traffic 
conditions and community facilities.  See Comments and Responses II1, II2, II3, and II4 (relating 
to permits and approvals required from the Village), F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, and F6 (relating to 
utilities), G1 (relating to Traffic and Transportation) and I1 (relating to Community Facilities and 
Services). 
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Comment A8: 
The proposed project is compatible with the goals of the Third Regional Plan.  It’s a quote.  Will 
the Board get independent validation of the claims of compliance with various plans cited? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A8: 
The Applicant has reviewed the Third Regional Plan which provides broad policy goals for the 
Tri-State area associated with the New York Metropolitan Region.  This document is intended to 
evaluate comprehensive land use policies.  To that extent the Third Regional Plan does not look 
at discrete land use activities in a given area.   Based on that review, in the Applicant’s opinion, 
the Proposed Action is compatible with goals outlined there in.   
 
Comment A9: 
“It’s amendments do not define the purported ‘open space’ limitations on lot D8.”  Isn’t open 
space a commonly agreed upon definition?  

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A9: 
“Open space” is not a term of art with an accepted meaning.  By letter dated October 21, 2010 
(see Appendix B), the Applicant has documented for the Board that the term “Open Space” was 
not clearly defined in connection with the approval of the Countryside Subdivision, is not at all 
defined in the Declaration for the Countryside Subdivision, as amended, and is subject to a 
materially different interpretation from that which residents of the Countryside Subdivision 
attribute to “Open Space” in the Countryside Subdivision. 
  
Comment A10: 
Page III.A-8, paragraph below the quote from the deed says:  The quoted provision is not 
contained in the deed from Waterhouse to Saunders.  Isn’t it the case that mistakes like that can 
happen but that’s what a title change [sic] is for? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A10: 
The Applicant does not understand the relevance of the comment.   
 
Comment A11: 
Page III.A-8, there’s a paragraph talking about the construction of the driveway and installation 
of a fence.  This seems to me like perhaps a former owner violated the terms of the deed which 
required to maintain an open space.  So I guess to make things right, would that require 
removing the road and fence to restore that parcel to a natural state? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
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Response A11: 
The Applicant disagrees with the assertion that the fence, driveway and other improvements 
constructed on and/or made to the open space parcel violate the terms of any deed in the chain of 
title to Parcel D.  The Applicant’s counsel has explained that the open space covenant relied 
upon by Mr. Croswell, Mr. Josh Tane, and others to prevent the subdivision road connection to 
Carleton Avenue is a restrictive covenant that, under controlling principles of law, (i) must be 
strictly construed against the parties seeking to enforce it and, (ii) if subject to two conflicting 
interpretations, must be construed in the less restrictive manner because restrictive covenants are 
strongly disfavored in the law.  The Applicant’s counsel has further documented that the 
Planning Board approvals, the unfiled maps of the Countryside Subdivision in the Planning 
Board files, the Filed Maps for the Countryside Subdivision in the Westchester County Clerk’s 
Office, the open space label on Parcel D itself on the first Filed Map showing it, the provisions of 
the deed from Briarcliff Associates to Richard Rosenthal (the “Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed”), and 
the actual manner in which Parcel D has been improved and used since the open space covenant 
was first recorded demonstrate that surface and sub-surface disturbance of Parcel D for 
accessways and utilities was planned and expected.  Therefore, the Applicant believes that the 
improvements that have been made to Parcel D, as well as the proposed connection of the 
subdivision road to Carleton Avenue over Parcel D, do not run afoul of the open space covenant.  
The Applicant’s brief regarding the open space covenant, the legal principles governing its 
interpretation, and the reasons the covenant does not preclude the existing improvements to 
Parcel D and the proposed subdivision road (i.e. the letter from Hocherman Tortorella & 
Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and the Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010) is 
included in its entirety in Appendix B. 
 
Comment A12: 
On page III.A-13, I don’t understand why R-10 zoning is shown on the table, given that the 
current zoning is R-40.  So I just don’t understand the purpose of the table. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response A12: 
The proposed use of clustering allows for the creation of lots that will likely be smaller than 
those in the underlying zoning district.  The R-10 zoning table illustrates the closest existing 
zoning district in the Town that is compatible with the proposed clustered lots.  All of the 
minimum lot and yard requirements would be met under the proposed cluster development. 
 
Comment A13: 
On page III.E-2, Item 2, Anticipated Impacts, and Table III.E-2, shouldn’t the proposed 
conservation layout be analyzed, not the conventional layout? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A13: 
The ultimate construction of the conventional layout would be considered a worst-case example 
of the  site disturbance and impervious surface coverage required to implement the project. The 
proposed conservation layout has less impervious surface coverage and disturbance and could be 
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seen as mitigation to the conventional plan.  A conventional layout plan has been prepared and 
included in Appendix H of this FEIS. 
 
Comment A14: 
The Manueli and Marcheca deeds each contain the fooling [sic] provisions making title subject 
to the new owners full and complete cooperation with this single-family subdivision.  What I 
need is an explanation of what does that mean, because on the bottom portion here copies of the 
Manueli and Marcheca deeds are annexed to Appendix N. 

Vincent Marcheca, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A14: 
 As explained in the DEIS (pages III.A.5-III.A.9) the properties now owned by “Manuele” and 
“Marchica” were, at one time, owned by Lois and/or Richard Rosenthal, together with other 
holdings owned by Rosenthal.  When Rosenthal conveyed the Manuele and Marchica parcels to 
Manuele and Marchica, Rosenthal included an express provision requiring Marchica and 
Manuele to give “full and complete cooperation” with this single-family subdivision.  The 
provision states as follows: 

 
“SUBJECT to the full and complete cooperation of the party of the second part 
[referring to Manuele and Marchica in their respective deeds], its successors and 
assigns, to consent to the application, apportionment and sub-division for single 
one-family residential homes made by the party of the first part [referring to 
Rosenthal], its successors and assigns, of the property as shown on Tax Lot 15, 
14, 5F-1, 5F and 4B on the Tax Map of the Town of Mount Pleasant, all of which 
shall be at the sole cost and expense of the party of the first part, its successors 
and assigns.” 

 
Copies of the Manuele and Marchica Deeds were included in DEIS Appendix N. 
 

The subdivision property includes the parcels with which Manuele and Marchica have to give 
their “full cooperation”.  (Lot 15 is part of Lot F; Lot 14 is Parcel E; Lot 5F-1 is Lot C; Lot 5F is 
Lot B; and Lot 4B is Lot A.  Further, the Applicant is a successor to Rosenthal.)  The Applicant 
believes that the “full and complete cooperation” covenant prohibits Manuele and Marchica from 
opposing the subdivision and that statements in opposition to the subdivision violate such 
covenant. 
 
Comment A15: 
The DEIS does not address the issue with access from Carleton. 

Josh Tane, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A15: 
The Applicant disagrees with the statement  and with the assertion that there is an “issue” with 
access from Carleton.  Pages IIIA.5 – III.A.9 of the DEIS set forth the  reasons the Applicant  
believes the subdivision road connection to Carleton Avenue over Parcel D does not violate the 
open space covenant relied upon by Mr. Tane and others.  Such reasons are discussed in even 
greater detail in the Executive Summary under the section entitled “Subdivision Road 
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Connection to Carleton Avenue Over Parcel D,” on pages I-3 to I-9 and are documented  in the 
October 21, 2010 letter from Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and 
Town Attorney included in Appendix B.    Essentially, the open space covenant relied upon by 
Mr. Tane and others to prevent the subdivision road connection to Carleton Avenue is a 
restrictive covenant that, under controlling principles of law, (i) must be strictly construed 
against the parties seeking to enforce it and, (ii) if subject to two conflicting interpretations, must 
be construed in the less restrictive manner because restrictive covenants are strongly disfavored 
in the law.  The Applicant’s counsel has documented that the Planning Board approvals, the 
unfiled maps of the Countryside Subdivision in the Planning Board files, the Filed Maps for the 
Countryside Subdivision in the Westchester County Clerk’s Office, the open space label on 
Parcel D itself on the first Filed Map showing it, the provisions of the deed from Briarcliff 
Associates to Richard Rosenthal (the “Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed”), and the actual manner in 
which Parcel D has been improved and used since the open space covenant was first recorded 
demonstrate that surface and sub-surface disturbance of Parcel D for accessways and utilities 
was planned and expected.  Therefore, the proposed connection of the subdivision road to 
Carleton Avenue over Parcel D does not run afoul of the open space covenant. 
 
Comment A16: 
Basically what I’ll say, in the DEIS, Applicant argues that the common area restrictions apply to 
all real property owned by Countryside Resident’s Association, and since the association no 
longer owns lot D, and it’s members no longer have any right of access to or use of it, that it is 
not subject to the restrictions of common areas. 

Josh Tane, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A16: 
Rosenthal acquired title to Parcel D from Briarcliff Associates directly, not the Association.  See 
the Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed, included in Appendix N to the DEIS and in Appendix B to this 
FEIS.  The Association never owned any interest in Parcel D.  
 
Comment A17: 
And again, when we purchased the home, we went over with our attorney that the space across 
the street could never be built on, we were told that.  It was part of the Countryside Association, 
and despite it being behind the fence, we were told that it was still part of something that I think 
Josh (Tane) is pointing out, a property that is even though it’s on their property, it still part of 
open space.   

Lilly Rombach, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A17: 
The comment is noted.  The Applicant’s legal opinion regarding this issue was expressed in the 
DEIS at Pages IIIA.5 – III.A.9, is set forth in even greater detail in the Executive Summary 
under the section entitled “Subdivision Road Connection to Carleton Avenue Over Parcel D,” on 
pages I-3 to I-9, and is further documented  in the October 21, 2010 letter from Hocherman 
Tortorella & Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and Town Attorney included in Appendix B.  
See Response A15 for a summary of the Applicant’s legal position. 
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Comment A18: 
To refer or return now to your earlier comments, Mr. Chairman, about the zoning question.  It 
was not so much whether the Town Code allowed zoning or not, but in Section III.A of the 
DEIS, the discussion mainly focuses on the County of Westchester and the Village of Briarcliff.  
I think what it should do for clarity, is cite the town ordinance on which they’re relying, and then 
any criteria which is spelled out for cluster zoning should be identified and go through on a 
bullet basis to make sure they’ve established their eligibility for it. 

Dan Taylor, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A18: 
Section 227-9.B of the Town Zoning Ordinance, the Town Board has authorized the Planning 
Board to modify the applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in accordance with the 
provision of Section 281 of New York State Town Law (Town Law 281 was subsequently 
renumbered as Town Law 278, effective July 1, 1993). 
 
The basic premise of clustering is that by utilizing a flexible method for the layout, configuration 
and design of lots, buildings and structures, roads, utilities, other infrastructure, parks and 
landscaping, the natural and scenic qualities of open lands are preserved.  The open space lands 
must be preserved in a manner approved by the approving authority, which authority is permitted 
to establish conditions on the ownership, use and maintenance of the open lands.  No additional 
lots are allowed.  In fact, by law, the number of lots on a cluster development shall not exceed 
the number which could be permitted if the land were subdivided into lots conforming to the 
minimum lot size and density requirements of the zoning district in which the land is situated.  
Exhibit V-1 of the DEIS lays out a conventional subdivision plan that conforms to the R-40 
zoning requirements.  Further, Appendix H of this FEIS provides a revised version of the 
conventional plan. 
The specific requirements for cluster subdivisions outlined in Section 278 of NYS Town Law 
include: 

(a) This procedure may be followed at the discretion of the planning board if, in said board's 
judgment, its application would benefit the town. Provided, however, that in granting such 
authorization to the planning board, the town board may also authorize the planning board to 
require the owner to submit an application for cluster development subject to criteria contained 
in the local law or ordinance authorizing cluster development. 

(b) A cluster development shall result in a permitted number of building lots or dwelling units 
which shall in no case exceed the number which could be permitted, in the planning board's 
judgment, if the land were subdivided into lots conforming to the minimum lot size and density 
requirements of the zoning ordinance or local law applicable to the district or districts in which 
such land is situated and conforming to all other applicable requirements. Provided, however, 
that where the plat falls within two or more contiguous districts, the planning board may approve 
a cluster development representing the cumulative density as derived from the summing of all 
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units allowed in all such districts, and may authorize actual construction to take place in all or 
any portion of one or more of such districts. 

(c) The planning board as a condition of plat approval may establish such conditions on the 
ownership, use, and maintenance of such open lands shown on the plat as it deems necessary to 
assure the preservation of the natural and scenic qualities of such open lands. The town board 
may require that such conditions shall be approved by the town board before the plat may be 
approved for filing. 

(d) The plat showing such cluster development may include areas within which structures may 
be located, the height and spacing of buildings, open spaces and their landscaping, off-street 
open and enclosed parking spaces, streets, driveways and any other features required by the 
planning board. In the case of a residential plat or plats, the dwelling units permitted may be, at 
the discretion of the planning board, in detached, semi-detached, attached, or multi-story 
structures. 

4. Notice and public hearing. The proposed cluster development shall be subject to review at a 
public hearing or hearings held pursuant to section two hundred seventy-six of this article for the 
approval of plats. 

5. Filing of plat. On the filing of the plat in the office of the county clerk or register, a copy shall 
be filed with the town clerk, who shall make appropriate notations and references thereto on the 
town zoning map required to be maintained pursuant to section two hundred sixty-four of this 
article. 

6. Effect. The provisions of this section shall not be deemed to authorize a change in the 
permissible use of such lands as provided in the zoning ordinance or local law applicable to such 
lands. 

Here, the Applicant proposes to cluster 9 of the 16 lots so that 9.55 acres of largely contiguous 
open lands are preserved.  Such open lands include steep slopes and treed areas in proximity to 
the project site’s boundary with the Taconic State Parkway. The conservation subdivision plan 
would require more than 2 acres less disturbance than the conventional subdivision, of which 
approximately .7 acre would represent disturbance of steep slopes greater than 25%.  The 
analyses in the DEIS and FEIS demonstrates that the number of lots does not exceed that which 
could be developed were a conventional subdivision plan developed.  Therefore, the proposed 
action meets the standards and requirements for approval of a cluster subdivision under the 
Town’s Zoning Ordinance and the governing State Law. 
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Comment A19: 
There are a number of contentions made about possible lapsing of certain provisions as one deed 
was passed and followed by another and the language wasn’t transferred exactly.  That may be 
an area where the town’s attorneys or perhaps even an outside counsel should be engaged to 
advise, because this is not something which is a matter of legal judgment and not so much 
factual, as far as the conclusions themselves can be drawn.  So I would recommend that the 
Board obtain advice regarding those calculations to see if they’re accurate. 

Dan Taylor, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response A19: 
The Planning Board has referred to the Town Attorney the question of whether the open space 
covenant affecting Parcel D precludes the Board from reviewing the  proposed roadway.  After 
considering all submissions on the issue, the Town Attorney has concluded that the covenants 
and restrictions associated with this property do not prevent the Planning Board from considering 
the subdivision application and roadway configuration and has so advised the Planning Board.  
The Applicant’s counsel has requested from the Town Attorney any written communication 
issued to the Planning Board on this point and has been advised that none exists to be included in 
the FEIS. 
 
Comment A20: 
Section III.A of the DEIS refers to various clustered housing plans issued by the Village of 
Briarcliff and Westchester County.  However, the Applicant does not cite any specific provisions 
in the Town’s own zoning regulations that either authorize, or provide criteria for evaluating, 
clustered housing developments.  The DEIS should provide a more specific explanation of the 
Town Zoning provisions and standards on which the Applicant relies. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response A20: 
Refer to Response A18. 
 
Comment A21: 
Table III.A-1 showing land use seems to omit the listing of park land. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response A21: 
The listing of open space in Table III.A-1 in the DEIS corresponds to park land as illustrated in 
Exhibit III.A-1 in the DEIS 
 
Comment A22: 
“…that the terms of the Countryside Declaration apply to and bind lot D(8).  The Applicant 
disagrees.”  Isn’t this DEIS meant to be in the voice of the Board, not of the Applicant?  I assume 
the Board will judge the merits of the statement and direct that it be reworded appropriately. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
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Response A22: 
Under the SEQRA regulations, the DEIS document is the Applicant’s document.  The DEIS was 
reviewed for completeness against the adopted scoping outline.  As noted in the SEQR 
Handbook (NYS DEC, November 1992, p.70) the EIS does not need to be a perfect document.  
The purpose of the public comment period is to allow all involved agencies and the public to 
review the draft EIS and comment on its inadequacies.  These can usually be corrected in a final 
EIS. According to the SEQR Handbook, page 74, the Lead Agency is responsible for the 
adequacy and accuracy of the EIS.  A project sponsor may be requested to respond to substantive 
comments to the draft EIS.  However, final acceptability is the responsibility of the Lead 
Agency. 
 
Comment A23: 
“Further, the Applicant is a successor to Rosenthal.”  This seems to be trying to have it both 
ways.  Claiming successor rights here and abrogating successor responsibility with respect to 
preserving lot D(8) as open space on the previous page is contradictory at best. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response A23: 
The Applicant disagrees that its position with respect to the open space covenant tries “to have it 
both ways” and that its analysis of the open space covenant on Parcel D is contradictory. The 
Applicant has consistently taken the position that the open space covenant affecting Parcel D 
does not preclude surface and subsurface improvements on the Parcel.  See DEIS, pages III.A.5-
IIIA.9 and the analysis of the provision set forth in the letter of Hocherman Tortorella & 
Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010, in Appendix 
B hereto. 
 
Comment A24: 
Applicant states that Countryside Subdivison’s Declaration First Amendment which detailed 
covenants, conditions, restrictions and easements was filed at time of filing of Sheet 3/Filed Map 
21511, on which Lot D is shown, and that filing date was after Lot D was sold to Mr. Richard 
Rosenthal (RR) by Briarcliff Contemporaries (BC).  But Town’s Final Plat Resolution signed 
and dated, January 5th, 1978, notes Subdivision Map, Sheets 1, 2, and 3.  As well, Subdivision 
Offering Plan of Countryside, which dates to 1982, specifically states, “Copies of Sheets Nos. 1, 
2 and 3 of the (subdivision) Map are annexed….” And, “A copy of an area map is annexed….” 
Thus Sheet 3, which clearly shows Lot D, was already drawn up long before transfer of Lot D. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A24: 
Such Sheets do not appear in the Planning Department files for the Countryside Subdivision and 
have not been produced by Mr. Tane or anyone else.  In fact, as set forth in the Applicant’s 
Counsel’s letter, dated October 21, 2010, none of the maps and plans in the Planning 
Department’s records that predate the creation of the open space covenant in the Briarcliff-
Rosenthal Deed and filing of Filed Map 21511 in 1984 bears an “open space” designation on the 
bow tie-shaped parcel that is Parcel D.  In fact, some of such maps and plans show the bow tie as 
part of building lots in the Countryside Subdivision. 
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Comment A25: 
Applicant does not state specifically but infers that perhaps RR wasn’t aware of restrictions 
placed on Lot D.  But Lot D deed specifically states that it is subject to Declaration as recorded 
June, 24th, 1982 in Liber 7771, cp 559 and any amendments thereto.  This Declaration clearly 
spells out open space restrictions.  And said declaration was indeed amended with filing of Map 
3.  The fact that Map 3 and Amendment was filed after transfer of Lot D has no standing because 
Lot D’s deed binds it to the amendment.  Furthermore, Map 3 defines Lot D as “ROSENTHAL 
OPEN SPACE” and such description should further reinforce RR’s desire to maintain Lot D in 
its natural state, just as all other Association Open Spaces would be preserved. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A25: 
On the contrary, the Applicant fully expects that Richard Rosenthal was aware of the open space 
designation of Parcel D and that, based upon the labeling of Parcel D on Filed Map 21511 as 
“Rosenthal Open Space, Not a Building Lot” (in contrast to “Association Open Space”), the fact 
that a utility easement was expressly recorded against Parcel D which by its terms required the 
disturbance of the natural state of Parcel for the installation of subsurface utilities and required 
the restoration of pavement, curbing, and landscaping following work in the utility easement, and 
the irrefutable fact that Rosenthal improved Parcel D with a curb cut, paved driveway, 
substantial stone walls, plantings and fencing, Rosenthal did not intend for the designation to 
prohibit the construction of surface and subsurface improvements on Parcel D. Further, the 
Association’s Declaration, despite its amendment at the time Filed Map 21511 was filed, does 
not pertain to or govern the use or improvement of Parcel D.  Besides the fact that Parcel D was 
never owned by the Association, none of the Declaration’s terms and conditions can be 
interpreted to govern the use of Parcel D. The Declaration does not define “open space” 
(regardless of its ownership) or, more importantly, “Rosenthal Open Space.”  While it contains 
restrictions on the use, maintenance and assessment of “Common Area” property, held for the 
benefit of members of the Association, Parcel D does not meet the definition of “Common Area” 
in the Declaration.  It is not owned by the Association, the Association does not insure it, and 
Association members do not have any right to use or access it.  Indeed, Parcel D is fully enclosed 
by fencing and physically inaccessible to Association residents.  Therefore, even though Parcel 
D is denominated “Rosenthal Open Space” on Filed Map 21511, the terms and conditions of the 
Declaration do not define how it can (and cannot) be used and improved.   
 
Comment A26: 
Applicant states “Countryside Declaration #1 does not define ‘open space’….” But Article I, 
Definitions, Section 4 of said Declaration states: “ ‘Common Area’ shall mean all real property 
owned by the Association for the common use and enjoyment of the members of the Association.” 
Subdivision Offering Plan, page 3, states, “All of the Association Open Space is referred to 
herein as the ‘Common Area’.”  Clearly, “Common Area” and “Open Space” are one in the 
same.  Furthermore, Applicant omits any mention of Town’s Final Plat resolution, which 
specifically uses the term “open space” and that such space “…will remain as open permanently 
undeveloped land….”   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response A26: 
Association Open Space and Common Area, as those terms are defined in the Declaration, may 
very well have the same meaning, but neither can be construed to include “Rosenthal Open 
Space” under any circumstances, in the Applicant’s opinion.  As mentioned in Response A25, 
Parcel D was never owned by the Association (see the Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed in the DEIS 
Appendix N and Appendix C in this FEIS), and is not available for the common use and 
enjoyment of the members of the Association.  The Parcel is fenced and wholly inaccessible to 
the Association members.  With respect to the Final Plat Resolution, it simultaneously states that 
the open space is to remain as permanently undeveloped land and that it can be improved for 
active recreational facilities; thereafter, the Planning Board permitted a utility easement for the 
installation of underground utilities in the open space.  Thus, the Planning Board Resolutions of 
Approval do not, as the speaker would have the Board believe, contain a clear, unequivocal, and 
blanket prohibition against the improvement of the open space parcels in the Countryside 
Subdivision.  Interestingly, for as sacrosanct as the Association Open Space is supposed to be, 
the Association and, by extension, its members, including the speaker, have allowed residents in 
the Countryside Subdivision to encroach onto the Association Open Space with manicured 
lawns, fences and, in at least one instance, a shed.  See the letter from Hocherman Tortorella & 
Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010 and the aerial 
map showing the encroachments by members of the Association into Association Open Space.  
 
Comment A27: 
Concerning Open Space Restriction in Deed Covering Lot D (8):  
Applicant points out that stated provision was not contained in the deed from Waterhouse to 
Saunders.  Is Applicant implying that since provision wasn’t in his deed then it doesn’t apply?  
Sorry. The stated provision specifically applies to all “successors and assigns”; and, the 
restriction outlined in the deed “…shall run with the land in perpetuity.” Applicant might want 
to complain to the company that conducted his title search when he purchased the property but 
the omission has no standing here. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A27: 
Comment noted but the Applicant disagrees that the open space covenant affecting Parcel D 
means what the speaker says.  See the letter of Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein, LLP to the 
Planning Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010, in Appendix B. 
 
Comment A28: 
Applicant claims that subsequent to conveyance of Lot D to RR, filing of Sheet 3, etc., a 
driveway was constructed from another lot owned by RR, across Lot D to Carleton Avenue and 
implies that this vitiates the restriction.  But Applicant offers no maps, photos, drawing, plans, or 
any other proof to support the alleged date of driveway construction.  It is entirely possible that 
driveway predated RR’s purchase of Lot D.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A28: 
Included in Appendix B is the Affidavit of Andrew Saunders (sworn to October 21, 2010), a 35-
year resident of the neighborhood in which the Taconic Tract Subdivision is located (the “Todd 
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Lane/Washburn Road/Carleton Avenue Neighborhood”) and former owner of the property at 136 
Todd Lane, which abuts the former Rosenthal holdings and the Taconic Tract Subdivision. Mr. 
Saunders resided in the Todd Lane/Washburn Road/Carleton Avenue Neighborhood prior to the 
construction of the Countryside Subdivision homes and is personally and fully familiar with the 
condition of a bow-tie shaped parcel fronting on Carleton Avenue (i.e. Parcel D), now owned by 
his wife, at that time, and the improvements that were made to it since Mr. Rosenthal acquired it 
in January 1984.  As set forth in Mr. Saunders’ Affidavit, after Mr. Rosenthal acquired Parcel D 
in January 1984, he made a number of substantial modifications and improvements to Parcel D, 
all of which required modification of the natural state of that Parcel.  He made a 27-foot wide 
curb cut on Carleton Avenue and built a substantial driveway over Parcel D and what is now the 
Manuele Property (then owned by him) to connect Todd Lane and Carleton Avenue, which 
required him to remove vegetation from, excavate and grade Parcel D.  The driveway is 
approximately 11 feet wide, paved and gated.  Mr. Rosenthal also built substantial 6-foot high 
and greater stone walls on portions of Parcel D; the stone walls are secured with footings built 
into the ground of Parcel D, the construction of which required excavation at the surface and 
below.  He further enclosed Parcel D with a chain link fence, the posts for which are set in 
footings around the perimeter of Parcel D.  Still further, Mr. Rosenthal imported fill to Parcel D 
and regraded portions of it in connection with his planting of approximately 15 trees thereon 
which enhanced the screening of his main residence parcel.  All of such improvements were and 
are readily visible from the public street and surrounding properties.  Mr. Saunders further 
explains in his Affidavit that he recently learned that in addition to the foregoing improvements, 
Parcel D was excavated for the installation of a water main, meter, water service line, sewer 
service line and connection to the storm sewer in Carleton Avenue.  Such work occurred within a 
utility easement on Parcel D and beyond it to the south and required the Parcel’s natural state to 
be altered.  Photographs of the subsurface utility improvements are included in Appendix C. 
 
Comment A29: 
Utility Easement.  Applicant points to language in a utility easement in deed to Lot D stating that 
after Town performs any work within easement bounds it must “restore the surface and 
grade…and any pavement, curbs…and any other improvements….” Applicant seems to be 
arguing that a road in the Open Space would be permitted given language of easement and 
claims such improvements, pavement (ie. roads) would be anticipated and not be inconsistent 
with Open Space prohibition.  But utility easement’s metes and bounds are very narrow and 
cover a small area within Lot D, which, in fact, a survey may show actually might encompass the 
existing access driveway.  If so, easement’s language regarding restoration of pavement may be 
directly referring to the driveway having to be restored should it be disturbed during any utility 
work. This would give further credence to my driveway construction chronology argument 
discussed earlier.  If the easement does not directly refer to the driveway, then I would argue that 
the language might have just been standard for a utility easement intended to cover any and all 
situations. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A29: 
As set forth in Response A28 above, the driveway in Parcel D was constructed after Rosenthal 
acquired the Parcel.  Sheet 3 in the plan set in Appendix H shows both the driveway over Parcel 
D and the Utility Easement.  As can be seen on this sheet, the driveway does not cross the utility 
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easement.  As for the assertion that the language in the utility easement is essentially boilerplate, 
such an interpretation flies in the face of rules of construction which require an interpretation that 
gives meaning to all parts.  See the Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein, LLP letter to the 
Planning Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010, in Appendix B.   
 
Comment A30: 
Applicant maintains members of Countryside have no standing to object to proposed Road B 
connection.   My earlier arguments should cover this. Since Lot D was once part of and governed 
by Open Space restrictions as benefitting members of Countryside then those members have 
every right to object. Additionally, the Appeals Court case cited earlier makes it clear that even if 
the members of Countryside didn’t object, the Open Space restrictions are enforceable against all 
subsequent purchasers by their very nature of being filed and recorded. And, because the Final 
Plat Resolution is a Town document and not a private document, the Town itself has standing to 
object. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A30: 
Parcel D was never owned by the Association and none of the Declaration’s terms govern its use.  
See Responses A9, A16, A25 and A26, as well as the letter of Hocherman Tortorella & 
Wekstein, LLP, dated October 21, 2010, in Appendix B. 
 
Comment A31: 
Applicant further claims that RR’s deed does not name any third party beneficiary with right to 
enforce its provisions.   I contend that no third party need be named since restrictions apply to all 
successors and assigns and runs with the land in perpetuity.  

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A31: 
  See Responses A9, A16, A25 and A26. 
 
Comment A32: 
I do not know what the town’s rules are concerning the knocking down of residences for private 
road construction.  I’d like the board’s opinion on whether this might be legal, viable and 
permissible.  I do believe that a cul-de-sac cannot be altered so that it is no longer a cul-de-sac so 
this might affect the razing of #2 Fox Run.  At the very least, I think the board might have an 
opinion on this back-up plan as it might affect the surrounding residences and the environmental 
impact.  And I feel the DEIS is not complete if it does not reflect all of Taconic Tract’s 
intentions, plans and alternatives it might be considering.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A32: 
The Applicant has proposed providing access to the new residential community from Carleton 
Avenue and Washburn Road.  There is no contemplated purchase of adjacent properties for site 
access. 
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Comment A33: 
I.-B. 1st par. Mentions (iii) (referred to as Lot 17 on Subdivision Plan) but no such lot exists on 
plans, only lots 1-16. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A33: 
As indicated on  Exhibit II-2 in the DEIS and in the text Section I-B of the DEIS, lot 17 is a 
separate lot that is being used to provide access to Carleton Avenue. 
 
Comment A34: 
III.-A. Covenants, Easements and Restrictions:  2nd par. Filed Map 19584 is in Appendix N but 
that is not clear, I see no map with that number. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A34: 
Filed Map 19584 was included in Appendix N of the DEIS. 
 
Comment A35: 
III.-A.1.c. Proposed Mitigation: “The Proposed Action includes buffer area and landscaping….” 
Where is this buffer and landscaping?  Between new homes and existing homes bordering 
property?  Or only between new homes and Taconic Parkway.  According to plan, it seems most 
trees between new homes and homes on Fox Run will be removed. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response A35: 
As indicated on the updated plan sheets, Appendix H, buffer area and landscaping are provided 
along the northern, eastern and southern portions of the site.   This includes a buffer area 
between Road B and the northerly property line associated with the existing homes along Fox 
Run Road.  The closest proposed building location from this property line is approximately 100 
feet.  As indicated in Table IIID-5 of the DEIS, a proposed planting list has been prepared which 
illustrates the types of landscaping that could be incorporated at the time a building permit is 
obtained.   Proposed buffers around the perimeter of the Site include: a buffer ranging from 7± to 
50± feet along the northerly portion of the site; 14± to 241± feet along the eastern portion of the 
site; and 312± to 497± feet along the southern portion of the site.   
 
Comment A36: 
Page III.A-2 – 2nd ¶ - The project’s land use impact is not fully established. The change from a 
“previously disturbed wooded landscape” to a residential subdivision, does not adequately 
describe the unique and unconventional character of the proposed subdivision. The proposed 
cluster plan is a hybrid, consisting of elements of a conventional single-family residential 
subdivision with elements of an attached townhouse residential development. The land use 
survey presented in the DEIS makes no reference to any such land use type within the vicinity of 
the site. The uncharacteristic project design is clearly inconsistent with the land use character of 
the surrounding area, and as such, was not adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response A36: 
Table III.A-1 in the DEIS provides a depiction of land uses within the vicinity of the site as 
required by the adopted scoping outline.  As indicated in Table III-A1 and Exhibit III A-1 in this 
FEIS approximately 43-acres, or 4.1 percent, of the land uses within one –half mile of the site are 
either multifamily or two-family uses. This includes Briarcliff Commons, Wyndcrest, Copley 
Court, Briarhill and Briar Oaks Table III.A-1 and Exhibit III.A.1 have been updated to 
differentiate between different categories of residential use. Given the presence of this residential 
land use type within the vicinity of the site, the Applicant contends that the proposed residential 
subdivision is consistent with area land uses.  It is the opinion of the Lead Agency that the 
pattern of land use proposed by the Action is unique, and in contrast to the existing pattern of 
land use surrounding the site. 
 
Comment A37: 
Page III.A-3  - 1st full ¶ - Further documentation and justification is required to substantiate the 
reference in the DEIS that the project provides “…a break in what to some is becoming the 
monotonous pattern of residential design, both in type of dwelling and type of neighborhood.” 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A37: 
The Town of Mt. Pleasant Development Plan was prepared in 1970 when the typical 
development pattern for residential subdivisions was primarily based on the use of standard 
zoning techniques.  The Applicant contends that the comment referenced above, taken directly 
from the Development Plan, recognizes that the use of clustering provides for an opportunity for 
the creation of a different development pattern, consistent with the Proposed Action.   
 
The Applicant contends that the Proposed Action responds to a need for a varied housing 
product, specifically designed to address the needs of empty nesters.  As indicated in Response 
to Comment II-9, there is a recognized demographic sector of the population that is looking for 
this type of housing product. 
 
The use of clustering allows for the creation of approximately 9.55 acres of open space which 
helps preserve certain natural features such as steep slopes and significant stands of mature trees.  
The proposed open space not only acts as a buffer from neighboring uses but also provides 
passive recreation opportunities for future project residents. 
 
Comment A38: 
Page III.A-6 – 2nd ¶ - The DEIS states that the perpetual right of ingress and egress over lots E & 
F will not be used for access to the subdivision. It is not clear how the configuration of the 
subdivision (the placement of homes, etc.) would impact the intent of that right of access (if at 
all). This point should be clarified. Why would the easement be allowed to remain intact if it 
provides no benefit?  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response A38: 
The chains of title for Parcels E and F do not refer to an easement over those parcels as the 
commenter understood.  Rather, those chains refer to an easement for ingress and egress over 
other property that is not part of the parcels that are proposed for subdivision.  In other words, 
the easement is not relevant to or affected by the subdivision.  The reason the easement is 
mentioned in the DEIS is because it is referred to in the deed to Parcel F that has come to 
subsume Parcel D.  
 
Comment A39: 
Page III.A-6 – 3rd ¶ - Same comment as #9 (A38) above regarding the access easement. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A39: 
  See Response A38. 
 
Comment A40: 
Page III.A-6 – 4th  ¶ - Clarify if any other proposed subdivision features (i.e. homes, driveways 
or other improvements) would be located on or in the vicinity of the utility easement.   

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A40: 
The easement has nothing to do with the proposed subdivision and, therefore, none of the 
subdivision features will affect it. 
 
Comment A41: 
III.A-7 – 5th ¶ - While the Countryside Declaration #1 may not specifically define open space, 
the open space it is intended to reference may be defined elsewhere, such as on the original 
Countryside subdivision plat or associated improvement plans. This issue should be further 
researched.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A41: 
The issue was further researched.  As explained in the letter of Hocherman Tortorella & 
Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010, none of the 
maps and plans in the Planning Department’s records that predate the creation of the open space 
covenant in the Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed and filing of Filed Map 21511 in 1984 bears an “open 
space” designation on the bow tie-shaped parcel that is Parcel D.  In fact, some of such maps and 
plans show the bow tie as part of building lots in the Countryside Subdivision.  No notes 
explaining the meaning of the open space is set forth on any plans or maps the Applicant’s 
counsel found in its research of the municipal records. 
 
Comment A42: 
III.A-8 – 4th ¶ - Concerning the open space restriction on Lot D (8), it is not clear that simply 
because a driveway was previously constructed, it was done so legally. The driveway may have 
violated the open space restriction as well. This issue requires further evaluation. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response A42: 
  An extensive evaluation of the issue has been performed by the Applicant’s counsel and is set 
forth in its letter to the Planning Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010 and included 
in Appendix B.  As set forth in greater detail in the Applicant’s counsel’s letter, the records of 
the Planning Board approvals, the unfiled maps of the Countryside Subdivision in the Planning 
Board files, the Filed Maps for the Countryside Subdivision in the Westchester County Clerk’s 
Office, the Open Space Label itself, the provisions of the Briarcliff-Rosenthal Deed, and the 
actual manner in which Parcel D has been improved and used since the open space covenant was 
first recorded demonstrate that surface and sub-surface disturbance of Parcel D for accessways 
and utilities was planned and expected and, therefore, neither the driveway nor the other 
improvements in Parcel D runs afoul of the open space covenant.   
 
Comment A43: 
III.A-9 – 2nd ¶ - While the association may lack standing to object to the open space provision, 
the issue has merit, and bears on the subdivision plan. The concern should be more fully 
investigated. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A43: 
The concern has been fully investigated.  See Responses A11, A16, A25, A26, A27, A28, A29, 
A41 and A42 as well as the letter from Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein, LLP to the Planning 
Board and Town Attorney, dated October 21, 2010, in Appendix B. 
 
Comment A44: 
III.A-9 – 4th ¶ - While certain property owners may be bound by a covenant requiring “full and 
complete cooperation” with this subdivision, the Planning Board is bound by no such way. Any 
legal issues raised during the course of the public review of the DEIS must be addressed to the 
satisfaction of the Lead Agency. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A44: 
  Comment noted.  The Applicant believes that any comments raised by the parties subject to the 
“full and complete cooperation” covenant were raised by others and have been fully addressed. 
 
Comment A45: 
III.A-9 – Last ¶ - It is not clear, based on the absence of any analysis, how the conclusion that the 
land use of the project (townhouses and attached single-family homes) is consistent with the 
area, when no such housing types exists in the vicinity of the project site.   

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A45: 
See Response to comment A36. 
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Comment A46: 
III.A-14 – The discussion of the anticipated zoning impacts should address how attached single-
family homes and/or townhouses are addressed in the zoning ordinance, and if in fact, such unit 
types are permitted.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response A46: 
The six attached single-family homes (sometimes referred to in comments as “townhouses”) are 
permitted under the Town of Mount Pleasant Zoning Ordinance  Section 218-95(A) by virtue of 
the fact that Section 218-95(A) of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Planning Board, pursuant 
to the State’s enabling law (i.e. Town Law Section 278, formerly Section 281), to make 
reasonable changes in the zoning regulations applicable to the subdivision provided the changes 
do not “increase the average density of population or cover of the land with buildings above that 
which is permitted in the district wherein such lands lie.”  Section 278(3)(d) specifically provides 
that “[i]n the case of a residential plat or plats [such as proposed by the Applicant here], the 
dwelling units permitted may be, at the discretion of the planning board, in detached, semi-
detached, attached or multi-story structures.”  The Town’s enabling legislation for conservation 
subdivisions (Zoning Ordinance Section 218-95(A)) contains no restrictions that prohibit the 
Planning Board from modifying the type of structure in which the residential units approved as 
part of a conservation subdivision can be located.  For this reason, the Applicant believes its 
proposal to construct six units in three attached buildings of two units each is allowed under the 
Town’s Zoning Ordinance and the Town Law, notwithstanding the fact that the underlying 
zoning district permits “one-family dwellings” defined as detached buildings.  From a 
Residential Code perspective, the proposed units will be designed and constructed as single-
family residential units.  Therefore, the Applicant believes the proposed attached units can be 
approved by the Planning Board.  
 
Comment A47: 
I just want to reinforce that the calculations that we have for the as-of-right I think is faulty 
where it didn’t consider steep slopes.  You need to consider those in determining the as-of-right.  
Some of the land is not buildable and (inaudible) wetlands too, so that must be looked at. 

Board Member Keith Rosner, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response A47: 
As indicated in Appendix H of this FEIS, the Applicant has provided an as of right subdivision 
layout that conforms to the zoning requirements of the Town of Mt. Pleasant.  As indicated in the 
purpose and intent section (Section 180) of the Town of Mt. Pleasant Code, the steep slope 
protection ordinance seeks to minimize disturbance on steep slopes and very steep slopes and to 
avoid disturbance and construction activities on excessive slopes.  There is no prohibition on 
disturbing steep slopes, any proposed disturbance is required to follow a permit process before 
the Town of Mt. Pleasant Planning Board and identify mitigation measures.  The discussion in 
the Executive Summary demonstrates how the Applicant’s conventional plan takes into 
consideration the steep slopes protection law and why the lots shown thereon are approvable 
under such ordinance.  There are no wetlands on the property so the reference to land being 
unbuildable because of wetlands is factually incorrect.   
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Comment A48: 
Is it necessary for our home to be surveyed twice in two years without our permission?  What are 
these people looking for? 

Theresa and Vincent Marchica, Letter dated 10/1/10 
 

Response A48: 
The Applicant had surveys prepared as part of the requirements for subdivision and site plan 
approval and the adopted scoping outline to identify off site amenities such as utilities, roadway 
alignments and topographic conditions. 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Visual Resources 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  B-1 

Comment B1: 
Why do the exhibit cross-sections – Exhibit III.B-1 Cross Sections and photograph key numbers 
not correspond to the photographs in Exhibit III.B-2?  It’s impossible to identify from the key 
where the photographs were taken from, given this discrepancy.  Also, why were there no photos 
taken from the south and west, specifically from the vicinity of 140 Todd Lane or 144 Washburn 
Road? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response B1: 
Exhibit III.B-2 has been updated to include the Photo Key Plan and is provided in Appendix F.  
It is not the intention for Exhibit III.B-1 to correspond with III.B-2; instead Exhibit III.B-1 
corresponds with Exhibits III.B-4 to III.B-6. The photos provided were sufficient to satisfy the 
requirements of the Scoping Document. 
 
Comment B2: 
Exhibit III.B-1:  Some cross-sections were shown to show the topography.  Why weren’t some 
cross-sections shown that more clearly illustrate the bowl that I’ve been describing? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response B2: 
The cross sections provided were sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the Scoping Document. 
 
Comment B3: 
I.-D. 2. Visual Resources: Homes abutting Project Site to the north have at least partial views of 
some of the 16 residences clustered.  Really?  Partial views?  I would suggest that views will be 
more than partial.  How does applicant insure only partial views?  Will trees between existing 
homes remain?  This is a subjective opinion.  Views would change per season. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response B3: 
The phrase “partial views” simply refers to a field of view that includes intervening landscape 
features.  It does not indicate that the features within the viewshed will necessarily be screened, 
blocked or visually obstructed.  Therefore, the use of the phrase “partial view” is not a subjective 
opinion, but rather a statement of fact.  The Applicant proposes to keep the existing stone wall 
located along the northerly border of the site.  In addition, the alignment of Road B has been 
configured to allow for the planting of landscaping between the road and the stone wall. 
 
Comment B4: 
III.-B. Exibits III.B-2 Photographs.  Titles and description do not correspond to numbered 
photographs accompanying this section.  

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response B4: 
Exhibit III.B-2 has been updated to include the Photo Key Plan and is provided in Appendix F.   
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Comment B5: 
Photo F: “View from Fox Run Road to lot-6” is missing. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response B5: 
Exhibit III.B-1 has been updated accordingly and is attached in Appendix E. 
 
Comment B6: 
Photo G: “Aerial photo from Fox Run to the proposed site” is missing. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response B6: 
Exhibit III.B-1 has been updated accordingly and is attached in Appendix E. 
 
Comment B7: 
III.-B. 2. Anticipated Impacts.  Applicant states existing trees in areas between off-site homes 
and site homes will remain.  But according to site plan, it seems these trees will need to be cut 
down to make way for Roads B and C.  “In Applicant’s opinion, there are no significant adverse 
impacts to visual resources anticipated.” I beg to differ and would hope that the Board would 
not accept the Applicant’s opinion as fact but rather make their own assessment.  I invite 
Planning Board to come stand in my backyard and look at the project site to see anticipated 
visual impacts.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response B7: 
As noted previously, the proposed development of the property would be for residential uses 
which are consistent with the zoning for the site and the surrounding neighborhood.  The 
Proposed Action contemplates the use of clustering techniques to reduce overall site 
development impacts.  In addition, the Applicant has reserved certain sections of the site such as 
the area between Road B and the existing stonewall, so that landscaping could be provided.  
Based on the Tree Plan in Conservation Plan set in Appendix H of the FEIS, a 16 inch DBH 
Oak, 14 inch DBH Maple and a 14 inch DBH Oak will remain adjacent to the commenter’s 
property.   
 
Comment B8: 
 
III.B-1 – 2nd ¶ - Explain more fully how the architecture of the proposed townhouses will 
“coordinate” with the existing adjacent residential neighborhood. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response B8: 
The Applicant has not designed the proposed buildings.  It is contemplated that once the 
Applicant is prepared to pursue development of the site specific details of the units would be 
prepared.  The coordination discussed is anticipated to involve type of materials used, coloration, 
mass, height, bulk, scale, etc. 
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Comment B9: 
III.B-3 – 4th full ¶ - It is not clear that the architectural style of the proposed townhouses is 
consistent with the surrounding area. The housing style may in fact conflict with the existing 
character of the well-established detached single-family residential neighborhood, and as such 
should be addressed accordingly as a project impact.   

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response: 
Comment noted. The Applicant is not prepared to develop detailed architectural elevations.  
Those will be prepared once the Applicant is in a position to begin marketing the site for 
development. 
 
Comment B10: 
If necessary, architectural design mitigation measures or other measures, such as project 
modifications, may have to be established in the project Findings or via plan revisions, in order 
to properly mitigate this potential impact. Additional documentation is required to establish the 
significance of this potential impact.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response: 
Comment noted. See response to Comment B9. 
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Comment C1: 
I don’t think it looks at steep slopes in figuring out the number of houses that could be built.   

Board Member Keith Rosner, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response C1: 
 
The manner in which steep slopes disturbance was taken into consideration in the layout of the 
Conventional Plan and the reasons a density of 16 lots meets the standards of the Steep Slopes 
Law are set forth in detail in the Executive Summary, under “Conventional and Conservation 
Subdivision Layouts.” 
 
Comment C2: 
Does this proposed conservation plan address some of these steep slope concerns along with the 
– I think they proposed also boundaries, rock boundaries and partition.  

Board Member Denis McCarthy, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response C2: 
As Table C2 below shows, the proposed conservation plan included in the DEIS addressed the 
Board’s steep slopes concerns because it involved less steep slope disturbance category-by-
category and less overall disturbance than the DEIS Conventional Plan:  15-25%, 30% reduction; 
25-35%, 52% reduction; greater than 35%, 20% reduction; and overall disturbance, 13% 
reduction.  The FEIS Conservation Plan achieves even greater reductions in steep slopes 
disturbance by virtue of the adjustments to the road and lot alignments/layouts.  When 
comparing areas of disturbance on the FEIS Conventional Plan to those on the FEIS 
Conservation Plan, it can be seen that the FEIS Conservation Plan requires significantly less 
disturbance of slopes.  The reduction of disturbance is 26.2% for Steep Slopes (15% - 25%), 
50.9% for Very Steep Slopes (25% - 35%), and 30.4% for Excessively Steep Slopes (greater than 
35%).  Additionally the FEIS Conservation Plan layout reduces the overall disturbance to the 
project site when compared to the FEIS Conventional Plan by 18.7%.  Therefore, the preferred 
action embodied in the FEIS Conservation Plan minimizes steep slopes disturbance substantially. 

Table C2 
Slope Range DEIS 

Conventional 
FEIS 
Conventional 

DEIS 
Conservation 

FEIS 
Conservation 

0% - 15% 6.24 acres 6.17 acres 6.52 5.70 acres 
15% - 25% 3.58 acres 3.36 acres 2.50 2.48 acres 
25% - 35% 1.24 acres 1.16 acres 0.59 0.57 acres 
 35% 0.50 acres 0.46 acres 0.40 0.32 acres 

Total 
Disturbance 

11.56 acres 11.15 acres 10.10 acres 9.07 acres 

 Source: WSP Sells 
 
Further, the rock outcrops that exist along the east side and south-central portions of the property 
that would be disturbed in the construction of the FEIS Conventional Plan will be avoided under 
the FEIS Conservation Plan.   
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At the request of the Lead Agency, an alternative plan, refer to Exhibit C2 (the “Alternative 
Conservation Plan”), has been prepared which reconfigures Lots 6, 7 and 8.  The Alternative 
Conservation Plan relocates Lot 6 to a point on the east side of Road A south of Lots 11 and 12.  
As a result of relocating Lot 6 and relocating the driveway to Lot 8 to Road C, the cul-de sac for 
Road B was eliminated.  The access driveway to Lot 7 now comes off the intersection of Roads 
B and C.  In addition, each of Lots 6, 7, and 8 has been reduced in area.  As a result of these 
design modifications the buffer between the proposed lots and the property line adjacent to the 
Taconic State Parkway increases from approximately 15 feet to a minimum of 175± feet and the 
amount of Open Space increases from 9.55 acres to 10.09 acres.  Further, the Open Space exists 
in a contiguous wooded band which maximizes its utility for wildlife habitat and vegetated 
buffer purposes. Table C2a provides a comparison of the FEIS Conservation Plan (Exhibit I-2) 
with the Alternative Conservation Plan (Exhibit C2). 
 

Table C2a 
Comparison of Impacts 

 
Impact Category FEIS Conservation Layout (±) Alternate Layout (±) 
Slope Range   
   0-15% 5.7  acres 5.60 acres 
   15-25% 2.48 acres 1.75 acres 
   25-35% 0.57 acres 0.40 acres 
   >35% 0.32 acres 0.25 acres 
Total Disturbance 9.07 acres 8.00 acres 
Impervious Surface 2.85 acres 2.46 acres 
Open Space 9.55 acres 10.09 acres 
Source: WSP Sells 
 
 
Comment C3: 
On page I-3, Section I.D-3:  The topography is described on – it also slopes to the west with the 
ridgeline approximately down the center running north/south.  This is not described, but since 
I’m downhill from that side of it, from my property, I’m very aware of it.  It’s one of my biggest 
concerns – there’s high control of stormwater runoff. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response C3: 
 
The ridgeline in the geographic area where the project site is located is located west of the 
subject property on the adjacent property owned by John and Lisa Manuele at approximately 
elevation 440 (see DEIS, page III.C-11 (6)).  The highest elevation on the project site is 
approximately elevation 380.  The Applicant acknowledges its responsibility to propose a 
stormwater management plan that results in a zero net increase in the rate of stormwater runoff 
post-development.  These design parameters will be reviewed by the Town of Mount Pleasant 
Engineer along with the submission of the Notice of Intent (NOI) and final SWPPP, which will 
be reviewed for compliance with NYSDEC regulations with regard to water quality and water 
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quantity.  These stormwater standards and the measures that will be included in the SWPPP are 
designed to mitigate any impacts resulting from the increase in impervious surfaces in the 
subdivision.  The final version of the SWPPP will be submitted once lot count has been 
established and before final approval of the subdivision is issued.  Therefore, increased 
stormwater runoff must and will be addressed at every location on the site and should not be a 
concern with regard to construction. 
 
Comment C4: 
Page III.C-3, Table III.C-1, notes that CSD and CRC soils are mostly categorized as very limited 
for a variety of reasons for most of the relevant applications listed.  So doesn’t this create a 
greater need for stormwater management? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response C4: 
 
The answer is “no.”  The soils type classifications are not intended to dictate whether 
construction on the soil types can occur but, rather, are intended to highlight the different types 
of construction measures that should be employed to construct on those soils in a reasonable and 
safe manner.  On this site, the soil limitations that fall into the very limited category are generally 
due to slopes and depth to bedrock.  These conditions were taken into account when planning the 
project through the use of detailed erosion and sediment control measures and the siting of 
structures.  Impacts to slopes have been further reduced in the FEIS Conservation Plan layout 
(See Response C2).  The road profiles and site grading have been revised to greatly reduce the 
amount of cut required (40,200± cy for the DEIS Conservation Plan versus 13,335± cy for the 
FEIS Conservation Plan), which in turn reduces the need for rock removal.   
 
Please refer to Response to Comment C3 with respect to stormwater. 
 
Comment C5: 
The statement is this:  Can be overcome by stringent erosion control measures.  I would ask that 
“can” be replaced with “shall”.   

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response C5: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment C6: 
Quote, “therefore the ridgeline provisions do not apply to this site”.  I would question the 
definition of ridgeline.  There’s a ridgeline near (indiscernible) Drive, (indiscernible) the hill, but 
there’s also a north/south ridgeline that can be clearly seen from the vicinity of 145 and 144 
Washburn looking east from the Taconic Parkway. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
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Response C6: 
 
As the Applicant explained in the DEIS, page III.C-11 (6),the contours of the project site slope 
upward from the southeast corner of the property to the northwest with the lowest elevation of 
approximately 250± feet to the highest elevation of 380± feet.  This gradual slope continues 
northwest beyond the property to an elevation of 440±.  DEIS Exhibit III.C-3, Topography of the 
Site, accurately illustrates these elevations and confirms that the ridgeline originates off the 
subject property.  See also Response C14 regarding the finished elevation of houses in relation to 
that ridge. 
 
The Town of Mt. Pleasant Code defines ridgeline as an area 75 feet down slope on either side of 
the center line of a ridge.  The Applicant’s interpretation of the ridgeline ordinance measures the 
distance from the center of the ridgeline extending out horizontally 75 feet from the ridgeline.  
The Lead Agency believes that the definition includes all area starting from the top of the 
ridgeline and descending vertically by 75 feet.  (The Lead Agency notes that this resulted in the 
project being designated a Type I action pursuant to Section 180-6 of the Town Code.) In either 
case, a portion of the northwest corner of the Project Site falls within the regulated area but no 
structures are proposed in this area of the project site.  This is the area proposed to provide 
access from Carleton Avenue.   
 
Comment C7: 
Exhibit III.C-2, the grading plan omits one of the catch basins at the property line between the 
Applicant’s lot 2 and 144 Washburn Road.  It’s right on our fence line.  Exhibit III.C-3 
Topography of Site omits the same catch basin. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response C7: 
 
The basemap has been updated to depict the existing drainage system that extends from beyond 
proposed Lot 1 across properties at 136 Todd Lane and 144 Washburn Road towards Washburn 
Road; discharging to the existing catch basin along Washburn Road just west of the existing 
driveway. The existing drainage system is more fully described in Response E3.  The catch basin 
is now present on the basemap and can be seen on the updated plans.  Refer to Appendix H. 
 
 
 
Comment C8: 
The map (in Appendix I, Test Pit and Soil Boring Results) labels two test pits as TP3.  It’s 
unclear which of those is actually TP1.  So I would like to clarification on that.  The question is:  
Why were all of the test pits dug only on the east side of the north/south ridgeline and the [s]oil 
probes only on the west side?  Isn’t this an incomplete sampling not to done it on both sides? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
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Response C8: 
 
The test pit labeled TP-3 to the left of test pit TP-1 should be labeled “TP-2”.   
 
The deep test pits and soil probes were performed to sample specific locations where the depth to 
bedrock would impact the project layout.  Based on soil data and field observations the following 
locations were selected for the deep test pits: TP-1 and TP-2 centered along Road C between 
already identified rock outcrops; TP-3 at the proposed location of the detention pond; and TP-4 
along Road B at the end of the cul-de-sac just north of the identified rock outcrops.  The soil 
probes were performed in the rear of proposed lots 3, 4 and 5 and along Road B adjacent to lot 5, 
an area west of the identified rock outcrops.  It was decided to perform soil probes in this area 
because they are much less disruptive and are sufficient since the intent was only to determine 
the depth to rock, not the soil stratum. 
 
 
Comment C9: 
It seems like there are a variety of significant challenges with respect to shallow bedrock and 
poor soils. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response C9: 
 
The construction challenges posed by shallow bedrock and soils conditions on the project site are 
addressed and minimized by implementation of the mitigation measures proposed and discussed 
on page III.C-8 under Soil Limitations.  Stringent erosion control measures will be implemented, 
and plant cover will be established immediately after disturbance in an area is substantially 
complete in order to mitigate slope impacts.   
 
Site specific investigations regarding blasting and more precise house locations will be reviewed 
during the site plan process when the Applicant has advanced the house design after lot count is 
established.  Road profiles have been modified to more closely follow the natural contours of the 
property.  Refer to Appendix H for updated plan sheets.  The detention basin was situated in a 
flatter area of the site where embankments can be provided to detain the water; seepage can be 
mitigated by providing a clay barrier within the basin. 
 
Comment C10: 
Is it a fact or the Board’s opinion that regrading blends in? 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response C10: 
 
The grading of the site is designed to blend back in to the original grades, therefore it is a fact 
that the regrading blends in.  The Proposed Action has been further modified to reduce the 
overall disturbance and the net volume that results from the cut and fill sections.  Refer to 
Appendix H for updated plan sheets. 
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Comment C11: 
I.-D. 3. 2nd par. cites Steep Slope Plan - Conventional Layout in Appendix D.  But Appen D. is 
"Water and Sewer Plans".  Steep slopes are App. F. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response C11: 
 
Correct; I-3 D.3.¶ 1, as well as ¶ 2 should reference “Appendix F”.  
 
Comment C12: 
III.C-5 – 2nd full ¶ - This paragraph concludes that the predominant soil types 
(Chatfield/Charlton) are primarily limited due to slopes and bedrock. According to Table III.C-1, 
they are also very limited regarding seepage. This is important given the disturbance in these soil 
areas for proposed drainage facilities (0.27 acres). This impact should be more fully addressed. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C12: 
 
See Response C9.  During the development of the final SWPPP for the project further soil testing 
will be conducted in the area of the proposed detention basin to determine the permeability of the 
soil and its suitability for detaining stormwater.  If necessary, clay barriers and liners would be 
incorporated into the basin’s design to overcome these limitations.   
 
Comment C13: 
III.C-10 - #4 – The 14.4’ cut required for Road B, and the 13.2’ cut required for Road C appear 
excessive, and clearly do not follow the “natural topography to the greatest extent possible” as 
required in the steep slope ordinance. 
 
Options to minimize road cut and perhaps adjust the grading or configuration of lots should be 
explored. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C13: 
 
The proposed action has been revised to reconfigure the roads more closely to the natural 
topography and utilize the existing stone wall that presently divides the manicured lawn from the 
existing road and forested acres.  The updated Road Profile Plans are included in Appendix H. 
The proposed Road A results in required cuts of no more than 3± feet at any one section.  Road 
B has also been redesigned so that the profile more closely resembles the existing ground and 
shows average cuts of 3± feet with an area of 6± feet where Road C intersects.  And Road C’s 
deepest cut occurs at the intersection with Road B of 7± feet with the profile steadily increasing 
to meet existing grade. 
 
These changes are evident in the proposed action volume analysis.  The total cut required has 
been reduced from 40,200± cubic yards to 13,335± cubic yards and the total fill has increase 
slightly from 10,100± cubic yards to 11,610± cubic yards.  However, this has resulted in a more 
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balanced earthwork volume with a net cut of 1,725± cubic yards (in comparison to the DEIS 
volume of a net cut volume of 10,300± cubic yards), a reduction of approximately 83 percent. 
 
Comment C14: 
III.C-11 - #6 – While it is acknowledged that the highest elevation of the site is 380’ (60 feet 
below the ridgeline to the north), clarify that no development activity, including grading, home 
construction, etc. would result in improvements that extend up above the 440’ elevation of the 
ridgeline.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C14: 
 
The highest first floor elevation proposed in the revised FEIS Conservation Plan is 360.5 (lot 
11).  Zoning limits the build height to 35 feet, therefore the maximum elevation for the house 
would be 395.5, 45± feet below the ridgeline elevation of 440. 
 
Comment C15: 
III.C-11 - #7 – The statement that the proposed grading plan blends into the contours of the site 
appears to be at odds with the amount of cut and fill required to accommodate the proposed 
action. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C15: 
 
The proposed action road alignments have been changed to better accommodate the natural 
topography of the site and blend in the proposed grading with the existing contours.  The revised 
net cut for the proposed action has been significantly reduced to 1,725± cubic yards from the 
DEIS net cut volume of 10,300± cubic yards. 
Please refer to Response C13. 
 
Comment C16: 
III.C-11 - #9 – Provide a summary of the extent of required retaining walls – total lineal feet, 
location of walls, height of walls, etc. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C16: 
 
The use of retaining walls for the Proposed Action has been summarized in the table below:  

Table C16 
 Conservation Layout 
Retaining Wall Total Length (ft) Maximum Wall 

Height (ft) 
Lot 2 100 5 
Lot 2 116 5 
Lot 7 115 6 
Lot 7 73 5 
Lot 7 130 6 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Soils and Topography 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.   C-8 

Lot 7 178 6 
Lot 8 48 4.5 
Road A 147 2.5 
Road A 406 5.5 
Road B 79 4.5 

   Source: WSP Sells 
 
Comment C17: 
III.C-12 - #10 – The response does not indicate if the cut and fill slopes meet the setback 
standards. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C17: 
 
The majority of the cut and fill slopes relate to the installation of the roads; the structures are 
outside of the cut and fill setback requirements as the grading around them is predominantly 
meeting existing grades.  However, in areas where the setback requirements for slopes could not 
be met without significant disturbance of the site, retaining walls have been proposed.  The 
locations of these walls are designed to meet recommended setback distances. 
 
 
Comment C18: 
III.C-14 - #21 – How does the applicant propose to guarantee that specific house types (i.e. 
split/stepped levels, garage under or walkout basements) – which are discussed as specific 
mitigation measures – are actually constructed by the purchasers of the lots in question? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
 
 
Response C18: 
 
Each lot with an attached single family unit will be subject to site plan review prior to any 
building permit being issued.  The Applicant envisions that if the Board determines that 
mitigation is required to reduce impacts on slopes on particular lots, its Findings Statement 
would so indicate and the Board’s Resolution of Approval would specify that mitigation 
measures (including with respect to house layout design) should be considered during site plan 
review where appropriate based upon the improvements proposed by the Applicant.  At this 
point, the Applicant has not made any architectural selections and it would not make any sense to 
do so until lot count has been established. 
 
Comment C19: 
III.C-14 – #22 – This response must be clarified. Are all proposed improvements located within 
areas of the site that have been previously disturbed and improved? The response suggests that 
this is the case. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C19: 
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In general, throughout the years, the entire site has been disturbed by construction of internal 
paths and special plantings/landscaping.  A comparison of the Proposed Actions’ areas of 
disturbance with the existing conditions plan shows that with the exception of Lot 10, each lot 
has a portion of it that contains either lawn area or an existing paved path/driveway.  The 
Proposed Action was designed to utilize the majority of the already disturbed areas and allow the 
treed areas to remain as open space. 
 
Comment C20: 
III.C-15 - As noted in #21 above, excessive cuts (10,300 cubic yards) as presently proposed, 
require adjustments to the proposed action, or extensive mitigation measures, which are not 
addressed in the mitigation section.   

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C20: 
 
The proposed action has been modified to significantly reduce the amount of disturbance and net 
cut volume – from 10,300 cubic yards to 1,725 cubic yards.  Refer to Response C13 for 
explanation of changes and resulting cut and fill volumes. 
 
Comment C21: 
Exhibit III.C-2 – Excessive grading along Lots 12, 13 & 14 represents a concern warranting the 
implementation of mitigation, including site grading or substantial layout adjustments. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response C21: 
 
The Proposed Action has been modified to significantly reduce the amount of disturbance, 
specifically with respect to Lots 12, 13 and 14 (i.e. 10,300 c.y. to 1,725 c.y.).   Road C was 
shortened bringing all of the properties further north; the road profiles were modified to more 
closely follow existing grades; and a retaining wall was added along the back yard of these 
properties to minimize the amount of grading that is required between them and Road A.  The 
changes to Road A’s alignment and profile also reduced the amount of cut required for Roads A, 
B and C.  Refer to Response C13 for explanation of changes and resulting cut and fill volumes. 
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Comment D1: 
I have a question on Page III.C-21, item 13.  There’s a statement about New York State DEC 
regulations and town regulations, and the question is: Does one supersede the other?  

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response D1: 
In general, the Town regulations follow the New York State DEC regulations.  The Town may 
propose more stringent regulations at its discretion, and would therefore govern. 
 
Comment D2: 
I don’t know if this is relevant, but none of the field work appears to have happened after dusk. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response D2: 
As indicated in the Natural Resources Survey included as Appendix G of the DEIS, the 
timeframes for when surveys were conducted are generally accepted by biologists as the 
appropriate periods for conducting reliable natural resources surveys and are consistent with 
accepted guidelines from NYS DEC for threatened and endangered species. One of the surveys 
in August 2009 was conducted at dusk. The biologist looks for the actual species as well as its 
habitat.  Thus, the survey is multi-dimensional.  The biologist understands that and the failure to 
observe a particular species is not indicative that it does not exist on the Property and bases 
his/her conclusions on all the information collected from the multi-dimensional surveys. 
 
Comment D3: 
Quote, “this method accounts for trees with a DBH of ten inches or larger”.  Table III.D-3, 
Removal of Trees of DBH greater than 24 inches on the prior page only lists of 24 inch DBH and 
larger.  Shouldn’t this table show data for trees ten inches and larger? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response D3: 
 Refer to Response to Comment D13. 
 
Comment D4: 
Table III.D-4 is incomplete.  The quality column is blank.  Should the Quality column be blank? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response D4: 
The proposed planting list was provided to illustrate the types of landscape planting material that 
could be used as part of the site development.  However, the Applicant does not have a specific 
proposal for implementation at this time, thus the quantity column has been left blank.  
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Comment D5: 
Quote, “the Applicant anticipates that pesticide and fertilizer use on the proposed lots will be 
typical”.  Given this is undeveloped land right now, this is a significant increase in fertilizer, 
herbicide and pesticide (indiscernible) relevant to the current natural (state). 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response D5: 
The Applicant has proposed that a Homeowners Association be formed to contract for the 
landscape maintenance of the grounds.  As indicated in the DEIS, any pesticide or fertilizer 
application will be made in compliance with all applicable Federal, State, County and local laws, 
rules and regulations and best management practices. 
 
Comment D6: 
NYSDEC correspondence recommends checking back in a year from the date of the letter of 
April 27th, 2009 to update the response with the most current information available from 
NYSDEC.  Has that been done? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response D6: 
A letter has been prepared and sent to NYS DEC asking them to update with any more current 
information.  A response from DEC is provided in Appendix I. 
 
Comment D7: 
Specific impacts of fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide runoff to the properties to the west and 
south, wetlands to the east of the parcel and especially the duck pond into which the existing 
storm drains flow are not adequately addressed per the Scoping Document. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response D7: 
The Applicant contends that proper application of fertilizer, herbicides and pesticide will not 
create an adverse impact.  Proper application, when and if required, would mean that there would 
be proper absorption and no residual runoff anticipated.  As noted in the DEIS, the Applicant has 
committed to using a reputable landscape contractor experienced in lawn and landscape 
maintenance acting on behalf of the proposed homeowners association.  
 
Comment D8: 
NYSDEC Environmental Resource Map indicates portion of the property are in a Wetland 
Checkzone.  Is this the same as the Town and State definition of a Wetland Buffer? 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response D8: 

No, the wetland checkzone is approximately 500 feet and is meant only to advise of 
possible State regulated wetland resources.  The Applicant’s biologist delineated State, 
Town, and federal regulated wetlands immediately adjacent to the site.  The New York 
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State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) wetland and the 100 foot 
regulated Adjacent Area were field verified by Heather Gierloff biologist with the 
NYSDEC.  The wetland validation block on the wetland map was signed by Ms. Gierloff 
certifying the State regulated wetland boundary and 100 foot Adjacent Area.  There are no 
wetlands located on the property.  

Comment D9: 
Recommendation number 3 “To avoid impacts to potential Indiana Bats tree-clearing activities 
for those trees meeting…should be limited to the timeframe of November 15 to March 31.”  This 
recommendation is missing in DEIS Section III.D.3.a. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response D9: 
Comment noted.  As noted in the Natural Resource Report (DEIS Appendix G) tree-clearing 
activities for those trees meeting the minimum criteria for roosting or maternal colony use should 
be limited to the timeframe of November 15 to March 31.  As noted on the tree clearing plan, 
tree #’s 118, 253, 282 1999 (Shagbark Hickory) are all located outside of any potential clearing 
area and will remain on site.  
 
Comment D10: 
I.-D. 4. 2nd par.  "reforestation plan" in Appendix E.   While the list shows which trees remain, it 
doesn't tell us where these trees are?  This affects item I.-D. 2 above (views of abutting homes).  
Shouldn't tree survey pinpoint location of trees to be removed and those to remain? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response D10: 
The applicant had 2,543 existing trees with a dbh of 4” and larger surveyed for the entire subject 
property.  Each tree is identified by a number that is shown on Sheets 12 and 13 of 14 “Tree Plan 
– East Side” and “Tree Plan – West Side” respectively.  Sheet 14 “Existing Tree List” lists each 
of the 2,543 trees by number “NO.”, “SIZE (INCHES)”, “TYPE”, condition “COND.”, and 
ASSESSMENT. 
  
Comment D11: 
III.-D. 1. b. Wildlife.  No mention of deer.  I have observed many deer on site property during 
every season.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response D11: 
Comment noted.  The Applicant’s Natural Resource Consultant has conducted extensive surveys 
and made observations relative to wildlife on-site.  These observations did not include the 
presence of deer.  White tailed deer especially females and fawns are social animals and tend to 
travel in groups with a territory of about a square mile  Whitetail deer are diurnal, with a 
crepuscular bias. This means that undisturbed deer will move both during the day and at night, 
but mainly in the hours near dusk and dawn. When hunted or otherwise disturbed regularly, they 
may become almost totally nocturnal.  This species is hard to detect unless on the move because 
of their cryptic coloration that blends into the surrounding environment.  Given the proximity to 
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the Taconic State Parkway and constant disturbances it is likely that deer in the area are evident 
only at night or by chance observation.  However, while this species most likely travels through 
the property, no evidence such as scat, browse, or hair was observed on the property nor, as 
previously mentioned, were any actual deer personally observed on the property.  
 
Comment D12: 
III.D-3 – 4th full ¶ - Clarify if the list of species observed represents actual animal observations 
or observations of evidence (i.e. nests, scat, etc.) 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response D12: 
 As noted in the Section III.D.1.b. of the DEIS and in the Natural Resources Report (Appendix G 
of the DEIS) the list is for species that were observed on the property as well as evidence 
supporting a species use of the property.  An example is the mink.  Although not directly 
observed on the property the anecdotal evidence of pheasant kills leads to the conclusion that a 
mink or pair of minks had been on the property. 
 
Comment D13: 
III.D-4 – 2nd ¶ - Provide the sizes of the 491 trees to be removed. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response D13: 
A table listing the sizes of the 491 trees to be removed is provided below. 
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TREES TO BE REMOVED FOR PROPOSED ACTION 

TREE DBH 
NUMBER OF 

TREES NUMBER OF DEAD  

(IN) 
TO BE 

REMOVED 
TREES TO BE 

REMOVED 
4 51 0 
6 73 0 
8 49 0 
      

SUBTOTAL 
(4" - 10" 

DBH) 
173 0 

      
10 76 5 
12 89 3 
14 68 0 
16 52 2 
18 66 1 
20 30 0 
22 28 0 
24 22 0 
26 9 0 
28 10 0 
30 6 0 
32 3 0 
36 1 0 
38 1 0 

40+ 1 0 
      

SUBTOTAL 
(10"+ DBH) 462 11 

      
TOTAL 635 11 

Source: WSP Sells 
 
 
Comment D14: 
III.D-6 – Table III.D-4 – Some general description of how the proposed plantings will be utilized 
and located on the site is required.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Natural Resources 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  D-6 

Response D14: 
As indicated in the DEIS, the plant list shown on Table III D4 will be used to develop landscape 
plans for site plan review.  The Applicant has identified on page III D-8 of the DEIS, specific 
plantings to be used for detention basins and moist sites, restoration mix for dry sites and 
establishing turf. 
 
Comment D15: 
The landscaping plan includes use of native plants.  The use of native plants in preserving habitat 
is an important component of good environmental planning and we commend the applicant for 
including it in the plan.  We also recommend that provisions are made to assure the continued 
use of native plants by the residents association as well as implementing an organic lawn 
maintenance plan that would eliminate the use of pesticides. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response D15: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment D16: 
In addition, specific measures to prevent invasive plant encroachment during construction should 
be employed, particularly at edges of the wooded open space areas. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
 
Response D16: 
Comment noted.  
 
Comment D17: 
The flora and fauna report includes typical species commonly found in a suburban setting.  No 
threatened or endangered species were observed but remarkably neither were any deer, which is 
extremely unusual and raises questions on the thoroughness of the field survey. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response D17: 
See Response D11.  The Applicant’s Natural Resource Consultant has conducted extensive 
surveys and made observations relative to wildlife on-site including multiple methodologies for 
determining on-site species.  These observations did not include the presence of deer.  The 
Applicant’s Natural Resource Consultant has provided his professional credentials including his 
resume and NYSDEC license.  See DEIS Appendix G. 
 
Comment D18: 
The fauna report concludes there will be an inevitable loss of species diversity from the habitat 
destruction however “habitat values will be dependent on landscape planting schemes and 
maintenance regimes of the developed lots and…protective cover for wildlife.”  The use of 
native plants in landscape plans could mitigate the impact.  A detailed plan for the continued use 
of native plants should be included.  Measures to reduce or eliminate use of pesticides would 
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maintain species richness and should be detailed. This would be particularly valuable for 
residents as well, if well water is being used.  

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response D18: 
As noted on page III.D-6 and on Table III.D-4 in the DEIS, the proposed planting plan was 
developed that consists of plants native to Westchester County and a strong emphasis on plant 
material found in an Appalachian Oak-Hickory Forest ecological community.    
 
Comment D19: 
The rock outcrops on the south east of the property are noted as micro habitats.  The flora and 
fauna report suggests they should be protected where possible.  We strongly recommend that 
since these rock outcrops are part of the open space, specific measures should be taken that will 
preserve this important ecological feature. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response D19: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment D20: 
Indiana Bat habitat features should also be protected as described in the DEIS. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response D20: 
As noted by the Applicant’s Natural Resource Consultant in the report included as Appendix G 
of the DEIS, the Subject Site has several trees that are greater than 9 inches dbh and have loose 
exfoliating bark, crevices, cavities or holes. See also Response to Comment D9.  In addition, 
many of the trees greater than 9 inches dbh will remain on the site post development. 
 
Comment D21: 
Reforestation with native species is noted and a positive measure. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
 
Response D21: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment D22: 
As a result of the open space provision, the plan meets the Tree Reforestation requirement.  As 
noted, the open space is a positive measure.  However, 48 significantly large trees (24 inches dbh 
and over) are proposed to be removed.  These include several oak, maple and locust 28-40 inches 
and a 48” maple.   
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While tree density is being preserved per the local law, the site of the homes should be closely 
reviewed to see if additional large trees can be preserved.  The 48” maple appears to be located 
in the access road from Washburn and this tree deserves special attention to see what measures 
can be taken to prevent its destruction. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 
 
Response D22: 
The Applicant has revised the configuration of the proposed access road from Carleton Avenue 
in an attempt to preserve some of the larger trees in that location.  (See Appendix H)  At the time 
of site plan approval for individual lots, the Applicant will be able to better evaluate house 
design and location so as to further address the tree preservation issue. 
 
Comment D23: 
The Landscaping plan:  We commend the landscaping plan.  We note it includes the use of 
native plants, and the use of native plants in preserving habitat is an important component of 
good environmental planning.  We commend the applicant for including it in the plan. 

Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response D23: 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Surfacewater and Stormwater Management 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  E-1 

Comment E1: 
On page I-4, Section I.D-5, second paragraph identifies lots six and seven as not draining 
towards the proposed detention basin, but what about lots 1 through 5 which are on the south and 
west drainage slopes, they can’t possibly drain towards the detention basin that’s uphill. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E1: 
The site layout and road design have been modified to reduce the impacts of the proposed action.  
Under this new design a subsurface detention system under Road A near its intersection with 
Washburn Road has been proposed for detention purposes.  The Applicant has prepared a 
stormwater management system that includes components other than the detention basin 
mentioned by the commenter.  These systems include the use of dry swales, plunge pools and dry 
wells/infiltration chambers.  These stormwater management techniques are described in Section 
III E-3 of the DEIS. Stormwater runoff from proposed lots 1 through 5 will discharge to 
infiltration galleries on those lots intended to receive first flush runoff volumes. 
 
Comment E2: 
Is the stormwater management plan accurate to be reflective of the existing conditions of 
drainage and stormwater runoff mitigation which crosses my property and into what’s identified 
on the map as lot 1 and further up?  The plan fails to take into account the pre-existing drainage 
conditions mentioned. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response E2: 
 
The basemap has been updated to depict the existing drainage system that extends from beyond 
proposed Lot 1 across properties at 136 Todd Lane and 144 Washburn Road towards Washburn 
Road; discharging to the existing catch basin along Washburn Road just west of the existing 
driveway. The existing drainage system is more fully described in response E3 below.  The 
proposed drainage design as shown in the DEIS had no impact on these conditions.  Refer to 
Appendix H for the updated plan sheets; sheet 2 shows the existing drainage system. 
 
Comment E3: 
The project background site history failed to mention an extensive stormwater drainage system 
was installed by a prior owner. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E3: 
 
The existing stormwater drainage system has been updated on the basemap; refer to Appendix H 
for the updated plan sheets.  This existing stormwater drainage system that was installed by a 
prior owner collects overland flow from the maintenance garage area, proposed Lot 1, rear lot of 
136 Todd Lane and rear/side lot of 144 Washburn Road; ultimately discharging to the existing 
catch basin along Washburn Road just west of the existing driveway.  The paved area southwest 
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of the maintenance garage is collected through a series of catch basins.  The catch basins then 
flow to a catch basin located in the middle of proposed Lot 1 through an 18” CMP; there is also a 
6” PVC pipe that enters this basin from the west.  This basin discharges south through an 18” 
CMP to a catch basin just south of the rear abutting property line for 144 Washburn Road and 
proposed Lot 1.  It flows southeast to another catch basin through an 18” CMP still within the 
side/rear yard of 144 Washburn Road, which then flows to the last catch basin on that property 
located in the front/side yard through an 18” CMP.  This last catch basin also has a 12” CMP 
connected on its west wall and a 4” CPP on the north wall; it flows out the east wall through an 
18” CMP to the catch basin in Washburn Road. 
 
This system has been taken into consideration in the stormwater design.  As necessary, 
modifications to the existing facilities located on the Applicant’s property will be made to 
accommodate the new design.  Stormwater mitigation measures will ensure that there is no 
increase in the rate of runoff to the existing system.  
 
Comment E4: 
Conservation Plan fails to indicate the proposed retention pond (Exhibit II-3).  So I guess the 
question formed is:  Where’s the retention pond on this exhibit? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E4: 
Exhibit II-3 in the DEIS illustrates the proposed layout of the Conservation Plan.  The proposed 
detention basin is illustrated on Exhibit C-2 and Exhibit F-1 in the DEIS and in Appendix B of 
the DEIS. 
 
Comment E5: 
The quote is:  The SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) has been designed to provide 
a zero increase in deep runoff through adjacent areas and the municipal system.  What municipal 
system? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E5: 
  
The municipal system being referenced is the drainage system along Washburn Road that is 
owned and maintained by the Village of Briarcliff Manor. 
 
Comment E6: 
Will the house construction interrupt the drainage that connects to those catch basins? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response E6: 
The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is designed to prevent any disruption to the 
existing drainage system.  The plan is intended to capture all sediment prior to outletting the 
stormwater into the municipal system.   
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Comment E7: 
Page III.E-1 through E-1 (?), this is a more specific reference to the lack of documentation of the 
drainage structure.  There’s also – it says there’s a ditch on the north side of Washburn Road 
uphill of the basin, and I don’t see a ditch.  Where is the ditch? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E7: 
 
The ditch described is not intended to reference a well-formed roadside ditch; it is describing the 
natural ditch formed by the road’s contour and how the edge of the travel lane abuts the asphalt 
curb. 
 
Comment E8: 
An analysis of the drainage basin was done.  Did this analysis include all of the existing drainage 
basins, given that at least one of them is not even on the survey map? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E8: 
 
We believe the commenter is misinterpreting what the term “drainage basin” means in the 
statement regarding the analysis.  In this case, the drainage basin is the geographical area that 
drains to a particular point, not a physical structure such as a catch basin.  In the stormwater 
computations, the drainage basin analysis included all contributing watersheds.  The drainage 
analysis was performed using USGS mapping; a standard practice when analyzing contributing 
watersheds.  This allows for all contributing watershed areas to be analyzed without having 
detailed topographic survey mapping for the entire watershed. 
 
Comment E9: 
Page III.E-4, under the section on proposed mitigation which talks about grass, soils, plunge 
pools, diversion structures and so on; how will all those mitigations be maintained over time 
such that their performance doesn’t degrade to the point of failure? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response E9: 
The Applicant proposes to have a homeowners’ association established as part of the 
development.  The HOA would be responsible for maintaining the stormwater systems; a 
maintenance plan for the stormwater management system is required as part of the final SWPPP, 
which will be reviewed by the Town of Mount Pleasant for compliance with NYSDEC 
regulations in order to obtain approval for a SPDES General Permit.  The final version will be 
submitted once lot count has been established, before final subdivision approval is granted and 
before any construction may begin.  
 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Surfacewater and Stormwater Management 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  E-4 

Comment E10: 
Page III.E-6:  The statement is, “the use of infiltrator chambers was recommended”.  Should the 
statement be “is required”? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
 
Response E11: 
Comment noted.  There are alternative stormwater management practices that could be used to 
treat rooftop runoff for water quality.  The requirement of specific mitigation measures is under 
the purview of the Planning Board and, ultimately the specific measures will be approved by the 
Planning Board. 
 
Comment E12: 
My concern is, of course, if there’s going to be more water running into the duck pond.  We have 
soap suds that are now coming into the pond from up in the hills.  I don’t know whose property 
its coming from, but it’s coming in.  So that is a very big concern because the land is saturated 
now.  I mean, it’s so wet and damp.  So that’s one of the major problems.  So I wanted to bring 
that to your attention to look into it, please. 

Danny Heller, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response E12: 
 
As part of the proposed action, the existing stormwater drainage system will continue to collect 
stormwater runoff from 144 Washburn Rd, 136 Todd Lane and the proposed Lots 1 and 2.   The 
stormwater drainage system for the Subdivision is designed to provide water quality and water 
quantity measures as required per NYSDEC regulations.  Runoff from the roads would be 
collected in a series of catch basins along the roads and discharged as follows:  Road “A” will be 
captured in an underground detention system that will discharge to a new manhole built over the 
existing 18” CMP that runs along Washburn Road; Road “B” to the detention basin; Road “C” to 
the detention basin.  Runoff from the driveways and homes on the individual lots would be 
collected and discharged as follows:   proposed Lots 1 to 7 discharge to infiltration galleries 
intended to receive the first flush runoff volume; proposed Lots 8 to 11 discharge overland to the 
water quality swales which ultimately discharge to the detention basin; proposed Lots 12 to 16 
discharge overland to the water quality swale that leads to a plunge pool which overflows to the 
proposed stormwater drainage system along Road A.  
 
The Applicant further inspected the catch basin at the base of the existing Washburn Road 
driveway to the Property and the manner in which flows discharge from it.  The catch basin 
collects stormwater runoff from the Road and from an existing storm drainage system that 
originates on the Project Site and crosses the Crosswell property (i.e., 144 Washburn Road.  The 
catch basin contains two discharge pipes, one that extends under Washburn Road and leads to the 
pond on the Heller property and a second that extends down the north side of Washburn Road 
into a catch basin at the end of the Road and ultimately into the DEC wetland to the southeast of 
the pond on the Heller property.  The Applicant proposes to abandon the discharge pipe that goes 
under Washburn Road and feeds the pond on the Heller property thereby decreasing flows to that 
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pond when compared to the predevelopment condition.  All flows from the catch basin at the end 
of the existing Washburn Road driveway entrance to the Property will then be directed down the 
north side of Washburn Road and ultimately into the DEC wetland.  It is noted that any 
stormwater runoff from the proposed development will receive water quality treatment and 
mitigation of peak runoff rates prior to the connection to the municipal system.  
 
The Applicant also investigated the repeated assertion by Mr. Heller of soap suds in the pond on 
the Heller property.  As was noted by neighbor Alan Croswell several times during the DEIS 
review hearings and comment period, an existing storm drainage system on the Property crosses 
his property; that storm system includes a catch basin on the Croswell property.  The Applicant 
learned from its engineers that the catch basin on the Croswell property has three pipes from the 
Croswell property feeding into it.  Although the Applicant and its engineers cannot identify the 
precise nature of the flows from the Croswell property into the storm drain system, Mr. Croswell 
advised Mr. Andrew Saunders that he was aware of a grey water connection between the 
Croswell house and the storm drainage system and that Mr. Heller was aware of the connection 
because Messrs. Croswell and Heller had discussed it in the past.  According to Mr. Croswell, he 
corrected the connection in the recent past.  A letter from Mr. Saunders to Mr. Croswell 
confirming the discussion is included in Appendix D. 
 
Comment E13: 
There is a home across from us on the left on Carleton and then there’s a lovely short of a fence, 
and clearly the topography is that water runs down the hill as it is. 

Lilly Rombach, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response E13: 
Comment Noted. 
 
Comment E14: 
Is the existing underground storm drain that has continuous water flow year round considered a 
subsurface watercourse? 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10; 
Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated 

 
Response E14: 
 
The existing underground stormwater drainage system is not a subsurface watercourse.  The 
stormwater connections that lead to the catch basin on the northern side of Washburn Road come 
from yard drains located within the properties of 144 Washburn Road and 136 Todd Lane and 
proposed Lots 1 and 2.  These yard drains collect overland flow; they do not act to route any 
existing subsurface watercourse.  Refer to Response E3 for decsription of the existing 
stormwater drainage system.   
 
Comment E15: 
Stormwater mitigation is a significant concern of mine and I am especially concerned that the 
existing conditions survey seems to have totally glossed over the existing drainage network that 
crosses my property from the Applicant’s. 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Surfacewater and Stormwater Management 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  E-6 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response E15: 
 
Please refer to Response E3 for description of the existing stormwater drainage system. 
 
Comment E16: 
Page VIII-1, 3rd bullet:  This increase in impervious surfaces will strain already sub-standard 
drainage patterns. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
Response E16: 
 
It is the responsibility of the Applicant to propose a stormwater mitigation plan that results in a 
zero net increase in the rate of stormwater runoff; these design parameters will be reviewed by 
the Town of Mount Pleasant Engineer along with the submission of the Notice of Intent (NOI) 
and final SWPPP, which will be reviewed for compliance with NYSDEC regulations with regard 
to water quality and water quantity.  These stormwater measures will mitigate any impacts 
resulting from the increase in imperviousness.  The final version will be submitted once lot count 
has been established and before any construction may begin. 
 
Comment E17: 
VIII. Third bullet.  What protection will there be for neighboring properties against flooding and 
excessive runoff due to this increase in impervious surfaces?  Board should note the increase in 
severe flooding throughout Westchester County in the last several years due to the increase in 
intensity of storms vis-a-vis the decrease in pervious surfaces needed to absorb runoff.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
Response E17: 
 
Please refer to Response E16. 
 
Comment E18: 
III.E-1 – 5th ¶ - The high point of the site identified in this section (415’) is inconsistent with the 
high point identified on page III.C-11 (380’). This is an important piece of existing site data to 
correct as it may impact the potential for the project to affect the ridgeline.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response E18: 
 
III.E-1 – 5th ¶ should read: 
“…The highest elevation on the project site is found at the western edge of the property near the 
existing tennis courts, at elevation 380.0 feet.  The lowest area…” 
 
Comment E19: 
III.E-5 – Will the grassed swales be located on individual private lots? If so, how can their 
continued maintenance be assured? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response E19: 
 
It is the intention of the proposed action to have grassed swales located on individual lots; the 
HOA would be responsible for maintaining the stormwater systems.  A maintenance plan for the 
stormwater management system is required as part of the final SWPPP, which will be reviewed 
by the Town of Mount Pleasant Engineer for compliance with NYSDEC regulations in order to 
obtain approval for SPDES General Permit # GP-0-10-001.  The final version will be submitted 
once lot count has been established, before final subdivision approval is granted and before any 
construction may begin.  Continued maintenance of the grass swales will be provided for by the 
covenants and restrictions recorded against the lots on which they are located. 
 
Comment E20: 
III.E-5 – Exhibit III.E-1 was not included. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response E20: 
Exhibit III- E1 is included in this FEIS. 
 
Comment E21: 
III.E-5 – 1st ¶ - Provide back-up documentation on how the water demand was established. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response E21: 
The water demand calculations have been provided in Appendix O of the DEIS. 
 
 
Comment E22: 
The use of municipal water from the Village of Briarcliff Manor, as acknowledged in the DEIS, 
has not been approved.  Considering the Village recently declined to provide municipal water to 
a 3-lot subdivision on Chappaqua road without the creation of a water district, we believe it is 
not likely for this subdivision.   
 
As an alternative, the applicant proposes using well water for the homes.  The CAC questions the 
impact of the proposed storm water management plan on ground water recharge since the fully 
developed site with large amounts of impervious surfaces and a stormwater management plan 
will divert water off site.   

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
 
Response E22: 
 
It should be emphasized that wells are proposed as an alternative; it is the Applicant’s preference 
to connect to the existing municipal water system (please refer to the Water Supply Section of 
the Executive Summary with regard to the discovery of the existing water main connection from 
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Carleton Avenue to the subject property).  However, based on determinations by the Applicant’s 
Engineering Consultant, if wells are deemed necessary, no modification to the layout and 
configuration of the subdivision and associated improvements would be required. 
 
The stormwater management plan is not intended to divert water off site; it is designed for a zero 
net increase in the rate of runoff.  The proposed action maintains 9.55 acres of open space in 
addition to lawn area created at each lot.  The proposed action proposes use of infiltration 
galleries to mitigate the increase of runoff due to the increase of impervious surface created by 
the houses and driveways.  These units will provide for the infiltration of runoff into the 
groundwater system.  Dwellings which do not drain directly to the detention basin watershed will 
be provided with infiltration trenches and grassed swales, which are intended to infiltrate the 
average annual rainfall runoff rather than divert it. 
 
Comment E23: 
The CAC suggests the use of low impact storm water systems including grates, pipes and drains 
designed to protect wildlife from being drawn into the system, use of pervious pavers, rain 
gardens and other sustainable methods.  These should be detailed in the FEIS and incorporated 
into the site plan where possible. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response E23: 
 
Comment Noted.  The SWPPP will be submitted to the Town of Mount Pleasant for review and 
approval during final design; the level of detail provided for sustainable methods set forth in the 
New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual, June 2010 will be addressed at this 
time.   A copy of the SWPPP will be forwarded for the NYSDEC’s review when the NOI for 
SPDES General Permit # GP-0-10-001 is submitted for approval. 
 
Comment E24: 
An existing stormwater system on the property, referred to as “inlets”, is briefly described in the 
DEIS.  The system appears to be a series of storm drains and pipes that send stormwater directly 
into the NYSDEC wetlands and a neighbor’s pond without any treatment. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response E24: 
 
Comment Noted.  Under the proposed action, runoff from the project site will receive water 
quality treatment as well as peak runoff mitigation prior to exiting the property and flowing to 
the NYSDEC wetlands. 
 
 
Comment E25: 
During the site walk, Mr. Saunders, a principal in the project, indicated the existing system 
would be used for drainage around the clustered homes.  Specific details on this system need to 
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be provided.  Will this system be integrated into the stormwater management plan?  Is the 
neighbor’s pond intended to be used as a retention basin and is there an existing agreement with 
the neighbor for that use?  In fact, the stormwater drains are noted on a few of the drawings but 
there’s no dedicated drawing. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated; 
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response E25: 
 
The Grading, Drainage and Utility Plans (Sheet 6 of 14 for both the Conventional and 
Conservation plan sets) have been revised to show the proposed drainage.  There is no intention 
to use the neighbor’s pond as a retention basin.  Please refer to Responses E12 and E24.  
 
Comment E26: 
The water issues are a major concern. Presently, there are soap suds that come into my pond and 
water that saturates my property from the top of Washburn Road. The addition of any more 
water would have major effects on my property and the wetlands and could cause more erosion 
to my property line. 

Danny Heller, Letter dated 10/4/10 
 

Response E26: 
Please refer to Response E12. 
 
Comment E27: 
During a series of casual inspections that – as I said, I walk by the site on a regular basis.  I did 
notice that there is almost always water in the storm drain under the catch basins on Washburn 
and almost always – in fact I can’t recall really recall an instance where I didn’t see water 
running through – sometimes it trickles, sometimes it’s a fair amount – regardless of the recent 
weather conditions.  We recommend that there should be further investigation by a hydrologist 
or other professional with the expertise to make this determination.   

Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response E27: 
The drainage system on the applicant’s property, 136 Todd Lane and 144 Washburn Road has 
been investigated and documented by WSP ▪ SELLS, a professional engineering firm with 
expertise in the field of stormwater.  Please refer to Responses E3, E12 and E14. 
 
Comment E28: 
Anticipated Impacts and Table III.E-2 – Shouldn’t the proposed conservation layout be analyzed, 
not the conventional layout? 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
 
Response E28: 
The use of the conventional layout for the DEIS stormwater analysis is a more conservative 
approach in that it contains a greater amount of impervious surfaces and disturbance, which 
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would result in higher peak runoff flows and water quality impacts than the conservation layout.  
Thus the stormwater measures proposed for the conventional layout would adequately mitigate 
impacts from the conservation layout.  Additionally, the revisions to the conservation layout 
contained in the FEIS create larger reductions in the impervious and disturbance areas. 
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Comment F1: 
The Village water supply is limited to supplying water for consumption solely within the 
Village, and to existing connections to properties located outside of the Village boundaries that 
are specified in the Agreement; the proposed project is not included on the list of authorized 
connections.   

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response F1: 
As discussed in the Executive Summary, an existing connection exists on Parcel D that was 
incorrectly omitted from the list of authorized connections in the Village of Briarcliff Manor-
DEP Agreement referred to in the comment.  In conjunction with conducting additional surveys 
for the Project Site, WSP Sells discovered an existing utility manhole on Parcel D which houses 
an existing water meter for an 8-inch water main connection from the existing main in Carleton 
Avenue to Parcel D and Lot 40.  There is also a water valve and meter on the line prior to the 
pumphouse on Lot 40.  The list of “authorized connections” attached to the Agreement was 
supposed to include all existing service connections but overlooked the one on Parcel D and Lot 
40.  The Applicant has advised the Village of its discovery and provided it with details about the 
improvements and met with the Village Manager and Water Department Superintendent.  The 
Applicant believes that the existing main and service connection take the provision of water to its 
subdivision out of the “new connections” category and is pursuing the matter further with the 
Village Administration as well as the Town.  At the direction of the Town Supervisor’s office, 
the Applicant consulted with Town Engineer James Vanoli regarding the formation of a Water 
District for the project.  Town Engineer Vanoli has advised the Applicant that the Town Board 
has no objection to forming a District for new subdivisions and that the Town would be willing 
to take over responsibility for the water mains in the subdivision upon the formation of such a 
district, provided the Applicant installed all infrastructure for the main extension, including 
master meter(s) at each end of the subdivision.  The Applicant is prepared to install the master 
meters and its engineers have so advised the Town Engineer. 
 
Comment F2: 
 
The DEP has stated to the Village that it will not permit any new service connections to any 
properties located outside of the Village boundaries in the Town of Mount Pleasant (the “Town”) 
absent the creation of a water district or districts by the Town covering all existing service 
connections to properties in the Town receiving water from the Village.   

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response F2: 
See Executive Summary and Response F1 above. 
 
Comment F3: 
All permits and approvals needed from the Village relating to the extension of the Village water 
supply (i.e. approval of the extension, road-opening permit, etc.) should be discussed in the 
context of Town-wide water district(s) which may include the project.   

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
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Response F3: 
See Executive Summary and Response F1 above. 
 
Comment F4: 
In addition, the Applicant should provide illustrations showing the location of the existing water 
main in Washburn Road. 

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response F4: 
The existing water main is shown on the plans in Appendix H, but is clearly depicted on Exhibit 
F-5 “Off-Site Utility Plan”. 
  
 
Comment F5: 
The Applicant should provide illustrations showing the location of the existing sewer mains in 
the vicinity of the project site.  Additionally, the illustrations of the proposed sewer mains, 
including the location of off-site connections to existing infrastructure, should also be included. 

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response F5: 
Please refer to Exhibit F-5 for a larger overview of the surrounding area that includes the 
location of the existing sanitary sewer adjacent to the subject property. 
 
 
Comment F6:  
Further, the DEIS is silent on who will ultimately be responsible for ownership and maintenance 
of the proposed sewer main extension located within the village.   

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response F6: 
The Applicant anticipates that it will be responsible for the installation of the sewer main 
extension in the Village, that it will transfer ownership of the main to the Village of Briarcliff 
Manor and that the Village will maintain the extension the same as it does for all other mains in 
the sewer system.   
 
Comment F7: 
There are a number of issues raised in correspondence that are not fully addressed in the DEIS.  I 
think in particular from the Village of Briarcliff Manor on the water issue and there’s a 
communication from a tax payer regarding certain topography or steep slopes, concerns that 
apparently…should be restudied in terms of layout.   

Board Member John Cohen, Public Hearing 6/21/10 
 
Response F7: 
See Executive Summary and Response F1 regarding the water supply issue and Executive 
Summary regarding steep slopes and topography.  
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Comment F8: 
Page I-5, Section I.D-7, second paragraph: Water and sanitary service demands states a 
recommended one-inch irrigation per week by Cornell University.  While this is recommended, 
is it common practice?  Again, this is going to be a homeowner’s association, likely sprinklered – 
anecdotally (indiscernible) lawn sprinklers and professional grounds management frequently 
over water.  I’m concerned about whether the estimate which was used to lead to the whole 
stormwater management plan is a good estimate. In other words, do we use this Cornell 
recommendation as to how much you should water your lawn or should we be using an idea of 
how much might actually be watered or worst case scenario. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response F8: 
The Applicant’s Engineer used a standard industry practice recommendation relative to irrigation 
requirements and demands. 
 
Comment F9: 
On page III.C-1 under Existing Conditions; the question I have about whether the underground 
so-called storm drain, is actually a storm drain or a subsurface watercourse.  Why does the 
document not adequately address this water course or storm drain? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response F9: 
Please refer to Responses E3 and E14. 
 
Comment F10: 
Why did it miss a fire hydrant that’s in front of 144 Washburn Road? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response F10: 
 The original survey was completed by aerial; it could have been mislabeled or not picked up.  
The fire hydrant has been added to the base map. 
 
Comment F11: 
And, then in Alternative 2, Applicant proposes using existing water main under Taconic.  But 
this main is 2”.  Is Applicant proposing using this small main?  Wouldn’t site’s 16 mains (8” or 
4”) running into a 2” main present complications?  What is the feasibility of this proposal?  And, 
has Village of Briarcliff Manor consented to use of existing main or approved viability of its use 
for sewer purposes?  
 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10;  

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response F11: 
The proposed water main connections are to the existing water mains in Washburn Road and 
Carleton Avenue.  Reference to the existing water main that runs under the Taconic State 
Parkway is in regard to the proposed sanitary sewer connection to the existing Westchester 
County Department of Environmental Facilities (WCDEF) 16” trunk sewer which runs along 
Chappaqua Road.  The Applicant proposes to utilize the existing pipe corridor, which has been 
abandoned, to reduce the potential for problems when jacking and to avoid disturbance to the 
NYSDEC regulated wetlands adjacent to the Taconic just south of the subject property. 
 
The proposed sanitary sewer main is not intended to be 2”; it is the pipe corridor that will be 
used, not the pipe itself. 
 
Comment F12: 
If individual wells are required of issues of septic cross-contamination, might there be given a 
lack of sewers for adjacent properties? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response F12: 
In the event that individual wells are required, the Applicant could still pursue connection to the 
municipal sanitary sewer system which could preclude any issue of cross contamination. 
 
Comment F13: 
What is the status and scope of discussions of creating a Town-wide Water District?  What if this 
doesn’t happen?  Shouldn’t there be a more detailed contingency plan? 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response F13: 
The Applicant understands from discussions with the Town Engineer that discussions between 
the Town and the Village about the creation of a Town-wide Water District are stalled.  
However, as explained in the Executive Summary and Response F1, the Applicant believes that 
the matter of a Town-wide District may not bear on the Village’s provision of water service to 
the Subdivision because the recently discovered existing water main and service connection 
takes the Subdivision out of the realm of “new connections” supposedly required to be addressed 
by a Town-wide District.  Further, as explained in Response F1, the Applicant has been advised 
that the Town Board has no objection to forming a Water District for the Subdivision nor would 
it object to being responsible for the main and master meters installed for the Subdivision 
provided the Applicant installs all of the infrastructure. 
 
The Applicant clearly prefers to find a way for public water to be provided to the new homes and 
will continue to pursue that form of water service.  If water from Briarcliff Manor is not able to 
be provided, the Applicant will provide water supply from individual wells.  More than sufficient 
information with respect to private wells has been provided. Based upon WSP Sells’ calculations 
of water demand for a single family residential project, individual wells will need to produce 
approximately 3.6 gallons per minute per household per day.  An analysis of the potential 
groundwater supply available on the site was provided in the DEIS and it shows that one 
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groundwater well alone on the subject site was tested and yields 55 gallons per minute.  (There 
are 5 existing groundwater wells on the site.)  While tested well will not be the sole source of 
supply for the entire subdivision, its yield demonstrates the availability of groundwater on the 
site and in its vicinity to support individual wells.   
 
There is plenty of land area within the Subdivision in which to locate individual wells.  Given 
that sewage disposal will be provided for through a municipal system, no separation distance 
from septic systems within the Project Site must be adhered to when siting the individual wells.  
Further, because all surrounding properties obtain their water from the Village of Briarcliff 
Manor, no analysis is needed to examine the potential of on-site wells to influence off-site water 
supplies. 
 
The provision of water and sewage service is a matter within the jurisdiction of the Westchester 
County Department of Health.  At the time the Health Department reviews the Subdivision and 
before a building permit could be obtained for any lot, the Applicant will have to demonstrate 
that a well can be developed on such lot.  Under the circumstances where neighboring properties 
are served by public water, the information regarding wells that has been provided to date in the 
DEIS is more than typically required at this juncture of a project.  
 
Comment F14: 
I.-D. 7. 6th par. (Water and Sanitary Service Demands): village can only supply water if a water 
district is formed in Mount Pleasant but applicant does not detail how district will be formed, 
status of formation, plans for formation, etc.  Perhaps the most important issue yet very little is 
mentioned about this.  Water district cannot be formed without a majority of residences’ 
approval.  It is my understanding that Taconic could not form its own water district but would 
have to be part of a larger Town of Mount Pleasant Water District consisting of existing 
customers who reside outside the Village of Briarcliff Manor.  

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F14: 
  See Executive Summary and Responses F1 and F13 above. 
 
Comment F15: 
I.-D. 10.  All structures would have sprinklers.  Is this fact added into water usage calculations? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F15: 
Sprinklers in residences will be provided if required by the governing code.  Sprinklers would be 
used only during a fire related event in an individual unit and, therefore, fire sprinklers, if 
installed, would have no impact on water usage calculations. 
 
Comment F16: 
III.-D. 3. “Applicant anticipates that pesticide and fertilizer use on …lots will be typical….”  
Should Applicant need to resort to wells to provide water to each residence, what would impact 
be on well-water of pesticide and fertilizer use? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response F16: 
 Please refer to Responses F1, F2 and F13; the Applicant does not foresee the water main 
connection as an issue due to recent findings as identified in the above responses, therefore, 
wells are not anticipated to be required.  However, in the event that wells are required, the 
location of the wells will consider where the areas that would require the use of pesticides and 
fertilizers are relative to the potential for contamination.  Also, there are pesticides and fertilizers 
that can be used to prevent contamination. 
 
Comment F17: 
III.-F. 1. Same (3) Connection to Village Water Supply.  Applicant states Village and Town are 
in discussion about creation of Water District.  It is my understanding that discussions are on 
hold and formation of any district is not in the works.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F17: 
  See Executive Summary and Responses F1 and F13 above. 
 
Comment F18: 
c. Proposed Mitigation, second paragraph.  “If an agreement cannot be reached at the time of 
construction….”  Shouldn’t this issue be resolved way before “time of construction?”  Isn’t that 
way too late in the game?  As the Planning Board has mentioned several times, water source is 
the most important factor in this project yet Applicant is not sure of water source. Furthermore 
there is nothing detailing depth of wells, how wells would be connected to homes, no specifics 
whatsoever about wells. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F18: 
See Response F13 above.  The Applicant believes that the suggestion that additional information 
regarding wells to serve the Project is needed is mistaken.  
 
Comment F19: 
Applicant tested one existing well.  Where are these results appended?  While there would be 16 
individual wells, isn’t all water essentially from same source/aquifer?  Wouldn’t water usage of 
16 homes then impact gpm and decrease available water supply? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F19: 
The Applicant tested the highest performance well – labeled the “blue well” to show the 
efficiency of the pump.  Pump rates are known for each of the wells based on information 
provided by the Applicant.  If additional information is required of the existing wells based on 
WCDOH regulations for well design, such testing will be performed at that time.  However, the 
Applicant does not foresee wells as the proposed alternative; please refer to Responses F1, F2 
and F13. 
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The existing well information is provided in Appendix J along with the flow test performed by 
Foley’s Pump Service, Inc.  The water demand calculations have been performed and show that 
the water supply demand is 3.6 gpm per household per day.  As stated in III.F.3.c. “the yield of 
the existing wells demonstrates that an adequate groundwater supply exists on the property to 
support individual wells for both domestic use and lawn irrigation”. 
 
Comment F20: 
Wells would need approval and certification from Department Of Health yet this step and 
procedures for approval are not noted here. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F20: 
The Applicant has noted on Table I-1 that Westchester County Department of Health is a 
permitting agency relative to water supply.  Application to the Department of Health is not made 
until after preliminary subdivision approval is granted.  However, it should be noted that the 
Health Department is an interested agency under SEQRA and has received the DEIS and notices 
of the public hearing so it has been kept informed of the application and afforded an opportunity 
to comment on the Project. 
 
Comment F21: 
III.-F. 2. Sanitary Sewage b. Anticipated Impacts (2) Proposed Sewer System. In earlier 
paragraphs Applicant notes existing conditions of surrounding residences that are on Town sewer 
system use 8” gravity lines.  But here Applicant does not describe proposed size of sewer lines in 
project site. Would these be 8”?  4”?   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F21: 
 The sanitary sewer mains were not indicated on the plans.  It is assumed that 4” service 
connections will be installed with an 8” main connecting to the 16” WCDEF trunk sewer.  
Calculations for sizing will be approved by the WCDEF. 
 
 
Comment F22: 
(3) Growth Potential.  …”properties situate(d) north of the intersection of proposed Road A with 
Washburn Road….  This area encompasses approximately 18 existing properties….” But this 
geographic area described is the new site project that currently has no existing properties.  This 
description makes no sense.    

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F22: 
Comment noted.  The 18 properties in question are located west of the intersection of Road A 
and Washburn Road. 
 
Comment F23: 
c. Proposed Mitigation.  “There will be the possibility of a gravity feed for sanitary sewer to the 
public connections on Carleton Avenue.”  Where on Carleton?  At the earlier described 
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“northwest of the intersection of Briars Corner and Carleton?”  How would proposed site 
connection get to this existing connection?  Through existing residences’ property?  Along 
proposed Road B?  Elevation between aforementioned connection and project site is higher than 
project site.  How would a gravity fed connection surmount elevation obstacle?  Shouldn’t this 
proposed mitigation have much more detail? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F23: 
There is no proposed sewer connection to Carleton Avenue. The reference to Carleton Avenue in 
the DEIS should have been to Washburn Road. 
 
 
Comment F24: 
No mention of cable or telephone services.  One would assume they would be available but 
where would hook-ups be?  Would they originate on Carleton or Washburn and how would they 
travel into site? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response F24: 
The Applicant will work with the service provider to bring service into the site from the most 
convenient location available. 
 
Comment F25: 
III.F-2 – Appendix D could not be located. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response F25: 
Appendix D consists of a graphic exhibit entitled: Water and Sanitary Sewer Plan and was 
included in the DEIS. 
 
Comment F26: 
III.F-2 - #3 – The issues (and limitations) associated with the potential connection to the 
Briarcliff Manor Water District must be more fully documented. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response F26: 
 See Executive Summary and Response F1 above. 
 
Comment F27: 
III.F-3 – 2nd ¶ - If the installation of wells may be necessary, a more fully developed discussion 
of the potential impacts of installing the wells should be provided, including such issues as 
potential draw down impacts on surrounding wells.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response F27: 
 See Response F13 above.  There are no surrounding wells that would be impacted by onsite 
wells and surrounding properties are served by public water by the Village of Briarcliff Manor.  
For these reasons, the Applicant maintains that the information that has been provided 
sufficiently addresses the alternative of onsite wells. 
 
Comment F28: 
III.F-4 – 3rd ¶ - How was the lawn irrigation system water demand of 27,026 gpd calculated? Is 
this figure based on existing irrigation rates? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response F28: 
The irrigation rates used in the calculation are based on 1” irrigation per week as recommended 
by the Cornell University Department of Horticulture. 
 
 
Comment F29: 
III.F-4 – The comparisons of the two sewer alternatives should include factors such as amounts 
of grading, cut & fill, tree removal, etc. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response F29: 
There is nothing to compare quantitatively between two sanitary sewer alternatives.  Both 
alternatives impact the site equally as the main exits the site in the same fashion and redirects its 
path onto Washburn at the same location regardless of the point of connection.  As far as cut/fill 
quantities, the two alternatives would result in a trench that will be restored to its original 
condition and therefore the cut/fill is not pertinent.  Tree impact cannot be quantified as the 
differing impact for either alternative is off-site and survey is not complete for these areas.  The 
connection through the wetland would result in approximately an additional 190 feet of length in 
comparison to utilizing the existing water main under the Taconic.  
 
Comment F30: 
III.F-5 – 1st ¶ - Is sufficient capacity available in the County Trunk Sewer Main to accommodate 
the additional 18 homes? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response F30: 
Based on discussions with the WCDEF, there is sufficient capacity in the existing WCDEF trunk 
sewer for the additional 18 homes. 
 
Comment F31: 
Considering the lack of public water available to the site at this time, I think we might want to 
consider sprinkler systems, particularly in the attached housing. 

Board Member Joan Lederman, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
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Response F31: 
Comment noted.  Whether public water is available or not, there are hydrants with adequate 
pressure and capacity along Washburne Road and Carleton Avenue, within 130’ of the entrance 
roads that could be utilized for firefighting in the subdivision.  However, if sprinkler systems are 
required by the governing codes, they will be considered.  Also, please refer to Responses F1, F2 
and F3. 
 
Comment F32: 
There is a water issue.  Where will the water be drawn from? 

Theresa and Vincent Marchica, Letter dated 10/1/10 
 

Response F32: 
Refer to Executive Summary and Responses F1 and F13 above. 
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Comment G1: 
In addition, Section G should indicate that a curb cut permit for access to Washburn Road must 
be obtained from the Village. 

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response G1: 
Comment noted.  A curb cut permit must be applied for from the Village of Briarcliff Manor. 
 
Comment G2: 
Page I-6, Section I.D-8, the traffic and transportation section does not reference existing right-of-
way for pedestrian access to Todd Elementary School. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response G2: 
Comment noted.  There is an existing 50-foot right-of-way from Washburn Road to Todd 
Elementary School located west of the proposed Road A access point.  This right-of-way is 
primarily for emergency access to the school property; however, in practice, it is also used for 
access to the site by pedestrians from the Washburn Road/Todd Lane area.  The referenced 
section of the DEIS discusses generally pedestrian traffic in the study area which includes 
Washburn Road.  In addition, DEIS Section III.G.1, page III.G-5, addresses pedestrian traffic 
during morning and afternoon periods, which cover school arrival and dismissal times, 
respectively, and includes the actual pedestrian counts recorded by the Traffic Engineering staff. 
 

 
Comment G4: 
The statement is:  The roadways in the vicinity of the site are generally standard widths.  Is this 
correct?  I believe the town standard for a roadway width is 24 feet and these roadways are 
generally 18 feet wide or less.  

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10; 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10  
 

Response G4: 
While the current Town standard for new public roads is 24 feet, this statement is referring to the 
industry accepted standard for local roads and streets as defined by the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  Table III G-1 of the DEIS lists the 
widths of the existing roads to be 24 feet with the exception of Todd Lane and Washburn Road, 
which are listed as 18 feet.  AASHTO defines standard widths based on design speed and traffic 
volumes and for road such as Todd Lane and Washburn Road (Design Speed <40mph and 
AADT<400), the standard width is 18 feet.1

 
 

 
 
                                                 
1 A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2001, Fourth Edition, American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials, Exhibit 5-5, pg. 388 
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Comment G5: 
Page III.G-2, Table III.G-1, on road descriptions.  The footnote says, pavement on Washburn 
Road at two locations is less than 18 feet, see appendix.  Which appendix?  How much less than 
18 feet?  Where are these bottlenecks, and what impact do they have on traffic flow and 
pedestrian safety? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
 
Response G5: 
 The Traffic Impact Assessment Report in DEIS Appendix C (Traffic Report B on the Town’s 
website) includes a sketch showing road widths along Washburn Road based upon scaled widths 
and actual measurements taken by WSP Sells (Mr. Dan Briar) on October 1, 2008. Another copy 
of this drawing has been included in Appendix M of the FEIS).  The area of Washburn Road that 
measures less than 18 feet in width is limited to an approximately 200-foot long section in the 
vicinity of the proposed Road A entrance.  In this narrower area, Washburn Road ranges in width 
from 17 feet, 10 inches to 17 feet, 0 inches.  While the sections less than 18 feet in width are less 
than the standard width, the condition is an existing one and has functioned in an acceptable 
manner over the years.  The 50-foot right-of-way providing emergency access to the Todd 
Elementary School is east of a section of the substandard roadway width.  In addition, there are 8 
single family homes and the Project Site along and further east of where the substandard 
roadway width occurs.   
 
Large commercial service vehicles and equipment have been able to access Washburn Road, the 
residential properties and the Project Site over the years for maintenance and repairs of the Road, 
the residential properties and the Project Site.  The Applicant’s maintenance and/or repair of the 
maintenance shed, paved paths, extensive trees, irrigation system, wells, and garden on the 
Project Site has required the use of substantial commercial vehicles and equipment, such as 
tractor trailers, cranes, tree removal equipment, and delivery trucks, which have had to travel 
over the narrower section of Washburn Road. According to the Applicant, the vehicles and/or 
equipment have been able to access the Project Site without a problem or incident.   
 
The area in which the Road narrows to below 18 feet is straight and has good vertical sight 
distance; under such circumstances, commercial vehicles and equipment (which are limited to 8-
1/2 feet in width) and passenger vehicles (which are typically 6 feet wide) can pass one another 
safely at the narrower sections of the Road.  As a practical matter, where two vehicles meet at a 
point where both cannot fit for any reason, one driver extends the courtesy of yielding the right 
of way to the other.   
 
Given the low traffic volumes projected for the Proposed Action (23 vehicle trips during the 
A.M. peak hour period and 22 vehicle trips during the P.M. peak hour period, or approximately 
one trip every three minutes) even assuming all vehicles pass through the Washburn Road 
entrance (which is not expected to be the case), the additional traffic from the Proposed Action is 
not expected to affect the manner in which traffic flows or the safety of pedestrians at those few 
points where the Road narrows to less than 18 feet. 
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Comment G6: 
Page III.G-5, the Use of Area Roads, second paragraph states that school buses travel along 
Washburn Road to access the Todd Elementary School.  This needs to be checked, because that’s 
just inaccurate.   

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response G6: 
The text should have read Todd Lane. 
 
Comment G7: 
I believe letters were sent to the Mount Pleasant Police Department.  Was correspondence sent to 
the Briarcliff (Manor) Police Department?  Finally the paragraph just ends.  The accident data, 
there’s missing text.  So where’s the missing text? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response G7: 
The sentence should have read “No accident data was received from the Police Departments in 
response to the requests.”  
 
Subsequent to the submission of the DEIS, the Applicant’s Traffic Engineer made additional 
requests to the Village and Town Police Departments for their respective accident data.  
Information for the years January 1, 2005 to December 31, 2007, the most recent past three years 
available and the same period as the NYSDOT data, was finally obtained.  A review of the 
Village and Town reports revealed that the only data relevant to the project study area that was 
not contained in the NYSDOT data were four accidents at the Todd Lane and Pleasantville Road 
intersection (Village reports) and two at the Route 9A and Carleton Avenue intersection (Town 
reports).  Having received the additional data, the Applicant’s Traffic Engineer prepared a 
Technical Memorandum for this FEIS evaluating all accident data for the intersection, which 
included the additional accidents, for the purpose of determining whether any change to the 
Traffic Engineer’s original conclusion regarding the project’s impact on the safety of study area 
intersections was required.  The Technical Memorandum and all accident data (NYSDOT, Town 
and Village) are included in Appendix N. 

 
Of the four accidents at the Todd Lane/Pleasantville road intersection (that were in addition to 
the three contained in the NYSDOT data), one was caused by construction occurring at the 
intersection (the vehicle slid on construction plates), two were rear-end collisions cause by 
vehicles stopping to make left turns, and the fourth was a right turn collision whose report had no 
accident detail.  None of these accidents involved injuries and each had less than $1,000 in 
damage.  (It should be noted that one of the accidents in the NYSDOT report was a vehicle 
hitting a deer and therefore should not be considered an intersection related incident.) Thus a 
total of five intersection related accidents occurred during the three year period.   
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Given the additional accidents, the Traffic Engineer recalculated the accident rate for this 
intersection.  In doing so, he found that two of the seven accidents for which data had been 
received were not appropriate to include in the accident rate calculation – the one reflected in the 
NYSDOT data that involved hitting a deer and the one from the Village data that involved an 
accident as a result of skidding on construction plates.   
 

The recalculation of the accident rate (based upon 5 trips) is as follows: 
 
            Accident Rate = (total accidents in X years) * (1,000,000) 
                                       (365 days/yr)*(X years)*(AADT veh/day) 
 
            Accident Rate =           (5 accidents) * (1,000,000)    
                                       (365 days/yr)*(3 years)*(18,227 veh/day) 
 
                                    = 0.25 accidents per million entering vehicles 
 

As explained in the DEIS, the statewide average accident rate for this intersection type is 0.16 
accidents per million entering vehicles.  Although the Todd Lane at Pleasantville Road 
intersection exceeds this rate, no demonstrable pattern of accidents is observed that would 
indicate a problem with the safety of the intersection.  In fact, each of the additional accidents 
was minor, injury-free, and involved damage of less than $1,000.  There being no identifiable 
pattern to the accidents, the fact that there were a few more than the data originally showed 
which caused the accident rate to increase slightly does not change the Traffic Engineer’s 
original conclusion in the DEIS that the small amount of additional traffic at area intersections, 
including Todd Lane at Pleasantville Road, will not adversely affect vehicular safety at study 
area intersections. 

 
At the Carleton Avenue/Route 9A intersection there were two accidents that were a result of a 
vehicle turning from Carleton Avenue into Route 9A.  Based on the high traffic volumes on 
Route 9A, the accident rate for the intersection is below the state average.  
 
Comment G8: 
On page III.G-6, Traffic Volumes, trip generation data was developed for 16 units.  What 
number of occupants was that trip generation data developed for?  Was it based on the records 
study, two drivers per house? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response G8: 
As explained in the Traffic Impact Assessment in Appendix C of the DEIS, the trip generation 
data was based on the industry accepted standards as published by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE).  Trip generation rates are based on land use studies conducted at hundreds of 
locations with continual updating for changes in trip patterns.  The study was based on single-
family detached housing, which includes all single-family detached homes on individual lots.  
The ITE rates account for multiple drivers per household.  This is the accepted methodology for 
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calculating projected traffic volumes and the ITE is the accepted source/authority for trip 
generation figures used in such a calculation.  
 
Comment G9: 
The trip distribution for the proposed projected traffic volumes was based on a worst-case 
scenario in which most vehicles were traveling to and from Pleasantville Road.  Shouldn’t that 
be a likely scenario?  I mean, where else are they going to go besides Pleasantville Road? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G9: 
 Vehicles could continue on Carleton Avenue to either Route 9A or Chappaqua Road.  In any 
event, by assuming a worst case scenario where most of the vehicles would travel to and from 
Pleasantville Road, the condition referred to by the speaker is covered. 
 
Comment G10: 
Quote “Minimal pedestrian traffic”.  This minimal pedestrian traffic includes school kids 
walking to and from Todd Elementary School and to and from the bus stop at the corner of Todd 
Lane and Carleton Avenue, which is where the older kids have to wait for the school bus. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G10: 
The Traffic Impact Assessment specifically states that the study was done to correspond to 
school arrival and dismissal times.  DEIS Appendix C, page III.G-5.  The quoted statement was 
based on actual pedestrian counts. 
 
Comment G11: 
On IV-1, Section B, long term impacts.  Should the Board require that a second bullet be added 
to identify the increased risks to pedestrians, especially school kids walking to Todd School and 
the Washburn cross and bus stop caused by the additional traffic? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G11: 
There is no objective, reliable, empirical basis to assume that an extremely modest increase in 
traffic from the proposed subdivision will increase risks to pedestrians and school children.  
Drivers (including existing residents in the neighborhood) who obey speed limits and follow 
other municipal traffic regulations, do not pose an undue hazard to pedestrians and should not 
make conditions for pedestrians and school children less safe. 
 
Based upon existing and projected traffic volumes, the condition of area roadways, and 
pedestrian counts taken during school arrival and dismissal times, the Traffic Impact Assessment 
concluded that vehicular traffic generated by the proposed development will not significantly 
affect pedestrian operations and safety.  There is no long term impact.  
 
Comment G12: 
Now, could you manage a school bus confronting an 18-wheeler or one of these earth mover, 
someone has to give in, there’s no place for them to go.  Traffic is a problem.   
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Vincent Marcheca, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G12: 
The scheduling of when large pieces of construction equipment could be brought onto the Site 
can be coordinated around typical school pick up and drop off times for this neighborhood.  
School buses are restricted by the US government to 98 inches (8’-2”) and commercial vehicles 
to 102 inches (8’-6”).  A typical passenger vehicle is approximately 6 feet wide and a van 6.5 
feet (the maximum manufactured automobile width is 6.6 feet).   It is evident from these 
dimensions that these vehicles could pass each other on the existing roads. 
 
Comment G13: 
There’s a concern of an entrance on Carleton and there’s concern of an entrance on Washburn as 
you’ve heard tonight.  So my question is:  The Applicant has an entrance at 124, I believe its 
Todd or Washburn Road, that’s his entrance to his property.  My question is:  Why wouldn’t that 
be considered an entrance to this development at all? 

Danny Heller, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G13: 
The access driveway to Lot 40 (owned by Sharon Saunders) is constructed for private residential 
use for a few homes and is over land owned by Mrs. Saunders as well as a right-of-way which 
she does not own but over which she holds an easement in common with two other property 
owners who obtain access to their properties over the right-of-way.  The right-of-way is only 
approximately 20-feet wide and would not be sufficient for a road meeting Town road standards.  
Nor could a road meeting the maximum length for a cul-de-sac be constructed using the 124 
Todd Lane driveway for the Subdivision road entrance.  Still further, there are substantial above-
ground and subsurface improvements on Mrs. Saunders’ Property that would be destroyed if a 
road were to be constructed from the right-of-way giving access to her property to the proposed 
Subdivision. 
 
Comment G14: 
We are directly in front of the new road that would be – so I’m very concerned. 

Lilly Rombach, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G14: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment G15: 
The traffic would be, I mean, quadrupled.  Again I can’t imagine.  As it is, I think Carleton has 
become somewhat of a pass-through for people who kind of figured out they can avoid the 9A 
traffic and pick up Carleton right off the Taconic.  So to invite more traffic would be again, 
would be a large problem. 

Lilly Rombach, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response G15: 
The volume of traffic would not quadruple due to the proposed action.  The traffic analysis, 
which is based on actual vehicular counts, shows the volume of traffic on Carleton at the Road B 
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entrance in the build year of 2011 to be 25 vehicles northbound (towards Chappaqua Road) and 
60 vehicles southbound during the AM peak hour (85 vehicles total); and 47 vehicles northbound 
(towards Chappaqua Road) and 35 vehicles southbound during the PM peak hour (82 vehicles 
total).  The proposed development would generate 24 total vehicles during the AM peak hour (17 
out and 6 in) and 22 total vehicles during the PM peak hour (8 out and 14 in).  This represents an 
increase of approximately 25% on Carleton Avenue.  Furthermore, the traffic impact analysis 
showed that the increase in traffic will not affect the level of service on Carleton Avenue. 
 
Comment G16: 
My main concern, and it’s outlined in the letter that I delivered today, is really with traffic on 
Carleton Avenue and the condition of Carleton Avenue, which in some new areas at the top of 
the hill is perhaps 24-foot road, but on the southern portion coming down the hill going towards 
the 9A connector and then up to the Todd and Washburn intersection, measures—and I put a 
tape on it – as narrow as 17 and a half and 18 feet in places.  In some areas with steep ruts, with 
blind corners, very poor visibility, and it’s a road that is substantially deteriorating in the 
southern section.  I think it’s heavily fractured with developing potholes, and I suspect the base 
itself needs to be rebuilt because a lot of water comes up through the road at certain times and 
the pavement is actually buckled where the main weight of the vehicles go over it as they go by.  
So I won’t go into all of the issues in detail because they’re outlined in my letter, but I think that 
Carleton Avenue is not in its present condition, able to support the traffic in a physical sense or 
from the standpoint of safety for motorists and pedestrians.   

Dan Taylor, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 

 
Response G16: 
The proposed traffic volumes will not increase sufficiently enough so that they would affect the 
existing condition of Carleton Avenue.  Existing sight distances on the road will not be impacted 
by the proposed development. 
 
Comment G17: 
The DEIS description of Carleton Avenue is incomplete and somewhat misleading.  The lower 
(southern) portion of Carleton Avenue has heavily fractured pavement, eroding shoulders, and 
developing potholes.  This portion of Carleton Avenue is in need of a new road base and 
repaving; it cannot stand up to the construction traffic required for the project. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G17: 
Comment noted.  The description was referring to the condition of Carleton in the vicinity of the 
proposed access Road B intersection.  Carleton Avenue is intended to be a through road in which 
normal delivery and heavy service truck traffic frequents regularly (i.e. fire, garbage and 
landscaping trucks, school buses and delivery trucks), therefore there is no reason to assume that 
it cannot stand up to the construction traffic required for the project.  The existing condition of 
Carleton Avenue from the intersection with Route 9A to Fox Run Road has been documented in 
Exhibit G17. 
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Comment G18: 
We have long been concerned about the excessive speeds used both by some residents of the 
upper hillside area and “cut through” motorists.  Traffic speeds of 45-50 mph and higher are 
common on the south hill, and these speeding motorists frequently cross center lines due to their 
high speeds around curves.  These conditions are not mentioned in the DEIS.   

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
  
 
Response G18: 
The roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site are signed for speed limits of 30 mph.  The issue 
of speeding on local roadways is a matter of enforcement for the responsible police department. 
 
Comment G19: 
The DEIS states that the Route 9A northbound and Carleton Avenue intersection is controlled by 
a stop sign at the Carleton Avenue side.  This information is incomplete.  This indicated stop 
sign controls traffic exiting the neighborhood via the connecting road onto Route 9A northbound.  
There is no traffic sign controlling traffic entering the neighborhood via the Carleton Avenue 
connector, which forms a “T” intersection with the rest of Carleton Avenue.  Visibility to the 
south at this uncontrolled “T” intersection is poor due to the adjacent “hairpin” curve on Carleton 
Avenue immediately to the south; visibility to the north is poor due to the curve of Carleton 
Avenue. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G19: 
The DEIS is correct in its statement since it was describing the intersection of the connector road 
and Route 9A, where there is a stop sign on the connector road.  The lack of a stop sign at the 
other end of the connector road where it met Carleton Avenue does not affect the conclusions 
reached in the traffic analysis. 
 
Comment G20: 
The DEIS concedes that the 3-way intersection of Carleton, Washburn ad Todd has a “skewed” 
geometry and is not controlled by any traffic signs.  However, the DEIS does not mention (1) the 
very poor visibility from Todd Lane towards oncoming Washburn Road traffic, or (2) the 
difficulty most drivers have in staying within their lane when making the turn from Carleton 
Avenue onto Todd Lane due to the road angles.   

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G20: 
See Response 18. 
 
Comment G21: 
The Todd Lane Bridge and intersection with Pleasantville Road section of Todd Lane presents 
greater traffic problems that the DEIS indicates.  The rebuilt Todd Lane Bridge still does not 
readily or smoothly accommodate cars travelling from both directions.  Two-way traffic is not 
feasible at all when a car and a truck or school bus approach at the same time.   
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Todd Lane, turning left (east) onto Pleasantville Road is very difficult during the school/work 
rush hours.  East-bound traffic on Pleasantville (Road) during this time is usually very heavy and 
has long backups.  Generally, a left turn is not possible at all unless an eastbound motorist stops 
to provide access.  These conditions regularly create long delays and backups at the Todd Lane 
exit. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G21: 
The rebuilt Todd Lane Bridge meets all roadway standards with respect to pavement width and 
turning movements as prescribed by the New York State Department of Transportation.   
 
The traffic analysis came to the same conclusion for left turns from Todd Lane to Pleasantville 
Road during the peak (rush) hours.  The study also showed that there will be a minimal increase 
in delay due to the proposed action (approximately 3 seconds). 
 
Comment G22: 
The DEIS understates existing road, traffic and safety issues in the project area.  These problems 
for the neighborhood’s residents would only be exacerbated by construction traffic and 
additional motorists if the project were approved in its present form. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G22: 
The Traffic Impact Assessment examined how area intersections function under existing, future 
no-build (existing traffic adjusted for growth), and future build (existing traffic adjusted for 
growth plus project traffic) conditions, and examined accident data for the study area 
intersections and surrounding roadways.  The analysis and conclusions in the DEIS are based 
upon site visits and empirical data derived from actual traffic counts as well as State-maintained 
accident data. 

With respect to how area intersections currently function and are projected to function without 
and with project traffic, the data shows as follows:  (i) under existing conditions, all intersections 
except for the southbound approach to the Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road intersection and the 
westbound approach to the Carleton Avenue/Route 9 intersection would operate at LOS A, the 
highest and best level of service possible (Traffic Impact Assessment, DEIS Appendix C, Table 
1, p. 8); (ii) the projected growth under the no-build scenario would cause a change in only one 
intersection in the study area, the southbound approach to the Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road 
intersection, which would experience a LOS D operation during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour 
period (Traffic Impact Assessment, DEIS Appendix C, Table 2, p. 12); and (iii) under the build 
scenario, there would be no change in the operation at any of the intersections in the study area 
compared to the no-build condition, with the overwhelming majority of such intersections 
continuing to operate at LOS A (Traffic Impact Assessment, DEIS Appendix C, Table 4, p. 19). 
 
As discussed in Response G7 above, with respect to safety of area roadways, while there have 
been accidents at some study area intersections, most have been at the intersection of Todd Lane 
and Pleasantville Road.  However, no particular trend or cluster was observed for the accidents 
and, therefore, there is no basis to conclude that the small amount of additional traffic projected 
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from the Subdivision will have an adverse impact on vehicle safety or traffic either during 
construction or afterwards.  (See Appendix N) 
 
Comment G23: 
We believe that the Town and the Applicant should consider making a number of road and traffic 
safety improvements, including the following: 
 
The damaged portions of Carleton Avenue should be given a new base and paving. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G23: 
Existing conditions that need repair are separate from and not related to the Proposed Action and, 
therefore, the Applicant is not responsible to repair them.  The maintenance of the road is the 
responsibility of the Town Highway Department and should be addressed by it. 
 
Comment G24: 
The Police Department should monitor and enforce speeds on Carleton Avenue. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 

Response G24: 
Comment noted.  However, the comment relates to matters outside the scope of the Proposed 
Action, which are not relevant impacts to be considered on this application. 
 
Comment G25: 
The “hairpin” turn on Carleton Avenue (leading to the Washburn/Todd intersection) should be 
widened, and shoulders with white edge lines added to protect pedestrians and motorists in the 
opposite lane. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 

Response G25: 
The condition referred to in the comment is an existing condition outside the Project Site and 
will not be impacted as a result of the approval and construction of the Proposed Action.  
Therefore, it is beyond the scope of the Proposed Action and the comment is not relevant. 
 
Comment G26: 
The Carleton/Todd/Washburn intersection should have appropriate stop signs, including a stop 
sign for the Washburn Avenue traffic, due to poor visibility from Todd Lane. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G26: 
See Response G25 above.  The municipality with jurisdiction over the intersection has the legal 
authority to install stop signs and local residents could petition for their installation.   
 
Comment G27: 
A traffic signal should be added for the Pleasantville Road/Todd Lane intersection, with 
operating signals at least for the school/work rush hour period. 
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Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G27: 
See Response G25 above.  It should be noted that according to discussions with the Office of the 
Building Inspector of the Village of Briarcliff Manor, the Village commissioned a study for 
improvements at the Pleasantville Road/Ingham Road intersection, which concluded that a signal 
would be warranted at this location.  The proposed signal has not been installed due to the 
School District’s failure to contribute funding to the work.  Signal installation at this intersection 
would improve turning movements at Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road, as it would create gaps in 
the traffic that would facilitate turns. 
 
Comment G28: 
Traffic signs should indicate the possible need to yield at the Todd Lane Bridge. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G28: 
 The Todd Lane Bridge was recently reconstructed and meets all NYSDOT standards and does 
not warrant the installation of yield signs. See Response G25 above. 
 
Comment G29: 
The Route 9A connector intersection with Carleton Avenue should have a stop sign due to poor 
visibility and traffic conditions. 

Dan and Catherine Taylor, Letter dated 6/21/10 
 
Response G29: 
See Response G25 above.  Nevertheless, the municipality with jurisdiction over the intersection 
has the legal authority to install stop signs and local residents could petition for their installation.   
 
Comment G30: 
Given the economy will eventually recover, shouldn’t one plan for increased traffic and not take 
advantage of a short-term decrease in traffic volume when planning for future impacts? 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response G30: 
 Traffic counts were conducted in 2007, prior to the decrease in the economy.  To verify this, 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes were obtained from the Westchester County Department 
of Public Works for Pleasantville Road in the vicinity of Larch Road.  The ADT counts show a 
significant drop in traffic from 2006 to 2008 and 2009 (see Table).  The traffic analysis, 
including the future No-Build projection, is based on the higher traffic volumes. 
 

Date Eastbound ADT Westbound ADT 
July 17, 2006 14,068 13,449 
May 12, 2008 8,628 9,318 
May 4, 2009 7,874 8,228 
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Notably, for all intersections but two, which are currently operating at marginal levels, all 
intersections studied will keep the same “A” or “B” levels of service with the Project traffic even 
under the Build Scenarios.  Level A is the best level of service possible with Level B being an 
acceptable level.  These results demonstrate that the increased traffic from the Proposed Action 
will be relatively insignificant and not affect how area intersections function. 
 
Comment G31: 
Page IV-1: B Long Term Impacts.  Add to the 2nd bullet the increased risk to pedestrians. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response G31: 
See response G-11. 
 
Comment G32: 
I.-C Required Approvals: Table I-1.  Village of Briarcliff Manor is listed only as pertaining to 
Extension of Water Service.  Applicant fails to note Village’s jurisdiction and authority over 
other aspects of project, specifically the portion of Washburn Road at the proposed gated 
entrance to Site.  As noted in letter from Village to Planning Board, dated January 14th, 2009 
(copy attached) the Village has specific approval authority for any “…curb cut for access to 
Washburn Road, a road opening permit for installation of a sewer line…” as well as connection 
to water supply.  And I would believe that any required and/or proposed alteration and widening 
of Washburn Road would also need Village approval.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G32: 
Comment noted.  See response to Comment II-1 in this FEIS. 
 
Comment G33: 
I.-D. 8. Traffic and Transportation.  2nd par.  Once again, appendices citing is incorrect, notes B 
as traffic when it’s Appendix C.  Why was there no traffic study of Washburn Road?! 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
 
Response G33: 
 Correction of the Appendix reference is noted.  The traffic study did include Washburn Road.  
Turning movement counts at the Todd Lane/Carleton Avenue intersection captured traffic 
coming from and going to Washburn Road.  This was used to determine the impacts of the 
Proposed Action on Washburn Road as well as the entire study area.   See DEIS, Exhibits III.G-2 
through III.G-10.   
 
 
Comment G34: 
I.-D. 8. 3rd par.  “…the southbound approach on Pleasantville Road to Todd Lane.”  Pleasantville 
road runs east and west at this intersection so how can there be a “southbound” approach on this 
street?  Furthermore, the letters associated with level of service (A, C, D, etc.) are not defined.  
What do those letters mean? 
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Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G34: 
 Comment noted.  The text should have read “the southbound approach of Todd Lane to 
Pleasantville Road.”  The information was correctly presented in Section III.G of the DEIS.  The 
definition of the letters associated with level of service can be found in the Traffic Impact 
Assessment, DEIS, Appendix C, page 4.  The definition contained in that report is as follows: 
 

The unsignalized intersection capacity analysis method utilized in this report was 
performed in accordance with the procedures described in the 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual.  The procedure is based on total elapsed time from when a 
vehicle stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line.  
The average total delay for any particular critical movement is a function of the 
service rate or capacity of the approach and the degree of saturation.  In order to 
identify the Level of Service (LOS), the average amount of vehicle delay is 
computed for each critical movement to the intersection.  The LOS for 
unsignalized intersections is described as follows:  

 
 
LOS 

 
Average Delay 

 
A 

 
<10.0 seconds  

B 
 
10.1-15.0 seconds  

C 
 
15.1-25.0 seconds  

D 
 
25.1-35.0 seconds  

E 
 
35.1-50.0 seconds  

F 
 
>50 seconds 

 

Comment G35: 
I.-D. 12. “failed conditions at critical intersections.”  What exactly does this mean?  Can this be 
further defined? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G35: 
For evaluation of air quality issues, one of the threshold conditions is failing, or level of service 
F conditions, see also response G34 above. 
 
Comment G36: 
III.-G. Traffic and Transportation.  In this section Applicant states primary access to subdivision 
will be through new access road, “Road A” from Carleton Avenue.  But in section I-8 as well as 
on all plans appended and in Exhibits in this section, such road is listed as “Road B.”  And in the 
Appendix C figure 10, etc. roads are listed a third way AA, BB and CC.  So, which is it?  
Applicant further states here that subdivision will also contain another proposed access road, 
“Road B” located to the east of Road A.  Is Applicant actually referring to Road C as shown on 
map?  There seems to be a lot of errors here rendering this opening paragraph misleading and 
useless. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response G36: 
Corrected figures are contained in Appendix O. 
 
Comment G37: 
Study areas Exhibit III.G-1: Why has Applicant omitted intersection of Todd Lane and Carleton 
Ave from study?  Applicant describes intersection in par. 9 but neglects to study it.  There is no 
stop sign here and this is somewhat of a blind intersection in that cars coming from the south on 
Todd wishing to turn left onto Carleton have very limited sight distance to the east.  This is a 
relatively heavily trafficked intersection, which would gain much additional traffic from all 
project site residents wishing to access Pleasantville Road.  They would undoubtedly leave 
project south to Washburn, head west on Washburn to Todd, then continue left on Todd to 
Pleasantville Road.  Additionally, if they wanted to access 9A north, they would also pass 
through this intersection. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G37: 
The Todd Lane and Carleton Avenue intersection was not included in the Scoping Document as 
an intersection to be analyzed.  However, in order to study traffic impacts of the proposed 
development on the surrounding roads, traffic counts were in fact taken at this intersection.  
Furthermore, both Todd Lane and Carleton Avenue were examined for conditions and for 
meeting roadway standards.  Traffic impacts were analyzed for several intersections in the area, 
including the proposed entrances to the development and no significant impacts due to the 
development were found. 
 
Comment G38: 
III.-G.1 par. 2:  “…roadways in the vicinity…with standard lane markings for two lane roads.”  
This is not accurate.  Two-lane yellow line markings are on only one section of Carleton, from 
its intersection with Todd to Stonington.  There are two other very short (25 feet or so) markings 
on Todd on either side of its intersection with Carleton. Is there another type of two-lane road 
marking Applicant is referring to?   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G38: 
  It is not standard for local roads such as Carleton Avenue and Todd Lane to have painted lane 
markings. 
 
Comment G39: 
par. 8: “…intersection is controlled by a stop sign….” Incorrect.  There is no stop sign at this 
intersection although there should be.  In the summer months, during full foliage, cars exiting 9A 
to turn on to Carleton cannot see cars driving south on Carleton without slowly “creeping” out 
onto Carleton. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G39: 
 See Responses G19 and G29. 
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Comment G40: 
par. 13: study times were 7:30-8:30 AM, and 5:00 PM and 6:00 PM according to Applicant 
because these times are when the greatest amount of trips would be generated by project.  But I 
submit that study times should be broadened.  I refer Board to our submission dated April 20, 
2009, by Adler Consulting requesting traffic study hours be 7:00 AM – 9:30 AM for this more 
accurately reflects when people head to work as well as school, and 2:00 PM to 6:30 PM.  

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G40: 
Traffic counts using automatic traffic recorders (ATR) were taken for 15 minute periods for an 
entire week, which included the 24-hour period corresponding to when the manual turning 
movement counts were obtained.  The manual counts were conducted between the hours of 7:00 
and 9:00 AM and 5:00 and 7:00 PM.  The ATR counts were used to determine which 
consecutive four 15-minute periods (one hour) had the maximum traffic volumes.  These were 
the peak hours used in the traffic analysis. 
 
Comment G41: 
“use of area roads” par. Applicant fails to note two bus stops on either side 
of Project entrance at Carleton.  One bus stop is at Doxbury and Carleton and the other is at Fox 
Run and Carleton.  Busses stop here four times a day: approx. 7:15 AM, 8:00 AM, 2:45 PM, 
3:15 PM.  Applicant notes that construction traffic and deliveries would directly conflict with 
these times. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G41: 
Comment noted with respect to the hours of the bus stops.  See also Response G12. 
 
Comment G42: 
It should further be noted that children from the site who need bus service would most likely 
have to travel by car to the existing bus stop at Carleton and Doxbury which would be just west 
of the project entrance since busses are prohibited from entering private developments.  Thus, all 
children from site would have to be driven to this bus stop and this would result in an extra 
increase in car traffic at the site entrance by residents who would then have to use Doxbury or 
Fox Run Rd. as a turnaround to return to site entrance. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G42: 
The location of where children will be picked up by school buses will be determined by the 
School District and may or may not be at the location stated.  
 
Comment G43: 
III.-G.2. Anticipate Impacts par 2: “…cutting back slope…along east side of Washburn….”  But 
Washburn has either or north or south side as it runs east and west so this description makes no 
sense.  Furthermore, any road alteration proposed here would require approval of Village of 
Briarcliff Manor.  Applicant does not offer alternative if no approval is granted. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response G43: 
The text should have read “… within the right-of-way east of the entrance along the north side of 
Washburn to obtain …”  The Commenter is correct that work within the right-of-way will 
require the approval of the Village of Briarcliff Manor, however portions of the work will take 
place on the applicant’s property.  We do not see any reason why the Village would not permit 
the work necessary to provide the require sight distance. 
 
Comment G44: 
“Traffic Volumes” paragraph 2: States that Table III.G-2 shows trip generation but this notation 
is incorrect.  It is Table III.G-3. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G44: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment G45: 
III.-G.3. Proposed Mitigation.  The Applicant says increased volume will not, in Applicant’s 
opinion, significantly impact traffic conditions at the study area intersections….”  Applicant 
should not be offering an opinion if this is supposed to be factual.  In fact, I would argue that an 
increase of upwards of 30-35 cars possibly exiting and entering the site at Carleton Ave would 
have a significant impact.  Exhibits III. G-9 &10 (2011 Build AM & PM Traffic Volumes): The 
low numbers of vehicle estimated to be entering and leaving project site at main entrance 
(Carleton and Road B) during AM and PM seems very low (7 and 4 respectively) given that 
there will be at a minimum 32 cars on site.  This cannot be possible and seems skewed 
artificially low. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response G45: 
The Applicant’s statement is based on the factual results of the traffic study and analysis.  The 
number of cars to be entering and exiting the project site was estimated using an industry 
accepted standard methodology developed by the ITE.  The methodology projects traffic based 
on studies conducted at other sites with similar proposed land uses.  Analysis is done by 
comparing traffic conditions based on actual vehicle counts to those with the traffic generated by 
the proposed action added in.  The analysis is done for peak hour periods, where traffic 
conditions would be the worst case.  The number of trips generated represents the number of 
vehicles from the proposed development during that peak hour only and not the total number of 
vehicle trips for an entire day. 
 
 
Comment G46: 
III.G-1 – 1st ¶ - Has the 0.07 acre Saunders parcel been acquired yet? If this acquisition does not 
occur, how would access to the site be modified? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response G46: 
The proposed action will work only if Parcel D is acquired.  As stated in the DEIS, Taconic Tract 
has a commitment from Sharon Saunders to convey that parcel and Sharon Saunders has 
consented in writing to the proposed action.  This is no different from the case where a contract 
vendee is the Applicant.  The action is processed on the basis of a belief the transaction will be 
consummated.  If it isn’t, the applicant cannot act on the approvals. 
 
Comment G47: 
III.G-1 – 1st ¶ - Why is it that Road B is indicated to provide access to only seven single-family 
dwellings? First, it appears that only 3 lots front on Road B. Additionally, Roads A & B 
intersect, and as such provide access to all of the proposed lots on both roads. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G47: 
This was referring to the fact that in the conventional layout from the DEIS, there are seven lots 
which gain access from Road B.  It is correct that the proposed lots can access both Roads A and 
B.  The traffic analysis took this into consideration when the traffic generated by the proposed 
development was distributed to the abutting roadways. 
 
Comment G48: 
III.G-1 – 3rd ¶ - Provide the dimensions of the roads that are described as “standard width.” 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G48: 
Table III G-1 lists the width of Carleton Avenue, Fox Run Road, Doxbury Circle, Woodsford 
Bend, and Briars Corners as 24 feet.  Washburn Road and Todd Lane are listed as 18 feet, with a 
footnote stating that two portions of Washburn Lane are less than 18 feet.  The AASHTO 
standard for a local road with an ADT of less than 250 vehicles and a design speed of up to 30 
mph is 18 feet.  A 24 foot width is not required until the Hourly Volume exceeds 400 vehicles 
for a 30 mph road.  These roads meet AASHTO standards.  It is noted however that the Town 
has a standard width of 24 feet for all new public road construction.  
 
Comment G49: 
III.G-1 – 4th¶ - Identify the governmental jurisdictions of Route 100 and Pleasantville Road. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G49: 
Route 100 is under the jurisdiction of NYSDOT and Pleasantville Road the County of 
Westchester. 
 
Comment G50: 
III-G-1 - 6th ¶ - Define a “Local/Urban/Road.” 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G50: 
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A “Local/Urban/Road” is the lowest road classification.  It primarily permits direct access to 
abutting lands and connections to higher order road systems (classifications).  It offers the lowest 
level of mobility and service to through-traffic movements usually is deliberately discouraged. 
 
 
Comment G51: 
III.G-2 – Table III.G-1 – Identify the location from which sight distance measurements were 
taken. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G51: 
The sight distance measurements were taken at the location of the proposed entrances to the 
development. 
 
Comment G52: 
III.G-3 – 6th ¶ - Provide the dates and days of the week when the manual and ATR traffic counts 
were conducted. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G52: 
Traffic counts were conducted on Wednesday, May 22, 2007 and ATR counts between May 16 
and May 23, 2007. 
 
Comment G53: 
III.G-4 – 1st full ¶ - This paragraph is written to suggest that the LOS C at the southbound 
approach to Todd Lane is the worst operating condition in the study area. Table III.G-2 indicates 
that the westbound approach to Carleton Avenue operates at LOS D. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G53: 
Comment noted.  The westbound approach for Carleton Avenue onto Route 9A does have the 
worst LOS, however this is mainly due to the extremely high volume of traffic on Route 9A 
when compared to the local roads in the study area. 
 
Comment G54: 
III.G-5 – 2nd ¶ - This paragraph is incomplete. Provide accident documentation from the Mt. 
Pleasant and Village of Briarcliff Manor Police Departments. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G54: 
See Response G7. 
 
Comment G55: 
III.G-5-6 – 6th ¶ - The discussion of improving the sight distance at the new access road on 
Washburn Road – eastbound. How much grading is required? Will materials be removed? How 
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many cubic yards? Define tree removal. What additional work can be done to improve sight 
distances beyond the 240’ minimum distance? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G55: 
To achieve the 240 feet required for a minimum sight distance, approximately 4,150 square feet 
of the slope adjacent to the north side of Washburn Road will require regrading.  This work will 
entail the removal of eight 7” to 14” white pine and spruce trees and a cut of 233± cubic yards of 
material.  To improve the sight distance beyond the 240 feet, additional cutting of the slope, as 
well as the removal of several deciduous trees (oaks, locusts, and maples) would be necessary.  
The need for improving the sight distance beyond the 240 feet would accomplish very little as it 
would bring the sight line into the cul-de-sac area of Washburn Road, where much lower vehicle 
speeds would be encountered.  The 240 foot sight distance extends to approximately opposite the 
last driveway on Washburn Road. 
 
Comment G56: 
III.G-6 – 1st full ¶ - Does the trip generation rate for single family homes apply to the attached 
townhouse units proposed for this project? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G56: 
The trip generation rates for single family homes represent the highest level of traffic per unit.  
Construction of townhouses would result in lower volumes of generated traffic and therefore 
would not change the findings of the traffic analysis. 
 
Comment G57: 
III.G-6 – The trip distribution figure presented in Exhibit III,.G-6 & III.G-7 are in percentages, 
while in III.G-8 it is presented in actual trip numbers. Convert III.G-8 to percentages. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G57: 
Figures III.G-7 and III.G-8 should contain actual trip numbers, as they represent the AM and PM 
peak generated volume distribution used in the analysis.  These vehicle numbers were based on 
the percentages shown on Figure III.G-6, which represents the weekday trip distribution for both 
AM and PM peaks.  Figure III.G-7 erroneously showed percentages, a revised figure is attached 
in Appendix O. 
 
Comment G58: 
III.G-6 – 4th ¶ - The rationale for the trip distribution assignments presented in Exhibit III.G6-8 
should be further supported. Given the sites central location, obvious trip routes are not apparent. 
The prevalence of trips toward Todd Lane should be further documented.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G58: 
The trip distribution assignments were based on an analysis of turning movement counts taken 
during the traffic study.  
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Comment G59: 
III.G-7 – 3rd full ¶ - Clarify what is meant by “additional mitigation measures are beyond the 
scope of the project.” Does this mean geographically? Financially? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response G59: 
 The Applicant means that additional mitigation at measures at the Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road 
intersection are legally, geographically and financially beyond the scope of the Proposed Action.  
The only intersection in the study area which operates at a marginal level is the southbound 
approach at the Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road intersection.  That intersection currently operates 
at LOS C and is projected to operate at LOS D under the No-Build scenario regardless of traffic 
from the Proposed Action.  With the Project traffic, the southbound approach will continue to 
operate at LOS D, which means that the Project traffic will not have any adverse material impact 
on the function or operation of the intersection.  Under the SEQRA Regulations (6 N.Y.C.R.R. 
Section 617.2(x)), mitigation “means a way to avoid or minimize adverse environmental 
impacts” from an action.  Since the Project traffic will not adversely affect the operation of the 
Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road intersection, there is no legal requirement for the Applicant to 
consider, let alone propose, mitigation and no basis for the Town to require it.   
 
Further, Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road intersection is ½ mile from the Project Site.  The 
authority to impose off-site mitigation for an existing condition occurring ½ mile from the 
Proposed Action is, in the Applicant’s view, tenuous.   
 
Finally, the operational issues at the Todd Lane/Pleasantville Road intersection are of a regional 
nature and would require extraordinary improvements such as the construction of additional turn 
lanes, widening of the roadway, and the provision of a signalized intersection (which alone could 
cost hundreds of thousands of dollars).  The cost of such improvements to address the regional 
problem would be extensive and grossly out of proportion to the negligible increase in traffic 
travelling through the intersection as a result of the Project.  Even if additional traffic from the 
Project were construed to add to the problems at the intersection, there is no nexus between the 
potential incremental increase and the magnitude of the cost of the improvements that would be 
required to correct the problems   
 
Comment G60: 
Access to the site across a parcel that had been deeded as open space is a serious concern from a 
conservation perspective as well as a legal issue that the Town needs to clarify.  The notion that 
deeded open space can be arbitrarily used for a road undermines the long term goals and the 
purpose of conservation planning.  The Town has an obligation to review and determine if, as 
suggested in the DEIS, previous improper use or an abandonment of a restrictive covenant or 
easement in the chain of title, permits use for an access road to a 16 lot subdivision.   

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated;  
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
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Response G60: 
See Executive Summary, Responses A11, A15, A16, A25, A27, A28, A29, A41, and A42, and 
the letter of Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein, LLP to the Planning Board and Town Attorney, 
dated October 21, 2010, contained in Appendix B. 
 
Comment G61: 
If it is determined that this land, deeded in perpetuity for common open space use by the 
residents cannot be used for a road, then access to the site is problematic.  The only other 
frontage is along Washburn Road where there are serious sight distance and substandard road 
issues, along with pedestrian safety concerns with foot traffic from the elementary school 
walking path across the street.   
 
This issue must be resolved and the CAC is strongly opposed to using deeded open space for 
private development purposes. 

Mount Pleasant Conservation Advisory Council, Letter undated;  
Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 

 
Response G61: 
See Response G60 above. 
 
 
Comment G62: 
And does the applicant have other suggested means of egress? 

Thomas Kane, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response G62: 
The two access locations are the only ones where an entrance road could be constructed that 
meets the Town standards without requiring major regarding of the area adjacent to the proposed 
road. 
 
Comment G63: 
The roads in this area are another large issue. The roads leading to and from Pleasantville Road 
to Todd Lane and Washburn Road are too narrow to accommodate earth movers, flat bed trucks, 
cement mixers, tractor trailers and any oversized vehicles. The average road width is about 17’ to 
18’ with no shoulders but ruts. The curve on Carleton Avenue is very narrow and sharp. There is 
no way any large vehicle could turn here without commanding the entire road. There is no 
dividing line on Todd Lane coming from Pleasantville Road across the Bridge to Washburn 
Road except for the intersection at Todd and Carlton. I believe dividing lines were not painted on 
Todd Lane because the roads are narrow and cars would have to ride partially in the ruts when 
passing each other.  Should not the Briarcliff Manor Highway Department be involved here? 

Theresa and Vincent Marchica, Letter dated 10/1/10 
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Response G63: 
The DEIS was sent to the Village of Briarcliff and comments were received from the Village 
Engineer.  They did not contain any recommended improvements to the adjacent roads.  Carleton 
Avenue is in the Town of Mt. Pleasant.  Refer also to Responses G4, G12, G16, G21, and G38. 
 
Comment G64: 
Why [is it that] the access to this site, being that the developer wishes to develop, isn't through 
the entrance at 124 Washburn Road. The reason is that Taconic Tract wants to retain his privacy 
at the expense and inconvenience of others. The Board should be aware of the other access roads 
to be unusable for a development of this size. If the developer were to build 17 homes on this site 
with an average of 3000 square feet per home it is a certainty that there will be in excess of 2 
cars per home resulting in 30-50 cars on a full time basis coming from this development, and this 
is not including guests. Being that the access road on Washburn Road has no night lights and has 
blind curves this would be an accident waiting to happen. 

Danny Heller, Letter dated 10/4/10 
 

Response G64: 
See Responses G13 and G40. 
 
Comment G65: 
Washburn Road is a very narrow ‘country road’ (about 17 feet across in some places).  There is a 
blind corner when you turn from Todd Lane to Washburn Road.  Washburn and Todd have no 
sidewalks, so stop signs, no street lights, and Washburn has very steep hills.  Our children – as 
well as other children – walk to and from school on this road:  an endeavor already made less 
than optimal by those from outside the immediate neighborhood who drive too fast as they 
deliver children to the school.   
 
We are very concerned that increased traffic from construction vehicles and, eventually, new 
residents would further endanger our children if Washburn Road became an accessway for the 
Taconic Tract Development.   

Maria and Daniel Laguardia, Letter dated 10/5/10 
 
Response G65: 
See Responses G10 and G12. 
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Comment H1: 
So wouldn’t it make more sense to use local demographic data which was supplied by the local 
school board in 2006 and was updated in 2008 to specifically assess the impact of the Taconic 
Tract development, which I have right here along with projections, calculations, updates, study, 
March 2008, which actually addresses Taconic Tract in it, because in 2006, the applicant 
requested a copy of this demographic study, but then chose to use the Rutgers study instead. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response H1: 
The Applicant has relied upon the document Residential Demographic Multipliers Report, 2006 
prepared by Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy with statistical projections for the New 
York markets.  The demographic fields used in the projections include housing type, housing 
size and housing price.  The multipliers contained therein are calculated for new housing units in 
both attached and detached configurations, by number of bedrooms and value.  While eight of 
the units are being marketed/designed as empty nester units, to be conservative they were treated 
as if they could be occupied by families that may have school age children. It is noted that table 
III.H-6 in the DEIS utilizes projections for public school age children.   
 
It is noted that Briarcliff Manor School District commissioned an Enrollment Projections 
Calculations Update Study dated March 2008 (see Appendix K).  The methodology therein 
assumes a total of 17 new residential units, that none of the units would be occupied by seasonal 
residents, across the board use of household size regardless of bedroom configuration and that 
none of the prospective students would attend private or parochial school.  Making an adjustment 
to account for 16 as opposed to 17 new units and taking into account just the public school age 
children (grades K-12) accounts for approximately 12 total school age children.  This is 
comparable to the projected 12 total school age children projected by the Applicant in Section III 
H1.b. of the DEIS 
 
The Applicant contends that based upon the extent of the research conducted on behalf of the 
Rutgers University study that a conservative analysis relative to anticipated impacts to the school 
district has been presented. 
 
Comment H2: 
The impact for the number of schoolchildren would be like 5 to 16 houses.  That doesn’t sound 
realistic.  We normally assume that’s two per household, so 16 houses would be about 32. 

Board Member Keith Rosner, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response H2: 
Refer to Response to Comment H1. 
 
 
Comment H3: 
There’s a general lack of completeness for citations in the literature (indiscernible) basis of 
certain claims making it difficult for one to independently verify the statements made.  For 
example, the Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research Residential Demographic 
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Multipliers Study, but the year of publication is not.  This is a study that’s published every ten 
years, so I don’t know which version they were using.  In fact, I couldn’t find the current version. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response H3: 
As indicated on Tables III.H-5 and III.H-6 of the DEIS, population and public school age are 
properly sourced using Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Residential 
Demographic Multiplies Report dated 2006.  A copy of the report is included in Appendix L of 
this FEIS. 
 
Comment H4: 
Page I-7, 1.D-10:  The school’s paragraph claims nine public school children.  This number is 
not supported by demographic statistics – is this number supported by the demographic 
statistics? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response H4: 
Refer to Response to Comment H1 
 
Comment H5: 
How do you get 22 empty-nesters to fit in eight houses?  And what is the area described by the 
Rutgers Residential Demographic Multipliers Study?  What year was this study published?  
Where can one find a copy?  These statewide averages likely do not reflect our unique region, 
especially highly-ranked school districts. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response H5: 
As noted on page III.H-3 of the DEIS, the population projections for the proposed empty nester 
units assumed that they could be occupied by residents who may have school age children and 
thus made for a more conservative analysis.  Refer to Appendix L in the FEIS for a copy of the 
2006 Rutgers Study. 
 
Comment H6: 
The proposed action is anticipated to generate $535,000 in tax revenue.  How is this calculated?  
“Show your work” wasn’t done, so I don’t know how that was calculated. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
 
Response H6: 
Table III.H-7, III.H-8 and III.H-9 of the DEIS and the accompanying text detail the dialog and 
the calculations necessary to arrive at projected tax revenue. 
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Comment H7: 
Has the town tax assessment office reviewed and embedded the provided calculations? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response H7: 
Tax records from the Town of Mount Pleasant Tax Assessment Office were obtained and used to 
provide conservative estimates on tax revenue projections. 
 
Comment H8: 
Given this empty-nester assertion is being used to reduce the claimed impacts on population, I 
feel it is reasonable to challenge it and ask the Board direct that the demographic estimates be 
scaled up appropriately. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response H8: 
As noted on page III.I-3 the Applicant has assumed that the empty nester units could be occupied 
by families with school age children. A worst-case analysis to this effect was prepared as part of 
the DEIS.  As indicated in Response H1, a comparable report and projection was prepared on 
behalf of the School District with comparable results to the projections prepared by the 
Applicant. 
 
Comment H9: 
Even assuming that 8 houses will be empty-nesters, the Briarcliff Schools estimate would still 
yield 16.4 students.  Further, in the more recent Enrollment Projection Calculations Update 
Study for the Briarcliff Manor Union Free School District (March 2008. Paul M. Seversky. Page 
22ff), a specific analysis of the impact of the proposed development was prepared and estimated 
an impact of approximately 18 new students. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response H9: 
Refer to Response H1.  In addition, it is important to note that the 2008 Enrollment Projection 
prepared on behalf of the Briarcliff Manor School District used 17 new single family units as 
part of their projections.  Further, while the 2008 report claims that there would be an increase in 
school age population by about 18 students, the report included 4 children under five years old 
which would not be enrolled in the Briarcliff Manor School District.  Accounting for these 
corrections brings the potential school age children projection to approximately 12, consistent 
with the projections prepared by the Applicant in the DEIS. 
 
Comment H10: 
I.-D. 9. “…result in an increase of 51 persons….”  I would disagree.  I would point to the 
Rosecliff development in Briarcliff.  This was initially built for and marketed to empty nesters 
but as they have sold and moved out, their homes have tended to be bought by young families 
with school-aged children.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response H10: 
It is unclear how the Commentor can state that the Rosecliff Development was marketed to 
empty nesters.  The 116 unit single-family gated community has primarily three- and four-
bedroom units.  The complex includes a clubhouse, a pool and tennis courts for resident use.  
The population projections used in the DEIS provide a worst case scenario if the units were to be 
occupied by families with school age children 
 
Comment H11: 
I.-D. 10. “schools”: “units to be marketed to empty nester couples.”  Applicant shows no 
comparable dwellings in BM purchased by empty nesters to support this.   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response H11: 
Comment noted.  The Applicant contends that there is no comparable residential product in the 
Briarcliff Community for the proposed empty nester lifestyle envisioned. 
 
Comment H12: 
III.I-3. Schools.  Applicant predicts 9 school age children but this estimate seems to ignore the 
correspondence received from the Board of Education, which estimates 2.2 children per home.  
This would result in 35 students and if only 8 homes are inhabited by empty-nesters then result 
would still be 17.6 new students.  Applicant further ignores school’s prediction of a possible new 
teacher and increase in bussing. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response H12: 
The Applicant has relied upon credible sources of information for predicting school age children 
and has used a worst-case scenario as part of the projections.  As indicated in Response to 
Comment H1, the School District prepared an Enrollment Projections Update Study that 
produced results comparable to those projected by the Applicant in Sections III.I-3. of the DEIS.  
Refer also to Response H9 of this FEIS. 
 
Comment H13: 
III.H-3 – 1st ¶ - This paragraph indicates that “for worst-case projection purposes, it has been 
assumed that all units would have market rate characteristics,” yet the empty nester population 
projection is utilized resulting in a total project population of 51 residents rather than 59 in the 
worst-case scenario. 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response H13: 
Table III.H-5 in the DEIS uses Table 1-1 All persons in Unit from the 2006 Rutgers University 
Residential Demographic Multipliers reports for a total of 3.18 persons per unit.  The text should 
have indicated that the projection of public school age children are included as part of that 
projection. 
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Comments H14 
III.H-3 – The school age children generation rates in Table III.H-6 indicate that “worst case 
projections” have been applied. However, as noted above in comment #57, if standard rates were 
applied, the generation would increase notably.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response H14: 
See Response to Comments H1and H9. 
 
Comment H15: 
The issue regards the schools must be mentioned here. Our schools are full to their limit. Our 
school taxes are beyond belief. They are the highest in the country. Can we sustain another large 
influx of children. Will the taxes collected be enough to cover this additional burden? 

Theresa and Vincent Marchica, Letter dated 10/1/10 
 

Response H15: 
As indicated in Section III H of the DEIS, projections were made relative to public school age 
children along with projected costs and tax revenues generated by development of site.  As 
indicated in Section III H.2.b of the DEIS projected tax revenue to the school district exceeds 
projected costs associated with the generation of additional public school age children. 
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Comment I1: 
The DEIS references the Village’s 2007 Comprehensive Plan in support of its determination that 
the proposed project would have minimal impact on the BMFD (Briarcliff Manor Fire 
Department); no mention of impacts to the Briarcliff Manor Ambulance Corps is made.  The 
Applicant should seek written confirmation from both the BMFD and Briarcliff Manor 
Ambulance Corps to confirm that they both have adequate capacity, equipment, and staff to 
serve the proposed project.  In addition, response times to the project site should be included and 
detailed site plans should be sent to the Village Building Department for review to ensure that all 
proposed roadways meet Fire Department Standards.   

David J. Turiano, PE, Building Engineering Department, Letter dated 6/11/10 
 
Response I1: 
Correspondence dated April 27, 2009 was sent to the Village of Briarcliff Manor Fire 
Department requesting information and comment.  In addition, attempts have been made to reach 
the service providers by phone.  A response to continued outreach was provided on January 7, 
2011, refer to Appendix I.  Response time to the Project site is estimated a 4 minutes for initial 
personnel and 6 to 8 minutes for initial suppression apparatus.  Refer also to Response to 
Comment I5.   
 
Comment I2: 
Why is there a discrepancy, because on page III.I-3 of the DEIS:  The school district’s own 
estimate is 6.7 percent of school eligible district residents attending private or parochial schools 
cited. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response I2: 
Comment noted.  The Applicant  used the public school-age children multipliers from the 2006 
Rutgers University Residential Demographic Multipliers study.  In the event the in district rate of 
6.7% students attending private or parochial school is utilized this would bring the projected 
public school age child generation rate to approximately 12 public school age children.  Based on 
the per pupil cost in local tax dollars of $24,053 an estimated cost of $264,583 is anticipated, 
which is still well below projected school district tax revenues of $412,200. 
 
Comment I3: 
I believe letters were sent to the Mount Pleasant Police Department.  Was correspondence sent to 
the Briarcliff (Manor) Police Department?  Finally the paragraph just ends.  The accident data, 
there’s missing text.  So where’s the missing text? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response I3: 
The project site is located within the Town of Mount Pleasant and as such that Department is 
responsible for providing patrols and service.  Refer also to Response to Comment G7 and 
Comment G54. 
 
Comment I4: 
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Page III.I-4, second paragraph, is this private or municipal solid waste pickup? 
Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
 
Response I4: 
As part of the responsibilities of the Home Owners Association, they will be charged with 
providing private solid waste pickup. 
 
Comment I5: 
Appendix J, Correspondence.  No response is shown to the letter addressed to the Briarcliff 
Manor Volunteer Fire Department.  If the fire chief failed to respond, is there some requirement 
to contact the Village Manager or the Village Board? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response I5: 
Correspondence dated April 27, 2009, was sent to the Briarcliff Manor Fire Department (BMFD) 
requesting information and response.  A copy of the DEIS was provided to the Village of 
Briarcliff Manor, their comments on the DEIS are provided in Appendix A of this FEIS.  The 
Applicant corresponded with the BMFD and received a response dated January 7, 2011, refer to 
Appendix I. 
 
Comment I6: 
Apparently the School District was not asked to provide demographic data to support the 
anticipated number of students to come out of the proposed development but in fact did provide a 
then-current 2006 study as well as an estimate of 35 school-age children based on that study.   

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response I6: 
A copy of the Enrollment Projection Calculation Update Study for the Briarcliff Manor Union 
Free School District, dated March 2008, is provided in Appendix K of the FEIS.  As noted in 
more detail in Response to Comments H1 and H9 of this FEIS, the 2006 study and the 
subsequent update in 2008 produced school age child generation figures comparable to the 
Rutgers University 2006 generation rates.  It is important to note that the Proposed Action was 
not contemplated back in 2006 and thus still could not be included in those projections.  Further 
the 2006 Briarcliff Manor Enrollment Projection/Demographic Study recognizes on page 21 that 
over one-third of the owner-occupied housing units in the district are occupied by an age group 
who is generally referred to as empty nesters who typically consider downsizing their homes 
sometime in their post age 55 years.  This is consistent with the Applicant’s intention of 
providing a different housing product to the local market. 
 
Comment I7: 
Existing Conditions should also list Village of Briarcliff Manor parks and facilities as these 
facilities are available to all residents of the School District. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
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Response I7: 
Comment noted. Table III.I-7 includes a listing of the Village of Briarcliff Manor parks and 
facilities available to prospective residents. 
 
 

Table III.I-2 
Mount Pleasant and Briarcliff Manor Parks and Facilities 
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Town of Mount Pleasant 

1 
Hardscrabble 
Wilderness Area                     3 6 1       23

5   

2 
Mountain Trail 
Park                       1         5   

3 Bear Ridge Lake               1 1 1               2 

4 Old Farm Hill Park UNDEVELOPED 22   

5 Water District Field   1     1                         6 

6 Opperman's Pond               1 1 1             2 4 

7 

Mt. Pleasant Town 
Pool and 
Community Center 

    2 1   1 1     1       1 1     1
2 

8 Broadway Field       3 1 1               1   1   6 

9 Pheasant Run Park UNDEVELOPED 16   

10 Carroll Park         1     1 1 1       1     5 7 

11 Westlake HS 4 3   2 4                         2
0 

12 Stonegate Park       1 1         1   1 1     1 9 3 

13 Valhalla HS 4 1     1                           

14 
Bradhurst Park and 
Community Center 

        1 1       1       1 1     7 

15 Lakeside Park   2                               6 

16 Pat Henry Field         1                         2 

17 
Hawthorne 
Elementary School         2                 1     10 7 

18 
Columbus Ave. 
School         1                 1     10 6 

Village of Briarcliff Manor 
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19 Chilmark Park 6 1   1 1                 1     8.3 
20 Jackson Road Park       2                   1     4.76 
21 Kate Kennard Strail                       1         1 
22 Law Memorial Park 6           2             1     7 

23 
Lynne McCrum 
Field   2                             n/a 

24 Neighborhood Park       1 1                 1     5 

25 
Nichols Nature 
Center                         1       3.8 

26 
Old Croton 
Aqueduct Trail                       1         n/a 

27 Pine Road Park UNDEVELOPED 66 
28 Pocantico Park                       1         70.9 
29 Recreation Center                             1   n/a 

30 Scarborough Park 
              1   1             n/a 

32 
Westchester County 
Bike Trail                       1         n/a 

Source:  Town of Mount Pleasant (http://www.mtpleasantny.com/Pages/MountPleasantNY_Recreation/Forms/Facilities.pdf) and Village of 
Briarcliff Manor (http://www.briarcliffmanor.org/Pages/BriarcliffManorNY_Recreation/GenInfo/RecreationFacilities&Parks) websites 

 
Comment I8: 
Furthermore, there is no evidence of correspondence with the Village of Briarcliff Manor Police 
Department for whom Washburn Road and Todd Lane are solely within their jurisdiction.  At the 
time of publication of the DEIS, there was also no evidence of correspondence with the Village 
of Briarcliff Manor regarding water service nor to confirm the claim of alignment with the 
Village Comprehensive Plan made on page III.A-4 of the DEIS. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response I8: 
The Village of Briarcliff Manor has provided the Lead Agency with comments on the DEIS, 
refer to Appendix A correspondence. 

 
Comment I9: 
III.I-1 – 5th ¶ - Provide additional documentation regarding the private security patrols.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response I9: 
The Applicant intends to contract with a private security firm that would come through the 
community approximately two times per day.  The benefit of the security patrols is that they 
would be able to check on unoccupied units when residents are out of town for extended periods. 
 
Comment I10: 
III.I-3 – 2nd full ¶ - The response from the Briarcliff Manor School District is necessary to 
adequately evaluate school impacts.  

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
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Response I10: 
Correspondence dated April 27, 2009 was sent to the Briarcliff School District requesting 
information and input.  The Applicant has reviewed, and included as part of this FEIS, 
enrollment projection reports prepared on behalf of the School District. 
 
Comment I11: 
III.I-4 - 2nd ¶ - How will recycling be handled? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response I11: 
The Applicant proposes to have a private contractor pick up both solid waste and recyclable 
materials. 
 
Comment I12: 
III.I-5 – How does the applicant propose to address the park reservation standards set forth in 
section A227-27A of the Subdivision Regulations? 

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response I12: 
The Applicant proposes to set aside approximately 9.55 acres of the ±30-acre tract for open 
space and passive recreation.  An existing paved walking trail will be relocated on site around 
the proposed residential community to be used as an asset for future residents of the project.  The 
reservation of open space exceeds the 15 percent of the gross area of the subdivision outlines in 
Section S227-27A of the Town of Mount Pleasant subdivision regulations. 
 
Comment I13: 
Many of the children in our area are walkers. They do not live far enough to take the bus. Will 
our roads be safe for them? 

Theresa and Vincent Marchica, Letter dated 10/1/10 
 

Response I13: 
There is no objective, reliable, empirical basis to assume that an extremely modest increase in 
traffic from the proposed subdivision will increase risks to pedestrians and school children.  If 
people (including existing residents in the neighborhood) follow traffic signals, conditions for 
pedestrians and school children should not become less safe. 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Historic and Cultural Resources 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  J-1 

Comment J1: 
Page I-3, Section I.D-11:  Why is the historic house at 140 Todd Lane not represented? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response J1: 
Section I-D-11 of the DEIS provides an executive summary of the DEIS document.  For specific 
discussion relative to 140 Washburn Road, refer to Appendix H in the DEIS, Cultural Resources 
Report. 
 
Comment J2: 
III.-J. 1. a. references stone walls surrounding the site property.  Would like to see assurance that 
Applicant will not disturb stone walls as they sit on border of neighboring existing residences 
and provide some limited visual barrier. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response J2: 
Comment noted. With the exception of modifying the existing stonewalls to provide access, the 
Applicant intends to keep the stonewalls intact. 
 
Comment J3: 
III.-J. 2. Anticipated Impacts. Affect of project on Taconic Pkwy.  States Parkway will be 
visually affected.  Appendix H notes Parkway is listed on National Register of Historic Places 
and that project will visually impact Parkway and states that impacts could be reduced by 
plantings.  But in Exhibit III.B-3 Visualization B shows superimposed view of houses when 
looking west from Parkway.  These houses are clearly in view of Parkway so one would assume 
this schematic would be in violation of Historic Designation. 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response J3: 
As noted by the Applicant’s cultural resource consultant, the potential impacts could be 
significantly reduced by plantings including evergreens and broad leaf evergreens, such as 
rhododendrons, that would effectively screen the parkway from the development.  The 
Applicant’s proposed planting list, refer to Table III.D-4 in the DEIS, identifies a series of 
evergreens and broadleaf evergreens that could be included as part of a landscape plan.  
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Comment L1: 
Page I-8, Section I.D-13:  Third paragraph.  The statement is because relatively few truck trips 
are anticipated at peak hours, significant impacts from construction vehicles not expected.  I ask 
that the Board consider imposing a moratorium on truck traffic during Todd Elementary 
School’s arrival and departure hours, giving pedestrian traffic (indiscernible) Washburn Road as 
I just described. 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response L1: 
The imposition of when certain site construction activities can take place is a matter for the 
Planning Board to determine. 
 
Comment L2: 
Phase IV house construction.  In a recent meeting here at this Board, reference was made to two 
unfinished home construction projects off Hardscrabble Road resulting in unsightly holes in the 
ground, foundations for many years because the construction was started and then the builder ran 
out of funds, apparently.  Does the Board have the ability to require the applicant to post 
performance bonds to ensure that a similar problem doesn’t happen at this development? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response L2: 
The Town has the authority to require security to be posted for the construction of the 
stormwater pollution prevention plan improvements and to stabilize exposed soils and other parts 
of the site in the event of an interruption in construction.  The Applicant does not believe the 
Town has the authority to require security to enable the Town to complete construction of 
unfinished residences. 
 
Comment L3: 
Page III.E-7, referencing the anti-tracking apron at the side entrance.  Vehicles will be required 
to wash their wheels.  What agency has the responsibility to make this happen? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response L3: 
The Town of Mt. Pleasant Building Department is responsible for enforcing site construction 
activities. 
 
Comment L4: 
Is the Board able to require mitigation measures to require the use of ultra clean diesel, high 
quality mufflers, quiet backup alarms? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
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Response L4: 
The Planning Board is authorized under SEQRA to impose mitigation that minimizes or avoid 
adverse environmental impacts.  Conditions which are not demonstrated to be adverse 
environmental impacts are not a proper subject of mitigation.  In addition, mitigation measures 
need to be reasonable and not arbitrary or capricious.   The Applicant does not believe that the 
mitigation referred to in the comment is tied to any demonstrable adverse environmental impacts 
expected from the development of the project.   Indeed, the Applicant questions the efficacy of at 
least one of the measures – quiet back-up alarms.  Presumably back up alarms are maintained on 
construction vehicles in order to be heard, not to be quiet.   
 
Comment L5: 
Has the potential impact of ground transmission of shock waves from blasting been studied as a 
potential structural risk to the historic Washburn House at 140 Todd Lane, or my not so historic 
house at 144 Washburn Road and others nearby? 

Alan Crosswell, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10;  
Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 

 
Response L5: 
The Mt. Pleasant Basting Ordinance, provided in Appendix K of the DEIS outlines the protocols 
and precautions required prior to and during any blasting activity should it be required. 
 
Comment L6: 
Also in terms of the construction, I’m very concerned about what’s going to go on there in terms 
of the health of the children in the area, in terms of fill that might be under there. 

Lilly Rombach, Public Hearing Transcript 6/21/10 
 
Response L6: 
Comment noted. 
 
Comment L7: 
It seems that blasting will be required for significant parts of the road construction and if these 
homes are to have footings below the minimum 48” needed to get below the frost line, even if 
they have no basements. 

Alan Crosswell, letter dated 7/20/10 
 
Response L7: 
The Applicant has indicated that in the event that blasting is required to remove rock it will be 
required to follow the regulations outlined in the Town of Mt. Pleasant Blasting Ordinance.  A 
copy of which was provided in Appendix K of the DEIS. 
 
Comment L8: 
I.-D. 5. 3rd par. “…no more than 5 acres disturbed at any one time. …structural and vegetative 
measures used during construction….” How will all of this be verified? Do town personnel 
supervise this? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
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Response L8: 
The construction sequencing plan developed by the project engineer is geared towards meeting, 
if not being more stringent than, the 5-acre limitation, (refer to Appendix Q Preliminary 
Construction Schedule).  The contractor building the project is required to certify that it read the 
SWPPP, understands it and will abide by it.  In addition, the Applicant’s project engineer will 
perform periodic inspections of the erosion control measures and stormwater management 
controls throughout construction, during which it will be mindful of the 5-acre limitation and the 
stabilization requirements for disturbed areas.  Still further, the Town’s representative (e.g. Town 
Engineer) will have the right to and is expected to conduct periodic inspections of the 
construction site and monitors the status of construction. 
 
The Town, acting as the regulated MS4 for this project, shall approve the Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by signing the MS4 Acceptance Form to be submitted with the Notice 
of Intent (NOI) to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
in order to obtain a SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction 
Activity (GP-0-10-001).  Part IV of the general permit details the specific inspection and 
maintenance requirements that the owner/applicant shall comply with.  Specifically, Part IV.C 
states that “The owner or operator shall have a qualified inspector conduct site inspections”. 
The Town shall conduct site visits to assure that the required documentation is being maintained 
at the construction site, which includes a copy of the inspections being performed in accordance 
with Part IV of the General Permit.  The NYSDEC also reserves the same rights.  Please refer to 
Appendix P for a copy of the NYSDEC SPDES General Permit, GP-0-10-001. 
 
 
Comment L9: 
I.-D. 13. 3rd par. Construction hours 8am-6pm.  I would expect that morning construction traffic 
would be at its peak at the beginning of the day.  This directly conflicts with school bus pickups 
on Carleton.  Applicant does not suggest any way to mitigate traffic build-up caused by large 
trucks interfering with school bus stops.  

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response L9: 
As stated in Section III.L.2, there are certain construction impacts that cannot be avoided, such 
as construction-related traffic.  However, alternate routes or time restrictions can be considered if 
there are traffic concerns with respect to deliveries or general construction traffic accessing the 
site. 
 
 
Comment L10: 
Blasting: “…limited to those areas requiring rock removal of greater than four feet in depth.”  
Shouldn’t we know those areas now? And shouldn’t they be specifically listed?   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response L10: 
The Profiles created for the roads provide an indication of where the majority of the cuts would 
be required.  Also, the Grading, Drainage & Utility Plans display the existing and proposed 
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contours.  Depth of cut for any given area can be determined by reviewing these plans.  
Providing a list of the specific areas that require removal of greater than four feet of rock exceeds 
the requirements of the Scoping Document. 
  
 
Comment L11: 
III.-C. 1. C. Blasting.  Is there a minimum distance from existing neighboring residences that 
blasting can occur?  What remedies will there be should any blasting disturb neighboring 
foundations or result in any exterior or interior damage to neighboring residences? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response L11: 
A copy of the Mt. Pleasant Blasting Ordinance was provided as Appendix K of the DEIS.  The 
Applicant will be required to follow all applicable standards outlined in that ordinance. 
 
Comment L12: 
III.-E. 3. Proposed Mitigation. Anti-tracking Apron at Site Entrance.  “During muddy conditions, 
drivers of construction vehicles will be required to wash their wheels before exiting the site.”  
Specifically, at Carleton Ave entrance, where will run-off from wheel washing go?   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response L12: 
Within the SWPPP, the contractor shall be directed to prevent any construction wash-off from 
entering the existing drainage system and any existing water bodies or streams.  It is also 
included that the existing roadways must be kept clean of all construction debris, swept clean 
daily to remove any excess mud, dirt or rock tracked from the site.  Generally, the contractor 
shall create a temporary sediment basin adjacent to the wash-area to intercept sediment-laden 
runoff and to trap and retain the sediment.  The maintenance of the site during construction will 
be part of the regular inspections as indicated in Response L8. 
  
Comment L13: 
III.-L. 2. Construction limited to 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM, Mondays through Saturdays.  Can this be 
modified to have a later start time on Saturdays?  How is this construction schedule monitored?  
Who do we complain to if violated? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response L13: 
No, later commencement times on Saturdays cannot be required.  The law needs to be applied 
and enforced in a uniform manner.  Construction schedule is monitored by the Applicant, 
contractor, Town and neighbors.  Complaints would be made in the same manner as other zoning 
complaints are made. 
 
Comment L14: 
We would like to see more detail about – particularly with the steep slopes construction and how 
this might be mitigated, these new sustainable methods. 

Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
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Response L14:   
Refer to Response to Comment C1 and C2 in this FEIS. 
 
Comment L15: 
If in fact there is some underground stream or some other water course that appears there, we 
may have some issues with regard to the foundations and other construction measures.  

Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response L15:   
Refer to Response E3 of the FEIS. 
 
Comment L16: 
New home construction offers a great opportunity for use of the most energy efficient materials 
reducing energy consumption and (inaudible).  Homes should include CFC lighting and other 
LEDS type measures which would significantly add both to the environmental and market value 
of the development from reduced energy costs and the reduced environmental impacts of these 
new homes.  

Steven Cavy, CAC member, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response L16: 
The Applicant has not made any interior or exterior architectural design selections as lot count 
has not been established. 
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Comment V1: 
V.-A. Alternatives, No Action.  An “increase in housing stock of the town” is not necessarily a 
benefit.  This is really an opinion of the Applicant, no?   

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response V1: 
As indicated in Response to Comment I-6 of this FEIS, there is a significant segment of the local 
population that are considered to be empty nesters (approximately one-third of owner occupied 
housing) who typically consider downsizing their homes sometime in their post-55 years.  In the 
Applicant’s opinion, providing for a different type of housing product targeted towards empty 
nesters allows those people who have lived in the community an opportunity to remain. 
 
Comment V2: 
Exhibit V-3 Reduced Impact Layout.  This layout shows no houses or lots.  Is that an error? 

Josh Tane, Letter dated 7/26/10 
 
Response V2: 
As indicated in the adopted scoping outline and Section V.E of the DEIS, a reduced density 
subdivision was to be prepared so as to avoid steep slopes, ridgelines, and other site constraints.  
As indicated on Exhibit V-3 of the DEIS, access to the interior of the property could not be 
achieved without disturbing steep slopes.   
 
Comment V3: 
V-1 – The analysis of all of the alternative plans should more thoroughly address the specific 
impacts associated with each alternative. A comparative table should be provided, documenting 
the differences between each alternative. Site plans should also be provided for each alternative.   

Patrick Cleary, AICP, PP, LEED AP, Cleary Consulting, Letter dated 08/04/10 
 
Response V3:  
Comment noted.  Table V3 has been prepared to provide a summary of impacts associated with 
each alternative analyzed. 
 
Comment V4: 
I would like to see – maybe this isn’t required, but I would like to see something in the final or 
some other correspondence where the applicant is suggesting some sort of alternative, or if 
access is denied through parcel G, what does the applicant suggest they do? 

Thomas Kane, Public Hearing Transcript 8/5/10 
 
Response V4: 
The Alternatives Section of the DEIS, Section D, provides a description along with a graphic of 
an alternate plan with access from Washburn Road only. 
 



Taconic Tract FEIS  Alternatives 

VHB/Saccardi & Schiff, Inc.  V-2 

Table V-3 
Comparison of Impacts 

 
 

FEIS Review 
Items Proposed Action Conventional Layout Conservation Layout with All Homes Clustered Alternative Site Access 

(No Through Road) 

Reduced density 
subdivision that 

avoids steep 
slopes, ridgelines 

and other site 
constraints 

Site 
Disturbance 

• ±9.07 acres of total disturbance • ± 11.15 acres of total disturbance • ±9.07 acres  of total disturbance 
• ±0.89 acres of disturbance on slopes greater than 25% 

± 8.92 acres 
± 1.87 acres disturbance on 
slopes greater than 25%   

• No disturbance 
would occur on any 
slopes greater than 

25%.  Therefore, no 
roads would be 

constructed 
throughout the site, 

prohibiting access to 
any land that may be 

used for lots, 
preventing any 

development on the 
site.   

• ±0.89 acres of disturbance on 
slopes greater than 25% 

• ±1.62 acres of disturbance on slopes greater than 
25% 

Taxes/Socio-
Economic 

• Taxes Generated would be 
$535,000 

• Taxes Generated would be approximately 
$621,448 

• Taxes Generated would be approximately $535,408  Taxes generated would be 
approximately $545,408 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

• Trip generation Peak AM is 23 • Trip generation Peak AM is 23 •Trip Generation would be similar to the Proposed Action • Trip generation Peak AM is 
22 

• Trip generation Peak PM is 22 • Trip generation Peak PM is 22 •Trip Generation would be similar to the Proposed Action • Trip generation Peak PM is 
19 

Land Use and 
Zoning 

• R-40 Single-Family Residential • R-40 Single-Family Residential • 16 new units - based on capacity of conventional plan • 14 new units 
• 16 new units - based on capacity 
of conventional plan 

• As-of-right 16 lots 
• Would utilize a road configuration comparable to 
the one contemplated for the Proposed Action with 
the exception of new Road C to access the proposed 
empty-nester residences 

Community 
Facilities and 

Services 

• Approximately 9.55 acres of open 
space 

• Approximately  1.37 acres of open space • Approximately 10.7 acres of open space • Approximately 5.06 acres of 
open space 

• Approximately 51 new residents • Approximately 58 new residents • New Residents would be similar to Proposed Action • Approximately 52 new 
residents 

• Approximately 12 new school-
aged children 

Approximately 14 new public-school school-aged 
children 

• New public-School school-aged children would be similar to Proposed Action Approximately 13 new 
public-school school-aged 
children 
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 1         CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We'll go straight
  

 2   into item number 5, which is a Public Hearing
  

 3   for the Draft Environmental Statement,
  

 4   otherwise known as a DEIS, for the Taconic
  

 5   Tract 17-Lot Subdivision, Application Number
  

 6   926 in the R-40 Zone at 140 Todd Lane,
  

 7   Briarcliff Manor, section, block and lot are
  

 8   98.11-2-37, 38, 39, 42 and part of 40.  The
  

 9   owner is Taconic Tract Development, LLC,
  

10   engineer is Susan Fasnacht, WSP-Sells
  

11   Engineers, the attorney is Geraldine N.
  

12   Tortorella.
  

13        BOARD MEMBER PELLEGRINO: (Indiscernible).
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We need a motion to
  

15   waive the reading.  Motion by Regina.
  

16        BOARD MEMBER PAPPAS:  Second.
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Seconded by George.
  

18   John.
  

19        BOARD MEMBER COHEN:  Aye.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Joan.
  

21        BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Aye.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Keith.
  

23        BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  Aye.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Denis.
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 1        BOARD MEMBER McCARTHY:  Aye.
  

 2        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  George.
  

 3        BOARD MEMBER PAPPAS:  Aye.
  

 4        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Regina.
  

 5        BOARD MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Aye.
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Aye.  That was a
  

 7   tough one.
  

 8        MS. TORTORELLA:  Thank you very much.
  

 9   Good evening.  Geraldine Tortorella of
  

10   Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein of White
  

11   Plains.  We are counsel for the applicant,
  

12   Taconic Tract Development, LLC on this
  

13   subdivision.  With me this evening are David
  

14   Smith of Saccardi & Schiff, our planning
  

15   consultant and Andrew Saunders of Taconic
  

16   Tract Develop.  You probably recognize both of
  

17   them from prior appearances before your Board.
  

18        We prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
  

19   Statement in response to the positive
  

20   declaration that the Board adopted and in
  

21   accordance with a scoping document that your
  

22   Board adopted after a public input meeting.
  

23   We submitted that Draft Environmental Impact
  

24   Statement to the Board, and it was accepted as
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 1   complete earlier in April of this year, on
  

 2   April 1st.
  

 3        At that time the Board scheduled a public
  

 4   hearing for May 17th.  As required by law, we
  

 5   made a circulation of the Draft Environmental
  

 6   Impact Statement to all the involved and
  

 7   interested agencies, and we have provided you
  

 8   with proof of having made that circulation.
  

 9   We filed an affidavit of circulation with the
  

10   Board.
  

11        We also filed copies of the Draft
  

12   Environmental Impact Statement with the local
  

13   library, and it was made available
  

14   electronically through the link on the Town's
  

15   Web site.
  

16        We provided notice of the acceptance of
  

17   the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in
  

18   the Environmental Notice Bulletin, which is
  

19   required by law.  We also published or
  

20   arranged to have published a notice of the
  

21   hearing in the local newspaper and the Journal
  

22   News as required by New York Code, and we had
  

23   notices of the public hearing provided sent to
  

24   abutting neighbors, personally (indiscernible)
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 1   was provided to us, and that was all for the
  

 2   May 17th public hearing.
  

 3        The subdivision regulations also required
  

 4   that we give notice of the application to a
  

 5   number of different agencies or boards or
  

 6   commissions that are involved in the town.
  

 7   That's pursuant to Section A227-8D as in dog,
  

 8   under subdivision regulations, and we gave
  

 9   that notification to those agencies prior to
  

10   the public hearing scheduled for May 17th.
  

11   Again, we provided proof of having
  

12   accomplished all of those notice requirements
  

13   to the Board.
  

14        There was no quorum for the meeting on
  

15   May 17th, and the hearing was rescheduled for
  

16   tonight's meeting.  Out of an abundance of
  

17   caution, we renoticed the hearing in all of
  

18   those same manners.  We republished in the
  

19   ENB.  We sent notices out to the abutting
  

20   neighbors again, as under the Code, even
  

21   though it wasn't clearly required, but we did
  

22   it out of the abundance of caution.  The
  

23   hearing was published in the Journal News
  

24   newspaper, and we also resent the notification
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 1   to the agencies and organizations and
  

 2   departments that are required under the
  

 3   subdivision regulation, and provided you with
  

 4   proof of having accomplished that.
  

 5        The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
  

 6   that we prepared covers a number of different
  

 7   potential impacts; land use and zoning, visual
  

 8   resources, soils, topography and steep slopes,
  

 9   flora and fauna, surface water resources and
  

10   storm water management, utilities, traffic and
  

11   transportation.  It looked at socio-economic
  

12   and fiscal conditions, community facilities
  

13   and services, historic and cultural resources,
  

14   air quality and noise and construction
  

15   impacts, and we looked at existing conditions
  

16   with potential impacts of the project on those
  

17   features and conditions of the environment and
  

18   then proposed mitigation where we found it was
  

19   appropriate, and all of that is documented in
  

20   the Environmental Impact Statement.
  

21        The DEIS also examined significant
  

22   impacts that are not able to be avoided;
  

23   alternatives to our proposed action, growth
  

24   inducing the cumulative and secondary impact
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 1   and impacts on energy use and consumption.  It
  

 2   also looked at irretrievable and irreversible
  

 3   commitment of resources, which is a category
  

 4   under the law that we're required to examine.
  

 5        We have appended to the document the
  

 6   technical and professional studies and other
  

 7   documentation upon which the Draft
  

 8   Environmental Impact Statement analyses are
  

 9   based, and tonight is the opportunity for the
  

10   public to make substantive comments on the
  

11   material in the Draft Environmental Impact
  

12   Statement and the analogies in it.
  

13        As you noted, we have a stenographer here
  

14   this evening who we brought who will be
  

15   recording all of the comments and providing a
  

16   transcript.  By law we're required to respond
  

17   to all substantive comments, and we will do so
  

18   in a Final Environmental Impact Statement.
  

19          Tonight is really the public's
  

20   opportunity to be heard, so unless there's a
  

21   particular item that the Board wants us to
  

22   address this evening, we would be inclined to
  

23   address it in the Final Environmental Impact
  

24   Statement and it will be done in writing in a
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 1   document that ultimately will have to be
  

 2   accepted the by this Board.
  

 3        We had talked about the subdivision being
  

 4   a subdivision of 17 lots.  It is really 16
  

 5   building lots.  There is are two existing lots
  

 6   already -- that exist already that could be
  

 7   built upon, so this is a creation of 14 new
  

 8   building lots.  We are eager to pursue a
  

 9   conservation subdivision on a number of the
  

10   lots.  We would like to be able to pursue that
  

11   with respect to nine lots, and we provided you
  

12   with a conventional or as-of-right plan, as
  

13   well as the conservation plan.  And as we've
  

14   indicated in the past, this would be a fully
  

15   self-contained development, meaning that the
  

16   road system would be private, the storm water
  

17   management facilities would be private, all of
  

18   the landscaping and other improvements would
  

19   be privately held, a homeowners' association
  

20   would be formed to be responsible for the
  

21   maintenance and care of the roads and the
  

22   storm water management facilities and the
  

23   common areas and the open spaces on this
  

24   subdivision.
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 1        So that in a nutshell is the proposal and
  

 2   what we've covered in the Environmental Impact
  

 3   Statement.  If you at any time have any
  

 4   questions, we would be happy to address them,
  

 5   but again, we see this as the opportunity for
  

 6   the public to make comments only.
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Comments or
  

 8   questions from Board members.
  

 9        BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  Pat, a while ago
  

10   one of the big issues was the access from
  

11   Carlton.
  

12        MR. CLEARY:  Correct.
  

13        BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  According to the
  

14   deed that was read to us, it limits
  

15   construction, that there is some limit to
  

16   construction.  Was that ever resolved?
  

17        MR. CLEARY:  The applicant has responded
  

18   to their position in the DEIS with respect to
  

19   that.
  

20        MEMBER ROSNER:  How do we proceed though
  

21   when the  --
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Hold on.  Hold on.
  

23   If you can't hear, the first thing you should
  

24   do is move up to the front.  The second thing
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 1   we should do is speak louder, but what
  

 2   happens, folks, like it or not, is it  -- move
  

 3   right up to the front, right up.  The first
  

 4   row is reserved for dignitaries.  What
  

 5   happens, folks, is we wind up inadvertently,
  

 6   as you know, speaking rather conversationally.
  

 7   So I would suggest that if you have any
  

 8   trouble, like myself, hearing, move right up
  

 9   or you can sit right up here in the front if
  

10   you want.
  

11        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  He can use a mike.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We have microphones
  

13   up here.  He will.  You want a Board member to
  

14   come down -- no.  He will, he will, but if
  

15   you're having difficulty, we are here because
  

16   you're here.  We are here to ensure that you
  

17   understand what's going on.  To ensure that
  

18   you miss nothing, don't sit one row back, you
  

19   can sit right up here in the front.
  

20        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I hear you
  

21   clearly.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  This is your --
  

23   you'll hear me clearly because I'm a loud
  

24   mouth.  I've been told that more than once.  I
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 1   grew up with seven brothers and two sisters.
  

 2   I get heard.  Keith, go ahead.
  

 3        BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  Pat, how do we
  

 4   address that?  I mean, do we assume that
  

 5   they're correct?
  

 6        MR. CLEARY:  No, you don't.  And at this
  

 7   point in time, Keith, again, every issue
  

 8   that's raised is the obligation of the
  

 9   applicant to respond in the FEIS.  So if
  

10   you're unclear in the slightest way, simply
  

11   repeat the question, it's the applicant's
  

12   obligation to address that satisfactorily in
  

13   the FEIS.  So by virtue of your question, it
  

14   will now receive another response.
  

15        BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  Thank you.
  

16        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Did you get that?
  

17        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  No.  Can he use
  

18   the microphone?
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Pat.
  

20        MR. CLEARLY:  Yes.
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Can you move that
  

22   microphone over closer to you?
  

23        MR. CLEARY:  I will.  Shall I repeat that
  

24   comment and question?
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes.
  

 2        MR. CLEARY:  Keith raised the comment
  

 3   about access, and the way this process works
  

 4   is that the formal responses to all the
  

 5   questions this evening will come in another
  

 6   book.  So Keith raised the question, it will
  

 7   now be responded to, and the people that
  

 8   determine if that response is satisfactory are
  

 9   those seven folks at the front of the room.
  

10   So simply raising the question tonight is
  

11   really all you have to do.  So Keith raised an
  

12   important issue, it will be responded to.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We may have gone
  

14   over this before, so some of you can take a
  

15   nap, but the document that finally comes out
  

16   is a document from this Board, it's not --
  

17   it'll be typed by, copied by, put together by
  

18   others, the applicant, if the applicant wants
  

19   to do something, but the whole thrust,
  

20   direction of an Environmental Impact Statement
  

21   is that it is the lead agency, and we are the
  

22   lead agency in this case, the lead agency's
  

23   document.  In the typical case, because I've
  

24   done this a few times before, is the applicant
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 1   will put in the word only, it will only be ten
  

 2   times more.  BP will say it will only be ten
  

 3   times more oil than was ever in the Gulf and
  

 4   we'll tell them to take out the word only at
  

 5   the minimum, or we'll say boy, there will
  

 6   really be ten times more et cetera, that kind
  

 7   of stuff.
  

 8        So, there won't be a whole lot of
  

 9   substantive change -- excuse me.  There will
  

10   be substantive change, but it may be subtle,
  

11   and it may be subtle in the way the thing is
  

12   worded.  Okay.  But it's our document when it
  

13   comes out.  It's not the applicant's document.
  

14   Okay.  Any other comments or questions from
  

15   Board members?
  

16
  

17        BOARD MEMBER COHEN:  There are a number
  

18   of issues raised in correspondence that are
  

19   not fully addressed in the DEIS.  I think in
  

20   particular from the Village of Briarcliff
  

21   Manor on the water issue and there's a
  

22   communication from a tax payer regarding
  

23   certain topography concerns or steep sleeps --
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Steep slopes.
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 1        BOARD MEMBER COHEN: -- concerns that
  

 2   apparently, according  -- I can't disagree
  

 3   with them.  Have not -- should be restudied in
  

 4   terms of layout.  That seems to be a fairly
  

 5   fundamental issue that will have to be
  

 6   addressed.  I'm not sure this is the time or
  

 7   an appropriate time to raise the issues,
  

 8   except I'm just curious about how the water
  

 9   issue got to this point without ever being
  

10   addressed before this.  Why did it take the
  

11   11th hour for this to come into being?  It
  

12   seems startling.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  What John is
  

14   referring to here is, we've received
  

15   correspondence -- the applicant  -- the
  

16   applicant received correspondence from
  

17   Briarcliff after review of the DEIS, and one
  

18   of the things -- one of the most forceful, in
  

19   my mind anyhow, certainly what John is talking
  

20   about, was a comment that said that they're
  

21   not going to supply water, and if Briarcliff
  

22   is not going to supply water, then it's
  

23   incumbent upon the applicant, it's incumbent
  

24   upon the developer to provide water, wells for
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 1   instance.  And to the extent that wells come
  

 2   into the picture, then there's a degree of
  

 3   study that needs to be done to ensure that the
  

 4   area can support that many wells, 17 wells, 16
  

 5   wells, whatever it is, and the viability of
  

 6   that water.  Now, the actual viability,
  

 7   whether it's potable or not, is a question
  

 8   that the health department, not this board,
  

 9   that the health department will make a
  

10   determination of.  This board is -- doesn't
  

11   have the skills, doesn't have the authority,
  

12   doesn't have the responsibility to rule on the
  

13   potability of the water, that's a health
  

14   department issue.
  

15        John also said that there were other
  

16   issues that have been brought up such as steep
  

17   slopes and the impact of cutting -- we have a
  

18   steep slopes ordinance in the town, it's a
  

19   relatively new ordinance, and as a matter of
  

20   fact, this Board and other boards have been
  

21   stepping up to understanding what do we need
  

22   to do, what do we need to pay attention to,
  

23   how do we ensure that the steep slopes
  

24   ordinance is adhered to, and in this
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 1   particular case there are cuts that are going
  

 2   to take place for the installation of roadways
  

 3   and we need now to make sue that the steep
  

 4   slopes ordinance is honored.
  

 5        Specifically, one of the things that the
  

 6   steep slopes ordinance guides the town to
  

 7   prevent is impacts on -- what can I say,
  

 8   folks --
  

 9        MR. CLEARY:  Ridge line.
  

10        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- from the ridge
  

11   line -- thank you -- impacts on the ridge
  

12   line.
  

13        If you have a phone, do what I'm going to
  

14   do right now, turn it off right now, because
  

15   this meeting is very important -- and we'll
  

16   have to make sure that there are no such
  

17   impacts, ridge line impacts, et cetera.
  

18        There are other issue, I'm sure, and some
  

19   will come up later on this evening, I'm quite
  

20   certain.  Any other comments or questions from
  

21   board members?
  

22        BOARD MEMBER MCCARTHY:  I'm just curious
  

23   with the cluster, was that ever suggested or
  

24   requested by the board or our consultants?
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  What's that?
  

 2        BOARD MEMBER McCARTHY:  The cluster
  

 3   conservation model.
  

 4        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  That one is
  

 5   -- is Danny Taylor in the room?
  

 6        MR. TAYLOR:  Yes.
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  I'm not
  

 8   going to go through your whole letter, I'll
  

 9   let you do it, but that question came up in
  

10   this gentleman's letter, clustering.  There is
  

11   -- it's on your desk.
  

12        BOARD MEMBER COHEN:  But when did you
  

13   read it?
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Oh, I was here
  

15   earlier tonight.  There is clustering, I
  

16   couldn't tell you what section.  It seems to
  

17   be 288.
  

18        MR. CLEARY:  Yup.
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Look at that, I've
  

20   been here too long.  Anyhow, it is covered in
  

21   the Town Code.  The rationale -- first of all,
  

22   it's incumbent upon applicant to lay out his
  

23   property and to demonstrate to us what's
  

24   called an as-of-right.  I can put 15, I can
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 1   put eight, I can put six, whatever it is.
  

 2   As-of-right, given the zoning, if it's R40,
  

 3   R10, whatever, demonstrates to this board,
  

 4   there are some key facts, for instance, for
  

 5   wetlands and steep slopes and stuff like that,
  

 6   but with all of that done, demonstrates that X
  

 7   number of parcels can be put to as-of-right.
  

 8   Then, for any number of reasons, not
  

 9   necessarily articulated in the Code, but
  

10   mostly for the benefit of the town, for the
  

11   benefit of the people who will live there,
  

12   which is a benefit to the town because the
  

13   town is the people, you know, all that stuff,
  

14   what we're going to do is move them back and
  

15   move them together so we'll leave all of this
  

16   outer space, or all of this inner space or
  

17   whatever, undeveloped.
  

18        MR. TAYLOR:  May I respond, please?
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  No, no, no.
  

20        MR. TAYLOR:  Okay.
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I'm trying to
  

22   explain to him.  I'm going to give you a
  

23   chance.  Let me finish this.  As for  -- the
  

24   clustering issue is in the Code and it roughly
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 1   follows the kind of guidance that I just gave
  

 2   you.  There's some leeway but it's there.
  

 3        Now, the reason why I'm not letting you
  

 4   respond right now is because right now we're
  

 5   at the point in the meeting where I'm taking
  

 6   input from the board.  Once we finish that --
  

 7   and the reason I do that is because it's very
  

 8   possible -- it's very possible that an issue
  

 9   that is burning in your mind has been
  

10   addressed by this Board.  Hopefully that will
  

11   either set your mind at ease or maybe even
  

12   better, keep you from bringing the subject up
  

13   again, not always.
  

14        Once we finish with Board members, we
  

15   will then go to the public.  When we go to the
  

16   public -- listen up, listen up.  You're
  

17   cheating.  There's somebody talking in the
  

18   back.  When we go to the public, I'm going to
  

19   ask you to raise your hand and take a number.
  

20   Everybody gets a chance to talk, everybody.
  

21   If you raise your hand, you get a number.  If
  

22   you get a number, you can talk.  So if you're
  

23   in the room, you can get a chance to address
  

24   this Board, but you're going to have to A,
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 1   raise your hand and B, when you raise your
  

 2   hand, I will assign you a number, and then
  

 3   you'll get to talk when it's your turn.  Okay.
  

 4   This way everybody gets a chance to be fully
  

 5   heard by everybody else.  Under no
  

 6   circumstances will you argue with your
  

 7   neighbor.  Under no circumstances will you
  

 8   argue with the applicant.  You can argue with
  

 9   yourself if you want, but I'll ask you to take
  

10   that argument outside.  All right.
  

11        Comments or questions from Board members.
  

12        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  Two other things:
  

13   In Section B.III, it assumes that -- again, I
  

14   apologize, I read this like four months ago,
  

15   so I'm just looking at some scribbling that I
  

16   made, that the impact for the number of school
  

17   children would be like 5 to 16 houses.  That
  

18   doesn't sound realistic.  We normally assume
  

19   that's two per household, so 16 houses would
  

20   be about 32.  So Pat, if you can look into
  

21   that.
  

22        And lastly, in the as-of-right
  

23   computation, I don't think it looks at steep
  

24   slopes in figuring out the number of houses
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 1   that could be built.  So we should look into
  

 2   that.
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  All right.  And if
  

 4   you were listening to Pat -- Pat Cleary is our
  

 5   consultant.  If you were listening to what Pat
  

 6   said, if there is an issue that you think
  

 7   needs to be addressed, this is the time to
  

 8   bring it -- even if brought it out, you know,
  

 9   two months ago, three months ago, a year ago,
  

10   whatever, this is the time to bring it out,
  

11   because once it's on this record in the EIS
  

12   process, it will have to be included, a
  

13   comment, a response will have to be included
  

14   to every substantive comment.  I'll get to you
  

15   in a minute.
  

16        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Can --
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  In a little while.
  

18   In a little while.  I was told recently I run
  

19   a tight ship.  Any other comments or questions
  

20   from Board members?
  

21        Board MEMBER McCARTHY:  Mr. Chairman or
  

22   Pat, does this proposed conservation plan
  

23   address some of these steep slope concerns
  

24   along with the -- I think they proposed also
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 1   boundaries, rock boundaries and partition --
  

 2        MR. CLEARY:  They did.  And just again, I
  

 3   think this is the first time you've been
  

 4   through this process.  I'm not going to answer
  

 5   you, they're not going to answer you tonight.
  

 6   The answer will be provided in a written
  

 7   response in the FEIS.  So your comment now has
  

 8   become a question, it goes into this magic
  

 9   box and there will be answer.  So this will be
  

10   a little bit frustrating for those who have
  

11   not been through this before, but it's a
  

12   little bit of a different process, so all you
  

13   need to do is get the question into the
  

14   record.
  

15        Board MEMBER McCARTHY:  Okay.  Any other
  

16   comments or questions from Board members?
  

17        Okay folks, here we go.  We are going
  

18   into the public input here.  I'm going to ask
  

19   you to raise your hand if you want to speak.
  

20   Raise your hand if you want to speak.  If
  

21   you're the kind of person who really doesn't
  

22   want to speak but every once in a while they
  

23   get really bent out of shape and wants to
  

24   blurt something out, you can only do that if
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 1   you have a number, and the only way to get
  

 2   number is to raise your hand.
  

 3        You are number one, sir.  One person.
  

 4   Only one person?  Ah-hah.  Two, three, four,
  

 5   five, six.  That's it?  If you don't have a
  

 6   number, I'm not going to allow you to speak.
  

 7   We do not silence anybody in this room.  If
  

 8   you want to speak, if you feel you're going to
  

 9   have to get up there and say something because
  

10   something just happened, raise your hand and
  

11   take a number.  When it's time, you can say I
  

12   relinquish the floor.
  

13        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  You don't have to
  

14   speak because you have a number.
  

15        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  That's right.
  

16   Being the kind of guy I am, I never even think
  

17   about that happening.  Six.  Six going once --
  

18   six or seven?
  

19        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Six.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Six going once.
  

21   Six.  Number one, step up to the microphone.
  

22        MR. CROSSWELL(ph.):  Alan Crosswell, 144
  

23   Washburn Road in Briarcliff.  I just -- I
  

24   wrote a lot of notes --
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You're not going to
  

 2   go through all of them, are you?
  

 3        MR. CROSSWELL:  That's my question.  How
  

 4   do you mechanically want to handle this?
  

 5   Would you prefer to receive this --
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  No.
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  -- as a formal letter?  I
  

 8   mean, completely not written up in an
  

 9   appropriate form to hand to the Board at this
  

10   point, but I do have a number of questions and
  

11   comments.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Actually, let me
  

13   walk through that for a minute.
  

14        MR. CROSSWELL:  Only this is the notes,
  

15   this is the --
  

16        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It would best if
  

17   you give us something in writing.  However,
  

18   however, given that the Board then -- I would
  

19   ask, if you can, summarize them now so that
  

20   we're all certain that it's on the record, and
  

21   number two, if it's not too much trouble for
  

22   you, put it in writing and submit it to this
  

23   Board.
  

24        MR. CROSSWELL:  Is there a deadline by
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 1   which you need to receive the written
  

 2   comments?
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Not really.
  

 4        MR. CLEARY:  There is, Mike.  It depends
  

 5   on what you do this evening.
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I know.  45 days.
  

 7        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  45 days if we
  

 8   close the public hearing.
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  If we close the
  

10   public hearing, yeah.  I think that's an
  

11   unlikely possibility, but why don't I say that
  

12   30 -- 30 days from now just so that you're --
  

13        MR. CROSSWELL:  Okay.
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN: -- well within the
  

15   -- okay go ahead.
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  So first of all, this is
  

17   not my comments, just this is (indicating).
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I'm glad to hear
  

19   that.
  

20        MR. CROSSWELL:  Just start with some
  

21   general comments, and I think you had
  

22   addressed some of these, so feel free to cut
  

23   me off if I start rambling.  I saw a general
  

24   lack of precision of language in the document,
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 1   which to me is indicative of a similar lack of
  

 2   precision of the fact  -- the facts
  

 3   purportedly represented.  I'm concerned about
  

 4   a number of inaccuracies, and it might be the
  

 5   future claims or opportunities to explore the
  

 6   ambiguity created by these inaccuracies given.
  

 7   Later on the DEIS you'll see there's a fair
  

 8   amount of hair splitting over --
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Give us one or two
  

10   examples of  --
  

11        MR. CROSSWELL:  Specifically, proper
  

12   names of the various streets are routinely
  

13   inconsistently misspelled through the DEIS for
  

14   Carlton Avenue, Washburn Road and Todd Lane.
  

15   Again, I don't know how relevant that is, but
  

16   they are -- it is a legal document  --
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It can be quite,
  

18   because this is a legal document, so it's --
  

19        MR. CROSSWELL:  So I request that the
  

20   Board find out what the right spellings are
  

21   and don't use the street signs that the state
  

22   put up because they're wrong, for Carlton
  

23   specifically.
  

24        The next general comment is that this is
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 1   a document of the Board, it's frequent use of
  

 2   various phrases such as the applicant's
  

 3   opinion and so on, and clearly these are
  

 4   inappropriate and I question whether that
  

 5   shouldn't be a statement of fact --
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It should be a
  

 7   statement of fact.
  

 8        MR. CROSSWELL:  -- or a statement of
  

 9   opinion, that is, the opinion of the Board
  

10   rather than the opinion of applicant.
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Ultimately what may
  

12   happen is, you may find in the FEIS some
  

13   things that say it's the applicant's opinion,
  

14   you may also find a sentence that says the
  

15   Board disagrees with that or inconsistencies
  

16   or whatever.
  

17        MR. CROSSWELL:  I was using your guidance
  

18   from a prior meeting (indiscernible) advice of
  

19   the Board and I saw a lot of applicant this,
  

20   applicant that, kind of statement.  Okay.
  

21        There's a lot of use of words such as
  

22   could and should.  That should be replaced by
  

23   clearer terms, I would think, such as shall
  

24   and will.  Again, you addressed this.
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 1        There's a general lack of a completeness
  

 2   for citations in the literature
  

 3   (indiscernible) basis of certain claims making
  

 4   it difficult for one to independently verify
  

 5   the statements made.  For example, the Rutgers
  

 6   University Center for Urban Policy Research
  

 7   Residential Demographic Multipliers Study, but
  

 8   the year of publication is not.  This is a
  

 9   study that's published every ten years, so I
  

10   don't know which version they were using.  In
  

11   fact, I couldn't find the current version.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.
  

13        MR. CROSSWELL:  Specifically, on page
  

14   I-1 Section I.B, the parcel described one or
  

15   two are existing vacant parcels.  Parcel 2 is
  

16   an improved parcel.  As far as I'm concerned,
  

17   it's the backyard of Dean Saunders'(ph.)
  

18   property which is adjacent to mine.  So a
  

19   property with a lawn, isn't that sort of an
  

20   improved parcel, not a vacant  -- I don't
  

21   know.  I'm asking.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  What's the
  

23   question?
  

24        MR. CROSSWELL:  Well, certain areas are
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 1   described as vacant, and the land is in fact
  

 2   improved with a lawn that's maintained.  It's
  

 3   currently the back yard of an adjacent
  

 4   property.  So is that really vacant?  Is that
  

 5   correctly called vacant or is that an
  

 6   improved?
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Are they referring
  

 8   to somebody else's property or their own
  

 9   property?
  

10        MR. CROSSWELL:  It's their own property.
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Somebody cuts the
  

12   grass.
  

13        MR. CROSSWELL:  They've cut the grass on
  

14   it, so they've subdivided -- I need to show
  

15   you the map.
  

16        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  I understand what
  

17   you're saying.  I've had this problem with
  

18   other DEIS's also.  I don't like that term
  

19   vacant, because there is something on all the
  

20   properties, whether it's a lot of trees or
  

21   it's lawn or whatever it is, they are not
  

22   vacant.  I think we need to be more specific
  

23   in what is on the property, not just call it
  

24   vacant.  It's too vague.
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 1        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yup.  Again, just a
  

 2   different implication of it  --
  

 3        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  I agree.
  

 4        MR. CROSSWELL:  -- of maintaining the
  

 5   property.  On page I-3, Section I.D-3:  The
  

 6   topography is described on  -- it also slopes
  

 7   to the west with the ridge line approximately
  

 8   down the center running north/south.  This is
  

 9   not described, but since I'm downhill from
  

10   that side of it, from my property, I'm very
  

11   aware of it.  It's one of my biggest concerns
  

12   is  -- there's high control of storm water
  

13   runoff.
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Are you at the top
  

15   of the ridge or --
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  I'm at the bottom.  I'm
  

17   in the bowl.  I'm down hill in every
  

18   direction.
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Must be tough to
  

20   get out in the morning.
  

21        MR. CROSSWELL:  In the winter.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Because you're up
  

23   hill.
  

24        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yes.  Yes.
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 1        Board MEMBER COHEN:  Can we have a map up
  

 2   on that Board to --
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Do we have a map
  

 4   that we can put on the Board?
  

 5        MR. CROSSWELL:  I'll be happy to point at
  

 6   the map.
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.
  

 8        MR. CROSSWELL:  While you're doing that,
  

 9   I'll keep paddling along here.  On page I-4,
  

10   Section I.D-5, second paragraph identifies
  

11   lots six and seven as not draining towards the
  

12   proposed detention basin, but what about lots
  

13   1 through 5 which are on the south and west
  

14   drainage slopes, they can't possibly drain
  

15   towards the detention basin that's uphill.  So
  

16   again, they're draining towards my property.
  

17        Page I-5, Section I.D-7, second
  

18   paragraph:  Water and sanitary service demands
  

19   states a recommended one-inch irrigation per
  

20   week by Cornell University.  While this is
  

21   recommended, is it common practice?  Again,
  

22   this is going to be a homeowner's association,
  

23   likely sprinklered -- anecdotally
  

24   (indiscernible) lawn sprinklers and
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 1   professional grounds management frequently
  

 2   over water.  I'm concerned about whether the
  

 3   estimate which was used to lead to the whole
  

 4   storm water management plan was -- is a good
  

 5   estimate.  In other words, do we use this
  

 6   Cornell recommendation as to how much you
  

 7   should water your lawn or should we be using
  

 8   an idea of how much might actually be watered
  

 9   or worst case scenario.  Do you want me to
  

10   point on the map or --
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yeah.  Sure.
  

12        MS. TORTORELLA:  Can we just identify for
  

13   the record what map it is that we've put up?
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Sure.  It's an
  

15   aerial photograph of -- it's labeled Taconic
  

16   Tract Development's, LLC conventional layout.
  

17   That's the conventional layout.
  

18        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Indiscernible)
  

19   clustering by the way.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  That's the
  

21   conventional layout
  

22        MR. CROSSWELL:  I'm talking about
  

23   topography now, so the layout is not too
  

24   important.  This is my property right here,
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 1   which is 144 Washburn Road.  This is what's
  

 2   called proposed lot 1.  And these numbers, I
  

 3   think, stay the same whether it's the
  

 4   conventional or the conservation layout.  The
  

 5   numbering on this side of the road changes.
  

 6   So this area here is what was called vacant,
  

 7   and it's actually the backyard of this
  

 8   property, which the owner has subdivided.  So
  

 9   I would argue it's not vacant.
  

10        These are lots 2, 3, 4 and 5 up the hill.
  

11   The topography of this area is such that
  

12   there's a ridge line just about here to the
  

13   east of Road A. And so while there's runoff
  

14   from that ridge line towards the Taconic to
  

15   the east of the ridge line, to the west of the
  

16   ridge line, the runoff is actually into this
  

17   area.  This then again, above my house when
  

18   you're going up Washburn Road is downhill as
  

19   far as it -- basically the valley line is kind
  

20   of right here just to the west of Road A. So
  

21   that's the kind of drainage stuff I'm trying
  

22   to just get clear on.
  

23        Board MEMBER COHEN:  How does that impact
  

24   your property?
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 1        MR. CROSSWELL:  Well, there's actually
  

 2   standing water right around here after heavy
  

 3   rains, and I'll get to it later in one of my
  

 4   comments.  I have a reference to it.  There's
  

 5   actually an existing improvement of storm
  

 6   water drainage and catch basins that are not
  

 7   shown on the survey in full accuracy that
  

 8   drains from up here through my property and
  

 9   then crosses the road into the duck pond
  

10   across the street.  So there's a fair amount
  

11   of water runoff and active water flow, 7 by
  

12   24.  Even in winter you can see steam coming
  

13   up from the catch basin.
  

14        So my question -- I guess this needs to
  

15   be a question.  Is the storm water management
  

16   plan accurate to be reflective of the existing
  

17   conditions.
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  You're being
  

19   conversational again.  Let me tell you
  

20   something about the microphone technique.  I
  

21   promise I wouldn't touch the mike, because if
  

22   I did you would all get sick.  You have to
  

23   bring that thing right up close to your chin.
  

24        MR. CROSSWELL:  Okay.  All right.
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  There's a turn
  

 2   button down there in the middle for guys like
  

 3   you.  That must feel much better.
  

 4        MR. CROSSWELL:  Doesn't even smell like a
  

 5   beer.
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Oh, Billy Joel
  

 7   reference there.
  

 8        MR. CROSSWELL:  Just to repeat my
  

 9   question:  Does the storm water management
  

10   plan accurately reflect the existing
  

11   conditions of drainage and storm water runoff
  

12   mitigation which crosses my property and into
  

13   what's identified on the map as lot 1 and
  

14   further up.
  

15        Moving on.  Page I-6, Section I.D-8, the
  

16   traffic and transportation section does not
  

17   reference existing right-of-way for pedestrian
  

18   access to Todd Elementary School.  So I would
  

19   ask that that be included in the traffic and
  

20   transportation study, given there were
  

21   statements made about the road being adequate
  

22   and so on, which I would also question, since
  

23   it's a substandard width road.  Again, I'm
  

24   talking about Washburn Road.  And so Todd
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 1   Elementary School, there's an existing legal
  

 2   right-of-way through Washburn Road through the
  

 3   Todd Elementary School which is actually -- if
  

 4   you draw a line on the map it's -- what would
  

 5   have been the continuation of Ingham, and
  

 6   that's a right-of-way for school children,
  

 7   pedestrian access to the elementary school.
  

 8        Okay.  Page I-7, 1D10:  The school's
  

 9   paragraph claims nine public school children.
  

10   This number is not supported by demographic
  

11   statistics -- is this number supported by the
  

12   demographic statistics?
  

13        Page I-3, Section I.D-11:  Why is the
  

14   historic house at 140 Todd Lane not
  

15   represented?
  

16        Page I-8, Section I.D-13:  Third
  

17   paragraph.  The statement is because
  

18   relatively few truck trips are anticipated at
  

19   peak hours, significant impacts from
  

20   construction vehicles not expected.  I ask
  

21   that the Board consider imposing a moratorium
  

22   on truck traffic during Todd Elementary
  

23   School's arrival and departure hours, giving
  

24   pedestrian traffic (indiscernible) Washburn
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 1   Road as I just described.  Again, there are no
  

 2   sidewalks and the roads are substandard width.
  

 3        My kids are all older now, but many kids
  

 4   in that neighborhood walk to Todd School down
  

 5   Washburn Road.  You'll see a later reference
  

 6   to a letter for the Board of Education of
  

 7   Briarcliff Manor that indicates that school
  

 8   buses do not travel down that road because
  

 9   it's substandard.  So pedestrian access is the
  

10   way to go, except for kindergartners who are
  

11   picked up by mini buses.
  

12        Page I-9, Table I-2:  Land Use and Zoning
  

13   under conventional layout says as-of-right 16
  

14   lots.  Is this accurate or would zoning
  

15   variances be required to allow 16 lots, which
  

16   again, I think one of you -- maybe Mr.
  

17   Chairman, you mentioned that the question of
  

18   whether the as-of-right includes -- or maybe
  

19   you didn't -- the restrictions due to steep
  

20   slopes.  Okay.
  

21        Page II-3, Section II.B-1:  There's a
  

22   statement that cluster three-bedroom homes
  

23   wouldn't be attractive to empty-nesters.  I
  

24   suggest that the Board question the logic



TACONIC TRACT 17-LOT SUBDIVISION APP. 39

  

 1   behind that.  These so-called empty-nester
  

 2   homes are 3,200 square foot three-bedroom
  

 3   houses within walking distance of Todd
  

 4   Elementary School in the Briarcliff Manor
  

 5   School District.  I question how likely it is
  

 6   that people with young children wouldn't in
  

 7   fact find this a very attractive area to live
  

 8   and walk a short walk as we did when we moved
  

 9   to Briarcliff Manor.
  

10        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I would state that
  

11   question a little differently.  I would state
  

12   that  -- I'm not sure how we enforce --
  

13   anybody enforces ongoing age restriction.
  

14   That's an issue that needs to be fully vetted.
  

15        MR. CROSSWELL:  I would either suggest
  

16   either enforce it or just require that the
  

17   calculations assume that the age restriction
  

18   can't be enforced.
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Well, that's one
  

20   way to do it.
  

21        MR. CROSSWELL:  Right.  On page II-5,
  

22   Section II.B-1:  Third sentence:  How do you
  

23   get 22 empty-nesters to fit in eight houses?
  

24   And what is the area described by the Rutgers
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 1   Residential Demographic Multipliers Study?
  

 2   What year was this study published?  Where can
  

 3   one find a copy?  This study apparently, from
  

 4   what I read just Googling it a little bit,
  

 5   these state-wide averages that likely do not
  

 6   reflect our unique region, especially
  

 7   highly-ranked school districts.  So wouldn't
  

 8   it make more sense to use local demographic
  

 9   data which was supplied by the school Board in
  

10   2006 and was updated in 2008 to specifically
  

11   assess the impact of the Taconic Tract
  

12   development, which I have right here along
  

13   with projections, calculations, updates,
  

14   study, March 2008, which actually addresses
  

15   Taconic Tract in it, because in 2006, the
  

16   applicant requested a copy of this demographic
  

17   study, but then chose the use the Rutgers
  

18   study instead.
  

19        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  Dorothy, do you
  

20   have a copy of that?
  

21        THE CLERK:  No.
  

22        MR. CROSSWELL:  Do you want my copy?
  

23        THE CLERK:  Sure.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Is that an extra
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 1   copy or your only copy?
  

 2        MR. CROSSWELL:  I'm not going to read it
  

 3   anymore.  I've read it enough.  If there's any
  

 4   notes scribbled in there, ignore them.
  

 5        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  He didn't write
  

 6   them.
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  By the way, we just
  

 8   received that by requesting it from the school
  

 9   board, so it's an available document.
  

10        So in looking at the studies, I
  

11   questioned the estimate that approximately 25
  

12   percent of the children would be attending
  

13   private or parochial schools.  This is in
  

14   fact -- I guess the question is:  Why is there
  

15   a discrepancy, because on page III-1.3 of the
  

16   DEIS:  The school district's own estimate is
  

17   6.7 percent of school eligible district
  

18   residents attending private or parochial
  

19   schools cited.  Again, this is a very popular
  

20   public school district, so using a state-wide
  

21   average, this lowers the numbers.
  

22        Okay.  I'll get off the school thing.
  

23   Page II-5, third paragraph:  There will be no
  

24   street lighting or any other type of lighting
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 1   provided on or by this development is the
  

 2   quote, and my question for the Board is:  Can
  

 3   this be made a binding condition of approval?
  

 4   Those of you who are familiar with the Trump
  

 5   Gold Course, have probably seen the night
  

 6   baseball lighting scheme that they installed,
  

 7   just crazy street lights.  So I don't know
  

 8   legally if they're able to do that, but I'm
  

 9   happy the applicant doesn't want to light it
  

10   like crazy, but I want to make sure that
  

11   they're not.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The answer to your
  

13   question is yes, we can enforce it.  Well, we
  

14   can't enforce it.  We can include that as a
  

15   requirement.
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page II-6, second
  

17   paragraph:  The proposed action is anticipated
  

18   to generate $535,000 in tax revenue.  How is
  

19   this calculated?  Show your work wasn't done,
  

20   so I don't know how that was calculated.
  

21        Moving on to page II-7, Section II.B-1:
  

22   Phase IV house construction.  In a recent
  

23   meeting here at this Board, reference was made
  

24   to two unfinished home construction projects
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 1   off Hardscrabble Road resulting in unsightly
  

 2   holes in the ground, foundations for many
  

 3   years because the construction was started and
  

 4   then the builder ran out of funds, apparently.
  

 5   Does the Board have the ability to require the
  

 6   applicant to post performance bonds to ensure
  

 7   that a similar problem doesn't happen at this
  

 8   development?
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We don't normally
  

10   -- I can't point to a single case where we've
  

11   done so with respect to building houses, but
  

12   certainly with respect to roads, home
  

13   improvements, et cetera, those kinds of
  

14   things, so it's possible for us to do it.
  

15        MR. CROSSWELL:  I encourage you to
  

16   consider that.  Just, you never know in this
  

17   economy.  The last thing you want to have is a
  

18   road that's been cut and then not filled,
  

19   especially when I'm down hill from all that.
  

20        Okay.  Page II-8, Section II.C, the
  

21   project background site history failed to
  

22   mention an extensive storm water drainage
  

23   system was installed by a prior owner.  And
  

24   prior to this (indiscernible) proposed lot 1
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 1   and my property at 144 Washburn Road,
  

 2   including three visible catch basins on my
  

 3   property that essentially feed to the catch
  

 4   basin described later in the DEIS as the
  

 5   development entrance on Washburn Road.  The
  

 6   emission of this pre-existing documentation --
  

 7   this pre-existing condition should be
  

 8   questioned as it carries flowing water year
  

 9   round, and I also ask whether that might
  

10   qualify as an underground watercourse or if
  

11   it's just a storm drain.  I don't know.  It
  

12   seems like there must have been a stream there
  

13   at some point in the past and they actually
  

14   moved it underground, because it's flowing
  

15   year round.  It's not just flowing during
  

16   rain.
  

17        This drainage actually crosses the zone
  

18   of proposed construction, at lease for lot 1,
  

19   and I believe for some of the other lots.  The
  

20   pipe route and surface drains are clearly
  

21   marked on the survey of my property at 144
  

22   Washburn Road, lot 5M, lot 3 Section 1,
  

23   including wording that says it extends the
  

24   drainage pipe onto the land now or formerly of
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 1   William and Margaret Edey(ph.), again, which
  

 2   is shown as lot 1 on the map.
  

 3        There's just a minor thing on page II-11,
  

 4   Exhibit II-3:  Conservation plan fails to
  

 5   indicate the proposed retention pond.  So I
  

 6   guess the question formed is:  Where's the
  

 7   retention pond on this exhibit?  Let's see.
  

 8        On page III.A-4, third paragraph, the
  

 9   quote is:  Overall on the applicant's opinion,
  

10   proposed development does not hinder the
  

11   progress of the village to achieve their
  

12   goals.  My question is:  What is the village's
  

13   opinion?  Is there correspondence from the
  

14   village confirming that the proposed project
  

15   conforms to all the goals and objectives of
  

16   the village's comprehensive plan?
  

17        Likewise, page III.A-5:  The proposed
  

18   project is compatible with the goals of the
  

19   third regional plan.  It's a quote.  Will the
  

20   Board get independent validation of the claims
  

21   of compliance with various plants cited?  What
  

22   is that Reagan used to say?  Trust  --
  

23        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Trust but verify.
  

24        MR. CROSSWELL: -- trust but verify.  Page
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 1   III.A-7, third paragraph.  The quote is:  That
  

 2   the terms of the Countryside declaration apply
  

 3   to (indiscernible) lot D8. The applicant
  

 4   disagrees.  Again, this is to my point
  

 5   about the --
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Wording, right.
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.A-7, fifth
  

 8   paragraph:  Quote, It's amendments do not
  

 9   define the purported, quote, open space, close
  

10   quote, limitations on lot D8. Isn't open space
  

11   a commonly agreed upon definition?  It seems
  

12   like again, kind of hair-splitting here about
  

13   what's open space.
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  If there isn't, we
  

15   should make sure that within that document
  

16   there is.
  

17        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.A-8, paragraph
  

18   below the quote from the deed says:  The
  

19   quoted provision is not contained in the deed
  

20   from Waterhouse to Saunders.  Isn't it the
  

21   case that mistakes like that can happen but
  

22   that's what a title change is for?  Again,
  

23   this was making a case that the open space
  

24   restriction on the lot then missing from a
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 1   subsequent title transfer, but the wording of
  

 2   the original restriction was this -- in open
  

 3   space -- in perpetuity as open space, and a
  

 4   little bit later says, this restriction shall
  

 5   run with the land in perpetuity.  So doesn't
  

 6   that sound like forever and --
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It's what the words
  

 8   in perpetuity means.
  

 9        MR. CROSSWELL:  Just checking.  Page
  

10   III.A-8, there's a paragraph talking about the
  

11   construction of the driveway and installation
  

12   of a fence.  This seems to me like perhaps a
  

13   former owner violated the terms of the deed
  

14   which required to maintain an open space.  So
  

15   I guess to make things right, would that
  

16   require removing the road and fence to restore
  

17   that parcel to a natural state?  Just a
  

18   question.
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  That's a question
  

20   that should be investigated.  Usually when
  

21   somebody gives something in perpetuity,
  

22   there's a quid pro quo, as they say.
  

23        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yup.  Yup.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  So somebody
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 1   (indiscernible).
  

 2        MR. CROSSWELL:  Well, this was -- I think
  

 3   the history of this, and Josh Kane could tell
  

 4   you more about it, if I don't steal all his
  

 5   thunder.  This is when that development up on
  

 6   Carlton as built.  I think there was some kind
  

 7   of exchange or quid pro quo, and part of that
  

 8   required the in perpetuity of open space of
  

 9   that parcel.
  

10        Anyway, I have a couple of more questions
  

11   about the applicant believes that the
  

12   association lacks standing and so on.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Well, the Board
  

14   will take care of --
  

15        MR. CROSSWELL:  -- take care of that.  So
  

16   I just wanted to get that out there.  On page
  

17   III.A-13, I don't understand why R-10 zoning
  

18   is shown on the table, given that the current
  

19   zoning is R-40.  So I just don't understand
  

20   the purpose of the table.
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.
  

22        MR. CROSSWELL:  Again, I guess today we
  

23   just ask the questions and next time we'll
  

24   hopefully get them answered.



TACONIC TRACT 17-LOT SUBDIVISION APP. 49

  

 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We're
  

 2   (indiscernible).
  

 3        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.B-1, first
  

 4   paragraph:  Why do the exhibit cross-sections
  

 5   -- Exhibit III.B-1 cross-sections and
  

 6   photograph key numbers not correspond to the
  

 7   photographs in Exhibit III.B-2?  It's
  

 8   impossible to identify from the key where the
  

 9   photographs were taken from, given this
  

10   discrepancy.  Also, why were there no photos
  

11   taken from the south and west, specifically
  

12   from the vicinity of 140 Todd Lane or 144
  

13   Washburn Road?  Again, I would be happy to
  

14   permit access to my property to allow those
  

15   photos to be taken.  This is to better
  

16   document the bowl-shaped topography that I
  

17   referenced earlier.
  

18        From my property -- from 144  -- 145 is
  

19   my neighbor up the hill -- you can clearly see
  

20   the existing service road and the north/south
  

21   ridge line.
  

22        Page III.B-2, Cross-sections on Exhibit
  

23   III.B-1:  Some cross-sections were shown to
  

24   show the topography.  Why weren't some



TACONIC TRACT 17-LOT SUBDIVISION APP.50

  

 1   cross-sections shown that more clearly
  

 2   illustrate the bowl that I've been describing?
  

 3        I might have asked this question already:
  

 4   On page III.C-1 under Existing Conditions; the
  

 5   question I have about whether the underground,
  

 6   so-called storm drain, is actually a storm
  

 7   drain or a subsurface water course.  Why does
  

 8   the document not adequately address this water
  

 9   course or storm drain, in either case, as
  

10   required --
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You want to know
  

12   its providence and its function?
  

13        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yes.  Specifically, there
  

14   was wording in the scoping document that
  

15   required to describe any storm water
  

16   management facilities on site and for the
  

17   off-site vicinity, and so there's a gap there.
  

18        Page III.C-3, Table III.C-1, notes that
  

19   CSD and CRC soils are mostly categorized as
  

20   very limited for a variety of reasons for most
  

21   of the relevant applications listed.  So
  

22   doesn't this created a greater need for storm
  

23   water management?
  

24        These soils don't drain well.  There's
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 1   rock almost immediately below the soil.
  

 2   There's also the unusualness in this area to
  

 3   see a house without a basement.  So where does
  

 4   all the groundwater go when it percolates up
  

 5   in the springtime?
  

 6        Let's see.  On page III.C-8, Soil
  

 7   Limitations, first paragraph:  The statement
  

 8   is this:  Can be overcome by stringent erosion
  

 9   control measures.  I would ask that can be
  

10   replaced with shall.  I question whether the
  

11   wording is -- says this can be overcome by
  

12   stringent erosion control measures.  I would
  

13   ask whether the Board could make that a shall?
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN I don't know.  We'll
  

15   figure that out in time.
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  Similarly, in the third
  

17   paragraph of the same section.  Page III.C-10,
  

18   item 2, second paragraph; the quote is:  The
  

19   SWPPP storm water something plan has been
  

20   designed to provide a zero increase in deep
  

21   runoff through adjacent areas and the
  

22   municipal system.  What municipal system?  As
  

23   far as I know, there is no municipal storm
  

24   water system on Washburn Road.  That's  --
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't know.  That
  

 2   may be  -- well, it sounds to me like they may
  

 3   be referring to what our town engineer -- what
  

 4   our town requires, zero increase in runoff,
  

 5   but --
  

 6        MR. CROSSWELL:  But there is no municipal
  

 7   system, to my knowledge, on Washburn Road.  In
  

 8   fact, it's just gutters, and water just runs
  

 9   down the hill.
  

10        On page III.C-10, last paragraph:
  

11   Concept 14.4, and 13.22 feet are described for
  

12   the roads.  Isn't this excessively deep given
  

13   the soil layer is only 42 to 48 inches?
  

14   Wouldn't that lead to an undue amount of
  

15   blasting required, not to mention  --
  

16        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Well, that goes
  

17   into the steep slope impact.
  

18        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.C-11, item 6:
  

19   Quote, therefor the ridge line provisions do
  

20   not apply to this site.  I would question the
  

21   definition of ridge line.  There's a ridge
  

22   line near (indiscernible) Drive,
  

23   (indiscernible) the hill, but there's also a
  

24   north/south ridge line that can be clearly
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 1   seen from the vicinity of 145 and 144 Washburn
  

 2   looking east from the Taconic Parkway.
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Essentially just
  

 4   east of the Road A.
  

 5        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yes.  Yes.
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  I have a question on page
  

 8   III.C-21, item 13.  There's a statement about
  

 9   New York State DEC regulations and town
  

10   regulations, and the question is:  Does one
  

11   supercede the other?  It's just not clear for
  

12   me.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Typically state
  

14   supercedes municipality.  We'll get a
  

15   definition in the DEIS for you:
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.C-17, Exhibit
  

17   III.C-2, the grading plan omits one of the
  

18   catch basins at the property line between the
  

19   applicant's lot 2 and 144 Washburn Road.  It's
  

20   right on our fence line.
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It's the same one
  

22   you've been talking about --
  

23        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yeah.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN: -- catch basin for
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 1   that water course.
  

 2        MR. CROSSWELL:  Will the house
  

 3   construction interrupt the drainage that
  

 4   connects to those catch basins?  Just for
  

 5   reference, the omitted catch basin is located
  

 6   approximately where the 275 foot elevation
  

 7   line touches the property line.  So when
  

 8   you're looking at the -- not this drawing
  

 9   that's up here, but the topographic map, that
  

10   will give you an understanding of where it's
  

11   located.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Let me make a
  

13   comment.  Are you understanding everything
  

14   that he's said?
  

15        THE STENOGRAPHER:  Yes.
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  Let's see.  Page III.D-1,
  

17   Section D, Flora and Fauna, the field work.  I
  

18   don't know if this is relevant, but none of
  

19   the field work appears to have happened after
  

20   dusk, so  --
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Well, there are
  

22   town regulations regarding noise and --
  

23        MR. CROSSWELL:  This has to do with the
  

24   Flora and Fauna study and whether Flora and
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 1   Fauna were identified on the property, and all
  

 2   of the work was done during daylight hours.
  

 3   So the question is whether that's an adequate
  

 4   --
  

 5        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Because the
  

 6   mosquitos come out after dusk.
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  Understood.  I would be
  

 8   happy to lend the surveyor DEET.  I'm just
  

 9   wondering, because there were no deer
  

10   identified and clearly there's deer on the
  

11   property.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I have all the
  

13   deer.
  

14        MR. CROSSWELL:  No, I have all the deer.
  

15        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We have all the
  

16   deer.
  

17        MR. CROSSWELL:  On page III.D-6, second
  

18   paragraph:  Quote, this method accounts for
  

19   trees with a DBH of ten inches or larger.
  

20   Table III.D-3, removal of trees of DBH greater
  

21   than 24 inches on the prior page only lists of
  

22   24 inch DBH and larger.  Shouldn't this table
  

23   show data for trees ten inches and larger?
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  There's a tree
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 1   replacement formula that is typically applied,
  

 2   right, Pat?
  

 3        MR. CLEARY:  Yes.
  

 4        (Indiscernible comment.)
  

 5        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  What we're saying
  

 6   is the tree ordinance requires that all of the
  

 7   trees, not just ten and higher, not just 23
  

 8   and higher DBH, but all of the trees be
  

 9   identified in the census.
  

10        MR. CROSSWELL:  Table -- Page III.D-6,
  

11   Table III.D-4 is incomplete.  The quality
  

12   column is blank.  Should the quality column be
  

13   blank?  That's the question.
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Why is the column
  

15   blank?
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  Why is the quality column
  

17   blank?  Thank you.  Pages 3D-8, last
  

18   paragraph:  Quote, the applicant anticipates
  

19   that pesticide and fertilizer use on the
  

20   proposed lots will be typical.  Given this is
  

21   undeveloped land right now, this is a
  

22   significant increase in fertilizer, herbicide
  

23   and pesticide (indiscernible) relevant to the
  

24   current natural --



TACONIC TRACT 17-LOT SUBDIVISION APP. 57

  

 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You may be sure we
  

 2   will change -- that's the kind of statement we
  

 3   will change, because we're not talking
  

 4   about --
  

 5         MR. CROSSWELL:  Again, with storm water
  

 6   runoff concerns and so on --
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- (indiscernible)
  

 8   poisonous.
  

 9        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yup.  And again, I'm very
  

10   concerned due to the duck pond which is where
  

11   all these catch basins drain across the
  

12   street.
  

13        Page III.E-1 through E1, this is a more
  

14   specific reference to the lack of
  

15   documentation of the drainage structure.
  

16   There's also -- it says there's a ditch on the
  

17   north side of Washburn Road uphill of the
  

18   basin, and I don't see a ditch.  Where is the
  

19   ditch?  There's a complete curve starting at
  

20   140 Todd Lane and --
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  So we need to
  

22   clarify that.  Right.
  

23        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.E-2, first
  

24   paragraph:  An analysis of the drainage basin
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 1   was done.  Did this analysis include all of
  

 2   the existing drainage basins, given that at
  

 3   least one of them is not even on the survey
  

 4   map?
  

 5        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  So it must include
  

 6   all of them.
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  That's going to be the
  

 8   second part.  On page III.E-2, Item 2,
  

 9   Anticipated Impacts, and Table III.E-2,
  

10   shouldn't the proposed conservation layout be
  

11   analyzed, not the conventional layout?  So
  

12   under (indiscernible) impacts, it seems like
  

13   the layout that was analyzed is not the one
  

14   that's proposed.  The conventional impact was
  

15   analyzed rather than the conservation layout,
  

16   which I believe is the applicant's proposed
  

17   layout.
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.
  

19        MR. CROSSWELL:  Okay.  Page III.E-4,
  

20   under the section on proposed mitigation which
  

21   talks about grass, soils, plunge pools,
  

22   diversion structures and so on; how will all
  

23   those mitigations be maintained over time such
  

24   that their performance doesn't degrade to the
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 1   point of failure?  It seems like an awful lot
  

 2   of storm water management that's going to have
  

 3   to be actively done forever.
  

 4        I know I just spread another 40 yards of
  

 5   topsoil on my lawn due to storm water runoff.
  

 6   So how's that's going to be handled?
  

 7        Let's see.  Page III.E-6:  The statement
  

 8   is, the use of infiltrator chambers was
  

 9   recommended.  Should the statement be was --
  

10   is required?  Again the wording is --
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It may be required,
  

12   but it's fairly typical when there are storm
  

13   drainage issues that they get proposed.
  

14        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page III.E-7, referencing
  

15   the anti-tracking apron at the side entrance.
  

16   Vehicles will be required to wash their
  

17   wheels.  What agency has the responsibility to
  

18   make this happen?
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Requirement to wash
  

20   their wheels?
  

21        MR. CROSSWELL:  As they leave the
  

22   construction site, there's a requirement to
  

23   wash the dirt off the truck wheels before they
  

24   drive on the village roads.
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Uh-huh.
  

 2        MR. CROSSWELL:  Who enforces that?  Who
  

 3   keeps all that dirt?  Yeah, I mean --
  

 4        MR. CLEARY:  It depends on where it is.
  

 5   Typically -- I'll answer.  Building
  

 6   department, but oftentimes if it's something
  

 7   that's required (indiscernible ) it may also
  

 8   be the DEC or DEP that are involved in those
  

 9   as well.  There are mechanisms --
  

10        MR. CROSSWELL:  So we'll have them on
  

11   speed dial.
  

12        MR. CLEARY:  That's right.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I strongly suspect
  

14   -- what's your first name?
  

15        MR. CROSSWELL:  Alan.
  

16        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I strongly suspect
  

17   Alan is going to be one of the key enforcers.
  

18        MR. CROSSWELL:  The bad thing is I'm at
  

19   work in Manhattan --
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You don't put this
  

21   much work into something and not --
  

22        MR. CROSSWELL:  Long train commute.  I
  

23   mean, fundamentally, I'm just concerned about
  

24   the storm water impact more than anything
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 1   else.
  

 2        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Clearly, right.
  

 3        MR. CROSSWELL:  On page III.F-1, Section
  

 4   III.F-1.A, Water Supply Existing Conditions.
  

 5   Why did it miss a fire hydrant that's in front
  

 6   of 144 Washburn Road?  I have another question
  

 7   in the same paragraph.  Discussion of using a
  

 8   two inch abandoned waterline to jack up the
  

 9   Taconic.  I just need a clarification.  Is
  

10   that what they want -- is that where they want
  

11   to jack under, a much larger sewer line?
  

12         CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  What is the
  

13   question?  Is --
  

14        MR. CROSSWELL:  There was a reference to
  

15   an abandoned village waterline that crosses
  

16   under the Taconic Parkway, and the applicant
  

17   is proposing jacking a sewer line through that
  

18   path.  I just want to make sure that we get a
  

19   clarification of that.  So a two-inch
  

20   waterline is going to be the pathway for a
  

21   16-inch sewer line or --
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't know, but
  

23   we'll get a clarification.
  

24        MR. CROSSWELL:  The reasoning, I guess,
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 1   for using that waterline path was that it
  

 2   would be relatively unobstructed since there's
  

 3   an existing line, but if your old water line
  

 4   is only two inch -- was inadequate, an
  

 5   engineering study done to justify the
  

 6   expectation of that could happen.
  

 7        I had a question about the status and
  

 8   scope of discussions regarding putting in
  

 9   (indiscernible ) town water, but apparently
  

10   the Board received some recent correspondence.
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Uh-huh.
  

12        MR. CROSSWELL:  Getting to -- if
  

13   individual wells are required of issues of
  

14   septic cross-contamination, might there be
  

15   given a lack of sewers for adjacent
  

16   properties?
  

17        Page III.G-1, item 1, Existing
  

18   Conditions, third paragraph.  The statement
  

19   is:  The roadways in the vicinity of the site
  

20   are generally standard widths.  Is this
  

21   correct?  I believe the town standard for a
  

22   roadway width is 24 feet and these roadways
  

23   are generally 18 feet wide or less.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  According to
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 1   Mr. Taylor's letter we received tonight, at
  

 2   least one of the roads is not.
  

 3        MR. CROSSWELL:  This is, by the way, why
  

 4   the school Board won't allow school buses down
  

 5   Washburn Road, because it's not a standard
  

 6   width.  In fact, they have emergency egress
  

 7   from the school through that right-of-way I
  

 8   mentioned, and they had to exercise it once
  

 9   and they said they had a real hard time
  

10   getting the bus to make the corner.
  

11        Page III.G-2, Table III.G-1, on road
  

12   descriptions.  The footnotes says, pavement on
  

13   Washburn Road at two locations is less than 18
  

14   feet, see appendix.  Which appendix?  How much
  

15   less than 18 feet?  Where are these
  

16   bottlenecks, and what impact do they have on
  

17   traffic flow and pedestrian safety?
  

18        There's a question on Correspondence to
  

19   Other Agencies, page III.G-5, second
  

20   paragraph.  I believe letters were sent to the
  

21   Mount Pleasant Police Department.  I don't --
  

22   was correspondence sent to the Briarcliff
  

23   Police Department?  Washburn Road is the
  

24   village line, and I believe it's wholly within
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 1   the village, and also, the letter to the Mount
  

 2   Pleasant Police Department did not request
  

 3   accident data, so should that have been asked.
  

 4        Finally, the paragraph just ends.  The
  

 5   accident data, there's missing text.  So
  

 6   where's the missing text?
  

 7        Page III.G-5, the Use of Area Roads,
  

 8   second paragraph states that school buses
  

 9   travel along Washburn Road to access the Todd
  

10   Elementary School.  This needs to be checked,
  

11   because that's just inaccurate.  In fact, the
  

12   school Board correspondence that was provided
  

13   states another issue to be considered is the
  

14   fact that Todd Lane and Washburn are very
  

15   narrow roads limiting transportation options.
  

16   That's a September 6th, 2007 letter from
  

17   Charles Trainer(ph.), Board President of
  

18   Briarcliff Manor Union Free School District
  

19   Board of Education.
  

20        On page III.G-6, Traffic Vvolumes, trip
  

21   generation data was developed for 16 units.
  

22   What number of occupants was that trip
  

23   generation data developed for?  Was it based
  

24   on the records study, two drivers per house?
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 1   It's unclear.
  

 2        Page III.G-6, the paragraph below Table
  

 3   III.G-3, the trip distribution for the
  

 4   proposed projected traffic volumes was based
  

 5   on a worst case scenario in which most
  

 6   vehicles were traveling to and from
  

 7   Pleasantville Road.  Shouldn't that be a
  

 8   likely scenario?  I mean, where else are they
  

 9   going to go besides Pleasantville Road?
  

10   Everyone's going south in the morning.  All
  

11   right.  Two people go to the Dunkin Donuts up
  

12   9A now that it's open.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Most likely one of
  

14   the worst cases. (Indiscernible) argue about
  

15   what it means.
  

16        MR. CROSSWELL:  Page II.G-6, second to
  

17   last paragraph, quote, Minimal Pedestrian
  

18   Traffic.  This minimal traffic includes school
  

19   kids walking to and from Todd Elementary
  

20   School and to and from the bus stop at the
  

21   corner of Todd Lane and Carlton Avenue, which
  

22   is where the older kids have to wait for the
  

23   school bus.  So if there's, I guess, minimal
  

24   because they're small, but there's a lot of
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 1   school kids walking up and town Washburn Road,
  

 2   and I question the use of the term minimal
  

 3   there.
  

 4        Page III, Section H-5.  Has the town tax
  

 5   assessment office reviewed and embedded the
  

 6   provided calculations?
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Say that again.
  

 8        MR. CROSSWELL:  There's a tax calculation
  

 9   there or you know, tax revenue calculation,
  

10   and has the town tax assessor reviewed that
  

11   information and embedded it?  Just as a point
  

12   of fact on -- there's a reference on page
  

13   III.I-3 about a letter having been sent to the
  

14   Briarcliff School District.  I believe they
  

15   estimated 35 school age children would be
  

16   coming out based on that study, and I
  

17   encourage the Board to review the study I just
  

18   gave Dorothy which actually specifically
  

19   models the Taconic Tract.  In an earlier
  

20   version of it, it didn't take into account the
  

21   --
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Taconic Tract.
  

23        MR. CROSSWELL:  The -- what's it called?
  

24   The eight childless homes or whatever you want
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 1   to call it.
  

 2        MS. TORTORELLA:  Empty-nesters.
  

 3        MR. CROSSWELL:  Empty-nesters.  Thank
  

 4   you.  I would argue that.  Probably more
  

 5   conservative to use the full 16 anyway to use
  

 6   the estimate.
  

 7        Page III.I-4, second paragraph, is this
  

 8   private or municipal solid waste pickup?  I
  

 9   mean, mine is municipal, Mount Pleasant, on
  

10   Washburn Road, but this is a private road, so
  

11   I don't know.
  

12        Page III.L.1, is the Board able to
  

13   require mitigation measures to require the use
  

14   of ultra clean diesel, high quality mufflers,
  

15   quiet backup alarms.  In other words, clean
  

16   construction, rather than typical -- I can
  

17   give you a reference.  My employer is doing
  

18   construction in West Harlem right now and has
  

19   done all these mitigations.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- backup
  

21   (indiscernible).
  

22        MR. CROSSWELL:  Rather than beeping, they
  

23   make a screeching sound, which  --
  

24        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  (Indiscernible).
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 1        MR. CROSSWELL:  It doesn't carry as far,
  

 2   so the person walking behind the machine knows
  

 3   it's backing up, but you don't hear it a mile
  

 4   away.  So I just don't know if that's within
  

 5   the purview of the Board to require that --
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We've never done
  

 7   that before.  I don't feel -- I, personally, I
  

 8   don't know about the rest of the Board, don't
  

 9   feel qualified to override the conventional
  

10   wisdom that says, if you're backing up a
  

11   backhoe with all of the noise that's around,
  

12   it should go beep, beep, beep.
  

13        MR. CROSSWELL:  Well, I'd be happy to
  

14   provide a reference to what was done in the
  

15   city.  This was done as a community concern
  

16   mitigation to --
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We will not accept
  

18   it, but --
  

19        MR. CROSSWELL: -- protect the ears and
  

20   the lungs of the nearby residents, especially
  

21   requiring ultra clean diesel rather than
  

22   conventional high sulfur diesel.
  

23        Page III.L-3.  Has the potential impact
  

24   of ground transmission of shock waves from
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 1   blasting been studied as a potential
  

 2   structural risk to the historic Washburn House
  

 3   at 140 Todd Lane, or my not so historic house
  

 4   at 144 Washburn Road and others nearby.  This
  

 5   was required in the scoping document, which
  

 6   was page 11.  Again, there appears to be a lot
  

 7   of blasting planned.
  

 8        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  There's a lot of
  

 9   rock there.
  

10        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yup.  On IV-1, Section B,
  

11   long term impacts.  Should the Board require
  

12   that a second bullet be added to identify the
  

13   increased risks to pedestrians, especially
  

14   school kids walking to Todd School and the
  

15   Washburn cross and bus stop caused by the
  

16   additional traffic?  I'll try to avoid reading
  

17   every single thing here.
  

18        Appendix G, Flora and Fauna Report, page
  

19   26, Appendix 2:  NYSDEC correspondence
  

20   recommends checking back in a year from the
  

21   date of the letter of April 27th, 2009 to
  

22   update the response with the most current
  

23   information available from NYSDEC.  Has that
  

24   been done?  It's been a years, so it should
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 1   have been done.
  

 2        Appendix I, Text Pit and Soil Boring
  

 3   Results.  The map labels two test pits as TP3.
  

 4   It's unclear which of those is actually TP1.
  

 5   So I would like clarification on that.  The
  

 6   question is:  Why were all of the test pits
  

 7   dug only on the east side of the north/south
  

 8   ridge line and the oil probes only on the west
  

 9   side?  Isn't this an incomplete sampling not
  

10   to have done it on both sides?
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Good question.
  

12        MR. CROSSWELL:  Appendix J,
  

13   correspondence.  No response is shown to the
  

14   letter addressed to the Briarcliff Manor
  

15   Volunteer Fire Department.  If the fire chief
  

16   failed to respond, is there some requirement
  

17   to contact the village manager or the village
  

18   Board to --
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't recall
  

20   seeing anything from the fire department.
  

21        MR. CROSSWELL:  It was sent to the chief,
  

22   but -- he's a volunteer, he's probably busy
  

23   with his day job.
  

24        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  No, that is his
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 1   day job.
  

 2        MR. CROSSWELL:  Oh, okay.  Well, then the
  

 3   Mayor needs to give of the chief a call and
  

 4   say respond to your correspondence.  And
  

 5   that's all I have.
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  That's all?
  

 7        MR. CROSSWELL:  I have some more marked
  

 8   up and this if you would like me to go through
  

 9   it.  Thank you for bearing with me.
  

10        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  As this difficult
  

11   as that may have been to go through, look at
  

12   how much work this gentleman has done for you
  

13   folks.  Thank you very much.  You're very
  

14   helpful.  Two.
  

15        Board MEMBER COHEN:  Will we get that in
  

16   writing?
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Are we going to get
  

18   that in writing?
  

19        MR. CROSSWELL:  Yes.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Two.
  

21        MR. MARTICCA(ph.):  I promise this will
  

22   be short and sweet.  Pretty hard act to
  

23   follow, Alan.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Just so that her
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 1   record is --
  

 2        MR. MARTICCA:  I am Vincent --
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- state your name.
  

 4   Not your address and phone number, just your
  

 5   name.
  

 6        MR. MARTICCA:  I am Vincent Marticca.  I
  

 7   reside at 132 Todd Lane, Briarcliff.  You need
  

 8   a phone number?
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  No.
  

10        MR. MARTICCA:  I think Alan has covered
  

11   part of what I have to say, and that's why my
  

12   statements will be pretty short.
  

13        My concern is basically traffic.  These
  

14   are country lanes that we reside in.
  

15   Briarcliff basically is the responsible
  

16   parties to maintain those roads.  My question
  

17   is:  Is Briarcliff -- is the Village of
  

18   Briarcliff going to be informed that this
  

19   project is in progress?
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The answer to that
  

21   question is yes.
  

22        MR. MARTICCA:  Because the highway
  

23   department, basically, they have not provided
  

24   lines separating the to and frow going up from
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 1   Todd to Washburn from Todd down to the bridge
  

 2   back to Pleasantville Road.  I personally have
  

 3   experienced many times where I had to
  

 4   literally stop and pull off into the gutter to
  

 5   allow a big truck to go by.  Now, we're
  

 6   talking about a project that's going to take
  

 7   two, maybe three years before they're
  

 8   complete.  And we're talking about heavy
  

 9   equipment, we're talking about school buses
  

10   going up to that emergency exit there many
  

11   times.
  

12        Now, could you manage a school bus
  

13   confronting an 18-wheeler or one of these
  

14   earth movers, someone has to give in, there's
  

15   no place for them to go.
  

16        Traffic is the problem.  This is a
  

17   country road.  I live off an easement.  I've
  

18   had an experience were individuals don't read
  

19   signs that this is a dead end, a private road,
  

20   and trucks have gone up there and I've had to
  

21   call the police department in Pleasantville to
  

22   help them get off the road.  This is the main,
  

23   main problem basically I'm concerned with.
  

24        I don't deny anybody to improve on their
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 1   properties; this is the American way, but let
  

 2   the -- individuals reside in the adjacent
  

 3   building.
  

 4        So give consideration as far as the
  

 5   traffic's concerned, because basically it is
  

 6   dangerous, very dangerous.  The curve that
  

 7   goes around Carlton Avenue when you come up to
  

 8   Todd, you have to make a right
  

 9   to Todd or left to Carlton, that curve, it's
  

10   horrendous.
  

11        I've -- accidents are there to happen.  I
  

12   almost hit somebody myself and I was standing
  

13   still, and he's coming around off 9A coming
  

14   around Carlton and swinging and winging right
  

15   off, and it's too tight.  There's not enough
  

16   room for these vehicles to negotiate, and
  

17   we're talking about not a week or two, we're
  

18   talking about years.  Cement mixers, earth
  

19   movers, tractor-trailers, building supplies,
  

20   buses going back and forth to the school, give
  

21   that some good consideration.
  

22        I have another question here.  Since my
  

23   name is involved and my properties are
  

24   involved here in this declaration from the



TACONIC TRACT 17-LOT SUBDIVISION APP. 75

  

 1   applicant, if I may, provisions to the deeds
  

 2   to abutting properties that provide full and
  

 3   complete, in parenthesis, cooperation, in the
  

 4   subdivision benefits lots A, B, C, E and F
  

 5   Manueli(ph.) and Marticca lots.
  

 6        The lots that comprise the project site
  

 7   were at one time part of a larger group of
  

 8   holdings owned by Lois and Richard
  

 9   Rosenthal.
  

10        (Indiscernible) Rosenthal,
  

11   (indiscernible) include properties to the west
  

12   and south of lots E and part of lot F, which
  

13   is now owned by Manueli and Marticca.  The
  

14   Manueli and Marticca deeds each contain the
  

15   fooling provisions making title subject to the
  

16   new owners full and complete cooperation with
  

17   this single-family subdivision.  What I need
  

18   is an explanation of what does that mean,
  

19   because on the bottom portion here copies of
  

20   the Manueli and Marticca deeds are annexed to
  

21   Appendix N. The parcels that comprise the
  

22   project site on the lots referred to in the
  

23   full cooperation covenants, lot 15 is part of
  

24   lot F, lot 14 is part of E, lot 5F-1 is lot C,
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 1   lot 5F is lot B and lot 4B. Further, the
  

 2   applicant is a successor to Rosenthal.
  

 3   Therefor, the applicant believes that the
  

 4   owner of the Manueli and Marticca properties
  

 5   are subject the full cooperation covenants.  I
  

 6   need an explanation as to what that means.
  

 7   Thank you.
  

 8        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You reminded me of
  

 9   your father when you said you almost hit
  

10   somebody and I was standing still.  You must
  

11   be Irish.
  

12        MR. MARTICCA:  No, I'm  --
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Only an Irishman
  

14   can --
  

15        MR. MARTICCA:  No, I'm  -- the Marticca
  

16   name, that's not Irish.
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- come up with a
  

18   statement like that, I almost hit somebody and
  

19   I was standing still.  Three.
  

20        MR. KANE(ph.):  Josh Kane.  So before I
  

21   make some comments, I have some questions,
  

22   just some point of information.  First of all,
  

23   the letter that you got from Briarcliff
  

24   concerning water, is that on the Web site; can
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 1   we get a copy of that or could you read that
  

 2   now?
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The record -- I
  

 4   don't know whether it's on the Web site, but
  

 5   you can certainly get it from --
  

 6        MR. KANE:  Is it a recent letter?
  

 7        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes, it's within
  

 8   the last week.
  

 9        MR. CLEARY June 11th.
  

10        MR. KANE:  And it basically states that
  

11   Briarcliff won't provide water.
  

12        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Cannot provide
  

13   water.
  

14        MR. KANE:  In the absence of a water
  

15   district or period?
  

16        MR. CLEARY:  Period.
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't know.
  

18   There is a water district there, but they are
  

19   not providing water beyond --
  

20        MR. KANE:  Right, out of district
  

21   residents.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Right.
  

23        MR. KANE:  So they're saying, even if you
  

24   form a water district, they're still not going
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 1   to provide water.
  

 2        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Not exactly
  

 3   right.
  

 4        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  They didn't say
  

 5   that.  You should read the letter, but when I
  

 6   read the letter, what I would say to you
  

 7   people is Briarcliff is not giving them water.
  

 8        MR. KANE:  Okay.  All right.
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You have to read it
  

10   yourself and --
  

11        MR. KANE:  So we can get a copy of that?
  

12        MR. COHEN:  It's dated June 11th.
  

13        MR. KANE:  Okay.  Great.  Second question
  

14   is:  This letter that Mr. Taylor submitted,
  

15   can we can get a copy of that also?  I'm not
  

16   sure what that's referring to.
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You can have it
  

18   now.
  

19        MR. KANE:  Okay.  Thanks.  That's mine?
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yup.  It was mine,
  

21   it's yours now.  Any comments on there I
  

22   disallow.
  

23        MR. KANE:  Let's see.  The other question
  

24   is  -- oh, Mr. Rosner, you asked about access
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 1   from Carlton.  So I'm a little confused as to
  

 2   the exchange that went on here.  You said is
  

 3   it the applicant supposed to address that or
  

 4   is that settled --
  

 5        MR. ROSNER:  No.
  

 6        MR. KANE: And then Mr. Cleary said that's
  

 7   going to be -- I'm confused as to what
  

 8   happened.
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  What Mr. Cleary
  

10   said was, since you brought up the question,
  

11   that's why I made such a point of saying, what
  

12   you said here tonight, they must respond to,
  

13   because Keith brought the question up again in
  

14   the form of, weren't we supposed to get an
  

15   answer to this and so, Pat said because you
  

16   asked the question tonight, you'll get an
  

17   answer.
  

18        MR. KANE:  So what I'm confused about, in
  

19   the DEIS they do address that issue, which is
  

20   something that I raised.  So are you saying
  

21   that  --
  

22        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  I'm not satisfied
  

23   with your answer.
  

24        MR. KANE:  That's what I want to know.
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 1   Thanks.  So that means you want more of an
  

 2   answer.
  

 3        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  Right.
  

 4        MR. KANE:  Okay.  The other question is:
  

 5   The FEIS, once that's drawn up, is that
  

 6   something that incorporates all of this that's
  

 7   being discussed now, and is that something
  

 8   that states okay, you can build 4 houses, 16
  

 9   houses, two houses and then we get to comment
  

10   it, or is it more of just another document
  

11   that you then refer off of to make your final
  

12   decision?
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The process is,
  

14   they give us -- we review the FEIS, we decide
  

15   whether or not the word only remains in there,
  

16   we decide whether it says in the applicant's
  

17   opinion, da-da-da-da-da-da.  Then we tell them
  

18   issue this.
  

19        MR. KANE:  The FEIS.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The FEIS.  We then
  

21   make sure that that document reflects our take
  

22   on this.  It is not  -- it's a final document,
  

23   but it doesn't represent approval.  It may
  

24   implicate, it may signal, it may telegraph
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 1   approval or disapproval, as far as that goes,
  

 2   but the actual acceptance, denial, et cetera
  

 3   of an application occurs as a separate event
  

 4   where we take what's called findings.  We take
  

 5   -- we say for this reason, that reason and
  

 6   that reason, whether they're ameliorating
  

 7   circumstances or, for lack of a better word,
  

 8   damming circumstances, that's the wrong word,
  

 9   but you get what I mean -- we will land --
  

10   that this Board will land based upon a vote of
  

11   the seven members of the Board.
  

12        MR. KANE:  And once that FEIS is
  

13   produced, there's another public comment
  

14   period on that?
  

15        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes, there is.
  

16        MR. KANE:  You're shaking your head.
  

17        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  State law doesn't
  

18   require it, the Board has --
  

19        MR. KANE:  Oh, okay.
  

20        MR. CLEARY:  Well, just to be clear --
  

21        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  -- the legal
  

22   process does not require it.
  

23        MR. CLEARY:  Just to be clear:  It allows
  

24   for a written comment period and the Board may
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 1   also have a public hearing if it wants.
  

 2        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  And I have never
  

 3   allowed it not to go through.  You heard me
  

 4   say this before.  We are here because you're
  

 5   here.
  

 6        MR. KANE:  I appreciate that.  Okay.
  

 7   Now, like Alan, I also have a lot of comments,
  

 8   and I'm perfectly willing to submit them as
  

 9   written comments and not read them all rather
  

10   than go through them, because it's probably
  

11   going to take a little bit of time.
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It will take a
  

13   while.  I hate to stifle -- can you not
  

14   summarize them?
  

15        MR. KANE:  Well, one summary would be
  

16   there's a lot of inaccuracies.  I mean,
  

17   appendix is labeled F and it's actually Y, a
  

18   road is labeled B and it's actually C. You
  

19   know, it says X, but there's no explanation of
  

20   X. There's a lot of that, and I really -- and
  

21   you'll see it when I submit it.
  

22        As far as the access from Carlton, which
  

23   is my pet peeve project here, I've got three
  

24   pages of notes.  I won't read you those notes,
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 1   but I would like to read one thing that I've
  

 2   picked out of there that I think is
  

 3   interesting.
  

 4        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I just think you
  

 5   just made her day.
  

 6        MR. KANE:  And this concerns  -- let me
  

 7   find it here.  Okay.  This concerns the whole
  

 8   open space issue and the applicant's
  

 9   contention that he owns the property and he
  

10   can build on it.  I did a little bit of
  

11   research and background checking.  Basically
  

12   what I'll say, in the DEIS, applicant argues
  

13   that the common area restrictions apply to all
  

14   real property owned by Countryside Resident's
  

15   Association, and since the association no
  

16   longer owns lot D, and its members no longer
  

17   have any right of access to or use of it, that
  

18   it is not subject to the restrictions of
  

19   common areas.
  

20        Earlier on in my summary, I established
  

21   that lot D was indeed part of the total open
  

22   space acreage of Countryside, and then I'm
  

23   going to cite a case, and this is New York
  

24   Court of Appeals, O'Mara(ph.) versus Town of
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 1   Wappingers, 2007 WL3375579, November 15th,
  

 2   2007.  In this case a builder purchased land
  

 3   governed by an open space restriction recorded
  

 4   on the town's final plat, unaware of the
  

 5   restriction, the purchaser built a home which
  

 6   the town eventually forced the purchaser to
  

 7   tear down.  The New York Court of Appeals
  

 8   ruled that quote, an open space restriction
  

 9   placed on a final plat pursuant to Town 276
  

10   when filed in the office the County Clerk
  

11   pursuant to Real Property Law 334 is
  

12   enforceable against the subsequent purchaser.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Did (indiscernible)
  

14   win?
  

15        MR. KANE:  No.  They had to tear down the
  

16   house.  The guy who made his title search --
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Too bad.  I liked
  

18   him already.
  

19        MR. KANE:  And there's a lot of other
  

20   things that I talk about regarding the access.
  

21   So, I'll submit this all to you in writing,
  

22   hopefully you'll read it and I appreciate it.
  

23        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It will get
  

24   responded to.
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 1        Board MEMBER COHEN:  As a matter of
  

 2   process, and my understanding is, as the law
  

 3   explains, that the applicant must respond to
  

 4   whatever questions are raised.  Now, if
  

 5   there's something of substance in the written
  

 6   document that you haven't spoken to us, can
  

 7   that be included in the record for that
  

 8   purpose?
  

 9        MR. KANE:  I'm sorry.  Are you asking me?
  

10        Board MEMBER COHEN:  I'm not asking you.
  

11   I'm asking --
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes --
  

13        Board MEMBER COHEN: -- the Chairman has
  

14   to answer --
  

15        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN: -- because his
  

16   submittal of his written comments works as
  

17   well as -- as forcefully as if he stood here
  

18   and told them to us.
  

19        Board MEMBER COHEN:  As part of the
  

20   response that the applicant will make as a
  

21   result of questions raised here.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  That's right.
  

23        MR. KANE:  And just to back up a second,
  

24   a lot of my comments pertain to this whole lot
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 1   D access are not in the form of questions,
  

 2   they're just  -- you might call them rebuttal,
  

 3   because I looked at what they wrote in the
  

 4   DEIS and I said I disagree and here's why.  Is
  

 5   this acceptable?
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes.
  

 7        MR. CLEARY:  Yes.
  

 8        MR. TAKEN:  Okay.  Thanks.
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You were three.
  

10   Four.
  

11        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Are you going
  

12   to submit it?
  

13        MR. KANE:  This is a scratch copy.  I'm
  

14   going to type up a good copy and give it to
  

15   the --
  

16        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Okay.  Thank
  

17   you.
  

18        MR. KANE:  Do you want a copy each?
  

19   Should I print up enough for everybody?
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes, please.
  

21        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Please.
  

22        MR. HELLER(ph.): Good evening.  Danny
  

23   Heller, 177 Washburn Road.  I am, I guess, you
  

24   consider us the duck pond homeowners.  We're
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 1   at the dead end of Washburn Road and I guess
  

 2   you --
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You're between the
  

 4   blue line and the Todd School?
  

 5        MR. HELLER:  Yes.  I guess I would be on
  

 6   the southeast corner across the street from
  

 7   Alan --
  

 8        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The lower left
  

 9   corner.
  

10        MR. HELLER:  Yeah, lower left corner.  So
  

11   the concern I have -- Alan brought up all the
  

12   points, but we have the duck pond where all
  

13   the water from the catch basins run into our
  

14   pond and then into the wetlands.  And my
  

15   concern is, in the past year we've lost six
  

16   trees due to the saturation of the land.
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Due to saturation
  

18   of --
  

19        MR. HELLER:  Saturation of the land, the
  

20   wetness of the land.  I called the State.  The
  

21   State's basically telling me it's my problem.
  

22   We purchased land on the wetlands, which is
  

23   designated as wetlands property, which I
  

24   understand and I agreed with, there's a fence
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 1   that actually borders my property and the
  

 2   State land by the Taconic and my concern is,
  

 3   of course  --
  

 4        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  On the lower part
  

 5   of --
  

 6        MR. HELLER:  It's the lowest part, right.
  

 7         CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Right.
  

 8        MR. HELLER:  -- if there's going to be
  

 9   more water running into the duck pond.  We
  

10   have soap suds that are now coming into the
  

11   pond from up in the hills.  I don't know whose
  

12   property it's coming from, but it's coming in.
  

13   So that is a very big concern because the land
  

14   is saturated now.  I mean, it's so wet and
  

15   damp.  So that's one of the major problems.
  

16   So I wanted to bring that to your attention to
  

17   look into it, please.
  

18        Secondly, one point which has never been
  

19   brought up by anybody here, and I would like
  

20   the applicant to look at this or the Board;
  

21   there's a concern of an entrance on Carlton
  

22   and there's concern of an entrance on Washburn
  

23   as you've heard tonight.  So my question is:
  

24   The applicant has an entrance at 124, I
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 1   believe it's Todd or Washburn Road, that's his
  

 2   entrance to his property.  My question is:
  

 3   Why wouldn't that be considered an entrance to
  

 4   this development at all?  That's something
  

 5   that was never brought up.  So looking at all
  

 6   the narrow roads, the fact that Washburn has
  

 7   no lights, it's a very desolate road at night,
  

 8   why would 124, the main entrance, be used as
  

 9   the main entrance to this site?  Is that a
  

10   valid question?
  

11        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yes.
  

12        MR. HELLER:  That's it.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You were four.
  

14   Five.  Five.  Five is asleep.  Five.
  

15        MS. ROMBACH(ph.):  Hi.  I'm Lilly
  

16   Rombach, 1 Doxbury Circle, and I'm -- my home
  

17   is on Carlton and then the entrance is on
  

18   Doxbury, but I really am  -- we're getting the
  

19   feeling more and more that the Carlton Avenue
  

20   road will be facing 1 Doxbury, which really
  

21   the home faces Carlton Avenue.  So -- and we
  

22   face what I guess is considered the open
  

23   space; right?  So we really -- we're there six
  

24   years.  We were in a different home in
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 1   Briarcliff, and when we bought the home was
  

 2   definitely under the assumption that that was
  

 3   open space and there would be something built
  

 4   directly across from us.  There is a home
  

 5   across from us the left on Carlton and then
  

 6   there's a lovely short of a fence, and clearly
  

 7   the topography is that water runs down the
  

 8   hill as it is.  We've had to bring in over the
  

 9   last six years a tremendous amount of sort of
  

10   (indiscernible) dirt to sort of help with
  

11   water problem, but it would be --
  

12        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Down the hill
  

13   towards your house or down the hill towards
  

14   Carlton Avenue?
  

15        MS. ROMBACH:  Both.  Toward our home --
  

16   toward our home.  We are directly  -- would be
  

17   -- it's unbelievable to me, directly in front
  

18   of the new road that would be -- so I'm very
  

19   concerned.
  

20        Also in terms of the construction; I am
  

21   personally a breast cancer survivor of six
  

22   years ago and very, very concerned about
  

23   what's going to go on there in terms of the
  

24   health of the children in the area, in terms
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 1   of fill that might be under there.  I mean, I
  

 2   walk my dog, I take my son and there's -- if
  

 3   you look behind sort of what I face, there's
  

 4   glass and there's bottles, and I can't even
  

 5   imagine the -- sort of what the dirt and the
  

 6   dust and what we'll be inhaling.  It's just
  

 7   very overwhelming in terms of the health
  

 8   considerations, and I'm asking that we revisit
  

 9   that as many times as we have to, plus I
  

10   really do think in the long term there are
  

11   very negative effects to that kind of
  

12   construction that will go on on a very small
  

13   street facing my home on other homes where we
  

14   have kids playing in the cul-de-sac and right
  

15   in that area.  The traffic would be, I mean,
  

16   quadrupled.  Again, I can't imagine.  As it
  

17   is, I think Carlton has become somewhat of a
  

18   pass-thru for people who kind of figured out
  

19   they can avoid the 9A traffic and pick up
  

20   Carlton right on the Taconic.  So to invite
  

21   more traffic would be again, would be a large
  

22   problem.
  

23        So in terms of the water problem, the
  

24   traffic, and for me personally the
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 1   environmental effects on our health, I really
  

 2   urge you to take a good look at that because
  

 3   in 20 years I don't want to hear that we think
  

 4   this is sort of  -- kids are growing up and
  

 5   having illnesses and lung problems and things
  

 6   like that because of what we build, 10, 12, 14
  

 7   or 16 homes.
  

 8        I grew up, unfortunately, in a place
  

 9   where there was a garbage dump and a landfill
  

10   area and clearly, you know, they found that
  

11   there was an effect on -- unfortunately a lot
  

12   of women and children in that area due to
  

13   that.
  

14        So those are my concerns, and I hope we
  

15   can visit them as many times as we have to
  

16   make sure -- you know, that we're not putting
  

17   any of us in danger and our homes under water.
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  So I get out of
  

19   your comments, runoff  --
  

20        MS. ROMBACH:  Yup.
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- down Carlton,
  

22   dust and dirt and potential long-term effects
  

23   from traffic.
  

24        MS. ROMBACH:  Traffic, and I think the
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 1   four years of building and dirt and yeah, the
  

 2   exposure to things, chemicals and fertilizer.
  

 3   I think Alan also mentioned what's typical
  

 4   fertilizer.  You know, I think those kind of
  

 5   words are easy when you're not living
  

 6   literally below and where the road will
  

 7   literally be five feet in front of you.  I'm
  

 8   not really -- I mean, I embrace people.  The
  

 9   more the merrier.  I love children.  I'm
  

10   comfortable with 30 more kids being in school.
  

11   I'm not negative that way.  I'm very
  

12   uncomfortable with what it will do to again, a
  

13   road that is already difficult; buses that
  

14   can't get by and everyone has to stop in front
  

15   of my home, people are pulling over.  It just
  

16   doesn't seem like it will support what they're
  

17   proposing in this little community that we
  

18   have, specifically these cul-de-sacs off of
  

19   Carlton Avenue, and my home specifically faces
  

20   the Carlton piece.  So I -- you know, I can't
  

21   imagine.  And again, when we purchased the
  

22   home, we went over with our attorney that the
  

23   space across the street could never be built
  

24   on, we were told that.  It was part of the
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 1   Countryside Association, and despite it being
  

 2   behind the fence, we were told that it was
  

 3   still part of something that I think Josh is
  

 4   pointing out, a property that is sort of -- I
  

 5   don't know whether that's grandfathered, that
  

 6   it's -- you know, I don't know the right
  

 7   clause, but even though it's on their
  

 8   property, it still -- that triangle it still
  

 9   part of open space.
  

10        So I guess I'm sort of in shock that now
  

11   (indiscernible) can build 16 houses north of
  

12   that.
  

13        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  South of that.
  

14        MS. ROMBACH:  South of that.  Well, for
  

15   me it --
  

16        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Where it says
  

17   Doxbury Circle --
  

18        MS. ROMBACH:  Yes.
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  --  and Carlton
  

20   Avenue, that's where --
  

21        MS. ROMBACH:  Yeah.  I'm 1 Doxbury, but
  

22   the actual home  --
  

23        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Walk over and put
  

24   your finger on  --
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 1        MS. ROMBACH:  You know, I'm not --
  

 2        MS. FASNACHT:  Do you need help?
  

 3        MS. ROMBACH:  Yeah, maybe.  So here --
  

 4   this is me.
  

 5        MS. FASNACHT:  So this would be your
  

 6   house.  That's your house right there.
  

 7        MS. ROMBACH:  Well, I think I'm really --
  

 8   yeah, I'm here.
  

 9        MS. FASNACHT:  That's an actual photo.
  

10        MS. ROMBACH:  Okay.  There I am.  There
  

11   was the Delaney.  I don't know if you all knew
  

12   the Delaneys.  He still comes to visit us and
  

13   tells us how wonderful the house was.
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I have his name --
  

15        MS. ROMBACH:  He was the president of Con
  

16   Ed, so he put a lot of love into the house,
  

17   and it was the first house built in the
  

18   community in '81 prior to the rest of the
  

19   homes in the area being built.  So this is me
  

20   and this is the road coming here, and this is
  

21   my property.  This is where my kids play.  So
  

22   this whole corner is my half acre right here.
  

23   So to me it's directly across the street from
  

24   my house.
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 1        Board MEMBER McCARTHY:  The open space
  

 2   you're referring to?
  

 3        MS. ROMBACH:  Yeah.  When I bought the
  

 4   home right here I was told -- we went ever
  

 5   this many times, that you know -- if there
  

 6   were homes there it would be fine, but there
  

 7   weren't.
  

 8        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Just indicate
  

 9   where you're pointing just for the record.
  

10        MS. ROMBACH:  I'm pointing to where this
  

11   road will come down and butt up against the
  

12   cul-de-sac of Doxbury Circle onto Carlton
  

13   Avenue, which the entire corner is my corner.
  

14   And clearly, this will be a lot of dirt and a
  

15   concern of water runoff as well, as they take
  

16   away trees and things.  Okay.  Thank you.
  

17        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The stenographer
  

18   must have been trained in the Bronx because
  

19   she kept up with her.
  

20        MR. TAYLOR:  Dan Taylor.
  

21        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Six.
  

22        MR. TAYLOR:  Last one.  I'll make it
  

23   short.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Right up to the
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 1   microphone now, come on.  You've been here
  

 2   before.  Step up close, sir.
  

 3        MR. TAYLOR:  All right.  Got it now.
  

 4        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  You can adjust
  

 5   that.  Make it comfortable.
  

 6        MR. TAYLOR:  To refer or return now to
  

 7   your earlier comments, Mr. Chairman, about the
  

 8   zoning question.  It was not so much whether
  

 9   the Town Code allowed zoning or not, but in
  

10   Section III.A of the DEIS, the discussion
  

11   mainly focuses on the County of Westchester
  

12   and the Village of Briarcliff.  I think what
  

13   it should do for clarity, is cite the town
  

14   ordinance on which they're relying, and then
  

15   any criteria which is spelled out for cluster
  

16   zoning should be identified and go through on
  

17   a bullet basis to make sure they've
  

18   established their eligibility for it.  That
  

19   was my comment for it.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  They do that in
  

21   this process, but I get your point.  It's not
  

22   explicit in the EIS.  Okay.
  

23        MR. TAYLOR:  Another, I think, muddy area
  

24   is the D chain and description and analysis.
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 1   I have gone through it once just very briefly,
  

 2   I must say I skimmed it, I didn't go through
  

 3   it in detail, but there are a number of
  

 4   contentions made about possible lapsing of
  

 5   certain provisions as one deed was passed and
  

 6   followed by another and the language wasn't
  

 7   transferred exactly.  That may be an area
  

 8   where the town's attorneys or perhaps even an
  

 9   outside counsel should be engaged to advise,
  

10   because this is something which is a matter of
  

11   legal judgment and not so much factual, as far
  

12   as the conclusions themselves can be drawn.
  

13   So I would recommend that the Board obtain
  

14   advice regarding those conclusions to see if
  

15   they're accurate.
  

16        My main concern, and it's outlined in the
  

17   letter that I delivered today, is really with
  

18   traffic on Carlton Avenue and the condition of
  

19   Carlton Avenue, which in some new areas at the
  

20   top of the hill is perhaps 24-foot road, but
  

21   on the southern portion coming down the hill
  

22   going towards the 9A connector and then up to
  

23   the Todd and Washburn intersection, measures
  

24   -- and I put a tape on it, as narrow as 17 and
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 1   a half and 18 feet in places.  In some areas
  

 2   with steep ruts, with blind corners, very poor
  

 3   visibility, and it's a road that is
  

 4   substantially deteriorating in the southern
  

 5   section.  I think it's heavily fractured with
  

 6   developing potholes, and I suspect the base
  

 7   itself needs to be rebuilt because a lot of
  

 8   water comes up through the road at certain
  

 9   times and the pavement is actually buckled
  

10   where the main weight of the vehicles go over
  

11   it as they goes by.  So I won't go into all of
  

12   the issues in detail because they're outlined
  

13   in my letter, but I think that Carlton Avenue
  

14   is not in its present condition, able to
  

15   support the traffic in a physical sense or
  

16   from the standpoint of safety for motorists
  

17   and pedestrians.
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  So that this is
  

19   clear; Mr. Taylor's letter should be included
  

20   as though he made those comments here tonight.
  

21        MR. TAYLOR:  Thank you.  That's all I
  

22   have to say.
  

23        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you.  All
  

24   right.  So we got some issues, legal issues,
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 1   opinion issues, clarification issues.  We have
  

 2   an open public hearing --
  

 3        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  I make a motion to
  

 4   continue the public hearing.
  

 5        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Second.
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I thought you'd
  

 7   never do it.
  

 8        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Second.
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We continue the
  

10   public hearing by Keith.
  

11        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Seconded by
  

12   Regina.  George?
  

13        Board MEMBER PAPPAS:  Aye.
  

14        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Regina?
  

15        Board MEMBER PELLEGRINO:  Aye.
  

16        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  John.
  

17        Board MEMBER COHEN:  Aye.
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Joan?
  

19        Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Aye.
  

20        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Keith?
  

21        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  Aye.
  

22        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Denis?
  

23        Board MEMBER McCARTHY:  Aye.
  

24        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Aye.
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 1        Board MEMBER ROSNER:  The first meeting
  

 2   in August?
  

 3        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You should know,
  

 4   we've made some changes in our scheduled
  

 5   meetings.  There will be no  -- regularly we
  

 6   would have had a meeting right before July
  

 7   4th, we are not having that meeting.  Next
  

 8   meeting is July 21st or July 19th?
  

 9        THE CLERK:  July 19th.
  

10        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  This issue will not
  

11   be making it onto the July 19th agenda.
  

12        THE CLERK:  August 5th.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  The next one is
  

14   August 5th.  It may make it onto the August
  

15   5th meeting.
  

16        MS. TORTORELLA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
  

17   Geraldine Tortorella.  I just -- there are a
  

18   number of statements that were made this
  

19   evening.  We will be responding to them in the
  

20   FEIS.  I have a client who was commenting
  

21   during the course of the comments being made,
  

22   and I think there are a number of things that
  

23   require clarification, not only in the sense
  

24   that the DEIS may not have had all of the



TACONIC TRACT 17-LOT SUBDIVISION APP.102

  

 1   details, but I think there is in some respect,
  

 2   a misunderstanding of the information in the
  

 3   DEIS and the physical conditions and existing
  

 4   conditions on the site and in the area.  So I
  

 5   don't want you to think that our backup
  

 6   response to each and every item this evening
  

 7   should be construed as a concession on our
  

 8   part that we have failed to look at storm
  

 9   water, we have failed to adequately evaluate
  

10   traffic or represent information with respect
  

11   to the road system.  I just want that to be
  

12   clear.
  

13        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We don't have any
  

14   such feelings.  Okay.  Have a good 4th of July
  

15   everybody.
  

16        MS. TORTORELLA:  Thank you.
  

17
  

18
  

19           (Time noted:  10:14 p.m.)
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24
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   1           C E R T I F I C A T I O N
  

 2
  

 3   STATE OF NEW YORK       )
  

 4                           )   ss.
  

 5   COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER   )
  

 6                I, MARCI LOREN DUSTIN, Court Reporter
  

 7   and Notary Public within and for the County of
  

 8   Westchester, State of New York, do hereby certify:
  

 9                That I reported the proceedings that
  

10   are hereinbefore set forth, and that such
  

11   transcript is a true and accurate record of said
  

12   proceedings.
  

13                AND, I further certify that I am not
  

14   related to any of the parties to this action by
  

15   blood or marriage, and that I am in no way
  

16   interested in the outcome of this matter.
  

17
  

18                IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto
  

19   set my hand.
  

20
  

21
  

22               MARCI LOREN DUSTIN
  

23                Court Reporter
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Item number 2 now
  

 2   is the continued Public Hearing for a Draft
  

 3   Environmental Impact Statement or DEIS for the
  

 4   Taconic Tract 17-Lot Subdivision, Application
  

 5   number 926 in the R-40 Zone at 128 Todd Lane,
  

 6   Briarcliff Manor.  Section, block and lot are
  

 7   98.11-2-37, 38, 39, 42 and part of 40.  The
  

 8   owner is Taconic Tract Development, LLC.  The
  

 9   engineer is Susan Fasnacht of WSP-Sells
  

10   Engineers.  The attorney is Geraldine N.
  

11   Tortorella.
  

12        MS. TORTORELLA:  Good evening.  Geraldine
  

13   Tortorella of Hocherman Tortorella & Wekstein,
  

14   and we're counsel for the applicant.
  

15        This is a continuation of the public
  

16   hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact
  

17   Statement that was started on June 21st, so we
  

18   don't have any presentation.  If there are any
  

19   questions that come up that you would like us
  

20   to answer on the spot, we would be happy to,
  

21   although it's typically our practice and we
  

22   would make sure that we would answer
  

23   everything in the Final Environmental Impact
  

24   Statement.
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 1        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Did you get a copy
  

 2   of Pat's comments from earlier this week?
  

 3        MS. TORTORELLA:  We received those, and
  

 4   we have received all other written comments
  

 5   that have been submitted.  They have been
  

 6   passed along to us as well.  We have the
  

 7   transcript and we're working on dissecting the
  

 8   comments, and I'm working on the responses to
  

 9   the impact statement.
  

10        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  Comments or
  

11   questions from Board members?
  

12        BOARD MEMBER COHEN:  I noticed that one
  

13   of the times and (inaudible) discussing the
  

14   amount of excavation that was necessary to put
  

15   roads B and C in, and I wanted to second my
  

16   concerns on that very issue, plus the fact
  

17   that in addition to the excavation, steep
  

18   slopes are being created by making the
  

19   transition between the new road elevation and
  

20   the existing terrain opposite and up to the
  

21   property line, and I'm seriously concerned
  

22   with that practice -- the creation of steep
  

23   slopes in addition to the disturbing slopes
  

24   that are already there, and I'm not sure how
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 1   you mitigate that, but there is quite a bit of
  

 2   that within the realignment of the roadways
  

 3   and the driveways, and I would hope there's
  

 4   some other way of accomplishing your layout or
  

 5   modification or reduce the amount of
  

 6   excavation and creation of steeper slopes then
  

 7   are already there.
  

 8        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  Other
  

 9   comments or questions?
  

10        BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  I think this was
  

11   mentioned at the prior meeting, I just want to
  

12   reinforce that the calculations that we have
  

13   for the as-of-right I think is faulty where it
  

14   didn't consider steep slopes.  You need to
  

15   consider those in determining the as-of-right.
  

16   Some of the land is not buildable and
  

17   (inaudible) wetlands too, so that must be
  

18   looked at.
  

19        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  Any other
  

20   comments or questions from Board members?
  

21        BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Considering the
  

22   lack of public water available to the site at
  

23   this time, I think we might want to consider
  

24   sprinkler systems, particularly in the
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 1   attached housing.
  

 2        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  Any other
  

 3   comments or questions?
  

 4        (No response.)
  

 5
  

 6        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay folks, this is
  

 7   a public hearing.  If there's anybody in the
  

 8   room that wants to address the Board on this
  

 9   issue, raise your hand, you get a number.  You
  

10   get a number, you get to talk.  If you don't
  

11   raise your hand, you don't get a number.  If
  

12   you don't get a number, you don't get to talk.
  

13   Everybody who gets a number has a chance to
  

14   talk.  Raise your hand if you want to talk.
  

15   One, two, three.  Okay.  Three.  One.
  

16        MR. CAVY(ph.):  Good evening.  My name is
  

17   Steven Cavy.  I'm a member of the conservation
  

18   advisory council.  I have some comments I want
  

19   to read into the record which we'll be
  

20   following up with written comments delivered
  

21   to the Board prior to the close of the public
  

22   comment period, but for the moment I just
  

23   wanted to read these comments which are
  

24   specific to the environmental and conservation



127

  

 1   issues that are raised by the CAC in the DEIS.
  

 2        This is not meant to be a comprehensive
  

 3   review of the DEIS.  There are quite a number
  

 4   of other issues.  We're going to focus only on
  

 5   these specific issues, if you determine.  This
  

 6   is a summary of what I here, and as I said,
  

 7   we'll deliver written comments to you prior to
  

 8   the close of the period.
  

 9        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Steve, just -- we
  

10   can't hear you very well, but just be mindful
  

11   that unless you're up close to that microphone
  

12   the camera is not going to pick it up, so
  

13   other people who might be watching  --
  

14   insomniacs and others will get me in the
  

15   supermarket and tell me about it.
  

16        MR. CAVY:  I've always thought you guys
  

17   should put a podium here.
  

18        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  There's a little
  

19   turn button in the middle that will bring it
  

20   right up.
  

21        MR. CAVY:  Put the little glass of water
  

22   and some notes and camera off to the side.
  

23        BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  We don't want you
  

24   to be that comfortable.
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 1        MR. CAVY:  That's right.  I was at the
  

 2   last public hearing.
  

 3         CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Joan, I thought we
  

 4   were never going to talk about that again.
  

 5        MR. CAVY:  Okay.  Well, let me begin.
  

 6   And these are really, I think, five basic
  

 7   categories.  The first is land conservation,
  

 8   flora and fauna protection.  And the
  

 9   conservation subdivision preferred by the
  

10   applicant provides approximately eight acres
  

11   of open space, and we support a conservation
  

12   layout which preserves contiguous wooded
  

13   areas, though it appears that the purpose of
  

14   clustering a portion of the homes is to
  

15   optimize the lot count to the maximum allowed
  

16   for zoning rather than to maximize open space
  

17   and minimize environmental impact; and this is
  

18   a concern of ours.
  

19        We would like to see the possibility of
  

20   further clustering.  In fact, we would even
  

21   suggest for conservation purposes, an
  

22   alternative with all units clustered on the
  

23   north and northwest portion of the property
  

24   which would preserve more open space, reduce
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 1   steep slope disturbance and also reduce the
  

 2   number of very large trees that are planned to
  

 3   be removed.  Storm water impacts would also be
  

 4   reduced by this --
  

 5        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Did you receive
  

 6   Pat's  -- a copy Pat's --
  

 7        MR. CAVY:  No, no, I did not.
  

 8        CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Pat addresses the
  

 9   same issue.  Pat, I'm going to paraphrase
  

10   here.  Some of the lots conform, some of them
  

11   do not; so it doesn't look like there's a
  

12   question as to what purpose is being achieved
  

13   -- what common good purpose is being achieved
  

14   by the clustering.  So you --
  

15        MR. CAVY:  And let me say that it's
  

16   admirable to have this open space conservation
  

17   provided as part of the plan.  So we wouldn't
  

18   want to lose that characteristic of the site,
  

19   but I don't know that there's a necessity for
  

20   16 lots on the site or if there is going to be
  

21   -- there are going to be 16 lots, then perhaps
  

22   there should be more clustering in order to
  

23   accommodate it.
  

24        We'd like to see from a conservation
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 1   (inaudible) as much open space as possible and
  

 2   as little impact on -- environmental impact.
  

 3   So let me just go on.
  

 4        The landscaping plan:  We commend the
  

 5   landscaping plan.  We note it includes the use
  

 6   of native plants, and the use of native plants
  

 7   in preserving habitat is an important
  

 8   component of good environmental planning.  We
  

 9   commend the applicant for including it in the
  

10   plan.
  

11        We also recommend that provisions are
  

12   made to ensure that the continued use of
  

13   native plants by the residents' association is
  

14   provided for, as well as implementing an
  

15   organic lawn maintenance plan that would
  

16   eliminate the use of pesticides.  This is
  

17   something that has been done in a number of
  

18   localities, often further north in the county,
  

19   but we have an opportunity to introduce this
  

20   as a possibility, which over the long term
  

21   actually results in less maintenance and no
  

22   pesticide use.  It does take some capital
  

23   investment initially in the initial stages,
  

24   but ultimately you have green grass  -- long
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 1   green grass without the use of pesticides.
  

 2   Very environmentally sound.
  

 3        The flora and fauna report includes
  

 4   typical species commonly found.  The
  

 5   (inaudible) no threatened or endangered
  

 6   species were observed as noted in the report,
  

 7   but remarkably, neither were any deer, which
  

 8   is extremely unusual and raises questions to
  

 9   us on the thoroughness of the field survey.
  

10   So that is just an omission that we can't
  

11   really explain.
  

12        I should tell you that I live near the
  

13   site and walk by it on regular basis, and I
  

14   see deer all the time, sometimes walking right
  

15   in front of me, so I thought it was unusual.
  

16   Okay.
  

17        The fauna report concludes they'll be an
  

18   inevitable loss of species diversity from the
  

19   habitat destruction, however  -- and this is
  

20   quote  -- habitat values will be depended on
  

21   landscaped planting schemes and maintenance
  

22   regimes of the developed lots and protected
  

23   cover for wildlife, end quote.  Use of native
  

24   plants in the landscape should be included --
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 1   they are included, but we want to make it
  

 2   mandated.  Measures to reduce or eliminate the
  

 3   use of pesticides and maintain species
  

 4   richness should be detailed.  And this would
  

 5   be particularly valuable for residents as
  

 6   well, if well water is being used.  So this is
  

 7   a fact that we really have to consider in the
  

 8   context of the plan as it's evolving.
  

 9         The rock outcrops on the southeast of
  

10   the property are noted as microhabitats, and
  

11   the flora and fauna report suggests they
  

12   should be protected where possible.  We
  

13   strongly recommend that since these rock
  

14   outcrops are part of the open space, specific
  

15   measures should be taken to preserve this
  

16   important ecological feature.
  

17        And lastly, the report notes that Indiana
  

18   -- that habitats are possible on this site,
  

19   and we would like to be sure that those
  

20   habitats are identified and protected as
  

21   described in the DEIS and the reforestation of
  

22   native species is noted and is a positive
  

23   measure.
  

24        With regard to water and wells:  The use



133

  

 1   of municipal water from the Village of
  

 2   Briarcliff as acknowledged in the DEIS has not
  

 3   been approved.  Considering the Village
  

 4   recently declined to provide municipal water
  

 5   to a three-lot subdivision on Chappaqua Road
  

 6   without the creation of a water district, we
  

 7   believe it's not likely for this subdivision.
  

 8   So as an alternative, the applicant has
  

 9   proposed using well water, and the CAC then
  

10   questions the impact of the proposed foreign
  

11   water management plan on the ground water
  

12   recharge since the fully developed site of
  

13   large amounts of impervious services and a
  

14   storm water management plant will divert the
  

15   water off site.
  

16        I'm not a hydrology expert, and I did
  

17   though look to the extent that I could
  

18   understand it, at the soil composition and the
  

19   bedrock, and it's possible that there won't be
  

20   any impact, but I think it's important for us
  

21   to look at, particularly if it's going to be
  

22   well water to 16 or so homes and how that's
  

23   going to be mitigated.  I didn't see it in the
  

24   DEIS.
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 1        Storm water management:  The CAC suggests
  

 2   the use of low impact storm water systems
  

 3   including grates, pipes and drains designed to
  

 4   protect wildlife from being drawn into the
  

 5   system, use of pervious pavers, rain gardens
  

 6   and other sustainable measures.  These should
  

 7   be detailed in the FEIS and incorporated into
  

 8   the site plan where possible.  There are a lot
  

 9   of new engineering techniques out there, and
  

10   these are all possibilities.  They weren't
  

11   noted in the DEIS.
  

12        We would like to see more detail about --
  

13   particularly with the steep slopes
  

14   construction and how this might be mitigated,
  

15   these new sustainable methods.
  

16        An existing storm water  -- an existing
  

17   storm system on the property is referred to as
  

18   inlet, and it's briefly described in the DEIS.
  

19   The system appears to be a series of storm
  

20   drains and pipes which sends storm water
  

21   directly into the New York State DEC wetlands
  

22   and the neighbor's pond without any treatment.
  

23   It's a pipe system, no swales, nothing, storm
  

24   drains, water comes in, goes out, untreated.
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 1        During the site walk that the CAC had,
  

 2   Mr. Saunders mentioned that this existing
  

 3   system might be used as drainage for the
  

 4   cluster homes, but I didn't see any specific
  

 5   detail on this system in the DEIS, and this
  

 6   kind of detail needs to be provided.  Is the
  

 7   system going to be integrated into the storm
  

 8   water management plan?  Is the neighbor's pond
  

 9   intended to be used as a retention basin?  And
  

10   is there an existing agreement with the
  

11   neighbor for that use?  I don't see this
  

12   information in the DEIS, and it should be
  

13   there.
  

14        In fact, the storm water drains are noted
  

15   on a few of the drawings but not -- not --
  

16   there's no dedicated drawing.  It's just by
  

17   -- I think just by coincidence or something
  

18   it's there.
  

19        Under current conditions the water that
  

20   comes out of this existing storm water system
  

21   could be relatively benign, but with 16
  

22   landscaped homes, various chemical landscaping
  

23   measures and the upgraded roadways serving the
  

24   residents, the runoff impact will be entirely
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 1   different.
  

 2        Other questions on the system were raised
  

 3   by Alan Crosswell(ph.), a neighboring property
  

 4   owner with one of the storm drains on his
  

 5   property.  The reports says, water appears to
  

 6   be running through the system year-round
  

 7   regardless of storm conditions.  During a
  

 8   series of casual inspections that I  -- as I
  

 9   said, I walk by the site on a regular basis.
  

10   I did notice that there is almost always water
  

11   in the storm drain under the catch basins on
  

12   Washburn and almost always -- in fact, I can't
  

13   really recall an instance where I didn't see
  

14   water running through -- sometimes it
  

15   trickles, sometimes it's a fair amount --
  

16   regardless of the recent weather conditions.
  

17   It may not have rained for several days,
  

18   but there is water there.
  

19        So this suggests the possibility that the
  

20   system was installed to divert previously a
  

21   existing water course.  I have seen this in
  

22   some examples around, and it makes sense,
  

23   because if you look at the typography, the
  

24   storm drain runs in the area on the property
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 1   where an existing water course might have
  

 2   been.  I don't know the answer to that, but we
  

 3   would recommend that there should be further
  

 4   investigation by a hydrologist or other
  

 5   professional with the expertise to make this
  

 6   determination.
  

 7        And this, by the way, could have an
  

 8   impact on home size.  If in fact there is some
  

 9   underground stream or some other water course
  

10   that appears there, we may have some issues
  

11   with regard to the foundations and other
  

12   construction measures.
  

13        Impacts on energy use and conservation:
  

14   It's positively noted that the development
  

15   will not have street lighting.  This is an
  

16   environmentally sound decision, providing both
  

17   aesthetic benefits and energy efficiency.  We
  

18   support this aspect of the plan that does not
  

19   add more energy consumption and unnecessary
  

20   light pollution to an existing residential
  

21   area, however we recommend more energy
  

22   efficient measures.
  

23        A very short general outline in the DEIS
  

24   states that quote, homes will be designed to
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 1   meet or exceed the New York State Energy
  

 2   Conservation Code, end quote.  The CAC would
  

 3   like to see a more detailed commitment to this
  

 4   increasingly important issue.  For example, it
  

 5   states in the DEIS, quote, windows are likely
  

 6   to be double pane insulated glass for winter
  

 7   heating and low emissivity for summer  cooling,
  

 8   end quote.  That does not demonstrate a defined
  

 9   commitment to sustainable
  

10   construction.
  

11             Specifically we would like to request
  

12   information on the type of energy efficient
  

13   materials and more definitive assertions on
  

14   their use.
  

15             New home construction offers a great
  

16   opportunity for use of the most energy
  

17   efficient materials reducing energy
  

18   consumption and (inaudible).  Homes should
  

19   include CFC lighting and other LEDS type
  

20   measures which would significantly add both to
  

21   the environmental and market value of the
  

22   development from reduced energy costs and the
  

23   reduced environmental impacts of these new
  

24   homes.
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 1             We live in a new age, and it is time for
  

 2        developers to respond to this, and I think
  

 3        it's good planning -- it's a good planning
  

 4        measure to take these issues into
  

 5        consideration, all new construction
  

 6        especially.
  

 7             Lastly, there's a very significant issue
  

 8        as part of the site access, and this is not
  

 9        just  -- this is outside of conservation
  

10        issues, and the reason I say this is because
  

11        there's a question with regard to the use of a
  

12        parcel of land along Carlton.
  

13             Let me just read my comments here, which
  

14        is:  Access to the site across a parcel that
  

15        had been deeded as open space is a serious
  

16        concern from a conservation perspective, as
  

17        well as a legal issue that the town needs to
  

18        clarify.
  

19             The notion that deeded open space can be
  

20        arbitrarily used for roads under minds the
  

21        long-term goals and the purpose of
  

22        conservation planning.
  

23             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Pat makes that same
  

24        point.
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 1             BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  Did you read
  

 2        the --
  

 3             MR. CAVY:  I did read the stuff
  

 4        (inaudible).  I would really like to have the
  

 5        CAC copied on these kinds of things so we can
  

 6        coordinate, or at least understand what's
  

 7        going on all around this process.
  

 8             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We can do that.
  

 9             MR. CAVY:  Pardon?
  

10             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  We can do that.
  

11             MR. CAVY:  Good.  I appreciate that.
  

12             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You got email?
  

13             MR. CAVY:  Well yeah, right.  There we
  

14        go.  The Town has an obligation to review and
  

15        determine as suggested in the DEIS, previous
  

16        improper use or an abandonment of the
  

17        restrictive covenant or easement if a change
  

18        of title permits use for an access road to a
  

19        16 lot subdivision.  Good planning will
  

20        dictate a hard look at this issue.
  

21             If it's determined that this plan deeded
  

22        in perpetuity for common open space use by the
  

23        residents cannot be used for a road, then
  

24        access to the site is problematic.  The only
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 1        other frontage is along Washburn Road where
  

 2        there is serious sight distance and
  

 3        substandard road issues along with pedestrians
  

 4        safety concerns with foot traffic from the
  

 5        elementary school walking path across the
  

 6        street.  That issue must be resolved, and the
  

 7        CAC is strongly opposed to using deeded open
  

 8        space for private development purposes.
  

 9             And that's the extent of our comments.
  

10        As I said, we'll send you a written version.
  

11        If you have any questions, I'll be happy to
  

12        answer them in person or by email.
  

13             BOARD MEMBER COHEN:  You've been very
  

14        helpful.
  

15             MR. CAVY:  Thank you.
  

16             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you.  Two.
  

17             MR. KANE:  Thomas Kane, 6 Fox Run Road.
  

18        I just have some questions.
  

19             First, I wanted to make sure that
  

20        everyone on the Board got a copy of my notes
  

21        and comments.  I emailed them to Jackie, and
  

22        she was going to print them up and give them
  

23        to you guys.
  

24             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't recall
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 1        seeing them.
  

 2             MR. KANE:  Nobody got them.  Okay.
  

 3             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't recall
  

 4        seeing them.
  

 5             MR. KANE:  All right.  I'm not going to
  

 6        read them now because it's 11 pages, and I
  

 7        know you don't want to suffer through that,
  

 8        but I spent about five  -- the first five
  

 9        pages addressing the whole parcel deed open
  

10        space access, and then there's a lot of other
  

11        comments and notes about the DEIS.
  

12             MEMBER ROSNER:  Dorothy, will you follow
  

13        up tomorrow?
  

14             SECRETARY:  Yes.
  

15             MR. KANE:  Yeah, I'd really appreciate if
  

16        you guys can take a look at it, because you
  

17        did say --
  

18              CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Hold on.  More
  

19        importantly, they should be included in the
  

20        material that goes to the applicant and the
  

21        applicant --
  

22             MS. TORTORELLA:  We have them.
  

23             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You have them?
  

24             MS. TORTORELLA:  Yes, we do.
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 1             MR. CLEARY:  Just so I can explain.  When
  

 2        this public comment period is closed, there's
  

 3        a package compiled of all the comments which
  

 4        the Board will receive.  The Board will then
  

 5        formally transmit it to the applicant.  So
  

 6        this is a process where these things are
  

 7        dribbling --
  

 8             MR. KANE:  I see.  Okay.
  

 9             MR. CLEARY:   -- and that's why they
  

10        don't have it yet.
  

11             MR. KANE:  Oh, okay.
  

12             MR. CLEARY:  But they will get it in
  

13        time.
  

14             MR. KANE:  Because I thought you would
  

15        get it prior to a meeting like this so that if
  

16        you had questions about any of the comments --
  

17        so you'll get it eventually.  Okay.  And you
  

18        referred to notes that Pat has made.  How
  

19        would I get a copy of those?
  

20             SECRETARY:  I'll email them to you.  I
  

21        gave a copy to --
  

22             MR CLEARY:  You want to see everybody's
  

23        comments?
  

24             MR. KANE:  Yes.



144

  

 1             MR. CLEARY:  We maintain a copy of all
  

 2        the comments that are coming in.  It's public
  

 3        record.
  

 4             MR. KANE:  Will yours be on the Web site?
  

 5             MR. CLEARY:  It won't be on the Web site.
  

 6        We will collect all the comments that are  --
  

 7             MR. KANE:  Okay.  Great.  Thanks.  I
  

 8        didn't hear you when you were making your
  

 9        comments about the as-of-right calculations.
  

10        Could just repeat that and clarify that for
  

11        me?
  

12             BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  One of the primary
  

13        calculations the applicant has to make is
  

14        what's called the as-of-right calculation.
  

15        That says, assuming you follow the Code, how
  

16        many houses can you build on the lot?  That's
  

17        the basic where you start.
  

18             MR. KANE:  Based on the acreage?
  

19             MEMBER ROSNER:  Based on the acreage and
  

20        the zoning ordinance.
  

21             MR. KANE:  Okay.
  

22             MR. ROSNER:  What I'm saying is:  When
  

23        they do the calculations, they have to
  

24        consider steep slopes and wetlands in figuring
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 1        out how many houses they can actually build.
  

 2        Let's say it's a one-acre zoning and there's
  

 3        16 acres, you can't put it 16.  If there's
  

 4        steep slopes or wetlands, you have to subtract
  

 5        them.
  

 6             MR. KANE:  So has there been an
  

 7        as-of-right calculation so far to --
  

 8             MEMBER ROSNER:  Yes, in the document that
  

 9        they put together.
  

10             MR. KANE:  What is that?
  

11             MR. CLEARY:  16.
  

12             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  They have come up
  

13        with 16.  I'm putting words in your mouth, so
  

14        tell me if I'm wrong.  What he's saying is,
  

15        that 16 is suspect because we want to make
  

16        certain that they have reduced the overall
  

17        acreage by those areas that cannot be built
  

18        on, not just steep slopes, but --
  

19             MR. KANE:  So the clarification that I
  

20        need is; is there some sort of law that says
  

21        if you have X number of buildable land -- in
  

22        the Town of Mount Pleasant, you are allowed to
  

23        built X houses if they meet Code.  Is there
  

24        such a ruling?
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 1             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Yeah.  The rule is
  

 2        that if you're in a one-acre area -- one acre
  

 3        zone and you have 15 acres, you can make 15
  

 4        -- you can make a case that you can put 15
  

 5        subdivisions  -- 15 houses on there.
  

 6             Now, if in there we have three acres of
  

 7        wetlands and mountainous terrain, roads, et
  

 8        cetera --
  

 9             MR. KANE:  That reduces the buildable
  

10        land.
  

11             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Right.
  

12             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Yeah.
  

13             MR. KANE:  Okay.  So I'm just trying to
  

14        take this to the next step.  Let's say there's
  

15        really 10 buildable acres.  Okay.  And  --
  

16        does now the applicant then have the right to
  

17        build 10 houses  --
  

18             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  He may --
  

19             MR. KANE:  -- despite --
  

20             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- he may,
  

21        depending upon whether there are -- I'm going
  

22        to call them take aways, that's not a good
  

23        word -- there are reductions for wetlands or
  

24        sleep slopes or for other reasons such as a
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 1        deeded open space.
  

 2             MR. KANE:  I'm going after that.  I'm
  

 3        saying:  After you've done all that  --
  

 4             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Right.
  

 5             MR. KANE:  -- and now they said, okay,
  

 6        it's three acres of wetlands, it's two acres
  

 7        of steep slope, we're down to 10 acres of
  

 8        actual buildable land --
  

 9             MEMBER ROSNER:  Depends --
  

10             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- then he has a
  

11        right to those 10.
  

12             MR. KANE:  -- to build; and the Board
  

13        cannot say to any applicant, sorry you can
  

14        only build five because we think 10 is too
  

15        many?
  

16             BOARD MEMBER COHEN:  There are other
  

17        limitations.  Each lot has to conform to the
  

18        bulk requirements of the zoning ordinance.
  

19             MR. CLEARY:  What I think -- what I think
  

20        you're getting at is -- the other element to
  

21        this is the other impacts associated with
  

22        development.  So for example, if this
  

23        subdivision were unable to be accessed via the
  

24        public roadway system for some reason, that
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 1        traffic conditions could limit the amount of
  

 2        homes that could be built on the property.
  

 3             MR. KANE:  I see.
  

 4             MR. CLEARY:  That's an impact that the
  

 5        applicant would have a right to try to
  

 6        mitigate, and this Board would have the right
  

 7        to consider if the mitigation is suitable or
  

 8        not.  There might be an archeological site on
  

 9        the property that limits development or
  

10        something of the sort.  So those are --
  

11             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Endangered
  

12        species.
  

13             MR. CLEARY:  Exactly right.
  

14             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  There's other
  

15        limiting things that might occur.
  

16             MR. KANE:  Right.
  

17             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  If we find
  

18        Uncis(ph.) burried in the middle of his
  

19        property --
  

20             MR. KANE:  Right.  What I'm saying is, if
  

21        you don't want --
  

22             MR. CLEARY:  And you get a casino on the
  

23        property.
  

24             MR. KATZ:  -- and there's none of those
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 1        mitigating circumstances, does a Board -- all
  

 2        other things being equal --
  

 3             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Right.
  

 4             MR. KATZ:  -- all other things being
  

 5        equal, 10 --
  

 6             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  He gets 10.
  

 7             MR. KANE:  Okay.
  

 8             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  And should we
  

 9        decide in the face of all that evidence say,
  

10        no, you can only have nine, they would run to
  

11        a Judge, any Judge, the simplest lawyer that
  

12        God ever created, and there are some of those
  

13        -- simplest one that God ever created, would
  

14        bring that case and the judge --
  

15             MR. KANE:  Slam dunk.
  

16             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  -- and the Judge
  

17        would call our decision -- might very well
  

18        call our decision arbitrary and capricious,
  

19        and that's a good reason for doing something
  

20        like that.
  

21             BOARD MEMBER McCARTHY:  We're only
  

22        empower by the law.
  

23             MR. KANE:  I understand.  Now I got it.
  

24        Okay so the last question is again just a
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 1        clarification and forgive me, I think I asked
  

 2        this the last time.
  

 3             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  That's all right.
  

 4             MR. KANE:  -- I'm just trying to
  

 5        understand the process.
  

 6             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  You should.
  

 7             MR. KANE:  So there's all of these
  

 8        questions that have been raised about things
  

 9        in the DEIS.  Is the applicant supposed to
  

10        respond to those with an additional DEIS or
  

11        only in the final?
  

12             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It goes to the
  

13        final.  They may give us  -- I doubt it.  I
  

14        think they're going to go to the final.  When
  

15        we look at the final -- as we review the final
  

16        we may say no, no, no, we don't agree with
  

17        this statement or that statement, change this
  

18        statement, change that statement, take this
  

19        out, whatever, add this.
  

20             MR. KANE:  So there may be many finals.
  

21             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Well, there's
  

22        really only one final.
  

23             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  They have to
  

24        correct it.
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 1             MR. KANE:  Right.
  

 2             MR. CLEARY:  Right.  What happens is; the
  

 3        applicant is charged, for the sake of
  

 4        expediency, to write that final impact
  

 5        statement, take a first crack at it.  It's
  

 6        this Board's responsibility to essentially
  

 7        affirm that information and determine its
  

 8        adequacy.
  

 9             So this Board takes the first crack at
  

10        what these guys did and turns it into their
  

11        own words.
  

12             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Well, (inaudible)
  

13        is our document.
  

14             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  It's the Town's
  

15        document.
  

16             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  It's really their
  

17        document although they're writing it.
  

18             BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  The law does not
  

19        require that there be public hearings on the
  

20        FEIS, that we get input.  We --
  

21             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  I don't have  --
  

22             MEMBER ROSNER: -- the law (inaudible)
  

23        that once it gets to that stage, the
  

24        (inaudible) between the applicant and the
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 1        Board.
  

 2             MR. KANE:  But you would consider a
  

 3        public hearing.
  

 4             MR. CLEARY:  We normally do.
  

 5             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  So long as someone
  

 6        doesn't shoot me in the head or whatever,
  

 7        okay, yeah, we have never ever bypassed an
  

 8        opportunity to have a public hearing -- public
  

 9        comment on a Final Environmental Impact
  

10        Statement.  It's too important.
  

11             MR KANE:  All right.  And the last thing,
  

12        even though I said that was the last thing is:
  

13        You'll get my written comments, but there's
  

14        one thing I just want to put in this record
  

15        orally, which is:  I would like to see --
  

16        maybe this isn't required, but I would like to
  

17        see something in the final or some other
  

18        correspondence where the applicant is
  

19        suggesting some sort of alternative, or if
  

20        access is denied through parcel G, what does
  

21        the applicant suggest they do?
  

22             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Well, he's required
  

23        -- they are required to give us alternatives
  

24        -- to talk about alternatives.
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 1             MEMBER ROSNER:  I think he's bringing up
  

 2        a good point.  Assuming you cannot access the
  

 3        site the way the applicant wants to, can the
  

 4        project still proceed with an alternate
  

 5        access?
  

 6             MR. KANE:  And does the applicant have
  

 7        other suggested means of egress?  Thanks a
  

 8        lot.
  

 9             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  Three?
  

10        Pass.  Okay.
  

11             Folks, this is an open public hearing on
  

12        a Draft Environment Impact Statement.  We have
  

13        a mountain of material.  We could, if we want
  

14        to -- if the Board wants to, we could close
  

15        this public hearing.  Now, let me say this;
  

16        this is August.  Closing a public hearing in
  

17        the month of August, sometimes you view as a
  

18        capitol offense, but we do have -- we do have
  

19        some power to ameliorate things.  There may be
  

20        people who couldn't make this meeting because
  

21        it's August because they're on vacation.  So
  

22        what we might do is declare a 60 day or 45 day
  

23        open period for written comments for those
  

24        people who could not make the meeting -- who
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 1        could not make the meeting, but do want to
  

 2        make a statement on the Draft Environmental
  

 3        Impact Statement, and that's if, and only if,
  

 4        the Board wishes to close the public hearing
  

 5        at the present time.
  

 6             MEMBER ROSNER:  I would like to make a
  

 7        motion that we do close the public hearing and
  

 8        that we do give a 60 day comment period for
  

 9        written commentary.
  

10             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  Motion by
  

11        Keith.
  

12             BOARD MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Second.
  

13             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Seconded by Joan.
  

14        George?
  

15             BOARD MEMBER PAPPAS:  Aye.
  

16             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  John?
  

17             Board MEMBER COHEN:  Aye.
  

18             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Denis?
  

19             BOARD MEMBER McCARTHY:  Aye.
  

20             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Keith?
  

21
  

22
  

23            (Continued on next page.)
  

24
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 1             BOARD MEMBER ROSNER:  Aye.
  

 2             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Joan?
  

 3             Board MEMBER LEDERMAN:  Aye.
  

 4             CHAIRMAN McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very
  

 5             much.
  

 6
  

 7
  

 8             (Time noted:  8:55 p.m.)
  

 9
  

10
  

11
  

12
  

13
  

14
  

15
  

16
  

17
  

18
  

19
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24



156

  
   1            C E R T I F I C A T I O N
  

 2
  

 3   STATE OF NEW YORK       )
  

 4                           )   ss.
  

 5   COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER   )
  

 6                I, MARCI LOREN DUSTIN, Court Reporter
  

 7   and Notary Public within and for the County of
  

 8   Westchester, State of New York, do hereby certify:
  

 9                That I reported the proceedings that
  

10   are hereinbefore set forth, and that such
  

11   transcript is a true and accurate record of said
  

12   proceedings.
  

13                AND, I further certify that I am not
  

14   related to any of the parties to this action by
  

15   blood or marriage, and that I am in no way
  

16   interested in the outcome of this matter.
  

17
  

18                IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto
  

19   set my hand.
  

20
  

21
  

22              MARCI LOREN DUSTIN
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Town of Mt. Pleasant Planning Board 
Hon. Michael McLaughlin, Chairman 
One Town Hall Plaza 
Valhalla, NY 10595 
 
 
Alan Crosswell 
144 Washburn Rd 
Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510 
(914) 941-4730 
alan@cloud9.net 
 
July 20, 2010 
 
Re: Taconic Tract Development Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
 
Chairman McLaughlin and members of the Planning Board: 
 
Following, please find my comments with respect to the above-mentioned DEIS as part of the public 
comment process for this proceeding.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or 
comments.  Thanks for your efforts in this matter. 

General Comments 
Lack of precision of language in the document may be indicative of a similar lack of precision of the facts 
purported to be represented within it.  As a document with legal standing, I am concerned that these 
inaccuracies, if not corrected, might lead to future claims or opportunities to exploit the ambiguity thus 
created.   

Specifically, proper names of the various streets are routinely and inconsistently misspelled throughout 
the DEIS.  The correct relevant street names are: 

o Carleton Avenue 
o Washburn Road 
o Todd Lane 

Also, as this is a document of the Town of Mount Pleasant Planning Board, the frequent use of variants 
of the phrase “it is the Applicant’s opinion” is inappropriate; the statements presented in this document 
must be factual or, where an opinion is warranted, stated as the opinion of the Town Planning Board.  I 
would also be comfortable reading that a given opinion is that of a specifically named New York State 
Licensed Professional Engineer such that the P.E. is putting her professional certification on the line.  I 
would still expect the Town’s Professional Engineers to review these opinions and inform the Board of 
their assessments. 

mailto:alan@cloud9.net
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Furthermore, uses of words such as “could” and “should” must be replaced with declarative terms such 
as “shall” and “will” to make it clear that the applicable statements made are directives to be complied 
with and not just a good idea. 

There is also a general lack of completeness for citations of the literature used as the basis of certain 
claims, making it difficult for one to independently verify the statements made.  For example, the 
Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research Residential Demographic Multipliers is cited, but the 
year of publication is not. 

Specific Comments 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
p.  I-1: I.B “… the parcels described in (i) and (ii) are existing vacant parcels.”  Parcel (ii) is an improved (?) 
parcel, currently the back yard for Drew Saunder’s property (proposed lot 1). 

p.  I-3: I.D.3.  The topography also slopes to the west with a ridge line approximately down the center 
running north-south. 

p.  I-4: I.D.5. 2nd paragraph identifies lots 6 and 7 as not draining toward the proposed detention basin, 
but what about lots 1-5 which are on the south and west-draining slope? 

p.  I-5:  I.D.7. 2nd paragraph of Water and Sanitary Service Demands states a recommended 1” irrigation 
per week by Cornell University.  This is recommended, but is it common practice?  Anecdotally, areas 
that have lawn sprinkler systems and so-called professional grounds management appear to frequently 
over-water.  Is this estimate sufficiently conservative? (It would help to have a proper citation in the 
literature). 

p. I.6: I.D.8. Traffic and Transportation does not reference the existing legal right of way for pedestrian 
access to Todd Elementary School.  This is used daily by local children walking to and from school, 
including by some whose parents drive them to Washburn Road and park cars on the street near the 
development entrance, creating a potential road congestion and pedestrian hazard issue with young 
children. 

p. I-7: I.D.10. Schools paragraph claims 9 public school age children are expected under worst-case 
conditions.  This number is not supported by the applicant’s demographic statistics (more to come on 
this later). 

p. I-7: I.D.11 does not identify the nearby historic house located at 140 Todd Lane.   

p. I-8: I.D.13 3rd paragraph “…Because relatively few truck trips are anticipated during peak hours, 
significant impacts from construction vehicles are not expected.” I propose that the Board impose a 
moratorium on truck traffic during Todd Elementary School arrival and departure hours given the 
pedestrian traffic via the right of way at Washburn Road. 
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p. I-9: Table I-2 Land Use and Zoning row under Conventional Layout states “As-of-right 16 lots.”  Is this 
accurate or would zoning variances be required to allow 16 lots, in which case they are all not as-of-
right? 

p. II-3: II.B.1. I don’t understand the claim that the clustered 3-bedroom homes would only be attractive 
to empty-nesters.  This area has high school taxes – something empty-nesters would possibly not want 
to have to pay – and a very good public school district which attracts families to move here, like mine 
did 21 years ago when our first child was six months old.  In fact, now that my children have begun 
moving out (ages 21, 18 and 14), we see that many families of their peers whose last child has recently 
graduated from Briarcliff High School have sold their homes and left the school district.  Furthermore, 
why wouldn’t a family with small children want to move into such large (3,200 square foot 3-bedroom) 
homes within walking distance of the public elementary school?  3,200 square feet doesn’t sound like 
down-sizing to me!  My 4-bedroom house is “only” 2,600 square feet and we comfortably fit two 
parents, three children, three cats and a dog.  Granted, it is not a McMansion.  Given this empty-nester 
assertion is being used to reduce the claimed impacts on population, I feel it is reasonable to challenge it 
and ask that the Board direct that the demographic estimates be scaled up appropriately.  

p. II-5: II.B.1 3rd sentence: How do you get 22 empty-nesters to fit in 8 houses?  What is the area 
described by the Rutgers Residential Demographic Multipliers study?  What year was the study 
published?  Where can one find a copy?  Searching the Center for Rutgers Urban Policy Research on the 
web at http://www.policy.rutgers.edu/cupr/ fails to turn up this study although there is a June 2006 
copy at http://www.preservewoodbury.org/NEW%2520YORK%2520multipliers.pdf. This study 
apparently uses statewide averages that likely do not reflect our unique region, especially its highly-
ranked school districts.   Wouldn’t it make more sense to use local demographic data, which was 
provided by the School Board in 2006, and was updated in 2008 to specifically assess the impact of the 
Taconic Tract development?  As an example of the inapplicability of the Rutgers data, applying the 
tables for School Age Children vs. School Age Children in Public Schools reflects an approximately 25%1 
rate of children attending private or parochial schools, when in fact the percentage is much lower in the 
Briarcliff School District (6.7% cited on page III-I.3 of this DEIS).  This makes the other data suspect as 
well.  Further, the then-President of the Briarcliff School Board helpfully provided a demographic 
estimate of 35 school children and a copy of a 2006 demographic study commissioned by the School 
Board.  As such, a presumably more accurate estimating tool was provided but it didn’t fit the story 
being told so appears to have been ignored.  Even assuming that 8 houses will be empty-nesters, the 
Briarcliff Schools estimate would still yield 16.4 students.  Further, in  the more recent Enrollment 
Projection Calculations Update Study for the Briarcliff Manor Union Free School District (March 2008. 
Paul M. Seversky. Page 22ff), a specific analysis of the impact of the proposed development was 
prepared and estimated an impact of approximately 18 new students. 

                                                             
1 (.87 children * 8 4-BR detached homes) + (.28 children * 8 3-BR attached homes) = 9.2 Public School children.  
(1.05 children * 8 4-BR detached homes) + (.39 children * 8 3-BR attached homes) = 11.52 School children, or a 
25% rate of non-public school attendance.  From Residential Demographic Multipliers – Estimates of the Occupants 
of New Housing. Burchell, et. al. June 2006 using most conservative multiplies based on the highest charted home 
sale prices.  Notably the prices shown are well below those in the local housing market. 

http://www.policy.rutgers.edu/cupr/
http://www.preservewoodbury.org/NEW%2520YORK%2520multipliers.pdf
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p.II-5: 3rd paragraph. “There will be no street lighting or any other type of lighting provided on or by this 
development.”  Can this be made a binding condition of approval?  We don’t want another Trump 
National“night baseball” lighting scheme as our friends and neighbors in the Village of Briarcliff Manor 
were subjected to. 

p. II-6: 2nd paragraph “… is anticipated to generate $535,000 in tax revenue….”  How is this calculated? 

p. II-7: II.B.1 Phase IV – House Construction.  In a recent Board meeting, reference was made to two 
unfinished home constructions projects off Hardscrabble Road resulting in unsightly “holes in the 
ground” (foundations) for many years.  Does the Board have the ability to require the Applicant to post a 
performance bond to insure that a similar problem doesn’t happen in this development? 

p. II-8: II.C. The Project Background and Site History fail to mention that an extensive storm water 
drainage system was installed by a prior owner.  In fact, this drainage system crosses proposed Lot 1 and 
my property at 144 Washburn Road, including three visible catch basins on my property that eventually 
feed to the catch basin (described later in the DEIS) at the development entrance and Washburn Road.  
The omission of documentation of this pre-existing condition must be rectified as it carries flowing 
water year-round (an underground watercourse?) and crosses the zone of proposed construction.   The 
pipe route and surface drains are clearly marked on the survey of my property, 144 Washburn Road, Lot 
5N Block 3 Section 1, including the extension of the drainage pipe onto the “Land Now or Formerly of 
William and Margaret Eadie” shown by the Applicant as Lot 1 (and known colloquially as Drew’s back 
yard).  

p. II-12: Exhibit II-3 Conservation Plan fails to indicate the proposed detention pond. 

p. III-A-1ff: Table III.A-1 showing land use seems to omit the listing of park land.  Perhaps it is 
mischaracterized as 318.6 acres of “Vacant/Undeveloped”?  Specifically, Hardscrabble Wilderness Area, 
a Town of Mount Pleasant park would appear to be part of that “vacant” land. 

p. III.A-4: 3rd paragraph “Overall, in the Applicant’s opinion, the Proposed Development does not hinder 
the progress of the Village to achieve their goals….”  What is the Village of Briarcliff Manor’s opinion?  Is 
there correspondence from the Village confirming that the proposed project conforms to all the goals 
and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan? 

p.III.A-5: “The proposed project is Compatible with the goals of the Third Regional Plan….” Will the 
Board get independent validation of the claims of compliance with the various plans cited? 

p.III.A-7: 3rd paragraph. “…that the terms of the Countryside Declaration apply to and bind lot D(8).  The 
Applicant disagrees.”  Isn’t this DEIS meant to be in the voice of the Board, not of the Applicant?  I 
assume the Board will judge the merits of the statement and direct that it be reworded appropriately. 

p.III.A-7: 5th paragraph. “…its amendments do not define the purported “open space” limitations on lot 
D(8).”  Isn’t “open space” a commonly agreed upon definition?   
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p.III.A-8: paragraph below the quote from the deed. “The quoted provision is not contained in the deed 
from Waterhouse to Saunders.”  Mistakes happen, but that’s what a title chain is for.  It’s all in the Town 
Liber books. Sharon Saunders is a successor per the quote from the deed, is she not?  Maintaining “in 
perpetuity as open space… This restriction shall run with the land in perpetuity.” That sounds like 
forever. 

p.III.A-8: same paragraph talking about the construction of a driveway and installation of a fence.  This 
seems like a former owner perhaps violated the terms of the deed.  I guess to make things right, the 
road and fence need to be removed and the land restored to a natural state? 

p.III.A-9: 2nd paragraph. “The Applicant believes that the Association lacks standing….”  There we go 
again with language stating the Applicant’s opinion rather than stating facts or the Board’s opinion.  
Does the Board have standing? 

p.III.A-9: paragraph before “c.” “Further, the Applicant is a successor to Rosenthal.”  This seems to be 
trying to have it both ways.  Claiming successor rights here and abrogating successor responsibility with 
respect to preserving lot D(8) as open space on the previous page is contradictory at best. 

p.III.A-13: I don’t understand why R-10 Zoning is shown in the table.  Is the proposal to rezone from R-40 
to R-10 for lots 9-16 or to allow a variance from R-40 zoning specifically for the purposes of a cluster 
development? 

p.III.B-1: 1st paragraph.  The Exhibit III.B-1 Cross Sections and Photograph Key numbers do not 
correspond to the photographs shown in Exhibit III.B-2.  It is impossible to identify from the key where 
the photos were taken from.  Also, there are no photos taken from the south and west, specifically from 
140 Todd Lane or 144 Washburn Road.  I would be happy to permit access to my property to allow 
photos to be taken, or I can supply some, which show the Applicant’s property rising uphill to the east 
and north from 144 Washburn Road.  The existing service road is clearly visible as is the north-south 
ridgeline. 

p.III.B-2: Cross Sections and Exhibit III.B-1.  One or two cross sections roughly parallel to Washburn Road 
splitting the property line between 144 Washburn and the Applicant’s have been omitted which would 
more clearly illustrate the “bowl” that is created by the topography which slopes downhill north to 
south from Lots 1-5 as well as downhill west to east across 144 Washburn Road (e.g. from 140 Todd) and 
downhill east to west across the Applicant’s property with the centerline of the bowl approximately 
matching the path of the existing underground drainage pipe and surface drains.  A careful review of the 
topographic elevation lines illustrates this bowl but a cross section would help one to visualize it. 

p.III.C-1: III.C.1.a Existing conditions.  Is the existing underground storm drain that has continuous water 
flow year round considered a subsurface watercourse?   I expect that, prior to this improvement being 
installed many years ago, there was a surface watercourse running down the centerline of the above-
mentioned bowl.  The ground is frequently saturated and even has standing water after heavy rains.  
This document does not adequately meet the Scoping Document requirement to document existing 
conditions of water resources, especially with respect to seasonal variation as required on p.7 D.1.a.1, b, 
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c, and d.  I am especially concerned about failure to fully “describe any stormwater management 
facilities on-site and for the off-site vicinity.” 

p.III.C-3: Table III.C-1.  It should be noted that CsD and CrC soils identified are mostly categorized as Very 
Limited for a variety of reasons for most of the relevant applications listed.  Presumably this creates a 
greater need for storm water management.  It would also be unusual in this area to see a house without 
a basement.  Where’s all the groundwater going to collect when it percolates up in the springtime?  The 
main floor? 

p.III.C-5: It seems like there are a variety of significant challenges with respect to shallow bedrock and 
poor soils. 

p.III.C-8: Soil Limitations 1st paragraph. “This can be overcome by implementing stringent erosion control 
measures….” I proposed that you replace “can” with “shall.” 

p.III.C-8: Soil Limitations 3rd paragraph. “Seepage can be mitigated by….” Replace “can” with “shall.” 

p.III.C-10: (2) 2nd paragraph. “The SWPPP has been designed to provide a zero increase in peak runoff to 
adjacent areas and the municipal system.”  What municipal system?  There is none on Washburn Road. 

p.III.C-10: last paragraph. Cuts of 14.4 and 13.22 feet seem excessively deep, especially given the soil 
layer is only 42-48”.  That’s a lot of blasting! 

p.III.C-11: (6) “Therefore the ridgeline provisions do not apply to this site.” While there is a major 
ridgeline at elevation 440 near Stonington Drive, isn’t the north-south ridgeline that can be clearly seen 
from the vicinity of 140 Todd and 144 Washburn looking east and from the Taconic Parkway looking 
west covered by this provision? 

p.III.C-11: (7) Is it a fact or the Board’s opinion that regrading blends in? 

p.III.C-12: (11) It seems that blasting will be required for significant parts of the road construction and if 
these homes are to have footings below the minimum 48” needed to get below the frost line, even if 
they have no basements. 

p.III.C-12: (13) Do the NYSDEC regulations supersede the Town regulations or vice-versa? 

p.III.C-17: Exhibit III.C-2 Grading Plan omits one of the catch basins (CB) at the property line between Lot 
1 and 144 Washburn Road.  As drawn, the house construction will likely interrupt the drainage pipes 
that connect the catch basins.  The omitted CB is located approximately where the 275’ elevation line 
touches the north property line. 

p.III.C-18: Exhibit III.C-3 Topography of Site omits the same catch basin.  Also this better illustrates the 
extensive catch basin network that drains downhill from lots 39 and 42 through 144 Washburn Road and 
then across Washburn to the pond on the opposite side. 
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p.III.D-1: D. Flora and Fauna.  None of the fieldwork happened after dusk, so nocturnal fauna were not 
inventoried.  Sunset was 7:59 PM on August 11th, 2009 and dusk was 8:29 PM.  That’s why no deer were 
identified. 

p.III.D-4: III.D.2.a Vegetation 3rd paragraph.  I want to highlight this statement: “The most significant 
impact associated with the removal of forest area for use as a residential development is likely to be 
hydrology. … may cause flooding, erosion and habitat damage.”  Stormwater mitigation is a significant 
concern of mine and I am especially concerned that the existing conditions survey seems to have totally 
glossed over the existing drainage network that crosses my property from the Applicant’s. 

p.III.D-6: 2nd paragraph. “This method accounts for trees with a DBH of ten inches and larger.”  Table 
III.D-3 Removal of Trees with DBH Greater than 24 inches on the prior page only lists trees of 24” DBH 
and larger.   Shouldn’t this table show data for trees 10” and larger? 

p.III.D-6: Table III.D-4 is incomplete.  The Qty column is blank. 

p.III.D-8: last paragraph. “The Applicant anticipates that pesticide and fertilizer user on the proposed lots 
will be typical….”  This is a significant increase in fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide loading relative to the 
current natural state of the majority of the site.  Specific impacts of fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide 
runoff to the properties to the west and south, wetlands to the east of the parcel and especially the 
duck pond into which the existing storm drains flow are not adequately addressed per the Scoping 
Document (p.5 B.2.c). 

p.III.E-1: III.E.1. Existing Conditions fails to document the extent of the “drainage structure to its west” 
especially that it crosses the Applicants property as well as 144 Washburn Road.  Furthermore there is 
no ditch on the north side of Washburn road uphill of the basin.  There is a complete curb starting at 140 
Todd Lane and continuing past 144 Washburn Road to the basin. 

p.III.E2: 1st paragraph. “An analysis of the drainage basins was done….”  Did this analysis include all the 
existing drainage basins on 144 Washburn Road and the Applicant’s property to the north?  Apparently 
not.  One of those catch basins is not even captured on the survey maps. 

p.III.E-2: 2. Anticipated Impacts and Table IIII.E-2 Shouldn’t the proposed conservation layout be 
analyzed, not the conventional layout?. 

p.III.E-4: 3. Proposed Mitigation.  How will all the mitigations (grassed swales, plunge pools, diversion 
structures, etc.) be maintained over time such that their performance doesn’t degrade to the point of 
failure?  

p.III.E-5: Dry Wells/Infiltration Trenches. “Dwellings which do not drain directly to the detention basins 
watershed will be provided with infiltration trenches (Exhibit III.E-8)”.  

p.III.E-6: “The use of infiltrator chambers…was recommended.”  Replace “was recommended” with “is 
required.”  Similarly in the following paragraph, “could be” should be replaced with “will be” and 
“…basin could function…” with “basin shall function.” 
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p.III.E-7: Anti-tracking Apron at Site Entrance. “…vehicles will be required to wash their wheels.” What 
agency has enforcement responsibility to make sure this happens? 

p.III.E-7: Storm Drain Inlet Protection. “…inlet sediment devices should be used….” Replace “should” 
with “shall.” 

p.III.E-8: Maintenance and Inspect of Temporary Control Measures. 1. “Existing riprap…should be 
done…” Replace “should” with “shall.” 

p.III.F-1: III.F.1.a. Water Supply Existing Conditions 3rd paragraph missed a fire hydrant in front of 144 
Washburn Road. 

p.III.F-1: same paragraph. The 2” abandoned water line is what they want to jack for a much larger 
sewer line? 

p.III.F-2: (3) Connection to Village of Briarcliff Manor Water District.  What is the status and scope of 
discussions of creating a Town-wide Water district?  What if this doesn’t happen?  Shouldn’t there be a 
more detailed contingency plan? 

p.III.F-3: 2nd paragraph regarding individual wells.  What issues of septic cross-contamination might 
there be given the lack of sewers for adjacent properties?  Shouldn’t there be substantially more 
information about the well option than a single short paragraph in the event that connecting to Village 
water doesn’t happen? 

p.III.F-4: (2) Proposed Sewer System Alternative 2. “utilizes the existing pipe alignment of a water main 
abandoned….” Should indicate that the diameter of this abandoned water main is 2 inches and assess 
how likely it is that a much larger pipe will in fact be able to successfully jack under the Taconic Parkway. 

p.III.G-1: 1. Existing conditions 3rd paragraph. “The roadways in the vicinity of the site are generally 
standard widths….”  Washburn Road, Todd Lane, and the older section of Carleton Avenue are all of 
significantly substandard widths.  The Town standard for roadway width is 24 feet.  These older 
roadways are 18 feet wide or less. 

p.III.G-2: Table III.G-1 Road Descriptions.  Footnote says “Pavement on Washburn Road … at 2 locations 
is less than 18 feet.  See Appendix.”  Which Appendix?  How much less than 18 feet?  Where do these 
bottlenecks occur and what impact do they have on traffic flow and pedestrian safety? 

p.III.G-3: Traffic Volumes 2nd paragraph . “Both sources revealed a decrease in traffic from 2008 to 2009 
along Pleasantville Road….”  Perhaps the reason is not so much the economic downturn but the 
construction of the southbound 9A-Taconic flyover?  Given the economy will eventually recover, 
shouldn’t one plan for increased traffic and not take advantage of a short-term decrease in traffic 
volume when planning for future impacts? 

p.III.G-5: 2nd paragraph.  “Letters were sent ….”  The Appendices only show correspondence sent to Mt. 
Pleasant PD.  There is no evidence of correspondence with Briarcliff PD.  Also, the letter to Mt. Pleasant 
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PD did not request accident data.  Finally, the paragraph is missing information as the sentence 
fragment trails off with “The accident data from”.  

p.III.G-5: Use of Area Roads 2nd paragraph. “School buses currently travel along Washburn Road to 
access the Todd Elementary School.”  No they don’t.  The bus stop for kids on Washburn Road is at the 
intersection of Todd Lane and Carleton Ave as Washburn is too substandard for a school bus to safely 
navigate it.  The only school bus exception is that Kindergarten children are picked up at their driveways 
by a mini-bus to socialize them to riding a school bus.  Once they move up to 1st grade they walk to 
school and when they move up to the middle school they meet the bus at the corner of Todd and 
Carleton (or get mom, dad or an older sibling to drive them there or to school).  This fact is reinforced in 
the statement found the in the School Board correspondence, “Another issue to be considered is the 
fact that Todd Lane and Washburn are very narrow roads, limiting transportation options.” (Sept. 6 2007 
letter of Charles K. Trainor, Board President, Briarcliff Manor Union Free School District Board of 
Education addressed to Chas. H Sells, Inc.). 

p.III.G-6: Traffic Volumes.  Trip generation data was developed for 16 units but for what number of 
occupants?  Was the Rutgers data used?  2 drivers per house?  3?  More? 

p.III.G-6: paragraph below table III.G-3. “The trip distribution for the proposed projected traffic volumes 
was based on a worst-case scenario in which most vehicles are traveling to and from Pleasantville 
Road.”  Change “worst-case” to “likely”. 

p.III.G-6: 2nd to last paragraph. The “minimal pedestrian traffic” includes school kids walking to and from 
Todd Elementary School and to and from the bus stop at the corner of Todd Lane and Carleton Avenue. 

p.III.G-8: 3. Proposed Mitigation.  Remove “in the Application’s opinion” if this is a statement of fact. 

p.III.H-1ff: See prior discussion regarding demographics and applicability of Rutgers state-wide averaged 
data vs. more local demographic data. 

p.III.H-5: Has the Town Tax Assessment Office reviewed and vetted the provided calculations? 

p.III-I.3: paragraph below table III.I-1. “A letter has been sent to the Briarcliff Manor School District to 
evaluate the anticipate impacts of these additional students on the school district.”  Apparently the 
School District was not asked to provide demographic data to support the anticipated number of 
students to come out of the proposed development but in fact did provide a then-current 2006 study as 
well as an estimate of 35 school-age children based on that study.  See further the March 2008 study 
referenced above. 

p.III.I-4: 2nd paragraph.  Is this private or municipal solid waste pickup? 

p.III.I-4: 5 a. Existing Conditions should also list Village of Briarcliff Manor parks and facilities as these 
facilities are available to all residents of the School District. 

p.III.I-5: b. Anticipated Impacts and Mitigation. “Applicant’s opinion” twice in one paragraph. 
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p.III.J-2: Is 140 Todd Lane (located within yards of proposed Lot 1) not to be considered of historic 
significance? 

p.III.L-1: Might I propose mitigation measures to require use of ultra-clean diesel, high quality mufflers, 
and “quiet” backup alarms?  See scoping document p. 12 J.3.a and p. 13 L.2. 

p.III.L-3: Has the potential impact of ground transmission of shock waves from blasting been studied as a 
potential structural risk to the historic Washburn House at 140 Todd Lane (or my not-so-historic house 
at 144 Washburn Road and others nearby?)  See Scoping Document p.11 I.2 and 3. 

p.IV-1: 2nd paragraph.  Replace “should” with “shall” in sentences prohibiting idling and limiting activities 
to normal daytime hours. 

p.IV-1: B. Long-Term Impacts. Add to the 2nd bullet the increased risk to pedestrians, especially school 
kids walking to Todd School and the Washburn/Carleton bus stop caused by the additional traffic. 

p.V-1: B. Conventional Layout.  Does the as-of-right allow for 16 lots without steep-slope variances? I 
seem to recall it was more like 9. 

p.V-3: Table V-1.  Again, consider better local demographic sources than Rutgers such as the Briarcliff 
Board of Education commissioned studies. 

p.VIII-1: 3rd bullet. This increase in impervious surfaces will strain already sub-standard drainage 
patterns. 

Appendix B – Stormwater Management Plan 
The plan fails to take into account the pre-existing drainage conditions mentioned above. 

Appendix G – Flora and Fauna Report 
p.6: Figure 2.1-1 NYSDEC Environmental Resource Map indicates portions of the property are in a 
Wetland Checkzone.  Is this the same as the Town and State definition of a Wetland Buffer? 

p.19: Recommendation number 3 “To avoid impacts to potential Indiana Bats tree-clearing activites for 
those trees meeting…should be limited to the timeframe of November 15 to March 31.”  This 
recommendation is missing in DEIS section III.D.3.a. 

p.26: Appendix 2 – NYSDEC Correspondence recommends checking back in a year (from the date of the 
letter of April 27, 2009) to update the response with most current information. 

Appendix H – Cultural Resources Report 
p. 6: References the historic Washburn House at 140 Todd Lane.  This is omitted from section I.D.11  of 
the DEIS.  Note that the Appendix incorrectly gives the address as 140 Washburn Road; it is on Todd 
Lane. 

Local lore has it that at one time the Washburn House was used as a road house.  Cultural artifacts in the 
form of shards of glassware and pottery frequently surface in the spring as a result of frost heave along 
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the rear property line of 144 Washburn Road (adjacent to proposed Lot 1).  Apparently the Washburn 
Farm or Road House dumped their trash out back.  Some of these include partially legible inscriptions 
indicating they may have been milk bottles from the Briarcliff Dairy.  Excavation at Lot 1 may turn up 
some of these (or more significant) cultural artifacts. 

Appendix I – Test Pit & Soil Boring Results 
The map labels two test pits as TP-3.  It is unclear which one is TP-1.  The test pit and soil probe 
schedules indicate that the typical depth to rock for the majority of proposed houses is much less than 
42 inches.  It would be extremely helpful to overlay the proposed layout on this map.  Clearly proposed 
lots 3, 4 and 5 have very shallow cover – as little as 18 inches toward the top of the slope. 

Why were all the test pits dug only on the east side of the north-south ridgeline and the soil probes only 
on west side?  Isn’t this sampling incomplete? 

Appendix J – Correspondence 
No response is shown to the letter addressed to the Briarcliff Manor Volunteer Fire Department.  If the 
Fire Chief failed to respond, one would hope the Town would follow up, perhaps with the Village 
Manager, Mayor or Village Board.   

Furthermore, there is no evidence of correspondence with the Village of Briarcliff Manor Police 
Department for whom Washburn Road and Todd Lane are solely within their jurisdiction.  At the time of 
publication of the DEIS, there was also no evidence of correspondence with the Village of Briarcliff 
Manor regarding water service nor to confirm the claim of alignment with the Village Comprehensive 
Plan made on page III.A-4 of the DEIS.  The failure to fully document contact with all emergency service 
providers “in writing” and to include their response does not meet the requirements of the Scoping 
Document p.10 G.1.a. and G.2.a. 
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                Mr. Josh Tane 
        6 Fox Run Rd. 
        Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510 
        Hm. 914-944-9003  
        Wk. 914-668-0374  
         Cell 914-263-7183  
        Email: jatane@optonline.net 
 
Hon. Michael McLaughlin, Chairman  
And Members of the Planning Board 
Town of Mount Pleasant 
One Town Hall Plaza 
Valhalla, New York 10595 
 
July 26, 2010 
 
 Re: Taconic Tract DEIS 
 
As I noted at the June 21st meeting, I have prepared extensive notes in response to Taconic 
Tract’s DEIS and I hereby submit these in writing to the board.  Enclosed you will find my 
thoughts.  Pages 2 through 6 is my response specifically to the question of main road access 
through Parcel D.  Pages 7 through 11 follow with comments about the remainder of the DEIS. 
 
If the board has any questions, feel free to call or email and I’ll be happy to clarify or discuss 
further. 
 
Thanks very much for your time. 
 
 
Josh Tane 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The following is my response to Applicant’s statement in section: 
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III.-A Covenants, Restrictions and Easements in a Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, 
Restrictions and Easements Recorded in Liber 7771, Page 559 – Referred to in the Deed to Lot 
D 
Applicant makes several arguments in response to my letter to Planning Board, dated December 
8, 2008, in which I assert that Open Space restrictions placed on Lot D by Declaration of 
Countryside Subdivision bind Lot D and restrict Applicant from building Road B through it. 
 
1.  Applicant states that Countryside Subdivison’s Declaration First Amendment which detailed 
covenants, conditions, restrictions and easements was filed at time of filing of Sheet 3/Filed Map 
21511, on which Lot D is shown, and that filing date was after Lot D was sold to Mr. Richard 
Rosenthal (RR) by Briarcliff Contemporaries (BC).  But Town’s Final Plat Resolution signed and 
dated, January 5th, 1978, notes Subdivision Map, Sheets 1, 2, and 3.  As well, Subdivision 
Offering Plan of Countryside, which dates to 1982, specifically states, “Copies of Sheets Nos. 1, 2 
and 3 of the (subdivision) Map are annexed….” And, “A copy of an area map is annexed….” Thus 
Sheet 3, which clearly shows Lot D, was already drawn up long before transfer of Lot D. 
  
To further prove that Lot D was part of the original Open Space I refer again to Town’s Final Plat, 
which states, “…total amount of open space land shown on final plat is 18.35 acres.”  Applicant 
fails to address my contention that Parcel D’s inclusion is necessary to reach total acreage of 
land set aside as Open Space as defined in Town’s Final Plat.   Examining the Countryside Open 
Space tax lots proves this: 
 
 98.11-2-1  16.18 acres 
 98.11-2-28          .80 acres 
 98.11-2-24          .16 acres 
 98.11-1-1          .02 acres 
 98.11-2-47          .17 acres 
 98.11-2-59          .28 acres 
 98.11-2-58          .18 acres 
 TOTAL ACRES: 17.79 
 
Based on Sheet 3/Map 21511 legend and dimensions, my back-of-the-envelope calculations of 
Lot D roughly equal the difference of needed acreage (.56 acres) to reach the 18.35.  Since Lot D 
is included in the original deed from Cloan Corp to Syracliff dated 1979, and is outlined on the 
original subdivision maps predating filing of Sheet 3, it was clearly part of the original 18.35 Open 
Space acreage and was governed by the restrictions and covenants, its current ownership 
notwithstanding. 
 
Further along in DEIS, Applicant argues that the Common Area restrictions apply to all real 
property owned by Countryside Residents Association and since the Association no longer owns 
Lot D and its members no longer have any right of access to or use of it then it is not subject to 
the restrictions on Common Areas.  I have just established that Lot D was indeed once part of 
original Open Space acreage and thus still governed by the restrictions.  In support, I cite case 
history, NY Court of Appeals, O’Mara v. Town of Wappinger, 2007 WL 3375579 (11/15/2007).  In 
this case, a builder purchased land governed by an open space restriction recorded on the town’s 
final plat.  Unaware of the restrictions, the purchaser built a home, which the town eventually 
forced purchaser to tear down.  The NY Court of Appeals ruled that, “An open space restriction 
placed on a final plat pursuant to Town Law § 276, when filed in the Office of the County 
Clerk pursuant to Real Property Law § 334, is enforceable against a subsequent 
purchaser.” 
 
2. Applicant does not state specifically but infers that perhaps RR wasn’t aware of restrictions 
placed on Lot D.  But Lot D deed specifically states that it is subject to Declaration as recorded 
June, 24th, 1982 in Liber 7771, cp 559 and any amendments thereto.  This Declaration clearly 
spells out open space restrictions.  And said declaration was indeed amended with filing of Map 
3.  The fact that Map 3 and Amendment was filed after transfer of Lot D has no standing because 
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Lot D’s deed binds it to the amendment.  Furthermore, Map 3 defines Lot D as “ROSENTHAL 
OPEN SPACE” and such description should further reinforce RR’s desire to maintain Lot D in its 
natural state, just as all other Association Open Spaces would be preserved. 
 
To further prove that RR was aware of restrictions, I again direct the board to the deed to Lot D 
which specifically prohibits “…construction, improvements, or alterations….in perpetuity….”  
Additionally, RR purchased from BC four (4) building lots adjacent to Lot D nearly two years 
earlier, June 24th, 1982 (see Liber 7773 page 216).  These wooded lots were part of the 
Countryside Subdivision.  A section of the deed states: 
  
 Grantor Hereby aggress that the premises herein conveyed will not be subdivided 
 into more than four (4) lots.  In the event of such subdivision, it is covenanted and 
 agreed that the said premises will be subject to the terms of a “Declaration of 
 Covenants, Conditions, Restrictions and Easements” set forth in an indenture  dated 
June 21, 1982 and recorded in the Westchester County Clerk’s Office in  Liber 7771 cp 559…. 
 
Thus RR was well aware of all open space restrictions on record when he subsequently 
purchased Lot D. 
 
3.  Applicant states “Countryside Declaration #1 does not define ‘open space’….” But Article I, 
Definitions, Section 4 of said Declaration states: “ ‘Common Area’ shall mean all real property 
owned by the Association for the common use and enjoyment of the members of the 
Association.” Subdivision Offering Plan, page 3, states, “All of the Association Open Space is 
referred to herein as the ‘Common Area’.”  Clearly, “Common Area” and “Open Space” are one in 
the same.  Furthermore, Applicant omits any mention of Town’s Final Plat resolution, which 
specifically uses the term “open space” and that such space “…will remain as open permanently 
undeveloped land….”   
 
4.  Concerning Open Space Restriction in Deed Covering Lot D (8):  
Applicant points out that stated provision was not contained in the deed from Waterhouse to 
Saunders.  Is Applicant implying that since provision wasn’t in his deed then it doesn’t apply?  
Sorry. The stated provision specifically applies to all “successors and assigns”; and, the 
restriction outlined in the deed “…shall run with the land in perpetuity.” Applicant might want to 
complain to the company that conducted his title search when he purchased the property but the 
omission has no standing here. 
 
5. Applicant claims that subsequent to conveyance of Lot D to RR, filing of Sheet 3, etc., a 
driveway was constructed from another lot owned by RR, across Lot D to Carleton Avenue and 
implies that this vitiates the restriction.  But Applicant offers no maps, photos, drawing, plans, or 
any other proof to support the alleged date of driveway construction.  It is entirely possible that 
driveway predated RR’s purchase of Lot D.   
 
My dispute of chronology notwithstanding Applicant states: 
 
 “To the Applicant’s knowledge, there was never any objection to the  
 improvements by any third parties.” 
 
This is a very subjective statement by Applicant. 
 
But let us go on assumption Applicant is correct concerning chronology of driveway construction. 
At time of transfer of Lot D, developers of Countryside, Syracliff, Inc., the Sponsors, were in all 
likelihood still the majority shareholders as most of the subdivision lots had not yet been sold and 
so the Sponsors may have “voted” to “approve” the driveway and this might account for no 
“objection” found by Applicant.  In addition, RR had a joint business venture with Syracliff in that 
they co-owned one of the houses being built as part of Countryside.  This house sits directly 
opposite of Lot D.  Clearly, there was a friendly relationship between the two parties. 
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Again, granting Applicant might be correct in chronology, the mere fact of RR building a 
secondary, private service driveway that has had only occasional use should not entitle Applicant 
to build a much wider, public street through the designated Open Space and violate the Open 
Space restrictions.  
 
6.  Utility Easement.  Applicant points to language in a utility easement in deed to Lot D stating 
that after Town performs any work within easement bounds it must “restore the surface and 
grade…and any pavement, curbs…and any other improvements….” Applicant seems to be 
arguing that a road in the Open Space would be permitted given language of easement and 
claims such improvements, pavement (ie. roads) would be anticipated and not be inconsistent 
with Open Space prohibition.  But utility easement’s metes and bounds are very narrow and cover 
a small area within Lot D, which, in fact, a survey may show actually might encompass the 
existing access driveway.  If so, easement’s language regarding restoration of pavement may be 
directly referring to the driveway having to be restored should it be disturbed during any utility 
work. This would give further credence to my driveway construction chronology argument 
discussed earlier.  If the easement does not directly refer to the driveway, then I would argue that 
the language might have just been standard for a utility easement intended to cover any and all 
situations. 
  
7. Applicant maintains members of Countryside have no standing to object to proposed Road B 
connection.   My earlier arguments should cover this. Since Lot D was once part of and governed 
by Open Space restrictions as benefitting members of Countryside then those members have 
every right to object. Additionally, the Appeals Court case cited earlier makes it clear that even if 
the members of Countryside didn’t object, the Open Space restrictions are enforceable against all 
subsequent purchasers by their very nature of being filed and recorded. And, because the Final 
Plat Resolution is a Town document and not a private document, the Town itself has standing to 
object. 
 
Applicant further claims that RR’s deed does not name any third party beneficiary with right to 
enforce its provisions.   I contend that no third party need be named since restrictions apply to all 
successors and assigns and runs with the land in perpetuity.  
 
ADDITIONAL NOTES/THOUGHTS: 
 
In the DEIS applicant does not propose any alternative should access through parcel D be 
denied.  I would like to make the board aware of a verbal statement made by Andrew Saunders 
concerning such an alternative: 
 
On July 19, 2009, Mr. Saunders invited a few select neighbors, myself included, to his home for 
an informational session.  Mr. Saunders recorded the meeting and invited me to do the same.  
During this meeting, Mr. Saunders laid out his plan for Taconic Tract, complete with maps and 
drawings, explaining his intentions and progress. 
 
I asked him what he would do if he were not permitted to build the main access road through 
Parcel D.  He offered that he had a back-up plan: that being the purchase of additional land, 
contiguous with his own, through which he would then build his access road.  He targeted three 
areas that might afford him do this: 
 
1. The Countryside Residents Open Space sitting between Fox Run Rd and Briars Corners.  This 
runs from Carleton east to Section 98.11, Block 2, Tax Lot 37, and belonging to Taconic Tract.  
Mr. Saunders realizes that the chance of Countryside selling this is very slim. 
 
2. The property at #17 Carleton Ave. This house has been on and off the market for several years 
although I do not know its current status.  The northern most sliver of Mr. Saunders’ property just 
touches the southeastern edge of this property’s backyard.  Mr. Saunders proposed razing the 
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house and then building the access road.  I’m not sure there would be enough clearance to build 
a road here either on the existing property or once it would enter Mr. Saunders’ property.   
 
3. The Fader residence at #2 Fox Run Rd.  This house fronts Carleton with its driveway on Fox 
Run.  It borders the eastern edge of Parcel D and its backyard borders Mr. Saunders’ property.  
Again, Mr. Saunders would raze the house and build his access road.  The residence is 
technically in Fox Run, a cul-de-sac, although I believe Mr. Saunders would build the access road 
from Carleton rather than from Fox Run.  He believes the owner would be motivated and tempted 
to sell, as she is a divorced, single mother whose children are now off in college.  To my 
knowledge the house is not currently for sale.   
 
I do not know what the town’s rules are concerning the knocking down of residences for private 
road construction.  I’d like the board’s opinion on whether this might be legal, viable and 
permissible.  I do believe that a cul-de-sac cannot be altered so that it is no longer a cul-de-sac 
so this might affect the razing of #2 Fox Run.  At the very least, I think the board might have an 
opinion on this back-up plan as it might affect the surrounding residences and the environmental 
impact.  And I feel the DEIS is not complete if it does not reflect all of Taconic Tract’s intentions, 
plans and alternatives it might be considering.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments on Taconic Tract Development DEIS 
 
 
I.-B. 1st par. Mentions (iii) (referred to as Lot 17 on Subdivision Plan) but no such lot exists on 
plans, only lots 1-16. 



6 
 

 
I.-B. 4th par: cites Appendix A: Conventional & Conservation Layout Plans.  But Appendix A 
instead a SEQR doc.  The plan appendices are L. 
 
I.-C Required Approvals: Table I-1.  Village of Briarcliff Manor is listed only as pertaining to 
Extension of Water Service.  Applicant fails to note Village’s jurisdiction and authority over other 
aspects of project, specifically the portion of Washburn Road at the proposed gated entrance to 
Site.  As noted in letter from Village to Planning Board, dated January 14th, 2009 (copy attached) 
the Village has specific approval authority for any “…curb cut for access to Washburn Road, a 
road opening permit for installation of a sewer line…” as well as connection to water supply.  And 
I would believe that any required and/or proposed alteration and widening of Washburn Road 
would also need Village approval.   
 
I.-D. 2. Visual Resources: Homes abutting Project Site to the north have at least partial views of 
some of the 16 residences clustered.  Really?  Partial views?  I would suggest that views will be 
more than partial.  How does applicant insure only partial views?  Will trees between existing 
homes remain?  This is a subjective opinion.  Views would change per season. 
 
I.-D. 3. 2nd par. cites Steep Slope Plan - Conventional Layout in Appendix D.  But Appen D. is 
"Water and Sewer Plans".  Steep slopes are App. F. 
 
I.-D. 4. 2nd par.  "reforestation plan" in Appendix E.   While the list shows which trees remain, it 
doesn't tell us where these trees are?  This affects item I.-D. 2 above (views of abutting homes).  
Shouldn't tree survey pinpoint location of trees to be removed and those to remain? 
 
I.-D. 5. 3rd par. “…no more than 5 acres disturbed at any one time. …structural and vegetative 
measures used during construction….” How will all of this be verified? Do town personnel 
supervise this? 
 
I.-D. 7. 6th par. (Water and Sanitary Service Demands): village can only supply water if a water 
district is formed in Mt. Pleasant but applicant does not detail how district will be formed, status of 
formation, plans for formation, etc.  Perhaps the most important issue yet very little is mentioned 
about this.  Water district cannot be formed without a majority of residences’ approval.  It is my 
understanding that Taconic could not form its own water district but would have to be part of a 
larger Town of Mt. Pleasant Water District consisting of existing customers who reside outside the 
Village of Briarcliff Manor.  
 
I.-D. 8. Traffic and Transportation.  2nd par.  Once again, appendices citing is incorrect, notes B as 
traffic when it’s appendix C.  Why was there no traffic study of Washburn Road?! 
 
I.-D. 8. 3rd par.  “…the southbound approach on Pleasantville Road to Todd Lane.”  Hunh?  
Pleasantville road runs east and west at this intersection so how can there be a “southbound” 
approach on this street?  Furthermore, the letters associated with level of service (A, C, D, etc.) 
are not defined.  What do those letters mean? 
 
I.-D. 9. “…result in an increase of 51 persons….”  I would disagree.  I would point to the Rosecliff 
development in Briarcliff.  This was initially built for and marketed to empty nesters but as they 
have sold and moved out, their homes have tended to be bought by young families with school-
aged children.   
(mention this in II. B empty nester, etc. 
 
 
I.-D. 10.  All structures would have sprinklers.  Is this fact added into water usage calculations? 
 
I.-D. 10. “schools”: “units to be marketed to empty nester couples.”  Applicant shows no 
comparable dwellings in BM purchased by empty nesters to support this.   
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I.-D. 12. “failed conditions at critical intersections.”  What exactly does this mean?  Can this be 
further defined? 
 
I.-D. 13. 3rd par. Construction hours 8am-6pm.  I would expect that morning construction traffic 
would be at its peak at the beginning of the day.  This directly conflicts with school bus pickups on 
Carleton.  Applicant does not suggest any way to mitigate traffic build-up caused by large trucks 
interfering with school bus stops.  
 Blasting: “…limited to those areas requiring rock removal of greater than four feet in 
depth.”  Shouldn’t we know those areas now? And shouldn’t they be specifically listed?   
 
II.-B.1. “Project Purpose and Need”  Applicant feels project would satisfy need and desire of 
empty nesters to “downsize” to low-maintenance housing within the town and area they already 
live.  To this, planning board should note site’s very close proximity to Taconic Pkwy, which 
borders site.  Board should consider noise level from parkway, which can be excessively loud, 
and also should note that cluster homes of project (which Applicant states would be preferred by 
empty nesters) will be closer to parkway than most of the single family homes.  I would think 
empty nesters are particularly susceptible to road noise and would shy away from moving to a 
new home that was subject to loud highway noise levels. 
 
“The Applicant has proposed that an existing paved path system be modified and updated for use 
by project residents as a passive recreation component.”  But this path system is not shown on 
either site plan.   
    
III.-A. Covenants, Easements and Restrictions: 
 2nd par. Filed Map 19584 is in Appendix N but that is not clear, I see no map with that 
number. 
 
III.-A.1.c. Proposed Mitigation: “The Proposed Action includes buffer area and landscaping….” 
Where is this buffer and landscaping?  Between new homes and existing homes bordering 
property?  Or only between new homes and Taconic Parkway.  According to plan, it seems most 
trees between new homes and homes on Fox Run will be removed. 
 
III.-B. Exibits III.B-2 Photographs.  Titles and description do not correspond to numbered 
photographs accompanying this section.  
Photo F: “View from Fox Run Road to lot-6” is missing. 
Photo G: “Aerial photo from Fox Run to the proposed site” is missing. 
 
III.-B. 2. Anticipated Impacts.  Applicant states existing trees in areas between off-site homes and 
site homes will remain.  But according to site plan, it seems these trees will need to be cut down 
to make way for Roads B and C.  “In Applicant’s opinion, there are no significant adverse impacts 
to visual resources anticipated.” I beg to differ and would hope that the Board would not accept 
the Applicant’s opinion as fact but rather make their own assessment.  I invite Planning Board to 
come stand in my backyard and look at the project site to see anticipated visual impacts.   
 
III.-C. 1. C. Blasting.  Is there a minimum distance from existing neighboring residences that 
blasting can occur?  What remedies will there be should any blasting disturb neighboring 
foundations or result in any exterior or interior damage to neighboring residences? 
 
III.-D. 1. b. Wildlife.  No mention of deer.  I have observed many deer on site property during 
every season.   
 
III.-D. 3. “Applicant anticipates that pesticide and fertilizer use on …lots will be typical….”  Should 
Applicant need to resort to wells to provide water to each residence, what would impact be on 
well-water of pesticide and fertilizer use? 
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III.-E. 3. Proposed Mitigation. Anti-tracking Apron at Site Entrance.  “During muddy conditions, 
drivers of construction vehicles will be required to wash their wheels before exiting the site.”  
Specifically, at Carleton Ave entrance, where will run-off from wheel washing go?   
 
III.-F. 1. Same (3) Connection to Village Water Supply.  Applicant states Village and Town are in 
discussion about creation of Water District.  It is my understanding that discussions are on hold 
and formation of any district is not in the works.   
 
 c. Proposed Mitigation, second paragraph.  “If an agreement cannot be reached at the 
time of construction….”  Shouldn’t this issue be resolved way before “time of construction?”  Isn’t 
that way too late in the game?  As the Planning Board has mentioned several times, water source 
is the most important factor in this project yet Applicant is not sure of water source. Furthermore 
there is nothing detailing depth of wells, how wells would be connected to homes, no specifics 
whatsoever about wells. 
 
 Applicant tested one existing well.  Where are these results appended?  While there 
would be 16 individual wells, isn’t all water essentially from same source/aquifer?  Wouldn’t water 
usage of 16 homes then impact gpm and decrease available water supply? 
 
 Wells would need approval and certification from Department Of Health yet this step and 
procedures for approval are not noted here. 
 
III.-F. 2. Sanitary Sewage b. Anticipated Impacts (2) Proposed Sewer System. In earlier 
paragraphs Applicant notes existing conditions of surrounding residences that are on Town sewer 
system use 8” gravity lines.  But here Applicant does not describe proposed size of sewer lines in 
project site. Would these be 8”?  4”?   
And, then in Alternative 2, Applicant proposes using existing water main under Taconic.  But this 
main is 2”.  Is Applicant proposing using this small main?  Wouldn’t site’s 16 mains (8” or 4”) 
running into a 2” main present complications?  What is the feasibility of this proposal?  And, has 
Village of Briarcliff Manor consented to use of existing main or approved viability of its use for 
sewer purposes?  
 (3) Growth Potential.  …”properties situate(d) north of the intersection of proposed Road 
A with Washburn Road….  This area encompasses approximately 18 existing properties….” But 
this geographic area described is the new site project that currently has no existing properties.  
This description makes no sense.    
 c. Proposed Mitigation.  “There will be the possibility of a gravity feed for sanitary sewer 
to the public connections on Carleton Avenue.”  Where on Carleton?  At the earlier described 
“northwest of the intersection of Briars Corner and Carleton?”  How would proposed site 
connection get to this existing connection?  Through existing residences’ property?  Along 
proposed Road B?  Elevation between aforementioned connection and project site is higher than 
project site.  How would a gravity fed connection surmount elevation obstacle?  Shouldn’t this 
proposed mitigation have much more detail? 
 
III.-G. Traffic and Transportation.  In this section Applicant states primary access to subdivision 
will be through new access road, “Road A” from Carleton Avenue.  But in section I-8 as well as on 
all plans appended and in Exhibits in this section, such road is listed as “Road B.”  And in the 
Appendix C figure 10, etc. roads are listed a third way AA, BB and CC.  So, which is it?  Applicant 
further states here that subdivision will also contain another proposed access road, “Road B” 
located to the east of Road A.  Is Applicant actually referring to Road C as shown on map?  There 
seems to be a lot of errors here rendering this opening paragraph misleading and useless. 
 Study areas Exibit III.G-1: Why has Applicant omitted intersection of Todd Lane and 
Carleton Ave from study?  Applicant describes intersection in par. 9 but neglects to study it.  
There is no stop sign here and this is somewhat of a blind intersection in that cars coming from 
the south on Todd wishing to turn left onto Carleton have very limited sight distance to the east.  
This is a relatively heavily trafficked intersection, which would gain much additional traffic from all 
project site residents wishing to access Pleasantville Road.  They would undoubtedly leave 
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project south to Washburn, head west on Washburn to Todd, then continue left on Todd to 
Pleasantville Road.  Additionally, if they wanted to access 9A north, they would also pass through 
this intersection. 
 
III.-G.1 par. 2:  “…roadways in the vicinity…with standard lane markings for two lane roads.”  This 
is not accurate.  Two-lane yellow line markings are on only one section of Carleton, from its 
intersection with Todd to Stonington.  There are two other very short (25 feet or so) markings on 
Todd on either side of its intersection with Carleton. Is there another type of two-lane road 
marking Applicant is referring to?   
 par. 8: “…intersection is controlled by a stop sign….” Incorrect.  There is no stop sign at 
this intersection although there should be.  In the summer months, during full foliage, cars exiting 
9A to turn on to Carleton cannot see cars driving south on Carleton without slowly “creeping” out 
onto Carleton. 
 par. 13: study times were 7:30-8:30 AM, and 5:00 PM and 6:00 PM according to 
Applicant because these times are when the greatest amount of trips would be generated by 
project.  But I submit that study times should be broadened.  I refer Board to our submission 
dated April 20, 2009, by Adler Consulting requesting traffic study hours be 7:00 AM – 9:30 AM for 
this more accurately reflects when people head to work as well as school, and 2:00 PM to 6:30 
PM.  
 “use of area roads” par. Applicant fails to note two bus stops on either side 
of Project entrance at Carleton.  One bus stop is at Doxbury and Carleton and the other is at Fox 
Run and Carleton.  Busses stop here four times a day: approx. 7:15 AM, 8:00 AM, 2:45 PM, 3:15 
PM.  Applicant notes that construction traffic and deliveries would directly conflict with these 
times. 
 It should further be noted that children from the site who need bus service would most 
likely have to travel by car to the existing bus stop at Carleton and Doxbury which would be just 
west of the project entrance since busses are prohibited from entering private developments.  
Thus, all children from site would have to be driven to this bus stop and this would result in an 
extra increase in car traffic at the site entrance by residents who would then have to use Doxbury 
or Fox Run Rd. as a turnaround to return to site entrance. 
 
III.-G.2. Anticipate Impacts par 2: “…cutting back slope…along east side of Washburn….”  But 
Washburn has either or north or south side as it runs east and west so this description makes no 
sense.  Furthermore, any road alteration proposed here would require approval of Village of 
Briarcliff Manor.  Applicant does not offer alternative if no approval is granted. 
  
 “Traffic Volumes” paragraph 2: States that Table III.G-2 shows trip generation but this 
notation is incorrect.  It is Table III.G-3. 
 
III.-G.3. Proposed Mitigation.  The Applicant says increased volume will not, in Applicant’s 
opinion, significantly impact traffic conditions at the study area intersections….”  Applicant should 
not be offering an opinion if this is supposed to be factual.  In fact, I would argue that an increase 
of upwards of 30-35 cars possibly exiting and entering the site at Carleton Ave would have a 
significant impact.  Exhibits III. G-9 &10 (2011 Build AM & PM Traffic Volumes): The low numbers 
of vehicle estimated to be entering and leaving project site at main entrance (Carleton and Road 
B) during AM and PM seems very low (7 and 4 respectively) given that there will be at a minimum 
32 cars on site.  This cannot be possible and seems skewed artificially low. 
 
 I encourage Board to review Traffic Study comments and request submitted by Adler 
Consulting on April 20, 2009, and compare this with study in DEIS.  Adler comments seem more 
thorough and, if Applicant follows them, may yield more information than Applicant’s study. 
 
III.-I. 3. Schools.  Applicant predicts 9 school age children but this estimate seems to ignore the 
correspondence received from the Board of Education, which estimates 2.2 children per home.  
This would result in 35 students and if only 8 homes are inhabited by empty-nesters then result 
would still be 17.6 new students.  Applicant further ignores school’s prediction of a possible new 
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teacher and increase in bussing. 
 
III.-J. 1. a. references stone walls surrounding the site property.  Would like to see assurance that 
Applicant will not disturb stone walls as they sit on border of neighboring existing residences and 
provide some limited visual barrier. 
 
III.-J. 2. Anticipated Impacts. Affect of project on Taconic Pkwy.  States Parkway will be visually 
affected.  Appendix H notes Parkway is listed on National Register of Historic Places and that 
project will visually impact Parkway and states that impacts could be reduced by plantings.  But in 
Exhibit III.B-3 Visualization B shows superimposed view of houses when looking west from 
Parkway.  These houses are clearly in view of Parkway so one would assume this schematic 
would be in violation of Historic Designation. 
 
III.-L. 2. Construction limited to 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM, Mondays through Saturdays.  Can this be 
modified to have a later start time on Saturdays?  How is this construction schedule monitored?  
Who do we complain to if violated? 
 
V.-A. Alternatives, No Action.  An “increase in housing stock of the town” is not necessarily a 
benefit.  This is really an opinion of the Applicant, no?   
 
Exhibit V-3 Reduced Impact Layout.  This layout shows no houses or lots.  Is that an error? 
 
VIII.  Third bullet.  What protection will there be for neighboring properties against flooding and 
excessive runoff due to this increase in impervious surfaces?  Board should note the increase in 
severe flooding throughout Westchester County in the last several years due to the increase in 
intensity of storms vis a vis the decrease in pervious surfaces needed to absorb runoff.   
 
Additional notes: No mention of cable or telephone services.  One would assume they would be 
available but where would hook-ups be?  Would they originate on Carleton or Washburn and how 
would they travel into site? 



Project Description: 
 

1. Page II-3 – 1st ¶ - What is the source of water for the on-site irrigation system? 
 

2. Page II-3 – 7th ¶ - The narrative indicates that “standard sized lots” are proposed 
utilizing clustering provisions. Isn’t the intent of the cluster concept to abandon 
standard sized lots in favor of flexibly configured lots, which achieve the goals of 
preserving open space and protecting sensitive environmental features? 
Additionally, the creation of an “intimate setting” should not be identified as a 
goal of the cluster subdivision. The cluster subdivision process should not be 
used to by-pass existing zoning controls for marketing purposes, but as noted 
above, to preserve open space and the site’s sensitive environmental features. 

 
3. Page II-3 – 7th ¶ - It is noted that the units will not be age restricted, but will 

there be any restrictions on the number of occupants (thereby assuring that the 
“empty nester” goal is achieved). 

 
4. Page II-4 – 2nd ¶ - Does the applicant intend to address any green building 

standards or seek LEED certification, such as the two applicable categories of 
LEED for Homes, or LEED for Neighborhood Development? Such a green 
building commitment is recommended. 

 
5. Page II-5 – 4th ¶ - The Purpose & Need section addresses only the empty nester, 

age targeted nature of the project. As the project will not incorporate any 
specific age restrictions to guarantee that those purposes and needs are met, 
identify any other “purposes & needs” addressed by the project. 

 
6. Page II-6 – 6 – 5th ¶ - Similar to comment #5 above, as the project is not 

specifically age restricted, what benefits exist to prospective home buyers who 
are not age 55 or above? 

 
Land Use & Zoning: 
 

7. Page III.A-2 – 2nd ¶ - The projects land use impact is not fully established. The 
change from a “previously disturbed wooded landscape” to a residential 
subdivision, does not adequately describe the unique and unconventional 
character of the proposed subdivision. The proposed cluster plan is a hybrid, 
consisting of elements of a conventional single-family residential subdivision 
with elements of an attached townhouse residential development. The land use 
survey presented in the DEIS makes no reference to any such land use type 
within the vicinity of the site. The uncharacteristic project design is clearly 
inconsistent with the land use character of the surrounding area, and as such, 
was not adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

 
8. Page III.A-3  - 1st full ¶ - Further documentation and justification is required to 

substantiate the reference in the DEIS that the project provides “…a break in 
what to some is becoming the monotonous pattern of residential design, both in 
type of dwelling and type of neighborhood.” 

 



9. Page III.A-6 – 2nd ¶ - The DEIS states that the perpetual right of ingress and 
egress over lots E & F will not be used for access to the subdivision. It is not 
clear how the configuration of the subdivision (the placement of homes, etc.) 
would impact the intent of that right of access (if at all). This point should be 
clarified. Why would the easement be allowed to remain intact if it provides no 
benefit?  

 
10. Page III.A-6 – 3rd ¶ - Same comment as #9 above regarding the access easement. 

 
11.  Page III.A-6 – 4th  ¶ - Clarify is any other proposed subdivision features (i.e. 

homes, driveways or other improvements) would be located on or in the vicinity 
of the utility easement.   

 
12. III.A-7 – 5th ¶ - While the Countryside Declaration #1 may not specifically define 

open space, the open space it is intended to reference may be defined 
elsewhere, such as on the original Countryside subdivision plat or associated 
improvement plans. This issue should be further researched.  

 
13. III.A-8 – 4th ¶ - Concerning the open space restriction on Lot D (8), it is not clear 

that simply because a driveway was previously constructed, it was done so 
legally. The driveway may have violated the open space restriction as well. This 
issue requires further evaluation. 

 
14. III.A-9 – 2nd ¶ - While the association may lack standing to object to the open 

space provision, the issue has merit, and bears on the subdivision plan. The 
concern should be more fully investigated. 

 
15. III.A-9 – 4th ¶ - While certain property owners may be bound by a covenant 

requiring “full and complete cooperation” with this subdivision, the Planning 
Board is bound by no such way. Any legal issues raised during the course of 
the public review of the DEIS must be addressed to the satisfaction of the Lead 
Agency. 

 
16. III.A-9 – Last ¶ - It is not clear, based on the absence of any analysis, how the 

conclusion that the land use of the project (townhouses and attached single-
family homes) is consistent with the area, when no such housing types exists in 
the vicinity of the project site.   

 
17. III.A-14 – The discussion of the anticipated zoning impacts should address how 

attached single family homes and/or townhouses are addressed in the zoning 
ordinance, and if in fact, such unit types are permitted.  

 
Visual Resources: 
 

18. III.B-1 – 2nd ¶ - Explain more fully how the architecture of the proposed 
townhouses will “coordinate” with the existing adjacent residential 
neighborhood. 

 
19. III.B-3 – 4th full ¶ - It is not clear that the architectural style of the proposed 

townhouses is consistent with the surrounding area. The housing style may in 



fact conflict with the existing character of the well established detached single 
family residential neighborhood, and as such should be addressed accordingly 
as a project impact.   

 
If necessary, architectural design mitigation measures or other measures, such 
as project modifications, may have to be established in the project Findings or 
via plan revisions, in order to properly mitigate this potential impact. Additional 
documentation is required to establish the significance of this potential impact.  
 

Soils, Topography & Steep Slopes: 
 

20. III.C-5 – 2nd full ¶ - This paragraph concludes that the predominant soil types 
(Chatfield/Charlton) are primarily limited due to slopes and bedrock. According 
to Table III.C-1, they are also very limited regarding seepage. This is important 
given the disturbance in these soil areas for proposed drainage facilities (0.27 
acres). This impact should be more fully addressed. 

  
21. III.C-10 - #4 – The 14.4’ cut required for Road B, and the 13.2’ cut required for 

Road C appear excessive, and clearly do not follow the “natural topography to 
the greatest extent possible” as required in the steep slope ordinance. 

 
Options to minimize road cut and perhaps adjust the grading or configuration 
of lots should be explored. 
 

22. III.C-11 - #6 – While it is acknowledged that the highest elevation of the site is 
380’ (60 feet below the ridgeline to the north), clarify that no development 
activity, including grading, home construction, etc. would result in 
improvements that extend up above the 440’ elevation of the ridgeline.  

 
23.  III.C-11 - #7 – The statement that the proposed grading plan blends into the 

contours of the site appears to be at odds with the amount of cut and fill 
required to accommodate the proposed action. 

 
24. III.C-11 - #9 – Provide a summary of the extent of required retaining walls – 

total lineal feet, location of walls, height of walls, etc. 
 

25. III.C-12 - #10 – The response does not indicate if the cut and fill slopes meet the 
setback standards. 

 
26.  III.C-14 - #21 – How does the applicant propose to guarantee that specific 

house types (i.e. split/stepped levels, garage under or walkout basements) – 
which are discussed as specific mitigation measures – are actually constructed 
by the purchasers of the lots in question? 

 
27. III.C-14 – #22 – This response must be clarified. Are all proposed improvements 

located within areas of the site that have been previously disturbed and 
improved? The response suggests that this is the case. 

 



28. III.C-15 - As noted in #21 above, excessive cuts (10,300 cubic yards) as 
presently proposed, require adjustments to the proposed action, or extensive 
mitigation measures, which are not addressed in the mitigation section.   

 
29. Exhibit III.C-2 – Excessive grading along Lots 12, 13 & 14 represents a concern 

warranting the implementation of mitigation, including site grading or 
substantial layout adjustments. 

 
Flora & Fauna: 
 

30. III.D-3 – 4th full ¶ - Clarify if the list of species observed represents actual 
animal observations or observations of evidence (i.e. nests, scat, etc.) 

 
31. III.D-4 – 2nd ¶ - Provide the sizes of the 491 trees to be removed. 

 
32. III.D-6 – Table III.D-4 – Some general description of how the proposed plantings 

will be utilized and located on the site is required.  
 
Surface Water Resources & Stormwater Management: 
 

33. III.E-1 – 5th ¶ - The high point of the site identified in this section (415’) is 
inconsistent with the high point identified on page III.C-11 (380’). This is an 
important piece of existing site data to correct as it may impact the potential for 
the project to affect the ridgeline.  

 
34. III.E-5 – Will the grassed swales be located on individual private lots? If so, how 

can their continued maintenance be assured? 
 

35. III.E-5 – Exhibit III.E-1 was not included. 
 

36. III.E-5 – 1st ¶ - Provide back-up documentation on how the water demand was 
established. 

 
Utilities: 
 

37. III.F-2 – Appendix D could not be located. 
 

38. III.F-2 - #3 – The issues (and limitations) associated with the potential 
connection to the Briarcliff Manor Water District must be more fully 
documented. 

 
39. III.F-3 – 2nd ¶ - If the installation of wells may be necessary, a more fully 

developed discussion of the potential impacts of installing the wells should be 
provided, including such issues as potential draw down impacts on 
surrounding wells.  

 
40. III.F-4 – 3rd ¶ - How was the lawn irrigation system water demand of 27,026 gpd 

calculated? Is this figure based on existing irrigation rates? 
 



41. III.F-4 – The comparisons of the two sewer alternatives should include factors 
such as amounts of grading, cut & fill, tree removal, etc. 

 
42. III.F-5 – 1st ¶ - Is sufficient capacity available in the County Trunk Sewer Main 

to accommodate the additional 18 homes? 
 
Traffic & Transportation: 
 

43. III.G-1 – 1st ¶ - Has the 0.07 acre Saunders parcel been acquired yet? If this 
acquisition does not occur, how would access to the site be modified? 

 
44. III.G-1 – 1st ¶ - Why is it that Road B is indicated to provide access to only seven 

single-family dwellings? First, it appears that only 3 lots front on Road B. 
Additionally, Roads A & B intersect, and as such provide access to all of the 
proposed lots on both roads. 

 
45. III.G-1 – 3rd ¶ - Provide the dimensions of the roads that are described as 

“standard width.” 
 

46. III.G-1 – 4th¶ - Identify the governmental jurisdictions of Route 100 and 
Pleasantville Road. 

 
47. III-G-1 - 6th ¶ - Define a “Local/Urban/Road.” 

 
48. III.G-2 – Table III.G-1 – Identify the location from which sight distance 

measurements were taken. 
 

49. III.G-3 – 6th ¶ - Provide the dates and days of the week when the manual and 
ATR traffic counts were conducted. 

 
50. III.G-4 – 1st full ¶ - This paragraph is written to suggest that the LOS C at the 

south bound approach to Todd Lane is the worst operating condition in the 
study area. Table III.G-2 indicates that the westbound approach to Carleton 
Avenue operates at LOS D. 

 
51. III.G-5 – 2nd ¶ - This paragraph is incomplete. Provide accident documentation 

from the Mt. Pleasant and Village of Briarcliff Manor Police Departments. 
 

52. III.G-5-6 – 6th ¶ - The discussion of improving the sight distance at the new 
access road on Washburn Road – eastbound. How much grading is required? 
Will materials be removed? How many cubic yards? Define tree removal. What 
additional work can be done to improve sight distances beyond the 240’ 
minimum distance? 

 
53. III.G-6 – 1st full ¶ - Does the trip generation rate for single family homes apply 

to the attached townhouse units proposed for this project? 
 

54. III.G-6 – The trip distribution figure presented in Exhibit III,.G-6 & III.G-7 are in 
percentages, while in III.G-8 it is presented in actual trip numbers. Convert 
III.G-8 to percentages. 



 
55. III.G-6 – 4th ¶ - The rationale for the trip distribution assignments presented in 

Exhibit III.G6-8 should be further supported. Given the sites central location, 
obvious trip routes are not apparent. The prevalence of trips toward Todd Lane 
should be further documented.  

 
56. III.G-7 – 3rd full ¶ - Clarify what is meant by “additional mitigation measures are 

beyond the scope of the project.” Does this mean geographically? Financially? 
 
 
 
Socio-Economic/Fiscal: 
 

57. III.H-3 – 1st ¶ - This paragraph indicates that “for worst-case projection 
purposes, it has been assumed that all units would have market rate 
characteristics,” yet the empty nester population projection is utilized resulting 
in a total project population of 51 residents rather than 59 in the worst case 
scenario. 

 
58. III.H-3 – The school age children generation rates in Table III.H-6 indicate that 

“worst case projections” have been applied. However, as noted above in 
comment #57, if standard rates were applied, the generation would increase 
notably.  

 
Community Facilities and Services: 
 

59. III.I-1 – 5th ¶ - Provide additional documentation regarding the private security 
patrols.  

 
60. III.I-3 – 2nd full ¶ - The response from the Briarcliff Manor School District is 

necessary to adequately evaluate school impacts.  
 

61. III.I-4  - 2nd ¶ - How will recycling be handled? 
 

62. III.I-5 – How does the applicant propose to address the park reservation 
standards set forth in section A227-27A of the Subdivision Regulations? 

 
Alternatives: 
 

63. V-1 – The analysis of all of the alternative plans should more thoroughly 
address the specific impacts associated with each alternative. A comparative 
table should be provided, documenting the differences between each alternative. 
Site plans should also be provided for each alternative.   
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15 Carleton Avenue 
Briarcliff Manor, NY  10510 
 
September 30, 2010 
 
Hon. Michael McLaughlin, Chairman 
And Members of the Planning Board 
Town of Mt. Pleasant 
One Town Hall Plaza 
Valhalla, NY  10595 
 
RE: TACONIC TRACT DEIS  
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
We are longtime residents of Briarcliff Manor in the unincorporated Town of Mt. 
Pleasant in the neighborhood significantly affected by the proposed Taconic Tract 
Development (“Taconic Tract”).  We are writing to express our sincere concern about the 
negative impact posed by the Taconic Tract Plan to: (1) our neighborhood, wedged 
between Route 9A, Route 100, Pleasantville Road, and the Taconic State Parkway; (2) 
Briarcliff and surrounding areas; and (3) the local environment. 
 
We and other residents and interested parties have previously addressed and alerted you 
at Town Meetings and by letter with the particulars of our shared concerns about the 
Taconic Tract regarding: (1) road safety and feasibility; (2) increased traffic on local 
roadways and at difficult local intersections, both during and after proposed construction; 
(3) school bus and emergency vehicle access; (4) loss of open space; (5) protection of 
wetlands and steep slopes; (6) adequacy of water and sewer for new dwellings; and (7) 
disruption of area wide natural and manmade drainage.  We want to underscore once 
again these significant issues as the Board considers the Taconic Tract DEIS. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns for our neighborhood, community, and 
environment. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dan and Catherine Taylor 



   Sent e-mail and by post October 1, 2010 
 
                              Vincent & Theresa Marchica  
                                132 Todd Lane   Briarcliff Manor, N.Y 10510               
 
 
Hon. Michael McLaughlin, Chairman 
Town of Mount Pleasant Planning Board 
Town hall 
1 Town Plaza 
Valhalla,N.Y. 10595 
 
Re: Taconic Tract Development 
        Mount Pleasant , N.Y. 
        Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
   
Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Board: 
 
We are writing to express our concern regards various aspects of the Taconic Tract 
Development. We are expressly concerned with our quality of life. We do not wish to 
lose the tranquility and peace of the area. The unique quality of being tucked away where 
nobody comes unless they are invited. Where one does very rarely hear cars or hardly 
ever a truck.  As it is now I get up in the morning and wonder what or who will I find on 
my property . Will it be a surveyor or perhaps a felt orange colored flag stuck in the 
ground near my sprinkler. Or another orange flag adjacent to a flimsy makeshift fence. 
Our quality of life is sorely going down hill. I’m starting not to feel comfortable in my 
own home.  
 
Is it necessary for our home to be surveyed twice in 2 years without our permission? 
What are these people looking for? No one is telling us. We are located on Todd Lane 
below Saunders house. Well its been one thing right after another.We did have survey 
markers on the right side of our property however they have gone missing and we did not 
remove them.When questioned Mr. Saunders said the snow must have knocked them 
down. Is it not a felony to remove surveyors markers? These are only a few incidents to 
come to mind.  
 
There is a water issue. Where will the water be drawn from? There is no immediate water 
source. I understand 38 wells will have to be dug in order to satisfy this large 
development . A second alternative might be to establish a water district . I don’t believe 
Briarcliff Manor officials are quite ready to do that. Where will the water come from?  
 
The roads in this area are another large issue.The roads leading to and from Pleasantville 
Road  to Todd Lane and Washburn Road are too narrow to accommodate earth 
movers,flat bed trucks,cement mixers,tractor trailers and any oversized vehiclesThe 
average road width is about 17’ to 18’with no shoulders but ruts,.The curve on Carleton 
Avenue is very narrow and sharp. There is no way any large vehicle could turn here 



without commanding the entire road.There is no dividing line on Todd Lane coming from 
Pleasantville Road across the Bridge to Washburn Road except for the intersection at 
Todd and Carlton.I believe dividing lines were not painted on Todd Lane because the 
roads are narrow and cars would have to ride partially in the ruts when passing each 
other. Todd Lane and Washburn were designed as country roads not to withstand the 
commercial traffic intended. Should not the Briarcliff Manor Highway Dep’t  be involved 
here?  
 
Concerning the DEIS 111, A9  The Marchica deed contains the following provision We 
are to give full and complete  cooperation with this single family subdivision  . Just what 
exactly does this mean? It further states the applicant (Saunders ) is a successor of 
Rosenthal (The former owner)and the Marchica property is subject to “Full Cooperation 
Covenant “ .  
 
The issue regards the schools must be mentioned here. Our schools are full to their limit. 
Our school taxes are beyond belief. They are the highest in the country. Can we sustain 
another large influx of children. Will the taxes collected be enough to cover this 
additional burden? We will have to hire more teachers , build suitable structures to 
accompany this influx. Many of the children in our area are walkers. They do not live far 
enough to take the bus. Will our roads be safe for them? The traffic will be increased to 
many times what it could bear. This will be endangering our children plus add financial 
burden to the village.  
 
Regards to storm water management I refer to Alan Crosswell’s Letter of May 15th ,2010  
 p.11-8 11.c.  
Regards the sewer system reference Alan Crosswell’s  Letter May 15th,2010 p.3 F4  (2) 
 
 
 In conclusion I would like to add our thoughts about the following.The size of the 
project .The impact of the size of this project upon this area  will be staggering in every 
way for all of the reasons above mentioned in our letter.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to air our feelings and thoughts.  
 
                                                                                   Respectfully Yours,   
                                                                                    Theresa Marchica 
                                     
 
                                                                                   Vincent Marchica 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Hon. Michael McLaughlin, Chairman 
And Members of the Planning Board 
Town of Mt. Pleasant 
One Town Hall Plaza 
Valhalla, New York 10595 
 
October 5, 2010 
 
                 Re:                  Taconic Tract DEIS 
 
 
As residents of Briarcliff Manor living within the area affected by the 
proposed Taconic Tract Development, we are writing to express our 
concerns about the above-mentioned project.  
 
Washburn Road (as you already know) is a very narrow ‘country road’ 
(about 17 feet across in some places).  We will attached pictures on 
separate email that demonstrate.  There is a blind corner when you turn 
from Todd Lane to Washburn Road.  Washburn and Todd have no 
sidewalks, no stop signs, no street lights, and Washburn has very steep 
hills.  Our children – as well as other children – walk to and from school on 
this road:  an endeavor already made less than optimal by those from 
outside the immediate neighborhood who drive too fast as they deliver 
children to the school.   
 
We are very concerned that increased traffic from construction vehicles 
and, eventually, new residents would further endanger our children if 
Washburn Road became an accessway for the Taconic Tract 
Development.  We hope that you will keep the nature of the neighborhood 
in mind, including its benefits and its limitations, while considering the 
proposed plans. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Maria and Daniel Laguardia 
100 Washburn Road 
 



Dear Committee Members, 
  
     Thank you so much for listening to all of our concerns in  regards to the possible development site of 
Taconic Tract in Briarcliff Manor.My wife and I moved to Briarcliff Manor and Washburn Road to enjoy the 
serenity and quiet suburban lifestyle which we have enjoyed for the past 12 years. Our street is a 
desolate and quiet road that demands caution and awareness at all times. There are children walking in 
the street, animals running across the streets and narrow and unlit roads in the evening. We reside at the 
dead end which is the last house on the road, bordering the Taconic Parkway which means that the water 
runoff affects our property being that we are the lowest point of the road and have the wetlands bordering 
our property, We have lost several trees in the past two years due to the dampness of the property and 
we have major concerns of this development site creating further erosion and water damage to our 
property.  
  
     I asked the Board to direct a question to the developer as to why the access to this site, being that the 
developer wishes to develop, isn't thru the entrance @ 124 Washburn Road. The reason is that Taconic 
Tract wants to retain his privacy at the expense and inconvenience of others. The Board should be aware 
of the other access roads to be unusable for a development of this size. If the developer were to build 17 
homes on this site with an average of 3000 square feet per home it is a certainty that there will be 
in excess of 2 cars per home resulting in 30-50 cars on a full time basis coming from this development, 
and this is not including guests. Being that the access road on Washburn Road has no night lights 
and has blind curves this would be an accident waiting to happen.  
  
   The water issues are a major concern. Presently, there are soap suds that come into my pond and 
water that saturates my property from the top of Washburn Road. The addition of any more water 
would have major effects on my property and the wetlands and could cause more erosion to my property 
line. This has to be monitored and addressed   
  
  In conclusion I ask the Board to address these issues, as you have in the past, and feel that a project 
such as Taconic Tract should not exceed 10 homes as documented in the existing deed and land usage 
for a subdivision on this site 
  
Thank you again for your understanding and concern 
Sincerely 
Danny Heller 
177 Washburn Road 
Briarcliff, New York 19519   
  
 



 
TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 

Conservation Advisory Council 
Steven Kavee, Chair 
Sabrina Christiansen 

Jeannette Koster 
Joyce Meiklejohn 

Rajiv Kapoor 
To: Mr. Michael McLaughlin, Chair 
Town of Mount Pleasant Planning Board  
cc: Ms. Joan Mabry, Town Supervisor; Ms. Jacqui Koenig 
From: Steven Kavee, Conservation Advisory Council, Chair 
Re: Taconic Tract DEIS 

CAC Taconic Tract DEIS Comments 
 Upon review of the Taconic Tract DEIS, and a walk of the site and the surrounding area, the 
Conservation Advisory Council offers the following comments: 
 
Overview 

The applicant, Taconic Tract Developers, LLC, proposes a 16 lot subdivision, along with an 
existing home, on 30 acres located in a residential area.  The Conservation Layout preferred by the 
applicant provides a total 8.5 acres on 2 parcels that would remain as passive open space restricted for use 
by residents of the development.  To maximize the lot count in the Conservation Layout, 8 homes would 
be clustered on smaller lots. 

The site is largely undeveloped with the majority (25.5 acres) Appalachian Oak-Hickory Forest.  
There are no observable wetlands or watercourses on the property and the proximity to the Taconic 
Parkway and distance from wildlife corridors makes the site unlikely to support protected species, though 
there is an abundance of flora and fauna including a number of significantly large native trees, many of 
which will be removed for the development. 

Access to the site from Carleton Road is conditioned on using a deed restricted parcel with a 
longstanding history as designated open space for common use and enjoyment by homes in the adjacent 
Countryside development.  An alternative or secondary access is proposed from Washburn Road, a 
substandard Road with severely limited sight distances and pedestrian traffic from Todd Elementary 
School located behind the homes across the street. 

The property is mostly sloped with some homes proposed on or near ridgelines and accessed from 
steep slopes, requiring a steep slope permit .  To mitigate the runoff and erosion from slope construction 
an extensive stormwater management plan is proposed.   

An existing stormwater system on the property is noted in the DEIS but it is unclear if that system 
will be integrated into the proposed plan.  This existing system appears to catch runoff through storm 
drains located around the property, transferring it through a series of pipes that discharge untreated water 
into the NYSDEC Wetlands along the Taconic Parkway and a neighbor’s pond located across Washburn 
Road.  

The applicant had proposed using water from the Village of Briarcliff Manor.  However since the 
Village is requiring the establishment of a water district, this does not appear possible.  The applicant 
proposes wells for the residents as an alternative.   
 
Land Conservation and Flora, Fauna Protection 

The conservation subdivision preferred by the applicant provides approximately 8 acres of open 
space.  We support a conservation layout which preserves contiguous wooded areas though it appears that 
the purpose of clustering a portion of the homes is to optimize lot counts to the maximum allowed per 
zoning rather than to maximize open space and minimize environmental impact.  

The CAC suggests that an alternative with all units clustered on the north and/or northwest portion 
of the site would preserve more open space, reduce steep slope disturbance and the number of large trees 
removed.  Storm water impacts could be reduced as well. 
 
Continued 

 



 
Page two; CAC Taconic Tract DEIS comments 

 
           The landscaping plan includes use of native plants.  The use of native plants in preserving habitat is 
an important component of good environmental planning and we commend the applicant for including it 
in the plan.  We also recommend that provisions are made to assure the continued use of native plants by 
the residents association as well as implementing an organic lawn maintenance plan that would eliminate 
the use of pesticides.   

In addition, specific measures to prevent invasive plant encroachment during construction should 
be employed, particularly at edges of the wooded open space areas. 
            The flora and fauna report includes typical species commonly found in a suburban setting.  No 
threatened or endangered species were observed but remarkably neither were any deer, which is 
extremely unusual and raises questions on the thoroughness of the field survey. 

The fauna report concludes there will be an inevitable loss of species diversity from the habitat 
destruction however “habitat values will be dependent on landscape planting schemes and maintenance 
regimes of the developed lots and…protective cover for wildlife.”  The use of native plants in landscape 
plans could mitigate the impact.  A detailed plan for the continued use of native plants should be 
included.  Measures to reduce or eliminate use of pesticides would maintain species richness and should 
be detailed. This would be particularly valuable for residents as well, if well water is being used.  

The rock outcrops on the south east of the property are noted as micro habitats.  The flora and 
fauna report suggests they should be protected where possible.  We strongly recommend that since these 
rock outcrops are part of the open space, specific measures should be taken that will preserve this 
important ecological feature. 

Indiana Bat habitat features should also be protected as described in the DEIS. 
Reforestation with native species is noted and a positive measure. 

 
Tree Removal 

As a result of the open space provision, the plan meets the Tree Reforestation requirement.  As 
noted, the open space is a positive measure.  However, 48 significantly large trees (24 inches dbh and 
over) are proposed to be removed.  These include several oak, maple and locust 28-40 inches and a 48” 
maple.   

While tree density is being preserved per the local law, the site of the homes should be closely 
reviewed to see if additional large trees can be preserved.  The 48” maple appears to be located in the 
access road from Washburn and this tree deserves special attention to see what measures can be taken to 
prevent its destruction. 

 
Water and Wells 

The use of municipal water from the Village of Briarcliff Manor, as acknowledged in the DEIS, 
has not been approved.  Considering the Village recently declined  to provide municipal water to a 3-lot 
subdivision on Chappaqua road without the creation of a water district, we believe it is not likely for this 
subdivision.   

As an alternative, the applicant proposes using well water for the homes.  The CAC questions the 
impact of the proposed storm water management plan on ground water recharge since the fully developed 
site with large amounts of impervious surfaces and a stormwater management plan will divert water off 
site.   
 
Stormwater Management 

The CAC suggest the use of low impact storm water systems including grates, pipes and drains 
designed to protect wildlife from being drawn into the system, use of pervious pavers, rain gardens and 
other sustainable methods.  These should be detailed in the FEIS and incorporated into the site plan where 
possible. 
  An existing stormwater system on the property, referred to as “inlets”, is briefly described in the 
DEIS.  The system appears to be a series of storm drains and pipes that send stormwater directly into the 
NYSDEC wetlands and a neighbor’s pond without any treatment. 
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During the site walk, Mr. Saunders, a principal in the project, indicated the existing system would 

be used for drainage around the clustered homes.  Specific details on this system need to be provided.  
Will this system be integrated into the stormwater management plan?  Is the neighbor’s pond intended to 
be used as a retention basin and is there an existing agreement with the neighbor for that use?   

Under current conditions the water may be relatively benign.  However, with 16 landscaped 
homes, various chemical landscaping measures and upgraded roadways serving the residents, the runoff 
impacts will be entirely different. 

Other questions on the system were raised by Alan Crosswell, a neighboring property owner with 
one of the storm drains on his property, who reports that water appears to be running through the system 
year round regardless of storm conditions.  During a series of casual inspections of the drains on 
Washburn, this was observed by a CAC member as well.  This suggests the possibility that the system 
was installed to divert a previously existing water course.  The storm drains run along the area of the 
property where a watercourse would typically exist. The CAC recommends further investigation by a 
hydrologist or other professional with the expertise to make a proper determination.   
 
Impacts on Energy Use and Conservation 

It is positively noted that the development will not have street lighting.  This is an environmentally 
sound decision providing both aesthetic benefits and energy efficiency.  We support this aspect of the plan 
that does not add more energy consumption and unnecessary light pollution and to an existing residential 
area.  However we recommend more energy efficiency measures. 

A very short general outline in the DEIS states that “homes would be designed to meet or exceed 
the New York State Energy Conservation Code”.  The CAC would like to see a more detailed 
commitment to this increasingly important issue.  For example, it states in the DEIS “windows are likely 
to be double paned, insulating glass for winter heating and low emissivity for summer cooling” does not 
demonstrate a defined commitment to sustainable construction (italics added). 

New home construction offers an opportunity to use the most energy efficient materials, reducing 
energy consumption and carbon footprint.  Homes should include CFC lighting and other LEEDS type 
measures that would significantly add both to the environmental and market value of the development 
from reduced energy costs and the reduced environmental impact of these new homes. 

Specifically we would request information on the type of energy efficient materials and more 
definitive assertions on their use including but not limited to: 
- Insulation material and air sealing 
- High efficiency heating and water heating equipment (95% efficiency) 
- Energy star windows 
- Energy star products and appliances (includes light fixtures, bulbs, ventilation fans, and appliances) 
- Independent testing - Verification by an independent energy home rater. 

 
Site Access 

Access to the site across a parcel that had been deeded as open space is a serious concern from a 
conservation perspective as well as a legal issue that the Town needs to clarify.  The notion that deeded 
open space can be arbitrarily used for a road undermines the long term goals and the purpose of 
conservation planning.  The Town has an obligation to review and determine if, as suggested in the DEIS, 
previous improper use or an abandonment of a restrictive covenant or easement in the chain of title, 
permits use for an access road to a 16 lot subdivision.   

Good planning would dictate a hard look at this issue. 
If it is determined that this land, deeded in perpetuity for common open space use by the residents 

cannot be used for a road, then access to the site is problematic.  The only other frontage is along  
Washburn Road where there are serious sight distance and substandard road issues, along with pedestrian 
safety concerns with foot traffic from the elementary school walking path across the street.   

This issue must be resolved and the CAC is strongly opposed to using deeded open space for 
private development purposes. 

 
 





































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix B 
Letter from Hocherman Tortorella and Wekstein, LLP, to Planning Board 

and Town Attorney, October 21, 2010 







































 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix C 
Photo-documentation of existing main and service connection to 

Briarcliff Manor water 

















 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix D 
Andrew Saunders Letter to A. Crowell, November 4, 2010 





 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix E 
Revised Exhibit III B-1 



TACONIC TRACT DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 
Town of Mount Pleasant, NY 

 
 

 

Exhibit FEIS III.B-2, Photographs 
 

Photograph A:  Washburn Road Entrance  

Photograph A-1:  Washburn Road Entrance - in the winter  



TACONIC TRACT DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 
Town of Mount Pleasant, NY 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph B: View from the Taconic Parkway Northbound  

Photograph C: View from the Taconic Parkway Southbound  



TACONIC TRACT DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 
Town of Mount Pleasant, NY 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph D: View from the Taconic Parkway Northbound  

Photograph E: View from the Taconic Parkway Southbound  



TACONIC TRACT DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 
Town of Mount Pleasant, NY 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph F: View from Fox Run Road to Lot-6 

Photograph G: Aerial photo from Fox Run Road to the proposed site, 2009 navtec 



TACONIC TRACT DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 
Town of Mount Pleasant, NY 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph H: Project Entrance looking south into Project Site from Carleton Avenue  

Photograph H: Briars Corners to the Project Site 



TACONIC TRACT DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 
Town of Mount Pleasant, NY 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 Visualization A - Washburn Road Entrance, 3D CAD rendering    
 

Visualization B - Taconic Parkway Northbound, 3D CAD Superimposed onto Photo    

Exhibit III.B-3, Visualizations 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix F 
 Revised Photo Key Plan for  

DEIS Exhibit III-B2  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix G 
Conventional Steep Slope Analysis 
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 Updated Plan Sheets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Lot Areas

Section Block Lot Area (ac.)
98.10 2 40 7.58
98.10 2 39 6.50
98.10 2 42 0.97
98.10 2 38 10.74
98.10 2 37 4.21

Total Area 30.00 ac.

















AREAS
(ACRES)

% OF OVERALL
AREA

0 ‐ 15% 35,625 13,931 12,382 32,673 38,674 35,046 24,267 7,351 13,254 9,458 30,988 3,432 6,518 15,363 19,591 28,737 13.3 44%

15 ‐ 25% 7,331 19,842 25,923 10,882 8,955 4,960 7,344 17,216 12,587 8,788 12,737 15,721 19,415 16,284 33,853 65,931 9.0 30%

25 ‐ 35% 2,835 5,802 3,796 144 1,576 866 5,822 11,468 9,367 12,932 1,061 16,145 12,330 5,347 5,656 44,175 4.8 16%

> 35% 729 573 47 0 802 160 4,226 5,434 5,291 12,977 350 11,877 1,935 3,063 3,422 10,052 2.9 10%

100%

LOT 11 LOT 12 LOT 13

EXISTING STEEP SLOPES AREAS
TOTAL SITE

RANGE LOT 1 LOT 2 LOT 3 LOT 4 LOT 5 LOT 6 LOT 7 LOT 14 LOT 15 LOT 16LOT 8 LOT 9 LOT 10





TOTAL
 AREA = 46,614         AREA = 40,390      AREA = 42,166      AREA = 43,709      AREA = 50,019      AREA = 41,047      AREA = 41,664      AREA = 41,640      AREA = 40,500      AREA = 44,112     AREA = 45,140     AREA = 47,171     AREA = 40,248     AREA = 40,052     AREA = 62,532     AREA = 149,161      AREA = 111,838      AREA = 59,578         AREA

SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT SF % of LOT (ACRES)
ROADS

0% ‐ 15% 684.3 1.5% 147.2 0.4% 27.2 0.1% 2861.9 6.5% 8018.1 16.0% 5865.6 14.3% 4980.3 12.0% 197.6 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 3804.1 8.6% 0.0 0.0% 243.7 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 1399.9 3.5% 0.0 0.0% 228.4 0.2% 73335.7 65.6% 0.0 0.0% 2.34
15% ‐ 25% 1249.7 2.7% 442.0 1.1% 1707.9 4.1% 332.0 0.8% 1836.2 3.7% 1671.4 4.1% 2201.8 5.3% 630.0 1.5% 76.4 0.2% 537.0 1.2% 0.0 0.0% 677.6 1.4% 2324.1 5.8% 565.8 1.4% 0.0 0.0% 480.7 0.3% 30113.0 26.9% 0.0 0.0% 1.03
25% ‐ 35% 441.9 0.9% 121.5 0.3% 40.7 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 354.6 0.7% 308.2 0.8% 790.1 1.9% 677.8 1.6% 893.6 2.2% 649.7 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 878.3 1.9% 2026.0 5.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 87.8 0.1% 4313.1 3.9% 0.0 0.0% 0.27
> 35% 122.9 0.3% 0.5 0.0% 2.3 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 268.0 0.5% 160.8 0.4% 1209.4 2.9% 836.9 2.0% 488.0 1.2% 1047.2 2.4% 0.0 0.0% 979.7 2.1% 204.5 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 256.1 0.2% 4076.5 3.6% 0.0 0.0% 0.22

DRAINAGE/UTILTIES (OUTSIDE ROAD R.O.W.)
0% ‐ 15% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 241.6 0.6% 0.0 0.0% 2342.0 5.8% 198.7 0.5% 0.0 0.0% 932.7 2.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 10903.8 18.3% 0.34
15% ‐ 25% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 342.0 0.8% 0.0 0.0% 509.0 1.3% 27.0 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 874.1 1.9% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 5657.7 9.5% 0.17
25% ‐ 35% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 480.1 1.2% 0.0 0.0% 347.1 0.9% 127.3 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 474.8 1.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1398.1 2.3% 0.06
> 35% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 114.7 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 29.4 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 86.8 0.1% 0.01

HOUSES
0% ‐ 15% 6569.9 14.1% 2180.7 5.4% 3911.8 9.3% 5336.8 12.2% 3141.8 6.3% 5198.7 12.7% 4475.6 10.7% 437.4 1.1% 2682.8 6.6% 172.3 0.4% 8690.5 19.3% 236.3 0.5% 835.0 2.1% 5920.3 14.8% 2218.0 3.5% 5040.5 3.4% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1.31
15% ‐ 25% 0.0 0.0% 7012.7 17.4% 626.3 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 263.9 0.5% 147.8 0.4% 246.9 0.6% 3146.2 7.6% 1686.7 4.2% 2303.4 5.2% 332.6 0.7% 624.8 1.3% 4526.7 11.2% 2813.1 7.0% 7509.1 12.0% 2258.0 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.77
25% ‐ 35% 0.0 0.0% 1489.3 3.7% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1952.3 4.7% 244.2 0.6% 4825.2 10.9% 4.9 0.0% 2700.8 5.7% 1009.0 2.5% 196.9 0.5% 1127.5 1.8% 79.6 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.31
> 35% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.9 0.0% 336.7 0.8% 636.7 1.6% 612.1 1.4% 0.0 0.0% 1475.6 3.1% 367.3 0.9% 0.0 0.0% 429.9 0.7% 37.1 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.09

DRIVEWAYS
0% ‐ 15% 5100.0 10.9% 3529.5 8.7% 1769.3 4.2% 5639.0 12.9% 3494.9 7.0% 21316.9 51.9% 7999.3 19.2% 1043.3 2.5% 2941.9 7.3% 3850.0 8.7% 19730.1 43.7% 648.4 1.4% 4657.6 11.6% 5404.4 13.5% 1893.9 3.0% 6099.8 4.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 2.18
15% ‐ 25% 1682.5 3.6% 1878.0 4.6% 1998.2 4.7% 615.4 1.4% 24.0 0.0% 456.5 1.1% 0.6 0.0% 5254.4 12.6% 6394.2 15.8% 2755.6 6.2% 11036.5 24.4% 9016.4 19.1% 8938.1 22.2% 3778.2 9.4% 5209.2 8.3% 1569.4 1.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 1.39
25% ‐ 35% 96.2 0.2% 721.7 1.8% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 3219.3 7.7% 5008.3 12.4% 1122.2 2.5% 526.2 1.2% 6717.1 14.2% 4313.9 10.7% 0.0 0.0% 314.7 0.5% 442.3 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.52
> 35% 57.6 0.1% 128.6 0.3% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.5 0.0% 983.9 2.4% 1746.9 4.3% 95.9 0.2% 183.2 0.4% 2472.1 5.2% 590.4 1.5% 0.0 0.0% 10.3 0.0% 88.5 0.1% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.15

LOT 6LOT 5LOT 4 ROAD A + B

AREA OF DISTURBANCE FOR EACH LOT PER SLOPE RANGE

OPEN SPACELOT 1 LOT 16LOT 15LOT 14LOT 13LOT 12LOT 11LOT 10LOT 3LOT 2 LOT 9LOT 8LOT 7







251 6 LOCUST To Remain
252 12 LOCUST To Remain
253 18 SHAG HICKORY To be Removed
254 22 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
255 8 OAK To Remain
256 6 MAPLE To Remain
257 24 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
258 16 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
259 6 OAK To Remain
260 12 OAK To Remain
261 4 ASH To Remain
262 6 TULIP To Remain
263 8 OAK To Remain
264 12 OAK To Remain
265 4 OAK To Remain
266 18 OAK To Remain
267 22 OAK To Remain
268 42 OAK To Remain
269 6 MAPLE To Remain
270 8 ASH To Remain
271 6 MAPLE To Remain
272 8 MAPLE To Remain
273 6 MAPLE To Remain
274 8 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
275 6 LOCUST To Remain
276 6 LOCUST To Remain
277 6 MAPLE To Remain
278 8 TWIN OAK To Remain
279 10 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
280 16 OAK To Remain
281 6 OAK To Remain
282 8 SHAG HICKORY To Remain
283 22 OAK To Remain
284 8 OAK To Remain
285 12 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
286 6 MAPLE To Remain
287 4 MAPLE To Remain
288 8 LOCUST To Remain
289 6 MAPLE To Remain
290 6 MAPLE To Remain
291 12 LOCUST To Remain
292 8 LOCUST To Remain
293 4 OAK To Remain
294 22 OAK To Remain
295 12 LOCUST To Remain
296 14 LOCUST To Remain
297 12 MAPLE To be Removed
298 16 LOCUST To be Removed
299 4 MAPLE To be Removed
300 12 MAPLE To be Removed
301 8 MAPLE To Remain
302 6 MAPLE To Remain
303 18 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
304 6 MAPLE To Remain
305 6 MAPLE To Remain
306 10 BLACK CHERRY DEAD To Remain
307 16 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
308 8 MAPLE To Remain
309 28 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
310 8 MAPLE To Remain
311 8 MAPLE To Remain
312 8 MAPLE To be Removed
313 22 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
314 8 ASH To Remain
315 10 MAPLE To Remain
316 8 MAPLE To Remain
317 14 LOCUST To Remain
318 10 MAPLE To Remain
319 10 LOCUST To Remain
320 8 MAPLE To Remain
321 18 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
322 4 MAPLE To Remain
323 18 CHERRY To Remain
324 12 CHERRY To Remain
325 10 LOCUST To Remain
326 4 MAPLE To Remain
327 8 OAK To Remain
328 10 CHERRY DEAD To Remain
329 10 CHERRY DEAD To Remain
330 4 MAPLE To Remain
331 6 MAPLE To Remain
332 6 LOCUST To Remain
333 4 MAPLE To Remain
334 6 MAPLE To Remain
335 12 LOCUST To Remain
336 14 LOCUST To Remain
337 14 LOCUST To Remain
338 4 MAPLE To Remain
339 12 OAK To Remain
340 16 MAPLE To Remain
341 6 MAPLE To Remain
342 10 LOCUST To Remain
343 6 MAPLE To Remain
344 14 LOCUST To Remain
345 6 MAPLE To Remain
346 4 MAPLE To Remain
347 12 LOCUST To Remain
348 12 LOCUST To Remain
349 6 MAPLE To Remain
350 12 LOCUST To Remain
351 22 LOCUST To Remain
352 6 MAPLE To Remain
353 10 LOCUST To Remain
354 6 MAPLE To Remain
355 4 MAPLE To Remain
356 4 MAPLE To Remain
357 4 MAPLE To Remain
358 16 CHERRY To Remain
359 10~22 TWIN  MAPLE To Remain
360 6 MAPLE To Remain
361 6 MAPLE To Remain
362 4 MAPLE To Remain
363 6~10 TWIN  LOCUST To be Removed
364 6 MAPLE To Remain
365 6 LOCUST To be Removed
366 12 LOCUST To Remain
367 6~8 TWIN  LOCUST To Remain
368 6 LOCUST To Remain
369 8 LOCUST To Remain
370 8 CHERRY To Remain
371 8 CHERRY To be Removed
372 12 LOCUST To be Removed
373 10 LOCUST To be Removed
374 10 MAPLE To be Removed
375 10 LOCUST To be Removed
376 10 LOCUST To be Removed
377 4 MAPLE To be Removed
378 4 MAPLE To be Removed
379 4 MAPLE To be Removed
380 10 CHERRY To be Removed
381 6 MAPLE To Remain
382 4 MAPLE To Remain
383 16 MAPLE To Remain
384 6 MAPLE To Remain
385 14 CHERRY To Remain
386 14 LOCUST To Remain
387 14 CHERRY To Remain
388 6 ELM To Remain
389 6~18 TWIN  ASH To Remain
390 6 MAPLE To Remain
391 12 LOCUST To Remain
392 12 ELM To Remain
393 8 ELM To Remain
394 6 ELM To Remain
395 4 MAPLE To Remain
396 22 CHERRY To Remain
397 4 MAPLE To Remain
398 22 ASH DEAD To Remain
399 16 MAPLE To Remain
400 6 MAPLE To Remain
401 20 MAPLE To Remain
402 12 MAPLE To Remain
403 12 ASH To Remain
404 12 MAPLE To Remain
405 18 MAPLE To Remain
406 6 MAPLE To Remain
407 10 MAPLE To Remain
408 6 ELM To Remain
409 4 MAPLE To Remain
410 6 MAPLE To Remain
411 16 ELM To Remain
412 24 ASH DEAD To Remain
413 10 ASH To Remain
414 8 MAPLE To Remain
415 6 MAPLE To Remain
416 6 LOCUST To Remain
417 12 LOCUST To Remain
418 8 LOCUST To Remain
419 8 MAPLE To Remain
420 10 LOCUST To Remain
421 8 LOCUST To Remain
422 12 LOCUST To Remain
423 10 CHERRY To Remain
424 10 LOCUST To Remain
425 4 MAPLE To Remain
426 8 LOCUST To Remain
427 6 MAPLE To Remain
428 10 LOCUST To Remain
429 18 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
430 8 LOCUST To Remain
431 6 LOCUST To Remain
432 6 LOCUST To Remain
433 4 LOCUST To Remain
434 4 LOCUST To Remain
435 14 OAK To Remain
436 12 CHERRY To Remain
437 10 HICKORY To Remain
438 10 HICKORY To Remain
439 6 TWIN HICKORY To Remain
440 16 HICKORY To Remain
441 12 HICKORY To Remain
442 4~6 TWIN HICKORY To Remain
443 10 HICKORY To Remain
444 10 HICKORY To Remain
445 8 HICKORY To Remain
446 10 HICKORY To be Removed
447 6 HICKORY To be Removed
448 12 HICKORY To be Removed
449 4 HICKORY To Remain
450 4 HICKORY To Remain
451 24 OAK To Remain
452 6 HICKORY To Remain
453 6 ASH DEAD To Remain
454 18 ASH To Remain
455 6 HICKORY To Remain
456 12 HICKORY To Remain
457 10 OAK To Remain
458 6 HICKORY To Remain
459 4 MAPLE To Remain
460 10 CHERRY To Remain
461 10~12 TWIN CHERRY To Remain
462 10~12 TWIN CHERRY To Remain
463 16 CHERRY To be Removed
464 30 QUAD MAPLE To Remain
465 12 MAPLE To Remain
466 4 MAPLE To Remain
467 14 CHERRY To Remain
468 6 OAK To Remain
469 14 HICKORY To Remain
470 6 MAPLE To Remain
471 26 OAK To Remain
472 6 HICKORY To Remain
473 8~12 CHERRY To Remain
474 6 LOCUST To Remain
475 6 HICKORY To be Removed
476 14 CHERRY To be Removed
477 10 LOCUST To be Removed
478 6 MAPLE To be Removed
479 4 MAPLE To be Removed
480 4 MAPLE To be Removed
481 4 MAPLE To Remain
482 12 LOCUST To be Removed
483 14 CHERRY To be Removed
484 10 LOCUST To Remain
485 10 LOCUST To Remain
486 6 MAPLE To Remain
487 10 MAPLE To Remain
488 10 CHERRY To Remain
489 10 LOCUST To Remain
490 22 MAPLE To Remain
491 16 LOCUST To Remain
492 6 MAPLE To Remain
493 8 LOCUST To be Removed
494 8 MAPLE To be Removed
495 10 MAPLE To be Removed
496 14 CHERRY To be Removed
497 16 CHERRY To be Removed
498 6 MAPLE To be Removed
499 4 MAPLE To be Removed
500 6 MAPLE To be Removed

501 14 CHERRY To be Removed
502 10 MAPLE To be Removed
503 12 MAPLE To be Removed
504 12 LOCUST To be Removed
505 6 LOCUST To be Removed
506 4 MAPLE To be Removed
507 6 MAPLE To be Removed
508 6 MAPLE To be Removed
509 6 MAPLE To be Removed
510 8 MAPLE To be Removed
511 10 LOCUST To be Removed
512 4 ELM To be Removed
513 8 MAPLE To be Removed
514 8 LOCUST To be Removed
515 8~10 TWIN CHERRY To be Removed
516 8 CHERRY To be Removed
517 4 MAPLE To be Removed
518 8 MAPLE To be Removed
519 8 MAPLE To be Removed
520 12 CHERRY To be Removed
521 12 ELM DEAD To be Removed
522 14 CHERRY To be Removed
523 20 CHERRY To be Removed
524 8 MAPLE To be Removed
525 16 CHERRY To be Removed
526 6 MAPLE To be Removed
527 8 MAPLE To be Removed
528 8 MAPLE To be Removed
529 6 MAPLE To be Removed
530 10 MAPLE To be Removed
531 16 CHERRY To be Removed
532 14 LOCUST To Remain
533 4 MAPLE To Remain
534 6 ELM DEAD To Remain
535 6 ELM DEAD To Remain
536 6 MAPLE To Remain
537 10 LOCUST To be Removed
538 6 MAPLE To be Removed
539 4 MAPLE To be Removed
540 4 MAPLE To be Removed
541 4 MAPLE To Remain
542 10 LOCUST To Remain
543 4 MAPLE To Remain
544 12 LOCUST To Remain
545 10 MAPLE To Remain
546 12 CHERRY To be Removed
547 8 ELM To be Removed
548 6 MAPLE To be Removed
549 16 CHERRY To be Removed
550 6 MAPLE To be Removed
551 4 MAPLE To be Removed
552 10 LOCUST To be Removed
553 6 MAPLE To be Removed
554 6 MAPLE To be Removed
555 6 MAPLE To be Removed
556 6 MAPLE To be Removed
557 8 LOCUST To be Removed
558 10 CHERRY To be Removed
559 6 MAPLE To be Removed
560 6 MAPLE To be Removed
561 4 MAPLE To be Removed
562 4 MAPLE To be Removed
563 6 MAPLE To be Removed
564 4 MAPLE To be Removed
565 6 MAPLE To be Removed
566 12 CHERRY To be Removed
567 6 MAPLE To be Removed
568 10 CHERRY To Remain
569 14 TRIPLE CHERRY To Remain
570 6 ASH DEAD To Remain
571 12 CHERRY To Remain
572 8 MAPLE To Remain
573 12 CHERRY To Remain
574 4 MAPLE To Remain
575 4 MAPLE To Remain
576 4 MAPLE To Remain
577 22 CHERRY To Remain
578 16 CHERRY To Remain
579 12 CHERRY To Remain
580 6 MAPLE To Remain
581 4 MAPLE To Remain
582 6 CHERRY To Remain
583 24 OAK To be Removed
584 8 LOCUST To Remain
585 8 LOCUST STUMP To Remain
586 4 MAPLE To Remain
587 4 MAPLE To Remain
588 12 LOCUST To Remain
589 8 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
590 4 MAPLE To Remain
591 4 MAPLE To Remain
592 6 MAPLE To Remain
593 10 ELM To Remain
594 6 ELM To Remain
595 10 LOCUST To Remain
596 4 MAPLE To Remain
597 8 LOCUST To Remain
598 10 MAPLE To Remain
599 14 LOCUST To Remain
600 4 MAPLE To Remain
601 24 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
602 8 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
603 12 LOCUST To Remain
604 12 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
605 4 LINDEN To Remain
606 14 MAPLE To Remain
607 12 CHERRY To Remain
608 8 LOCUST To Remain
609 12 MAPLE To Remain
610 4 MAPLE To Remain
611 4 MAPLE To Remain
612 8 MAPLE To Remain
613 14 CHERRY To Remain
614 6 MAPLE To Remain
615 6 MAPLE To Remain
616 24 CHERRY To Remain
617 8 MAPLE To Remain
618 8 HICKORY To Remain
619 18 TRIPLE MAPLE To be Removed
620 8 LOCUST To Remain
621 20 TWIN CHERRY To Remain
622 8 MAPLE To Remain
623 6~6~12 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
624 12 ELM To Remain
625 18~26 TWIN CHERRY To Remain
626 18~26 TWIN CHERRY To Remain
627 8 MAPLE To Remain
628 8 MAPLE To Remain
629 10 LOCUST To Remain
630 6 MAPLE To Remain
631 12 LOCUST To Remain
632 12 MAPLE To Remain
633 6 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
634 14 MAPLE To Remain
635 10 MAPLE To Remain
636 10 LOCUST To Remain
637 14 LOCUST To Remain
638 14 LOCUST To Remain
639 12 MAPLE To Remain
640 16 CHERRY To Remain
641 10 MAPLE To Remain
642 12 LOCUST To Remain
643 6 MAPLE To Remain
644 6 MAPLE To Remain
645 8 MAPLE To Remain
646 8 LOCUST To Remain
647 12 BIRCH To Remain
648 10 LOCUST To Remain
649 14 CHERRY To Remain
650 8 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
651 8 MAPLE To Remain
652 12 MAPLE To Remain
653 6 LOCUST To Remain
654 8 MAPLE DEAD To be Removed
655 6 MAPLE To Remain
656 4 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
657 8 LOCUST DEAD To be Removed
658 12 MAPLE To be Removed
659 18 HICKORY To be Removed
660 20 OAK To be Removed
661 10 WHITE PINE To be Removed
662 12 OAK To be Removed
663 22 ASH To be Removed
664 4 ASH To be Removed
665 4 ELM To be Removed
666 18 OAK To be Removed
667 10 OAK To be Removed
668 12 ELM To be Removed
669 10 MAPLE DEAD To be Removed
670 28 ELM To be Removed
671 12 WHITE PINE To be Removed
672 10 OAK To be Removed
673 6 OAK To be Removed
674 4 MAPLE To be Removed
675 18 TWIN ELM To be Removed
676 16 MAPLE DEAD To be Removed
677 8 OAK To be Removed
678 12 ELM To be Removed
679 20 CHERRY To be Removed
680 6 ELM To be Removed
681 6 LOCUST To be Removed
682 10 LOCUST To be Removed
683 12 MAPLE To Remain
684 12 CHERRY To Remain
685 8 MAPLE To Remain
686 12 MAPLE To Remain
687 12 LOCUST To Remain
688 16 CHERRY To be Removed
689 12 MAPLE To be Removed
690 8 MAPLE To be Removed
691 6 MAPLE To be Removed
692 6 MAPLE To be Removed
693 14 TWIN CHERRY To be Removed
694 10 MAPLE To Remain
695 10 LOCUST To be Removed
696 10 LOCUST To be Removed
697 12 MAPLE To be Removed
698 4 MAPLE To be Removed
699 6 MAPLE To be Removed
700 16 QUAD CHERRY To be Removed
701 4 MAPLE To be Removed
702 14 MAPLE To be Removed
703 4~8~16 TRIPLE MAPLE To be Removed
704 18 OAK To be Removed
705 22 ELM To be Removed
706 8 CHERRY To be Removed
707 6 LOCUST To be Removed
708 6 MAPLE To be Removed
709 6 MAPLE To be Removed
710 14 CHERRY To be Removed
711 12 CHERRY To be Removed
712 12 CHERRY To be Removed
713 18 OAK DEAD To be Removed
714 22 OAK To be Removed
715 10 MAPLE To be Removed
716 6 LOCUST To be Removed
717 10 LOCUST To be Removed
718 4 MAPLE To be Removed
719 6 OAK To be Removed
720 24 CHERRY To be Removed
721 8 MAPLE To be Removed
722 10 MAPLE To be Removed
723 12 MAPLE To be Removed
724 6 MAPLE To be Removed
725 10 CHERRY To be Removed
726 12 TRIPLE CHERRY To be Removed
727 4 LOCUST DEAD To be Removed
728 8 LOCUST To be Removed
729 8 MAPLE To be Removed
730 8 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
731 8 LOCUST To be Removed
732 8 MAPLE To be Removed
733 8 LOCUST To Remain
734 10 MAPLE To Remain
735 16 WHITE PINE To Remain
736 ? UNKNOWN DEAD To be Removed
737 8 LOCUST To be Removed
738 14 TWIN CHERRY To be Removed
739 12 CHERRY To be Removed
740 12 MAPLE To Remain
741 12 CHERRY To Remain
742 22 OAK To Remain
743 6 OAK To Remain
744 4 MAPLE To be Removed
745 6 CHERRY To be Removed
746 18 CHERRY To be Removed
747 8 CHERRY To be Removed
748 8 CHERRY To be Removed
749 22 CHERRY To be Removed
750 22 WHITE PINE To be Removed

751 26 WHITE PINE To be Removed
752 ? MAPLE CLUMP To be Removed
753 12 MAPLE To be Removed
754 12 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
755 30 MAPLE To be Removed
756 12 MAPLE To be Removed
757 10 OAK To be Removed
758 10 MAPLE To be Removed
759 4 MAPLE To be Removed
760 14 OAK To be Removed
761 6 OAK To be Removed
762 10 MAPLE To be Removed
763 14 ASH To be Removed
764 16~26 TWIN ELM To be Removed
765 12 MAPLE To be Removed
766 4 TWIN ASH To be Removed
767 6 ASH To be Removed
768 6 ASH To be Removed
769 4 ASH To be Removed
770 8 ASH To be Removed
771 14 CEDAR To be Removed
772 22 ELM To be Removed
773 10 MAPLE To be Removed
774 24 OAK To be Removed
775 8 ASH To be Removed
776 6 MAPLE DEAD To be Removed
777 8 MAPLE To be Removed
778 18 OAK To be Removed
779 12 MAPLE To be Removed
780 10 MAPLE To be Removed
781 6 MAPLE To be Removed
782 8 ASH To be Removed
783 12 MAPLE To be Removed
784 18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
785 4 ASH To be Removed
786 12 MAPLE To be Removed
787 14 MAPLE To be Removed
788 22 OAK To be Removed
789 16 MAPLE To be Removed
790 10 MAPLE To be Removed
791 8 ASH To be Removed
792 16 MAPLE To be Removed
793 26 MAPLE To be Removed
794 22 BIRCH To be Removed
795 22 BIRCH To be Removed
796 10 ELM To be Removed
797 16 OAK To Remain
798 6 WHITE PINE To Remain
799 12 WHITE PINE DEAD To be Removed
800 10 BIRCH To be Removed
801 12 BIRCH To be Removed
802 14 MAPLE To be Removed
803 16 MAPLE To be Removed
804 16 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
805 4 CEDAR To be Removed
806 4 CEDAR To be Removed
807 4 CEDAR To be Removed
808 6 MAPLE To be Removed
809 10 MAPLE To be Removed
810 8 ASH To be Removed
811 12 MAPLE To be Removed
812 12 MAPLE To be Removed
813 ? MAPLE CLUMP To be Removed
814 10 MAPLE To be Removed
815 14 ASH To be Removed
816 14 OAK To be Removed
817 22 MAPLE To be Removed
818 4 MAPLE To be Removed
819 12 CEDAR To be Removed
820 4 CEDAR To be Removed
821 24 OAK To be Removed
822 28 BIRCH To Remain
823 12 OAK To Remain
824 8 MAPLE To Remain
825 12 WHITE PINE To Remain
826 6 MAPLE To Remain
827 10 WHITE PINE To Remain
828 12 MAPLE To Remain
829 20 MAPLE To Remain
830 16 MAPLE To Remain
831 24 OAK To Remain
832 12 MAPLE To Remain
833 28 WHITE PINE To Remain
834 16 WHITE PINE To Remain
835 16 MAPLE To Remain
836 6 MAPLE To Remain
837 18 MAPLE To Remain
838 4 OAK To Remain
839 18 MAPLE To be Removed
840 6 MAPLE To be Removed
841 6 MAPLE To Remain
842 16 ASH To be Removed
843 6 CEDAR To Remain
844 18 OAK To Remain
845 6 MAPLE To be Removed
846 16 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
847 8~10~12 TRIPLE BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
848 ? MAPLE CLUMP To Remain
849 16 HICKORY To Remain
850 8 CHERRY To Remain
851 6 OAK To Remain
852 18 WHITE PINE To Remain
853 22 WHITE PINE To Remain
854 14 CHERRY To Remain
855 12 WHITE PINE To Remain
856 18 ASH To Remain
857 18 MAPLE To Remain
858 12 WHITE PINE To Remain
859 18 OAK To Remain
860 18 TWIN LOCUST To Remain
861 20 MAPLE To Remain
862 6 MAPLE To Remain
863 10 MAPLE To Remain
864 4 CEDAR To Remain
865 18 MAPLE To Remain
866 16 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
867 14 MAPLE To Remain
868 12 MAPLE To Remain
869 22 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
870 14 CHERRY To Remain
871 6 OAK To be Removed
872 8 OAK To be Removed
873 4 OAK To be Removed
874 4 OAK To be Removed
875 24 OAK To be Removed
876 14 MAPLE To be Removed
877 6 OAK To be Removed
878 16 OAK To be Removed
879 12 OAK To be Removed
880 8 OAK To be Removed
881 8 MAPLE To be Removed
882 18 OAK To be Removed
883 20 MAPLE To be Removed
884 18 OAK To be Removed
885 6 MAPLE To be Removed
886 8 OAK To be Removed
887 18 OAK To be Removed
888 8 OAK To be Removed
889 20 OAK To be Removed
890 18 OAK To be Removed
891 22 MAPLE To be Removed
892 24 MAPLE To be Removed
893 28 MAPLE To be Removed
894 ? MAPLE CLUMP To be Removed
895 12 MAPLE To be Removed
896 14 BIRCH To be Removed
897 18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
898 20 OAK To be Removed
899 20 OAK To be Removed
900 8 MAPLE To be Removed
901 16 MAPLE To be Removed
902 26 OAK To be Removed
903 12 OAK To be Removed
904 10 OAK To be Removed
905 14 OAK To be Removed
906 14 OAK To be Removed
907 20 OAK To be Removed
908 16 OAK To be Removed
909 20 ASH To be Removed
910 4 OAK To be Removed
911 10~18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
912 22 OAK To be Removed
913 22 OAK To be Removed
914 10 MAPLE To be Removed
915 20 BIRCH To be Removed
916 18 BIRCH DEAD To be Removed
917 12 MAPLE To be Removed
918 24 MAPLE To be Removed
919 18 OAK To be Removed
920 6 BIRCH To be Removed
921 4 BIRCH To be Removed
922 10 MAPLE To be Removed
923 18 BIRCH To be Removed
924 10 OAK To be Removed
925 6 BIRCH To be Removed
926 4 HICKORY To be Removed
927 18 OAK To be Removed
928 24 OAK To be Removed
929 6 MAPLE To be Removed
930 16 OAK To be Removed
931 10 MAPLE To be Removed
932 18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
933 18 OAK To be Removed
934 20 OAK To be Removed
935 12 OAK To be Removed
936 14 OAK To be Removed
937 18 OAK To be Removed
938 8 MAPLE To be Removed
939 14 OAK To be Removed
940 22 MAPLE To be Removed
941 12 OAK To be Removed
942 10 MAPLE To be Removed
943 18 OAK To be Removed
944 18 MAPLE To be Removed
945 20 BIRCH To be Removed
946 4 ASH To be Removed
947 8 OAK To be Removed
948 10 OAK To be Removed
949 18 MAPLE To be Removed
950 12 OAK To be Removed
951 22 OAK To be Removed
952 14 OAK To be Removed
953 12 MAPLE To be Removed
954 10 HICKORY To be Removed
955 16 OAK To be Removed
956 16 MAPLE To be Removed
957 16 MAPLE To be Removed
958 18 OAK To be Removed
959 16 MAPLE To be Removed
960 18 OAK To be Removed
961 14 OAK To be Removed
962 14 MAPLE To be Removed
963 16 OAK To be Removed
964 10 MAPLE To be Removed
965 8 MAPLE To be Removed
966 18 OAK To be Removed
967 8 HICKORY To be Removed
968 18 MAPLE To be Removed
969 14 OAK To be Removed
970 12 HICKORY To be Removed
971 14~18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
972 12 MAPLE To be Removed
973 10 ASH To be Removed
974 12 MAPLE To be Removed
975 12 OAK To be Removed
976 6 OAK To be Removed
977 20 OAK To be Removed
978 24 OAK To be Removed
979 12 OAK To be Removed
980 30 OAK To be Removed
981 18 OAK To be Removed
982 12 MAPLE To be Removed
983 8 OAK To be Removed
984 12 MAPLE To be Removed
985 14 MAPLE To be Removed
986 12 MAPLE To be Removed
987 22 MAPLE To be Removed
988 10 MAPLE To be Removed
989 12 MAPLE To be Removed
990 10 OAK To be Removed
991 6 MAPLE To be Removed
992 12 OAK To be Removed
993 6 MAPLE To be Removed
994 18 OAK To be Removed
995 8 OAK To be Removed
996 6 MAPLE To be Removed
997 10 ASH To be Removed
998 12 OAK To be Removed
999 14 MAPLE To be Removed

1000 8 MAPLE To be Removed

1001 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1002 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1003 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1004 18 OAK To be Removed
1005 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1006 12 ASH DEAD To be Removed
1007 10 ASH To be Removed
1008 8 ASH To be Removed
1009 28 MAPLE To be Removed
1010 18 OAK To be Removed
1011 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1012 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1013 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1014 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1015 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1016 6 OAK To be Removed
1017 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1018 18 HICKORY To be Removed
1019 18 OAK To be Removed
1020 10 BIRCH To be Removed
1021 12 BIR To be Removed
1022 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1023 6 OAK To be Removed
1024 8~12 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1025 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1026 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1027 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1028 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1029 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1030 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1031 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1032 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1033 16 OAK To be Removed
1034 12 OAK To be Removed
1035 8 MAPLE To be Removed
1036 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1037 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1038 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1039 24 MAPLE To be Removed
1040 6 OAK To be Removed
1041 18 QUAD ASH To be Removed
1042 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1043 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1044 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1045 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1046 18 OAK To be Removed
1047 4 OAK To be Removed
1048 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1049 4 OAK To be Removed
1050 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1051 18 BIR To be Removed
1052 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1053 16 OAK To be Removed
1054 12 WHITE PINE To be Removed
1055 16 BIR To be Removed
1056 12 BIR To be Removed
1057 18 OAK To be Removed
1058 26 MAPLE To be Removed
1059 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1060 12 HICKORY To Remain
1061 12 HICKORY To Remain
1062 12 HICKORY To Remain
1063 8 HICKORY To Remain
1064 4 HICKORY To Remain
1065 8 HICKORY To Remain
1066 8 HICKORY To Remain
1067 8 HICKORY To Remain
1068 10 HICKORY To Remain
1069 12 OAK To Remain
1070 10 OAK To Remain
1071 8 OAK To Remain
1072 16 OAK To Remain
1073 8 CEDAR To Remain
1074 10 CEDAR To Remain
1075 6 CEDAR To Remain
1076 6 CEDAR To Remain
1077 6 HICKORY To Remain
1078 14 OAK To Remain
1079 10 OAK To Remain
1080 8 HICKORY To Remain
1081 6 HICKORY To Remain
1082 8 OAK To Remain
1083 8 HICKORY To Remain
1084 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1085 12 OAK DEAD To Remain
1086 8 HICKORY To Remain
1087 24 OAK To Remain
1088 12 OAK To Remain
1089 16 OAK To Remain
1090 8 HICKORY To Remain
1091 4 HICKORY To Remain
1092 12 HICKORY To Remain
1093 6 HICKORY To Remain
1094 10 MAPLE To Remain
1095 6 MAPLE DEAD To Remain
1096 6 ASH To Remain
1097 12 ASH DEAD To Remain
1098 8 CEDAR To Remain
1099 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1100 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1101 14 OAK To be Removed
1102 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1103 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1104 16 OAK To be Removed
1105 8 ASH DEAD To be Removed
1106 6 OAK To be Removed
1107 12 HICKORY To be Removed
1108 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1109 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1110 12 OAK To be Removed
1111 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1112 14 OAK To be Removed
1113 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1114 6 OAK To be Removed
1115 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1116 6 TWIN HICKORY To be Removed
1117 6 CEDAR DEAD To be Removed
1118 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1119 18 OAK To be Removed
1120 14 OAK To be Removed
1121 6 OAK To be Removed
1122 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1123 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1124 6 OAK DEAD To be Removed
1125 8 OAK DEAD To be Removed
1126 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1127 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1128 12 HICKORY To be Removed
1129 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1130 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1131 4 HICKORY To be Removed
1132 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1133 6~8 TWIN HICKORY To Remain
1134 4 OAK To Remain
1135 14 HICKORY To Remain
1136 4 OAK To be Removed
1137 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1138 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1139 6 ASH To be Removed
1140 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1141 18 OAK To be Removed
1142 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1143 16 OAK To Remain
1144 10 OAK To be Removed
1145 10 OAK To be Removed
1146 10 OAK To be Removed
1147 12 OAK To be Removed
1148 12 OAK To be Removed
1149 4 HICKORY To be Removed
1150 14 OAK To be Removed
1151 14 OAK To be Removed
1152 6 LOCUST To be Removed
1153 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1154 12 ASH To be Removed
1155 4 OAK To be Removed
1156 12 OAK To be Removed
1157 12 OAK To be Removed
1158 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1159 4 OAK To be Removed
1160 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1161 4 HICKORY To be Removed
1162 8 CEDAR To be Removed
1163 4 HICKORY To be Removed
1164 12 OAK To be Removed
1165 16 OAK To be Removed
1166 14 OAK To be Removed
1167 14 OAK To be Removed
1168 14 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1169 8 MAPLE To be Removed
1170 18 OAK To be Removed
1171 10 ASH DEAD To be Removed
1172 16 LOCUST To be Removed
1173 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1174 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1175 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1176 14 OAK To be Removed
1177 4~8 TWIN CEDAR To be Removed
1178 18 OAK To be Removed
1179 10 ASH DEAD To be Removed
1180 20 OAK To be Removed
1181 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1182 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1183 26 OAK To be Removed
1184 18 OAK To be Removed
1185 12 MAPLE DEAD To be Removed
1186 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1187 8 ASH To be Removed
1188 12 OAK To be Removed
1189 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1190 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1191 14 OAK To be Removed
1192 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1193 12 HICKORY To be Removed
1194 16 HICKORY To be Removed
1195 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1196 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1197 6 OAK To be Removed
1198 10 OAK To be Removed
1199 16 HICKORY To be Removed
1200 18 OAK To be Removed
1201 14 OAK To be Removed
1202 12 OAK To be Removed
1203 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1204 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1205 10 OAK To be Removed
1206 8 MAPLE To be Removed
1207 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1208 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1209 4 HICKORY To be Removed
1210 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1211 10 HICKORY To be Removed
1212 12 OAK To be Removed
1213 22 OAK To be Removed
1214 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1215 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1216 8 OAK To be Removed
1217 16 OAK To be Removed
1218 10 OAK To be Removed
1219 12 HICKORY To be Removed
1220 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1221 6 ASH To be Removed
1222 4 SASSAFRAS To be Removed
1223 4 OAK To be Removed
1224 4 TWIN SASSAFRAS To be Removed
1225 4 CHERRY To be Removed
1226 4 CHERRY To be Removed
1227 18 OAK To be Removed
1228 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1229 6 HICKORY To be Removed
1230 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1231 14 OAK To be Removed
1232 8 CEDAR To be Removed
1233 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1234 4 CEDAR To be Removed
1235 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1236 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1237 18 OAK To be Removed
1238 18 OAK To be Removed
1239 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1240 8 MAPLE To be Removed
1241 6~10 TRIPLE MAPLE To be Removed
1242 4~10 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1243 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1244 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1245 12 ASH To be Removed
1246 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1247 12 OAK To be Removed
1248 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1249 4 OAK To be Removed
1250 6 OAK To be Removed

1251 10 OAK To be Removed
1252 6 OAK To be Removed
1253 6 OAK To be Removed
1254 4 OAK To be Removed
1255 6 TRIPLE OAK To be Removed
1256 6 OAK To be Removed
1257 6 TWIN OAK To be Removed
1258 6 OAK To be Removed
1259 4 OAK To be Removed
1260 6 OAK To be Removed
1261 6 OAK To be Removed
1262 4~8 TWIN OAK To be Removed
1263 10 TRIPLE OAK To be Removed
1264 6 OAK To be Removed
1265 4 OAK To be Removed
1266 4~8 TWIN OAK To be Removed
1267 6 OAK To be Removed
1268 4~6 TWIN OAK To be Removed
1269 10 OAK To be Removed
1270 12 OAK To be Removed
1271 14 OAK To be Removed
1272 6 OAK To be Removed
1273 6 OAK To be Removed
1274 22 OAK To be Removed
1275 18 OAK To be Removed
1276 8 MAPLE To be Removed
1277 10 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1278 16 OAK To be Removed
1279 16 OAK To be Removed
1280 12 ASH To be Removed
1281 10 ASH To be Removed
1282 10 OAK To Remain
1283 24 OAK To Remain
1284 8 CEDAR To Remain
1285 8 HICKORY To Remain
1286 10 HICKORY To Remain
1287 12 MAPLE To Remain
1288 14 ASH To Remain
1289 6 CEDAR To Remain
1290 14 MAPLE To Remain
1291 14 MAPLE To Remain
1292 12 MAPLE To Remain
1293 14 OAK To Remain
1294 12 MAPLE To Remain
1295 12 OAK To Remain
1296 22 OAK To Remain
1297 16 OAK To Remain
1298 12 MAPLE To Remain
1299 20 HICKORY To Remain
1300 16 OAK To Remain
1301 12 MAPLE To Remain
1302 ? DOGWOOD CLUMP To Remain
1303 20 MAPLE To Remain
1304 6 CEDAR To Remain
1305 10 HICKORY To Remain
1306 16 OAK To Remain
1307 8 HICKORY To Remain
1308 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1309 26 OAK To Remain
1310 26 OAK To Remain
1311 14 MAPLE To Remain
1312 24 OAK To Remain
1313 16 OAK To Remain
1314 16 OAK To be Removed
1315 16 BIRCH To Remain
1316 20 OAK To Remain
1317 10 OAK To Remain
1318 22 OAK To Remain
1319 8 HICKORY To be Removed
1320 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1321 8 PINE To Remain
1322 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1323 20 OAK To be Removed
1324 8 PINE To be Removed
1325 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1326 8 PINE To be Removed
1327 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1328 12 HICKORY To Remain
1329 6 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1330 8 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1331 24 OAK To be Removed
1332 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1333 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1334 24 MAPLE To Remain
1335 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1336 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1337 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1338 16 HICKORY To Remain
1339 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1340 6 TRIPLE WHITE BIRCH To Remain
1341 18 ASH To Remain
1342 10 PINE To Remain
1343 6 PINE To Remain
1344 14 MAPLE To Remain
1345 14 MAPLE To Remain
1346 24 OAK To Remain
1347 10 ASH To Remain
1348 6 SPRUCE To Remain
1349 14 HICKORY To Remain
1350 14 MAPLE To Remain
1351 16 MAPLE To Remain
1352 16 ASH DEAD To Remain
1353 8 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1354 8 OAK To be Removed
1355 8 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1356 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1357 22 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1358 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1359 12 BIRCH To be Removed
1360 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1361 24 OAK To be Removed
1362 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
1363 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1364 12 PINE To be Removed
1365 6~12 QUAD WHITE BIRCH To be Removed
1366 ? DOGWOOD CLUMP To be Removed
1367 10 PINE To be Removed
1368 8 SPRUCE To be Removed
1369 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
1370 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1371 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1372 8 SPRUCE To be Removed
1373 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1374 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1375 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1376 14 TULIP To be Removed
1377 14 OAK To be Removed
1378 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1379 16 PINE To be Removed
1380 16 OAK To be Removed
1381 18 PINE To be Removed
1382 18 OAK To Remain
1383 18 MAPLE To Remain
1384 10 HICKORY To Remain
1385 6 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1386 12 MAPLE To Remain
1387 14 ASH To Remain
1388 22 BIRCH To be Removed
1389 6 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1390 14 BEECH To Remain
1391 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1392 28 OAK To Remain
1393 20 TWIN OAK To Remain
1394 16 BIRCH To Remain
1395 18 OAK To Remain
1396 4 OAK To Remain
1397 12 CEDAR To Remain
1398 22 OAK To Remain
1399 8 BEECH To Remain
1400 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1401 8 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1402 18 TWIN ASH To be Removed
1403 12 CEDAR DEAD To Remain
1404 12 OAK To be Removed
1405 16 HICKORY To Remain
1406 14 MAPLE To Remain
1407 12 OAK To be Removed
1408 14 OAK To Remain
1409 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1410 20 OAK To Remain
1411 20 TWIN OAK To be Removed
1412 12 OAK To Remain
1413 24 OAK To Remain
1414 14 OAK To be Removed
1415 10 MAPLE To Remain
1416 14 HICKORY To Remain
1417 12 MAPLE To Remain
1418 28 OAK To Remain
1419 12 CEDAR To Remain
1420 14 OAK To Remain
1421 12 HICKORY To Remain
1422 22 OAK To Remain
1423 16 HICKORY To Remain
1424 18 OAK To be Removed
1425 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1426 16~20 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1427 18 TWIN ASH To be Removed
1428 10 HICKORY To Remain
1429 12 ASH To be Removed
1430 14 CEDAR To Remain
1431 12 CEDAR To be Removed
1432 14 OAK To Remain
1433 18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1434 18 OAK To be Removed
1435 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1436 16 OAK To Remain
1437 4 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1438 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1439 10 OAK To Remain
1440 16~20 TWIN LOCUST To Remain
1441 10 OAK To Remain
1442 12 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1443 4 CEDAR To Remain
1444 4 CEDAR To Remain
1445 16 HICKORY To Remain
1446 16 MAPLE To Remain
1447 14 TWIN HICKORY To Remain
1448 6 CEDAR To be Removed
1449 4~10 TWIN CEDAR To be Removed
1450 18 OAK To be Removed
1451 12~18 TWIN HICKORY To be Removed
1452 30 OAK To be Removed
1453 8~10 TWIN HICKORY To be Removed
1454 14 HICKORY To be Removed
1455 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1456 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1457 14~18 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1458 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1459 22 OAK To be Removed
1460 12 BIRCH To be Removed
1461 24 MAPLE To be Removed
1462 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1463 20 OAK To be Removed
1464 20 OAK To be Removed
1465 20 OAK To be Removed
1466 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1467 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1468 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1469 18 OAK To be Removed
1470 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1471 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1472 10 MAPLE DEAD To be Removed
1473 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1474 6 OAK To be Removed
1475 14 TWIN OAK To be Removed
1476 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1477 14 OAK To be Removed
1478 28 OAK To be Removed
1479 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1480 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1481 14 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1482 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1483 20 OAK To be Removed
1484 6~10 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1485 6 ASH To be Removed
1486 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1487 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1488 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1489 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1490 18 LOCUST To be Removed
1491 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1492 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1493 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1494 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1495 22 MAPLE To be Removed
1496 12 OAK To be Removed
1497 14 OAK To be Removed
1498 20 TRIPLE MAPLE To be Removed
1499 12 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1500 10~14 TWIN MAPLE To Remain

1501 14 ASH To Remain
1502 16 ASH DEAD To be Removed
1503 8 MAPLE To be Removed
1504 12 ASH To be Removed
1505 20 ASH To be Removed
1506 4 PINE To be Removed
1507 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1508 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1509 24 OAK To Remain
1510 4 OAK To Remain
1511 6 MAPLE To Remain
1512 10 OAK To Remain
1513 20 OAK To Remain
1514 14 PINE To Remain
1515 18 OAK To Remain
1516 10~14~18 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1517 12 LOCUST To Remain
1518 6 OAK To Remain
1519 20 OAK To Remain
1520 20 PINE To Remain
1521 22 OAK To Remain
1522 12 PINE To Remain
1523 18 PINE To Remain
1524 12 MAPLE To Remain
1525 22 OAK To Remain
1526 6~14 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1527 24 HICKORY DEAD To Remain
1528 4 ASH To Remain
1529 18 ASH To Remain
1530 10 MAPLE To Remain
1531 12 MAPLE To Remain
1532 6 ASH To Remain
1533 26 MAPLE To Remain
1534 8 BIRCH To Remain
1535 14 ASH To Remain
1536 16 ASH To Remain
1537 4~10~12 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1538 16 OAK To Remain
1539 10 OAK To Remain
1540 18 OAK To Remain
1541 16 OAK To Remain
1542 12 LOCUST To Remain
1543 18 OAK To Remain
1544 20 OAK To Remain
1545 16 TWIN ASH To Remain
1546 12 MAPLE To Remain
1547 10 MAPLE To Remain
1548 4 MAPLE To Remain
1549 4 MAPLE To Remain
1550 4 OAK To Remain
1551 12 ASH To Remain
1552 10 PINE To Remain
1553 20~22 TWIN ASH To Remain
1554 ? MAPLE CLUMP To Remain
1555 24 ASH To Remain
1556 14 TWIN OAK To Remain
1557 20 OAK To be Removed
1558 26 ASH To be Removed
1559 24 OAK To be Removed
1560 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1561 12~18~18 TRIPLE LOCUST To be Removed
1562 20 OAK To be Removed
1563 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1564 22~24 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
1565 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1566 20 BIRCH To Remain
1567 10 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1568 26 ASH To Remain
1569 14 MAPLE To Remain
1570 4 BIRCH To be Removed
1571 4 TWIN SWEET GUM To Remain
1572 30 MAPLE To Remain
1573 30 MAPLE To Remain
1574 10 PINE To be Removed
1575 6 PINE To be Removed
1576 24 MAPLE To be Removed
1577 16 TWIN BIRCH To be Removed
1578 20 OAK To be Removed
1579 28 OAK To be Removed
1580 22 TULIP To be Removed
1581 10 CEDAR To be Removed
1582 32 ASH To be Removed
1583 24 MAPLE To Remain
1584 34 OAK To Remain
1585 24 MAPLE To Remain
1586 10 MAPLE To Remain
1587 10 MAPLE To Remain
1588 14 MAPLE To Remain
1589 28 OAK To Remain
1590 32 OAK To Remain
1591 14 MAPLE To Remain
1592 14 MAPLE To Remain
1593 36 OAK To Remain
1594 24 OAK To Remain
1595 12 MAPLE To Remain
1596 40 MAPLE To Remain
1597 14 MAPLE To Remain
1598 10 OAK To Remain
1599 28 LOCUST To Remain
1600 28 LOCUST To Remain
1601 24 LOCUST To Remain
1602 14 MAPLE To Remain
1603 12 POPLAR To Remain
1604 36 ASH To Remain
1605 16 SPRUCE To Remain
1606 32 OAK To be Removed
1607 20 SPRUCE To be Removed
1608 26 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1609 16 PINE To be Removed
1610 10 DOGWOOD DEAD To Remain
1611 14 MAPLE To Remain
1612 24 MAPLE To Remain
1613 24 TWIN OAK To Remain
1614 14 MAPLE To Remain
1615 8 DOGWOOD To Remain
1616 32 ASH To Remain
1617 28 OAK To Remain
1618 22 ASH To Remain
1619 26 MAPLE To Remain
1620 24 LOCUST To Remain
1621 24 MAPLE To Remain
1622 18 LOCUST To Remain
1623 24 OAK To Remain
1624 18 ASH To Remain
1625 22 ASH To Remain
1626 14 MAPLE To Remain
1627 28 MAPLE To Remain
1628 20 ASH To Remain
1629 30 TWIN ASH To Remain
1630 12 SPRUCE To Remain
1631 14 OAK To Remain
1632 10 SPRUCE To Remain
1633 30 OAK To Remain
1634 14 SPRUCE To Remain
1635 4~10 TWIN SPRUCE To Remain
1636 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
1637 14 SPRUCE To be Removed
1638 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
1639 28 ASH To be Removed
1640 8 SPRUCE To be Removed
1641 18 LOCUST To be Removed
1642 10 OAK To be Removed
1643 12 SPRUCE To Remain
1644 18 LOCUST To be Removed
1645 16 SPRUCE To be Removed
1646 28 MAPLE To be Removed
1647 18 BIRCH To be Removed
1648 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1649 20 ASH To be Removed
1650 20 BIRCH To be Removed
1651 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1652 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1653 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1654 22 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
1655 20 OAK To be Removed
1656 20 OAK To Remain
1657 16 QUAD LOCUST To Remain
1658 32 ASH To Remain
1659 16 MAPLE To Remain
1660 18 TWIN LOCUST To Remain
1661 12~14~24 TRIPLE MAPLE To be Removed
1662 28 LOCUST To be Removed
1663 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1664 16 MAPLE To be Removed
1665 22 QUAD OAK To be Removed
1666 14~28 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
1667 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1668 26 OAK To be Removed
1669 26 OAK To Remain
1670 14 MAPLE To Remain
1671 12 MAPLE To Remain
1672 20 MAPLE To Remain
1673 18 MAPLE To Remain
1674 18 TWIN OAK To Remain
1675 22 MAPLE To Remain
1676 14 MAPLE To Remain
1677 26~32 TWIN LOCUST To Remain
1678 28 LOCUST To be Removed
1679 20 MAPLE To Remain
1680 26 TWIN LOCUST To Remain
1681 28 LOCUST To Remain
1682 20 TWIN LOCUST To Remain
1683 28 MAPLE To Remain
1684 28 MAPLE To be Removed
1685 20 PINE To be Removed
1686 18 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
1687 6 DOGWOOD To be Removed
1688 28 MAPLE To be Removed
1689 16 SPRUCE To be Removed
1690 24 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
1691 30 OAK To be Removed
1692 20 MAPLE To be Removed
1693 14 SPRUCE To be Removed
1694 22 MAPLE To be Removed
1695 6 SPRUCE To be Removed
1696 22 LOCUST To be Removed
1697 8 SPRUCE To be Removed
1698 22 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
1699 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
1700 12 MAPLE To Remain
1701 8 MAPLE To Remain
1702 12 LOCUST To Remain
1703 12 MAPLE To Remain
1704 10 MAPLE To Remain
1705 6 MAPLE To Remain
1706 30 OAK To Remain
1707 12 MAPLE To Remain
1708 22 LOCUST To Remain
1709 16 LOCUST To Remain
1710 4 TRIPLE DOGWOOD To Remain
1711 ? DOGWOOD CLUMP To Remain
1712 14 MAPLE To Remain
1713 8 MAPLE To Remain
1714 10 MAPLE To Remain
1715 6 MAPLE To Remain
1716 6 MAPLE To Remain
1717 20 OAK To Remain
1718 20 TWIN OAK To Remain
1719 10 MAPLE To Remain
1720 8 MAPLE To Remain
1721 30 OAK To Remain
1722 8 SPRUCE To Remain
1723 12 MAPLE To Remain
1724 10 MAPLE To Remain
1725 6 MAPLE To Remain
1726 8 MAPLE To Remain
1727 10 MAPLE To Remain
1728 10 MAPLE To Remain
1729 18 ASH To Remain
1730 8 MAPLE To Remain
1731 6 MAPLE To Remain
1732 20 ASH To Remain
1733 16 ASH To Remain
1734 18 MAPLE To Remain
1735 24 ASH To Remain
1736 16 ASH To Remain
1737 4 MAPLE To Remain
1738 26 OAK To Remain
1739 16 MAPLE To Remain
1740 12 MAPLE To Remain
1741 22 OAK To Remain
1742 8 ASH To Remain
1743 14 LOCUST To Remain
1744 18 OAK To Remain
1745 18 MAPLE To Remain
1746 6 MAPLE To Remain
1747 10 MAPLE To be Removed
1748 4 MAPLE To be Removed
1749 22 ASH To Remain
1750 14 MAPLE To Remain

1751 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1752 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1753 18 ASH To be Removed
1754 22 ASH To be Removed
1755 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1756 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1757 24 ASH To be Removed
1758 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1759 12 MAPLE To be Removed
1760 26 ASH To Remain
1761 18 MAPLE To be Removed
1762 22 TWIN ASH To Remain
1763 10 PINE DEAD To Remain
1764 18 QUAD MAPLE To Remain
1765 4 ASH To Remain
1766 10 CEDAR To Remain
1767 14~16~18 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1768 4~6~12~12 QUAD MAPLE To Remain
1769 12 MAPLE To Remain
1770 12 MAPLE To Remain
1771 16 MAPLE To Remain
1772 16~20 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1773 8 ASH To Remain
1774 12 OAK To Remain
1775 16 OAK To Remain
1776 12 MAPLE To Remain
1777 18 TULIP To Remain
1778 28 TULIP To Remain
1779 12 TWIN ASH To Remain
1780 10 OAK To Remain
1781 16 OAK To Remain
1782 16 OAK To Remain
1783 10 MAPLE To Remain
1784 16 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1785 16 MAPLE To Remain
1786 14 MAPLE To Remain
1787 16 MAPLE To Remain
1788 10 ASH To Remain
1789 16 MAPLE To Remain
1790 12 MAPLE To Remain
1791 4 CEDAR To Remain
1792 16 MAPLE To Remain
1793 6 ASH To Remain
1794 4 ASH To Remain
1795 4 ASH To Remain
1796 8 ASH To Remain
1797 6 MAPLE To Remain
1798 6 MAPLE To Remain
1799 4~6~8 TRIPLE CEDAR To Remain
1800 6~10~14 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1801 18~26 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1802 8 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
1803 8 ASH To Remain
1804 4 TWIN ASH To Remain
1805 12 MAPLE To Remain
1806 4 OAK To Remain
1807 4 ASH To Remain
1808 4 ELM To Remain
1809 4 ASH To Remain
1810 16 MAPLE To Remain
1811 16 MAPLE To Remain
1812 36 PINE To Remain
1813 4 CEDAR DEAD To Remain
1814 6 CEDAR To Remain
1815 10 MAPLE To Remain
1816 14 OAK To Remain
1817 16 MAPLE To Remain
1818 18 PINE To Remain
1819 14 MAPLE To Remain
1820 16 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1821 20 BIRCH To Remain
1822 8 CEDAR To Remain
1823 12 MAPLE To Remain
1824 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1825 12 MAPLE To Remain
1826 4 POPLAR To Remain
1827 10 CHERRY To Remain
1828 6~10 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1829 14 LOCUST To Remain
1830 16 BIRCH DEAD To be Removed
1831 8 BIRCH CLUMP To be Removed
1832 4~6~8 TRIPLE LINDEN To Remain
1833 6 CEDAR To Remain
1834 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1835 14 MAPLE To be Removed
1836 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1837 6 MAPLE To be Removed
1838 8 BIRCH To be Removed
1839 8 BIRCH To Remain
1840 16 MAPLE To Remain
1841 4 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
1842 8 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
1843 10 CEDAR To Remain
1844 16 MAPLE To Remain
1845 6 MAPLE To Remain
1846 14 MAPLE To Remain
1847 10 ASH To Remain
1848 14 OAK To Remain
1849 4 ASH To Remain
1850 12 LOCUST To Remain
1851 16~16~22 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1852 16 MAPLE To Remain
1853 6 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
1854 4 CEDAR To Remain
1855 4 POPLAR To Remain
1856 6 ASH To Remain
1857 8 CEDAR To Remain
1858 6 CEDAR To Remain
1859 8 OAK To Remain
1860 14 MAPLE To Remain
1861 8 CEDAR To Remain
1862 6 OAK To Remain
1863 14 MAPLE To Remain
1864 4 ASH To Remain
1865 8 OAK To Remain
1866 4 OAK To Remain
1867 8 OAK To Remain
1868 10 OAK To Remain
1869 12 OAK To Remain
1870 4 CEDAR To Remain
1871 10 MAPLE To Remain
1872 4 OAK To Remain
1873 4 TWIN OAK To Remain
1874 8 OAK To Remain
1875 12 OAK To Remain
1876 12 PINE To Remain
1877 10 ASH To Remain
1878 10 ASH To Remain
1879 28 PINE To Remain
1880 14 PINE To Remain
1881 18 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1882 10 CEDAR To Remain
1883 4 CEDAR To Remain
1884 16 ASH To Remain
1885 12 CEDAR To Remain
1886 14 ASH To Remain
1887 4 ASH To Remain
1888 4 OAK To Remain
1889 6 OAK To Remain
1890 10 OAK To Remain
1891 12 OAK To Remain
1892 12 OAK To Remain
1893 14 MAPLE To Remain
1894 8 OAK To Remain
1895 12 OAK To Remain
1896 8 OAK To Remain
1897 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
1898 8 MAPLE To Remain
1899 24 ELM To Remain
1900 18 OAK To Remain
1901 10 SPRUCE To Remain
1902 22 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
1903 10 POPLAR To Remain
1904 6 SPRUCE DEAD To Remain
1905 8~14 TWIN DOGWOOD To Remain
1906 6~8~8 TRIPLE POPLAR To Remain
1907 18 OAK To Remain
1908 10 OAK To Remain
1909 6 OAK To Remain
1910 16 OAK To Remain
1911 14 OAK To Remain
1912 48 OAK To Remain
1913 26 OAK To Remain
1914 14 MAPLE To Remain
1915 14 MAPLE To Remain
1916 4 CEDAR To Remain
1917 6 OAK To Remain
1918 10 ASH To Remain
1919 10 OAK To Remain
1920 12 LOCUST To Remain
1921 4 OAK To Remain
1922 8 OAK To Remain
1923 8 ASH To Remain
1924 8 CEDAR To Remain
1925 4 CHERRY To Remain
1926 10 OAK To Remain
1927 22 OAK To Remain
1928 8 OAK To Remain
1929 6 SPRUCE To Remain
1930 6 SPRUCE To Remain
1931 14 OAK To Remain
1932 8 OAK To Remain
1933 24 OAK To Remain
1934 6 CEDAR To Remain
1935 16 OAK To Remain
1936 22 OAK To Remain
1937 4 OAK To Remain
1938 4 OAK To Remain
1939 8 OAK To Remain
1940 8 OAK To Remain
1941 10 OAK To Remain
1942 12 OAK To Remain
1943 14 MAPLE To Remain
1944 8 OAK To Remain
1945 10~18 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1946 6 OAK To Remain
1947 6 OAK DEAD To Remain
1948 6 OAK To Remain
1949 30 MAPLE To Remain
1950 8~10 TWIN ASH To Remain
1951 ? TRIPLE UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
1952 10 MAPLE To Remain
1953 4 OAK DEAD To Remain
1954 4 OAK To Remain
1955 12~18 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
1956 6 OAK To Remain
1957 10 OAK To Remain
1958 4 OAK To Remain
1959 4 MAPLE To Remain
1960 6 OAK To Remain
1961 4 OAK To Remain
1962 4 OAK To Remain
1963 4 OAK To Remain
1964 6 OAK To Remain
1965 8 DOGWOOD To Remain
1966 6 CEDAR To Remain
1967 8 OAK To Remain
1968 16 OAK To Remain
1969 8 OAK To Remain
1970 6 CEDAR To Remain
1971 6 POPLAR To Remain
1972 6 CEDAR To Remain
1973 6 CEDAR To Remain
1974 16 OAK To Remain
1975 16 OAK To Remain
1976 6 CEDAR To Remain
1977 10 POPLAR To Remain
1978 8 OAK To Remain
1979 4 OAK To Remain
1980 12 ELM To Remain
1981 30 MAPLE To Remain
1982 10 OAK To Remain
1983 10 OAK To Remain
1984 6 OAK To Remain
1985 4 OAK To Remain
1986 4 OAK To Remain
1987 10 OAK To Remain
1988 8 OAK To Remain
1989 4 OAK To Remain
1990 20 MAPLE To Remain
1991 14 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1992 18 MAPLE To Remain
1993 10 LOCUST To Remain
1994 8 OAK To Remain
1995 8~16~22 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
1996 6 MAPLE To Remain
1997 12 MAPLE To Remain
1998 20 MAPLE To Remain
1999 18 SHAG HICKORY To Remain
2000 12 OAK To Remain

2001 14 MAPLE To Remain
2002 4~6 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2003 8~18 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2004 16 CEDAR To Remain
2005 10 CHERRY To Remain
2006 18 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2007 22 OAK To Remain
2008 4 CEDAR To Remain
2009 6 OAK To Remain
2010 10 OAK To Remain
2011 10 OAK To Remain
2012 10 OAK To Remain
2013 12 MAPLE To Remain
2014 14 OAK To Remain
2015 30 OAK To Remain
2016 8 OAK To Remain
2017 8 OAK To Remain
2018 4 OAK To Remain
2019 6 OAK To Remain
2020 4 CEDAR To Remain
2021 4 OAK DEAD To Remain
2022 10 OAK To Remain
2023 8 MAPLE To Remain
2024 6 OAK To Remain
2025 6 OAK To Remain
2026 4~6~14 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
2027 18 MAPLE To Remain
2028 6 MAPLE To Remain
2029 8 OAK To Remain
2030 6 OAK To Remain
2031 6 CEDAR To Remain
2032 10 OAK To Remain
2033 4 MAPLE To Remain
2034 6 OAK To Remain
2035 12 OAK To Remain
2036 22 OAK To Remain
2037 4 OAK To Remain
2038 6 OAK To Remain
2039 4 POPLAR To Remain
2040 8 OAK To Remain
2041 8 CEDAR To Remain
2042 8 DOGWOOD To Remain
2043 12 CHERRY To Remain
2044 16 MAPLE To Remain
2045 18 MAPLE To Remain
2046 12 MAPLE To Remain
2047 16 MAPLE To Remain
2048 8 POPLAR To Remain
2049 6 POPLAR To Remain
2050 6 CEDAR To Remain
2051 14 CEDAR To Remain
2052 20 OAK To Remain
2053 20 OAK To Remain
2054 4 CEDAR To Remain
2055 22 TWIN ELM To Remain
2056 14 MAPLE To Remain
2057 8~10 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2058 14 MAPLE To Remain
2059 20 MAPLE To Remain
2060 14 PINE To Remain
2061 4 OAK To Remain
2062 4 CEDAR To Remain
2063 4 CEDAR To Remain
2064 10 OAK To Remain
2065 20 PINE To Remain
2066 18 PINE To Remain
2067 26 PINE To Remain
2068 14 OAK To Remain
2069 6 ASH To Remain
2070 10 PINE To Remain
2071 24 OAK To Remain
2072 10 OAK To Remain
2073 4 CEDAR To Remain
2074 10 OAK To Remain
2075 ? DOGWOOD CLUMP DEAD To Remain
2076 12 OAK To Remain
2077 10~24 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2078 20 MAPLE To Remain
2079 22 PINE To Remain
2080 8 OAK To Remain
2081 24 OAK To Remain
2082 4 OAK To Remain
2083 4 TRIPLE UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
2084 30 MAPLE To Remain
2085 4 CEDAR To Remain
2086 4 CEDAR To Remain
2087 6 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2088 8 OAK To Remain
2089 22 OAK To Remain
2090 8 CEDAR To Remain
2091 8~12 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2092 4~6 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2093 6 POPLAR To Remain
2094 18~24 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2095 4 OAK To Remain
2096 4 TRIPLE POPLAR To Remain
2097 10~14 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2098 10 POPLAR To Remain
2099 14 OAK To Remain
2100 8 POPLAR To Remain
2101 4 CEDAR To Remain
2102 4 OAK To Remain
2103 4 CEDAR To Remain
2104 10 OAK To Remain
2105 14 MAPLE To Remain
2106 4 OAK To Remain
2107 28 PINE To Remain
2108 6 CEDAR To Remain
2109 4 OAK To Remain
2110 6 CEDAR To Remain
2111 26 ASH To Remain
2112 4 OAK To Remain
2113 4 OAK To Remain
2114 4 CHERRY To Remain
2115 4~8~10 TRIPLE OAK To Remain
2116 16 OAK To Remain
2117 12 OAK To Remain
2118 6 ASH To Remain
2119 6 ASH To Remain
2120 4 ASH To Remain
2121 4~8 TWIN POPLAR To Remain
2122 16 OAK To Remain
2123 6 ASH To Remain
2124 22 OAK To Remain
2125 20 OAK To Remain
2126 6 OAK To Remain
2127 20 ASH To Remain
2128 20 ASH DEAD To Remain
2129 16 OAK To Remain
2130 6 CEDAR To Remain
2131 14 MAPLE To Remain
2132 12 OAK To Remain
2133 6 CEDAR To Remain
2134 4 CEDAR To Remain
2135 14 MAPLE To Remain
2136 8 MAPLE To Remain
2137 12 OAK To Remain
2138 8 CEDAR To Remain
2139 20 ASH To Remain
2140 4 MAPLE To Remain
2141 18 MAPLE To Remain
2142 4 MAPLE To Remain
2143 22 MAPLE To Remain
2144 8 MAPLE To Remain
2145 10 MAPLE To Remain
2146 14 MAPLE To Remain
2147 8 CHERRY To Remain
2148 32 MAPLE To Remain
2149 12 MAPLE To Remain
2150 16 MAPLE To Remain
2151 6 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
2152 10 MAPLE To Remain
2153 4 MAPLE To Remain
2154 14 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2155 8 PINE To Remain
2156 12 OAK To Remain
2157 14 HICKORY To Remain
2158 10 OAK To Remain
2159 8 ASH To Remain
2160 6 LINDEN To Remain
2161 18 MAPLE To Remain
2162 6 CHERRY To Remain
2163 4 ASH To Remain
2164 4 TULIP To Remain
2165 6 CEDAR To Remain
2166 12 OAK To Remain
2167 12 PINE To Remain
2168 8 CEDAR To Remain
2169 16 OAK To Remain
2170 8 LINDEN To Remain
2171 10 DOGWOOD To Remain
2172 6 CEDAR To Remain
2173 18 OAK To Remain
2174 4 ASH To Remain
2175 12 LOCUST To Remain
2176 8 ASH To Remain
2177 16 LOCUST To Remain
2178 14 ASH To Remain
2179 4 CEDAR To Remain
2180 14 MAPLE To Remain
2181 6 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
2182 14 OAK To Remain
2183 4 OAK To Remain
2184 22 OAK To Remain
2185 4~6 TWIN BIRCH To Remain
2186 4 TWIN BIRCH To Remain
2187 8 ASH To Remain
2188 4~6 TWIN BIRCH To Remain
2189 6 ASH To Remain
2190 20 OAK To Remain
2191 16 OAK To Remain
2192 4 BIRCH To Remain
2193 8~10~12 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
2194 12 OAK To Remain
2195 6 CEDAR To Remain
2196 4 OAK To Remain
2197 6 OAK To Remain
2198 4 POPLAR To Remain
2199 6 BIRCH To Remain
2200 10 HICKORY To Remain
2201 12 OAK To Remain
2202 10 OAK To Remain
2203 8 HICKORY To Remain
2204 12 HICKORY To Remain
2205 10 OAK To Remain
2206 8 ASH To Remain
2207 8 ASH To Remain
2208 10 ASH To Remain
2209 18 MAPLE To Remain
2210 10~14 TWIN OAK To Remain
2211 4 OAK To Remain
2212 4 DOGWOOD To Remain
2213 10 OAK To Remain
2214 10 ASH To Remain
2215 10 ASH To Remain
2216 6 ASH To Remain
2217 10 ASH To Remain
2218 14 ASH To Remain
2219 10 OAK To Remain
2220 6 OAK To Remain
2221 4 ASH To Remain
2222 14 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2223 16 OAK To Remain
2224 14 CHERRY To Remain
2225 14 MAPLE To Remain
2226 10 OAK To Remain
2227 6 DOGWOOD To Remain
2228 12 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
2229 8 ELM To Remain
2230 4 BIRCH To Remain
2231 4 BIRCH To Remain
2232 12 CEDAR To Remain
2233 4 CEDAR To Remain
2234 22 MAPLE To Remain
2235 22 MAPLE To Remain
2236 16 MAPLE To Remain
2237 4~12~14 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
2238 4 OAK To Remain
2239 14~18 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2240 6 OAK To Remain
2241 8 OAK To Remain
2242 12 MAPLE To Remain
2243 6 MAPLE To Remain
2244 16 CHERRY To Remain
2245 8 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
2246 4 OAK To Remain
2247 12 BEECH To Remain
2248 6~12~14 TRIPLE MAPLE To Remain
2249 16 MAPLE To Remain
2250 14 MAPLE To Remain

1 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
2 6 SPRUCE To be Removed
3 48 MAPLE To be Removed
4 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
5 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
6 16 WHITE PINE To be Removed
7 16 WHITE PINE To be Removed
8 16 WHITE PINE To be Removed
9 18 SPRUCE To be Removed

10 14 SPRUCE To be Removed
11 14 WHITE PINE To be Removed
12 14 WHITE PINE To be Removed
13 10 WHITE PINE To be Removed
14 8 TWIN SPRUCE To be Removed
15 14 SPRUCE To be Removed
16 38 MAPLE To be Removed
17 26 LOCUST To be Removed
18 16 LOCUST To be Removed
19 40 LOCUST To be Removed
20 20 MAPLE To be Removed
21 10 OAK To be Removed
22 18 OAK To be Removed
23 16 LOCUST To be Removed
24 16 LOCUST To be Removed
25 22 OAK To be Removed
26 22 LOCUST To be Removed
27 28 OAK To be Removed
28 30 MAPLE CLUMP To be Removed
29 18 MAPLE To be Removed
30 10 ASH To be Removed
31 14 ASH To be Removed
32 18 ASH To be Removed
33 12 ASH To be Removed
34 30 LOCUST To be Removed
35 20 UNKNOWN DEAD To be Removed
36 28 MAPLE To be Removed
37 16 MAPLE To be Removed
38 22 MAPLE To be Removed
39 18 OAK To be Removed
40 12 MAPLE To be Removed
41 6 MAPLE To be Removed
42 16 MAPLE To be Removed
43 10 UNKNOWN DEAD To be Removed
44 6 MAPLE To be Removed
45 8 ASH To be Removed
46 4 LOCUST To be Removed
47 8 ASH To be Removed
48 20 LOCUST To be Removed
49 14 ASH DEAD To be Removed
50 18 LOCUST DEAD To be Removed
51 16 LINDEN To be Removed
52 18 MAPLE To be Removed
53 8 MAPLE To be Removed
54 24 MAPLE To be Removed
55 24 OAK To be Removed
56 20 OAK To be Removed
57 14 MAPLE To be Removed
58 26 MAPLE To be Removed
59 18 MAPLE To be Removed
60 16 UNKNOWN DEAD To be Removed
61 16 MAPLE To be Removed
62 16 MAPLE To be Removed
63 6 TWIN OAK To be Removed
64 22 OAK To be Removed
65 10 OAK To be Removed
66 12 LOCUST To be Removed
67 6 OAK To be Removed
68 10 TULIP To be Removed
69 8 TULIP To be Removed
70 26 OAK To be Removed
71 20 TULIP To be Removed
72 12 ASH To be Removed
73 18 OAK To be Removed
74 6 TULIP To be Removed
75 8 MAPLE To be Removed
76 24 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
77 16 LOCUST To be Removed
78 6 LINDEN To be Removed
79 14 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
80 16 OAK To be Removed
81 24 MAPLE To be Removed
82 8 SPRUCE To be Removed
83 12 LOCUST To be Removed
84 36 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
85 26 OAK To be Removed
86 6 ASH To Remain
87 8 ASH To be Removed
88 4 MAPLE To Remain
89 8 MAPLE To Remain
90 24 LOCUST To Remain
91 4 OAK To Remain
92 8 MAPLE To Remain
93 4 MAPLE To Remain
94 14 OAK To Remain
95 6 ASH To Remain
96 4 TWIN TULIP To Remain
97 8 ASH To be Removed
98 6 OAK To be Removed
99 10 TULIP To be Removed
100 24 OAK To Remain
101 6 OAK To Remain
102 10 TULIP To Remain
103 6 ASH To Remain
104 4 MAPLE To Remain
105 22 OAK To Remain
106 20 OAK To Remain
107 8 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
108 6 ASH To Remain
109 4 OAK To Remain
110 12 OAK To Remain
111 14 OAK To Remain
112 10 OAK To Remain
113 8 OAK To Remain
114 14 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
115 8 OAK To be Removed
116 14 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
117 8 TWIN OAK To be Removed
118 14 SHAG HICKORY To be Removed
119 8 OAK To Remain
120 6 TULIP To Remain
121 10 TRIPLE OAK To Remain
122 10 LOCUST DEAD To Remain
123 18 CEDAR To Remain
124 8 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
125 8 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
126 8 OAK To be Removed
127 8 OAK To be Removed
128 12 OAK To Remain
129 12 OAK To Remain
130 8 ASH To be Removed
131 22 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
132 6 TRIPLE ASH To be Removed
133 10 OAK To be Removed
134 20 MAPLE CLUMP To be Removed
135 8 ASH To be Removed
136 10 OAK To be Removed
137 8 OAK To be Removed
138 26 OAK To be Removed
139 12 MAPLE To be Removed
140 18 OAK To be Removed
141 22 OAK To be Removed
142 12 MAPLE To be Removed
143 20 OAK To be Removed
144 12 MAPLE To be Removed
145 28 OAK To be Removed
146 16 MAPLE To be Removed
147 28 OAK To be Removed
148 10 MAPLE To be Removed
149 12 OAK To be Removed
150 4 ASH To be Removed
151 6 OAK To be Removed
152 12 ASH To be Removed
153 12 MAPLE To be Removed
154 16 OAK To be Removed
155 28 OAK To be Removed
156 32 OAK To be Removed
157 16 OAK To be Removed
158 12 TWIN HEMLOCK To be Removed
159 18 OAK To be Removed
160 6 MAPLE To Remain
161 4 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
162 6 OAK To Remain
163 10 LINDEN To Remain
164 8 LOCUST To Remain
165 14 OAK To be Removed
166 14 LOCUST To be Removed
167 10 LOCUST To be Removed
168 8 LOCUST To be Removed
169 8 LOCUST To be Removed
170 6 LOCUST DEAD To be Removed
171 14 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
172 14 LOCUST To be Removed
173 32 OAK To be Removed
174 16 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
175 14 MAPLE To be Removed
176 20 OAK To be Removed
177 20 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
178 20 BLACK CHERRY To be Removed
179 12 MAPLE To be Removed
180 8 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
181 16 TWIN BLACK CHERRY To Remain
182 10 TWIN BLACK CHERRY To Remain
183 12 HEMLOCK To Remain
184 14 OAK To Remain
185 14 MAPLE To Remain
186 14 MAPLE To Remain
187 22 OAK To Remain
188 22 OAK To Remain
189 10 OAK To Remain
190 20 MAPLE To Remain
191 16 MAPLE To Remain
192 18 MAPLE To Remain
193 8 MAPLE To Remain
194 8 OAK To Remain
195 16 OAK To Remain
196 14 OAK To Remain
197 12 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
198 12 BLACK CHERRY To Remain
199 12 OAK To Remain
200 10 LOCUST To Remain
201 10 OAK To Remain
202 6 OAK To Remain
203 28 OAK To Remain
204 8 MAPLE To Remain
205 18 OAK To Remain
206 14 ASH To Remain
207 18 OAK To Remain
208 8 ASH To Remain
209 14 ASH To Remain
210 14 ASH To Remain
211 14 TWIN ASH To Remain
212 14 ASH To Remain
213 10 ASH To Remain
214 8 ASH To Remain
215 8 ASH To Remain
216 4 ASH To Remain
217 20 OAK To Remain
218 6 MAPLE To Remain
219 10 TWIN OAK To Remain
220 14 OAK To Remain
221 12 ASH To Remain
222 10 ASH To Remain
223 8 OAK To Remain
224 24 ASH To Remain
225 20 OAK To Remain
226 4 ASH To Remain
227 8 ASH To Remain
228 10 TWIN ASH To Remain
229 12 OAK To Remain
230 4 MAPLE To Remain
231 6 OAK To Remain
232 6 HEMLOCK To Remain
233 16 OAK To Remain
234 12 OAK To Remain
235 8 OAK To be Removed
236 16 OAK To be Removed
237 16 LOCUST To be Removed
238 20 OAK To be Removed
239 16 ASH To be Removed
240 12 ASH To be Removed
241 20 OAK To be Removed
242 22 OAK To be Removed
243 8 OAK To be Removed
244 26 OAK To be Removed
245 16 OAK To be Removed
246 8 HEMLOCK To be Removed
247 ? OAK To be Removed
248 16 MAPLE To be Removed
249 8 LOCUST To Remain
250 12 LOCUST To Remain

2251 4 MAPLE To Remain
2252 14 MAPLE To Remain
2253 12 OAK To Remain
2254 26 MAPLE To Remain
2255 14 MAPLE To Remain
2256 22 OAK To Remain
2257 10 OAK To Remain
2258 8 OAK To Remain
2259 8 CEDAR To Remain
2260 10 MAPLE To Remain
2261 14 OAK To Remain
2262 ? MAPLE CLUMP To Remain
2263 16 BIRCH To Remain
2264 20 LOCUST To Remain
2265 20 OAK DEAD To Remain
2266 4 OAK To Remain
2267 ? MAPLE CLUMP To Remain
2268 20 ASH To Remain
2269 6 OAK To Remain
2270 10 MAPLE To Remain
2271 14 PINE To Remain
2272 14 PINE To Remain
2273 6 PINE To Remain
2274 20 OAK To Remain
2275 22 OAK To Remain
2276 18 PINE To Remain
2277 16 PINE To Remain
2278 16 MAPLE To Remain
2279 6 MAPLE To Remain
2280 16 MAPLE To Remain
2281 16 PINE To Remain
2282 12 OAK To Remain
2283 4 TWIN BIRCH To Remain
2284 14 MAPLE To Remain
2285 18 MAPLE To Remain
2286 14 MAPLE To Remain
2287 24 PINE To Remain
2288 8 MAPLE To Remain
2289 12 OAK To Remain
2290 6 PINE To Remain
2291 16 PINE To Remain
2292 12 PINE To Remain
2293 14 OAK To Remain
2294 10~16 TWIN CHERRY To Remain
2295 12 OAK To Remain
2296 14 PINE To Remain
2297 16 MAPLE To Remain
2298 12 MAPLE To Remain
2299 10 MAPLE To Remain
2300 12 OAK To Remain
2301 8 MAPLE To Remain
2302 16 OAK To Remain
2303 8 OAK To Remain
2304 12 OAK To Remain
2305 14 OAK To Remain
2306 4 TRIPLE PINE To Remain
2307 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2308 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2309 32 MAPLE To Remain
2310 10 OAK To Remain
2311 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2312 24 LOCUST To Remain
2313 28 MAPLE To Remain
2314 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
2315 18 OAK To be Removed
2316 10 SPRUCE To Remain
2317 6 TWIN SPRUCE To Remain
2318 20 BIRCH To Remain
2319 10 SPRUCE To Remain
2320 10 MAPLE To Remain
2321 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2322 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2323 14 OAK To Remain
2324 22 OAK To Remain
2325 12 MAPLE To be Removed
2326 18 OAK To be Removed
2327 6 MAPLE To be Removed
2328 14~16 TWIN ASH To be Removed
2329 10 MAPLE To be Removed
2330 4 OAK To be Removed
2331 10 MAPLE To be Removed
2332 10 MAPLE To be Removed
2333 10 MAPLE To be Removed
2334 18 OAK To be Removed
2335 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2336 8~14 TWIN MAPLE To be Removed
2337 6 TWIN SPRUCE To be Removed
2338 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2339 12 MAPLE To be Removed
2340 12 TWIN BIRCH To be Removed
2341 24 OAK To be Removed
2342 28 OAK To be Removed
2343 10 MAPLE To be Removed
2344 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
2345 14 OAK To be Removed
2346 8 SPRUCE To be Removed
2347 20 MAPLE To Remain
2348 6 OAK To be Removed
2349 20 MAPLE To Remain
2350 14 MAPLE To Remain
2351 14 MAPLE To Remain
2352 20 TRIPLE OAK To Remain
2353 12~14~20 TRIPLE OAK To Remain
2354 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2355 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2356 16 SPRUCE To Remain
2357 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2358 10 SPRUCE To Remain
2359 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2360 20 SPRUCE To Remain
2361 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2362 18 SPRUCE To Remain
2363 16 SPRUCE To Remain
2364 20 SPRUCE To Remain
2365 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2366 12 TWIN SPRUCE To Remain
2367 22 LOCUST To Remain
2368 32 OAK To Remain
2369 10 SPRUCE To Remain
2370 8 TWIN SPRUCE To Remain
2371 14 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2372 10 MAPLE To Remain
2373 16 UNKNOWN DEAD To Remain
2374 16 MAPLE To Remain
2375 12 MAPLE To Remain
2376 38 OAK To Remain
2377 16 PINE To Remain
2378 24 SPRUCE To Remain
2379 48 OAK To Remain
2380 10 MAPLE To Remain
2381 20 MAPLE To Remain
2382 12 OAK To Remain
2383 4 BIRCH CLUMP To Remain
2384 24 LOCUST To Remain
2385 12 ELM To Remain
2386 20 MAPLE To Remain
2387 6 MAPLE To Remain
2388 12 MAPLE To Remain
2389 8 MAPLE To Remain
2390 4 BIRCH CLUMP To Remain
2391 10 MAPLE To Remain
2392 14 BIRCH To Remain
2393 8 MAPLE To Remain
2394 22 BIRCH To Remain
2395 12 MAPLE To Remain
2396 16 SPRUCE To Remain
2397 24 LOCUST To Remain
2398 8 SUMAC To Remain
2399 14 SUMAC To Remain
2400 18 MAPLE To Remain
2401 8 MAPLE To Remain
2402 4 OAK To Remain
2403 8 MAPLE To Remain
2404 6 SUMAC To Remain
2405 4 SUMAC To Remain
2406 6 MAPLE To Remain
2407 8 MAPLE To Remain
2408 4~16 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2409 14 MAPLE To Remain
2410 6 SUMAC To Remain
2411 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2412 20 WILLOW To Remain
2413 6 HOLLY To Remain
2414 8 HOLLY To Remain
2415 6~10 TWIN HOLLY To Remain
2416 12 SPRUCE To Remain
2417 18 TWIN MAPLE To Remain
2418 4~8 TWIN SPRUCE To Remain
2419 ? DOGWOOD CLUMP To Remain
2420 16 POPLAR To Remain
2421 18 LOCUST To Remain
2422 22 TWIN LOCUST To be Removed
2423 16 TWIN ASH To be Removed
2424 14 ASH To be Removed
2425 16 TWIN ASH To be Removed
2426 18 ASH To be Removed
2427 4~6~8 TRIPLE HOLLY To be Removed
2428 6 HOLLY To be Removed
2429 14 SPRUCE To be Removed
2430 16 SPRUCE To be Removed
2431 8 TWIN HOLLY To be Removed
2432 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2433 16 TRIPLE OAK To be Removed
2434 16 OAK To be Removed
2435 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2436 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
2437 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
2438 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2439 12 SPRUCE To be Removed
2440 30 LOCUST To be Removed
2441 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2442 22 TWIN OAK To Remain
2443 18 OAK To be Removed
2444 18 OAK To be Removed
2445 22 MAPLE To be Removed
2446 12 OAK To be Removed
2447 8 SPRUCE To Remain
2448 20 MAPLE To Remain
2449 22 QUAD OAK To be Removed
2450 24 MAPLE To be Removed

2451 12 OAK To be Removed
2452 26 LOCUST To be Removed
2453 26 LOCUST To be Removed
2454 16 MAPLE To be Removed
2455 14 MAPLE To be Removed
2456 14 MAPLE To be Removed
2457 6 ASH To be Removed
2458 36 MAPLE To be Removed
2459 16~22 TWIN OAK To be Removed
2460 12 MAPLE To be Removed
2461 10 PINE To Remain
2462 12 PINE To be Removed
2463 10 PINE To be Removed
2464 14~26 TWIN ASH To be Removed
2465 16 ASH To be Removed
2466 16 MAPLE To be Removed
2467 16 MAPLE To be Removed
2468 14 SPRUCE To be Removed
2469 10 SPRUCE To be Removed
2470 8 SPRUCE To Remain
2471 6 BIRCH To Remain
2472 22 MAPLE To Remain
2473 14 PINE To Remain
2474 26 TWIN PINE To Remain
2475 12 ASH To Remain
2476 4 BIRCH To Remain
2477 16 ASH To Remain
2478 8 OAK To Remain
2479 16 PINE To Remain
2480 30 PINE To be Removed
2481 6 BIRCH To be Removed
2482 24 OAK To be Removed
2483 8 BIRCH To be Removed
2484 4 BIRCH To be Removed
2485 4~6 TWIN BIRCH To be Removed
2486 8 BIRCH To be Removed
2487 6~6~10 TRIPLE APPLE To Remain
2488 18 PINE To Remain
2489 32 PINE To Remain
2490 14 SPRUCE To Remain
2491 24 SPRUCE To Remain
2492 4~6 TWIN DOGWOOD To Remain
2493 8 DOGWOOD To Remain
2494 24 MAPLE To Remain
2495 6 SUMAC To Remain
2496 8 MAPLE To Remain
2497 12 CHERRY To Remain
2498 8 CHERRY To Remain
2499 8 CHERRY To Remain
2500 8 OAK To Remain
2501 14 CHERRY To Remain
2502 12 ELM To Remain
2503 6 OAK To Remain
2504 12 OAK To Remain
2505 6 OAK To Remain
2506 22 ASH To Remain
2507 4 MAPLE To Remain
2508 8 OAK To Remain
2509 8 MAPLE To Remain
2510 20 UNKNOWN STUMP To Remain
2511 6 MAPLE To Remain
2512 12 ELM To Remain
2513 4 MAPLE To Remain
2514 6 MAPLE To Remain
2515 20 ASH To Remain
2516 6 MAPLE To Remain
2517 20 ASH To Remain
2518 10 MAPLE To Remain
2519 20 OAK To Remain
2520 6 ELM To Remain
2521 16 ASH DEAD To Remain
2522 8 MAPLE To Remain
2523 18 LOCUST To Remain
2524 12 LOCUST To Remain
2525 10 MAPLE To Remain
2526 8 ELM To Remain
2527 12 LOCUST To Remain
2528 4 OAK To Remain
2529 10 OAK To Remain
2530 10 OAK To Remain
2531 12 OAK To Remain
2532 10 LOCUST To Remain
2533 10 MAPLE To Remain
2534 10 OAK To Remain
2535 10 OAK To Remain
2536 8 MAPLE To Remain
2537 10 MAPLE To Remain
2538 16 MAPLE To Remain
2539 20 MAPLE To Remain
2540 12 MAPLE To Remain
2541 14 ELM To Remain
2542 6 OAK To Remain
2543 4 MAPLE To Remain



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix I 
 Correspondence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Ecological Solutions, LLC 
                             Connecticut  
                                                     1248 Southford Road  
                                                     Southbury, CT 06488  
                                                     Phone (203) 910-4716  
                                                     Fax (203) 264-8976  
                                                     ecolsol@aol.com  
   

March 30, 2011 

Ms. Jean Pietrusiak 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
New York Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway – 5th Floor 
Albany, New York 12233-4757 

Re: Threatened or Endangered Species 
Saunders Property – 30 acres – 136 Todd Lane 
Town of Mount Pleasant, Westchester County 
 

Dear Jean, 

Ecological Solutions, LLC is completing a natural resource survey for a 
proposed activity (17-lot residential subdivision) at the referenced project site in 
Westchester County, New York.  The site is located at 136 Todd Lane in the 
Town  of  Mount  Pleasant.   Enclosed  is  a  USGS  7.5  minute  topographic  map  
(Ossining Quadrangle) showing the approximate location of the property 
boundaries.  Please  provide  any  information  you  can  for  known  occurrences  of  
endangered, threatened, and/or special concern wildlife/fish species as well as 
rare plant, animal or natural community occurrences, or other significant habitats 
either on the site or in the surrounding area.   

In responding to this request, please refer to the name and location of the 
project. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (203) 
910-4716.   Thank you for your assistance.  

Sincerely, 

Michael Nowicki 
Biologist 

Attachment 



Ecological Solutions, LLC 
                             Connecticut  
                                                     1248 Southford Road  
                                                     Southbury, CT 06488  
                                                     Phone (203) 910-4716  
                                                     Fax (203) 264-8976  
                                                     ecolsol@aol.com  
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                                                     Appendix J 
Existing Well Information and testing 
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Project #: 050078
Taconic Tract Developments, LLC
Town of Mount Pleasant

Chas. H. Sells, Inc.
June 18, 2008

Water Plan and Usage

Existing Wells Located on the Property:

Well Name Year Pump
Installed

Well
Depth (ft) Pump (hp) Pump Rate

(gal/min)
Green Well 2006 450 5 25
White Well 1980 462 1.5 15
Yellow Well 2006 147 3 25
Red Well 2006 462 3 25
Blue Well* 2006 147 3 40*

* Flow Test performed by Foley's Pump Service, Inc. on May 28, 2008
"and found the well to produce 55 gallons per minute."

P:\050078\2_Design\Calcs\050078-Water-Wells_revised.xls Printed: 7/3/2008



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix K 
 Enrollment Projection Calculations Update Study for the Briarcliff 

Manor Union Free School District, 2006, updated, March 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix L 
 Rutgers University Residential Demographic Multipliers (New York), 

June 2006; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



























































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix M 
 Road width drawing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix N 
 Accident reports 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix O 
 Revised Traffic Exhibits 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     Appendix P 
 NYSDEC SPDES Permit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





























































































                                                                                                     

 

 

 

 

________________________Appendix Q 
Preliminary Construction Schedule and Sequencing 
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