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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT/RESPONSE

6001

PM2203

Lighthouse Landing

INVOLVED AND INTERESTED AGENCIES

The first of these regards the Village of Tarrytown’s official status in the
environmental review process, The DEIS and the reports by Adler Consulting
and BFJ Planning conclude that Lighthouse Landing will have significant traffic
and parking impacts in Tarrytown. The Applicant has described physical road
improvements in the DEIS to mitigate some of these impacts, many of which
require approval of the Village of Tarrytown. Given these circumstances, we
have been advised that, as defined in Section 6 of the New York Codes Rules
and Regulations (NYCRRY), since the Village of Tarrytown is “an agency that
has jurisdiction by law to fund, approve or directly undertake an action”
[§617.2(s), also page II-100 of the DEIS], we are an “involved™ agency. The
DEIS should be corrected on Page I-5 and in Section ID to reflect this status.

At its request, the Village of Tarrytown has been included in the FEIS
as an “involved” agency.

AL TERNATIVES

An the other issue that I really just heard tonight is about the flex building. I
just looked at this table one here, one, one and it says it’s not just a flex
building, it’s a flex office building. Is that correct? Now, office buildings
generate much more traffic than residential unit buildings. And you have in the
chart the alternatives without the railroad, but you don’t have, I believe, an
alternative without the station, but with an office building on that site. So, I
suggest you include figures that would cover putting in a flex office building. I
don’t know the size of it. And without a station.

Also I would suggest that you consider, if you do not have mass transit there,
that you don’t put in a flex office building and leave that all open space.

The alternatives presented in IDEIS Table I-1 conform to the
Lighthouse Landing DEIS Scoping Outline. This comment pertains
to Column 7 of DEIS Table I-1, which evaluates an alternative
program with the same residential and commercial components as the
DEIS Plan, but with the addition of a 50,000-square foot flex office
building located in the southwestern portion of the East Parcel rather
than the 400-space commuter parking lot included in the DEIS Plan.
The flex office alternative does not include a new train on the Site.
DEIS Section IV provides discussion of each alternative presented in
DEIS Table I-1. DEIS Figure IV-4 illustrates the flex office space
alternative.
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SITE LAYOUT AND BUILDING DESIGN

The Board also voted to request that a greater attempt be made to make the
buildings fook like an authentic part of Sleepy Hollow rather than a series of
mall-like structures with fake facades hung from them.

Aesthetically, I applaud Roseland’s interest in making the project look
consistent with existing architecture in the area. However, I have to agree with
comments at the public hearings that the proposed rooflines were insufficiently
varied. The overall appearance was akin to a suburban sprawl mall,
compromising the desirability of the units.

2, The Village Board is generally satisfied with the design concept and
treatment for Beekman Place, although the Applicant will need to identify how
loading and refuse removal would be accommodated. However, the interior
residential blocks have not yet received the same level of detail and basically
represent potential building templates. Additional analysis regarding scale,
massing, and place-making for the multi-family residential buildings is
necessary, including the precedent examples of multi-family development (e.g.,
Bronxville, Scarsdale and Forest Hill Gardens were cited as examples). The
Applicant is encouraged to work with Village staff and their consultants in
preparing an alternate neighborhood design concept(s). This would include such
issues as roadway design, fagade treatments, use of materials and relationship to
landscape treatments and open space.

3. The Village Board is particularly concerned about the uniform four-story
bulk throughout the site. The project should be designed to include much more
variety in building height, something that is allowed for in the RF District
regulations and is in keeping with the Village character which contains many
varied building heights from two to five stories. For instance, the area along
the railroad tracks has zoning limitations that need to be reconsidered given the
lack of development activity along the East Parcel. In some instances, such as
the area abutting Ichabod’s Landing, there needs to be a different scale of
development (see also comments raised by the Planning Board), the selected use
of five stories and other signature vertical elements needs to be evaluated.

4. It will be vitally important for the interior residential buildings to exhibit
variety. Additional discussion or visuals of how this effect will be achieved are
necessary. The Village Board also notes that there may be the potential for
different architects to execute the different blocks. This could be a method to
produce the minor variations that will create a place that feels *real”, The use of
unifying elements through the development such as building materials
consisting of wood, stone and brick would be consistent with the “old Hudson
River Village” theme identified in the LWRDP and RF District, and subsequently
illustrated in the Waterfront Linkage Study. The Applicant has indicated that
they intend to use EIFS as a building material. Comments raised during design
sub-committee meetings indicated the in appropriateness of this material in
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certain instances and its potential inability to hold up over time. The Village
needs to require that the Applicant be very specific about the use of this
material, if at all, as part of the design palette,

5. The consensus of the Village Board was that design concept relative to the
“spirit of an old Hudson River waterfront community” does not necessarily
preclude the use of more modern features. While the residential area should
generally have a historic style, the Village Board feels that it is important that
some conteinporary elements be introduced in the residential blocks to provide
emphasis or visual interest. FHudson River communities developed over time
and it is not necessarily out of character to have these different elements.

8. During the course of the discussions, it was generally recognized that the
hotel offers an opportunity to create a “jewel” for the site and the Village; the
design concept for this building should be fleshed out in greater detail; the
architectural treatment of the fagade facing the Hudson River is of particular
importance. We recommend the Applicant review historic hotel precedents
from the region to identify elements that could create a distinctive architecture
for this building. There have been some general concerns regarding hotel
related uses such as confercnce space and events. Given that the RF District
allows for valet parking arrangements for hotel uses, the Applicant should
provide some indication of how those types of hotel related functions could be
accommodated on site, even if in a limited format.

Roseland has done a commendable amount of work in preparing the DEIS, and
the study of the GM site. The level of attention by Street-Works Development
and Consulting, is a valuable contribution to the analysis of the site. Further,
and analysis comparable to that of Streetworks, needs to be set forth with
respect to the structural engineering aspects of this challenging and unique
former industrial site, and the architectural aspects of the interior residential
units, With the reconfiguration of the over-all project that adherence to these
and other comments will necessitate, the missing details and data can be set
forth in the FEIS sufficient to permit the Village Board of Trustees to make the
findings it will need to make in order to determine whether and on what
conditions to grant the Special Permit for the development of the site.

Architectural Treatment, Residential Types and Mix of Uses

Concerning the architectural treatment of the facades, we recommend a greater
variety of treatments than is proposed. While a variety of treatments are
proposed for buildings 1 through 9 along Beekman Place, the other facades of
these and all the other buildings are virtually identical. The Palette of colors
illustrated in Figure IL.c-17 for examples shows how even a change of color
could help provide greater variety. Additional variety in height, roof treatiment
and details could also be applied throughout. We also recommend the
application of the most advanced conservation materials and technologies better
known as ‘green architecture’, To make this development accessible to the
widest range of people, we also recommend that there be a wider mix of
building types and sizes and there be a larger number of affordable units.
Currently this is limited to 100 senior units and 21 ‘incentive-priced’
condominiums. This is well below the 10 to 15% that is commonly provided in
developments today.
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1. It has been noted during the review process that some consideration should
be provided regarding the introduction of vertical elements, so as to avoid a
somewhat monotonous roofline throughout the development. The zoning for
the RF district allows for architectural features to extend beyond the zoning
limits for building height. The Applicant should consider introducing a vertical
element(s) that rises above the roofline to provide a signature statement to the
development (spire, clock, tower, bell tower).

g. Architectural standards - We commend the applicant’s efforts in compiling
the extensive examination of the proposed architectural standards for the
project. However, we encourage the applicant to employ a greater amount of
depth variation with the various buildings to prevent them from looking like
singular structures with varying applied facades. In addition, as much attention
should be focused on all buildings as has been placed on the building facades
along Beekman Place.

And in regard to the designs, I think 1,350 as I said might be an acceptable
number. The design, I think I saw a lot of references to French influence.
Now, I haven’t got anything against the French, but this town was based on
Dutch characters. I would hope that you would include enough Dutch
influence in the architect, in the styles of the parks and whatever else, that we
can stay historically correct.

As Phil has said many times, this is a once in a 100-year opportunity. And if we
blow it, we blow it big. I hope we would include more of a Dutch influence
into the over all appearance of what is going on.

Furthermore, we would like a greater attempt be made so that the buildings
would look like an authentic extension of Sleepy Hollow rather than a series of
mall like structures with fake facades hanging from them.

And finally, number ten, taste. The structures that I’ve seen do look pretty
much like a mall, and there is no variety and not enough of the essence of what
we have here in the community. What we develop over the years, whether it be
Dutch or French influence, I don’t think it’s as important as that it has some
versatility. Thank you very much,

Figure Number II.C-14 shows a four-story building, probably in Troy. The
caption says, “There are often taller five and six story buildings found in Troy,
New York, but also elsewhere up and down the Hudson River. In fact, Sleepy
Hollow on upper Beekman Avenue also includes five and six story buildings,”
Page C-14.

Yes, the stately Van Tassel Apartments where I grew up is impressive, halfway
up the avenue. But that is no reason to invite structures almost as tall on the
shoreline on the Village®s riverbank that we will get only one opportunity to
make beautiful for who knows how many lifetimes to come.

Redesign the residences in a more tasteful manner.

To develop a vocabulary of residential architectural design treatments,
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materials and colors relating to Sleepy Hollow and historic Hudson
River villages, the Applicant’s architect, RTKL, and one of the
Village’s Consulting Planners, Beyer Blinder Belle, have prepared a set
of Architectural Design Guidelines for Lighthouse Landing. These
guidelines, which are included at the end of FEIS Section I, derive
from a Precedent Analysis of historic residential and other building
types prepared by BBB (see FEIS Appendix 2), similar to the analysis
of historic Hudson River village downtowns prepared by the
Applicant for the DEIS (sec DEIS II and DEIS Appendix 2). They
also incorporate and expand upon the Beckman Place design
guidelines included in DEIS Section II. The Design Guidelines
provide an architectural framework within whose visual and functional
parameters the Lighthouse Landing buildings will be individually
designed and presented to the Village during site plan review.

I also, having read the whole thing, noticed that there is nothing in there about
handicap access and universal design in the development. As the Chairman of
the Mayor®s Advisory Committee on the Handicapped, it is a particular concern
of mine, and I would like that addressed.

All buildings and open space areas will comply with the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility guidelines as well as other
applicable accessibility regulations.

BUILDING HEIGHT

d) How do the proposed heights of the buildings compare to the heights of
existing buildings along Beekman and Broadway?

The proposed three, four and five story buildings at Lighthouse
Landing comply with the RF District height regulations established
by the Village of Sleepy Hollow for the Site and are similar in height
to existing two to six story buildings located along Beeckman Avenue
and Broadway in Sleepy Hollow. See description and photographs of
Sleepy Hollow buildings at DELS Figure No. II.C-7.

The other is the height. The five stories, I know your zoning has 35 feet. So 1
would like you to take a closer look at the height.

And finally, here is my request to Roseland’s fine architects when they go back
to their drafting tables. Try two-story buildings, show us two-family homes or
even single-family homes with front yards or side yards like the ones in town on
Washington Street, Beckman Avenue, Ceder, Elm, College and Depeyster
Streets.

Limit the height of all structures.

FEIS IL.II - 4 12/19/06
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7. The application of the RF zoning district height regulation results in a
situation where buildings with lower heights are located nearer the railroad
tracks. We understand that this provision was created to allow for views from
development on the east side of the tracks. Now that circumstances have
changed (i.e., no development proposed on the east side) it seems that having
shorter buildings near the tracks does not make as much sense. The Village,
along with the Applicant, needs to reconsider the appropriateness of the height
regulations for this part of the site. The buildings along the tracks could be of a
different configurationfuse such that they could be used for business incubator
type uses, live/work lofts and the like. This would introduce the potential for
opportunities for increased employment and tax generation. Any residential uses
proposed along the railroad tracks needs to have a landscaped buffer. In the
even that the proposed senior housing is moved away form the currently
proposed location along the tracks, other potential locations need to be
identified, such as the South Parcel.

The Sleepy Hollow zoning regulations establish zones of maximum
building heights ranging from 15 feet to 65 feet (and greater, when
such additional height is determined to be consistent with the LWRP)
within the RF District and the Lighthouse Landing site. See DEIS
Figure No. II.C-6 and accompanying description. All proposed
Lighthouse Landing buildings have been designed to meet these
requirements, with the exception of several buildings along Road
Four which are parallel to the railroad tracks. (See FEIS Figure No.
II-2.} As noted in Comment 4307, the maximum height (42 feet)
permitted in the zone beginning at the Metro-North railroad tracks
and extending 300 feet to the west appears to have anticipated the
placement of buildings on the east side of the tracks from which views
could be important. As the only buildings currently proposed on the
East Parcel are those that will be within the Sleepy Hollow
Department of Public Works yard, both the Village Board (the author
of Comment 4307) and the Applicant believe the 42-foot height
limitation in this area should be reconsidered. The Applicant will
petition the Village Board to permit additional height within the 300-
foot zone west of the railroad tracks to accommodate the proposed
heights for four of the buildings along Road Four (Buildings A, E, I
and N). One means of doing this would be to amend Section 62-
5.1(x)(s)(g) of the Village Code to provide the Village Board with the
same discretionary authority to increase the building height in the area
extending 300 fect west of the railroad tracks that it already has with
respect to height in other areas within the RF District.

As shown in the FEIS Alternative Plan (Figure No. II-2), the
proposed live-work apartments (Buildings I and N) and multi-family
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buildings A and E are proposed to be 5 stories and approximately 55
to 60 feet in height. They will be separated from the railroad tracks
by on-grade parking with landscaped islands. Section 62-
5.1W[2](c)[1] of the Village Code allows for building bulk incentives
to increase the maximum permitted building height by up to 10
percent in the RF District in exchange for the provision of public
benefit features. As such, for the aforementioned 42-foot height
limitation within the 300-foot zone west of the tracks at Lighthouse
Landing, building height could be increased by up to 4 feet from 42
feet to 46 feet. This code provision would not be sufficient for four of
the buildings along Road Four (Buildings A, E, I and N) as they are
proposed for heights of up to 60 feet. For this reason, the Applicant
will not exercise the option discussed above under Section 62-5.1W,
but rather will submit a petition to the Village requesting an
amendment to the building height regulations of the RF District to
permit the proposed heights of Buildings A, E, I and N “as-of-right.”
As an alternative, the Village may consider amending Section 62-
5.1W to increase the maximum building height permitted as a
development incentive.

STREET SYSTEM AND STREETSCAPE

A discussion with responsible MTA personnel indicated that if Roseland were to
propose a second access involving a track crossing, that this would be
considered and not rejected out-of-hand.

Due to extent of ramping and land that would be taken up on the East
and West Parcels, and the undesirability of routing traffic to the West
Parcel through the Continental Street neighborhood, the Applicant is
not proposing a new track crossing as part of Lighthouse Landing.

¢} How will you separate the public access to the river from the residential units
along the river?

The riverfront open space is separated from the proposed residential
units by new streets that will be dedicated to the Village of Sleepy
Hollow. Public streets have been proposed along the riverfront open
space in order to ensure public access. See Road A and Road One on
FEIS Alternative Plan, Figure No. II-2.

9. The Applicant should present street designs that introduce a few minor shifts
to the grid or flaring that could introduce variation and interest, A narrower
roadway pattern could be explored for certain sections of the site, particularly in
the areas serving the townhouses. This could be viewed as a consistent design
approach for a historic Hudson River village development pattern.
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To me, just looking at the drawings, I think the open space, the public green
space could be enlarged. There is no reason why it shouldn’t be enlarged except
to - the only negative would be it would limit the profits of the developer. The
community interest overrides that.

Instead of the straight-forward grid, cul-de-sac style proposal, I suggest
mirroring the rest of our village, With the exception of one neighborhood,
Philips Manor, we have curvy roads, nooks and crannies, low profile buildings
and smaller, diverse homes, Chunks of four and five story buildings are
unacceptable no matter how varied their facades. Let Roseland site down with
local architects who would be happy to provide a more appropriate look.

Many residents last week mentioned the character of Sleepy Hollow, A grid
development certainly doesn’t fit in with that character. So take the
opportunity and rethink the space with more than more character, streets with
more curbs, surprise views, wider view sheds. Open up the project at least in
theory as one of your alternatives.

The proposed street grid has been revised to provide a more gradual
transition between Beekman Place and the railroad tracks and to
interject a wedge-shaped linear park extending from the riverfront
open space into the development north of Road C that opens up
views to the river and increases the amount of proposed public open
space. See FEIS Figure No. II-2. The perimeter roadway adjoining
the proposed landscaped buffer to Kingsland Point Park (Road One)
has been made more curvilinear to reflect the open space setting. In
the Applicant’s opinion, this modified street grid reflects the street
pattern of Sleepy Hollow and a downtown historic Hudson River
village as described in the Village’s RF District zoning regulations.

Street Definition, Widths and Layout

While we agree with and support the layout of streets as a grid that essentially
reflects the existing streets in the Lower Village, we do not believe that there is
any justification for any travel lanes to be 14 feet wide. A width of 10 to 12
feet should suffice in all instances and would contribute to keeping the
development compatible with pedestrian use. We support the concept of
parallel on-street parking on most of the streets and particularly along the
waterfront, This makes the use of sidewalks more secure for pedestrians while
also providing needed parking, particularly for the waterfront. Additionally we
strongly support the recommendation in the Village’s Open Space Framework
Plan that the Beekman Avenue extensions to the waterfront include a loop
along the northern side of the Ichabod’s Landing development defining a
landscaped space. This additional roadway and landscaped space will not only
provide an appropriate terminus to the protected visnal corridor of Beckman
Avenue but we belicve that it is essential to creating a seamless connection with
that smaller development. Otherwise it will remain isolated from the Roseland
development segmenting a waterfront that should function as a whole into
unrelated fragments. Additionally we believe that this loop should be extended
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to the river’s edge to provide access to a public pier as discussed below under
Consistency with the LWRP,

The Beckman Place travel lanes were shown in the DEIS Plan to be
14 feet wide to provide more maneuvering space for stopping or
parking vehicles along the main retail street. Under the FEIS
Alternative Plan, the Beekman Place lanes have been reduced to 12
feet in width, consistent with the majority of the other site roadways.
See FEIS Figure No. II-8, Typical Roadway Cross-Sections.

As shown in the FEIS Alternaave Plan (Figure No. I-2) and FEIS
Figure No. II-7, Beekman Avenue and River Street Extensions, a
large landscaped island or village green is proposed at the intersection
of Beekman Avenue and Beekman Place to separate that linked
roadway from the linkage of River Street and Road A and maximize
the distance between the two roadways to facilitate emergency access
to the Site.

The proposed site plan makes good use of the traditional grid street pattern for
the creation of a transit oriented development that would be an extension of the
village. However, it is difficult to fully envision the overall impact of a
development of this scale and to appreciate all of its aspects based on a review of
site plans. We encourage the Village to request the applicant to prepare a model
that could provide a three dimensional view of the project along with other
forms of elevations and perspectives. Part of this effort should include means to
show how the new development will relate to the existing village uphill of the
site and address sightlines and viewsheds, such as the view from Barnhard Park.

The Applicant will prepare a scale model of the Site and surrounding
area for use during subsequent presentations of the proposal during
the site plan review process.

a. Location and features of train station access — As shown on the plans, the
proposed Metro-North station platform access point is located behind Building
13, tucked away from view. This location will prevent residents from having a
direct walk to the station as, in all cases, they will be required to walk around
Building 13 and through a parking area in order to access the trains. In
addition, beyond the construction of platforms, the draft EIS does not discuss
the construction of a station building or the provision of station amenities such
as a newsstand or coffee bar.

‘We recommend that the proposed train platform access point be relocated and
placed at a new formal east end of Road Three so that it - and some type of
station building - could form a prominent anchor at the end of this street. One
alternative means to accomplish this anchor concept would be a switch in the
locations of Building 13 and Building 14 (the proposed community center).
Building 14 could be integrated with, or expanded to serve as, a new station
building. This combination of community center/train access point could be
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ideal as such a building would become a natural focal point for residents. We
note that train stations and community centers are focal points for many
Hudson River communities.

In the proposed FEIS Alternative Plan, the train station drop-oft is
now at the bend in Road Four (see FEIS Figure No. II-2). Short-
term parking is available along either side of the green space fronting
the drop-off, station platform and stair to the overpass connecting the
north and south bound platforms. As described in the DEIS and
discussed preliminarily with Metro-North, station facilities such as
ticket and newspaper machines and enclosed waiting shelter would
likely be located on the pedestrian overpass connecting the platforms.

b. Location of Bridgeview Boulevard (Road Two - The site plan shows the
layout of a long boulevard-style street (named “Bridgeview Boulevard®) located
in the west section of the site where it would be flanked by town homes for the
majority of its length, This type of boulevard would create an axis and provide
views of the river and the Tappan Zee Bridge through Lighthouse Landing.
However, the north end of the boulevard will not have a defining feature as it is
show to end with an entrance to a parking lot for Kingstand Point Park. In
addition, a wide boulevard may not provide the most appropriate road frontage
for low-rise town homes.

We recommend that consideration be given to switching the location of
“Bridgeview Boulevard” to Road Three. By moving the boulevard layout
eastward one block, the axis discussed above with regard to the train station/
community center at the north (east) end. Furthermore, the use of a boulevard
layout may be more appropriate with the higher density buildings shown to be
located along Road Three. The wide boulevard would serve to break up the
larger building masses presented by the multi-family apartment buildings and
would make Road Three more suitable for ground floor retail uses. Placing
additional, local-oriented retail along this relocated boulevard would allow
residents to purchase basic goods and services without needing use of a car.
Stores located along Road Three would be within a short walk of all of the
proposed dwelling units and would be on the walking path to the train station.

In the proposed FEIS Alternative Plan, the new entry to Kingsland
Point Park would be located at the intersection and termini of Road
One, which runs along the riverfront open space and Kingsland Point
Park, and Road Four, which runs parallel to the railroad tracks. See
FEIS Figure No. II-2. Road Two (Bridgeview Boulevard) still has a
landscaped median on either side of Beekman Place, but is less
prominent than in the DEIS Plan.

c. Streetscape features - The streetscapes along Beeckman Place and a relocated
Bridgeview Boulevard warrant additional attention to maximize their

“walkability”. The proposed building cut-throughs in buildings 2n, 3n, 6s and
75 should be designed to be prominent pedestrian friendly places that are wide
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and inviting. In addition, we recommend that sidewalk bump-outs be placed on
Beekman Place at those locations with mid-block pedestrian crosswalks to
connect the cut-through on each side of the street. Such revisions would create
a more pedestrian friendly environment.

We note that the site drawings show proposed tree-pits for street trees
measuring six feet by twelve feet in size, If these tree pits were to be
constructed as above ground pits and double as bollards, their large size could
create obstacles for pedestrians. The applicant should be requested to provide
more information about these features and the type of plantings. (If the
proposed tree pits are to be flush with the sidewalk surface, then they should
not present a problem.)

In the Applicant’s opinion, the provision of crosswalks at the
Beekman Place intersections with Road Two and Road Three where
sidewalk bump outs are planned would facilitate more organized
pedestrian circulation patterns than mid-block crosswalks on Beekman
Place at the Building G and L “vias”. Mid-block crossings would also
result in the loss of several of the proposed on-street parking spaces
along Beekman Place. The proposed crosswalk locations are
illustrated on FEIS Figure I-2.

The street tree pits are proposed to be at grade or bordered by a low
curb, dependent on their size and the types of low plantings to be
provided therein.

Since the project is intended to be a transit-oriented development, it should
include a comprehensive set of features to accommodate and encourage
bicycling. The Applicant should discuss to what extent bicycling amenities will
be installed for both residents and visitors to Lighthouse Landing., including
possible features such as bike lanes connecting the residential to the open space
and Beekman Place, secure storage areas at the train station and/or residences,
shower facilities, bike racks along Beekman Place, etc.

Bike lanes would help a lot. Pedestrian, make sure pedestrian walkways are
usable. Right now there is no way to bicycle safely on Route 9. IF I want to
take my bicycle up on my sidewalks, they are decrepit, big holes over by the base
of 448, on the foot of Beekman Avenue - the top of Beeckman Avenue. Basically
anything that helps, anything that makes alternatives to people driving a car.

As described in the Village Consultant’s report on the Village Open
Space Master Plan (DEIS Appendix 9), the riverfront open space will
include pathways for both pedestrians and bicyclists, and it is
anticipated that bike racks can be provided at muldiple locations
within that open space. Bike racks can also be provided as part of a
coordinated street furniture plan for Beekman Place and the linear
park and mews north of Road C. Within the public streets of
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Lighthouse Landing, it is anticipated that bicyclists will share the
roadway with motor vehicles as they do throughout the Village.

15. The Applicant should indicate what types of paving and road surface
treatments are anticipated, particularly for crosswalks and courtyards.
Consideration should be given to the placement and use of materials to provide
pedestrian safety and reflect a historic Hudson River community.

Roadways and sidewalks within the proposed public rights-of-way
will generally be paved in asphalt and concrete respectively per Village
of Sleepy Hollow standards. Crosswalks may be paved in modular
pavers and/or imprinted concrete or asphalt to increase visibility and
driver and pedestrian awareness. Accent paving at building entries
and within courtyards may also have a modular surface to reflect the
architecture and function of adjoining buildings. Specific proposals
for the type, extent and color of paving materials will be presented
during the site plan approval phase of the project.

16. The Applicant should provide more detail of the proposed lighting plan and
examples of the type of lighting proposed for use in the residential and
riverfront portion of the development.

As described in DEIS Section IT and illustrated in FEIS Figure No. II-
17, the Applicant proposes to use the Village of Sleepy Hollow
“shepherd’s crook” street lighting fixtures along the roadways in
Lighthouse Landing. Lighting for the residential building facades and
courtyards will be presented during the site plan approval stage of the
Project. Lighting within the riverfront open space will be selected by
the Village Consulting Planners to complement the various facilities
and improvements within this area. See FEIS Appendix 7A, Village
of Sleepy Hollow Waterfront Use Master Plan.

‘Within the site on the west parcel, loading bays and access for commercial
vehicles to service the commercial areas, stores, restaurants and hotels will need
to be shown. The truck access to the site will limit the amount of parking that
the DEIS now shows. As discussed below, there should be provision for 2 cars
per residential unit, and not 1.5 as in the DEIS, as is now required for such
developments in the rest of the Village.

Secondly, if you take a look at the interior parking off the commercial street
Beekman Place, there is no loading ramps provided. Loading ramps are a very
important part of running a viable commercial setting. And we are going to
have to provide for loading ramps. And it won’t be from the Main Street where
cars are all parked and people are pedestrians.

So it is going to have to be probably from the back or from underneath where
you have the capacity to put in a lower level. That’s going to reduce the parking
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on those interior parking lot areas which is going to mean you are going to have
to put some of that commercial parking into perhaps a different structure
therein.

As is typically the case in Sleepy Hollow and main streets in other
small village downtowns, loading spaces for the individual Beekman
Place retail stores within Buildings G, H, I. and M will be provided
along each block’s frontage on Beekman Place. The market and office
in Building B and the cinema in Building C will be served by loading
areas within their off-street parking areas. See FEIS Section I for
discussion of parking proposed for the different Lighthouse Landing
residential units. Roseland has identified the residential parking ratios
necessary by product type based on actual experience with their other
projects in the region. The adequacy of the proposed on-site
residential parking supply is further supported by Walker Parking’s
experience locally and nationally and with consideration of data from
the Urban Land Institute as outlined in DEIS Appendix 11, Parking
Analysis. In addition to providing reserved garage spaces for all the
residential units, the project offers a number of shared parking
opportunities within convenient walking distances and will provide
approximately 455 on-street parking spaces interspersed throughout
the site. These on-street spaces will be available to a variety of users
including visitors to the residential units.

LANDSCAPING

10. A general question was raised as to the appropriate time to install
landscaping and street trees; the Applicant needs to outline an installation
program relative to other site improvements, including Beekman Place.

Landscaping and street trees will be installed at the completion of site
work in each particular area or block; detailed plans for landscaping
and site improvements associated with each building will be submitted
during site plan review for each portion of the Site. FEIS Figure Nos.
ILL-1 through II.L-6 of this document present the Applicant’s
anticipated project construction sequencing between Year 1 and Year
6. The section of the waterfront open space area located between the
property line with Ichabod’s Landing and Road Two is expected to be
substantially complete by the beginning of Year 2, while the
remaining waterfront area up to the juncture with Kingsland Point
Park is slated for completion by the beginning of Year 3. As for the
central park, construction of the western section berween Road One
and Road 2 is expected to be completed by the beginning of Year 4
with the balance to occur by the beginning of Year 5.
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I would like to petition for a community garden somewhere in the ‘green
crescent’. Produce could be sold at the green market to benefit local endeavors.

The Village’s Consulting Planners have prepared a Waterfront Use
Master Plan that illustrates the various water-dependent and water-
related uses existing and envisioned along the Sleepy Hollow
waterfront. See description in FEIS Section I and FEIS Appendix 7A.
The plan does not currently include a community garden in this area.

6. The applicant should provide more detail on the proposed landscaping plans
and the measures taken to ensure plant diversity and reduce maintenance needs.
This should include a more detailed evaluation of the selected planting materials
and their appropriateness for a location on the Hudson.

In reference to the landscaping use within the new development, I ask that you
consider xeriscaping techniques, harvested rainwater, expanded use of recycled
green materials and alternative power sources, Sleepy Hollow has the
opportunity to be a forerunner in green building/living technologies. It is my
hope that sustainable energy practices can be incorporated into the construction
concepts, in addition to low flow water fixtures. Tax dollars “lost” by
downsizing the residential and retail aspects of the development could be made
up for with energy credits and grants supporting ecological restoration and
green building. Wind and solar power could be harnessed and built on green
space discreetly or quite overtly as ornamental sculptures. I am very proud of
this Village’s efforts in recycling. I applaud Roseland’s proposals for the use of
indigenous plants on the site. I hope we can catapult this into a much more
comprehensive environmental effort.

Detailed landscape plans, including descriptions of selected plant
materials and their suitability for the riverfront site, will be submitted
as part of the site plan application review process for all individual
buildings and phases of the Project. See also response to Comment
6203 below related to energy efficiency.

PROPOSED BUILDINGS

11. There should be some comparison relative to the typical size for different
units such as apartment vs. condominium.

The Applicant is proposing that the condominium apartments will be
generally 20 to 30 percent larger than the rental apartments of the
same bedroom type as presented in the table below. The net floor
area of the rental apartments will generally range from approximately
725 to 1,300 square feet, while the condominium apartments will
range from 850 to 1,500 square feet. Net floor areas for the
condominium apartments will be approximately 10 percent to 15
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percent greater than the rental apartments on average.

Unit Type No. of Net Floor Area
FEIS Alternative Plan Units (SF)
Rental Apartments 1BR 314 725 -750
2 BR 254 1,050 - 1,150
2 BR w/Den _61 1,250 - 1,300
Subtotal 629
Condominiums 1 BR 22 350 - 900
2BR 313 1,150 - 1,300
2 BR w/Den _38 1,300 - 1,500
Subtotal 373
Townhomes 3 BR 248 2,250 - 3,350
Subtotal 248
Total 1,250

I have concerns about the types of retail space mentioned in the plan. I see no
need for a supermarket, movie theatre, or hotel. The Village may benefit more
from a market place {similar to the one in Grand Central Station) for local
vendors of Hudson Valley produce and a modest Bed and Breakfast. Visitors to
Philipsburg Manor often request 18™ century-style food and lodging - this
could be a way to incorporate appropriate themes into the development without
involving large chains. Disproportionately sized commercial properties would
increase un-welcome traffic and compromise the integrity of our Riverfront
Village facade. The installation of a movie theatre would detract from the great
efforts that the Tarrytown Music Hall has made in its restoration of their space
and facilities.

South Parcel - We believe that the concept of a small fine arts cinema on the
south parcel is an idea that has merit. We would request that the architecture
and siting of any building on this parcel be carefully evaluated since this is a
“gateway” location. We also would request that the driveway from River Street
be shifted as far southward as possible to improve the separation form the
Ichabod’s Landing entrance and to avoid having the parking entrance directly
across River Street from the residences in our Building 1.

The movie theater that is proposed here I think is inappropriate for a number of
reasons. I think that a much better use of that space would be a cultural
community center or perhaps a children’s museum or something like that. The
reason why I say this is becanse, first of all, there is a number of movie theaters
in the area on 9A and in Hawthorne. There are two large movie theaters, I
don’t think there is a need for it. But, I think that the problem that can come
up with something like this - I was raised in a riverfront, Westchester riverfront
water community on the other side of Westchester, Nevertheless, we had a
large riverside park, not a riverside, the Long Island Sound park there. So, I
know something about how people react to these places. And they’re vital and
important.

But Pm concerned with the movie theater, because what happens, what can
happen in this situation is you’ve got a movie theater and the late show, 9:30 or
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10:00 o’clock, you get a lot of teenagers on 2 Friday or Saturday night. You’ll
have teenagers going in there. They will get out at 11:30, 12:00 o’clock. And
where the theater is situated is right at the top of the business district
(pointing), right down to the park. And these kids at 11:00 or 12:00 o’clock
on a Priday or Saturday night will go right down to the waterfront. I think it
could be a problem and not the way that you want the riverfront to be. So, I
think there will be better uses for that than a movie theater, like 2 community
cultural center would be more appropriate.

The “fine arts cinema” located on the South Parcel was proposed by
the Applicant as a result of early planning discussions held with the
Village Board and other interested parties and was seen to be a
desirable facility that would be frequented by new and current
residents of the area. In the FEIS Alternative Plan, the cinema has
been reduced in size to 18,000 square feet, which could accommodate
three screens or theatres and approximately 400 seats. The entry to
the parking area has been shifted to the south end of the South Parcel
off River Street. See FEIS Alternative Plan, Figure No. II-2.

14. The operation of the hotel should be clarified. Will it include limited
conference and formal functions? Has valet parking been considered to increase
parking efficiency? Section 62.5.1,.V.12 of the zoning code includes valet
parking as one of the suggested alternate methods to meet the site parking
requirements,

The hotel in the FELS Alternative Plan has been reduced to 140
rooms and will not be marketed as a conference center. It will have
dining and gathering rooms for guest functions. It will also include
valet parking in its lower level to maximize parking efficiency.

d. Layour of supermarket - The site plan appears to show that the proposed
supermarket (Building 8) will have its primary entrance from the second level of
a parking structure at the rear of the building, It is not clear if there would be
any pedestrian access from either Beckman Place or Road Four. An orientation
of this store toward a parking structure and not toward the new streets would
undermine the overall Lighthouse Landing design concept. While it is probably
necessary to maintain a rear vehicular-oriented entrance and drop-off area for
the supermarket (since many supermarket trips involve carrying large amounts
of groceries), easier access to the supermarket should be provided for people
who wish to walk to the store.

In addition to access, we are concerned that the architectural renderings appear
to show that the supermarket will have either a blank wall or window
treatments with no pedestrian access along the street frontages, creating a dead
streetscape. As an alternative, we recommend that consideration be given to
placing supermarket entrances on both Beekman Place and Road Four either as
direct entrances or as entrances via specialty shops (c.g. floral department,
pharmacy} that may be part of the supermarket. The appearance and visual
impact of the two-story parking garage, which is shown to extend 400 feet
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along the south side of Road Four, should also be carefully considered. Blank
facades could be enhanced with art work, murals, window displays or similar
type improvements.

I heard the gentlemen speak earlier concerning the supermarket. I am not sure
that the marketplace is a supermarket but I hope that it is. Because it’s been
shared that it will not be as large as Stop and Shop but I would like you to
consider making it as least double the size of the frequently used C-Town. Its
congested on a daily basis and Sleepy Hollow at this time does not have our
own supermarket. And so with the growth 1 believe, I ask you to consider that.

As shown in the FEIS Alternative Plan (Figure No. II-2), the market
is located at the intersection of Beekman Avenue and Beekman Place.
The primary entrance to the market will be from the parking area to
the rear, which is accessed from Road Four. A second entrance,
possibly to a market café or coffee shop, would be located at the
corner of Beekman Place and Road Four. The market building
facades facing Beekman Avenue, Beekman Place and Road Four will
all have display windows or other architectural treatments to enliven
those streetscapes. As discussed in Secton I of this document, the
25,000-square foot market is planned to operate as a specialty grocer.

3) The location of the trash and recycling bin areas should be provided for both
the residential and commercial buildings.

With the exception of the townhomes and retail uses along Beekman
Place, refuse and recyclables for the residential and commercial
buildings at Lighthouse Landing will be stored in central interior
collection areas within individual buildings for ease of pickup. Refuse
and recyclable collection for the townhomes and the retail uses along
Beekman Place will be provided on an individual house-to-house and
business-to- business basis. If applicable, any outdoor refuse storage
contatners would be appropriately screened (e.g., with walls, fencing
or landscape treatment) so as to be unobtrusive and hidden from
public view. As indicated in DEIS Section ITII.D, the Sleepy Hollow
Department of Public Works currently provides refuse and recyclable
collection to residential and commercial properties within the Village ,
and will also provide these services for the Lighthouse Landing
project. Refuse and recycling areas for all buildings will meet the
requirements of the Village of Sleepy Hollow for municipal pickup as
applicable.

I see, with respect to one of the maps, legends or the site plan, community
building is on one of these, and it’s number 14 in one of these things. And, I
mean, you look at this project and you say that’s it for a community building,.
That little tiny thing. It seems inadequate.
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Another concern I have is that it seems like it’s going to be a closed community.
All along we had been promised new neighbors. New neighbors that we as
friendly people in Sleepy Hollow would welcome. This sounds like a closed
community to me.

Section 2, Page 13, Building 14, activity center for residents of Lighthouse
Landing, We were promised that there would be amenities there for everyone
in the Village to enjoy. They are also going to have a shuttle bus for their
residents, all right. May not have gates, but they’re setting themselves aside.
They're not going to be an integral part of the Village. The only thing they’re
doing is extending the Beekman Avenue corridor, which is one of our urban
corridors, down into that site and making, the whole rest of it that height, that
density, that urban.

The community building (number 14) shown in the DEIS plan was
to contain activity rooms and exercise facilities for the residents of
Lighthouse Landing. In the FEIS Alternative Plan (Figure No. 1I-2),
these functions are proposed to be located in a resident clubhouse and
pool area within Block J and two tennis courts and a small activity
building between Buildings I and N. The riverfront open space, with
lawns, paths, plazas, docks for small craft and temporary tie-ups, a
fishing pier, land for an interpretive center and other public uses, will
be constructed by the Applicant for the Village of Sleepy Hollow and
will be accessible and available for all to enjoy.

My request would be for Roseland to refurbish the Boat House at Kingsland,
which would become a hub for all areas of the Village. The reconstructed,
expanded Boat House could include boat launches, as it does now, for sailboats
and kayaks out of the garage areas, It could also include some sort of
refreshments and/or light restaurant fare, and working bathrooms. Finally, it
would incorporate multi-purpose rooms for Seniors to meet, dance and exercise
classes to take place (You may recall that the former dance classes were so
popular that they went to double-shift when held in the central fire house, but
they were kicked out!), non-profit community groups to meet and sports
facilities such as basketball courts and ping-pong, pool and foosball or air
hockey tables on the first floor to help develop a safe, youth program. Such a
facility would greatly enhance sales of the Liphthouse Landing units, and create
a much more desirable living environment throughout the Village.

As described in DEIS Appendix 9 and FEIS Appendix 7A, the future
restoration and use of the Kingsland Point Bath House is part of the
Village’s Waterfront Use Master Plan as prepared by the Village’s
Consulting Planners, but is not part of the Applicant’s proposal for
Lighthouse Landing. According to the Village Administrator, the
Village of Sleepy Hollow has applied for grants to refurbish the
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Kingstand Point Park Bath House.! As indicated in the response to
Comments PH4302 through 4307 above, the Applicant does not
intend to exercise the option available under Section 62.5.1W of the
Village code regarding building bulk incentives in exchange for the
provision of off-site public improvements. The Applicant will submit
a petition to the Village requesting an amendment to the building
height regulations of the RF District to permit the proposed heights
of Buildings A, E, I and N “as-of-right.” As an alternative, the Village
may consider amending Section 62-5.1W to increase the maximum
building height permitted as a development incentive.

The recreation center outlined above would naturally be free-standing,
However, I’d expect the police/fire substation that is intended to serve this new
epicenter to also be included by Roseland in their construction design.

As shown in the FEIS Alternative Plan (FEIS Figure No. II-2), the
Applicant proposes to donate land to the Village on the South Parcel
at the corner of Beekman Avenue and Hudson Street for construction
of a Fire/Ambulance station to serve both the western portion of the
Inner Village and Lighthouse Landing.

As a draft proposal, this is based on a document that I wrote representing a
handful of people, a grass roots organization at the time called, a local
community group for Lighthouse Landing Development...

Thank you for your recent comments on the creation of the Cultural Center on
the former General Motors property site at Sleepy Hollow. This document is
based on a prior proposal from 1997. The draft proposal is to the developer of
Streetscapes and the architects and I had entered this into the scoping session in
May, May 20", 2003.

Lighthouse Landing Cultural Community Center and River Stage; this
document is based on the prior proposal September 1997 requested by Phyllis
Rina and Marsha Magee of General Motors, ...

Overview: Consider a flexible community space to accommodate all Sleepy
Hollow organizations and institutions and programs. ...

Benefits: Provide national recognition for vision in site redevelopment and
community relations and establish Roseland Streetscapes, General Motors and
the Village of Sleepy Hollow at national patrons of the arts.

Create a multi-purpose magnet attraction for the site and Sleepy Hollow. We
do not have one at this moment for the site and for our Village of Slecpy
Hollow.

! Per July 12, 2006 discussions between the Village Administrator and the Applicant, the Village has applied

for grants.

Lighthouse Landing
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Increase the site’s value, attracting to it a diversity of business interests to blend
with the arts complex and the tourist, corporate and residential elements. You
have to understand, this is coming from a local resident. I’m not speaking on
behalf of somebody from the outside, ’'m speak form someone that was born
and raised here.

Restore the property as originally designated in the LWRDP to the tax roles, ...

But the facility would be a multi-purpose facility as slated in the Roseland
proposal for a cinema but what we are saying here is to expand the idea to make
it a smaller cinema, a smaller stage, a stage that would be used for local groups
on some kind of a part-time or sliding scale basis, not to conflict or compete
with the music hall..,

To expand commerce trade, encourage tourism in the area by providing an
attractive business link. Make Lighthouse Landing an integral pat of the greater
arca by providing a dedicated community center facility for the Village of Sleepy
Hollow’s recreational seniors, young and adult programs. ...

Bstablish a community lobby for the Village of Sleepy Hollow residents to
congregate, enjoy the magnificent view sheds and community meeting area
equipped with fireplace, pool tables and comfortable chairs. ...

Establishing a visitors center/environmental mini-museum, children’s museum.
An environmental mini-museum will provide an environmental and historical
educational venue for youth t6 develop direct links with Hudson River
Educator, Scenic Hudson, the Riverkeeper, the Clearwater, ferry sloops in
conjunction with area schools and colleges.

When the Applicant has a commitment from an operator for the
proposed cinema, a request could be made by community entities for
community use of the facility. As discussed in DEIS pages ITT.A-48
through II1.A-49, the Applicant is providing significant land
donations to the Village and will construct a broad range of amenities
for public use as outlined in Section I of this document.

PARKING

Public walking access to the waterfront is limited except by car.
a) How will parking be made available? Is there going to be public parking
available?

The proposed project will offer both pedestrian and vehicular access
opportunities to the waterfront as illustrated in Figure No. II-2.
Sidewalks are planned along the roadways leading to the waterfront
park, and the project will include approximately 455 public on-street
parking spaces interspersed throughout the site including
approximately 58 spaces along Road One running parallel to the
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riverfront park.

69. It was noted that the development provides approximately 1.5 spaces per
unit. Should the Applicant provide 2 per unit, or conversely would it be better
to try to limit parking to a more commuter-oriented focus with 1 car per unit?
The parking areas for the mixed-use portion can also potentially be used as a
shared parking resource for residents/guests although there needs to be more
details provided, such as how would the retail lots operate - municipal lots,
metered, permits, Applicant owned?

3) The applicant proposes separate parking areas for each use in the project.
This typical suburban pattern is inconsistent with the objectives of transit-
oriented developments and would undermine the advantages of Lighthouse
Landing’s proximity to transit, as well as its mix of uses.

The project’s design should maximize opportunities for shared parking and
encourage a “park-and-walk” philosophy” on the site. Parking should be
provided to capitalize on sharing space with residents, commuters, office
employees, shoppers and movie patrons. For instance, the parking areas for the
residential buildings 13, 14 and 17 would be ideal for commuters. Since some
of the parking spaces will become available during the day, these could be leased
on a monthly or quarterly basis to commuters.

Parking spaces should not be individually assigned. Rather, parking spaces
should be restricted to permit holders and accessed with a magnetic card. The
shared parking policy would reduce the overall number of parking spaces
needed on the site.

Parking. The residential units, and we know that there are probably way too
many in this proposal, need parking at night. I came here about ten minutes
after 8:00. Could not find a spot. I actually ended up almost near my house
again to park. It was crazy. I drove around longer than if I just walked. It’s
not going to get any better when we add 1,500 units.

I don’t see any parking facility anywhere except the Metro - the new proposed
Metro North station, which we are not allowed to park there anyway until its
Friday, after Friday night and before Monday morning. So, that doesn’t help
anyone anywhere, empty spots sitting there at nights when we could use those
or Some spots.

Some alternative might be a parking lot up by Route 9 with public
transportation, free shuttles to go to and from south and north, down to the
river and back again,

As noted above, Roseland has identified the residential parking ratios
necessary for the project based on actual operating experience at their
existing projects in the region. The adequacy of the proposed on-site
residential parking supply and the parking interplay between the
mixed uses is further supported by Walker Parking’s experience locally
and nationally as outlined in DEIS Appendix 11, Parking Analysis.
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The project has been designed to offer shared parking opportunities
among complementary uses such as retail employee use of the office
parking facility on weekends. As discussed in Section I of this
document, the project will include a total of approximately 4,025
parking spaces, almost 50 percent of which will be publicly accessible
in on-street spaces and at-grade parking lots adjacent to the retail
buildings and on the East Parcel.

SHUTTLE BUS

b) Will you make a shuttle bus available to the public?

10. The Applicant should provide additional information regarding the shuttle
bus operations. Who will operate the shuttle and when will it run (hours of
operation/days of the week)? Will the project include shuttle bus shelters to
protect riders during inclement weather?

The Applicant has proposed a shuttle service to the Tarrytown and/or
Philpse Manor stations if the new station is not constructed to serve
residents and workers of the Lighthouse Landing Project. The Village
Waterfront Linkage Study discuses the possible creation of a
municipal trolley/jitney bus loop route connecting the Sleepy Hollow
waterfront with the Tarrytown, Beeckman Avenue and Route 9
corridor for area residents, workers and visitors. The Applicant would
be amenable to creating a transportation interface between the
proposed Lighthouse Landing shuttle service and such a potential
municipal trolley/jitney loop.

The Applicant would initially operate the shuttle service, but it would
eventually be operated by the Lighthouse Landing Master
Homeowners/Condominium Association. The hours and days of
operation of the shuttle bus would initially be geared toward weckday
morning and evening commuting hours, but service could be
expanded or varied as necessary subject to the needs of the Project’s
residents and workers. To accommodate train ridership levels among
Lighthouse Landing residents, it is anticipated that three shuttle buses
will be provided, each with a seating capacity for approximately 20 to
25 passengers as discussed in the response to Comments 6120 and
6517 in FEIS Section ILH. If determined to be necessary, the
Applicant could consider the provision of bus shelters on the Site
during the site plan review process.

PUBLIC SAFETY PROVISIONS
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12. The Applicant has indicated during the sub-committce meeting process that
a potential location for a firefambulance/police substation could be the lower
level of the proposed parking garage just off of Beekman Avenue and adjacent
to the proposed train station. The Village should have some general indication
of what that would look like, conceptually. Further, the Applicant may want to
explore a design concept that would have residentjal units built along the face of
the parking garage, providing a screen to the balance of the parking facility and
potentially to capitalize on views given existing elevation. Additionally, the
potential for a free standing “civic™ building should be considered, Said
building would provide support facilities such as a kitchen and bunkroom and
be designed to serve future potential full time/part time paid fire and ambulance
personnel.

As noted in the Response to Comment 3414 above, the Applicant
proposes to donate land to the Village on the South Parcel at the
corner of Beekman Avenue and Hudson Street for a Fire/Ambulance
station to serve both the western portion of the inner Village and
Lighthouse Landing,

BEEKMAN AVENUE BRIDGE

13. As part of the site development and construction sub-committee, there is an
opportunity to replace the existing Beekman Avenue Bridge with a bridge
designed to handle heavier loads necessary for site construction purposes. This
also presents an opportunity to create a gateway feature as part of the new
bridge design. The Applicant needs to provide precedent examples of bridge
designs for the Lead Agency’s consideration and indicate how the bridge
replacement will be factored into the construction-phasing plan.

¢. Beekinan Avenue train station access - The site plan shows the provision of
stairways from Beeckman Avenue to the new train station platforms as a means
to facilitate pedestrian to the trains. While we consider this a necessary
component of the new station, we are concerned about how this section of
Beekman Avenue will function when used as a drop offfpick up location for
train passengers. We encourage the Village to require the applicant to address
this aspect. One possible solution could involve creation of a pull-off arca or
half-circle driveway where vehicles — and buses — could drop-off or pickup
passenger out of the flow of Beekman Avenue traffic. In addition,
consideration needs to be given to improvements that meet ADA requirements,

First question has to do with the Beckman Avenue bridge. I understand from
the DEIS that the capacity of the bridge is limited, and that there is a
recommendation that the superstructure be replaced, If that’s the case and the
bridge is owned by, according to the McClaren report, Metro North, I think
that there should be more information provided concerning what the plans are,
what the schedule is and what the level of repair or replacement of that bridge
will be. I have a few questions that address that.

The Beekman Avenue bridge will be upgraded to current highway

FEIS II.IT - 22 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. II - Description of Proposed Action

4230

4306

Lighthouse Landing

design loading (i.e., AASHTO HS25 truck loading, 45 tons). The
Applicant anticipates seeking public funding for the bridge
replacement work. Roseland will cover the cost of the Metro-North
Force Account that will be required during construction. The bridge
reconstruction is anticipated to occur at the early phase of the overall
project schedule to allow construction vehicles to access the Site as
discussed in Section ILL of this docurnent. Precedent examples of
bridge design clements have been compiled by the Village’s Design
Consultant and are presented in FEIS Appendix 2.

A passenger drop-oft/pickup area for the new train station is planned
adjacent to the commuter/resident lot as shown in the FEIS
Alternative Plan (Figure No. II-2). The proposed improvements will
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility
guidelines. While the aforementioned train passenger area is expected
to handle the majority of pick-up and drop-off activity, a supplemental
no parking zone is also proposed along the north side of Beckman
Avenue adjacent to the planned stairways leading to the station
platforms to augment drop-off and pickup options. The no parking
zone would not require any physical widening of Beckman Avenue
since it would be accommodated along the existing northern curb line.
The current two-way traffic pattern on Beekman Avenue and the on-
street parking along the south side of the street would continue to be
provided along the no parking zone.

RIVERFRONT OPEN SPACE IMPROVEMENTS

There is a navigation channel along the east shoreline.
Question(s):

a) Where are you planning to put the fishing pier?

b) How will the public access it?

As shown in the FEIS Alternative Plan (FEIS Figure No. I-2), the L-
shaped fishing pier is proposed to be located along the south frontage
of the Lighthouse Landing riverfront, just west of Ichabod’s Landing.
The public can access the pier from the walkways within the riverfront
open space that connect to the south to Ichabod’s Landing and
Horan’s Landing, and to the north to Kingsland Point Park. See
additional discussion at FEIS Section I.

6. There is a small cove below Kingsland Point Park. The possibility for
adding some water-related use in this arca should be further explored, including
a possible boathouse for hand launching. Precedent examples of boathouses
need to be provided for further evaluation.
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The last thing is in Yonkers, which is where I work, they have the Hudson
River Museum and they have the Beczak Center, which are great places for all
different age people to really use the river. And I was just hoping it might be
part of the plan already. Y don’t know if we could have something down there
where people could fall in love with the river as much as all of us here in Sleepy
Hollow. Something active, like the Beczak Center. You know, the kids can go
down and take soil samples and do all kinds of science work. The musenm has a
planetarium, go down and look at the stars at night.

As shown in the FEIS Alternative Plan (FEIS Figure No. 1-2), a T-
shaped pier and floating dock is proposed to be located along the
south face of the referenced cove to provide a hand launch area for
small craft such as kayaks and canoes. Additionally, the existing beach
at the juncture of Kingsland Point Park and the Site will be widened
and provide a place where canoes and kayaks could be walked into the
river. A 3,000-square foot interpretive center is also proposed at this
location to be operated by the Village that could focus on the history
of the Sleepy Hollow waterfront and the ecology of the Hudson
River. The Village’s Design Consultant has compiled examples of
boathouses which illustrate possible design themes for the center — see
FEIS Appendix 2.

Waterfront Features - It is apparent that the Village is very focused on making
the best use of its waterfront and in an effort to do so has developed its initial
conceptual comprehensive plan. As you know, we have always suggested that a
picr on the River, at a straight line extension of Beekman Avenue, should be a
feature that the Village seriously considers. We offered to provide the vessel tic
up at Ichabod’s Landing to accommodate smaller river excursion boats and even
the Sloop Clearwater to re-introduce a connection between the River and the
Village. A pier would significantly enhance that connection by possibly
accommodating a ferry stop that could bring tourists, shoppers and other
visitors to Sleepy Hollow. The feasibility of providing this pier, which can take
advantage of the existing Federal Channel, deserves to be investigated further.
GDC believes that every village and town on the Hudson River should have a
ferry pier. Surely, Sleepy Hollow, with one of the most significant riverfront
projects, should have one.

To ensure that the new waterfront is adequately accessible to all Village
residents, adequate on street and /or off street parking should be provided in
close proximity to the water. On-street parking is proposed along the riverfront
road and its adequacy should be verified.

The Village’s Consulting Planners have prepared an overall
Waterfront Use Master Plan for the entire Village extending from
Kingsland Point Park to Horan’s Landing as presented in FELS Figure
No. I-5. The FEIS Alternative Plan will augment the Village plan by
providing a variety of water dependent uses including, but not limited
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to a “dock and dine” dock, a small craft launch pier, and a fishing pier.
While these proposed on-site facilitics will enhance boating
opportunities, they are not designed to accommodate a large ferry or
excursion boat. As discussed in the DEIS at page TV-16, while it is
the Applicant’s opinion that the proximity of the Federal Navigation
Channel adjacent to the project site is not ideally suited for a ferry
dock, as the water depth in this area is too shallow, However, it
appears that it would be technically feasible for a ferry to access the
Lighthouse Landing site, since ferries were accommodated at the
Ichabod’s Landing bulkhead during the Village-hosted ferry-go-round
event in the Fall of 2005 The Village contemplates that ferry service
could be associated with day use as opposed to more intensive
commULCY SCrvice operations.

As illustrated in FEIS Figure No. I-2, the FEIS Alternative Plan will
offer an ample supply of on-street parking spaces proximate to the
waterfront including approximately 105 spaces directly adjacent to the
riverfront park. In addition, the publicly accessible surface parking
lots located behind the mixed use buildings along Beekman Place will
be available to people visiting the waterfront.

In an effort to further activate the contemplated open space area, the Applicant
should investigate the potential for creating an additional pier or vessel tie-up
area at the point near the hotel for potential ferry, excursion boat, and/or
transient boat use.

See the response to Comment 4607 above,

19. Is there potential to incorporate a visual attraction as part of playground
space for children and at an elevated position to view out over the open space?
(e.g., Belvadere Castle, Central Park)

The Village Waterfront Use Master Plan (see FEIS Figure No. 1-5)
shows an existing newly-expanded playground area in Kingsland Point
Park and a possible location for an additional location northeast of the
lighthouse. Slightly elevated views to the waterfront open space will
be available from the walkways along and from Roads One and A, as
the open space slopes gradually from those locations to the river.

a. Westchester RiverWalk - It is anticipated that the Village will agree that a
portion of the eight-acre waterfront area will be used for a segment of the
Westchester RiverWalk. We note, however, that the concept of RiverWalk is
not specifically mentioned in the draft EIS.

The funding, timing and responsibility for implementing improvements along
the waterfront should be discussed as part of the EIS process. This discussion
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should include a focus on increasing activity, particularly water and river based
activities, along the riverfront, including the potential of a dock(s). The
applicant should be expected to make a major contribution to this effort that
goes beyond the setting aside of land. In addition, the RiverWalk component
should incorporate appropriate recommendations of the RiverWalk Guidelines
manual. Consideration should be given to bicycle route linkages to the
waterfront from nearby neighborhoods including the designation of bicycle
lanes.

As further described in FEIS Section I, the Applicant has proposed to
construct under the FEIS Alternative Plan an extensive array of water-
dependent uses - including a fishing pier, small craft launching area,
widened and lengthened beach area, and “dock and dine” facility, as
well as walkways, plazas and sitting areas, that fit within the Sleepy
Hollow Waterfront Use Master Plan prepared by the Village’s
Consulting Planners (see FEIS Figure No. I-5 and FEIS Appendix
7A}. As noted in the description of the Waterfront Use Master Plan,
it “would be consistent with the State and County’s master plan for
continuous and accessible open space along the Hudson River; and
facilitate the activation of these public spaces with public amenities
and uses directly related to the waterfront.” See FEIS Appendix 7A
for full description.

As presented in the Design Guidelines (FELS Figure No. 1-10), the
FEIS Alternative Plan promotes both pedestrian and cyclist uses of the
public spaces and amenities, including access to the waterfront. A
series of interconnected trails, mews, and pathways provide
opportunities for cyclists to travel throughout the entire site or
directly to the waterfront and trail network. Traftic calming design
elements such as narrower roadways and travel lanes and shorter
blocks also provide a safer environment for activities such as cycling.

The next issue, When I was growing up in this village, there was a real bay
around the lighthouse. I would hope that as a part of this overall project we
can put more water between the lighthouse and the land, because as I was
growing up, the land kept creeping up and up, to the point all you have to do is
jump over and yow’re right on the lighthouse. Again, this is just give us back
what we gave up in order to have General Motors in our town.

As included in FEIS Appendix 7A, the Sleepy Hollow Waterfront Use
Master Plan prepared by the Village’s Consulting Planners does not
envision removal of the existing land adjacent to the lighthouse that
will become the riverfront open space described in that Master Plan.
Thus, in the Applicant’s opinion, Roseland is making contributions
that are well beyond the contribution of land — although such a
contribution is, itself, quite significant.
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And the final point, when you mention about waterfront activity and recreation,
I don’t think anybody had in mind putting one’s toes in the river. I think the
first time somebody falls off that thing with the lawsuits that they are going to
ensue you’ll close that down pretty quickly so that’s not what’s meant by
waterfront recreation.

The DEIS proposal to include steps to the river at the riprap adjoining
the hotel has been eliminated. Under the FEIS Alternative Plan,
access to the river will be available from a floating dock for launching
small craft such as kayaks and canoes, a temporary boat tie-up dock
for “dock and dine” use, a fishing pier, and a widened and lengthened
beach area at the juncture between the Site and Kingsland Point Park.

RELATIONSHIP TO KINGSLAND POINT PARIC

1) Aesthetics - Section IIL.F-13 discusses the impact of the Lighthouse
Landing on views from various vantage points around Sleepy Hollow. We
are concerned with the development’s impacts on all of these views.
Particularly, we do not want to sec a monolith extending upwards as we try
to enjoy walks in Kingsland Point Park. Buildings of different heights
should be mixed together. We suggest a significant buffer of green and open
space between the development and Kingsland. This will best be effectuated
by the restoration of the Pocantico River to its original form as suggested by
the Organization of Scenic Hudson,

1, The site layout should respond differently to Kingsland Point park (KPP).
There should be more of a buffer between KPP and the proposed development,
including the potential idea of allowing the green space to penetrate somewhat
into the development, breaking up the parallel parking, and altering the
character of the roadway and landscaping so that it has a more natural feel that
responds to the Park and provides a contrast to the formalized boulevards, Any
additional buffer provided should be set aside and plantings or other suitable
screening installed as part of the initial stages of site development so as to better
protect the park from the effects of site development.

Impacts to Kingsland Point Park

As currently proposed, this project would include a significant number of
substantial four story buildings directly adjacent to Kingsland Point Park,
While these are referred to as townhouses they are in fact the height and size of
the apartment buildings in the adjoining blocks. As shown by the photo
simulations included in the DEIS, they present a dominant visual element as
viewed from the Park. We believe this project would actually diminish rather
than enhance use of the park, We believe that these massed buildings, directly
adjacent to and looming over this vital public resource, create a significant
adverse impact, and should be mitigated. At a minimum, we believe that the
buildings should be lowered and set back from the edge of the Park, and a
buffer zone of at least 200 feet should be mandated,

¢. Transition to Kingsland Point Park - The site plans show that the West
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Parcel’s boundary with Kingsland Point Park will be paralleled by “Road One”
and on the opposite side will be blocks of town homes. The town homes are
shown to face in towards each other in entry courtyards with garage entrances
placed in alleys running perpendicular to the park border. The northernmost
corner of the West Parcel is shown developed with a new entry point to
Kingsland Point Park and an expanded parking area.

The relationship of Kingsland Point Park to the new development requires
discussion, particularly between the Village (the park operator) and the County
(the park owner). The function of the park and its role in the community
should be defined. While many passive urban parks meet the neighborhood at
the street line and serve as open extensions of the community and walloways, in
other situations certain park uses may warrant separation from development,
Views from the park are as important as views to the park. The treatment of
the long, shared border should reflect the outcome of this discussion. The
current site plan does not appear to reflect an acceptable approach. In addition,
if the environmental review results in a reduction of density for the
development, we would recommend that buildings be moved away from the
border of Kingsland Point Park as well as along the riverfront so as to create
broader expanse of riverfront open space.

In response to these comments and in coordination with the Village’s
Waterfront Use Master Plan (see FEIS Appendix 7A), the Applicant
proposes as part of the FEIS Alternative Plan to provide a curvilinear
vegetated buffer adjoining Kingsland Point Park that will separate the
park from the Lighthouse Landing roadway and townhomes to the
east. See FEIS Figure Nos. II-2 and II-15. The vegetated buffer will
generally range between 75 and 175 feet in width. The on-street
parking and sidewalk formerly proposed along the west side of Road
One opposite Kingsland Point Park under the DEIS Plan have been
eliminated, thus allowing the buffer to be widened by approximately
10 to 15 feet. The townhomes proposed opposite the park will be
setback approximately 50 feet from buffer at their closest point to
provide additional physical separation from the park. The buffer will
be graded and landscaped so as to visually remove the straight line
boundary between the park and Lighthouse Landing, and it is the
Applicant’s understanding that the existing chain link fence along that
boundary will be removed.

The parking from Kingsland Point Park should not be in the Park, nor adjacent
to it. The original site for the parking was across the railroad tracks from the
park, and should be reinstalled there. This would leave the park for pedestrians
only, The historic pedestrian bridge linking Kingsland Point Park and Devries
Park should be restored and put into use. The Kingsland Point Park
Footbridge and the bathhouse were built together and are eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places. Provision should be made for their
restoration, in connection with the increase in the numbers of users for
Kingsland Point park that will result from the development of Lighthouse
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Landing. The project proposal should explain alternatives for how to eliminate
cars from Kingsland Point Park and the areas adjacent to the park, and restore
the park to his original and intended design as purely pedestrian use. The DEIS
suggestion that a road could be built through the park, for access to the GM
site, should be discarded as an unacceptable adverse environmental impact, and
a violation of Section 4(f) of the federal Transportation Act. It would be
incompatible with the park uses for the applicant to propose that a shuttle bus
for commuters should run through the park. While Westchester County did
build some road access was built into the Park, here is presently no road
through the Park to the GM site. Not only should there be no such road, but
the existing vehicular access should be eliminated (except for disability access,
maintenance and emergency vehicles from across the existing Palmer Avenue
bridge). Dedicated park lands are not to be used for non-park purposes under
New York law.

In coordination with the Village’s Consulting Planners Waterfront
Use Master Plan (see FEIS Appendix 7A) and as suggested by the
Village Board of Trustees, the Applicant is providing land at the north
end of the West Parcel for construction of a new parking area and
gateway entrance to Kingsland Point Park. As shown in FEIS Figure
No. I-2, FEIS Aleernative Plan - Illustradve Plan, there will be two
driveway connections between this new gateway parking area and the
existing lower lot at Kingsland Point Park. The Waterfront Use
Master Plan anticipates the minimization of the use of the existing
upper lot at Kingsland Point Park for accessible parking and service
only.

The Waterfront Use Master Plan also describes the future use and
rchabilitation of the Kingsland Point Park pedestrian bridge and the
Kingsland Point Park bathhouse. According to the Village
Administrator, the Village of Sleepy Hollow has applied for grants to
repair the pedestrian bridge and to refurbish the bathhouse?,

In the DEIS, the Applicant did not propose the construction of new
roadways through the park, but described the potential use of existing
service roads for use by a shuttle vehicle to the Philipse Manor train
station. The Applicant also recognized that permission for such a use
would be required from the Westchester County Department of Parks
and the Village of Sleepy Hollow, and would be subject to any and all
conditions and restrictions imposed by those agencies or New York
law.

RELATIONSHIP TO ICHABOD’S LANDING

? Per July 12, 2006 discussions between the Village Administrator and the Applicant, the Village has applied
for grants.
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Lighthouse Landing/Ichabod’s Landing Interface at Beckman Avenue Corridor

As you know, when we first proposed Ichabod’s Landing some four years ago,
the manner in which our project related to the future development of the GM
site was one of the Village’s paramount considerations. After a collaborative
effort, we believe that the final design for Ichabod’s Landing is setting a high
standard of architectural quality and site design and we are sure that you and
Roseland will seek to build on that precedent. We would request that the same
level of attention be given to the area of the Lighthouse Landing site where it
interfaces with Ichabod’s Landing. This is important not only to the future
residents of Ichabod’s Landing, but also because the area is a significant gateway
to the River from the Village’s Beekman Avenue corridor.

Also, an important consideration, from a practical standpoint, is the fact that
although the DEIS refers to Ichabod’s Landing as a “future” project, the reality
is that Ichabod’s Landing will most likely be fully occupied by new residents
before construction is commenced on the GM site. Since Building 4 at
Ichabod’s Landing, which is closest to Lighthouse Landing, is already well
along in its construction, it will undoubtedly be fully occupied prior to the start
of construction of Lighthouse Landing. Therefore, any design or construction
activity to be done in proximity to the common boundary must consider that
residents will be directly effected.

We believe that the general configuration of the area adjacent to Ichabod’s
Landing, with the proposed open space that preserves the important river view
corridor down Beekman Avenue, and with the proposed roadway extension
located northward, is the appropriate approach to the development of this area.
‘We appreciate Roseland’s and the Village’s sensitivity to Ichabod’s Landing in
this regard. Since Building 4 will no longer have rertail space at the lower level
there is no longer the need for a roadway in close proximity to that building.
The lower level will either be used for residential purposes or for home offices,
with pedestrian access afforded by a sidewalk on Ichabod’s Landing along our
commeon boundary with Lighthouse Landing. The concept of a formal garden
in the area just north of Ichabod’s Landing, that had been proposed on the
Village’s open space plan, also has merit. However, rather than bordering, and
potentially isolating, that garden by an additional road on its southerly side, the
Village might instead consider expanding the sidewalk that is being provided at
Ichabod’s Landing to create a promenade, by widening it onto the Lighthouse
Landing site and thereby enhance pedestrian access to the gardens and to the
waterfront. Grading of this area also needs to be carefully done to ensure that
no adverse drainage impacts result. We would also request that the proposed
trees to be planted in this “garden area” and along the waterfront in immediate
proximity to Ichabod’s Landing, be selected so as to have a minimal impact on
River views from the new residences and from Beekman Avenue,

Architecture and Scale - We know firsthand of the Village’s high expectations
for architectural quality, and in order for Lighthouse Landing to be all that it
should be, attention to the details is paramount. We appreciate that Lighthouse
Landing is a large project and arriving at all of the details 5o early on can seem
like a daunting task. But critical clements and details of the site’s architecture
style and scale, landscape architecture and streetscapes all should be addressed
early in the design process. For example, very little information was provided
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with respect to the architecture that will face the southwesterly riverfront or
face to the south toward Ichabod’s Landing, where we were encouraged to
provide mercantile/wharf style architecture. Careful consideration should be
given as to the appropriate architectural approach for this gateway corridor
from the community via Beckman Avenue to the River and how it relates to
Ichabod’s Landing. Detailed information regarding the scale of the proposed
buildings along this corridor has not yet been provided, but it appears that the
buildings closest to Ichabod’s Landing could be as high as 5 stories toward the
River (4 stories over parking). We believe that the buildings should step down
the ropography from Beekman Avenue to the River so as not to exceed the four
stories (three stories over parking) that was permitted on the south side of this

. corridor and to better relate to and not adversely effect Ichabod’s Landing,.

The Village Board of Trustees® Special Permit, and the Planning Board’s Site
Plan approvals, for the Ichabod’s Landing development, need to be more
harmoniously reflected, so that the compatibility of the Lighthouse Landing site
can be clearly ascertained with respect to the density of residential development
on the site (Ichabod’s Landing is much less dense than the proposed project in
the DEIS}, to the esplanade, the waterfront along the federal navigation
channel, and the maintenance of the bulkhead along the Hudson, as well as the
scale of the adjacent buildings in relation to the town houses in Ichabod’s
Landing.

The buildings next to Ichabod’s Landing should reflect the Village Board of
Trustees’ decisions to have town houses zlong the Hudson, not large apartment
blacks. The frontage along the Hudson should be townhouses of 2 - 4 stories,
to provide some variety in design, and not make a monolithic wall along the
River. The residential spaces on the interiors should be more varied in design,
to reflect the inner village, and some single family residential units such as
found along Beekman Avenue or as found along Andrews Lane, should be
included, along with the larger buildings such as found on Cortland Street.
Alternatives should be provided to the choice in the DEIS of large apartment
blocks for the interior space. The space should also mix “affordable™ units
throughout the site, so as not to make a single area for only “affordable” units,
Some indicated from the real estate brokers in the region should be given as to
what the market for a condominium, an apartment, or a town house.

4. The Applicant should provide a description of the design treatment for the
rear of Building 4 and the parking entrance. Since this side of the building faces
an adjacent residential development, it should have an appropriate and
compatible treatment. In order to further explain the relationship of Ichabod’s
to the balance of the development, a cross section from Ichabod’s Landing
through to Building 38 would also be helpful.

11. The site plan and the open space plan depict a different street pattern
surrounding the formal garden area near Ichabod’s Landing. The layout and
circulation pattern for this area should be clarified.

We also think that the design of the project as it faces the Hudson is one of the

major impacts of this project, and right along the esplanade which the applicant
Roseland/GM have very carefully provided for, a very large esplanade.
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I would point out they provided for some apartment blocks next to Ichabod’s
Landing. Ichabod’s Landing are four-story townhouses, and we think those
apartment blocks basically should they provide sort of a clunk of two styles in
densities, And if you have townhouses along there, you would basically
continue the lower height of the flow perhaps and you could show a more
modulated evolution.

In response to these comments, and in conjunction with the FEIS
Alternative program and layout revisions described herein, the
Applicant has adjusted the proposed roadway and building
configurations in the portion of the West Parcel adjoining Ichabod’s
Landing. River Street and Road A fronting on the Ichabod’s Landing
(IL) buildings have been linked in a curvilinear alignment that
increases the IL eastern building group’s setback from River Street.
The IL northern building group will face the large landscaped island
at the intersection of Beckman Avenue and Beckman Place that will
remain permanently open so as to preserve the vista from Beekman
Avenue to the Hudson River. Along the land side of Road A,
Lighthouse Landing townhouses will front on the riverfront open
space, similar in scale but further setback from the river than the IL
townhouses. See FEIS Figure No. II-16 showing the relationship
between the Ichabod’s Landing buildings, the Village Green and
Lighthouse Landing. As previously proposed in the DEIS, the
walkways within Lighthouse Landing riverfront open space will
connect directly to the Ichabod’s Landing pathways that connect
further south to the Village’s Horan’s Landing park. As discussed in
Section I of this document, the Applicant will provide 61 affordable
rental units (21 Village workforce rental apartments and 40 affordable
senior rental apartments) as part of the project’s total 1,250 dwelling
units. The affordable units will be distributed throughout the rental
buildings.

INVOLVED AND INTERESTED AGENCIES

Given that the Project will have impacts in Tarrytown and that the Applicant
has identified physical improvement measures to mitigate these impacts, some of
which may require Village of Tarrytown approval (page II1.I-44), the DEIS
should recognize the Village as an involved agency in Section IL.D.

At its request, the Village of Tarrytown has been included in the FEIS
as an involved agency.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

3. The Applicant should provide additional detail regarding the potential to
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incorporate innovative green building concepts and high performance building
designs. (e.g. high albedo paving and rooftops and shading of impervious
surfaces to reduce heat island effect, use of rooftops for gardens or water
collection, stormwater reuse for landscape irrigation. Source: University of
Buffalo High Performance Building Guidelines, a portion of which is attached
hereto.)

I would encourage the Lead Agency to urge Roseland to adopt and incorporate
environmentally sustainable and green building technologies into the
construction and operation of the buildings. These could include the use of
environmentally friendly materials used for construction, to the use of smart
encrgy technologies such as photovoltaic roofing systems and fuel cells for
energy needs.

Additionally we have submitted comments on air quality, on the potential that
we have here to include environmentally friendly building products. We suggest
something called green rooftops initiative that is provided by EPA. I mean, this
is an opportunity to build a community that is unprecedented, trend setting.
And we would like you to include us in the process, and we hope that you will.

We can develop this site using state of the art energy efficiency...

So we cxpect as energy efficiency comes, the footprint of this site will be a very
energy efficient footprint, And we will not produce excess costs for those who
have to pay their energy bills, but will also keep green house gases down and so
on.

The Applicant will consider all aspects of the LEED (Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design) conservation and sustainability
categories during the design of the individual buildings. Potential
LEED strategies and measures to be employed include brownfield
redevelopment, stormwater management, water-efficient landscaping,
reuse of construction debris, use of recycled, renewable and
local/regional materials, use of low-emitting materials, insulating wall
and roof materials and systems, ozone protection and CO2
monitoring. Green roofs may be considered at the time of initial
building designs as part of the site plan approval application process.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

8. The Applicant has indicated that it will provide 21 condominium units with
pricing incentives for community service workers, Is there an indication of
what level of incentive will be provided, and whether it will be sufficient to
allow the targeted employees to afford the units? The Village Board should also
consider whether this provides for affordability in perpetuity and a long-term
method to promote volunteerism. Conceivably, once the units are sold, the
Village would no longer have that resource to offer as an incentive. Would it be
desirable to have some of the affordable units as rentals?

Last and certainly not least, the senior have been given the consideration for

FEIS II.II - 33 12/19/06



I1I. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. II - Description of Proposed Action

5019

Lighthouse Landing

100 affordable units and absolutely, rightfully so. Our Village employees have
also been respectfully taken into consideration for affordable units and that is
also affordable. ...

This list, however, is not all inclusive from my perspective. ...

But, you know, what I would ask is that a number of affordable housing be in a
lottery, fair housing lottery or something of its kind for native residents who
meet reasonable guidelines.

Under the FEIS Alternative Plan, the Applicant will provide 21
Village workforce rental units available to local employees and
volunteers in addition to 40 affordable senior rental units both in
conformance with Westchester County affordability guidelines at 80
percent of the County’s median income as part of the project’s 1,250
dwelling unit total. In coordination with the Village, the Applicant
would establish deed restrictions and/or a Village-overseen procedure
for regulating any future transfers of the affordable units.

EAST PARCEL IMPROVEMENTS

If a parking garage, designed to resemble an historic Hudson town warehouse
or past manufacturing building, were built near the existing viaduct, it could be
designed to fit into the scale of the hillside, and could provide ample parking for
persons visiting the site adjacent to the fixed rail shurttle, to move individuals to
the parklands at the far end of the eastern parcel, Kingsland Point Park and
Devries Park, and the existing MetroNorth railway stations.

Since the viaduct to the east parcel from Beckman Avenue may need to be
rebuilt if used for access, and there may need to be a new bridge across the
railroad tracks, as well as possibly rebuilding the Beekman Avenue railroad
bridge, some consideration should be given in the FEIS to alternative financing
for these projects. If a parking garage was built, the Village could operate the
garage through the Village Parking Authority and collect fees sufficient to help
to retire any bonds needed to finance these vehicular access projects.

Under the FEIS Alternative Plan, the Applicant proposes to construct,
operate and maintain a 550 on-grade commuter/resident parking area
on the East Parcel to serve the proposed on-site railroad station. On-
grade parking has been proposed rather than structured parking given
the substantially higher construction and operating costs associated
with parking garages and the availability of land on the East Parcel for
public uses. Construction costs for structured parking can be three to
five imes higher than on-grade parking. On-grade lots are generally
the norm for parking facilities serving the Metro-North Railroad in
settings similar to Sleepy Hollow. Parking garages along the Metro-
North line are typically limited to more urban settings with land
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constraints (e.g., the Metro-North Yonkers station), As further
discussed at FEIS Section I, the Applicant also proposes to contribute
$1.7 million to the Village to repair the existing viaduct from
Beckman Avenue to the East Parcel to its original design loading
(H15 or 19 tons) to accommodate passenger car and limited truck
use, and to replace the superstructure of the Beekman Avenue bridge
over the railroad to accommodate truck traffic. All commercial
vehicles except those exceeding the 19 ton loading will be able to
access the East Parcel from the viaduct. Heavy trucks and equipment
with weights in excess of 19 tons will access the East Parcel from
Continental Street. The Applicant would be responsible for the cost
of this repair to the extent that public funding is not available.
Alternatively, the $1.7 million contribution could be used by the
Village for another access alternative to the East Parcel.

Enclosed please find two 117 x 177 schematic plans for the location and
construction of DPW facilities on the East parcel. These plans have been
reviewed by the Board of Trustees and we are now desirous of having them
analyzed as part of the FEIS review, particularly as it concerns surface
conditions which might impact on our proposed schematic plan.

The design prepared by Richard Alan Daley Architects, Village
architectural consultant, for the Department of Public Works facility
on the East Parcel has been incorporated into the FEIS Alternative
Plan (see Figure No. I-2) It includes a main DPW garage building
with facilities for vehicles, offices and storage; a separate salt storage
building with an internal salt recovery system; material bins and
composting area; fueling facilities for Village vehicles; and exterior
parking for DPW vehicles and staff. These facilities are described in
greater detail in Appendix 7B. The preliminary grading for the facikity
has been designed so as not to restrict or reduce the existing floodway
capacity of the East Parcel relative to the Pocantico River.

b. Devries Park Expansion - Within the East parcel, 7.6 acres are envisioned by
the Village for the expansion of the Village’s Devries Park while 7.6 acres are
contemplated by the Village for other public uses. The plans show that the
Devries Park expansion would contain two soccer fields and two basketball
courts along with a parking area, The draft EIS does not discuss financial
responsibility for the construction of new facilities or the timing for
construction.

With the exception of the land under the proposed commuter/resident
parking lot, Roseland proposes to donate all of the East Parcel to the
Village for municipal use, a portion of which will be allocated for the
Devries Park expansion.
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Another earlier speaker said that marinas bay should be considered especially, I
believe, transient marina slips for heritage tourists who are visiting Lyndhurst,
Philipsburg Manor, Kykuit and all of the other historical sites, There are grants
available for those slips from the federal government because that is something
that is lacking,.

We have this wonderful river. We have heritage tourists who tend to be well to
do. We have boats larger than 26 feet. And they have got no place to park.
They have got no place to stop. So I think that is something that could and
should be included as well as in the ferry dock.

As indicated in the response to Comment 4607 above, the FEIS
Alternative Plan provides a “dock and dine” dock area suitable for use
by motor boats, but it is not designed to handle a large ferry, In
addition, as presented in FEIS Figure No. I-5, the Village Waterfront
Use Master Plan proposes a mooring field near the northern section of
Kingsland Point Park and a potential marina at Horan’s Landing that
would provide boat space.

RESTORATION OF POCANTICO RIVER

The Lighthouse Landing project has many aspects; however, we wish to speak
to only one aspect at this time. Since the project will change the Sleepy Hollow
waterfront for years to come, FCWC urges your careful consideration of this
development proposal as a unique opportunity to restore a wetland estuary and
reduce Pocantico River flooding. This is an opportunity to restore wetlands
and create a buffer between Kingsland Point Park boundary and the proposed
development to allow further investigation of the potential ecological
restoration of the area.

One major benefit of such restoration would be to better handle Pocantico
River flooding, which has been disastrous in recent years, causing economic
losses. Proposals to create a small biologically active estuary stream that can
connect with the Pocantico and the Hudson River should be carefully
considered and implemented. It could not only potentially restore valuable
ecological systems and natural habitats, but would also provide important
recreational, cultural and educational benefits for the community and the
proposed development,

If obtaining the benefits of the wetlands restoration requires a small reduction
in the number of housing units proposed, we recommend that the village
require this reduction to be able to further investigate the rest as a separate
undertaking, This opportunity is unigue and very significant,

Moreover, under the Public Trust Doctrine, a rule of law with roots in the
Roman Empire, the state has a responsibility to ensure that use of traditionally
public lands benefits the public. IN this case, the public land at issue is that
formerly underwater area of the $5-acre parcel west of the railroad tracks that
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GM created by dumping “fill” material into the river. Unfortunately, the
development as currently proposed confers limited benefits on the public.

At the hearings, local residents offered a number of thoughtful suggestions for
the site, including a cultural, more affordable housing and expanded
recreational opportunities. The proposal for restoring part of the Pocantico
River to its historic route through what is now the northwest corner of the GM
site, voiced by many, also warrant serious consideration.

The developer has not choice but to sit down with the lead agency and
interested parties to figure out how to move their project forward while
complying with the law. They should work with the community to devise a
plan that dedicates a significant portion of the waterfront to public uses. This
would involve, at a minimum, substantially increasing river access and open
space along the shore, including a buffer corridor between the development and
Kingsland Point Park. It would also include returning ecological function to
the site by, for instance, replacing the existing bulkhead with riprap (i.e. rocks)
and restoring wetland habitat.

As discussed in Section I1.B of this document, the goals of the
requested restoration of the Pocantico River are primarily to reduce
flooding from the Pocantico, lower Project density, provide an
increased buffer between the development and Kingsland Point Park,
allow for linkage of the Horseman’s Trail from the Hudson River to
Philipse Manor Restoration, establish an estuary and biological
restoration, and generate additional water dependent uses from the
relocated Pocantico River.

As explained in Section II.B, the Project does not impact flooding and
is not adversely affected by the existing flooding from the Pocantico.
The FEIS Alternative Plan reduces density, decreases site impervious
coverage and provides a vegetated buffer adjacent to Kingsland Point
Park ranging from approximately 75 feet to 175 feet in width. To
avoid impacts on the Pocantico River, the Applicant proposes to
maintain the current floodplain capacity of the East Parcel in
regrading the proposed municipal uses.

In coordination with the Village Waterfront Use Master Plan (see
FEIS Appendix 7A) and as described in FEIS Section I of this
document, the Applicant proposes to provide land for and construct
various water-dependent uses, including a fishing pier, small-craft
launch dock, and temporary tie-up “dock and dine” dock for Village
use within the 10.6-acre riverfront open space bordering the Hudson
and Kingsland Point Park. The Applicant also proposes to provide
land for an interpretive center within the riverfront open space The
existing riprap along the shoreline will be maintained in conjunction
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with the placement of these improvements.

HHV/PHILIPSBURG MANOR. EXPANSION

Finally, I have not heard enough from Roseland about community “givebacks®,
for lack of a better term. Yes, there is much talk of 33 acres of the site
returning to the Village or the Historic Hudson Valley organization. However,
there is also talk of high methane levels on at least 27 of those acres,

See Section IL.B of this document regarding methane on the East
Parcel.

5. Alternatives (DEIS Section IV): During the public scoping process on the
proposed DEIS, HHV submitted two alternative site plans for the GM East
Parcel (labeled Exhibits B-1 and C in a letter dated June 5, 2003 from Arnold
& Porter). Exhibit B-1 depicted HEIV?s original concept for expansion of the
Philipsburg Manor site as of 2001. Exhibit C was prepared in 2003 following
additional consultations with the Village concerning its desire to expand
DeVries Park and relocate the existing DPW Site to a portion of the GM East
Parcel. HHV requested that those plans be considered in the “Alternatives”
discussion of the DEIS. While the DEIS includes a copy of Exhibit B-1 (labeled
DEIS Figure II1.A.7A) and a brief narrative discussion of that site plan, it does
not include a copy of or any discussion of Exhibit C. It is noted that the
alternative site plan concept identified on Exhibit C depicted land areas for the
prospective DeVries Park expansion and the new Village DPW Site that were
consistent with the Village’s objectives as expressed at that time. It also
identified a 9.9-acre site for the proposed expansion of Philipsburg Manor,
consistent with HHVs objectives. The site plans prepared for the Proposed
Action (labeled DEIS Figure II.C-1) and in connection with the Village’s open
space master planning efforts (labeled DEIS Figure I1.C-54) depict the further
expansion of DeVries Park and the proposed DPW Site beyond what was
contemplated in 2003. It is noted that a reduction in the amount of land that
might be available for expansion of Philipsburg Manor could jeopardize HH Vs
longstanding plan to re-create an authentic 18 century tenant farmstead on
that land.

I support the donation of land to Historic Hudson Valley, the public benefits
from its presence in Sleepy Hollow. With the addition of a few more acres they
could expand their presentation of pre-Revolutionary colonial life and increase
visitation in the Village. Philipsburgh Manor is not only a preservation of
historic land, but also a major link to other heritage trails. A donation to
H.H.V. would protect this property and subsequent tidal slat marsh, in the
event that future administrations are not as historically and ecologically minded
as this one.

a. The conceptual plan that has been prepared for the future development of
the GM East Parcel reflects changes to the Village’s previously expressed
“vision” for that property. Included among those changes are increases in the
amount of land associated with the proposed Village DPW Site (from an area of
about 5.0 acres as identified by the Village in 2003 to a currently proposed size
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of 7.4 acres) and the proposed DeVries Park expansion (from an area of about
4.3 acres as generally illustrated in the Village’s Linkage Study to a currently
proposed size of about 7.6 acres!), The effect of those changes is to shrink the
amount of land that might be available for expansion of the Philipsburg Manor
site. Although the proposed site plan for the Proposed Action (DEIS Figure
I1.C-1) does not specifically identify the boundary of a prospective Philipsburgh
Manor Expansion Site, the Village’s open space master plan (DEIS Figure I1.C-
54) depicts an area of 7.6 acres that might be available for that purpose in the
northeasterly portion of the GM East Parcel. As previously discussed, a total of
9.9 acres will be needed by HHV to re-create an authentic 18™ century tenant
farmstead, including all of its essential elements. Those elements include the
features identified in attached Table 7. Historical records show that the tenant
farms originally ranged in size from 70 to 300 acres. HHV believes it can re-
create a plausible tenant farmstead utilizing approximately 10 acres. Even at
this size, it will be necessary to substantially modify the size of the agricultural
features that would have actually existed as part of such a tenant farm. If the
land available for the proposed tenant farmstead is smaller than that, the
establishment of an authentic 18" century tenant farmstead may no longer be
viable because it will be historically inaccurate and compromise HHV’s ability to
present an important aspect of local history to the highest standards of
interpretation.

! These figures are identified on page I-4 of the DEIS. However, it is noted that the
DEIS contains discrepancies in these figures, with one set of numbers sometimes
appearing on the graphic illustrations and a different set of figures being identified in the
text, It is recommended that these discrepancies be corrected in the FEIS.

2. It has been HHV’s hope all along that the land needed for expansion of
Phlipsburg Manor would be donated to HHV by General Motors Corporation
since neither GM or the developer have any plans to develop the GM East Parcel
with the exception of the arca identified for the construction of the 400-space
commuter parking lot. It is therefore of some concern to HHV to see that the
site plan for the Proposed Action (DEIS Figure II.C-1) identifies the entire
eastern half of the GM East Parcel as an “Area for Other Village Uses.® HHV
would like some further assurance that its plans for expansion of the
Philipsburg Manor site can and will be taken into account as part of the future
planning for the GM East Parcel.

3. In order to effectively plan for and implement the proposed re-creation of
the tenant farmstead on an adjacent portion of the GM East Parcel, HHV needs
to own that land. It will be necessary for HHV to raise substantial funds in
order to undertake and execute this ambiticus proposal, and it is anticipated
that some of those funds would come from bond financing. HHV may not be
able to raise sufficient funds to undertake this project if it does not own and
have control over that land. In addition, HHV needs to be able to operate and
manage its facilities without the need to secure approvals from a landlord.

4. HHYV belicves that its proposal to re-create an authentic 18" century tenant
farmstead on land adjacent ro its existing Philipsburg Manor site represents a
unique opportunity that should not be lost. It will become a public/private
amenity that will serve the public interest by preserving land and by providing
public access to that land. It will also serve the Village by allowing for the
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linkage of “green space” and by drawing more people to local commercial
establishments as part of a trip to Philipsburg Manor.

Based on its review of the information included in the DEIS, HHV has
undertaken additional independent site planning work for the purpose of
identifying 4 new conceptual site plan for the GM East Parcel that would
address HHV’s need for a 9.9-acre site on which to re-create authentic 18
century tenant farmstead, including all of the essential elements identified in
attached Table 7, while still accommodating the facilities that are identified in
the DEIS as being part of the proposed DeVries Park expansion and the
proposed DPW Site. The plan that resulted from that new initiative and it s
relationship to the larger GM East Parcel is presented in Exhibit E.* A plan
that depicts the details of the proposed Philipsburg Manor Expansion Site is
presented in Exhibit F. HHV requests that both of these plans be included and
discussed in the FEIS for the Proposed Action.

As illustrated in Exhibit E, the DeVries Park expansion would continue to
accommaodate two new soccer ficlds, two new basketball courts and a new 100-
sapce parking lot. To make more efficient use of the available land, reduce the
amount of unnecessary impervious surfaces, and minimize potential adverse
traffic and noise impacts on the adjacent proposed Philipsburg Manor
Expansion Site, the location of those facilities would be slightly reorganized and
the new parking lot would be further to the south and closer to the extension of
Continental Street. HHYV expects that it will also be possible to accommodate
the facilities that have been identified for the proposed DPW Site under this
revised conceptual site plan. In order to accommodate all the facilities that are
identified for the proposed DeVries Park expansion in DEIS Figure I1.C-54 and
still create the opportunity for a 9.9-acre Expansion Site for Philipsburg Manor,
the revised conceptual site plan shows a more southerly realignment of the
proposed extension of Continental Street.

The details of the revised conceptual site plan for the authentic 18" century
tenant farmstead that HHV hopes to re-create on a 9.9-acre portion of the GM
East Parcel are illustrated on a site plan that is identified as Exhibit F. This new
plan includes the essential features of the tenant farmstead: a tenant farmhouse,
a barn, a stable and a smokehouse as well as the minimum amount of land
necessary to establish a garden, an orchard, a grain field, and a pasture and hay
field containing appropriate ancillary structures, such as a sheepcote and hay
barracks. Based on historical research, it has been determined that the tenant
farmstead should also include a salt marsh and fish flakes, where freshly caught
fish form the river was historically placed to dry outdoors. The revised site plan
includes both of those features as well.

Because of the essential need to preserve the visitor experience of being able to
travel back in time to an earlier century with as few 21* century intrusions as
possible, HHV would propose to create a substantial woodland buffer and berm
along the southerly and westerly boundaries of the proposed 9.9-acre Expansion
Site. This buffer/berm would be designed to mitigate visual and noise impacts
form the proposed DeVries Park expansion and the increased number of
facilitics now proposed for that site as well as from the proposed DPW Site. In
addition, the Philipsburg Manor Expansion Site would contain a similar feature
for the purpose of creating an internal buffer for a rclocated parking lot that
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would accommodate approximately 100 spaces.

The revised site plan also identifies a new seasonalfspecial events entrance to the
Philipsburg Manor site at the southwestern corner of the Expansion Site. The
revised site plan cold also accommodate the proposed wetlands mitigation area
identified in the DEIS (Figure I1.B-8} if determined to be required or desirable.
The DEIS states that several existing drainage ditches on the GM East Parcel
are proposed to be filled for the construction of a new 400-space commuter
parking lot and the new recreational facilities in the expanded DeVries Park.
While those drainage ditches apparently do not have any ecological value, the
Applicant has proposed a “wetlands creation area” on the GM East Parcel in an
area located adjacent to the Pocantico River. The “mitigation salt marsh”
identified on Exhibit F would represent that same feature and would be large
enough ro satisfy the 2:1 wetlands replacement ratio that jis discussed in the
DEIS.

? The exhibits included in this report begin with the letter “E” so as to avoid confusion
with other exhibits that have previously been submitted by HHV and were included in a
letter dated June §, 2003 form Arnold & Porter. The June 5, 2003 letter contained
Exhibits A through D inclusive.

For further coltural and historic presentation values, akin to those of the
biodiversity values, the Planning Board also finds the proposals of Historic
Hudson Valley, to expand its interpretive site and to restore and safeguard a
smatl further portion of the original agricultural land uses of the area, to be an
important and reasonable alternative for the development and use of a part of
the site. Historic Hudson Valley (HHV) has proposed expanding its
Philipsburg Manor Upper Mills site (presented by Waddell W, Stillman at the
public hearing on February 22, 2005). The Village should enthusiastically
embrace this expansion offer and endeavor to accommodate the full proposal en
the east parcel. ...

Given the substantial archaeological and documented evidence of hundreds of
tenant farms that existed on the Philipses’ 52,000 acre land grant, strong
consideration should be given to Historic Hudson Valley’s proposal for a
portion of the GM land to portray a tenant farmstead.

As discussed in Section I of this document, with the exception of the
land under the planned commuter parking lot, Roseland proposes to
donate the entire East Parcel to the Village for municipal purposes.
The Village will determine whether the land adjoining Historic
Hudson Valley’s Philipsburg Manor Restoration will be provided for
expansion of that facility, consistent with any restrictions or
conditions on the use of that land accompanying the Applicant’s
donation (i.e., accommodation of wetland improvements along the
Pocantico River), The Village’s Consulting Planners’ plan for the East
Parcel contemplates a tenant farm in the northern portion of the East
Parcel as a westerly expansion at Philipsburg Manor Restoration (see
FEIS Figure I-6 and Appendix 7). Historic Hudson Valley’s Exhibits
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C, E and F for expansion are presented in FEIS Figure Nos, ILII-12
through ILII-14. The Applicant has offered to contribute this portion
of the East Parcel to Historic Hudson Valley for this prospective use,
provided that organization agrees to meet the conditions for the
Applicant’s donation of land to the Village described above. If
Historic Hudson Valley accepts the land and subsequently cannot
meet these conditions, the property would revert to the Village.

d. HHYV has historically benefited from a neighborly and cooperative
arrangement with General Motors Corporation, which has permitted the use of
the GM East Parcel for overflow parking needed by HHV on a limited number
of days during the year when very popular events are held at Kykuit or
Philipsburg Manor, such as “Legend Weekend: in late October. HHV hopes to
be able to continue this practice on the GM East Parcel and would like some
assurance that such an arrangement can be accommodated, particularly since it
appears that the 400-space commuter parking lot is proposed to be privately-
owned and it is likely that the proposed 100-space parking lot on the expanded
DeVries Park would be frequently occupied by soccer and/or basketball players
as well as spcctators.

The Applicant would be amenable to discussing this matter with the
Village and HHYV. It is anticipated that the proposed 550-space
commuter lot would have unused capacity on weekends, which could
potentally accommodate overflow parking during special events.

GENERAL - MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES

I am pleased that Sleepy Hollow is taking positive steps toward revitalizing its
waterfront. There are many aspects of the Lighthouse Landing project that
reflect our commitment to the preservation of open space and public access to
the Hudson River.

Comment noted.

I believe that this is a project of major proportions that will change Sleepy
Hollow’s waterfront for generations. As a Sleepy Hollow-area resident I have
concerns about the project that I would like to see the Village address during
the environmental review process.

I request that special attention be paid to the following issues:
» Linkage of the site to the Village

» Density and traffic

¢ Site contamination

*  Use and design of open space

¢ Flooding of the Pocantico River

I believe that this is a project of major proportions that will change Sleepy
Hollow’s waterfront for generations. As a Sleepy Hollow-area resident I have
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concerns about the project that I would like to see the Village address during
the environmental review process,

I request that special attention be paid to the following issues:

* Including a community center & pool for Village residents

¢ Linkage of the site to the Village - I do not want to see a connection to any
street in Philipse Manor

s Density and traffic

+ Site contamination/site stability - I know of residents with family members
who worked at the GM site and they said the old course of the Pocantico
River was never fully stabilized and required constant new pilings be driven
in to help shore up the factory

* Use and design of open space

¢ Flooding of the Pocantico River

I ask you to listen to the residents of Sleepy Hollow, those of us who will be
permanently affected once the developers have gone. Let us be pioneers in
creating a revitalization effort that sets a trend to lower density, better the
environmental and provide more open space for my own children and for
generations to come.

I request that special attention be paid to the following issues:

- Linkage of the site to the village - Density and traffic - Site contamination -
Use and design of open space - Flooding of Pocantico River -- Architectural
aesthetic as a Historic River Town - Termination of litigation against Village of
Tarrytown - Outreach to the immigrant community of Sleepy Hollow

The GM-Roseland proposal to construct a “Lighthouse Landing:, a dense
riverfront project packing in a 147-room hotel, 180,000 square feet of retail
space, 50,200 square feet of office space and 1,562 residential units, will
increase by 25 percent the existing population of around 9,000 residents. The
developers boast that 3¢ percent of the 95-acre site will be devoted to open
space, but most of it ~ except for a sliver of parkland squeezed between the
condos and the river - is in a flocdplain on the upland side of the railroad
tracks, thus denying the public a meaningful amount of open space along the
waterfront. These are many problems with the GM proposal related to traffic,
sewage and storm water controls, schools and the possibility that the added
infrastructure costs will overwhelm any tax revenue, causing local property taxes
to increase.

Second issue, on the density issue. Fifteen thirty-two in my opinion is too big.
‘What that’s going to generate is like a mini Hoboken on the river for us. I lived
in Hoboken for five years and it was just a bit too crowded.

The style of the buildings was way too similar. It’s a very pretty village. It%s
actually a city, but it’s going to look too much of the same of the designs I’'m
seeing,

I need to also make a couple more comments, one being acknowledgement of
the commitment of the Mayor, Roseland and the trustees both past and present
to giving open space a major part of the deal. Far too many places give up all
their open space in the name of progress, and they just totally obliterate all the
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things that really made that village an important and pleasant place to live. I
hope that you do not in any way do this, because it’s very important. Because
when you lose the green space, you lose your history and you lose the soul of
your village.

We prepared a lerter dated February 3™ that we would like included in the
record. You must have received it. And those comments are specific to the
draft EIS, and some of them include comments on specifically the number of
residential units which our organization believes should be reduced. We think
it’s too many. And that also goes to specific impacts on traffic, air quality.

The scope of the project, like I said before, it way too large. Less density is
needed for the village, The village at this point is way too dense. A hotel up by
Beekman Avenue would be nice, not down by the river,

Housing, it’s too much housing down there. I own four homes in the village,
and I have rentals. And half the time they’re empty. And they’re well taken
care of and well preserved. But the parking sitnation is very bad.

A gentleman earlier spoke about the village looking like Hoboken. I can
actually see that. I see his reference, and it makes a lot of sense that that’s what
it will look like.

We are pleased that you are taking action to revitalize our waterfront.

However, we have reservations about the Lighthouse Landing development.
These concerns reflect our commitment to the preservation of open space, public
access to the Hudson River and the architectural heritage of our village.

This project will change the waterfront and the village, and we would appreciate
the Board addressing the following concerns as part of the environmental
review process, Density of housing units and population; traffic impact on the
village streets and Route 9; site contamination; use and design of open space;
flooding of the Pocantico River; architecture that is not in keeping with village
traditions.

We specifically request that a buffer area be set aside between Roseland’s
development site and Kingsland Point Park, This buffer area be preserved for
the potential ecological restoration of the Pocantico River and the linkage of the
Horseman’s Trail to the Hudson waterfront; the density of dwelling units be
substantially reduced, and the height and architectural style of the buildings be
more in keeping with the traditions of our village.

Just to contextualize this, you have an additional 30 percent of housing units to
the present size of the Village being contemplated added to the housing stack.

Of a different nature, there is going to be magical people living there that don’t
have children, that have don’t have discretionary income, that don’t use cars,
There is an endless supply of them because they are being sold also in Yonkers
in Haverstraw and New York City and Ossining and all over the place.

And, you know, either there is an infinite supply or when this is built out over
the next ten years, you are geing to run out of them. And people with four
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kids will be living in these units and three cars. And so the problems that you
have now will be exacerbated by at least 30 percent.

And the funding probably won’t cover it because the bulk of this is residential.
That does not sell finance.

Mayor Zegarelli and Members of the Board, please drastically downscale the
proposed Lighthouse Landing project.

I agree with others that a reduction of the overall density is something that
should be seriously considered. I know that every one is looking at that. I
think I understand also that there is always a balance. There is no right or
wrong answer. You need tax revenues here in Sleepy Hollow. You are
providing - you have got an enormous amount of public open space in the
entire village.

On the other hand, something that would be 2 little, you know, substantially
less dense, I think, the architectural work that you have worked out is
phenomenally successful.

I am for building the project down there and respect of our Village needing
funds, needing tax revenue. But I’m against it in a lot of means and a lot of
ways, in ways as far as the units that are being built. I can see dropping at least
40 units in there, bringing it down to at least 40 percent lower in density,

1, too, would like to reiterate some of the comments that people are making. I
believe the parking, traffic, density are crucial points.

Most of the issues do revolve around the density and the assumptions that are
being made in terms of the number of students, terms of traffic, impact on
parking and those assumptions are going to basically dictate what we live for
basically for the rest of our lives in this town.

In response to the DEIS comments, the Applicant has prepared an
FEIS Alternative Plan as described in Section I (Introduction) of this
document. Under this alternative plan, the number of residential
dwelling units has been reduced from 1,562 to 1,250 units,
representing a reduction of 312 units or approximately 20 percent in
comparison to the DEIS Plan. The FEIS Alternative Plan also
provides for a reduction in the proposed commercial floor areas in
comparison to the DEIS Plan with the retail space (retail store, food
market, restaurants, cinema) reduced by 26.7 percent from 180,000
square feet (SF) to 132,000 SE and the office building reduced by
30.3 percent from 50,200 SF to 35,000 SE. The program for the
proposed hotel has also been scaled back by eliminating the
conference center component, and reducing the number of rooms
from 147 to 140 and the restaurant space from 10,000 SF to 5,000
SE. Traffic generated by the residential and commercial components
of the FEIS Alternative Plan would be approximately 17.2 percent,
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18.0 percent and 14.8 percent less than the DEIS Plan during
Weekday AM, Weekday PM, and Saturday Peak Hours, respectively
as discussed in Section ILI of this document.

As shown on FEIS Figure No. 1I-2, the FEIS Alternative Plan
incorporates several design elements in the form of buffer areas, flared
boulevards separated by wedge parks, enhanced pocket parks opposite
residential buildings and a plaza at the foot of Beekman Place near the
hotel, which increase the publicly accessible open space on the West
Parcel in comparison to the DEIS Plan. A total of approximately 14.7
acres of publicly accessible open space are provided on the West
Parcel, including a vegetated buffer generally ranging from 75 feet to
175 feet in width adjacent to Kingsland Point Park. Approximately
3.3 acres of open space will also be provided within the interior
portion of the West Parcel for project residents, thus bringing the
West Parcel open space total to approximately 18.0 acres. As such,

the FEIS plan would result in a significant increase in open space over
the DEIS Plan.

As noted above, the FEIS Alternative Plan provides a vegetated buffer
adjacent to Kingsland Point Park, ranging from approximately 75 feet
to 175 feet in width. To avoid impacts on the Pocantico River basin,
the uses on the East Parcel would be graded to maintain the current
floodplain capacity of the East Parcel.

Site environmental and remediation issues associated with the FEIS
Alrernative Plan, are discussed in Section II.B and FEIS Appendix 3
of this document.

Sleepy Hollow Families for a Legendary Waterfront is a grassroots organization
comprised of numerous concerned families in Philipse and Sleepy Hollow
Manors. We are committed to the preservation of our community, our
environment, and our way of life. We view the Lighthouse Landing project as
an opportunity to revitalize our waterfront while maintaining the “charm” and
“small-town” character that is “Sleepy Hollow,”

Second, we ask that you proceed with this development with the following
“overarching theme”: SLEEPY HOLLOW AS A MODEL COMMUNITY
FOR ENVIRONMENTALISM, DIVERSITY, AND HISTORIC
PRESERVATION. Already residents of Philipse and Sleepy Hollow Manors
walk to the train station to get to work rather than getting in cars - look at us
as a model from which to “spring”.

2) Owerall, we believe that 1,562 residential units must be reduced to effectuate

the kind of development that our organization stands for - that is, one that
is environmentally friendly and affords Sleepy Hollow the ability to maintain
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its character and charm while preserving the Hudson River’s ecological
integrity.

6) Village Character - Sleepy Hollow is a charming and historical village. The
redevelopment must reflect this character in its style and use of building
materials.

I beg you to carefully consider the huge changes that this proposed development
would bring upon the Village of Sleepy Hollow. The future of a great village is
at stake. I believe the vision for Lighthouse Landings in Sleepy Hollow will
bring great things for the village. It would like to be sure that the vision is not
clouded by a developer’s gluttony. Please consider my apprehension with due
diligence, Iam not entirely against this project but I believe wise, well thought
out decisions made today will shape the future of the Village of Sleepy Hollow.
One cannot erase a mistake of great magnitude.

We have an unprecedented opportunity to create a riverfront that is beautiful,
natural, adds to the village’s special character and economy, and is accessible to
everyone. Let’s work together to create a waterfront worthy of the river we
love.

Number nine, too tall. I mean, I saw in this report that one building is going to
be 65 feet tall. That’s about a six story structure. It seems to be too large a
facility.

We are not against growth or development, but we ask that you insure that any
development preserve the character of the wider village and not increase the few
examples of urban architecture which exists in the inner village.

Our elected Mayor and elected Board of Trustees will make final decisions.
These decisions may or may not be what Roseland has put forth. We should
not feel pressured by what the developers have presented. They have done
rescarch and crated many visuals for use. This is their business. They seem to
sincerely want to create a great site, However, they do not live here nor do they
really know the flavor and feel the history of our village. They will develop,
make money and leave, and we will be left to live and raise our families with
what is left.

So the question is the intent you guys have however wonderful it may be
because it is a beautiful site. I agree. The buildings are nice, very well planned,
developed, laid out; just doesn’t fit, okay.

The integrity of this project just doesn’t fit with the people who thought of the
community. There is no way that you can install something that large in such a
small arca and not have negative effects. Positive maybe so, but however so, 1
see more of a negative impact here than I do a positive.

Simple fact is you can take a 300 story building and put it in the middle of C
Central Park where you have 200 acres, yet there is one way in, one way out.
Try to get on an elevator that morning at 9:00. It just isn’t going to happen.
You won’t reach your office until three in the afternoon.
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My point being is that however nice this project may be, the development may
be, it is not going - I just don’t think it is going to work. I don’t think it’s
going to work for the community.

You know, it is almost like you are saying well the community is going to
benefit. The Village is going to benefit. But most of all you guys are going to
benefit. I understand hey, make a dollar where you can, but don’t do it at the
peoples® expense. It really shouldn’t be that way.

The FEIS Alternative Plan reduces the number of residential housing
units and the commercial floor areas as discussed above herein,
thereby further reducing site impervious coverage by approximately 5
acres or 7.7 percent and allowing for an increase in open space areas in
comparison to the DEIS Plan.

Architectural Design Guidelines, which are preliminary, have been
developed for the project by the Applicant’s architect and the Village’s
Design Consultant, which detail how elements of the Project will
capture the character of a Hudson River Village (see FEIS Appendix
2). The FEIS Alternative Plan has been designed in accordance with
the objectives of the RF Riverfront Development District to provide
a mixture of residential, commercial, and water dependent uses with
significant open space components as discussed in Section IL.A of this
document. The FEIS Alternative Plan will enhance the offering of
publicly accessible water dependent uses on-site, with an interpretive
center for the lighthouse, small craft launch pier, fishing pier, widened
and lengthened beach area, and a “dock and dine” dock. These water
dependent uses will be set within and/or adjacent to a 10.6-acre
riverfront park connecting Kingsland Point Park on the north with
the Ichabod's Landing riverfront path and Horan’s Landing on the
south.

I am pleased that the 94.5-acre site will have a new life on its soil. It will be
refreshing to see beautifully landscaped grounds on the barren eyesore as it sits
today. Iam thrilled about the 33 acres of open space slated for parkland in this
project.

Comment Noted.
*  What are the possible uses for the area labeled “area for other Village uses”
This comment appears to reference a label shown on DEIS Figure

No. I-2, Illustrative Plan, for the East Parcel. With the exception of
the land under the proposed commuter parking lot, Roseland
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proposes to donate all of the East Parcel to the Village for municipal
purposes. The Village will determine how much of the land will be
allocated for each Village use and will determine whether to make

land available for to Philipsburg Manor Restoration for expansion of
that facility.

With over 5000 parking spaces planned, the quality of life will be affected.

‘We have, in effect, paved paradise and put up a parking lot, This IS a truly
“once in a hundred year” chance leave our impression on the future of our
village and the next generation. Our green space is rapidly being absorbed,
creating a situation where wildlife has become a nuisance rather than a part of
the ecological system - please don’t exacerbate this condition. We have enough
“McMansions” defacing our hillsides. We don’t need a city within the Village
or a gated ‘bedroom’ community, segregating our citizenship further. It is my
sincerest wish to see this project come to fruition, with minimum or reverse
impact to the environment and significant impact on the betterment of the
Village and its people.

As discussed in Section I of this document, the FEIS Alternative Plan
provides for a reduction in the number of housing units and the
commercial floor areas with corresponding decreases in the number of
parking spaces and site impervious coverage. In addition, public open
space areas on the West Parcel would total approximately 14.7 acres
with the FEIS Alternative Plan, and 3.3 acres of open space are
planned within the interior portion of the West Parcel for Project
residents. As such, approximately 18.0 acres or 28 percent of the
West Parcel will be comprised of open space areas with the FEIS
Alternative Plan.

Through a collaborative process involving Scenic Hudson, Sleepy Hollow, GM
and Roseland, village residents, Historic Hudson Valley, and other stakeholdser
several objectives were identified and illustrated in a concept plan (see
Illustration: Conservation and Community Based Development Concept). The
objectives include but were not limited to:

1) A world-class development that provides public access to the Hudson
through a green crescent of interconnected open spaces and trails.

2) The development of a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly neighborhood
that functions as an extension of the lower Village.

3) The development of a commercial district that is integrated into the existing
village and Beekman area corridor,

In the Applicant’s opinion, the FEIS Alternative Plan (see Figure No.
I1-2) achieves the objectives expressed in this comment. The Project
has been carefully planned and designed in consultation with the
Village in response to comments received on the DEIS as a reduced
density, mixed-use development consistent with the objectives of the
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Riverfront Zoning District to address many of the Village’s design
concerns. The proposed 10.6-acre riverfront park along the
Lighthouse Landing shoreline will include a variety of publicly
accessible water dependent uses and a network of pedestrian and
bicycle paths connecting Kingsland Point Park on the north with the
Ichabod’s Landing riverfront path and Horan’s Landing on the south.

As a transit-oriented development, the Project will offer convenient
access to Metro-North rail and Westchester County Bee Line bus
services, and include shuttle bus service for Lighthouse Landing
residents and workers commuting by rail. The project design
includes a network of sidewalks and crosswalks, and a coordinated
street furniture plan for Beeckman Place fostering a pedestrian-friendly
environment. The proposed retail uses along Beekman Place are
anticipated to complement the inner Village along the Beekman
Avenue as discussed in Section I1.C of this document.

The design modifications reflected in the FEIS Alternative Plan
further enhance the project’s compact, mixed-use design. Offering a
variety of rental and ownership residential products with significant
amenities located adjacent to the Mewo-North Hudson line, the
project is expected to have a strong market orientation toward NYC
commuters. The components of the FEIS Alternative Plan have been
designed to optimize transit availability and convenience either
through the use of the shuttle to the Philipse Manor and/or
Tarrytown stations or with a new station on-site {(e.g., plaform
design, stairs leading from Beekman Avenue, pedestrian overpass). As
shown on the FEIS Alternative Plan, passenger pick-up and drop-off
areas are planned adjacent to the commuter/resident lot on the East
Parcel, and opposite the proposed pedestrian overpass and
southbound station platform (between Bldgs. A and I) on the West
Parcel. (See the Transit Utilization Analysis presented in FEIS
Appendix 9 for additional discussion as to how the project’s physical
design encourages transit usage. )

As discussed in DEIS Appendices 7B (RIMS Analysis) and 7C
{Socioeconomic Technical Report) by Economic Research Associates,
the existing retail and commercial establishments located in the Inner
Village along Beckman Avenue tend to be small, independent
businesses focusing on neighborhood and convenience uses that
typically draw their patrons from the immediate vicinity and the rest
of Sleepy Hollow. Currently, few customers venture off Route 9 onto
Beekman Avenue to shop. By comparison, the types of retailer
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planned at Lighthouse Landing will be significantly different than and
complementary to those found in the Inner Village in that the
majority will be national, regional or local chains rather than small
independently-owned neighborhood-serving retailers. The new retail
space along Beekman Place is expected be a strong draw to pull
drivers/patrons down Beckman Avenue.

As discussed in DEIS Appendix 7B, a spillover effect to Beekman
Avenue in retail spending of 5 percent from retail productivity at
Lighthouse Landing would have a positive economic impact on the
Inner Village. The shops along Beekman Avenue, which are mostly
convenience retail and neighborhood services, largely cater to both the
local resident market as well as the ethnic consumer market in the
area. The proposed Lighthouse Landing development could fill the
retail gap currently not available in the market and appeal to a wider
base of consumers. These consumers would provide an additional
source of potential revenue for the interesting restaurants, bodegas
and services that are part of the thriving Beckman Avenue retail
corridor. Together, retailers at Lighthouse Landing and the Inner
Village would provide a varied retail experience that would be unique
to the region.

The Applicant is supportive of the Village’s initiatives to strengthen
the economic vitality of the Beckman Avenue corridor and its existing
retailers, and would be willing to participate in assisting the Village in
future efforts.

‘We underscore the fact that, as noted at the outset of our comments, the Mayor
and the Village Board of Trustees are responsible for the preparation and
content of the FEIS, even if the applicant is the sponsor of the project.’ Itis
the lead agency which *must prepare or cause to be prepared and must final a
final EIS,” which makes it ultimately responsible for the preparation and
content of the FEIS."> The FEIS must assemble all relevant and material facts
upon which the lead agency’s decision will be made. It must analyze the
significant adverse impacts and evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and the
possibilities for ecological restoration at the site.’® Thus, the Mayor and Village
Board of Trustees have control over the process and must ensure that the
application complies with SEQRA, the LWRP and other local laws.

1L ECL § 8-0109 (2), (3); 6 NYCRR §§ 617.2(1), 617.9(2)(5)(6).

12 6 NYCRR § 617.9(2)(5).
B 6 NYCRR § 617.9(b)(1)

The last item that I wanted to mention is the public notice to the immigrant

community of the Village of Sleepy Hollow. You have quite a large population
of Latino residents. I don’t see representation here. I might be incorrect, but I
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think that it is important to promote. You know, if we are talking about
promoting a public forum, there has to be more outreach to that community.

Tarrytown has to be brought into this. What cooperation do we have between
the two governments? Because we have to work cooperatively with them, more
to make sure these things advance properly.

I came here to listen and to ask a few questions. However, I was struck by the
City taking the position, I’m sorry, the Village taking the position that some
questions would not get answers until the very end of the process. And I
believe some comments can wait until the end, but some questions that are
important about how the applicant has reached certain figures are important,
So that the public, you know, gets some answers and can contribute better in
producing better comments.

This is massive, very important project. And we are full of questions, and we
deserve some answers. For example, the guy, the follow that preceded me
earlier had a question about how the applicant reached a figure of 200 students.
That deserves an answer. We wait until the end of the process, then, you know,
I think it’s going to be frustrating for many and it’s not going to help.

So, other planning boards, other villages have established mechanisms of trying
to resolve certain questions that are helpful. So, I commend you and urge you
to reconsider. And since you’re establishing certain groups, you may figure out
a way of resolving it. I think it’s going to be helpful for that process. That’s all
I have for tonight.

There is a thing that will be very useful to people in the community that the
people working on this should do, and that’s to put the DEIS on the Internet,
make it available.

My first few comments will be directed toward the process. Mayor Zegarelli
spoke at the last meeting about his reverence for SEQRA which I applaud but
which is also why I’'m deeply troubled by the swift inevitability conveyed in a
document labeled Lighthouse Landing Lead Agency SEQRA Review, which is
this item.

Could Sleepy Hollow be through with the DEIS process in two short months
for a 1500 unit project? You are creating a small city within a village. I have
witnessed much tengthier public DEIS terms for much smaller parcels of land.

Has the public digested all your hard work? And there was the issue, of course,
of putting it on the Web at the end of the DEIS process may not be the time in
which to do that. Have the continuous communities who are going to suffer
mightily by this project been reached out to?

Also I would suggest that the Village hold multiple public FEIS hearings. 1
know SEQRA doesn’t require that, but having gone through the concerns we

have had in Tarrytown, I would recommend it.

Will the residents who have made substantive comments in your DEIS phase
have an opportunity to make certain comments that be adequately addressed
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before the lead agency accepts FEIS? I urge Sleepy Hollow to make FEIS
copies available as the Board considers the FEIS for completeness so that those
of us who have commented can also review the document with respect to the
level of completeness in terms of our participation.

Eleven, establish a cooperative approach with Tarrytown on new developments.

The Lighthouse Landing project is being reviewed and processed by
the Village of Sleepy Hollow in accordance with NYS SEQR
regulations. Although not required under SEQR, it is anticipated
that the Village will conduct a public hearing on the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

The DEIS was posted on the Applicant’s website (www.
rosclandproperty.com) after the DEIS public hearings.

They talk about the convention center maybe, maybe and hotel and whatever.
This is my suggestion, all right. That GM was there since somebody mentioned
1898, whatever, so it was ninety some years ago. And I think in one of those
buildings perhaps in the convention center they should been - I guess GM
would supply with that — pictures, at least pictures of first cars, first airplane
wings, first all the pictures of the cars and the trucks that we built down there.

The Applicant would consider creating a suitable tribute to the site’s
history.

But I did want to note that in the aerial photograph you do not show the
proposed Ferry land in here, and I couldn’t see any indication in the -

FEIS Figure No. II-9, Existing Aerial Photograph, labels the
proposed Ferry Landings site and is presented in Section ILII of this
document.

Primarily the first thing I would like to submit is a letter requesting that Sleepy
Hollow and Roseland consider cease, terminating the litigation against
Tarrytown, particularly in light of the fact that the Village of Tarrytown has
agreed to work to remove the asphalt plant, which was a major, major issuc of
contention between the two villages. I might add that this kind of litigation
promotes animosity between the villages, and that’s something that certainly
doesn’t help anyone,

Comment noted.

Open space. I know there was beautiful open space, parks and recreations and
whatever. Yeah, it’s good. But you know what? On the open space we have
enough. Quite a few parks - I'm not going to mention every one - in this
Village. Open space, we don’t get taxes. We spend money, okay. So if you
have too much or extra, you will spend extra money.
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I think Roseland and GM whatever they want to build, you know, I like it the
way they building.

Comment noted.

PH3205 Like housing, somebody proposed 30, 40 percent reduction? Are they in
business to build to sell to make money? I would do the same thing. I will not
build something to lose money, okay. So I think they are not going to go with
a closed mind, all right. They deserve to spend money and to earn money.

Comment noted.
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Source: Historic Hudson Valley DEIS Comment Letter as submitted
by Arnold & Porter, LLP, June 5, 2003
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Source: Historic Hudson Valley DEIS Comment Letter as submitted
by Arnold & Porter, LLP, April 1, 2005
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Source: Historic Hudson Valley DEIS Comment Letter as submitted
by Arnold & Porter, L{P, April 1, 2005
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I1. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. III.A - Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT/RESPONSE

3501

3603

3801

4501

PH5702

PH5703

Lighthouse Landing

PROJECT DENSITY - SITE PLAN & DESIGN

The most important issue is density. Roseland’s proposal would overwhelm our
village, in terms of size, traffic, services needed, and views. I hope that the onfy
Roseland proposal you will consider is the second alternative they mention ~ the
lowest density alternative of 1362 dwelling units, with the height of any of the
buildings (including the hotel) to be three stories at most and some buildings to
be two stories high. And I urge you to negotiate with Roseland to further
decrease the number of units, using the 1362 number as a starting point.

¢ The buildings are too high and close together. Roseland stated that they
locked at other river towns such as Cold Spring, but Cold Spring and other
local river towns don’t have buildings on this scale and density. What about
separate buildings and single family homes?

It will also substantially change the town’s view of the river. The buildings are
too high and close together. Roseland stated that they looked at other river
towns such as Cold Spring, but Cold Spring and other local river towns don’t
have buildings on this scale and density. 'What about separate buildings and
single family homes?

I have concerns about the density of Lighthouse Landing as proposed. 1
support the idea of reducing residential units by at least 40%. Please extend the
courtesy of offering the proposed housing for seniors and Village volunteers in a
more desirable location, with a bit more distance from the Metro North train
line.

Reduce the 180,000 square feet of retail space by 30 percent, bringing it to
126,000.

Reduce the 50,000 office space by 30 percent, bringing it to 35,140,

In response to the DEIS comments, the Applicant has established an
FEIS Alternative Plan for further evaluation as described in Section I
(Introduction) of this document. The proposed number of residential
dwelling units has been reduced from 1,562 to 1,250 units,
representing a reduction of 312 units or approximately 20 percent in
comparison to the DEIS Plan. The 1,250 units would consist of 629
rental apartments (inclusive of 216 live-work loft apartments, 21
rental affordable Village workforce apartments for local public
employees and volunteers, and 40 rental affordable senior
apartments), 373 condominiums and 248 town homes. As shown in
the following table, the FEIS Alternative Plan displays a significantly
lower residential density than permitted in the underiying RF District,
and is also lower than the existing Inner Village area and the DEIS

FEISIILA-1 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS
DEIS Sec. III.A - Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

Plan. Detached single-family dwellings of any type cannot be
constructed on the Site pursuant to the Brownfield Cleanup Program.

Residential Density*
(Dwelling Units Per Acre)
¢ RF District? 19.8
* Existing Inner-Village® 17.1
(Sleepy Hollow)
e DEIS Plan (1,562 dus) 16.5
¢ FEIS Plan (1,250 dus) 13.2

The FEIS Alternative Plan also results in a reduction in the ratio of
residential rental units to ownership units, Specifically, whereas under
the DEIS Plan, 72 percent of residential units were rental apartments
(1,122 of the 1,562 du total) and 28 percent were ownership units,
the FEIS Alternative Plan would consist of 51 percent rental units
(629 of 1,250 du total) and 49 percent ownership units. As discussed
in Section II1.C herein, ownership units result in greater net fiscal
benefits to the Village of Sleepy Hollow and the school district than
the rental units given their corresponding valuations and applicable
tax rates.

The FEIS Alternative Plan also provides for a reduction in the
proposed commercial floor area in comparison to the DEIS Plan with
the retail space (retail store, food market, restaurants, cinema) reduced
by 26.7 percent from 180,000 square feet (SF) to 132,000 SF and the
office building reduced by 30.3 percent from 50,200 SF to 35,000
SF. The program for the proposed hotel has also been scaled back by
eliminating the conference center component, and reducing the
number of rooms from 147 to 140 and the restaurant space from
10,000 SF to 5,000 SF.

As shown on Figure I-2, the FEIS Alternative Plan incorporates
several design elements in the form of buffer areas, flared boulevards
separated by parks, enhanced pocket parks opposite residential

' Based on the 94.5-acre site arca.

2 The RF District permits a maximum overall residential density of 1 dwelling unit per 2,200 square feet of
site area.

# The existing density of the inner-village has been evaluated using U.S. Census 2000 block data for Census
Tract 116. FEIS Figure No. I1.A-1 depicts the census block numbers and land arcas located north and south
of Beekman Avenue, while FELS Table No. IL. A-1 identifies the density in dwelling units per acre for each
block.

Lighthouse Landing FEIS IT.A - 2 12/19/06
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DEIS Sec. III.A - Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

2201

2202

2702

3601

3602

4227

PM1001

Lighthouse Landing

buildings and a plaza at the foot of Beekman Place near the hotel,
which increase the publicly accessible open space on the West Parcel
in comparison to the DEIS Plan. A total of approximately 14.7 acres
of publicly accessible open space are provided on the West Parcel,
including a vegetated buffer of up to 175 feet in width adjacent to
Kingsland Point Park. As such, the FEIS Plan would increase the
West Parcel open space by approximately 28 percent relative to the
11.5 acres provided under the DEIS Plan.

PROJECT DENSITY - POPULATION & HOUSING
GROWTH

The Philipse Manor Improvement Association (PMIA) is deeply concerned
about the density of the Roseland proposal for the GM site. The DEIS contains
a projection of reaters and owners which will increase the village population by
over 30%.

At our meeting on February 7, 2005, the Board of the PMIA voted to insist
that the number of residential units be reduced by at least one-third with most
of the reduction coming from the number of rental units. It is clear from the
tax numbers published in the recent DEIS, that the rental units produce less tax
income to the village and to the School District and yet will generate a greater
demand for police and educational services because of the density of renters and
their often transient nature,

My second comment, on behalf of the PMIA, was that the proposed 1,562
housing units was heavily skewed towards rental units (1,122) and against
owner units (440). The board’s feeling was that owned units tend to encourage
longer term involvement in the village community, as opposed to rented units
which tend to be more transitory. Our feeling was that when the density is
reduced that the reduction of units should result in fewer rental units and not
fewer owned units.

My main concern is the proposed density of the buildings and subsequent
population growth.
s Itis like a separate town on the waterfront with its own commercial center.

¢ It would change the character of the town substantially by increasing Sleepy
Hollow’s population by a huge percentage increase,

The size of this project will increase the number of homes in Sleepy Hollow by
about 50%.

Question:

a) How will this increase in population be accommodated within the
community?

There are a number of areas, particularly three that are of major concern.

Certainly the one is the proposed 1,500 units. The first being that the Village
of Sleepy Hollow, I believe, has 3,000 units existing. So, you’re maximizing the

FEISII.A - 3 12/19/06
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PM1004

PH5701

1604

Lighthouse Landing

number of units. That’s a substantial increase.

And the last certainly is the 50 percent increase in housing, which I mentioned,
which is part of that 1,500 increase in total units.

One, reduce the number of residential units by 60 percent from 1,562 to 625.
And by my calculations that 625 will generate the 217 students.

The FEIS Alternative Plan proposes a total of 1,250 housing units in
comparison to the 1,562 housing units under the DEIS Plan, and
results in a reduction in the ratio of residential rental units to
ownership units. As noted in the response to Comment 3501, etc.
above, whereas under the DEIS Plan, 72 percent of residential units
were rental apartments (1,122 of the 1,562 du total) and 28 percent
were ownership units, the FEIS Alternative Plan would consist of 51
percent rental units (629 of 1,250 du total) and 49 percent ownership
units. As discussed in FEIS Appendix 4A, ownership units result in
greater net fiscal benefits to the Village of Sleepy Hollow and the
school district than the rental units given their corresponding
valuations and applicable tax rates. Further, the 312 unit reduction in
the total number of housing units between the DEIS Plan and the
EEIS Alternative Plan, would result in a 16.2 percent reduction in the
total resident population of the project from 2,999 to 2,514 persons,
thereby reducing potential demand on community services. In
comparison to the DEIS Plan, the number of workers from the
Project’s commercial uses (retail, office and hotel) would be reduced
by approximately 13.5 percent from 675 to 584 persons under the
FEIS Alternative Plan._ Although the FEIS Alternative Plan results in
a reduction in the resident population, the project will increase the
Village’s existing population, reported at 9,212 persons in the 2000
Census. However, the project Site consists of approximately 94.5
acres, and the Village of Sleepy Hollow LWRP and the applicable RF
zoning district contemplated over 1,800 units on the site, representing
a dwelling unit total approximately 44 percent higher than the 1,250
units currently proposed. The Village of Sleepy Hollow has requested
that its design consultant prepare a concept study as discussed in
Section ILIV of this document.

PROJECT DENSITY - VARIOUS IMPACT ISSUES

The 180,000 square feet of retail and 50,200 square feet of office space also
proposed for this project seems exorbitant. Iimplore you to also reconsider
downsizing that number as well. People will not be willing to shop or do
business with an association that is not convenient to get to. Who willingly
wants to sit in traffic? Commuters and shoppers will take the path of the least

FEISII.A - 4 12/19/06
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2204
2706

Lighthouse Landing

resistance. If it is not convenient to travel to, shoppers will go elsewhere, Itisa
fact,

As discussed above herein, the retail and office square footages
proposed in the DEIS Plan have been significantly reduced in the
FEIS Alternative Plan. Whereas the DEIS Plan contained a total of
180,000 square feet of retail (inclusive of retail stores, food market,
restaurants and cinema) and 50,200 square feet of office space, the
FEIS Alternative Plan proposes 132,000 square feet of retail uses and
35,000 square fect of office space. As such, the FEIS Alternative Plan
provides for a 26.7 percent decrease in retail floor area and a 30.3
percent decrease in office space resulting in reductions in peak hour
traffic generation from the Site as discussed in Sections I
(Introduction) and IL.I (Traffic and Parking) of this document.

Additionally, the Lighthouse Landing project has been designed to
both physically and visually connect with the existing Inner-Village in
an effort to provide convenient access between the Site and the
existing commercial area. Beekman Place has been designed with
sidewalks, streetlights, strect trees and various streetscape
improvements to enhance the walkability of the street in an effort to
encourage visitors and commuters to the Village center and the Site to
park in one convenient location and patronize a variety of shops
without moving their cars. Further, the FEIS Alternative Plan
includes additional water dependent uses as described in Section II of
this document, which when combined with the waterfront paths
connecting Kingsland Point Park and Ichabod’s Landing and
adjoining open space will serve as a linkage with Beekman Avenue and
the Inner-Village and provide opportunities for Village residents to
access the waterfront. The proposed siting of the Beekman Place
main commercial street would aiso provide visual and physical access
to the historic lighthouse from Beekman Avenue. Visual access to the
waterfront will be enhanced by additional open space area, a plaza area
and pathways. Physical access to the waterfront will be enhanced by
the proposed on-site water-dependent uses.

We would like to see the DEIS reworked with this reduced number of units.

In summary please consider:

¢ reducing the density to approximate the existing density without the three
tall buildings

reduce the amount of rental units and maintain the owned units

provide for disposal of dredge spoil from the Beach Club marina

downplay the value of school tax coverage of proposed bond interest charges
provide alternate access via Continental Street for emergencies

FEISIL.LA - 5 12/19/06
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5701

5702

Lighthouse Landing

1. Background Context for Comments

‘We have reviewed the DEIS for Lighthouse Landing quite differently from our
comments for the Ferry Landing waterfront project within the Village of
Tarrytown. Lighthouse Landing is totally within an adjacent municipality.
Therefore, we have viewed detailed design and site plan review issues as
primarily issues for the Village of Sleepy Hollow. What is of primary
importance to Tarrytown and to the greater region are issues that affect the
adjacent municipalities and the surrounding environment. These primarily fall
into four general areas: (1) traffic (2) the school district, which serves both
municipalities (3} the input of Lighthouse Landing retail on the existing
downtowns and (4) viewsheds in as much as the proposed development can be
seen from the surrounding area, All four of these concerns are directly affected
by density.

2. Lower Density Alternative

The Chairman of the Sleepy Hollow Planning Board, Nick Robinson, has done
a fairly detailed site review of the proposed development. The net result of his
site planning concerns is the call for a development alternative that is
approximately 40% less in density than what is proposed. Since Mr. Robinson’s
analysis, John Canning has undertaken a detailed traffic analysis of road
impacts, particularly in the Village of Tarrytown, Mr. Canning’s analysis
indicates that impacts cannot be reasonably mitigated without a 50% reduction
in density. This is particularly important with retail development which has a
higher traffic generation number than residential development. This alternative
should be formally developed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) for the project. This is perhaps the single most important mitigation
that can be developed. A 50% reduction in density will have a commensurate
reduction in traffic, public school students impacts on existing downtowns in
Tarrytown and Sleepy Hollow and building scale (e.g. most heights could be
reduced from five stories to four stories).

Lighthouse Landing is on 94.5 acres. However, only 66.2 acres are developable
consisting of the west parcel (64.5 acres) and the south parcel (.7 acres). The
28.3 acre east parcel has wetlands and methane gas issues {the site was formerly
a land fill). As a result, the table below lists figures for the next developable
acreage for the Lighthouse Landing proposal. The net developable acreage is
the realistic measure of the project. We read the present proposal as follows:

Existing Proposal:

Use Units/Sq. Ft. Net Unit/Acre
Residential 1,562 24 unitsfacre
Commercial

- Retail 180,000

- Office 50,200

- Inn 147,000

377,200 5,698 sq. ft.facre
A 50% reduction in density at Lighthouse Landing could mean the following;:

50% Reduction Alternative:

FEIS II.A - 6 12/19/06
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PH4301

PH4401

PH4501

Lighthouse Landing

Use Units/Sq. Ft. Net Unit/Acre
Residential 781 11.8 units/acre
Commercial 188,600 2,849 sq. ft.facre

The reduction in density will produce less impact on all four areas of regional
concern. It is particularly important that the commercial component, especially
the retail uses be reduced at least 50%. These are the greatest traffic generators
and they have the greatest potential to harm the commercial viability of the
existing downtowns. The retail component of 180,000 needs to be reduced to
at least 90,000 square feet. The Community Builders’ Handbook and the
Urban Land Institute (ULI) have traditionally defined neighborhood shopping
to be in the range of 50,000 to 75,000 sq. ft. If the retail component is larger
than this, the FEIS should contain a study of impacts on existing downtowns.

It is also of interest to Tarrytown to compare the above to the Ferry Landing
project on the Village’s own waterfront, While the 30 acre Ferry Landing may
change further, its current configuration is as follows:

Use Units/Sq. Ft. Net UnitfAcre
Residential 238 7.9 unitsfacre
Commercial 30,000 2,700 sq. ft./acre

As can be seen from the numbers above, the Ferry Landing proposal is already
at a density that is less than half of the proposed densities of Lighthouse
Landing. The 50% reduced density alternative needs to be compared to the
proposal in the FEIS impact category by impact category., This should be done
in chart form as well as narrative. At the end of the day, the Trustees of Sleepy
Hollow must make the following SEQR finding:

“certify that consistent with social, economic and other essential considerations
from among the reasonable alternatives available, the action is one that avoids
or minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable,
and that adverse environmental impacts will be avoided or minimized to the
maximum extent practicable by incorporating as conditions to the decision those
mitigative measures that were identified as practicable.”

SEQR 617.11(b)(5)

So with that said I just want to make a few comments about some of the items
in the DEIS. One is the density which I think is one of the big items and we’ve
questioned the density and Frank Fish will make some comments and some of
the other trustees will make some comments as well about that,

But from what I understand, statements from the Planning Board and Scenic
Hudson River, both suggested possibility of cutting the density, the living
density, the number of units down to 40 percent. That would be probably the
greatest mitigating factor in terms of the traffic that we anticipate.

In particular, the issue which concerns us the most I think concerns everybody
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here is the density of this project and I attended the first two public hearings
but I was unable to attend Saturday’s in which I subsequently heard that the
Chairman of your Planning, Board, Nick Robinson, recommended the 40
percent reduction in density which we also cheer and what I think how it should
be viewed though is not as a starting point for negotiation but rather it should
be viewed as the maximum that would be allowed.

Again, I think the density of the project is a major concern. Everything is
related to density, whether it’s the number of school children or the levels of
our road service. If the density of the project is reduced as is pointed out by the
carliest speakers then those other factors will be mitigated simply by doing so.

In response to comments received during the DEIS comment period,
the Applicant has prepared an FEIS Alternative Plan, which is
intended to be responsive to community concerns regarding density
and impacts such as traffic and population growth. FEIS Table No. I-
1 in Section I (Introduction) of this document compares
programmatic elements and impact characteristics of the DEIS Plan
with the FEIS Alternative Plan. As discussed in the response to
Comments 3501 through PH5703 above, the FEIS Alternative Plan
reduces the total number of residential dwelling units by 20 percent
from 1562 to 1250 units representing a density of 13.2 dwelling units
per acre. The proposed density (13.2 dus/acre) is significantly lower
than permitted in the RF District (19.8 dus/acre) or currently
exhibited in the Inner-Village (17.1 dus/acre) or formerly proposed
under the DEIS Plan (16.5 dus/acre). The FEIS Alternative Plan also
reduces the ratio of residential rental units (49%) to ownership units
(51%) in comparison to the DEIS Plan (72% rental units, 28%
ownership units). With respect to the proposed commercial floor
areas, the FEIS Alternative Plan reduces the retail square footage by
26.7 percent from 180,000 SF to 132,000 SF and the office floor area
by 30.3 percent from 50,200 SF to 35,000 SF. The hotel program is
also scaled back under the FEIS Alternative Plan by eliminating the
conference center, reducing the number of rooms from 147 to 140,
and cutting the restaurant space in half from 10,000 SF to 5,000 SF.

The FEIS Alternative Plan has been designed to be fully compliant
with the dimensional requirements of the RF District, with the
exception of the building height in the portion of the Site between the
west side of the Metro-North tracks and 300 feet to the west which
encompasses the loft apartments in Blocks I and N, and a portion of
the apartment buildings in Blocks A and E*. The maximum building

* The Applicant will submit a petition to the Sleepy Hollow Board of Trustees to amend the RF District
zoning regulations to permit a building height of up to 65 feet along the west side of the Metro-North tracks

Lighthouse Landing
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height under the FEIS Alternative would be 5 stories and less than 65
feet, consistent with the DEIS Plan. Through the incorporation of
additional buffers, parks and landscaped areas, the FEIS Alternative
Plan provides approximately 14.7 acres of publicly accessible open
space on the West Parcel as compared to 11.5 acres under the DEIS
Plan. As indicated FEIS Table I-1, the FEIS Alternadve Plan results
in a reduction in total site impervious coverage.

The overall decrease of 312 residential units with the FEIS Alternative
Plan would have the effect of lowering the potental impacts (e.g.,
traffic, population, school children, utility demands etc.). A review of
FEIS Table I-1 shows that traffic generated by the reduced density
residential and commercial components of the FEIS Alternative Plan
would be approximately 17 to 18 percent less than the DEIS Plan
during Weekday AM and PM peak hours and approximately 15
percent less during the Saturday peak hour. See Section ILI (Traffic
and Parking) of this document, for discussion of projected traffic
operations at the study intersections under the FEIS Alternative Plan.
As discussed in Section ILI, it is important to note that peak hour trip
generation from the Lighthouse Landing project could be further
reduced by decreasing the parking capacity of the proposed train
station commuter lot or by eliminating the new train station and
transporting project residents by shuttle bus to the existing Metro-
North Tarrytown and/or Philipse Manor stations. See the response to
Comments 3403 and PM2301 in Section II.H of this documnent
regarding shuttle efficiency from similar existing projects.

The FEIS Alternative Plan also reduces the Project’s total resident
population by approximately 16.2 percent from 2,999 to 2,514
persons, while the number of retail, office and hotel workers is
reduced by approximately 13.5 percent from 675 to 584 persons.
The FEIS Plan’s smaller residential program would also have the effect
of decreasing the number of school-age children residing at
Lighthouse Landing by approximately 3 percent from 217 to 211
children. Itis anticipated that the Tarrytown Union Free School
District will have sufficient capacity to accommodate future
enrollments from Lighthouse Landing with the expansion plan
approved under the recent bond referendum as outlined in Section
I1.C of this document. The net annual fiscal impact of the FEIS
Alternative Plan (i.e., the difference between the project-generated

with the West Parcel, which is consistent with the Board of Trustees’ statement related to building height in
Comment 4307.
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service costs and the project —contributed revenues) results in
projected surpluses of approximately $1.5 million for the school
district, $0.63 million for the Village of Sleepy Hollow, $0.96 million
for Westchester County and $0.03 million for the Town of Mount
Pleasant.

This comment incorrectly assumes that the East Parcel could not be
developed due to methane, and thus the density should be limited to
the West and South Parcels. Methane can be vented and otherwise
addressed in redevelopment projects. Commercial projects are often
built on top of landfills, which generate methane...and probably
generated methane far longer than would the small landfill operated
by the Village between 1920 and 1930. With respect to the comment
regarding providing for disposal of dredge spoil from the Beach Club
marina, see the response to Comments 2703 through PH3803 in
Section I1.B of this document under the subheading “Grading
Operations”.

The FEIS Plan also includes a reduction in the retail component from
180,000 SF to 132,000 SF.° The potential impacts of the Proposed
Action related to the commercial viability of existing downtowns and
commercial areas were studied as part of the Socioeconomic
Conditions analysis of the DEIS and have been updated based upon
the FEIS Plan in Appendix 4B Retasl Character Assessment of this
FEIS. 'The Site has been designed as a mixed usc development that
would be served by both the existing Inner -Village retail area and the
proposed neighborhood retail area located primarily along Beekiman
Place as a continuation of Beekman Avenue. The proposed
neighborhood retail is intended to serve those residents living at
Lighthouse Landing, train commuters, and local residents in
surrounding neighborhoods. The ULI definition of neighborhood
shopping in the range of 50,000 to 75,000 SF is a guideline. The
132,000 SF retail component includes only 89,000 SF of traditional
retail shops, with approximately 23,000 SF of that being restaurants.
Traditional commercial shop fronts would only be 66,000 SF.

The proposed Lighthouse Landing development has characteristics
that are similar to a “Lifestyle Center”, a type of “specialty” shopping
center. This type of center, as noted in the 3" edition of the Urban
Land Institute’s Shopping Center Handbook, does not have a

*The 132,000 sf retail component proposed under FEIS Alternative Plan is comprised of 66,000 sf of general
retail, 23,000 sf of restaurants, a 25,000 sf food market and an 18,000 sf cinema.
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traditional anchor tenant (such as a department store), but rather has
groupings of tenants that together fill the role of an anchor tenant or
have other large tenants that also draw customers to the center.
According to a 2004 study conducted by the International Council of
Shopping Centers (ICSC), on average the tenant space/square foot
allocations at lifestyle centers was distributed as shown in the table
below. The representative tenant space allocation at the proposed
Lighthouse Landing development compares favorably to the tenant
space allocation resulting from the 2004 ICSC study.

Lifestyle Centers Tenant Space Allocation
ICSC Lifestyle Centers Lighthouse Landing

Tenant Categorics As a Percentage of Total GLA
Cinema/Entertainment 9.5% 13.6% ( 18,000 SF)
Supermarkets 6.2% 18.9% ( 25,000 SF}
Restaurants 13.2% 17.4% { 23,000 SF)
General Merchandise 63.0% 50.0% ( 66,000 SF)
Other 8.1%

Total 100% 100% (132,000 SF)

Source: International Courcil of Shopping Centers, 2004; Economics Research
Associates,

ULI also recommends that successful neighborhood shopping include
a mix of office and entertainment uses, as well as a variety of
residential components. The office and residential uses provide
activity throughout the dayrime, while the entertainment and
residential uses provide activities into the evening hours. The
remaining 48,000 SF of the retail component includes a cinema, food
market and restaurant associated with the hotel.

Under the FEIS Alterative Plan, the East Parcel will contain a
commutet/resident parking lot and Village municipal uses, including
recreational facilities and a Department of Public Works yard. The
East Parcel will be accessible via both Continental Street and the
viaduct (by passenger vehicles and light trucks) from Beekman
Avenue that is to be repaired by the Applicant The Applicant proposes
to repair the existing viaduct to its original design loading (H15) or
19 tons. All commercial vehicles except those exceeding the 19 ton
loading will be able to access the East Parcel from the viaduct. Heavy
trucks and equipment with weights in excess of 19 tons will access the
East Parcel from Continental Street. See further discussion at FEIS 1.

a. Density - The provision of 1,562 dwelling units for the site translates to
16,5 dwelling units per acre, a figure which is in the general range
recommended by Patterns, assuming potential impacts can be addressed.
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Beyond the provision of municipal services, an obvious impact of density is
often traffic. However, in determining appropriate density, a balance is
required. While a development on this site with much lower density would
likely equate to fewer residents driving into and out of the site, the lower
number or residents could have negative effects on the viability of the retail
element to serve a local market that may be in walking distance. For example,
fewer customers in the immediate area would require retailers to sell higher-
order goods and services to reach a wider geographic market area in order to
make a profit. This would then necessitate people from other parts of the
region to drive in to shop at these stores and thus add to the local traffic. The
success of Lighthouse Landing will rely on matching a density with a mix of
retail that can minimize automobile trips. The optimal density approved for the
project should be one that addresses these impacts most efficiently.

In the Applicant’s opinion, while the FEIS Alternative Plan will result
in reductions in both the residential and commercial components of
the project, the floor area allocations and planned mix of uses
(offering shopping, dining, entertainment, passive recreation and
lodging) have been programmed to create the synergies necessary to
attract the proper balance of patrons within walking distance of the
Site as well as locally from within the community and surrounding
arcas. As discussed above herein, peak hour traffic generation from
the Project’s residential and commercial components will be reduced
under the FEIS Alternative Plan.

I’m very concerned about the density of this development. There is no reason
for it to be that large. In fact, one of the things I would like to do is submit a
document to the Board of Trustees that I received when I was a member of the
Board. It is dated June 24™, 1996. It is a document prepared by Arthur
Anderson for General Motors on reuse of this site. There is volume one, and
the estimated financial returns.

What's interesting about this document is that at that time they were proposing
410 housing units for young couples and empty nesters and 222 units for senior
citizens. This would minimize the impact on the demographics of the Village
and the schools and provide very healthy financial return to General Motors and
any developer who was involved. The data is in the Arthur Anderson study.

The Arthur Anderson Reuse study was prepared in 1996 following
the closing of the GM auto assembly plant to broadly identify
potential redevelopment options for the Site prior to initiating
detailed studies. The broad nature of the Reuse study was not
intended as a detailed program for the Site. Instead, in 1997, the
Sleepy Hollow Village Board undertook to develop more specific
guidelines for the development of sites such as the GM property and
created the RF Riverfront Development zoning district. The RF
District encompasses the Site and provides design standards and
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specific dimensional requirements that proposed projects must meet.
Unlike the Reuse study, the RF District rezoning included a SEQR
review and numerous public hearings. The RF District zoning is part
of the Village Zoning Law and regulates the development within the
district. The Lighthouse Landing DEIS Plan as well as the FEIS
Alternative Plan have been planned and designed in accordance with
the RF District requirements to provide a mixed use waterfront
development with significant public open space areas.

Now one of the ways to address the density on this site is in fact to require an
element of code compliance with respect to parking. The DEIS calls for 1.5
parking places per unit on the theory that not every one will want two cars.
Well our code requirement requires two parking spots per unit, We believe,
and the Planning Board IS unanimous on this, that this code requirement
should be followed, and if followed, it would reduce the density on the site by
approximately 25 percent. We think that’s manageable within the scope of this
project and should be done.

As noted in the Introduction section of this FEIS, the FEIS
Alternative Plan reduces the overall density of the project, and reduces
the residential portion of the project from 1,562 dwelling units to
1,250 dwelling units and increases the number of ownership units.
The project has been designed using many “new urbanist™ principles
and transit design guidelines. Mixing uses, providing commuter train
access, coordinating shared parking and designing a walkable
community may reduce the resident’s dependence upon multiple
automobiles. The Applicant has identified the residential parking
ratios necessary by product type based upon actual experience with
their other projects in the region. The adequacy of the proposed on-
site residenual parking supply is further supported by Walker
Parking’s experience locally and nationally with consideration of data
from the Urban Land Institute as outlined in DEIS Appendix 11,
Parking Analysis.

In addition to providing dedicated spaces for all the residential units,
the Project offers a number of shared parking opportunities for uses
that require parking at different peak times within convenient walking
distances of each other. The 550-space commuter lot on the East
Parcel will be available for Lighthouse Landing use by residents and
others during weeknights and weekends. The project also will provide
approximately 455 on-street parking spaces interspersed throughout
the Site. These on-street spaces will be available to a variety of people
including visitors to the residential units. Section 62.5.1V.12.g of the
Village code provides alternative methods of meeting off-street
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parking requirements including: 1) shared parking among various
uses within riverfront developments, 2) parking off-site, in private or
municipal lots where appropriate arrangements can be made, 3)
parking incorporated within buildings, 4) valet parking, and 5) other
such parking methods deemed appropriate by the Village.

ZONING COMPLIANCE

4237 a) What are all the zoning changes and the variances that will be required for
this project?
b) Put together a comprehensive list or table that is easily understood.

6205 5. The zoning table should be completed to indicate conformance for building
coverage and impervious surface coverage. The amount of impervious coverage
is listed as TBD in the table and as 67.59 acres later in the document. This
would result in a coverage of 71.5%, slightly over the permissible maximum,
This should be clarified. The RF district also requires a perimeter buffer of 75°
required except along Beekman Avenue, River Street and the Hudson River.
The plan’s conformance with this requirement should also be confirmed, The
zoning table should also be adjusted to indicate conformance for height within
the 20” and 100 of the Hudson River categorics based upon the open space
plan and the revised site plan.

PH3404 So the question of blowing out the zoning on parking, you know, I heard in one
spot the - I think it was Mr. Weingarten said no one is looking for any zoning
changes here or variances or any thing; that’s at odds with your Village’s plan. I
think one parking space per unit for the magical people is a big variance,

1500 units with only one parking space per unit if each of the people have two
cars, only two cars, means you are going to have another 1500 cars floating up
and down this street fighting for the three spaces across the street.

FEIS Table IL.A-2 identifies the FEIS Alternative Plan’s zoning
conformance with the RF District. A review of the table indicates
that with the exception of building height in the portion of the Site
between the west side of the track and 300 feet to the west®, the FEIS
Alternative Plan is fully compliant with the dimensional requirements
of the RF District. See the response to Comment PH2812 above
regarding the basis for the residential parking supply.

% The current RF District maximum building height within this portion of the Site is 42 feet, as compared to a
maximum of 65 feet high in the area between 200 feet from the river and 300 feet to the west of the Metro-
North tracks, and within the entire East Parcel. Under the FEIS Alternative Plan, the Applicant will seek a
zoning amendment to apply the 65 foot maximum height to this portion of the Site as well to permit four of
the buildings along Road Four (Buildings A, E, I and N to be constructed to a five-story (approximarely 55
to 60 feer) height.
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20. Based on comments raised during the subcommittee review process, it is
likely the concept plan will include changes that may affect building height. The
Applicant and the Village Board should consider how these changes might relate
to the incentive provided for Section 62.5.1.W.

The Applicant will submit a petition for a zoning amendment to
accommodate the additional height along Road Four, consistent with
the Village Board’s statement related to building height in this area of
the Site in Comment 4307.

There was some comments early on basically about the zoning. And there was a
reference from the standpoint of being less than the permissible zoning in that
area, 16 and a half versus 21, which is an cight percent density. What I'm
wondering here is when did the - I got the impression, we know the where of
it, basically this whole are has been rezoned from industrial to general water
district area?

My main question, was there, at that point in time, from the standpoint 21, was
there an Environmental Impact Statement of notification at the 21 level?

From the standpoint of zoning, which is a separate legal zoning action, from the
standpoint of zoning as well as the Village as a whole, meaning Village Board,
did the Village Board approve or neg dec the 21 level at the waterfront at that
point in time?

From what I’m gathering from tonight, there is a permissible level of 21,

Sixteen and a half. Twenty-one, was there ever an environmental assessment
that was approved by the Village of Sleepy Hollow from a standpoint of a neg
dec at the 21 level?

The other aspect of this thing I brought up the issue regarding the density of
21, permissible level, 21 single family units what the origins were the last time
around. I was somewhat misquoted or misunderstood, I’'m not sure which,
with regards to the origins of this from the standpoint of LWRP, from the
zoning.

A letter from Donald Stever, former Village trustee, responding to
this comment was read into the record by Mayor Zegarelli during the
February 19, 2005 public hearing. That letter stated in part,

“.More importantly at the time the Andersen study was
done, the Village had not yet begun work on the Local
Waterfront Revitalization Plan. I was a member of the
committee responsible for drafting that plan. BAs the
LWRP evolved, more information concerning the site was
developed, and there was a considerable input from
experienced and expert land use planning experts. The
Waterfront Development District was a component of the
LWRP, and that concept, which envisioned a "new
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urbanism" style development containing as many as 1600
residential units site wide was subjected to broad
public input within the Village, including an
unprecedented mailing of what amounted to a straw poll
to all Village residents.

The concept behind zoning districts like the
Waterfront Development District is what is called
"planned unit development". The basic parameters of
the development were provided in considerable detail
in the local law, giving potential developers what
amounts to a road map as to how the Village wants the
site developed. This effectively removes much
development discretion from the developer, putting the
Village effectively in the driver's seat. It benefits
the owner who's essentially told by the local law "I
you meet these criteria, you will have an approvable
development®. In this case, the LWRP and the adjunct
Waterfront Development District Zoning specified that
the GM site must be developed as a reasonably dense,
mixed commercial and residential development that
mimics the style of a classic Hudson River town
streetscape. The law projects the type of density that
is allowable, and it is very specific concerning
building heights.

Subject, LWRP and SEQRA. A member of the public
inguired whether the LWRP had been subjected to the
SEQRA process. Since the LWRP was adopted prior to
the time when the current Mayor and Trustees took
office, and before Mr. Douglas became the vVillage
Administrator, understandably none of the current
local officials had an answer to that question at the
information session. I was involved in that process
in an official capacity, and the answer to that
question is that SEQRA was complied with. The LWRP,
which included Riverfront Development District
Rezoning, was supported by a Generic Environmental
Impact Statement. The EXIS and LWRP and associated
zoning changes were subjected to at least six public
hearings in various locations around the Village,
because the Village Officials wanted the maximum
possible public input prior to formal adoption of the
LWRP. I personally attended each public hearing, and
as a member of the drafting committee carefully
explained that Waterfront Development Concept and what
it meant for the future of the Village. The
legislation was adopted at the conclusion of that
process and was subsequently agreed to by the
secretary of state, as required under New York coastal
zone management enabling legislation.”

WATER DEPENDENT USES
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35. The Applicant has, to date, and in the opinion of the Lead Agency
proposed limited public water dependent uses as part of the proposed plan. In
an effort to address this issue, the Applicant needs to explore: a. onsite
amenities such as a boat house in the vicinity of the cover area between KPP and
the GM site, creation of wharf/pier that could be used during the site
development process and then turned over to the Village for use as a fishing pier
or dockage for excursion ferries, interpretive/support facility for the 1883
Lighthouse, and replacement of a portion of the existing rip-rap with bulkhead
to accommodate a potential area for transient boat tie ups; b. efforts to promote
water dependent uses off site such as at Horan’s Landing where the Village may
need some assistance is disposing of dredged material; and c. exploring with the
County and the Village improvements to Kingsland Point Park such as: the
creation of dingy docks that would support a potential mooring field for
transient boat traffic, restoration of the beach area and expanding the park to
serve the park facility, Further the Applicant should explore further the concept
of the temporary use of the existing bathhouse at KPP for project offices
{construction, sales) and then turning it over to the Village for park support
activities.

Low impact, non-motorized recreational boats should be welcomed on our
shores. Inviting type of water craft to our riverfront cold also lead to
participating in other river related venues such as the Hudson River Ferry-Go-
Round and the Clearwater Revival Festival,

The DEIS does not provide for water dependent uses. The walking path and
new parkland esplanade along the Hudson is a commendable feature permitting
open space for the appreciation of the views from the site of the Hudson and
Tappan Zee, but does not facilitate wse of the Hudson River. The design of a
new mouth of the Pocantico River and the design of water dependent uses to
such an estuarine river area at an expanded Kingsland Point Park would provide
some such uses.

The availability of the Hudson’s federal navigation channel at the end of
Beekman would permit the design and provision of a significant pier. This
could be designed like the historic pier in Yonkers, and accommodate ferries,
and other vessels. It could have a pedestrian viewing area, and even provide an
arca for recreational fishing. The availability of a pier or wharf should take into
account the mooring at Ichabod’s Landing that has been provided for the
Clearwater or other ships, to dock and have access to the esplanade walkway.
The applicant’s own project title, “Lighthouse Landing” suggests that a landing
will be provided, but none is shown. As a key water dependent use, providing
water landing access for ferries and larger vessels, using the navigation channel,
as well as small craft, access by water to the site needs to be set forth. The
Planning Board had not had presented to it any of the preliminary studies by
the Village’s open space planners, and to the extent such thinking is relied upon
by the applicants, this reliance may well be premature. The views of the
Village’s consultants needs to reflect the views of the Planning Board and the
Waterfront Advisory Committee, and ultimately the Village Board of Trustees,
before the applicant can rely on such views to the exclusion of examining
reasonable alternatives.
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The relationship of the site to the possible moorings and expanded small craft
access at Horan’s Landing needs to be discussed. The options of providing such
moorings for visiting smaller craft (there is no navigation channel at this
location to accornmodate larger craft) at the small bay off the tip of Kingsland
Point Park on the north-west edge of the GM site {where the paint shop was),
needs to be considered, both with and without locating a new estuary from the
Pocantico River. The availability of marinas in Tarrytown and elsewhere, or
along a part of the shore where the new estuary for the Pocantico River might
be established, should be considered.

I’m going to show you just a few examples of sections or pieces that have not
been fulfilled. For example, regarding the project design, the scope calls for
water related used including riverfront esplanade, potential boat docks or
moorings. For the record, that’s on Page 5 of the scoping document.

There are no, there is not really a riverfront esplanade, there is just a walkway
which is now being the standard for all projects that are being proposed or
developed along the Hudson on this side or even on the Jersey Shore.

There are no boat docks or meorings proposed and moving on to the site access,
the scoping document calls for riverfront access for recreational tourism and
emergency. We don’t see any real riverfront access in their proposal for any of
these purposes, not even for commuting, for water taxis and also emergencies,
very important,

We are a few, about twelve, 13 miles from Indian Point and that could be,
that’s one of the considerations that has to be, that’s important in these times,
Pl move on.

Page 8 of the scoping document, the applicant must require to discuss
waterfront uses and measures, including water dependent uses, There is not
one water dependent uses in that proposal.

The Village’s Consulting Planners, in conjunction with the Applicant,
have prepared a Waterfront Use Master Plan for the portion of the
Village extending from Kingsland Point Park on the north to Horan’s
Landing on the south as discussed in FEIS Section I and in FEIS
Appendix 7A. In coordination with the Village’s plan, the FEIS
Alternative Plan will provide for a variety of water-dependent uses
along the Lighthouse Landing shoreline including a small craft launch
pier, a widened and lengthened beach area, a fishing pier, a “dock &
dine” dock, and a site for an interpretive center related to the historic
lighthouse and Hudson River. Other waterfront uses mentioned in
the comments (including the excursion ferry dock at Ichabod’s
Landing and the reuse of the Kingsland Point Park bathhouse) are
located on adjoining properties within the Waterfront Use Master
Plan. The components of the FEIS Alternative Plan in combination
with the overall Village master plan will provide the public with
water-dependent educational, cultural and recreational uses of the
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Hudson River waterfront. According to the Village Administrator,
the Village of Sleepy Hollow has applied for grants to refurbish the
Kingsland Point Park bathhouse’”. See also response to Comment 302
regarding Scenic Hudson’s Pocantico River proposal in FEIS II1.B.

GM was granted land-under-water by the state of New York at a time when the
consequences of landfilling on the river were largely unknown or ignored. The
location of the plan required the rerouting of the mouth of the Pocantico River
to the north, and the filling of a bay. The Public Trust Doctrine, a rule of law
with its roots in the Roman Empire, is very clear that land under water, up to
mean high tide is held by the state for the benefit of the public.
Understandably, the public was benefited by the GM Plan, which brought the
automobile industry to the state. When that use was discontinued the property
was no longer used to benefit the public; the property owners are no longer
making the beneficial use of the land that they were required to under the
Grant; and the development proposed is in no sense, a public benefit. Former
lands under water must be used to benefit the public.

For almost a century, GM used this parce} for an industrial water-dependent
use. Since 1997, this coastal resource was designated primarily for water-
dependent commercial, cultural, educational, entertainment and recreational
uses. GM/Roseland’s proposal disregards the nature of this unique natural/
man-made coastal resource. This coastal resource is priceless, unlike upland real
estate property. GM/Roseland and the Village and cannot view itas a
moneymaker by or as a tax-generator. The developer must return the landfilled
River to public beneficial uses with water-dependent, cultural, educational,
entertainment and recreational elements and provide an access system to and
along the Hudson River and the Pocantico River.

The Proposed Action has been designed to include uses with water-
dependent, cultural, educational, entertainment and recreational
elements and provide an access system to and along the Hudson
River. Additional water dependent uses have been incorporated into
the FEIS Alternative Plan including a small craft launch pier, a
widened and lengthened beach area, a fishing pier and a “dock and
dine” dock as illustrated in FEIS Figure No. I-2. The proposed on-
site water dependent uses will augment the overall Village waterfront
master plan being prepared by the Village’s Consulting Planners as
discussed in FEIS Appendix. 7A. The waterfront components of the
FEIS Alternative Plan in combination with the overall Village
waterfront master plan will provide the public with water-dependent
educational, cultural and recreational uses of the Hudson River
waterfront as described in Section I of this document.

7 Per July 12, 2006 discussions between the Village Administrator and the Applicant, the Village has applied

for grants.
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The FEIS Alternative Plan includes approximately 10.6 acres of
riverfront open space with a network of paths creating a continuous
pedestrian connection between Kingsland Point Park on the north and
the Ichabod’s Landing riverfront pathway and Horan’s Landing on
the south. The project design creates new roadways providing public
access to the waterfront and offers the opportunity for residents of the
Village to interact with the waterfront in a variety of ways that were
previously unavailable on the Site: walking and biking along the
esplanade pathways; gathering at the plaza or belvederes; experiencing
the waterfront by either living or working at the Site; fishing on the
pier or launching non-motorized small crafts from the floating dock
and the expanded beach area; and visiting the interpretive center near
the historic lighthouse. The mix of land uses that is proposed for the
project provides numerous opportunitics for a diverse mix of people
to physically or visually access the waterfront. The Village has
contemplated the reuse of the GM Site with a mix of land uses since
1997 when they adopted the RF zoning that regulates proposed
development on the Site.

The regulations of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which has
jurisdiction over navigable (or previously navigable) waters, provide
that the filling of any previously navigable area prior to May 27, 1970
is considered to have been permitted, and therefore no public interest
inquiry is required. See 33 C.F.R. §322.4(a). In any event, in the
Applicant’s opinion, the public benefits associated with the Project are
numerous and substantial, including the donation to the Village of
significant portions of the Site for open space, recreation and
municipal use, including the Waterfront Park; construction of the
esplanade that will provide public access to the Hudson River that has
not been available for over a century; a variety of water dependent
uses; remediation of the Site; substantial fiscal benefits for both the
municipality and school district; and the reconnection of the Hudson
River to the inner Village of Sleepy Hollow.

PHILIPSBURG MANOR EXPANSION

My second comment at the February public hearing, which I am recording here,
is regarding the use of the 7.6 acres of land at the border of the Development
and the Philipsburg Manor Restoration property. The current plan appears to
be to give this space for expansion to the PM Restoration. My comment is to
use most or all of this space for an additional recreation area for the residents of
the Development and Sleepy Hollow residents in general. The space could be
used for athletic fields, regular tennis courts (I commend the plan for paddle
tennis courts at another location) and even the consideration of a swimming
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pool.

The high density population planned for the Development should get all the
recreational space that could be made available with a priority significantly
higher than for the Restoration and its cows, goats and tourists that might
wander through the area. Please give this your serious consideration and I look
forward to your response.

As indicated in the response to Comment PH5901 below, the
Applicant proposes to donate the majority of the East Parcel, except
for the land under the commuter/resident parking lot, to the Village
for municipal purposes. As currendy proposed, the Applicant would
own, operate and maintain the commuter/resident parking lot. The
Village will determine whether land adjoining the Philispburg Manor
Restoration will be provided for expansion of that facility. As shown
in the FEIS Alternative Plan, two soccer fields and three tennis courts
with adjoining parking are shown on the East Parcel directly south
and connecting to the Devries Park baseball fields.

b. The conceptual site plan for the proposed DPW Site on the GM East Parcel
{DEIS Figure IIL.A-9) depicts several features that could have impacts of
concern to HEIV. In comparison to a conceptual plan that was reviewed in
2003, the proposed composting area would be moved much further to the north
rather than being more centrally located on the proposed DPW Site as
previously shown. Because of its closer proximity to the Phlipsburg Manor site,
there is concern about odors that may emanate from that area. In addition, the
latest proposed site plan for the DPW Site depicts a structure for the storage of
salt, as did the earlier conceptual plan. It is important to recognize that the GM
East Parcel is susceptible to flooding and the introduction of a salt storage
facility on that site needs to be carefully evaluated since the salt, if spread by
flooding, would potentizlly contaminate the GM East Parcel and cause severe
damage to surrounding vegetation.

We have two goals for Philipsburg Manor in this process. The first is to protect
the historic site or more specifically, to preserve the visitor experience of being
able o travel back in time to 1750 with as few 21* Century intrusions as
possible.

The second is to expand our conversation about which P’ll say more in a minute.

We fixed ourselves up and grown stronger in the face of some challenges and
with that newfound strength we want to propose an expansion to our site using
some of the parcels of land adjacent to the existing property of Philipsburgh
Manor, If approximately 10 acres of that land proved environmentally suitable
we would like to acquire it for purposes of recreating a key aspect of
Philipsburgh’s history, that of the tenant farm.,

The east parcel of the General Motors property seems to present the
opportunity. Very few other uses of this land seems possible, especially given its
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past contamination and its present tendency to flood.

The use we propose would add to the green space offered by the development
and it would put the land in question to educational use under the stewardship
of a nonprofit preservation organization with a long-term stake in this Village,

This sketch was submitted to the Village and I know has been a part of the
record since the scoping process. But I do want to emphasize our continued
interest in pursuing this project if it remains of interest,

And one of the things I was most, that brought me to the area, I was living in
Manhattan for ten years and I was first drawn here by the historic sites like
Lyndhurst and Philipsburg Manor and I was excited about what was said about
Philipsburgh Manor tonight because I think the expansion enhancement is a
great thing for the area and they have always been an excellent steward of the
land and my family has enjoyed immensely over the years and visiting members
of my family, it’s one of the first things they check out is the Philipse Manor site
and I know they will be a great steward and it will be like a time capsule into
the future and I think they need to be strengthened.

With the exception of the land under the commuter/resident parking
lot, the Applicant proposes to donate all of the East Parcel to the
Village for municipal use. The Village will determine whether the land
adjoining Historic Hudson Valley’s Philipsburg Manor Restoration
will be provided for expansion of that facility, along with any
restrictions or conditions on the use of that fand.

The proposed donation of any property to be dedicated to the Village
(the Donated Property) will be subject to certain restrictions to
protect the Donor (Roseland/Sleepy Hollow, LLC and General
Motors Corporation, also the Applicant). These restrictions are
expected to include the following: (a) the uses of the Donated
Property must be consistent with and not materially vary from those
uses identified in the FEIS and approved in the Village’s SEQRA
Findings; (b) any material changes in such uses will require the
consent of the Donor, and as a condition of any such consent the
Donor must be indemnified against any claims arising from such new
use, released from any liability arising from activities undertaken to
create and from the operation of such new use, and the Donor must
be named as an insured party on environmental and other insurance
that the Donor determines in its discretion is appropriate; (€) except
for utility-related work, landscaping-related activities, emergency
work, and excavation required to construct the DPW facility on the
East Parcel, excavation below the demarcation barrier to be placed
over the Donated Property as part of the remedial process for the Site
will be prohibited, except as consented to by the Donor, and as a
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condition of any such consent the Donor must be indemnified against
any claims arising from such excavation, released from any liability
arising from such excavation, and the Donor must be named as an
insured party on environmental and other insurance that the Donor
determines in its discretion is appropriate; and (f) a reversionary
interest if there is a material breach of any of these provisions.

The design of the proposed Department of Public Works facility to be
constructed by the Village on the East Parcel as prepared by Richard
Alan Daley Architects, one of the Village Consulting Planners, has
been incorporated into the FEIS Alternative Plan (see Figure No. I-
2). Irincludes a main DPW garage building with facilities for
vehicles, offices and storage; a separate salt storage building with an
internal salt recovery system; material bins and composting area;
fueling facilities for Village vehicles; and exterior parking for DPW
vehicles and staff. These facilities are described in greater detail in
Appendix 7B. The preliminary grading for the facility has been
designed so as not to restrict or reduce the existing floodway capacity
of the East Parcel relative to the Pocantico River. The salt storage
building will be designed to protect against potential flooding. In
addition, the need for a salt recovery system to be incorporated into
the design of the building to collect any salt run-off (brine) within the
building will be considered. These issues will be examined further
during the Site Plan review process.

LWRP - GENERAL CONSISTENCY COMMENTS

These written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
supplement and are a complement to the oral comments presented on behalf of
the Planning Board on February 19, 2005, by the Planning Board Chairman,
Nicholas A, Robinson. The FEIS should respond to these comments as well as
to the comments in the statement delivered orally. The Planning Board
recommends that the applicants and the Village Board consider closely, and give
the appropriate deference to, the findings and recommendations of the Village
of Sleepy Hollow’s Waterfront Advisory Committee’s findings with respect to
the Village’s LWRDP policies. The basic objectives for any development of the
site are to be guided by the Village’s LWRP, which any FEIS under SEQRA
should discuss. Roseland’s conclusory statement in the DEIS that the developer
believes its plan conforms to the LWRDP needs to be claborated and explained.

Separate Statement of Donald W. Stever, Dissenting in Part and Concurring in
Part With Preliminary Consistency Findings, Lighthouse Landing

There Should Not Have Been a Straw Vote on Consistency with the Local
Waterfront Revitalization Plan
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I abstained from participating in the Committee’s straw vote on Lighthouse
Landing because I do not believe that taking a straw vote at such an early stage
of review of the project is either necessary or in the best interests of the Village.
Procedurally, the purpose of early stage review is for the Committee to provide
specific comments to the Applicant on the Applicant’s initial proposal. In the
case of a large scale development project such as Lighthouse Landing it is a
given that the scope and design of the project that emerges after completion of
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) process will differ, in
many ways materially differ, from the initial proposal. The Committee was
asked to review and comment on the initial proposal, with respect to which the
Board of Trustees, as the Lead Agency under SEQRA, has authorized the
circulation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for comment. It is not
necessary for the Waterfront Advisory Committee to make formal LWRP
Consistency Findings in connection with review of a draft EIS. Neither
SEQRA nor Village law require any such action and it amounts to nothing
more than an academic exercise that is unfortunately subject to misuse.

Pursuant to the DEIS scoping document prepared for the Proposed
Action, the Applicant reviewed the Village’s LWRP and prepared an
analysis outlining the policies relevant to the Site and how the
Proposed Action complied with the individual policies. The
Applicant’s conclusion that the Proposed Action complied with the
LWRP was supported by the analysis outlined in DEIS Table IIL.A-1,
which provided a detailed summary of the policies related to the
Project. As part of the review of the DEIS, the Waterfront Advisory
Committee prepared comments on that DEIS analysis and the
Proposed Action. The comment letter prepared by the Waterfront
Advisory Committee outlined various policies of the LWRTP that were
not advanced by the Proposed Action and included numerous
recommendations for complying with the LWRP policies.

As noted in Comment 5119 above, the scope and design of
Lighthouse Landing may differ from the original DEIS Plan as it
continues through the SEQR review process ~ in fact, the FEIS
Alternative Plan described in this document evolved as a result of the
public comments on the DEIS Plan. The Applicant has reviewed the
comments made by the WAC, village representatives and the general
public as part of the DEIS process and has prepared the FEIS
Alternative Plan to address many of the concerns outlined by the
WAC and noted throughout the public comment period. The revised
FEIS Alternative Plan includes a reduction in overall project density,
as well as increased water dependent uses, including a small craft

launch pier, a widened and lengthened beach area, a fishing pier and a
“dock & dine” dock.

The FEIS Alternative Plan is analyzed according to each policy as part
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of these FEIS responses. Detailed responses for cach policy are
provided in the following subsections.

Consistency with the LWRT

Sleepy Hollow’s adopted, approved and concurred Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program (LWRT) is based on the premise that “uses requiring a
location on the shoreline must be given priority in any development effort”
(Explanation of Policy 1, page III-5). Likewise, this approach is consistent with
New York State’s Coastal Management Program.

Several aspects of Lighthouse Landing’s design are inconsistent with policies
contained in the Village’s LWRP. However, the predominance of residential
and retail uses not requiring a waterfront location, and relative lack of water-
dependent uses, such as wharves, piers, boat docks, marinas, and fishing
facilities, render the proposal wholly inconsistent with the this critically
important fundamental premise of the Village’s LWREP,

Scenic Hudson believes that, as proposed in the DEIS, Lighthouse Landing is

inconsistent with several policies contained in the Village’s LWRD:

+ Lighthouse Landing proposes few water dependent uses and many uses that
do not require a waterfront location;

« Lighthouse Landing’s site plan would encroach upon Kingsland Point Park;

e Uses in close proximity to the Kingsland Point Park would likely impose
visual and noise impacts on the Park;

¢ Lighthouse Landing’s site plan would preclude the possibility of a trail
linking the Hudson River with Philipse Manor Restoration along the
interface between the former GM site and Kingsland Point Park; and

» The design of buildings is inconsistent with the scale and character of
existing development in Sleepy Hollow.

In the Applicant’s opinion, the FEIS Alternative Plan enhances the
consistency of the Project with the Village’s LWRP. Additional water
dependent uses such as a small craft launch pier, a widened and
lengthened beach area, a fishing pier, and a “dock & dine” dock have
been incorporated into the FEIS Alternative Plan. As the WAC notes
in its comment letter (see Letter # 51), the Project would create a
significant residential and commercial use for an underutilized and
deteriorated site, as well as provide a customer base for the Village’s
commercial area. Significant waterfront park space and trails would
link the Site to Kingsland Point Park to the north and the Ichabod’s
Landing waterfront path to the south. The siting of the Beckman
Place main commercial street would provide visual and physical access
to the Village’s historic Lighthouse.

The FEIS Alternative Plan modifics the site layout to provide a

vegetated buffer adjacent to Kingsland Point Park ranging from
approximately 75 feet to 175 feet in width, which will be part of the
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project’s public riverfront open space as presented in FEIS Figure I-6.
A landscaped “wedge park™ is planned for project residents in Block O
between a grouping of town homes located opposite the narrowest
portion of the buffer to provide additional open space in this area.

Architectural guidelines have been developed for the Project by the
Applicant’s architect and the Village’s Consulting Planners, which
detail how elements of the Project will capture the character of a
Hudson River Village (see FEIS I and FEIS Appendix 2.) The FEIS
Alternative Plan has been designed in compliance with the
dimensional requirements of the RF Riverfront Development District
as discussed in the response to Comments 4237 through PH3404
above.

The Committee found the Project as currently envisioned by the DEIS to be
consistent with some of the goals and policies of the Sleepy Hollow Local
Waterfront Revitalization Plan (“LWRP™) and inconsistent with others. The
Committee determined that it would be advisable, in order to provide
appropriate guidance to the Applicant, to the Lead Agency for the Project and
to other Village agencies, boards and committees having oversight responsibility
with respect to the Project, to consider whether the Project as presently
contemplated by the DEIS was, on the whole, consistent or inconsistent with
the LWRP. The Committee concluded that its concerns over elements of the
Project that were found to be inconsistent with certain LWRP policies
outweighed its findings of consistency with respect to other policies. The
Committee advised that modifications to the Project would have to be made
before the Committee could find it consistent with the LWRP. The principal
policies forming the basis for the Committee’s findings are described below, in
numerical sequence as such policies appear in the LWRP. Findings explained
below were unanimous, unless otherwise indicated below.

Under the Public Trust Doctrine, which is recognized by the LWRP, the Village
has a responsibility to ensure that use of traditionally public lands benefits the
public, In this case, the public land at issue is that formerly underwater area of
the 95-acre parcel west of the railroad tracks that GM created by dumping “fill”
material into the river. Unfortunately, the development as currently proposed
confers limited benefits to the public.

If the applicant cannot commit to major changes to the project necessary to
address LWRP goals and significant adverse environmental impacts, the project
cannot go forward, However, Riverkeeper believes it is still possible to
incorporate alternative design and use elements to make the project consistent
with the LWRP and other legal requirements. Below find Riverkeeper’s vision
for the GM site, with access to the Hudson, meaningful open space along the
River, and other features,

Riverkeeper’s Vision for the GM Site in Sleepy Hollow®
* Access:
- Create a hand-held boat launch with public access and available nearby
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parking (LWRP-RF District);®
- Provide a fishing pier (LWRP - RF District); and
- Create fishing access points (LWRP - RF District).

e Open Space Along the River:
- Increase buffer space along the river with public access and landscaping to
300 feet for the entire riverfront (LWRP - RF District).

¢ Ecological Bestoration:
- Soften the riverfront with riprap (NYS Grant);
- Create an ecological/buffer corridor between the site and Kingsland Point
Park (consider restoration of the Pocantico’s original outlet); and
- Restore wetlands to the northeast of the development (flood prevention)
(LWRP).

* Sustainable Design
- Use green roof technology where possible (LWRP);
- Increase the permeable surfaces” using more permeable landscaping
materials® (LWRP);
- On-site (or otherwise adequate) sewage management;
- BMP/Phase II storm-water management; and
- Increase the permeable surfaces using permeable paving materials® and
techniques (LWRP - RF District).

s  Water dependent uses
- Marinas/boatyards/boathouses (with boat ramps) (LWRP-RF District);
- Moorings (LWRT - RF District); and
- Ferry boat uses/facilities or water taxi landings (LWRP - RF District).

5 Riverkeeper’s vision for the GM site accommodates the Scenic Hudson proposal to
restore the Pocantico, and the Village’s green crescent mandate.

¢ Nearby launching sites are: Washington Irving Boat Club Tarrytown and Ossining
Municipal Launch Ramp Ossining. Source: http://www.hrfanj.org/Ramps.htm (accessed
Marc. 10, 2005).

7 Although the developer claims that the surface is currently impermeable and that any
change will improve permeability, based on visual observation, that is simply not the case.
The concrete surface is rife with cracks and holes and the fill on the subsurface is a ready
conduit to the River.

8 $er hrtp:/fswww.owencell.com/watershed3.html {accessed Mar. 10, 2005).

? Sec http://www.Ed-stormwater.net/permeable pavers/permpavers benefits.htm (accessed
Mar, 10, 2005).

In response to public comments and the comments of the Waterfront
Advisory Committee, the Applicant has prepared the FEIS Alternative
Plan, which addresses many of the concerns outlined by the Village of
Slecpy Hollow WAC in their comment letter (Letter #51).
Additonally, the FEIS Alternative Plan reduces the overall project
density and includes many of the suggestions identified by
Riverkeeper in their comment letter, including the following:

1. Water dependent uses will be provided on the Site including a

small craft boat launch, a widened and lengthened beach area
suitable for walking canoes and kayaks into the river, a fishing
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pier, a “dock and dine” dock, and an interpretive center (3,000
square foot, one-story building) and an adjacent 800 square foot
boathouse, one-story building) for the historic lighthouse as
illustrated in FEIS Figure No. I-2. The on-site water dependent
uses will augment the overall Village waterfront master plan being
prepared by the Village’s Consulting Planners as discussed in FEIS
Appendix 7A. As discussed in Section I of this document, the
proposed “dock and dine” dock will accommodate motorized craft
and sail boats, but is not intended for ferry boats.

2. On-street public parking spaces will be located directly adjacent to
the riverfront park. The proposed project also provides off-street
public parking areas in the vicinity of Beekman Place.

3. The Project will include public streets leading to the riverfront
park, which will offer a network of pedestrian and bicycle paths to
enhance public accessibility to the waterfront.

4. The current shoreline is entirely riprap and will be retained, with
the exception of a small area to be removed in connection with the
widening and extension of the beach area adjoining Kingsland
Point Park. The riprap is generally in good condition, but
portions may be restored if determined to be necessary.

5. A newly proposed vegetated buffer will be provided adjacent to
Kingsland Point Park. The buffer will generally range from 75
feet to 175 feet in width.

6. The existing drainage ditches constituting .23 acres of
jurisdictional wetlands within the East Parcel will be relocated as
vegetated water quality swales that will provide stormwater
treatment for the East Parcel parking, roads and athletic facilities
shown on the FEIS Alternative Plan.

7. The FEIS Alternative Plan will result is an approximate 34 percent
reduction in impervious surface coverage on the Site (from 91
acres currently to approximately 60 acres).

8. Stormwater best management practices and measures will be
provided including the installation of hydrodynamic separators
and the deepening of catch basin sumps, which will comply with
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s
Phase IT stormwater regulations as applied to the Site.

9. The proposed buildings will be designed to comply with
applicable building and fire prevention codes and will incorporate
energy conservation measures and technologies as discussed in
Section IL.VII of this document. Energy conscrvation measures
for the project will be addressed as part of the site plan approval
application process.

10. Sanitary sewer service for the proposed project will be provided by
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connecting directly to the existing Westchester County Trunk
Sewer which traverses the West Parcel.

While the proposed project has the merit of returning the former GM industrial
site to partial beneficial use, there are significant flaws in the proposed project
which undermine the efforts of the Village to properly develop the site and
make the Hudson River the focal point of the community.

The biggest problem with the proposed development is that it is illegal in that it
violates a significant number of provisions of the Village’s LWRP and various
local laws mean to support it: The GM-Roseland proposal to construct
“Lighthounse Landing”, a dense riverfront project packing in a 147-room hotel,
180,000 square feet of retail space, 50,200 square feet of office space and 1,562
residential units which will increase by 25 percent the existing population of
around 9,000 residents, violates the spirit and the letter of the LWRP (Policies
1, 2 and 5, among others), the Village’s Waterfront Consistency Review Law
(*WCRL™)* and the corresponding zoning for the waterfront - Riverfront

Development District (“RF District” - Village Code §62-5.1 et seq).

* Local Law No. 7, 1997, Waterfront Consistency Review Law (hercinafter “WCRL>,
adopted by the Village of Sleepy Hollow on 01/28/97, § 59A-1 et. seq.

Yet, the biggest problem with the proposed development is that it is illegal in
that it violates a significant number of provisions of the village’s Local
Waterfront Revitalization Plan and various local laws meant to support it. The
Plan’s chief requirement is that any development on the GM site place a priority
on “water dependent use,” - in other words, those activities that require direct
access to, and use of, the water (¢.g., marinas, moorings, boat ramps,
boatyards, boathouses, ferry or water taxi landings, kayak outfitters). A desire
to acquire river views for condominium owners that could be achieved form
sites further upland doesn’t count. With nearly the entire site devoted to
residential and retail development, and only a few water-focused amenities - a
small fishing pier and a single set of steps to the river’s edge - the water-
dependent use standard has not been met. The Village’s Waterfront Advisory
Committee corroborated our concerns in recently issuing an independent
finding that the project, “overall”, is inconsistent with the waterfront plan.

...The project’s inconsistency with the LWRDP causes a violation of the RF
District requirements.

Without LWRP consistency the lead agency cannot approve the Development
Concept Plan or grant the Special Permit approval for projects with the RF
District, requested by the applicant. Moreover, it fails the criteria for the RF
District, the specific requirements for the special permit (it does not provide
“meaningful permanent public access™), and the Riverfront development design
standards.%

55 1d,, §62-5.1(B)(E)(V).

As described herein, the FEIS Alternative Plan reflects many changes
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to the Project to respond to the Village Waterfront Advisory
Committee’s preliminary findings of inconsistency with certain
policies of the Sleepy Hollow LWRYP. In response to the DEIS
comments, the Applicant has established an FEIS Alternative Plan
with a reduction of residential dwelling units from 1,562 to 1,250
units (312 units or approximately 20 percent) in comparison to the
DEIS Plan. The FEIS Alternative Plan also provides for a reduction
in the proposed commercial floor area in comparison to the DEIS
Plan with the retail space (retail store, food market, restaurants,
cinema) reduced by 26.7 percent from 180,000 square feet (SF) to
132,000 SF and the office building reduced by 30.3 percent from
50,200 SF to 35,000 SE. The program for the proposed hotel has
also been scaled back by eliminating the conference center component,
and reducing the number of rooms from 147 to 140 and the
restaurant space from 10,000 SF o 5,000 SF.

As illustrated in FEIS Figure No. I-2, the FEIS Alternative Plan
incorporates additional water dependent uses including a location for
an interpretive center for the lighthouse, small craft launch pier,
fishing pier, and “dock and dine” dock. The planned network of
pedestrian and bicycle paths within the riverfront park will connect
Kingsland Point Park on the north with Ichabod’s Landing riverfront
path and Horan’s Landing on the south. In the Applicant’s opinion,
the FEIS Alternative Plan is consistent with the objectives of the RE
Riverfront Development District as discussed in the response to
Comments 4237 through PH3404 above. The Village of Sleepy
Hollow Waterfront Advisory Committee (WAC) submitted a
comment letter in April 2005 regarding Preliminary Consistency
Findings for Lighthouse Landing (see Comment Letter No. 51 in
FEIS Volume 2). The proposed project has been revised in response
to many of the WACs comments in coordination with the Village’s
staff and consulting planners. On balance, the Lighthouse Landing
project has been planned and designed to be consistent with the
policies and achieve the objectives of the Sleepy Hollow LWRP. The
Applicant has and will continue to review the projects LWRT
consistency with the WAC., The WAC will make its final
recommendation to the Village after acceptance of the FEIS.

Let me move on to the second point I want to make here today. It is that we
believe that the Roseland proposal violates both the spirit and the letter of the
LWRY of the local waterfront plan and of the riverfront development district
which we all know has been 20 years in the making and have been portrayed as
examples of how this project must be conducted. And everybody is sending you
the LWRP says, it says that. I say, let the LWRP, the waterfront planning
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speak for itself. ...

So basically, we believe the proposal is upside down. Huge massive residential
complex and minimum waterfront access, basically you can get from the, out
from the hotel and put your finger near the water, that’s the only access that’s
being provided. This was designated as and it’s the only possibility of
connecting the Village to the Hudson River. ...

So, we believe that by bringing, that this is an opportunity to bring this site to
beneficial use and including a lot of residential, including a lot of open space
and we call for GM to take the proposal and restudy it and bring us back real
amenities, real waterfront, we can work together with them and have something
that benefits everyone.

The RF- Riverfront Development District provides for mixed-use
development incorporating residential, commercial and open space
components. The FEIS Alternative Plan reduces the overall density of
the Project by approximately 20 — 30%, increases the land allocated
for open space to approximately 30%, and includes additional water
dependent features such as a small craft launch pier, a widened and
lengthened beach area, a fishing pier and a “dock and dine” dock.
With 1,250 dwelling units and a total site area of 94.5 acres, the FEIS
Alternative Plan displays a residential density of 13.2 dwelling units
per acre, or 33 percent less than the 19.8 dwelling units per acre
permitted in the RF District.

LWRP - POLICIES 1, 1A, 1F, 1G, 1H

LWRT POLICY 1 - RESTORE, REVITALIZE, AND REDEVELOP
DETERIORATED AND UNDERUTILIZED WATERFRONT AREAS FOR
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, CULTURAL, RECREATIONAL, AND
OTHER COMPATIBLE USES.

POLICY 1A - RESTORE, REVITALIZE, AND EXPAND RECREATIONAL
USES OF KINGSLAND POINT PARK AND THE TARRYTOWN
LIGHTHOUSE, INCLUDING THE UNDEVELOPED PARK LAND
ADJACENT TO THE POCANTICO RIVER BETWEEN PHILIPSBURG
MANOR AND THE RAILROAD.

POLICY 1F - DEVELOP A WATERFRONT PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
TRAIL ALONG THE WATERFRONT PERIPHERY OF THE GENERAL
MOTORS PROPERTY THAT CAN SERVE TO LINK WITH OTHER
TRAILS WITHIN THE VILLAGE AND OF ADJOINING
MUNICIPALITIES AND GOVERNMENTS.

POLICY 1G - RESTORE, REVITALIZE, AND REDEVELCP THE
VILLAGE’S CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT WITH EMPHASIS ON
STABILIZING AND STRENGTHENING EXISTING BUSINESSES,
FURTHERING A WATERFRONT IMAGE FOR THE VILLAGE, AND
PRESERVING ITS HISTORIC COMMUNITY CHARACTER.

POLICY 1H - ANY REDEVELOPMENT OF THE GENERAL MOTCRS
PROPERTY, AND THE WATERFRONT AREA IMMEDIATELY SOUTH
OF THE GENERAL MOTORS PROPERTY ALONG THE WATERFRONT
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AND ADJACENT TO RIVER STREET, SHOULD BE A
COMPREHENSIVELY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT THAT INCLUDES A
MIX OF LAND USES AND ACHIEVES A HIGH STANDARD OF SITE
PLANNING, ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN, AND IS IN KEEPING WITH
THE EXISTING CHARACTER OF THE VILLAGE. THE MIX OF LAND
USES SHOULD INCLUDE, AS A PRIORITY, WATER DEPENDENT
COMMERCIAL, WATER DEPENDENT AND WATER RELATED
PUBLIC RECREATIONAL USES, AND WATERFRONT RELATED
PUBLIC EDUCATION AND ENTERTAINMENT. THE MIX OF USES
MAY ALSO INCORPORATE RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL
(WITH PREFERENCE FOR SMALL-SCALE COMMERCIAL RETAIL
USES WHICH ARE IN KEEPING WITH A WATERFRONT IMAGE.)

The explanation of policies applicable to the Policy 1 group of policies
emphasizes that “The intent, especially for areas along the Hudson River and
Pocantico River, is to enhance and make the best use of the available visual and
water resources, and to increase physical and visual access, increase recreational
use and attract people to the waterfront and Beekman Avenue businesses.
Waterfront walkways, green areas, connecting trails, and multiple use parks
{with orientation ot primary uses to the water), are all strongly encouraged.”

The site for the proposed development consists of a former industrial site that,
for many years, has been paved over. The Project would create a significant
residential and commercial use for this underutilized and deteriorated site.
Significant waterfront park space and trails would link the site to Kingsland
Point Park to the north and the Ichabod’s Landing waterfront path to the south
and the siting of the Beekman Place main commercial street would provide
visual and physical access to the Village’s historic Lighthouse, For these and
other such reasons, the Committee’s found the Project to be consistent with
Policies 1, 1A, 1F and, since the Project presents an opportunity for an
expanded customer base for Beekman Avenue Businesses, 1G. With respect to
Policy 1G, it was proposed that the Applicant consider a shuttle or similar
public transportation system to facilitate access between new commercial
operations at the Project site and established business enterprises on Beekman
Avenue,

The Committee was, however, unable to find the Project consistent with Policy
1 H, one of the LWPR policies specifically addressing the General Motors
property. While recognizing that the park areas included in the Project plan
and the inclusion of a waterfront hotel facility would qualify as water related
uses, the Committee was troubled by the failure of the Project to make water
dependent commercial uses a priority as required by the policy. And although
Policy 1H permits the incorporation of uses that are “residential and
commercial”, these are permissive uses, not the priority uses contemplated by
the LWRP. Essentially, the “mix™ of uses for the Project as described in the
DEIS consists of a large-scale housing plan of substantial density and physical,
with a significant overlay of retail and office space. The single water dependent
use presently contemplated by the DEIS is fishing picr of still-undetermined size
at a still-undetermined location at the site, The Committee appreciated that the
potential river access improvements to be afforded by the addition of riverside
parkland would be a valuable water related use, but could not find that the
principal land uses contained in the proposal would “maximize possible tics to
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the water™, given priority to “uses which are dependent on a location adjacent to
the water”, concentrate “on a mix of land uses that would include as a priority,
water dependent commercial, water dependent and water related public
recreation, and waterfront related public education and entertainment activities
that serve residents of Sleepy Hollow as well as the region, and also develop the
Village’s tourism potential® [Explanation of Policies]. The Committee also did
not find that the scale and density of the proposed development would be
“compatible with the character of the area™ or would “foster and maintain the
small scale historic character of the Village” [id], although the Committee was
cognizant that the proposal did appear to comply with zoning requirements for
the arca.

Policies 1 - 1A, 1F, 1G and 1H

I would concur in part and dissent in part with the Committee’s view on these
policies. I am in agreement with the Committee’s views concerning policies 1,
1A, 1F and 1G. With respect to Policy 1H, I would concur with the
Committee’s sentiment that the development, as proposed, provides inadequate
water dependent use. There are significant opportunities for water dependent
uses since the site is adjacent to Hudson River and a portion of the shoreline
runs parallel to and not far from a federally maintained navigation channel.
Commitment by the developer to construct a public pier providing access to the
site from the vessels would satisfy this policy.

I dissent, however, from the Committee’s statement that the “scale and density
of the proposed development” would not be “compatible with the character of
the area” or would “foster and maintain the small scale historic character of the
Village.” The development is large, to be sure, but so is the site and the
developer is not utilizing the entirety of the site, but is in effect leaving more
than 30% of the site undeveloped. The developer has carefully designed the
streetscape to Village proportions and aesthetics. Finally, it is very important to
understand that the proposal, except as noted above, precisely tracks the
mandate of the Riverfront Zoning District development standards and
guidelines. It is less dense than those standards and guidelines provide, and the
guidelines were adopted in conjunction with, and must be viewed as inextricably
tied to, the Village’s LWRP. As such, the specific development guidelines
trump inconsistent, more general provisions, of the LWRP Policies.

Policy 1A: Restore, revitalize, and expand recreational uses of Kingsland Point
Park and the Tarrytown Lighthouse, including the undeveloped parkland
adjacent to the Pocantico River between Philipsburgh Manor and the railroad.

As described in the DEIS, the tall, multi-story buildings proposed in close
proximity to the site’s northern border are likely to loom over and encroach
upon Kingsland Point Park. As such, the development would impose
significant and adverse visual and noise impacts the park, and would likely
diminish the public’s enjoyment of this critical recreational resource. These
impacts directly contradict Policy 1A, which calls for the restoration and
revitalization of the park and would undermine public investment in the park.

Scenic Hudson suggests that establishing an “ecological and recreational

corridor” between the Lighthouse Landing project and Kingsland Point Park
could mitigate these impacts. This corridor should be designed to serve as a
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buffer between Kingsland Point Park and Lighthouse Landing to mitigate
visual and noise impacts.

The LWRI’s chief requirement is that any development on the GM site place a
priority on “water dependent uses,” — in other words, those activities that
require direct access to, and use of, the water (e.g., marinas, moorings, boat
ramps, boatyards, boathouses, ferry or water taxi landings). In particular, the
LWRP places emphasis on water dependent commercial, water dependent and
water-related public recreational uses, and waterfront related public education
and entertainment activities that serve residents of Sleepy Hollow as weil as the
region (LWRP Policy 1LH). With the nearly entire site devoted to residential
and retail development, and only a few water-focused amenities — a small fishing
pier and a single set of steps to the river’s edge - the water-dependent use
standard has not been met.

The Village’s Waterfront Advisory Committee (WAC) found the
Project to be consistent with Policies 1, 1A, 1F and 1G. The WAC
recommended that the Project include a form of shuttle service or
public transit to facilitate access to and from the Village center. The
Applicant will work with the Village to explore the feasibility of
expanding the scope of the project’s shuttle service during non-
commuting hours to connect the Site with the Village center.
Additionally, the Project has been designed to both physically and
visually connect with the existing Inner Village in an effort to provide
convenient access between the Site and the existing commercial area.
Beekman Place has been designed with sidewalks, streetlights, street
trees and various streetscape improvements to enhance the walkability
of the street in an effort to encourage visitors and commuters to the
Village downtown and the Site to park in one convenient location and
patronize a variety of shops without moving their cars.

LWRP Policy 1H identifies the inclusion of water dependent
commercial uses, water dependent and water-related public
recreational uses, and waterfront related public education and
entertainment activities that would serve residents of Sleepy Hollow as
well as the region. The FEIS Alternative Plan includes additional
water dependent uses such as a small craft launch dock, a widened and
lengthened beach area suitable for walking canoes and kayaks into the
river, a third belvedere, a fishing pier, and a “dock and dine” dock.
These uses, combined with the waterfront paths connecting Kingsland
Point Park and Ichabod’s Landing and adjoining open space
improvements shown in the Waterfront Use Master Plan prepared by
the Village’s Consulting Planners (see FEIS Appendix 7A), will serve
residents of the Village and the region. These additional water
dependent uses will provide the opportunity for Village residents and
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visitors to the Site to access the waterfront both visually and
physically. Visual access to the waterfront will be enhanced by
additional open space, plaza and pathways. Physical access will be
enhanced with a fishing pier, small craft launch dock and beach and a
dock for boats.

As discussed in the response to Comments 3501 through PHS703
above, the overall density of the Project has been scaled back under
FEIS Alternative Plan. In the Applicant’s opinion, the project design
remains consistent with the objectives of the RF District. As
indicated in the response to Comment 6305 above, the proposed
project will provide a vegetated buffer adjacent to Kingsland Point
Park. As further described in Comment 6305 above, a variety of
water dependent uses will be provided on-site under the FEIS
Alternative Plan.

Policy 1F: Develop a waterfront pedestrian access trail along the waterfront
periphery of the General Motors property that can serve to link with other trails
within the Village and adjoining municipalities and governments.

While Lighthouse Landing proposes a waterfront walkway along the Hudson
River shore along the western portion of the site, connections are not provided
to other trails within the Village, as this policy requires. The Village’s Linkage
Study and the Open Space Study call for trail connections between the Hudson
River and Philipse Manor along the interface between the former GM site and
Kingsland Point Park. As proposed, the design of Lighthouse Landing would
preclude the possibility of this trail connection in the future.

As suggested above, the project could be made consistent with this policy by
incorporating into its design an “ecological and recreational corridor” between
the site and Kingsland Point Park. In addition to serving as a visual and noise
buffer, the corridor should be designed to provide pedestrian and bicycle trail
connection between the waterfront esplanade along the Hudson River and
Philipsburg Manor and The Horseman’s Trail.

As noted in Comment 5102 above, the WAC determined that the
significant waterfront park space and trails would link the Site to
Kingsland Point Park to the north and the Ichabod’s Landing
waterfront path to the south, and the siting of the Beekman Place
main commercial street would provide visual and physical access to
the Village’s historic Lighthouse.

Philipsburg Manor and Devries Park are presently connected to
Kingsland Point Park by the existing Horseman’s Trail as illustrated
on DEIS Figure I1.C-54, Village Open Space Framework Plan.
However, there is currently no active connection between these points
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since the Kingsland Point Park Pedestrian Bridge has been closed
since 1986. According to the Village Administrator, the Village of
Sleepy Hollow has applied for grants to repair the Kingsland Point
pedestrian bridge. ®

5636 Policy 1H: Any redevelopment of the General Motors property, and the
waterfront arca immediately south of the General Motor’s property and
adjacent to River Street, should be a comprehensively planned development that
includes a mix of land uses and achieves a high standard of site planning,
architectural design, and is in keeping with the existing character of the Village.
The mix of land uses should include, as a priority, water dependent commercial,
water dependent and water related public recreational uses, and waterfront
related public education and entertainment. The mix of uses may also
incorporate residential and commercial (with preference for small-scale
commercial retail uses, which are in keeping with a waterfront image).

The DEIS’ mix of land uses proposed at Lighthouse Landing includes very few
water-dependent uses. No water-dependent commercial uses are proposed.
With the exception of the public esplanade, which is a water-enhanced use, the
remainder of the 99-acre site, including more than 1,500 residences and over
180,000 sf of retail space, are not water dependent. Indeed, despite the name of
the proposed project, there is no “landing™ at Lighthouse Landing, While a
fishing pier is proposed in the DEIS, no further mention is made nor are plans
shown as to where this could occur., We firmly believe that a pier at the end of
Beckman Avenue is highly desirable component for the development of this site
with water-dependent uses as required in the LWRP. Being adjacent to the
federal navigation channel makes it possible to accommodate ferries and other
commercial craft.

Further, the proposed layout of four- and five-story equivalent buildings would
dominate much of the 99-acre site. In contrast, the Village of Sleepy Hollow
consists of a predominance of 2-3 story building with an occasional building of
five, six and in rare cases, more stories. The density, intensity, mass, and scale
of development proposed in the DEIS, would, in effect, result in the
construction of a new city on the waterfront, and would overwhelm the existing
character of the Village.

In order to make the project consistent with this policy, the project’s mix of uses
should be expanded to include commercial uses, such as docking facilities for
tour beats, marina, boat rentals, bait and taclde hop, etc., and recreational uses,
such as fishing pier, fishing stations along the esplanade, transient dock, etc. In
addition, building heights should be more varied - with lower two- and three-
story structures sited around the site’s periphery.

Further, the establishment of a second course of the Pocantico River in the
aforementioned ecological and recreational corridor would provide an
opportunity to expand the existing esplanade along the new watercourse, and
provide additional opportunities for water-dependent uses, such as boating and

% Per July 12, 2006 discussions between the Village Administrator and the Applicant, the Village has applied
for grants.
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fishing, at the project site.

1.3 Preliminary Consistency Review

The Village’s Waterfront Advisory Committee (“WAC™) conducted a
preliminary consistency review based on the DEIS, as required by Local Law
No. 14-2002.77 To review the DEIS, the WAC held two public sessions to
carefully analyze the proposed project’s consistency with the LWRP.'® The
WAC made a policy-by-policy consistency review, reached an overall finding and
made recommendations. It found the project to be inconsistent with the
LWRP, in particular with the development policies (policies 1H, 2 and 5}, and
offered “suggestions concerning the modifications of the proposed action to
make it consistent with LWRP policy standards and conditions or to better
advance them,” as required by the LCRL (Local Law No. 14-2002),'°

The WAC is an involved agency and therefore its preliminary consistency
determination must be incorporated in the FEIS, Moreover, the FEIS must
explain whether the lead agency concurs or disagrees with the WAC’s
preliminary findings and recommendations, and develop a comprehensive
waterfront consistency review to overcome the DEIS’ deficient LWRP
analysis,?®

1.4 Riverkeeper’s LWRP Consistency Comments

Riverkeeper supports the WAC?s overall conclusion that the proposed project is
inconsistent with the LWRP, and respectfully submits additional comments on
the applicant’s failures to meet or advance the LWRP’s standards and conditions
for this particular site,

1.4.1 Revitalize the deteriorated and underutilized waterfront area (Policies
1, 1A, 1B, 1C, 1E, 1F, 1G, 1H, 17 and 1K).

The key development policies applicable to the redevelopment of the GM site
are:

Policy 1: Restore, revitalize, and redevelop deteriorated and underutilized
waterfront areas for commercial, industrial, eultural, recreational, and other
compatible uses.

The applicant seeks approval for a massive residential redevelopment and few
non-water dependent commercial and retail uses along the Hudson waterfront.
Policy 1, however, mentions explicitly the following uses: “commercial,
industrial, cultural, recreational, and other compatible uses.” As in the State’s
coastal policies, LWRT Policy 1 places clear emphasis on non-residential uses,
Thus, the proposed project is flatly inconsistent with Policy 1,

Policy 1H: Any redevelopment of the General Motors property, and the
waterfront arca immediately south of the General Motors property along the
waterfront and adjacent to River Street, should be a comprehensively planned
development that includes 2 mix of land uses and achieves a high standard of
site planning, architectural design, and in keeping with the existing character of
the village.

FEIS IL.A - 37 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. III.A - Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

Lighthouse Landing

The mix of land uses should include, as a prierity, water dependent commercial,
water dependent and water related public recreational uses, and waterfront
related public education and entertainment., The mix of uses may also
incorporate residential and commercial (with preference for small-scale
commercial retail uses which are in keeping with a waterfront image. (emphasis

added.)

This policy, specifically tajlored for the redevelopment GM site, categorically
states that the mix of land uses must include, as & priovity, water dependent
commercial, water dependent and water-velated public vecveational uses, and
waterfront-velated public education and entertainment. In sharp contrast with this
requirement, the proposed project does not feature any water dependent
commercial uses, water dependent recreational uses, or waterfront related public
education and entertainment.?”? Instead, the community is given a riverfront
walkway - a thin sliver of land the developer cynically hopes will universally fil
every aspect of the LWRI’s waterfront demands.

Moreover, while the LWRP also allows a mix of uses that include some non-
water depended uses such as residential, it indicates a preference for “small scale
commercial retail uses.” The applicant proposes quite the opposite: a massive
development dominated by an excessive and unsustainable number of residential
units. Indeed, the large residential development, composed of 1,562 rental and
condominium ownership units in three to five-story apartment buildings and
townhouses, occupies all except 2 building blocks designated for retail (5 have
residential above retail).”® Affordable units are limited, in violation of the
requirement that development on the GM site should “appeal to & variety of age
groups and economic levels. ™

Y WCRL, §59A-8(E)(1), supra noted (Amended by Local Law No. 14-2003 on
10/18/2002}.

'8 On 03/02/05 and 3/20/05.

1% WCRL, §59A-5(E)(1), suprs note4 (Amended by Local Law No. 14-2003 on
10/18/2002).

0 As the WAC’s preliminary consistency determination shows, and is discussed further
below, the DEIS did not offer a substantial analysis of consistency with the LWRP. In
the DEIS, the applicant included a single paragraph on LWRP consistency - at page III-
A-20 - and a summary table (Table I-A). Further, the applicant did not provide any
analysis on many policy standards because it inappropriately assumed that many policies
were inapplicable to the project,

21 Sez DEIS, Proposed Site Map, Figure II-C-1 & Section II-C-1.

BId.

¥ LWRP, Policy 1, Condition {d) for the GM Site.

The mix of uses proposed for the Project includes water dependent
and water related public recreational uses, and waterfront related
public education and entertainment. The mix of uses also
incorporates residential and commercial uses. As noted above in the
response to Comment No. 6302 additional water dependent uscs,
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including a small craft launch dock, a widened and lengthened beach
area, a fishing pier and a “dock and dine” dock have been included in
the FEIS Alternative Plan in coordination with the overall Village
waterfront master plan being prepared by the Village’s Consulting
Planners in conjunction with the Applicant. The L-shaped fishing
pier has been located just west of the extension of Beekman Avenue,
in order to provide some separation between it and the boat tie-up
area along the Ichabod’s Landing bulkhead to the south. Due to the
location of the federal navigation channel parallel to the Site’s
southeast shoreline, and the open exposure of the Site’s west shoreline
(and the location of the historic lighthouse), a marina would not be
functionally or visually appropriate along the Site’s river frontage.
The Village Consulting Planners have tentatively identified more
protected sites for both a marina (adjacent to Horan’s Landing Park
south of the Site) and a mooring field (adjacent to the Kingsland
Point Park cove north of the Site) in the Waterfront Use Master Plan.
See FEIS Appendix 7A; however, due to potential development
constraints, other locations may be considered.

The Project includes a reduction in the retail component from
180,000 SF to 132,000 SF. Approximately 43,000 SF of the retail
component would be comprised of a food market and cinema to serve
the residents of the Site and surrounding neighborhoods, as well as
visitors who may patronize restaurants, shops and entertainment
facilities. The remaining 89,000 SF (5,000 SF for the hotel
restaurant) of retail commercial use is provided as part of an overall
mixed use development. The determination of specific tenants for the
commercial uses (and thus, characterizing the uses as “water-
dependent commercial®) is premature. By including a combination of
land uses, the Project will likely be attractive in the marketplace for a
variety of tenants. The retail commercial use in the shops along
Beekman Place would be available for various tenants, including water
dependent tenants such as bait and tackle shops, tour boat operators,
kayak rentals, etc. The proximity of the available commercial space to
the waterfront may draw specific tenants that would benefit from
waterfront access. Water dependent commercial uses would not be
precluded from the Site. Since tenancies are variable throughout the
years and depend upon market forces, the inclusion of retail
commercial space as part of the Project simply allows for the
possibility of water dependent commercial uses to exist on the Site.

As indicated in the response to Comments 3501 through PH5703
above, the overall density of the Project has been scaled back under
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FEIS Alternative Plan. In the Applicant’s opinion, the Project
remains consistent with the objectives of the RF District and has been
designed to reflect the feeling and character of a Hudson River Village
as discussed in Section I of this document. Building heights under the
FEIS Alternative Plan vary from three to five stories and include
design features to create visual interest and variety while respecting the
height and scale set by neighboring buildings. The proposed
buildings will allow variety and interruptions in roof forms and
skyline treatment that will enhance the sense of pedestrian scale while
screening mechanical equipment. Of the 34 townhomes proposed
along Road One opposite the waterfront park, it is anticipated that
approximately one quarter will be 3-story units while the remainder to
be 4-story units. Buildings located close to streets and roadways give
definition to the strect as a public realm, and create a comfortable
sense of place for pedestrians. The streetscape and landscaping of the
public spaces will visually organize Lighthouse Landing, linking
common areas and important architectural features. The architectural
inspiration of the project will draw upon local and regional styles and
offer a variety of typologies distributed throughout the development
contributing to a sense of diversity. (See the Architectural Design
Guidelines presented in FEIS Appendix 2 for more detailed
information.)

LWRYP - POLICIES 2 & 2A

POLICY 2 - FACILITATE THE SITING OF WATER-DEPENDENT USES
AND FACILITIES ON OR ADJACENT TO COASTAL WATERS.

POLICY 2A - DOCKS, BOATS RAMPS, MOORING FACILITIES, AND
OTHER SIMILAR STRUCTURES OR FACILITIES WILL BE DESIGNED
AND SITED TO PROTECT NAVIGATION, ASSURE ACCESS BETWEEN
WATER AND SHORE, AND MINIMIZE VISUAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

The Committee found the Project to be inconsistent with Policies 2 and 24, due
to the failure of the Project to include, to any material extent, significant water-
dependent uses adjacent to the Hudson River and the lack of any designs for
docks, boat ramps, mooring facilities, and other similar structures or facilities.

Policies 2, 2A
I would generally concur with the Committee’s sentiment concerning the

Project’s consistency with these policies, as discussed in connection with Policy
1H above, '

Policy 2: Facilitate the siting of dependent uses and facilities on or adjacent to
coastal waters.

As indicated in our analysis of Policy 1H above, the mix of land uses proposed
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at Lighthouse Landing does not include sufficient water-dependent uses. The
vast majority of uses proposed for this 99-acre site - residential, retail and office
- do not require a waterfront location and, thus, are not water dependent,

The project could e made consistent with this policy by expanding the scope and
scale of water-dependent uses with the establishment of a new outlet for
Pocantico River, which would flow through and ecological and recreational
corridor between Lighthouse Landing and Kingsland Point Park. The new
outlet of the Pocantico would create approximately 1,500 feet of new
waterfront, thus expanding the opportunities for water-dependent uses, such as
boating, fishing and nature observation.

1.4.2 Retain and promote commercial and recreational water-dependent use
(Policies 2 and 2A}.

Water dependent use, as defined by New York’s Executive Law, means an
“activity which can only be conducted on, in, over or adjacent to a water body
because such activity requires direct access to that water body, and which
involves, as an integral part of such activity, the use of the water.”® With
nearly the entire site devoted to residential development, and only a few water-
focused amenities — a small fishing pier and a single set of steps to the river’s
edge - the water-dependent use standard has not been met,

The LWRP states, “[w]ith redevelopment of the General Motors site in the
future, the RF - Riverfront Development Zoning District provides a strong
emphasis and encouragement for water-dependent commercial uses such as
marinas. Thus, it is anticipated that associated with redevelopment of the
General Motors site will be additional marina types of uses and related small
retail boat service uses,”* The plan contains no dock, no marinas or moorings -
only the most minimal connection to the Hudson River, and no reason this
development should be sited on this priceless piece of the Hudson River
waterfront.

25 Article 42 of New York Exccutive Law § 911 (7).
%6 LWRP, p. IV-7.

As illustrated in FEIS Figure No. 1-2, the FEIS Alternative Plan does
include numerous water-dependent recreational, educational and
commercial uses. The new program includes a fishing pier, a small
craft launch pier and a “dock and dine” dock adjacent to the hotel. As
noted in the response above, the retail uses would be available for
various tenants, including water dependent tenants. Water dependent
commercial uses would not be precluded from the Site. The inclusion
of retail commercial space as part of the Project simply allows for the
possibility of water dependent commercial uses to exist on the Site.
Additionally, an educational interpretive center to be operated by the
Village to complement the historic lighthouse is also shown. As
illustrated and discussed in FELS Appendix 7A, the Village’s
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Consulting Planners have prepared an overall waterfront master plan
for the entire Village which evaluates the access opportunities and
water dependent uses for the entire waterfront comprehensively.

See also response to Comment 302 in FEIS I11.B related to Scenic
Hudson Pocantico River proposal.

LWRP - POLICIES 5, 5A & 5B

POLICY 5 - ENCOURAGE THE LOCATION OF DEVELCPMENT IN
AREAS WHERE PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES ESSENTIAL TO
SUCH DEVELOPMENT ARE ADEQUATE.

POLICY 5A - DISCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF USES WHICH,
BY REASON OF THEIR DEMAND FOR NEW COMMUNITY SERVICES
AND FACILITIES OR THEIR IMPOSITION OF BURDENS ON
EXISTING SERVICES AND FACILITIES, WOULD REQUIRE
DISPROPORTIONATE PUBLIC COST IN COMPARISON TO PUBLIC
BENEFITS.

The Committee gave careful consideration to the impact of the proposed Project
on existing services and facilities in the Village. The Committee was satisfied
that sewer and gas and electric needs of the Project components could be
adequately served by available facilities. The Committee noted, however, that
points to be “considered in assessing the adequacy of an area’s infrastructure
and public services” included the following: “Streets and highways serving the
proposed site can safely accommodate the peak traffic generated by the proposed
land development™ and “Development’s water needs (consumptive and
firefighting) can be met by the existing water supply system”. One member of
the Committee observed that the adequacy of water resources for the site might
be dependent on the Village’s still-unresolved efforts to find an appropriate
location for the additional water storage facility recently mandated by the Sate
of New York, Of still greater concern to the Committee was the fact that it
could not find that, given the size and scale and resulting density of the
proposed uses at the Project site, the existing Village streets would be adequate
to serve the resulting demand if the Project were developed as outlined in the
DEIS. The Committee was not convinced that the traffic studies conducted by
or on behalf of the Applicant presented a realistic view of the likely impact of
the Project on existing roadway facilities.

Policies 5 & 5A

For the same basic reasoning behind my dissent from the Committee’s
conclusions regarding Policy 1H, I would dissent from the Committee’s
conclusions concerning Policy 5. The Riverfront Development District
standards and density guidelines of necessity assume that traffic generated by a
development that meets those standards can be assimilated by the available
roadway capacity. The Committee possesses no traffic management expertise
and is not in any position to criticize the Applicant’s traffic analyses. At the
time the LWRP and the accompanying rezoning of the parcel in question by the
Riverfront Development District impacts of traffic that resulted from multi-
shift operation of a 3.5 million square foot automobile assembly plant
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employing more than 2,000 workers was considered the relevant comparison
for future re-use traffic impacts. The impacts from the proposal are far less than
those that resulted from the prior use. It is certainly the case that traffic
impacts from this Project will have to be carefully studied, and that the SEQRA
process may result in the imposition of some sort of mitigation requirement.
However, that fact does not translate into a lack of consistency with Policies 5
and 5A.

The Committee’s brief mention of the Village’s water supply is simply premised
on an erroneous set of a factual assumption on the part of Committee members.

There are many problems with the GM proposal related to traffic, sewage and
storm water controls, schools and the possibility that the added infrastructure
costs will overwhelm any tax revenue, causing local property taxes to increase.
{(SEQRA, LWRP Policy 5).

1.4.4. Ensure that development occurs where adequate public infrastructure
(Policies 5, 5A and 5B).

As a former industrial site, the project site certainly has public utility connection
and services that may be restored for redeveloping the site. However, public
infrastructure for a massive mixed-use complex prioritizing residential uses
requires a different set of conditions. In order to have adequate public
infrastructure, access toffrom the GM site, road networks, and traffic
genceration, have to be seriously factored and measured.”® Also potable water
demand and sewage output (including combines sewage overflow conditions -
see discussion on sewage (G-14) below), must be looked at in that context.

The explanation of this policy sets forth standards to be used in making a

determination that the infrastructure is adequate for a development on the

coastal area, and provides must accomplish the following:

+ Strengthen existing residential, industrial and commercial centers;

¢ Foster an orderly pattern growth;

» Increase the productivity of existing public services and moderate the need
to provide new public services in outlying areas;

¢ Preserve open space in sufficient amounts; and

e Foster energy conservation.

Further, as noted above, pursuant to the LWRP it is mandatory that any
“[fluture development of the site shall be designed and arranged in such a way
as to promote energy conservation and efficiency to the maximum extent
practicable for all buildings.?® The DEIS does not adequately assess the
project’s compliance with these standards and conditions.

%% Concerned with adequate access in and out of the site the LWRP established that
“pacllic access linkages to the rest of the Village, in particular to the downtown commercial
districts and to the Philipse Manor Train Station shonld be established.” See LWRZP, Policy 1,
Condition (f) for the GM Site.

¥ LWRP, Policy 1, Condition (n) for the GM Site,

The Village’s Waterfront Advisory Committee evaluated the Project
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regarding the potential impacts associated with sewer, gas and electric
needs and determined that the needs of the Project could be served
adequately by existing services. A detailed traffic analysis was
conducted for the DEIS Plan and potential mitigation measures were
outlined as part of the analysis. Additonal traffic studies were
completed on the revised FEIS Alternative Plan (with a reduction in
overall project density) and those results can be found in FEIS Section
ILI (Traffic and Parking) and in the revised Traffic Study in FEIS
Appendix 6. The traffic analyses were conducted by professional
traffic engineers following accepted industry standards for modeling
of traffic conditions.

The FEIS Alternative Plan considers the provision of a new water tank
on the East Parcel sized to a capacity suitable to meet the water supply
needs of the proposed project. The tank would be installed on-site in
the event the Village’s planned water storage facilities are not in place
before the project is constructed. The reduction in the overall project
density under the FEIS Alternative Plan will result in decreases in the
on-site resident and worker populations. As such, utility demand
loads and potential impacts on other public services will be reduced
under the FEIS Alternative Plan.

As discussed in Section I of this document, the project has been
designed as a mixed-use waterfront development consistent with the
objectives of the RF zoning district. The FEIS Alternative Plan
provides for approximately 14.7 acres of publicly accessible open space
as indicated in the response to Comments 3501 through PH5703
above. Energy conservation measures planned for the project are
discussed in Section IL.VII of this document.

As noted in the comment, the Policy sets forth standards to be used in
making a determination that the infrastructure is adequate for a
development on the coastal area. The Project strengthens the existing
residential and commercial areas by reusing a former industrial site
that is within close proximity of the Village’s downtown and its shops
and services, locating it adjacent to a proposed train station, providing
complementary retail, office and entertainment uses to the downtown,
and providing additional officc and residential market for the
downtown commercial businesses. The Project is a planned
development that provides for orderly growth near the center of the
Village (rather than in outlying areas) by including a variety of land
uses, public and private open space, proposed transit alternatives, and
proposed infrastructure improvements (new roadways, stormwater
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management facilities, a site for an emergency service building,
replacement of the Beckman Avenue bridge superstructure, and
replacement of the northern span of the existing viaduct, concrete
deck and guide rails) in order to mitigate potential impacts. The
Project design also sets aside 30% of the Site as open space and
provides nurnerous access points for visitor and residents to enjoy the
waterfront.

LWRP - POLICIES 7A, 7B & 7D

POLICY 7 A - THE PHILIPSBURG MANQOR AND DEVRIES FIELD
WETLAND/WATERCOURSE AREAS OF THE POCANTICO RIVER
SHALL BE PROTECTED, PRESERVED, AND WHERE PRACTICAL,
RESTORED SO AS TO MAINTAIN ITS VIABILITY AS A LOCALLY
SIGNIFICANT HABITAT.

POLICY 7D - THE HUDSON RIVER IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT AND
WITHIN 1000 FEET OF THE VILLAGPE’S SHORELINE SHALL BE
PROTECTED, PRESERVED AND, WHERE PRACTICAL, RESTORED
SO AS TO MAINTAIN ITS VIABILITY AS A LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT
HABITAT.

Policy 7D was found by the Committee to be relevant to a limited extent and
the Project to be consistent with this policy in that the existing riprap along the
cdge of the Hudson River would be restored where necessary, with potential
benefits to marine life in the River. The Committee did not find any
inconsistency of the Project with Policy 7A since the Project as presently
designed would not affect the Pocantico River. However, certain parties have
suggested that the original course of the Pocantico River could be restored. The
Committee urged the Applicant to continue to sudy the possibility, which
would have the potential to re-create a locally significant habitat.

Policies 7A and 7D

I would generally concur with the Committee’s view, except that it is not the
responsibility of the private developer Applicant to study creation of a new
outlet for the Pocantico River. The proposal that is referred to suggest that the
Project set aside additional open space southeast of Kingsland Point park
between the Hudson River and the railroad right-of-way so that land would be
available for future creation of an additional outlet for the Pocantico River
should further studies &y third parties and funding {presumably by some
Government entity} make that feasible. Thus, I would clarify the statement.

Policy 7B: The Philipsburg manor and Devries Field wetland/watercourse areas
of the Pocantico River shall be protected, preserved and, where practical,
restored so as to maintain its viability as a locally significant habitat.

With the exception of minor improvements to wetlands at Devries Field, the
proposed development at Lighthouse Landing does not protect, preserve or
restore the Pocantico River’s watercourse or associated wetlands. In fact, as
proposed, the redevelopment of this highly disturbed site, which for the most
part was “created” by filling in of a bay, misses a critical opportunity to
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preserve, protect, and restore the Pocantico River.

The project’s design should capitalize on this opportunity to seriously consider
the benefits and costs of a restoration, where feasible, of the Pocantico River’s
original course, Such an approach would likely support far greater biological
diversity and would better protect the floodplain below the dam at Philipsburg
manor, including addressing existing flooding of Devries Park, This enhanced
approach would be consistent with Policy 7B and would substantially advance
this policy.

The WAC determined that the Project was consistent with policy 7DD
since the existing riprap along the edge of the Hudson River would be
restored where necessary, with potential benefits to marine life in the
River. The WAC did not find any inconsistency of the Project with
Policy 7A since the Project as presently designed would not affect the
Pocantico River.

Additionally, The FEIS Alternative Plan reduces the overall density of
the project by 20 — 30% and modifies the site layout to provide a
vegetated buffer adjacent to Kingsland Point Park ranging from
approximately 75 feet to 175 feet in width. See also response to
Comment 302 in FEIS III.B related to Scenic Hudson Pocantico
River proposal.

LWRP - POLICIES 8 & 8A

POLICY 8 - PROTECT FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES IN THE
COASTAL AREA FROM THE INTRODUCTION OF HAZARDOUS
WASTES AND OTHER POLLUTANTS WHICH BIO-ACCUMULATE IN
THE FOOD CHAIN OR WHICH CAUSE SIGNIFICANT SUB LETHAL
OR LETHAL EFFECT ON THOSE RESOURCES,

POLICY 8A - CONTROL THE INTRODUCTION OF NEW INDUSTRIES
OR TECHNOLOGY WHICH COULD INCREASE THE PRESENCE OF
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL WITHIN THE SLEEPY HOLLOW
WATERFRONT AREA.

The Committee found that the reduction of the current impermeable surface at
the site would reduce run-off to the River from the site and would tend to
protect fish and wildlife resources. The Applicant has also undertaken to
remove lead present at the site and to cap contaminated soil. The Committee
found these actions to be consistent with Policies 8 and 8A.

Policies 8, 8A, 9, 11, 134, 13B, 14, 17, 17A, 18, 184, 18RB, 18C, 19, 19A,
19B, 19C, 19D and 19E
I would concur with the Committee’s sentiment with respect to these policies.

1.4.6  Protect significant and locally important fish and wildlife habitats from

human disruption and chemical contamination (Policies 7, 7A, 7B, &,
8, 8A and 8B).
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Several measures must be taken to ensure this policy is complied with including
measures to avoid site run-off. See discussion below for 1.4.13 and 1.4.14.

The Village Waterfront Advisory Committee found the Project to be
consistent with Policics 8 and 8A. Stormwater measures for the FEIS
Alternative Plan will utilize best management practices including the
installation of hydrodynamic separators (sediment and oil removal),
the deepening of catch basin sumps, and the creation of water quality
swales on the East Parcel to comply with the NYS DEC Phase II
stormwater regulations as applied to the Site. The proposed
stormwater measures are described in further detail in FEIS Secdon
I1.B. The grading for the East Parcel Village improvements {(soccer
fields, tennis courts, DPW yard) and parking facilities will be
undertaken so there is no change to the floodway capacity of the Site
with regard to the Pocantico River.

LWRP - POLICIES 9 & 10

POLICY 9 - EXPAND RECREATIONAL USE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
RESOURCES IN COASTAL AREAS BY INCREASING ACCESS TO
EXISTING RESOURCES, SUPPLEMENTING EXISTING STCCK, AND
DEVELOPING NEW RESOURCES.

The Committee observed that the proposed inclusion of a fishing pier as part of
the Project would constitute expansion of recreational use of fish resources in
the coastal area. It was the recommendation of the Committee that the pier
should be made as capacious as possible.

1.4.7  Encourage and expand commercial fishing facilities to promote
commercial and recreational fishing opportunities (Policies 9, 10).

In the DEIS, the applicant discusses the possibility of providing a small fishing
pier, but does not make a firm commitment of its construction. We agree with
the WAC’s recommendation that a larger pier be required for this site,

As illustrated on FEIS Figure No. I-2 , the FEIS Alternative Plan
includes an L-shaped fishing pier located along the southern portion
of the Site’s shoreline.

LWRP - POLICY 11

POLICY 11 - BUILDINGS AND OTHER STRUCTURES WILL BE SITED
IN THE COASTAL AREA SO AS TO MINIMIZE DAMAGE TO
PROPERTY AND THE ENDANGERING OF HUMAN LIFE CAUSED BY
FLOODING AND EROSION.
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The Committee believed that the setbacks from the Hudson River and the
elevations of the structures on the site were consistent with Policy 11.

1.4.8  Minimize flooding and erosion hazards through nonstructural means,
carefully selected, long-term structural measures and appropriate siting
of structure (Policies 11, 13, 134, 13B, 14, 15, 16, 16A, 16B, 17 and
17A).

Two issues must be considered with regards to these policies. First, the
applicant (GM) is required, under a NYS letter patent, to have rip-rap along the
shoreline.® Therefore, Village must enforce this condition at the approval
stage.® Second, flooding control measures, including the opening of a second-
mouth to the Pocantico must be analyzed. The DEIS does not provide enough
information on the baseline condition or possibilities for minimizing impacts
from flooding,.

34 N'YS Letter Patent, December 21%, 1957.

35 Rip rap is defined by #he Natural Resonrees Commission in 312 JAC 11-2-20, Sec. 20, as
follows: “Riprap® means angular, limestone rock that satisfies each of the following
conditions: (1} No individual piece weighs more than one hundred twenty (120} pounds.
(2) At least ninery percent ($0%) of the material passes through a twelve {12) inch sieve.
(3) Between twenty percent (20%) and sixty percent (60%) of the material passes through
a six (6) inch sieve. (4} Not more than ten percent (10%) of the material passes through
a one and one-half (1 ¥2) inch sieve.

As described in Section ITL.B.2.(6) of the DEIS, the riprap along the
Site’s shoreline is to be maintained and repaired. The grading for the
East Parcel Village improvements (soccer fields, tennis courts, DPW
yard) and parking facilities will be undertaken so there is no change to
the floodway capacity of the Site with regard to the Pocantico River.
The existing impervious surface on the East Parcel is 21.6 acres. The
proposed impervious surface is about 12 acres, represenung a
reduction of approximately 44 percent.

LWRP - POLICIES 13A-B & 14

POLICY 13A - THE EXISTING BULKHEADS ALONG THE HUDSON
RIVER SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN GOOD CONDITION. NEW OR
EXPANDED WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED
TO RESTORE AND MAINTAIN EROSION AND FLOOD CONTROL
STRUCTURES ALONG THEIR RIVER FRONTAGE

POLICY 13B - THE CONSTRUCTION OR RECONSTRUCTION OF
DOCKS, BOATHOUSES, BOAT HOISTS, PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES
AND OTHER SHORELINE STRUCTURES SHALL BE UNDERTAKEN
IN A MANNER WHICH WILL, TC THE MAXIMUM EXTENT
PRACTICARLE, PROTECT AGAINST OR WITHSTAND THE
DESTRUCTIVE FORCES OF WAVE ACTION AND ICE MOVEMENT.
POLICY 14 - ACTIVITIES AND DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING THE
CONSTRUCTION OR RECONSTRUCTION OF EROSION
PROTECTION STRUCTURES, SHALL BE UNDERTAKEN SO THAT
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THERE WILL BE NO MEASURABLE INCREASE IN EROSION OR
FLOODING AT THE SITE OF SUCH ACTIVITIES OR DEVELOPMENT,
OR AT OTHER. LOCATIONS.

It was noted that most riprap along the River was in good condition and that
the Applicant would make repairs where necessary, making the Project
consistent with Policy 13A. The placement of the proposed pier at the site has
not been decided and other shoreline structures have not been proposed in the
DEIS. The Committee therefore found the Project was conditionally consistent
with Policies 13B and 14 subject to the Applicant’s use of appropriate
construction materials and placement of the pier and other shoreline structure
at appropriate locations.

The proposed water dependent uses for the FEIS Alternative Plan,
including the fishing pier, small craft launch pier, and “dock and dine”
dock, have been sited and designed to avoid erosion of the shoreline
and protect against wave action and ice movement. More detailed
discussion of these waterfront elements is presented in Section I of
this document.

LWRP - POLICIES 17 & 17A

POLICY 17 - NON-STRUCTURAL MEASURES TO MINIMIZE
DAMAGE TO NATURAL RESOURCES AND PROPERTY FROM
FLOODING AND EROSION SHALL BE USED WHENEVER POSSIBLE.
POLICY 17A - PROTECT THE STEEP SLOPES AND HILLSIDES
THROUGHOUT THE VILLAGE THROUGH THE USE OF
NONSTRUCTURAL MEASURES, WHERE PRACTICAL, TO PREVENT
EROSION, ESPECIALLY THROUGH THE RETENTION, OR
PLANTING OF VEGETATIVE COVERS.

The Committee noted that these policies were marginally applicable to the
Project and found that the proposed use of vegetation to stabilize soil and
mitigate run-off would make the Project consistent with Policies Policy 17 and
17A, conditional on Applicant’s installation of appropriate vegetative cover at
appropriate locations on the site.

Comment noted.

LWRP - POLICIES 18 & 18A-C

POLICY 18 - TO SAFEGUARD THE VITAL ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL INTERESTS OF THE STATE AND OF ITS
CITIZENS, PROTPOSED MAJOR ACTIONS IN THE COASTAL AREA
MUST GIVE FULL CONSIDERATION TO THOSE INTERESTS, AND
TO THE SAFEGUARDS WHICH THE STATE HAS ESTABLISHED TO
PROTECT VALUABLE COASTAL RESOURCE AREAS.

POLICY 18A - PROTECT THE VITAL ECONCMIC, SOCIAL,
CULTURAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL INTERESTS OF THE VILLAGE
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IN THE EVALUATION OF ANY PROPOSAL FOR NEW ROADS, ROAD
WIDENING OR INFRASTRUCTURE.

POLICY 18B - TO PROTECT THE SOCIAL INTEREST OF THE
VILLAGE, PROPOSED ACTIONS MUST GIVE FULL CONSIDERATION
TO THE IMPACTS OF SUCH ACTIONS ON COMMUNITY AND
CULTURAL RESOURCES OF THE VILLAGE AND THE QUALITY OF
LIFE SUCH RESOURCES SUPPORT.

POLICY 18C - TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENTAL INTERESTS OF
THE VILLAGE, PROPOSED ACTIONS MUST GIVE FULL
CONSIDERATION TO THE IMPACTS OF SUCH ACTIONS ON
VALUARBLE AND SENSITIVE NATURAL RESOURCES OF THE
VILLAGE.

The Committee found no inconsistency between the project and these policies
and noted, in particular, that the improved recreational access provided by the
plan, including playing fields and public open spaces, and the reservation of part
of the site for a new Village Department of Public Works facility were protective
of the Village’s social and environmental interests and quality of life. The
Committee’s findings on these policies were unanimous, except that the finding
of consistency with respect to Policy 18B had one dissenting vote, based on the
member’s view that the Project’s adverse impact on roads and traffic (see
findings with respect to Policy 5 and 5A) would have an unacceptably adverse
effect on the quality of life in the Village.

1,49  Safeguard economic, social and environmental interests in the coastal
area when major actions are undertaken (Policy 18, 18A, 18B and
18C).

See discussion above for policies 1H (G-1) and 5 (G-4).

Comment noted.

LWRP - POLICIES 19 & 19A-E, 20

POLICY 19 - PROTECT, MAINTAIN, AND INCREASE THE LEVELS
AND TYPES OF ACCESS TO PUBLIC WATER-RELATED RECREATION
RESOURCES AND FACILITIES SO THAT THESE RESOURCES AND
FACILITIES MAY BE FULLY UTILIZED BY ALL THE PUBLIC IN
ACCORDANCE WITH REASONABLY ANTICIPATED PUBLIC
RECREATION NEEDS AND THE PROTECTION OF HISTORIC AND
NATURAL RESOURCES. IN PROVIDING SUCH ACCESS, PRIORITY
SHALL BE GIVEN TO FPUBLIC BEACHES, BOATING FACILITIES,
FISHING AREAS, AND WATERFRONT PARKS.

POLICY 19A - PROTECT, MAINTAIN, AND INCREASE THE LEVEL
AND TYPES OF ACCESS TO THE PUBLIC WATER-RELATED
RECREATION RESOURCES AND FACILITIES OF KINGSLAND POINT
PARK AND ENCOURAGE THEIR INCREASED UTILIZATION AND
DEVELOPMENT.

POLICY 19B - RECOGNIZE THE REGIONAL AND STATE-WIDE
HISTORIC IMPORTANCE OF PHILIPSBURG MANOR, SLEEPY
HOLLOW CEMETERY, THE OLD CROTON AQUEDUCT, THE OLD
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DUTCH CHURCH, PATRIOTS PARK, AND KINGSLAND POINT
LIGHTHOUSE AND ENCOURAGE PROTECTION AND PURLIC
UTILIZATION OF THESE PROPERTIES AND RESOURCES.

POLICY 19C - ENCOURAGE, DEVELOP, PROTECT, AND MAINTAIN
LINEAR PEDESTRIAN WATERFEONT ACCESS TO AND LINKAGES
BETWEEN THE VILLAGE'S RIVERFRONT PARK ON RIVER STREET
TO KINGSLAND POINT LIGHTHOUSE AND KINGSLAND POINT
PARE.

POLICY 19D - ENCOURAGE, DEVELOP, PROTECT, AND MAINTAIN
APPROPRIATE PUBLIC ACCESS TO AND LINKAGES BETWEEN
KINGSLAND POINT PARK, DEVRIES FIELD, PHILIPSEURG MANOR,
DOUGLAS PARK, SLEEPY HOLLOW CEMETERY, THE OLD CROTON
AQUEDUCT, THE ROCKEFELLER STATE PARK PRESERVE LANDS,
AND ALONG THE HUDSON RIVER AND RIVERSIDE DRIVE NORTH
OF THE MOUTH OF THE POCANTICO RIVER.

POLICY 19E - THE CURRENTLY UNDERUTILIZED VILLAGE
RIVERFRONT PARK PROPERTY ALONG RIVER STREET SHOULD
REMAIN PUBLICLY OWNED WITH FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS
PROVIDING FOR PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE RIVER AND WATER
RELATED RECREATION.

POLICY 20 - ACCESS TO THE PUBLICLY-OWNED FORESHCORE AND
TO LANDS IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE FORESHORE OR THE
WATER'S EDGE THAT ARE PUBLICLY OWNED SHALL BE
PROVIDED AND IT SHALL BE PROVIDED IN A MANNER
COMPATIBLE WITH ADJOINING USES.

At present, the General Motors site is fenced and there is no public access to the
Hudson River from this property. The Project would include public parklands
and walkways along the River with a possible opportunity to touch the River
using a pedestrian stairway to the water’s edge. New access to Kingsland point
Park would be afforded by a new approach to the park from through the
Lighthouse Landing site, with parking made available for Kingsland Point Park
visitors. Access to the Kingsland Point Lighthouse would also be facilitated,
with the new Beekman Place artery leading directly to the Lighthouse. The
pedestrian access provided along the shoreline portion of the site would
effectively provide linkages between the Village’s park at Horan®s Landing and
the Ichabod’s Landing development to the south of the Project site and
Kingsland Point Park to the north of the site. The Committee recognized that,
since the Project site is not publicly-owned, the Project would not itself provide
access to publicly-owned foreshore or water’s edge points, but noted that the
improved access to the Kingsland Point Park, which is publicly-owned, would
give better access to the waterside at that location.

Policies 20, 21, 214, 21B, 21C, 22 and 22A

These are highly significant policies to the site of the Proposal, and in my view
the majority of the Committee, while finding the Project consistent with these
policies, gives them far too little weight in the overall scheme of things. Itis
extremely beneficial to the public that the Project will restore full public access
to the foreshore of the Hudson River. This policy should carry significantly
more weight than the policies the majority of the Committee relied upon in its
misguided attempt to balance the weight of consistency vs. inconsistency.
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2) The developers boast that 30 percent of the 95-acre site will be devoted to
open space, but most of it - except for a sliver of parkland squeczed between the
condos and the river ~ is in a floodplain on the upland side of the railroad
tracks, thus denying the public a meaningful amount of open space along the
waterfront. This is another violation of the LWRP (Policies 19, 20 and 21) and
the standards for the RF District,

The FEIS Alternative Plan includes 10.6 acres of riverfront open space
with improvements to be provided to the Village and consuructed by
the Applicant. These improvements will include a network of paths
creating a continuous pedestrian connection between Kingsland Point
Park on the north and the Ichabod’s Landing riverfront pathway and
Horan’s Landing on the south. The project design creates new
roadways providing public access to the waterfront. In addition, the
Project will include on-street and off-street parking areas which will be
available for public use. The proposed riverfront open space includes
pedestrian paths, bikeways, lawns and landscaped areas, a multi-use
plaza, an L-shaped fishing pier, viewing platform or belvederes
overhanging the River, a floating dock for transient boaters, a launch
dock and expanded beach launch for non-motorized boats, and a
location for an interpretive center near the historic lighthouse.

In the Applicant’s opinion, the FEIS Alternative Plan will provide
significant publicly accessible open space areas on both the East and
West Parcels in addition to the 10.6 acres of riverfront open space.
‘Two soccer fields, three tennis courts and adjacent parking are shown
on the East Parcel, directly south of the Devries Park baseball ficlds.
The placement of these recreational facilities adjacent to the Pocantico
River and within its floodplain is consistent with good planning
practice.’

LWRP - POLICIES 21, 21A-C; 22 & 22A

Policy 21 - Water-dependent and water-enhanced recreation will be encouraged
and facilitated, and will be given priority over non-water-related uses along the
coast provided it is consistent with the preservation and enhancement of other
coastal resources and takes into account demand for such facilities. In
facilitating such activities, priority shall be given to arcas where access to the
recreation opportunities of the coast can be provided by new or existing public
transportation services and to those arcas where the use of the shore is severely
restricted by existing development.

Policy 21A - Water-dependent and water-cnhanced recreation shall be

? “Some recreational uses, of course, are quite compatible with preservation [of natural features]: playing fields
and tennis courts are very often located on floodplains.” The Subdivision and Site Plan Handbook, p. 232, D.

Listokin and C. Walker (1989).

Lighthouse Landing
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encouraged and shall be given priority over non-water related uses at the
following publicly-owned sites:

»  The Village's Riverfront Park property on River Street; and

- Kingsland Point Park and Lighthouse.
Policy 21B - Encourage the devclopment of additional support facilities, and
maintenance of existing facilities, at Kingsland Point Park to increase its
attractiveness and its capacity as a waterfront park for passive and active
recreational uses, including boating, swimming, and fishing.
Policy 21C - In association with any redevelopment of the General Motors
property and the waterfront area immediately south of the General Motors
property, water-dependent and water-enhanced recreational uses shall be
encouraged and shall be given priority over non water-related uses.
Pursue establishment of a system of public access recreational trail linkages from
and between the Tarrytown/Sleepy Hollow Village boundary, the Village's
Riverfront Park property on River Street, Kingsland Point Park, Devries Field,
Philipsburg Manor, Douglas Park, Sleepy Hollow Cemetery, The Old Croton
Aqueduct, The Rockefeller State Park Preserve Lands, and along the Hudson
River and Riverside Drive north of the mouth of the Pocantico River.
Policy 22 - Development, when located adjacent to the shore, will provide for
water-related recreation, whenever such recreational use is compatible with
reasonably anticipated demand for such activities and the primary purpose of
the development.
Policy 22A - In association with any redevelopment of the General Motors
property and the waterfront area immediately south of the General Motors
property, water-related recreation shall be provided as a mixed use, provided
such recreational use(s) is (are) compatible with the primary purpose of the
development.

The impact of the Project in creating linkage trails as contemplated by Policy
21C has been noted in connection with the Committee’s findings under prior
policies. The Committee also noted that parks and fishing piers, as well as
pedestrian trials and scenic overlooks (all part of the Project), are specifically
recognized in the applicable Explanation of Policies for Policy 21 and its sub-
policies as water-related recreational facilities. In general, the Committee found
the Project consistent with the foregoing polices and Policies 22 and 22A
because these policies did not explicitly create a hierarchy giving water-
dependent uses priority over water-related uses but, rather, gave both types of
use priority over non water-related uses. Nevertheless, several members of the
Committee found that the Project paid insufficient attention to water-
dependent recreation, such as “adequate boating services”, “launch sites” and
“docking facilities”. Accordingly, the Project was found to be consistent with
Policies 21, 21A and 21C with two dissenting votes.

Policies 20, 21, 21A, 218, 21C, 22 and 22A

These are highly significant policies to the site of the Proposal, and in my view
the majority of the Committee, while finding the Project consistent with these
policies, gives them far too little weight in the overall scheme of things. It is
extremely beneficial to the public that the Project will restore full public access
to the foreshore of the Hudson River. This policy should carry significantly
more weight than the policies the majority of the Committee relied upon in its
misguided attempt to balance the weight of consistency vs. inconsistency.
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Policy 21: Water-dependent and water-enhanced recreation will be encouraged
and facilitated and will be given priority over non-water related uses along the
coast, provided it is consistent with the preservation and enhancement of other
coastal resources and takes into account demand for such facilities. Priority
shall be given to areas where access to recreational opportunities of the coast can
be provided by new or existing public transportation services and to those areas
where the use of the shore is severely restricted by existing development.

Policy 21C: In association with any redevelopment of the General Motors
property and the waterfront area immediately south of the General Motors
property, water-dependent and water enhanced recreational uses shall be
encouraged and shall be given priority over non water-related uses.

The Lighthouse Landing proposal described in the DEIS does not place a
priority on water dependent and water enhanced recreational uses and, thus, is
inconsisteat with these policies. With the exception of the waterfront
esplanade, and the fishing pier, which is briefly alluded to in the DEIS with no
commitment to build, no other water-dependent or - enhanced uses are
proposed at Lighthouse Landing. The explanation of this policy specifically
identifies boating, swimming and fishing as water-dependent activities. This
project’s design should include some provision for these activities, particularly a
fishing pier and docking facilities for tour boats.

Policy 22A: In association with any redevelopment of the General Motors
property and the waterfront arez immediately south of the General Motors
property, water-related recreation shall be provided for as a mixed v se,
provided such recreational use(s) is (are) compatible with the primary purpose
of the development.

As indicated above, the Lighthouse Landing does not place a priority on water
dependent and water enhanced recreational uses and, thus, is inconsistent with
this policy. The explanation of Policy 21 specifically states boating, swimming
and fishing as water-dependent activities; thus, the project’s should be revised to
include additional provisions for these activities.

The Village Waterfront Advisory Committee found the Project to be
consistent with Policies 21, 21A and 21C in that trail linkages, parks
and fishing piers, as well as pedestrian trials and scenic overlooks were
proposed as part of the Project and are specifically recognized in the
applicable Explanation of Policies for Policy 21 and its sub-policies as
water-related recreational facilities. In response to the request for more
sufficient water-dependent recreation, such as “adequate boating
services”, “launch sites” and “docking facilities”, additional water
dependent uses have been incorporated into the FEIS Alternative Plan
including an interpretive center for the lighthouse, a small craft launch
pier and expanded beach area suitable for walking canoes or kayaks in
the river, a fishing pier and a “dock and dine” dock, thereby increasing
the Project’s consistency with the LWRP, Given the location of the
Federal Navigation Channel approximately 130 feet off the southern
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shore of the project site, and given that the site’s western shoreline is
more exposed to the River, there are physical constraints (e.g., icing,
wave action) which limit the ability to provide certain types of water-
dependent uses on-site. The Village is preparing a Waterfront Use
Master Plan for the entire Village which includes other water
dependent uses already provided or planned for adjacent sites as
discussed in FEIS Appendix 7A.

LWRP - POLICIES 23 & 23A

POLICY 23 - PROTECT, ENHANCE AND RESTORE STRUCTURES,
DISTRICTS, AREAS OR SITES THAT ARE OF SIGNIFICANCE IN THE
HISTORY, ARCHITECTURE, ARCHAEOLOGY OR CULTURE OF THE
STATE, ITS COMMUNITIES, OR THE NATION.

POLICY 23A - PRESERVE AND ENHANCE THE STRUCTURES,
AREAS, OR SITES WITHIN THE VILLAGE OF SLEEPY HOLLOW
THAT ARE CURRENTLY LISTED ON THE STATE AND/OR
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES.

The Committee took note of the fact that the Kingsland Point Lighthouse is
listed on the National Register of Historic Places and is considered to be of
significance to the history of the Village. Although the Lighthouse lies outside
the boundaries of the Project site and is not within the scope of the Project, so
that the Applicant cannot take steps to protect, preserve or enhance the site, the
Committee observed that the site configuration would direct public attention to
the Lighthouse, which would be the focal point of the Beekman Place “main
street”. It was observed that the prominence thus given to the Lighthouse
might encourage the public authorities responsible for the Lighthouse site to
take steps to protect, preserve and enhance the Lighthouse and its site.

Policies 23 and 234
I would concur with the Committee’s sentiment with respect to these policies.

1.4.10 Protect and restore historic and archaeological resources (Policies 23,
23A, 23B and 23C).

The proposed project has to make a better job in protecting and enhancing the
lighthouse and other historic sites in the coastal area.

Comment noted. A location for has been identified within the
riverfront open space north of the historic lighthouse for an
interpretive center, which could house or facilitate programs related to
the history of the lighthouse and the Hudson River.

LWRP - POLICIES 25 & 25A-B

POLICY 25 - PROTECT, RESTORE OR ENHANCE NATURAL AND
MAN-MADE RESOURCES WHICH ARE NOT IDENTIFIED AS BEING
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OF STATEWIDE SIGNIFICANCE, BUT WHICH CONTRIBUTE TC THE
OVERALL SCENIC QUALITY OF THE COASTAL AREA,

POLICY 25A - PROTECT OR ENHANCE VIEWS OF THE HUDSON
RIVER, THE HUDSON RIVER VALLEY, AND THE OPPOSITE SHORE
FROM THE IMMEDIATE RIVERFRONT AS VIEWED FROM
PUBLICLY OWNED PROPERTY,

POLICY 258 - PROTECT OR ENHANCE THE FOLLOWING
IDENTIFIED SCENIC RESOURCES AS AREAS AND VIEWSHEDS
[citing the General Motors Plant Complex and Property as one of nine
identified scenic landscape subunits and the Hudson River from the corner of
Beekman Avenue and Hudson Street as one of twenty-three viewsheds of local
importance].

The Committee acknowledged that, although the Project site has, since the
demolition of the General Motors plant structures, afforded open views of the
Hudson River, at the time of the adoption of the LWTP, the identified scenic
resources and Hudson River views were significantly (and adversely) impacted
by the then-existing plant structures. ‘The Committee understood that any
construction of the site will interrupt the current open views and, consequently,
“diminish the scenic quality of an identified scenic resource [Explanation of
Policies], but also recognized that the protection of River views and identified
veiwsheds contemplated by the LWRTP was not intended rotally prohibit
development. The Committee noted the efforts of the Applicant to preserve and
frame River views by use of the street layout developed for the site. In addition,
the “scales, forms, and materials” proposed by Applicant for its Beekman Place
development seemed “compatible with and [seemed to] add interest to the
landscape™ [#4.]. The Committee concluded that the Project would be
consistent with Policies 25, 25A and 25B, but encouraged the Applicant to
consider alternative designs — both with respect to sizc and placement of
structures — that would more fully provide visual protection for views of the
River, the Hudson River Valley and the opposite shore and would more
effectively enhance identified scenic resources,

Policies 25, 25A and 25B
I would concur with the Committee’s sentiment with respect to these policies.

Policy 25: Protect, restore or enhance natural and man-made resources, which
are not identified as being of Statewide Significance, but contribute to the
overall scenic quality of the coastal area.

The former GM site, on which Lighthouse Landing is proposed, is located in
the Tappan Zee East Scenic District and, as such, development on this 99-acre
site will have an impact on the scenic quality of the coastal area. The final
provisions on Lighthouse Landing’s site plan and the design of its buildings will
determine whether the project contributes — or detracts - from the Tappan Zee
East Scenic District. As proposed, the scale and massing of buildings on the 99-
acre site and the buildings® close proximity to Kingsland Point Park would
dominate the view of Sleepy Hollow and the project site from the Hudson
River,

The project can be made consistent with this policy by reducing building height
to two- and three-stories around the periphery of the site, planting large trees in
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the open space along the Hudson River and establishing an ecological and
recreational buffer between Kingsland Point Park and the project site,

Policy 25A: Protect or enhance views of the Hudson River, the Hudson River
Valley, and the opposite shore from the immediate riverfront as viewed from
publicly owned properties.

Policy 25B: Protect or enhance the following identified scenic resources as
areas and view sheds of local importance: Hudson River from Kingsland Point
Park.

The view from Kingsland Point Park of the Hudson River would include tall
buildings proposed at Lighthouse Landing. This design is likely to degrade
park visitors® quality of experience. Thus, this project’s proposed design is
inconsistent with this policy. Larger setbacks and a substantial buffer from
Kingsland Pont park, as well as more variation in building height on the site,
are needed to mitigate these impacts and bring the project into consistency with
this policy.

1.4.11 Protect and upgrade scenic resources (Policies 25, 25A, and 25B).

The LWRP contains visual standards and conditions for the GM redevelopment
which have not been met. Particularly important, “Vistas of the Hudson River
and its western banks from the site, and from other parts of the Village must be
protected and maintained to the maximum extent possible. The site shall be
developed in such a way as to maximize important views and to provide view
opportunities at the river’s edge and view corridors throughout the
development.”®® The current design preserves partial views of the Hudson from
the GM site, but it does not maximize views to the Hudson or protect view
from the Hudson maximum extent possible to the maximum extent possible.
Various alternative designs should be studies in order to ensure this standard is
met.

3 LWRP, Policy 1, Conditino (c) for the GM Site (emphasis added).

The Village Waterfront Advisory Committee found the Project to be
consistent with Policies 25, 25A and 25B_in that the design of the
Project attempts to preserve and frame River views by use of the street
layout developed for the site. The WAC also found that the scales,
forms, and materials proposed for the Beekman Place development
seemed compatible with the Village. The FEIS Aliernative Plan
preserves and enhances the Beekman Avenue vista to the Hudson
River. Major streets (Beekman Place, Road 2 and Road C) have been
widened at the river to open up views under the FEIS Alternative Plan
including the provision of a wedge-shaped park bordering Road C.
Additonally, Road One, along the site’s western frontage, has been
curved and set further back to expand the riverfront open space and
provide a vegetated buffer adjacent to Kingsland Point Park ranging
from approximately 75 feet to 175 feet in width.
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LWRP - POLICIES 32A; 33; 37;39; 41 & 41A

POLICY 32A - FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IN THE VILLAGE SHALL BE
REQUIRED TO USE STATE OF THE ART LOW FLOW WATER
FIXTURES AND WATER SAVING DEVICES TO REDUCE THE
DEMAND FOR WATER AND REDUCE THE FLOW TO THE SEWAGE
TREATMENT FACILITIES. WHERE PRACTICARBLE, THE
GUIDELINES IN THE NEW YORK STATE MUNICIPAL MODEL
WATER CONSERVATION PLAN SHOULD BE FOLLOWED.

POLICY 33 - BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES WILL BE USED TO
ENSURE THE CONTROL OF STORM WATER RUNOFF AND
COMBINED SEWER. OVERFLOWS DRAINING INTO COASTAL
WATERS,

POLICY 37 - BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES WILL BE UTILIZED
TO MINIMIZE THE NON-POINT DISCHARGE OF EXCESS
NUTRIENTS, ORGANICS AND ERODED SOILS INTO COASTAL
WATERS.

POLICY 39 - THE TRANSPORT, STORAGE, TREATMENT AND
DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTES, PARTICULARLY HAZARDOUS
WASTES, WITHIN COASTAL AREAS WILL BE CONDUCTED IN SUCH
A MANNER SO AS TO PROTECT GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE
WATER SUPPLIES, RECREATION AREAS, AND SCENIC RESOURCES.
POLICY 41 - LAND USE OR DEVELOPMENT IN THE COASTAL AREA
WILL NOT CAUSE FEDERAL OR STATE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
TO BE VIOLATED.

POLICY 41A - LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT IN SLEEPY HOLLOW
SHALL NOT DEGRADE EXISTING AIR QUALITY OR CONTRIBUTE
TO AN INABILITY TO MAINTAIN OR ATTAIN NATIONAL AMBIENT
ATR QUALITY STANDARDS AND SHALL NOT GENERATE OR CAUSE
MORE THAN ONE TON PER YEAR OF TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS TO
BE EMITTED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE.

The Committee recognized that, as a matter of law, the Application will be
legally required to comply with Policies 324, 37, 41 and 41A. With respect to
Policy 33, it was noted that the Project will result in the replacement of part of
the site’s current impervious sutrface with green spaces containing permeable
vegeration. Storm water will be adequately handled by use of the three existing
General Motors outfalls. The Committee observed that waste collection and
disposal is handled by the Village. However, the Committee noted that solid
wastes, including hazardous wastes, could be generated during the Project’s
construction phase. The Applicant was advised that, in order to comply with
Policy 39, it should give strict instructions to its construction contractors that
no wastes are to be dumped in the Hudson River.

Policies 324, 33, 37, 39,41, 41A
I would concur with the Cominittee’s sentiment with respect to these policies.

1.4.14 Protect surface and groundwaters from direct and indirect discharge of

pollutants and from overuse (Policies 30, 31, 33, 35, 354, 35B, 35C,
35D, 35K, 36, 37, 38, 394, 40, 404, 41, 42, 43, and 44),
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The leading source of water quality impairments in surveyed estuaries in
the United States is vunoff from wrban aveas. The Hudson River
Estuary is no exception. The majority of vemaining pollution in the
Hudson River and its tributavies is derived from stovimwater vungff from
impervions surfirces (compacted lawns, parking lots, roofs, driveways,

ete., ).

The project is located along the Hudson River shoreline and associated near
shore habitat. The proposed development would impair such habitat by
maintaining several acres of impervious area. It also fails to “minimize
impervious surfaces to the maximum extent possible,” as required by the
LWRP.*' Impervious surfaces transport high loadings of pollutants and
pathogens to adjacent waterbodies by increasing rates of runoff, increase the
scouring ability of run-off, and adding new sources of pollution. Roads,
driveways and rooftops reduce the infiltration capacity of previously pervious
surfaces, facilitate the concentration and scouring of pollutants to surface
waters, and accelerate stormwater runoff velocities.

There is no meaningful discussion or analysis of the effects of the expected
runoff or ways to reduce the amount of impervious surface. It is not sufficient
for the applicant to rely on the reduction of impervious surface. It is not
sufficient for the applicant to rely on the reduction of impervious surface from
its current state. A meaningful Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan should
be incorporated into the FEIS which thoroughly examines anticipated
stormwater impacts and utilizes green development alternatives and best
management practices.*

The applicant should be required to reduce the amount of planned
imperviousness, both through alternative site design and use of pervious
surfaces wherever possible. Various methods of reducing impervious surface
area, including use of pervious surfacing, should be seriously considered.

%0 $ee Hudson River Estuary Program - Watershed Conservation and Stormwater
Program at http://www.dec.state.ny.us/website/hudson/watershed.html.
*!1 {WRP, Policy 1, Condition (q) for the GM Site.

*2 The DEIS refers to appendix for a “detail discussion of the stormwater management
plan, but provides scant information in Appendix 5.

1.4.17 Protect air quality (Policies 41, 42 and 43).

Air impacts have not been adequately studied in the DEIS; the FEIS must
quantify air impacts and discuss ways to minimize traffic and other sources of
air pollution on the site.

The Applicant will adhere to all local, state and federal regulations
related to construction along the Hudson River, including prohibition
against dumping. The Project will comply with the requirements of
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservaton
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
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Activities. As noted in the response to Comments 5647 and 5648 of
FEIS Section I1.B, the Applicant will prepare a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project in compliance with
NYSDEC’s SPDES permit program.

The FEIS Alternative Plan provides for additional open space, thereby
increasing permeable vegetated areas. The proposed Project will
result in a reduction in the total amount of impervious coverage from
91 acres currently to approximately 60 acres under the FEIS
Aleernative Plan. As such, there will be an overall reducton in the
peak rate of stormwater runoff and the amount of pollutants from the
Site.

Potental air quality impacts associated with the proposed Project have
been thoroughly evaluated in DEIS Section IT1.J and DEIS Appendix
12. As discussed in Section ILI (Traffic & Parking) of this document,
the FEIS Alternative Plan reduces peak hour trip generation from the
Project’s residential and commercial components, which will also serve
to reduce air quality impacts. Supplemental air quality information is
presented in Section II. J of this document.

LWRP - POLICY 44

Policy 44 - Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and
wetland/watercourse complexes and preserve the benefits derived from these
areas.

The Committee noted that the Pocantico River constitutes a tidal wetlands/
watercourse and that the replacement of paved areas adjacent to the River with
green open space would be beneficial for the area, The Committee observed,
however, that the anticipated construction of a new Village Department of
Public Works facility by the Village on the so-called “East Parcel™ as part of the
Project’ can affect the Pocantico River wetlands. Accordingly, the Committee’s
finding that the Project is consistent with Policy 44 is conditional with respect
to the Department of Public Works portion of the Project and the Committee
will retain jurisdiction to consider the Village’s proposal for that construction
when it is developed.

Policy 44
I would concur with the Committee’s sentiment with respect to this policy.

1.4.18 Protect freshwater wetlands (Policy 44).

Riverkeeper believes wetlands protection and restoration for the GM site also
deserves further analysis in the FEIS.

As discussed in the response to Comment PH5901 above, the

FEIS II.A - 60 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. III.A - Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

5118

5643

Lighthouse Landing

proposed DPW facility on the East Parcel has been programmed and
designed by the Village of Sleepy Hollow Consulting Planners and is
illustrated on FEIS Figure No. I-2. See FEIS Appendix 7B for more
detailed information regarding the DPW facility. As discussed in the
response to Comment No. 4508 in Section II.B of this document,
although the ditched wetlands on the East Parcel will be filled for the
soccer fields, they will be recreated and expanded in other areas on the
parcel. One swale (approximately 700 feet long) will be located east
of the proposed soccer fields, and a second connected swale will run in
the medians just south of the westward extension of Continental
Street into the site (120 feet long adjacent to the DPW facility and
approximately 300 feet long adjacent to the proposed commuter
parking lot.) These newly created swales will provide for at least 0.46
acres of new wetland vegetation along the flat, bottom portion of the
swales, representing a doubling of the areal extent of the 0.23 acres of
existing ditched wetand to be filled. Although the lower portions of
the side slopes of the new swales are also expected to support wetland
vegetation, they have not been considered in the 0.46 acres of newly
created wetland area referenced above to provide a conservative
estimate of the proposed wetland mitigation ratio. The wetlands
creation would provide additional water quality function since at least
a 2:1 replacement ratio would be provided for the filling of the
ditches.

LWRP - POLICY SUMMARY

On the basis of its consistency review, the Committee found that the Project, as
currently proposed in the DEIS, was consistent with some of the policies of the
LWRYP and inconsistent with other policies. The Committee, therefore
considered whether the elements of the Project as outlined in the DEIS were, in
the appgregate, consistent or inconsistent with the policies and goals of the
LWRP. The Committee determined, by a vote of 6-0 with one abstention, that
the Project, as a whole, was not consistent with the LWRP. The recommended
to the Applicant that it modify its proposal by incorporation additional water-
dependent uses and reducing the size and density of the Project, in order to
achieve consistency with critical LWRP goals and policies. The Committee
emphasized that its current findings were preliminary based on a draft
environmental impact statement and that final consistency findings would be
made by the Committee on the basis of a final envirenmental impact statement
that might differ significantly from the DEIS. Mr. Stever abstained from the
vote and signified his intention to submit a dissenting consistency finding.

LWRP Summary

As discussed above, Lighthouse Landing is inconsistent with several policies
contained in the Village’s LWRP because the project proposes few water
dependent uses, encroaches upon Kingsland Point Park, imposes visual and
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nojse impacts on the park, precludes the possibility of a trail linking the Hudson
River with Philipse Manor restoration, and is out of the scale and character
with development in Sleepy Hollow.

Modification in design that would better buffer Kingsland Point Park, lower
building heights at the site’ periphery, and additional water-dependent uses
would mitigate these inconsistencies.

Scenic Hudson has proposed an alternative that creates an ecological and
recreational corridor between Kingsland Point Park and Lighthouse Landing.
‘We hope that the Lead Agency and applicant will incorporate the key elements
of this alternative into Lighthouse Landing’s design. In addition to enhancing
the project’s consistency with the Village’s LWRP, these modifications would
provide additional benefits to the Village, its residents and visitors, the
developer, and residents of and visitors to Lighthouse Landing. These benefits
include:

More water-dependent recreational uses;

More effective mitigation of visual impacts;

Enhanced habitat for flora and fauna;

Enhanced water quality;

Protection against flooding;

Direct pedestrian and bicycle connection between the riverfront and
Phiipsburg Manor and site accessible by the Horseman’s Trail; and
» Better buffering of Kingsland Point Park.

Recreation of the historic route of the Pocantico could also provide significant
benefits regarding the project’s inconsistency with the Village’s LWRP. As
discussed above, Lighthouse Landing is inconsistent with several policies
contained in the Village’s LWRP because the project proposes few water
dependent uses, encroaches upon Kingsland Point Park, imposes visual and
noise impacts on the park, precludes the possibility of a trail linking the Hudson
River with Philipse Manor Restoration, and is out of the scale and character
with development in Sleepy Hollow. Restoration of the Pocantico provides the
opportunity to mitigate these inconsistencies.

The restored River could, depending on its exact design, provide greatly
enhanced water-dependent uses, including but not limited to recreational use by
small hand powered craft, fishing and environmental education. Also consistent
with the LWRP, Kingsland Point Park would be further enhanced with
restoration of the original beach for swimming on the north side of the
peninsula and restoration of the historic bathhouse as a bathhouse.

As described herein, many changes have been made in the FEIS
Alternative Plan to respond to the Village Waterfront Advisory
Committee’s preliminary findings of inconsistency with certain
policies of the Sleepy Hollow LWRP. As illustrated in FEIS Figure
No. I-2, the FEIS Alternative Plan incorporates additional water
dependent uses including a interpretive center for the lighthouse,
small craft launch pier and expanded beach launch, fishing pier, and
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“dock and dine” dock, which, in the Applicant’s opinion, which will
enhance the Project’s consistency with LWRP policies. Pursuant to
Policy 1G, the Applicant is willing to work with the Village to expand
the scope of the Project’s shuttle service to connect the Site with the
Village center. The WAC expressed concerns regarding the Project’s
traffic generation and the area’s roadway capacity pursuant to Policy 5
& SA. As discussed in Section I of this document, the overall density
of the Project has been scaled back in the FEIS Alternative Plan, and
will reduce peak hour traffic generation from the Project’s residential
and commercial components. See also response to Comment 302 in
FEIS I1.B related to Scenic Hudson Pocantico River proposal.

1.4.12 Maintain and improve public access to the shoreline and the water-
related recreational facilities while protecting the environment (Policies
1, 1A, 1B, 1D, 1E, 1F, 1H, 2, 24, 4,9, 19, 194, 19B, 19C, 19D,
19E, 19F, 20, 204, 20B, 21, 214, 21B, 21C, 11 and 224).

The LWRP provides precise definitions and standards in relation to these
policies. It defines “access™ as “the ability and right of the public to reach and
use public coastal lands and waters.”® The proposed project fails to provide
access to the Hudson, which is the first requirement for a redevelopment of the
GM.*? It also lack meaningful waterfront recreational areas. By providing a
250-300 buffer/recreational area along the Hudson River and Kingsland Point
Park, the project would function as a true linkage of waterfront propertics and
continue the concept of a linear public waterfront.

36 LWRP, at ITI-36. Public lands are lands “held by Federal, State, Village or County in
fee simple or less-than-fee simple ownership and to which the public has access or could
have access, including underwater lands and the foreshore. Id. At I11-36. And “public
water-related recreational resources or facilities” are “all public land or facilites that are
suitable for passive or active recreation that requires cither water or a waterfront
location.” Id.

37 I, Policy 1, Condition (a) for the GM Site.

38 14, Policy 1, Condition (e) for the GM Site. See also LWRP, Policy 1, Condition (g),
which states, “All future development of the site shall be undertaken in a manner
consistent with the preservation and enhancement of other Village coastal resources as
identified in the Village’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program.”

The FEIS Alternative Plan includes 10.6 acres of riverfront open space
with a network of paths and bikeways creating a continuous
pedestrian connection between Kingsland Point Park on the north and
the Ichabod’s Landing riverfront pathway and Horan’s Landing on
the south. The project design creates new roadways providing public
access to the waterfront. In addition, the project will provide on-
street parking spaces, which will be available for public use including
approximately 105 spaces along Road One and Road A directly
adjacent to the proposed riverfront park. The project design also
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provides for publicly accessible off-street parking areas.

As previously described herein, the FEIS Alternative Plan will enhance
the offering of water dependent uses on-site, including a small craft
launch pier, a widened and lengthened beach area, a fishing pier, and a
“dock and dine” dock, all of which will enhance the waterfront
recreational areas linking the Site with Kingsland Point Park and
Ichabod’s Landing.

LWRP - OTHER COMMENTS

Sleepy Hollow’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) provides a
detailed comprehensive land and water use plan for the Village’s waterfront
area. The Village’s vision for the redevelopment of the General Motors (GM)
site, as presented in the LWRP, provides for a mix of uses which should
include, as a priority, water dependent commercial, water dependent and water
related public recreational uses, and waterfront related public recreational uses,
and waterfront related public education and entertainment {sce LWRT Policy
1H). The LWRP also calls for development on the waterfront to be compatible
with the character of the area, with consideration given to among other things,
scale, density and protection of nearby residential areas from traffic. This
concept for the site is carried throughout the LWRT and is implemented, in
large part, through the Village’s Riverfront Development (RF) zoning district.

The Lighthouse Landing project does not reflect the foregoing, and appears to
conflict with this vision. The DEIS does not sufficiently justify redevelopment
of the GM site without water-dependent commercial or a wider range of water-
related public recreational uses. Table IIL.A-1 in the DEIS summarizes the
LWRY policies and the proposed plan to redevelop the GM site, but neither the
table nor any other part of the DEIS, adequately analyzes the effects of the
redevelopment plan on, and its consistency with, the policies and purposes of
the LWRP and the land and water uses plan contained in it. In addition to the
policy statements themselves, the project must be evaluated for consistency with
the LWRP policy standards and conditions included as policy explanations.
This is important because the policies are implemented, in large part, through
the proposed land and water use and zoning maps included in the LWRP. All
specify that redevelopment of the GM site provide for some type and level of
water-dependent uses. Alternatives providing for more water dependent uses
should be included in the EIS.

The Village Waterfront Advisory Committee (WAC) found the
Proposed Action to be consistent with the majority of the Village of
Sleepy Hollow LWRP policies. As discussed in the response to
Comments 5118 through 5652 above, many changes have been made
in the FEIS Alternative Plan to respond to the WAC’s preliminary
findings of inconsistency related to certain LWRDP policies. The FEIS
Alternative Plan incorporates additional water dependent uses
including an interpretive center for the lighthouse, small craft launch
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pier, fishing pier, and “dock and dine” dock. These on-site
improvements will augment the Village’s overall waterfront master
plan as described in FEIS Appendix 7A.

The Division of Coastal Resources is also concerned with the density and
intensity of uses being proposed at the site, The project includes more than
1,500 residential units, 180,000 square feet of retail space, 50,200 square feet
in office space and a 147-room inn. As proposed, we believe it is not in keeping
with the existing character of the Village. Maintaining this existing character, as
“in the spirit of an old Hudson River waterfront community image,” is required
throughout the LWRP and is reinforced by the State’s Coastal Management
Program policies.

As discussed in Section I of this document, the FEIS Alternative Plan
reduces the number of residential dwelling units by 20 percent from
1,562 (per the DEIS Plan) to 1,250 units. The FEIS Alternative
Plan also provides for a reduction in the proposed commercial floor
area in comparison to the DEIS Plan with the retail space (retail store,
food market, restaurants, cinema) reduced by 26.7 percent from
180,000 square feet (SF) to 132,000 SF and the office building
reduced by 30.3 percent from 50,200 SF to 35,000 SF. The program
for the proposed hotel has also been scaled back by eliminating the
conference center component, and reducing the number of rooms
from 147 to 140 and the restaurant space from 10,000 SF to 5,000
SF.

Architectural guidelines have been have been developed for the Project
by the Applicant’s architect and the Village’s Open Space and Design
Consultants, which detail how elements of the Project will capture
the character of a Hudson River Village (see FEIS I and FEIS
Appendix 2.) The FEIS Alternative Plan has been designed in
compliance with the dimensional requirements of the RF Riverfront
Development District as discussed in the response to Comments 4237
through PH3404 above.

The DEIS also does not provide a satisfactory description and evaluation of the
range of feasible, reasonable alternatives to redevelopment of the site primarily
for residential uses. The lower density alternatives presented in the DEIS
simply decreases the number of residential uses on the site by approximately 6~
(100 units) or 12% (200 units} without any reconfiguration of the project or
reduction in site building coverage. The FEIS should analyze more scaled back
alternatives, with a greater reduction in residential units, a mix of commercial
and other water-dependent and water-related uses, and increased open space,
especially adjacent to Kingsland Point Park. Such alternatives may mitigate
traffic issues and help to bring the development more in line with the existing
community character of the Village. With a greater reduction in residential
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units at the site, and an increase in water-dependent uses, alternatives should be
able to be identified that would advance implementation of the Village’s LWRP.

If commercial water-dependent and water-related uses would not be appropriate
at the GM site, the FEIS should include a detailed summary of assessment
leading to, or supporting, such a conclusion.

See the response to Comment 6402 above regarding the reduction in
the number of residential units and the commercial floor areas under
the FEIS Alternative Plan. Benefits associated with the FEIS
Alternative Plan include, but are not limited to a 28 percent increase
in publicly accessible open space on the West Parcel, an approximate
13.5 to 16.7 percent decrease in the Project’s resident and worker
populations and reductions in peak hour traffic generation from the
Project’s residential and commercial components as discussed in
Section ILI of this document.

As previously discussed herein, the FEIS Alternative Plan
incorporates additional water dependent uses including a small craft
launch dock, an expanded beach area, a fishing pier, and a “dock and
dine” dock. These on-site improvements will augment the Village’s
overall waterfront master plan as described in FEIS Appendix 7A. See
Section I1.IV of this document for information regarding alternatives.

GENERAL -MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES

I request that special attention be paid to the following issues:

- Linkage of the site to the village - Density and traffic — Site contamination -
Use and design of open space - Flooding of Pocantico River -- Architectural
aesthetic as a Historic River Town - Termination of litigation against Village of
Tarrytown — Outreach to the immigrant community of Sleepy Hollow

See the response to Comments 3501 — PH5703 at the beginning of
this section regarding the reduction in density and wraffic generation
associated with the FEIS Alternative Plan. As discussed in Comment
2303 herein, the Village’s Consulting Planners have prepared a plan
addressing the use and design of the open space. The Village Open
Space Plan is discussed in Section I of this document as are issues
related to the Pocantico River and architectural guidelines for the
project. Comments related to Village litigation and outreach to
certain community groups are not specifically related to the Proposed
Action and are not evaluated as part of this SEQR process.)

How are the village’s new development recreation fees assessed to the
Lighthouse Landing project? And the Icahbod Landing project, for that matter?
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The Applicant anticipates that its dedication of land for park and
recreation uses and provision of open space improvements under the
FEIS Alternative Plan will be considered as satisfaction of the Village’s
recreation fee requirement.

b. Public access — Part of what defines a community is the fact that much of the
space within it is open to the public, including roads, walloways and parks.
From the descriptions in the draft EIS, it is clear that the waterfront open space
and the Devries Park expansion are to be placed under public ownership while
the pocket parks are to stay privately owned. What is not discussed is
ownership of, and access provisions for, roads within the development,
walkways and other public-appearing facilities, This aspect should be addressed
and defined.

The on-site roadways will be public streets owned and maintained by
the Village of Sleepy Hollow. The only exceptions are the alleys
planned behind the town homes, which will be private and maintained
by the Lighthouse Landing Master Association. The new “central
park” bordering Road C in the FEIS Alternative Plan will also be
under Village ownership.

I have other concerns as well with this document. I was on the Board of
Trustees of the Village when the LWRP and the zoning was formulated. I find
that if what they are proposing is in accordance with that, I was sold a bill of
goods back then. Because when we said traditional Hudson River village, we
did not envision the industrial core. That is not what we intended to replicate,
That was not our intention. If the density is acceptable again, we were lied to.

In the Applicant’s opinion, the proposed Project has been designed in
accordance with the Village of Sleepy Hollow Local Waterfront
Revitalization Plan and the RF District requirernents. See the
response to Comments 3501 — PH5703 at the beginning of this
section, regarding the reduction in density under the FELS Alternative
Plan.

PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Notwithstanding the above, please note that if any element of this proposal wiil
require autherization from a federal agency, the proposed activity would be
subject to the consistency provisions of the federal Coastal Zone Management
Act and implementing regulations in 15 CFR. Part 930. In that instance a
complete copy of the application to the involved federal agency, a completed
Federal Consistency Assessment Form and certification, and all necessary
supporting data and information should be provided to the Department of State
at the same time it is provided to the involved federal agency. Additional
information regarding these requirements is available from the Department’s
web site at nyswaterfronts.com,
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The Applicant will follow the process at the time federal permits for
activities within the coastal zone are sought.
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FEIS TABLE NO. IL.A-1

LIGHTHOUSE LANDING
SLEEPY HOLLOW, NEW YORK

DENSITY ANALYSIS - INNER-VILLAGE®Y

CENSUS NO. OF LAND
BLOCK DUS AREA D‘?gjéﬁ
NO. (APPROX.) (AC.)

Area A (South of Beckman Avenue)

1004 100 5.34 18.7
1005 59 2.92 20.2
1006 28 2.74 10.2
1007 1 2.08 0.5
2000/2001 86 3.78 22.8
2002 56 2.55 22.0
2003 53 2.45 216
2004 49 2.59 18.9
2005 68 4,61 14.8
2006 @ 141 5.28 26.7
2007 ¥ 164 3.36 48.8
3000 90 7.31 12.3
3001 127 8.37 15.2
3002 1 5.03 0.2
3003 135 4.87 27.7
3004 60 3.40 17.6
Total 1,218 66.68 18.3
Area B (North of Beckman Avenue)

1002 46 4.62 10.0
1003 117 10.67 11.0
4004 35 8.20 43
4005 69 6.78 102
4006 41 1,51 27.2
4007 60 3.08 19.5
4008 4 0.64 6.3
4009 79 4.06 19.5
4010 438 3.11 15.4
4011 76 6.66 114
4012 @ 255 3.73 68.4
Total 830 53.06 15.7
Areas A& B

Combined 2,048 119.74 17.1

) Based on US Census 2000 data for Tract 116.

@ Block 2006 includes the Margota Courts Apartments (85 dus).
® Block 2007 includes the College Arms Aparements (164% dus),
“ Block 4012 includes the Van Tasscl Apartments {255+ dus).
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FEIS TABLE NO. IL.A-2

LIGHTHOUSE LANDING
SLEEPY HOLLOW, NEW YORK

ZONING COMPLIANCE - FEIS ALTERNATIVE PLAN

RF District Zoning Requirements RF-Riverfront FEIS
Development District Alternative Plan
(All Districts) (Fig. 1-2)

62- RF District Regulations — Height and
5.1 Setback
(1) | South of Beckman Avenue
(a) | Within 25° of Hudson River Marina bldgs or water N.A.
dependent uses only; max,
height — 15 ft.
{b) | Beyond 25’ from river Max, hgt - 35 ft.; 42 ft. if 35
structured parking provided
(2) | North of Beekman Avenue
{a) | Within 25’ of Hudson River Marina bldgs. or water To comply with zoning
dependent uses only; max.
height — 15 ft
(b) | Berween 25-100° from river Marina bldgs. or water Village Interpretive
dependent uses only; max. Center within waterfrone
height- 25 ft open space to comply
with zoning
(c) | Berween 100-200° from river Max, height - 45 ft. 45’
{d) | Berween 200 from river and Max. height - 65 ft. 65
300° west of M-N RR property
{c) | Between west side of M-N RR Max height - 42 fr. 60°**
property and 300° to west
{f) | To the cast of the east side of M- | Max. height - 65 ft. 35’ to 45
N RR property
62- RF District Regulations — General
5.1
Min. Lot Size 20 acres 94.5 acres
Max. Bldg. Coverage of Gross 35% 22%
Development Area
Max. FAR (of Gross Development 0.8 .60
Area)
Max. Impervious Coverage of Gross | 70% 63%

Development Area

Max. Height 35 ft., except as provided in Varies —see above
X(1) and X(2) above

Min. GDA per Dwelling Unit 2,200 sf 3,290 sf

Min. Frontage Along Public ROW 100 fect 700 feet

Min. Perimeter Buffer 75 feet 75 feet

Min. Open Space of GDA 15% 31%

**Zoning Amendment to be sought

540 06-12-19 Zoning Compliance - FEIS Alternative Plan TABLE I1.A-2.doc
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT/RESPONSE

302

505

605

1102

1501
1701

3302

3503

Lighthouse Landing

RESTORATION QF POCANTICO RIVER/CREATION OF
BUFFER ADJACENT TO KINGSLAND POINT PARK

Also, I support Scenic Hudson®s recommendation to restore the original mouth
of the Pocantico River. First, this restoration will provide a critical buffer of
open space between the Philipse Manor and Kingsland Point Park and the new
development. This is important environmentally as well as aesthetically.
Second, the buffer of river will address the density issued by lowering the
number of residential units. Third, it will ensure that the floodwaters will not
flood the Devries Park area.

5) Pocantico River - I support the restoration of the Pocantico River to its
original course as suggested by Scenic Hudson.

5) Pocantico River - I support the restoration of the Pocantico River to its
original state as per Scenic Hudson’s suggested plan.

Also, I support Scenic Hudson’s recommendation to restore the original mouth
of the Pocantico River. First, this restoration will provide a critical buffer of
open space between the Philipse Manor and Kingsland Point Park and the new
development, This is important environmentally as well as aesthetically.
Second, the buffer of river will address the density issue by lowering the number
of residential units. Third, it will ensure that the floodwaters will not flood the
Devries Park area.

A widening and rerouting of the Pocantico (Mill) River is almost a MUST!

1 specifically request that:

- A buffer area be provided between the Roseland development site and
Kingsland Pt. Park

- This buffer area be preserved for the potential ecological restoration of the
Pocantico River and the linkage of the Horseman’s trail to the Hudson River
waterfront

‘We wish to add for these written comments our specific support for studying
the feasibility of reopening the branch of the Pocantico River, as proposed by
Scenic Hudson, as this oppottunity would undoubtedly have major flood
control benefits, as well as providing new recreational and educational
opportunities to the residents.

The third issue is Roseland’s not providing a buffer area between their
development and Kingsland Point Park. This buffer arca is very important, and
should be used for the restoration of the Pocantico River to its original route to
the Hudson. If Roseland provides for the Pocantico restoration, they will have
a second waterfront to further enhance the value of their property. The buffer
area will also add to the open spaces of the project, and I believe the project
needs more open space than its proposal provides.
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Finally, I would like to add that I support Scenic Hudson’s proposal to restore
the Pocantico River, as this could alleviate flooding and increase wildlife
habitat.

Westchester Land Trust supports the restoration of the Pocantico River as part
of the Lighthouse Landing project. The redevelopment of the site presents a
unique opportunity to make real improvements to an ecosystem that has been
impaired for decades. Public access, fish and wildlife habitats and flood control
would all benefit if the Pocantico were restored.

As Westchester’s leading private land preservation organization and a strong
supporter of smart growth, we applaud the Village of Sleepy Hollow for its
careful approach to redeveloping the site, and we hope the village gives careful
consideration to the Pocantico restoration.

In addition, I support Scenic Hudson’s recommendation that the village further
investigate the potential of greater linkage between Philipsburg Manor, Devries
Park, Kingsland Point Park, and the Hudson River as well as the Pocantico
River restoration. We have an unprecedented opportunity to create a riverfront
that is beautiful, natural, adds to the village’s special character and economy,
and is accessible to everyone. Please support the restoration of the Pocantico
River to its original course.

I would like to ask the Village to support Scenic Hudson’s proposal to partially
reestablish the path of the Pocantico River. This is our chance to reverse the
exacerbated flooding and silting conditions caused by the river having been re-
routed. The effects of a heavy rain, in conjunction with a full moon and high
tide, have caused the river to, very rapidly, rage to the level of the water pipe
that spans the river on the Philipsburg Manor property, swallow half of the
pasture on its north shore and the Headless Horseman trail on its south.
Ordinary flood situations, such as this, pale in comparison to the effects of
natural disasters, such as the devastation caused by Hurricane Floyd. If the
statutes of limitation on mitigation under the Wetlands Act extended
historically to the time of G.M.’s initial impact on the river and its boundaries,
restoration of the river would be mandatory. Partial restoration of the river
would also necessitate addressing contaminants in the soil rather than recycling
them back into the land as fill or simply paving over them.

The SEQRA documents are ultimately the responsibility of the Village Board of
Trustees. This is the Board’s EIS and, although the applicants are preparing the
DEIS and will prepare the FEIS, is it the Board that must adopt the FEIS. The
public policy, normative choices, and legal compliance in adopting the FEIS,
rests squarely under SEQRA with the Board of Trustees. In order to make
such choices, the Board will need to consider thoroughly reasonable alternative
development visions, such as the very plausible and even more conservative
proposals made by Scenic Hudson, for the establishment of an additional cutlet
for the Pocantico River, near the bed through which it once flowed. The
various alternative ways of restoring the Pocantico estuary, for enhancing
biodiversity, for water-dependent recreation, as a buffer to Kingsland Point
Park and certainly for flood control, should be identified, and studied and set
forth in the FEIS. Scenic Hudson appeared before the Planning Board and
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presented a detailed analysis of its proposal. This is the sort of imaginative
restoration biology that the development of the GM site permits, and even
invites given its environmental setting on the Hudson River and the
preservation over the years of the geological wonder that is Kingsland Point.

The Planning Board is concerned that not all of the statements contained in the
DEIS are supported by data, either in the text of the DEIS or in the appendices,
and thus often present unsubstantiated opinions on the part of the applicants,
Under the NY State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the DEIS
must provide a factual foundation for the proposed development plans, as well
as reasonable alternatives to the plans. Since the SEQRA the DEIS is the
Statement of the Village Board of Trustees, and not of the applicants, it will be
necessary to easure that the FEIS is complete and conforms to the requirements
of SEQRA in all respects. The Planning Board notes that the DEIS should
have reflected the environmental data on the Pocantico River reflected in the
Planning Board’s FEIS prepared for the dredging of the Pocantico River by
HHYV, especially in the region between the dam and the Hudson River.

There must be a buffer zone between the townhouses of the Lighthouse
Landing development and the park. A buffer of varying widths should be
considered, but with a 70 - 100 year average width. The units that are now
proposed to front on the park need to be eliminated, to avoid the evident
adverse impact on the parklands. The proposal for establishing a second estuary
entrance for the Pocantico River, along the southeast side of what was once the
peninsula of Kinsgland Point, should be carefully considered as a possible key
component of the buffer proposal. The bedrock of the Kingsland Point is stable
and a small estuary and wetlands could be restored. The FEIS should engage
appropriate biologists, such as Boyce Thompson Labs at Cornell University
(formerly in Yonkers}, which had restored the wetlands at Camp Smith on the
Hudson River, to scope out the possibility of restoring an estuary mouth for the
Pocantico River. Wetlands historically appeared on maps of the area adjacent to
Kingsland Point, and thus could be restored there in the future.

The FEIS should show a biological restoration of the area. This would establish
a buffer between the park and the development, and would also allow for
establishing water dependent uses, which could be accessed from the parkland
itself. The FEIS should show an appropriate shorefront walkway on the
southeast side, and appropriate water dependent uses (e.g. canoe and kayak
launch sites, nature walks into wetlands, etc.} on the southwest side of a new
Pocantico estuary. This new Pocantico River access also ties into using the new
waterway as an outlet for floodwaters from the Pocantico watershed. The
comparison of a river access as opposed to a culvert or covered storm pipe might
usefully be set forth, in order to assess the advantages and disadvantages of
each. If the river estuary were established, a further pedestrian bridge would be
needed to cross the new Pocantico estuary for access to the park from the west
parcel of Lighthouse Landing,

The Planning Board has had a presentation by the planner for Scenic Hudson
and finds its proposals to be reasoned and based on careful hydrological and
other studies. Analysis of the Han Padron report on flooding, and the date that
it compiles, submitted by Scenic Hudson, will be essential to an understanding
of the flooding conditions in the Pocantico watershed and lower Pocantico, and
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a precautionary approach based on that data needs to be built into the redesign
of the proposal in order to comply with SEQRA. The Planning Board views
the Scenic Hudson proposal for the Pocantico River to be a plavsible alternative
that requires full analysis in the FEIS, in order for the Village Board of Trustees
to weigh the viable alternatives as to flood control, a buffer next to the
Kingsland Point Park, and other related aspects of the development adjacent to
the Park and relevant to the confluence of the waters of the Hudson and the
Pocantico. Historic Hudson Valley’s proposal to recreate a tenant farmstead on
the east parcel with mostly open land and a few buildings would appear to be an
appropriate use of the parts of the east parcel, given the propensity of the cast
parcel to flood. The design of athletic fields on the east parcel should be done
0 as to ensure that any flooding of these areas would not endanger chiidren or
other members of the public who would have access to those facilities,

The DEIS at present is lacking in data on the estuarine nature of the Hudson,
its relationship to the Pocantico River, and the viable alternative choices for
handling these flooding, public safety, biodiversity enhancement, water
dependent recreational uses, and aesthetics.

The Planning Board notes that the Roseland proposals presently impact
adversely on Kingsland Point Park in ways that are inconsistent with GM’s
obligations in the land use, biodiversity and cleanup requirements (EN25, and
EN32) of its Property Redevelopment policies (GM website accessed 2/17/05),
GM is a codeveloper of the Lighthouse Landing, and the Planning Board would
expect that Roseland would ensure that its submissions are consistent with, and
reflect, the corporate social responsibility policies of GM in this respect.

I am writing to request your active leadership in pursuing the restoration of the
Pocantico River as an integral component of the redevelopment of the General
Motors site.

The Friends of the Rockefeller Park Preserve have carefully studied the vision of
this restoration initiative proposed by Scenic Hudson and will be submitting
formal comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, urging the
Village as lead agency to include it in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Lighthouse Landing. I wholeheartedly support this position.

This is a once-in-a-century opportunity to restore the historical corridor that
linked Philipsburg Manor to the river and beyond, to restore the ecology of the
site, and to create recreational and aesthetic benefits that will make this a world-
class development,

Finally, this is an opportunity for you to establish your legacy as visionary leader
- not just jn Sleepy Hollow - but throughout the Hudson Valley and the
nation. I urge you to rise to the challenge.

Restoration of the Pocantico

Scenic Hudson has long advocated for the project to include the restoration of
the historic channel of the Lower Pocantico River. There are many reasons for
this. In addition to undoing some of the ecological damage done over the past
century to what was once the Bay and the original course of the Pocantico, we

believe that this action would also serve to significantly mitigate some of the
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adverse impacts caused by the proposed project, as discussed below.
Unfortunately, the DEIS summarily rejects this option. We believe that the
project sponsors and the Village should give serious consideration to and
ultimately adopt this alternative.

The restoration could take the form of a second outlet following the
approximate historical alignment of the river before General Motors filled it in
the late 1920%. Additionally, we have advocated for the connection of the
Horseman’s Trail through this buffer area as included in the Village’s Linkages
Committee Plan. This would include the development of a new user-friendly
pedestrian bridge over the MetroNorth railroad easement as also illustrated in
the village’s Open Space Pramework Plan. The existing General Motors
pedestrian bridge located about 2000 feet to the south of this location could
potentially be relocated for this purpose rather than demolished. Ramps could
be added on each side making this a user-friendly crossing for the Horseman’s
Trail.

(See Illustration: Potential Integration of Restored Pocantico River in
Roseland Plan)

As discussed in the attached report by Han Padron Associates, an additional
outlet to the Hudson would assist in preventing flooding on portions of the site
both east and west of the railroad tracks, including Devries Park and portions of
the project site intended for future Village use. While it may be true that the
project itself, as opposed to prior activities by General Motors, will not
exacerbate the existing flooding conditions of the Lower Pocantico, General
Motors should fulfill its global policy commitment to restore the natural
features and biodiversity of its former plant sites in this case,

HPA performed a comprehensive flood study of the Lower Pocantico River,
including portions of the Lighthouse Landing site. (See Attachment No. 3,
“Flood Mitigation Feasibility Study - Lower Pocantico River - Sleepy Hollow,
New York,” dated April 2004.)

Recreation of the historic route of the Pocantico could also provide significant
benefits regarding the project’s inconsistency with the Village’s LWRP. As
discussed above, Lighthouse Landing is inconsistent with several policies
contained in the Village’s LWRDP because the project proposes few water
dependent uses, encroaches upon Kingsland Point Park, imposes visual and
noise impacts on the park, precludes the possibility of a trail linking the Hudson
River with Philipse Manor Restoration, and is out of the scale and character
with development in Sleepy Hollow. Restoration of the Pocantico provides the
opportunity to mitigate these inconsistencies,

The restored River could, depending on its exact design, provide greatly
enhanced water-dependent uses, including but not limited to recreational use by
small hand powered craft, fishing and environmental education. Also consistent
with the LWRP, Kingsland Point Park would be further enhanced with
restoration of the original beach for swimming on the north side of the
peninsula and restoration of the historic bathhouse as a bathhouse.

Conclusion
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For the reasons stated above, we believe that the FEIS should include an
analysis of restoration of the Pocantico and its adoption as the preferred
alternative. At a minimum, the FEIS should set aside the necessary land as a
buffer between the project and Kingsland Point Park, thus preserving the
option of full restoration at a later date.

Sctting aside the necessary land for such a project would also be one way to
reduce the density of the project. This could take the form of an approximately
1500 foot long strip of land along the northern edge of the GM site 200 feet in
width. An alternative to this could potentially place part of the proposed river
channel within the lower parking lot area of Kingsland Point Park.

This option deserves a hard look. We will be entering into the record the above
mentioned engineering and ecological studies that show significant benefits
form this option, including flood mitigation, recreational benefits, and
restoration of the ecological diversity that was taken away when GM rerouted
the Pocantico decades ago.

Additionally, I would suggest that the Lead Agency and Roseland serjously
consider the feasibility of the restoration of the Pocantico River as outlined by
Scenic Hudson. Providing that the engincering is sound, that the cost is
reasonable and that issues of contamination of the existing soils does not pose a
significant risk to human health or the environment, the restoration of the
Pocantico River would have significant benefits to the community. The
restoration would provide an additional river front access, would act as a buffer
between Light House Landing and Kingsland Point Park, provide crucial
habitat for many aquatic and terrestrial species and would provide an additional
outflow that would provide flood mitigation.

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Sleepy Hollow Cemetery, we urge

General Motors, Roseland Properties and the Village of Sleepy Hollow to
consider whether Scenic Hudson’s proposal regarding the Pocantico River
might be part of the solution regarding the river’s flooding.

The Pocantico River flows through the Cemetery and, other than near Dell
Street, remains as it was in the days of Washington Irving. Since there van be
no gravesites along its banks, it will be well preserved for future generations.
There have been changes in the river’s flow caused by the embankments
supporting houses on Dell Street. When the Pocantico overflows its banks, the
Cemetery’s garage and workshops are flooded. This has occurred with greater
frequency in recent years, With additional erosion, the problem will only
WOrsen.

The Cemetery’s bridge which spans the river has been attractively designed to
look and sound like an original wooden structure, but is actually concrete. This
has been necessary to permit trucks, including concrete trucks, to service the
easterly portion of the Cemetery. While this bridge survived Hurricane Floyd,
we are concerned that it may not survive future flooding,.

We therefore urge that, whether Scenic Hudson’s proposal is accepted or not,

that any and all restoration investigations take a comprehensive look at the
Pocantico on a watershed level. Since there must be consideration of protecting
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the lands adjacent to Kingsland Point Park, there will be time to conduct the
needed research to address the restoration needs of the entire Pocantico River
system, both upstream and downstream of the project area. Researching of
restoration potential will therefore not delay the development.

On behalf of the Board of the Friends of the Rockefeller State Park Preserve I
would like to register our support for the proposal to restore the Pocantico
River estuary as it increases connectivity for both wildlife and recreation.

‘We would be concerned about any plan which might lead to the need for water
retention systems upstream in the Park Preserve and would want to see the
potential impacts of these, both positive and negative, carefully examined.

The Draft EIS fails to consider comments numbered 3 and 4 of our Draft Scope
comment letter dated May 23, 2003, which recornmended that the applicant
assess the feasibility of restoring the hydrology and habitat of the Pocantico
River’s existing channel, and impairments to the river caused by the historic GM
site development, We continue to believe that this project offers opportunities
for potentially significant benefits to aquatic habitat and flood mitigation which
should be thoroughly explored. We continue to be available to assist the village
and the application in this effort.

‘We just also like to support Scenic Hudson’s investigation of restoring the
Pocantico River and seeing what that would entail and keeping it as something
to consider.

T'o this Scenic Hudson has added the potential of restoring the Pocantico River
to the course it ran for over one hundred years. To date, Roseland Properties
has not incorporated this concept into its development and it is not reflected in
the DEIS. We look forward to presenting the results of research that
demonstrates the potential for significant benefits associated with this option.

Scenic Hudson will provide comprehensive comments on the Lighthouse
Landing DEIS before the end of the comment period on March 8. These
comments will address issues related to:

Our assessment of site contamination and our initial response to the remedial
plan. The need for a buffer between Kingsland Point Park with a potential for
ecological restoration, including the restoration of the Pocantico River for floor
control, recreational and aesthetic benefits. Water and wastewater capacity
issues. And finally the density of the development and impacts on traffic and
village services.

GM also has a basic policy of identifying water sources and related ecosystems
that deal with drainage and run off. And here too I think if we take a look at
ways to handle the flooding on this site, we will see an interesting application of
GM’s work.

GM takes a great deal of pride in fact in a number of its restorations of former
industrial sites for going beyond just, you know, changing the site. As GM says
many of GM’s activities go well beyond regulatory requirements, ponds,
wetlands, forests and other environments provide habitat for a variety of plants,
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insects, birds, fish, mammals while fulfilling other functions that are critical to
the world’s existence.

GM, therefore, has a commitment as a company to the question of bio diversity,
and I think we have an obligation as we take a look at the Pocantico Estuary to
apalyze that bio diversity in the environmental impact statement.

In the use of the buffer we think the EIS should look at the alternative uses of

the buffer, and that could be anything from just allowing it to come down into
a small field area or the question of restoring the wetlands and the Estuary that
used to be somewhere in Slaperhaven,

We will never go back to what the Dutch saw or the early New Yorkers saw, but
we can in effect come up with a restoration biclogy approach here which needs
to be studied and revert to some of the access to the Hudson and to an estuary
experience that you get a lietle further up.

Historic Hudson Valley doesn’t really let people get down to the water, There
is no place to get down to the water. Even Devries Park doesn’t let you get
down to the water. This ought to be studied as we look at the alternatives.

We understand that and have had a presentation from the planner for Scenic
Hudson about the restoration of the Pocantico River. We think this is a
reasonable alternative that must be studied in the final EIS. The EIS in fact is
somewhat defective in its analysis of the Scenic Hudson study. It simply says
it’s too expensive and we can’t do it, but there is nothing in the appendices that
supports that the EIS has to adequately support any of its statements with the
full documentation.

The Planning Board would like to see that analysis fully developed.

Flood control. Beyond Tropical Storm Floyd we are going to have to come up
with one of three options for flood control on this site. Either we are going to
have to reopen the estuary and the river so that it - it’s a small little stream, but
is capable of handling a flood surge.

Wetlands absorb a great deal of flood water, and with proper design if the
Pocantico had a second mouth, there might be a way to channel the flood
waters so that we would not have significant flooding.

The second is to work with the New York State Department of Parks and
Recreation and Historic Preservation at the Rockefeller State Preserve to help
maintain places upstream where water could be retained in retention basins that
would, that already floods up there as any of you who use the park know, and
therefore, they have to close hiking trails. And it might be possible to do some
redesign upstream that would retain the flood waters.

Right now the Pocantico scours out the cemetery area. It is very bad, The
cemetery would like to sec flood water retained further upstream, and I think
the Planning Board would also. You can also do both. You can do some
upstream retention and do some development of the flood surge.
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But this is an obligation that is a legacy obligation of General Motors which ’'m
sure General Motors and Roseland are going to address.

We are proposing to restore the Pocantico to its original or to its historic course
here, not by ending the existing branch, but by adding a new branch....

And we are proposing that this buffer area be preserved so that that option
which still requires analysis and vetting to ensure its feasibility, that option will
be available for us to work on collaboratively.

Since the project will change the Sleepy Hollow waterfront for years to come,
FCWC supports and urges our careful consideration of this development
proposal as a unique opportunity to restore a wetland estuary and to reduce
Pocantico River flooding,.

This is an opportunity to restore wetlands and create a buffer between the
Kingsland Point Park boundary, one of our important County parks, and the
proposed development to allow further investigation of the potential ecological
restoration of this area....

Proposals to create a small biologically active estuary stream that can connect
with the Pocantico and Hudson River should be carefully considered and
implemented. It could not only potentially restore valuable ecological systems
and natural habitats, but would also provide important recreational, cultural
and educational benefits for the community and the proposed development.

If obtaining the benefits of the wetlands restoration requires a small reduction
in the number of housing units proposed — we certainly had not put any
percentage on this at all ~ we recommend that the Village require such a
reduction to be able to further investigate the restoration options as a separate
undertaking. This opportunity is unique and very significant,

Yes, there is a ring of green crescent around the density, but there is no real
engagement with the Hudson River. Someone spoke last week about the
Beczak Nature Center in Yonkers. There has been a long standing opportunity
to bring the Pocantico River back to life into the Hudson. Do entwine it
naturally, aesthetically, environmentally within the life of your project. ...

No only would you mitigate the flooding issue paramount in the flood plain,
that you will be spending billions to build upon, but - and I can’t say this
enough - you will enrich the River’s habitat, its geological structure and
surroundings.

Why wouldn’t you create an environment by which the Sleepy Hollow youth
could study the river, perhaps kayak as the scenic Hudson Park interacts with
the river in some meaningful way besides driving down there to enter another
Westchester multiplex movie theatre or mall. ..,

Insert a river that meanders through a section of your development that creates

view shed surprises, a lovely bike path, walking paths to lead you naturally
generally to the River. ...
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Your public will be grateful to you for creating a mini city that really comes to
life with its river reclamation, habitat reclamation; not just by using the river
view shed as a back drop for scenically located apartments and commercial
space. ...

And make sure ~ this is probably not the place for it — but when you plant, plant
native species along the esplanade in addition.

The scoping document also calls for the restoration of the Pocantico River. Let
me clarify one thing here. The resolution of the Board of Trustees stated
correctly, we believe, that the re-location of the Pocantico River would
constitute an amenity not the result of an Environmental Impact Statement,
But still, it has to be studied.

For my second point I wear my garden club past president hat, First of all, I
endorse our president’s statement made at the high school in support of Scenic
Hudson Pocantico River restorations study.

This week, February 21* to 26" happens to be Flood Awareness Week in New
York State declared by NOAA, the National Weather Service and the New York
State Emergency Management Office. So today’s special topic is flash flooding.
I am proud that Scenic Hudson and our Village Planning Board and others
have anticipated the needs for this in their proposals to protect and restore the
waterfront and the Pocantico.

A number of comments summarized above refer to GM?s corporate
environmental policies and commitment to resource management and
biodiversity in suggesting that restoration of the Pocantico is
consistent with GM policy. Indeed, GM’s overall objective is to
return surplus properties to productive reuses. GM consulted with
real estate experts as well as local and regional government officials in
developing the general concept for Site reuse. GM teamed with
Roseland to rake that general concept to reality, in accordance with
the SEQRA process. The plan devised by Roseland was shared with
community leaders and interested citizens, and desired enhancements
that are believed to benefit both the local community and the local
environment were considered. Environmental and water dependent
use-based enhancements to the Site concept plan offered in response
to the SEQR review are considered by GM and Roseland to be
practical and consistent with the proposed end use of the Site.
Furthermore, the FEIS Alternative Plan provides for an extensive
buffer area between the development and Kingsland Point Park from
the cove/beach area north to the proposed Park parking area, within
which a proposed estuary to the Pocantico could be located. The
FEIS Alternative Plan also includes provision for some or all of this
buffer area to be transferred to a conservancy or other not-for-profit
entity that would assume responsibility for evaluating the feasibility of
the estuary and, if the concept is found to be feasible, obtaining the

FEIS II.B - 10 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS
DEIS Sec. III.B - Land, Water and Ecological Resources

necessary approvals, providing the necessary assurances to the
Applicant, and constructing the estuary. Specific responses follow
which amplify on these matters.

The comments summarized above, in whole or in part, relate to the
proposal advanced by Scenic Hudson, Inc. (Scenic Hudson) to
establish an additional outlet for the Pocantico River between the Site
and Kingsland Point Park and concomitant requests that the EIS
should consider this proposal as an alternative to the proposed
redevelopment.! The goals of the proposed relocation, as expressed in
the comments above, are primarily to reduce flooding from the
Pocantico, lower Project density, provide an increased buffer between
the development and Kingsland Point Park, allow for linkage of the
Horseman’s Trail from the Hudson River to Philipsburg Manor
Restoration, establish an estuary and biological restoration, and
generate additional water dependent uses from the relocated
Pocantico River.

As explained below, the Project does not impact flooding and is not
adversely affected by the existing flooding from the Pocantico. The
FEIS Alternative Plan significantly lowers density, provides a
landscaped buffer (generally ranging from 75 to 175 feet in width
between the development and Kingsland Point Park, and extending
over 1,000 feet from the expanded cove/beach area to the proposed
Kingsland Point Park parking area) and does not impact the existing
connection between DeVries Park and the Horseman’s Trail; a
relocated river is not necessary to achieve these objectives. The Site is
almost entirely capped by existing concrete slab or asphalt pavement,
and has been used for industrial and municipal uses for over a century;
it has little or no wildlife value, Moreover, to the limited extent
wetlands (i.e., drainage ditches) on the East Parcel are impacted, the
Project will create new and more valuable water quality swales to treat
runoff from the proposed municipal facilities and commuter/resident
parking arca on the East Parcel. The Project will create significant
water dependent and water-related uses for public use, including a
floating dock for small craft launch, a widened beach for walking
canoes and kayaks into the river, a fishing pier, and a “Dock and
Dine” dock.

' The comments mischaracterize the Scenic Hudson proposal as a “restoration” of the Pocantico River. To restore
the original course of the Pocantico would require recreating most of Pocantico Bay, which was fitled in over the
last century and a half by numnerous entities, public and private (and not just GM).
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Scenic Hudson and others advocated the inclusion of the proposed
relocation when the Scope for the DEIS was prepared. The Village
Board declined to include this proposal as an alternative that needed
to be considered in the DEIS, reasoning that it was not a reasonable
alternative because relocation of the Pocantico is not an objective of
the Lighthouse Landing Project. (See DEILS at IIT.A-48.) In the
Applicant’s opinion, this determination is fully consistent with
SEQRA; an alternative, to even reach a threshold of reasonableness,
must achieve the basic objectives of the proposed action. The
Pocantico River relocation has no nexus to, and is unrelated to the
goals of, the proposed Lighthouse Landing redevelopment.

SEQRA also requires the consideration of reasonable alternartives that
would ameliorate significant adverse environmental impacts of a
proposed action. As noted above, relocation of the Pocantico River
has been proposed as a means to mitigate asserted significant adverse
effects of the Project on flooding or, conversely, the significant effect
of existing flooding on the Project. However, neither of these
postulated impacts will result from the project. Thus, there is no
lawful basis to compel the Applicant to study a proposal to ameliorate
conditions that do not exist.

Lighthouse Landing will not cause flooding or exacerbate flooding
that now occurs. Stormwater runoff from the Project will be
managed according to the stormwater management plan described in
the DEIS (at ITI.B-34 through III.B-35 and Appendix 5) and
amplified in this Section of the FEIS. Through the implementation of
the project’s Stormwater Management Plan, flows from the Site to
both the Hudson and Pocantico Rivers are expected to decrease from
current rates. Flooding caused by the Pocantico, which is a principal
focus of the rationale for the relocation proposal, is unrelated to
conditions at the Site. Flooding of the Pocantico River is primarily a
product of constrictions in the River east (upstream) of the dam at
Philipsburg Manor. The Project will have no effect on those
conditions. Further, the East Parcel elevations will remain generally
as they are today, so that development of that Parcel will not lessen
existing flood storage. Finally, the impervious surface that now covers
virtually all of the East Parcel will be replaced with permeable open
space on much of this area, thereby increasing recharge — an
environmental benefit — and decreasing the volume of runoff to the
Pocantico. (DELS atII-91.) The existing impervious surface on the
East Parcel is 21.6 acres. The proposed impervious surface on the
East Parcel is about 12 acres representing a 44 percent reduction over
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existing conditions. Consequently, the Project will not contribute to
any flooding by either River.

Analogously, the Project will not be affected by the existing flooding
from the Pocantico. The West and South Parcels are unaffected by
any current flooding from the Pocantico. The limited flooding that
presently occurs on the East Parcel results from upstream flows during
large storm events overtopping the river banks onto the Site. The
duration of any waters remaining off-site will be lessened by the
Project due to the substantial decrease in impervious surface. Finally,
the Applicant has also agreed to coordinate with the Village Open
Space consultants in their design of the East Parcel improvements
(including soccer fields, parking areas and other open spaces} to
accommaodate any remaining floodwaters from the Pocantico River.
Accordingly, to the extent that the River might occasionally overflow
its banks onto the East Parcel, use of the open space will be affected
for only a limited duration. In the Applicant’s opinion, this
temporary impact — which will only occur after severe flooding when
the open space is not likely to be extensively used — is not a significant
impact.

Many of the comments on the proposal erroneously assume that
Scenic Hudson has commissioned studies that demonstrate the
environmental, engineering and economic feasibility of its proposal.
However, as Scenic Hudson has acknowledged, its concept is very
preliminary and requires extensive study before the proposal could be
found to be feasible. (See comments of Ned Sullivan, President of
Scenic Hudson, Feb. 19, 2005 DEIS Public Hearing.) This is
confirmed by the reports commissioned by Scenic Hudson.

The Han-Padron Associates Flood Mitigation Feasibility Study (April
2004) (Han-Padron Report), is a “preliminary feasibility level study,”
which notes that “[s]ignificant additional data and analysis will be
needed for final design, permitting, and construction cost estimating,.”
(Han-Padron Report at 4-2.) The areas of study that would be
necessary include studies of both the Pocantico and Hudson Rivers,
modeling of tidal circulation, detailed analysis of soil contamination
conditions, permitting requirements, disposal costs, and cost-benefit
analyses. (Id.)

Similarly, the report by Creative Habitat Corp. entitled “Options for
Restoring the Ecosystem along the Lower Portion of the Pocantico
River” (June 2004) (Creative Habitat Report) is “preliminary in
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nature and should be substantiated with additional data gathering . . .
formulation of realistic goals, evaluation of possible technical solutions
and the locating of comparison Projects.” (Creative Habitat Report at
14.) The Report acknowledges that it is “based on sketchy but helpful
ecological information that is currently available in the literature and
from personal observations.” (Id. at 4.)

The studies necessary to determine even threshold questions of the
engineering, environmental and economic feasibility of the Scenic
Hudson “vision” would take years to complete. Accordingly,
requiring the Applicant to conduct these myriad studies in order to
determine the initial feasibility of the restoration proposal would
result in a lengthy moratorium — lasting for years — on the
environmental review of the Lighthouse Landing Project. Even if the
relocation proposal were related to the achievement of the Project’s
objectives, SEQRA would not require years of delay in the
redevelopment while these studies were conducted. Here, the
relocation proposal has no such relationship to the proposed Project.
SEQRA does not require the Applicant to conduct a multitude of
studies to determine the feasibility of a proposal that bears no
relationship to the proposed redevelopment.

The costs of the necessary work would be substantial. For example,
the commenter acknowledges that the budgeted costs of disposing of
the soils required to be excavated to relocate the River could be in the
$9 million range. (See March 31, 2005 letter from Ecosystems
Strategies, Inc. to Scenic Hudson, Inc. at page 2.)

Furthermore, the presence of contaminated fill would trigger
additional costs, including the need to cap the River channel and sides
to prevent contamination of the Pocantico River, and ultimately the
Hudson River, by migration of soil from the fill. The cost of this cap
has not been included. Moreover, because of this cap on the River
bottom, the contemplated ecological restoration would in fact require
the creation of an artificial estuary. This would entail significant
additional costs, which have not been estimated. There would need to
be extensive design and engineering studies, for example, to ensure
that plantings on the artificial River bottom could survive storms and
tidal currents. While the relocated River might provide a visual
amenity, it is unlikely to provide a valuable ecologic habitat due to
significant existing engineering and environmental constraints. This
was confirmed by the memorandum from the NYSDEC to the Village
of Sleepy Hollow dated May 23, 2005 commenting on Pocantico
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River flood mitigation and ecological restoration.?

Despite the foregoing, the Applicant has provided, in the FEIS
Alternative Plan for the Project, the opportunity for the construction
of an estuary to the Pocantico River. The FEIS Alternative Plan
provides for a vegetated buffer adjacent to Kingsland Point Park in
the northwestern portion of the Site. This buffer generally ranges
from approximately 75 to 175 feet in width and extends over 1,000
feet from the expanded cove/beach area to the proposed Kingsland
Point Park parking area. This is consistent with the suggestions to
create a buffer for the Park in the comments and will allow the
Village, if desired, to connect the Horseman’s Trail from the Hudson
River (via Kingsland Point Park and the restoration of the pedestrian
bridge to DeVries park, as identified in the Village Open Space
Consultant’s Waterfront Use Master Plan) to Philipse Manor
Restoration. The proposed buffer would allow potential restoration
of the Pocantico River by other parties in the future if so desired.

Consistent with this design, the Village has indicated that after the
completion of remediation and landscaping, a portion of the expanded
buffer area from the cove/beach area north to the proposed Kingsland
Point Park parking area may be reserved for future transfer to a
conservancy or other not-for-profit entity, which would study the
potential for the creation of an estuary linking the Pocantico River to
the Hudson River and serving as a second outlet channel. This
conservancy or other not-for-profit entity would be responsible for the
securing of funding, obtaining of any necessary approvals and permits,
constructing the estuary and meeting the conditions for use of
donated land described in the FEIS. It would also need to
demonstrate to the Applicant that it has sufficient funding to meet
those conditions, conduct any required remediation and construct the
estuary.

If construction of the estuary is found to be feasible, the necessary
approvals obtained and funding secured, the new watercourse would
provide several benefits for the Village. The estuary could be used for
small boat launching and possibly other water-dependent recreational
acuvities, which would augment the expansion and widening of the
cove area that will be undertaken as part of the FEIS Alternatve Plan.
It would add an additional aesthetically pleasing element to the

? See letter from the New York State Departinent of Environmental Conservation, Hudson River Estuary Program
to the Village of Sleepy Hollow, dated May 23, 2005 in FEIS Appendix 1, Relevant Correspondence.
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waterfront, enhancing the waterfront esplanade and related
improvements associated with Lighthouse Landing and substituting a
water, rather than land, buffer between the development and
Kingsland Point Park. It could provide ecological benefits by
providing additional habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species and thus
increasing biological diversity. It would also offer additional
educational opportunities.

Redevelopment of the GM site is important for Sleepy Hollow and Westchester
in general. To complete the project in a way that benefits the Pocantico would
vastly improve the project.

Comment noted. See preceding Response to Comments 302 through
PH 5110 at the beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to
relocate the Pocantico River. To avoid impacts on the Pocantico
River basin, the Applicant proposes to maintain the current floodway
capacity of the East Parcel in regrading the land to accommodate the
proposed municipal uses.

1. Historic documents indicate that the Pocantico River emptied out into the
Hudson River at a point near the northeast corner of the Site. The Site itself is
almost completely created land; historic maps indicate that only the small
portion of the Site fronting on Kendall Avenue was upland. After the
completion of the railroad (mid-1800s), that portion of the Site to the east of
the railroad tracks began to fill in from sedimentation of the Pocantico River as
well as from organized land-creating activities. Lands to the west of the
railroad were filled in to meet the industrial space requirements of General
Motors (GM) until the entire riverbed of the Pocantico River was filled in (the
River itself was rerouted to the north).

Comment noted. See preceding Response to Comments 302 through
PH 5110 at the beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to
relocate the Pocantico River,

2. Groundwater data from GM indicate that the Pocantico River continues to
exist. Flow maps show that groundwater contours change to reflect the more
porous characteristics of the fill in the former riverbed as well as the continued
hydraulic pressure from water collecting up-river (at Philipsburg Manor}).

3. The area of the former Pocantico River is estimated on the attached figure,
based on previous historic maps and groundwater flow maps. The width of this
prospective River is narrower than the original, in deference to feasibility
considerations (e.g., cost, site control). Any discussions below referencing the
prospective Riverbed will be referring to this drawing.

There is documentary evidence of a culvert that had existed (and may still be

present) under the Metro-North train tracks. The exact location of this culvert
is not known, but it is assumed that the Riverbed would utilize this prior
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channel.

Comment noted. See preceding Response to Comments 302 through
PH 5110 at the beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to
relocate the Pocantico River.

8. A preliminary estimate of the amount of soil necessary to be excavated to
relocate the Pocantico River is between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards. As
stated above, it is possible that at least some of these soils could be used on-site;
however, the worst-case scenario is that all of these soils would require off-site
disposition as non-hazardous solid waste. The cost of waste disposal (total cost
including excavation, testing, transportation, and disposal) is estimated for
budgetary purposes at between 90 and $150 per cubic yard; therefore, off-site
disposition of these soils could cost as much as $9,000,000. A more reasonable
estimate of likely costs to re-establish the Pocantico are the following:

Excavation: $160,000 - $240,000
Off-site Disposal (60%): $3,000,000
On-site relocation: $160,000
Slope stabilization: $450,000 - $600,000
Subtotal: $4,000,000
Admin (5%): $200,000
Contingency {15%): $600,000
$4,800.000

These costs do not include any expenses associated with re-establishing the
River under the railroad tracks as well as stabilizing the channel prior to the
tracks,

See preceding Response to Comments 302 through PH 5110 at the
beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the
Pocantico River. This estimate is from the March 31, 2005 letter-
report of Ecosystems Strategies, Inc., which was commissioned by
Scenic Hudson. The assertion that the soils could be reused on-site is
incorrect. The statement assumes that the relocation project would be
undertaken in the same tme frame as the proposed Project. That is
improbable. As explained above, there would need to be extensive
time devoted to studies before the relocation could be determined to
be feasible and sufficient funding for the project achieved. The
necessary permits would then need to be obtained. These would
include permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriations Act (and
possibly Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) under the
Protection of Waters law and possibly the Tidal Wetlands Act (Article
15, Title 5 and Article 25 of the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law, respectively). There would also need to be
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compliance with SEQRA. These processes would add at least another
year (and likely more) to the project timetable. Thus, the soils that
the Ecosystems Strategies letter-report postulates could be used on-
site would not be available for years.

In contrast, the initial phase of the Project, as explained in the DEIS,
will be the Site remediation. This will include the removal of
contaminated soil and backfilling of the excavation and the placement
of fill over the Site — including the two feet of clean fill that will
constitute the cap on the open space or landscaped areas of the Site.
This work is expected to be complete in the early stages of the Project.
The Site will have been filled prior to any possible commencement of
the relocation project, and there will be no need for the large amounts
of fill that Ecosystems Strategies assumed could be placed on the Site.
Consequently, all of the fill would need to be disposed of off-site.
This alone could entail the $9 million cost noted by Ecosystems
Strategies.

Furthermore, as the Ecosystem Strategies letter-report acknowledges,
it is probable that much of the soil excavated for the relocation project
would be contaminated and would require off-site disposal. Sampling
conducted on the Site associated with the decommissioning of the
former Assembly Plant and under the auspices of the Voluntary
Cleanup Program (VCP) and Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP)
indicates that this area of the Site contains elevated levels of metals
and Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHSs) typical of historic filt
along the Hudson River. This soil could not be used as a cap on the
Site, as it would not constitute clean fill. The additional engineering
costs associated with capping the River bottom and sides, as well as
the efforts at ecological recreation, would add significant costs to the
contemplated relocation of the Pocantico River, as would the fees of
the various professionals to prepare the necessary reports, obtain the
required permits, and oversee the construction process.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

3) Water Quality - It is very important that the redevelopment cannot put a
strain on the ecological balance of the River. Water quality CANNOT be
compromised by any aspect of the redevelopment.

3) Water Quality/River Access - The quality of the water of the Hudson River
is extremely important to this community as the River is an integral part of life
in Sleepy Hollow. The redevelopment CANNOT put any strain on the
ecological balance of the River. Also, the redevelopment must have as much
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green space as possible to prevent runoff into the river and provide access to the
river for Village residents.

702 Furthermore, the increase in buildings and vehicles will have an enormous
impact on the quality of both our air and water. The ability to use the Hudson
River has attracted many residents to our area. If water quality deteriorates, the
area will lose much of its desirability. It would be irresponsible to allow the
redevelopment to disrupt the ecological balance of the Hudson, especially after
so much effort has been made to clean up the river.

803 We are also concerned about the quality of the water and the ecological balance
of the Hudson River. Over a thousand residential units will surely create a
burden on not only the River in terms of runoff, but will tax our municipal
services thus impacting our taxes. It is established that increasing residential
units places more of a burden on the tax structure than the increased revenue
that it generates. That is, it will cost more in terms of municipal services for
each residential unit that is built at the waterfront. We are extremely concerned
about the redevelopment’s impact on our taxes.

902 I am also concerned about the quality of the water and the ecological integrity
of the Hudson River.
1403 We are also concerned about the quality of the water and the ecological balance

of the Hudson River. Over a thousand residential units will surely create a
burden on the River in terms of runoff.

All stormwater runoff from roof and other impervious surfaces
developed on the West and South Parcels will be routed through
hydrodynamic separators (such as a StormCeptor unit) to remove
pollutants prior to discharge to the Hudson River. Hydrodynamic
separators are flow-through structures with a settling or separation
unit to remove sediments and other pollutants from stormwater
runoff. Similarly, all stormwater runoff from the East Parcel will be
routed through water quality swales to provide water quality
treatment prior to discharge to the Pocantico River. Further, the
change in land use from the former industrial plant to the land uses
associated with Lighthouse Landing (residential, commercial and
recreational) is expected to improve the water quality of any off-site
stormwater discharges.

5023 GM over the years filled in the bay from which the Pocantico once flowed into
the Hudson. The railroad had cut off the eastern parcel before much of that
filling took place. GM sccured the site for a beneficial industrial use, which it
abandoned. GM has the burden of justifying, in 2005, what public benefits can
be served by reusing the filled bay for a new use, such as the Proposed
Lighthouse Landing. Just as GM must clean up the former industrial site under
applicable federal and state contaminated land and water laws (RCRA,
CERCLA, NYS ELC, etc.), so GM must should show how new commercial and
residential and transportation uses at the site can protect the Hudson from

Lighthouse Landing FEIS II.B - 19 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. III.B - Land, Water and Ecological Resources

Lighthouse Landing

storm warer discharges. At the same time, the GM site needs to be protected
from the flooding, such as Tropical Storm Floyd. The Planning Board has
required that all development in the Village take into account the likelihood that
Tropical Storm Floyd levels of flooding will be a recurring event, and condition
development on having designs to cope with such floodwaters. The DEIS
ignores the issue of flooding, and does not reflect how the storm drains will
prevent pollution of the Hudson.

Since GM and Roseland will need to either put in a storm over-flow culvert or
pipe to accommodate flood waters and move them off the east side and under
the railroad tracks and off the west side of the project, or open a new mouth for
the Pocantico with design capacity to move the same flood waters out to the
Hudson, the factors such as engineering, environmental trade-offs, costs and
other relevant issues, will need to be set forth in the FEIS, so that the Village
Board can make a reasoned and substantiated set of findings on how the flood
waters can be accommodated. This could include measures take in the
Rockefeller State Park Preserve, to hold back floodwaters and release them
more slowly. The design criteria for the flood bypass at the Upper Mills of
Philipsburg Manor should be considered, along with the FEIS by the City of
New York Department of Environmental Protection for the DEP’s Croton
Aqueduct projects within the Pocantico River watershed.

The FEIS Alternative Plan proposes the reuse of the existing three (3)
stormwater outfall locations for stormwater discharges from the West
and South Parcels to the Hudson River. Further, the Applicant
proposes to maintain the current floodway capacity of the East Parcel
in regrading the parcel to accommodate the proposed municipal uses.
Overflow from the East Parcel during times of flooding will remain as
at present across lands east of the Metro-North railroad tracks directly
to the Pocantico. No new culvert is proposed under the railroad
tracks.

The DEIS considered flooding at II1.B-26 to III.B-31. Stormwater
quality, including preventing pollution of the Hudson, is also
discussed in the DEIS (at IIL.B-31 to III.B-35 and Appendix 5). In
the Applicant’s opinion, the assertion that the Project will need to
formulate an engineering sofution to accommodate flood waters by
moving them to the East Parcel or by opening a new mouth for the
Pocantico is not correct. Pocantico River flooding, as explained in the
preceding Response to Comments 302 to PH5110 at the beginning
of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the Pocantico
River, would not be increased by the Project.

The FEIS prepared by the New York City Department of

Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) for the Croton Aqueduct
Project was referenced by the Comment. That FEIS concluded that
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modeling of the Pocantico River showed that “under existing mean
annual flows, no flooding occurs along the Pocantico River. Under
10 year and 100-year flood flows, floodplain width would increase
along the Pocantico River but the bridges, the Philipsburg Manor,
and the playground area {(at DeVries Park) are not flooded based on
the elevation increases.” (NYCDEP FEIS at 37.) The concerns about
increase in Pocantico River flooding identified in that document were
based on certain assumptions, including the assumption that the City’s
new Water Treatment Plant would be constructed at Eastview, which
did not occur; thus, its conclusions about current conditions remain
applicable.

The Project design addresses the potential (though not substantiated)
for flooding of the West Parcel. The 100-year flood plain on the Site
is at elevation 7.0 feet (NAD 1988). The lowest elevation of the
habitable floor of Project buildings is approximately elevation 13.5
feet. The Applicant has found no authority for the proposition that
the Site would be flooded by seven feet of water.

The Comment asserts that GM has the “burden of justifying, in 2005,
what public benefits can be served by reusing the filled bay for a new
use....” However, the regulations of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, which has jurisdiction over navigable {(or previously
navigable) waters, provide that the filling of any previously navigable
area prior to May 27, 1970 is considered to have been permitted, and
thus no public interest inquiry is applicable. See 33 C.F.R. §
322.4(a). The last filling occurred a decade earlier than this date.

Moreover, in the Applicant’s opinion, the benefits associated with the
Project are numerous and substantial, as detailed in the FEIS. They
include the donation to the Village of some 38 acres of property for
open space and municipal use, including the ten-acre “Green
Crescent,” construction of the esplanade, piers, docks and other water
dependent features that will provide public access to the Hudson that
has not been available for over a century, fiscal benefits that far exceed
the conservative estimates of costs to the municipality and school
district, replacement of the decking of the Beekman Avenue Bridge,
repair of the Viaduct, and the reconnection of the Hudson River to
the inner village of Sleepy Hollow.

Stormwater Management
A Stormwater Report, in Appendix 5 of the DEIS, indicates that a combination
of stormwater management measures, including new landscaping and pervious
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surfaces, sediment traps and hydrodynamic separators will be the primary
methods for stormwater treatment. These measures “will reduce the post-
development pollutant loads” of Total Suspended Sediment (TSS), Total
Phosphorous (TP} and Total Nitrogen (TN).

The report indicates that there will be “an overall decrease in impervious area on
the site”, which will lead to “a decrease in nutrient and sediment loading to the
Hudson River” and that a reduction of impervious surface form 93 to 67 acres
will lead to a decrease in “the total volume of runoff.” Yet the 100-year storm
increases by 2 cubic feet per second due to additional storm sewer piping
resulting in more direct runoff, This increase in direct runoff can lead to an
increase in pollutant loadings.

While it may be true that the total amount of impervious surface may decrease,
the makeup of stormwater runoff will change considerably even if there is less
impervious surface. There will be a greater potential for additional development
and site-related pollutants to end up in the stormwater., The actual quality of
the stormwater pollution should be considered based on the extensive
development proposal — not just a change in impervious surface. Post-
construction stormwater management should seek to improve upon pre-
development runoff conditions. Consideration should be given to utilization of
“green™ stormwater management systems, including vegetated swales and
pervious substrates.

Stormwater quality is expected to improve as compared to the runoff
quality from the former GM Plant since all stormwater runoff from
roof and other impervious surfaces developed on the West and South
Parcels will be routed through hydrodynamic separators (such as a
StormCeptor unit) to remove pollutants prior to discharge to the
Hudson River, Hydrodynamic separators are flow-through structures
with a settling or separation unit to remove sediments and other
pollutants from stormwater runoff. As currently planned, the
hydrodynamic separators will be constructed by the Applicant and
located within areas to be dedicated to the Village of Sleepy Hollow.
The Applicant proposes that maintenance of these facilities be
provided by the Village upon acceptance of dedication. Similarly, all
stormwater runoff from the East Parcel will be routed through new
water quality swales to provide water quality treatment prior to
discharge to the Pocantico River. Further, the change in land use
from the former industrial plant to the land uses associated with
Lighthouse Landing (residential, commercial & recreational) is
expected to improve the water quality of any off-site stormwater
discharges. Further, the Stormwater Management Report prepared
for the higher density DEIS Plan included a stormwater quality
analysis for both pre- and post-development conditions, which
estimates an improved water quality condition upon use of the
proposed stormwater management practices.
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Best Management Practices

The DEIS states that with the use of Best Management Practices (BMD’s) it is
“expected” that pollutant loads for TSS will be reduced by 80%. Other
reductions in pollutants loadings are also identified except for no change in
metals. Yet the only two stormwater management measures identified in the
report are hydrodynamic separators and catch basin sumps. It is indicated that
these “will meet best attainable treatment results.”

The efficiency and effectiveness of hydrodynamic separators should be proven
for this site and clearly stated. Are hydrodynamic separators best suited for use
at this site? What storm will they be designed for? Will they need a bypass
system and if so, what will the water quality impact be?

The report lacks details on *new landscaping and pervious surfaces.” To what
extent will pervious surfaces be used and where? What impact may that have on
the movement of groundwater, taking into consideration the extensive
contamination that is proposed to be left on site? What landscaping techniques,
such as wetlands and grassed swales, will be used to reduce runoff? Will roads
be curbed?

BMPs for this site must be designed to maximize pollutant removal. Other
BMP’s that should be considered include but are not limited to:

Limiting infiltration to storm sewers, elimination or effective and minimal use
of deicing chemicals, stream bank erosion prevention and maintenance, spill
prevention and response, street cleaning,

Information and education such as carch basin stenciling, landscaping
information to reduce runoff, maintenance of parking lots, proper storage of
chemicals - hazardous waste and motor oils, proper yard waste disposal, and
proper pet waste management.

The stormwater management practices proposed for the West Parcel
(hydrodynamic separators and catch basins with sumps) are expected
to improve the quality of the West and South Parcel stormwater
runoff through the removal of heavy sediment, trash & debris and will
be effective in removing other contaminants including oils and some
nutrients. In addition, under the FEIS Alternative Plan, the Applicant
is also proposing the replacement of the existing drainage ditches
located on the East parcel with new water quality swales to capture
and treat runoff from the proposed development of the East Parcel.
Other BMP’s were considered for the Site by the Applicant but are
not considered practical (i.e. — sand filters, infiltration basins, and
bioretention basins) given the size of the Site, depth to the water
table, and suitability of the underlying soils. Other filtering practices
such as sand filters were also considered, but in the Applicant’s
opinion are not feasible given the low elevation of the Site and the
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relative mean high water elevation of the Hudson River.

Other Stormwater Pollutants

Due to the historic nature of the fill at this site, the history of industrial activity
and the limited remediation that is proposed, other pollutants should be
analyzed as part of the stormwater management plan. In addition to TSS, TP
and TN, stormwater should be monitored for chemical oxygen demand
(COD)(mg/L); pH; acute whole effluent toxicity; total recoverable lead (mg/L):
total recoverable cadmium (mg/L}); total recoverable copper {mg/L}; total
recoverable arsenic (MG/L); total recoverable chromium (mg/L); and
carcinogenic PAHs. In addition to nutrients, stormwater planning must also
consider oil and grease, pesticides and heavy metals.

A comprehensive environmental testing program was employed under
the direct supervision of NYSDEC to determine the levels and extent
of on-site pollutants. The pollutants identified will be remediated in
accordance with the NYSDEC approved Remedial Work Plan
adopted pursuant to the Brownfield Cleanup Program and any
specifications contained in the approved Site Plan for the Site or parts
thereof. Soil which will remain will either be capped with an
impervious surface (e.g., pavement, building slabs) or a minimum of
two feet of clean fill. In addition, the Applicant is required to prepare
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan in compliance with
requirements established to obtain authorization to proceed with
construction under the NYSDEC SPDES General Permit For
Stormwater Discharges From Construction Activity. (Permit No.
GP-02-01.)

Operation and Maintenance

The long term operation and maintenance of the hydrodynamic separators and
catch basin sumps and other BMIs is critical. A stormwater management
program to protect water quality will only work if it includes a long-term
enforceable maintenance agreement. Hydrodynamic separators and catch basin
sumps can trap pollutants that will need to be disposed of in environmentally
safe manner. Pollutants that get trapped, such as metals and PAHSs can harm
fish and wildlife. Cleaning and maintenance of these systems is critical. Other
maintenance issue can include odor, insects, weeds and garbage.

The Applicant is required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for authorization to proceed with
construction under NYSDEC’s SPDES General Permit For
Stormwater Discharges From Construction Activity (GP-02-01,
effective January 8, 2003). The SWPPP will include an inspection
and maintenance schedule for all permanent, post-construction control
practices and/or structures to ensure continuous and effective
operation of each post-construction stormwater control practice. The
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project operator will be responsible for inspecting and maintaining
permanent stormwater management structures and practices in
accordance with the plan. The Village of Sleepy Hollow will be the
project operator as the stormwater management structures will be
located in the right-of-way of the public streets in the waterfront open
space at Lighthouse Landing. Failure to comply with the provisions
of the permit could subject the Operator to substantal criminal, civil
and administrative penalties including fines of up to $25,000 per day
per violation.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention
We request that the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that will prepared as
part of the permitting processes be made available for public review and input.

As noted in the Response to Comment5647 above, the Applicant will
prepare a SWPPP in compliance with NYSDEC's SPDES permit
program. Upon completion of the SWPPP and at least 60 days in
advance of the start of construction, the Applicant will file with the
NYSDEC a Notice of Intent (NOI) which will mark the beginning of
a 60-day period within which NYSDEC may conduct a further review
of the application. Concurrently, the Applicant must submit the NOI,
SWPPP and any reports required by this permit to the local governing
agency, in this instance the Village of Sleepy Hollow, for purposes of
notification and review. Filing with NYSDEC does not relieve the
Applicant from its obligation of complying with stormwater
management requirements of the local government having jurisdiction
over the project. These documents will be available for review prior
to the start of construction. It is noted that a Stormwater
Management Report has already been prepared for the project as
presented in DEIS Appendix 5, and the Conceptual Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan is included in full-size drawings accompanying
this document (see Drawing SP-4.0).

River Restoration and Stormwater Management

‘We urge the Village to also consider how the restoration of a new Pocantico
River through this site may impact stormwater management and the control of
nonpoint source pollution. Changes to stormwater management planning may
be necessary to protect this new River,

See preceding Response to Comments 302 through PH 5110 at the
beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the
Pocantico River.

9. The Applicant should provide additional detail regarding how drainage will
be handled on the east parcel, and any related modification to the Horseman’s
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Trail.

The Applicant proposes to avoid impacts to the flood storage capacity
of the Pocantico River basin by maintaining the current floodway
capacity of the East Parcel. This will be accomplished by a balanced
cut and fill grading plan for the proposed East Parcel development of
the proposed municipal uses that will permit occasional flooding is
select areas. The balanced cut and fill will rake account of the two feet
of clean fill that is proposed for open space as part of the remediation
of the Site under the Brownfield Cleanup Program. No modifications
are currently proposed to the Horseman’s Trail, which is located near
and adjacent to the East Parcel. Connections to the Horseman®s Trail
may be considered during the Site Plan review for the East Parcel.

12, The plan currently shows a storm sewer outlet in the cove just south of
Kingsland Point Park. The Applicant should consider whether the outfall can
be redirected or extended to avoid having discharges in an area with the
potential to provide water-related recreation.

The submerged outfall, in its present location, neither impacts off-
shore boating activities nor any shore-related, recreational, water-
dependent uses presented by the Village Open Space consultant
responsible for the design of the waterfront. The outfall will be
discharging treated stormwater, which will not affect the potential for
water-related recreation. GM has conducted sampling of sediments in
the vicinity of Outfall 3, which is just south of Kingsland Point Park.
The sampling indicates that the sediments in this area are typical of
sediments found in this general section of the Hudson River, and do
not reflect the presence of contamination from the Site,

1} It appears that the floor elevation of several of the underground garages may
be below the 100-year flood elevation. What type of drainage systems will be
provided?

Elevation 8.0 is the proposed finished floor elevation of all below-
grade parking garages. This maintains all garage floors, at minimum,
1-foot above the 100-year flood elevation (EL 7.0). In accordance
with Westchester County Health Department regulations for
stormwater systems, drainage from the garage floor will be through
floor drains and shall discharge to the municipal sanitary sewer
system.

2) The 100-year flood boundary does not appear to be correct since it crosses
both the 10° to 25° contour elevations. A separate drawing should be prepared
showing the actual areas within the 100-hyear flood plain based upon actual
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elevations, not FEMA maps, for the pre-and post-developed conditions.

The 100-year flood boundary as previously shown was taken from the
FEMA Flood Insurance Study prepared for the Village of North
Tarrytown and dated February 17, 1981. As requested, the Applicant
has shown the 100-year flood boundary for both existing and
proposed conditions the approximate limit of the 100-year flood plain
based on elevation (El. 7.0, 1988 NAD) on Figures I1.B-3 and II.B-4
of this FEIS.

5} In addition to the hydrodynamic separator and deepened catch basin sumps,
will other methods be utilized to improve stormwater quality, i.e., sand filters,
catch basins hoods, filter systems, bioswales, bioretention, etc, The stormwater
collection system should have connections from catch basins to drain manholes;
not catch basin to catch basin.

In addition to the hydrodynamic separators and catch basins with
sumps, the Applicant will also be constructing a water quality swale to
capture and treat stormwater runoff from development of the East
Parcel. Further, the Applicant will employ during construction such
temporary controls as silt fencing, sediment traps, and stabilized
construction entrances. Final design of the storm drain layout will be
further studied during the Site Plan review process and reviewed by
the Village Engineer. The Applicant will also be required to prepare a
SWPPP for authorization to proceed with construction under
NYSDEC’s SPDES General Permit For Stormwater Discharges From
Construction Activity (GP-02-01, effective January 8, 2003). The
SWPPP will include an inspection and maintenance schedule for all
temporary and permanent, post-construction control practices and/or
structures to ensure continuous and effective operation of each
stormwater pollution prevention control practice. Included as part of
the SWPPP will be an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prepared
by the Applicant, This plan will be designed to prevent the off-site
migration of any sediment laden runoff (including possible
contaminants) from leaving the Site and will include the provision of a
wheel wash. Further, this plan will be reviewed and approved by the
Village Engineer during the Site Plan approval process and shall
comply with all requirements of the Remedial Work Plan and Worker
Health and Safety Plan approved by NYSDEC.

12) A more detailed description of proposed stormwater quality treatment
equipment including location and size should be provided.
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In total, approximately eighteen (18) hydrodynamic separators are to
be installed on the West Parcel to treat stormwater runoff from the
Site. The locations of the proposed hydrodynamic separator units are
shown on the full-size drawings of the proposed FEIS Alternative
Plan. Sizes of the individual units will vary depending on the
contributory drainage area to each unit. Typical units will serve
between 1 and 5 acres and will range in depth from 6 to 8 feet deep
and approximately 12 feet in diameter.

13) Even though the Pocantico River flows into the Hudson River, pollutant
loads from stormwater run-off into the Pocantico River should be reported
separately.

Off-site stormwater discharges from the West and South Parcels
discharge directly to the Hudson River, bypassing the Pocantico.
Pollutant levels of stormwater runoff from the East Parcel were
estimated for the DEIS Plan and may be found in Table 4, Estimated
Stormwater Pollutant Loads within the Stormwater Management
Report included in DEIS Section X, Appendix 5.

Existing Storm Water Qutfall

The outfall timber sheet wall and/or cribbing infrastructure at the approximate
projected foot of Beekman Avenue in Tarrytown Harbor is in disrepair. We
recommend new sheet piling be driven adjacent to the outfall, returning into the
adjacent embankment slope and connecting to the existing adjacent stee] sheet
pile wall. From a permitting perspective, the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) will need to review and approve this
outfall work.

Two other existing stormwater outfalls from the site to the Hudson River are
proposed for reuse. These outfalls were not found in the field, and are probably
submerged.

The shoreline is comprised primarily of rip-rap, which will be repaired
as necessary as part of the construction of this project. The timber
wall that is in disrepair will be removed and replaced with a rip-rap
slope to match the rest of the Site. This riprap slope will be matched
into the adjoining sheet pile wall, which continues onto the adjacent
Sleepy Hollow development. Permits for the shoreline work will be
obtained from approving agencies prior to construction. There are
many successful applications of outfall pipes supported and protected
by rip rap. Most of the outfalls which extend below the railroads on
both shores of the Hudson River are rip rap protected.

Flooding Conditions at Philipsburg Manor and the Lower Pocantico River
As mentioned above, we reviewed the study by Hand-Padron Associates, LLP
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(HPA), “Flood Mitigation Feasibility Study - Lower Pocantico River, Sleepy
Hollow, New York” dated May 2004, HPA’s study was commissioned by
Scenic Hudson, Inc. to analyze existing floed conditions in the lower Pocantico
River and to evaluate alternative schemes to mitigate flood conditions,

Understanding the geographic boundaries of HPA’s river model, and structures
incorporated into the model, is crucial to evaluating the results of the study.
HPA performed numeric modeling of the “lower” Pocantico River - from the
spillway of Philipsburg Manor Dam downstream to the mouth of the Pocantico
(Page H-1). If the modeling included the Pocantico Lake, upstream of the dam
spillway, this is not stated in the report. Appendix H of the report
appropriately lists structures that were included and excluded in/from the model
(the railway box culvert and downstream road bridge at the Hudson confluence
are included while the road bridge at the playground ballfields are excluded),
but the dam spillway is not mentioned.

The study, under the heading “Historical Flooding of the Study Area,” cites
fleoding damage during Hurricane Floyd which “were reportedly in the range
of $1 million,” while referencing Appendix C of the report, which documents
damage to Philipsburg Manor. According to the New York Times article found
in Appendix C, “uprooted trees and debris caught on the supports of a 17%-
century-style wooden foot bridge here [a Philipsburg Manor dam] and
obstructed the flow of the Pocantico River, a small tributary of the Hudson,
Blocked from its course, the river turned east and cut a wide swath through a
hillside...” Based on this account, the cited flood damage resulted from flood
clevations spstream of the dam, not the lower Pocantico River that was studied
by HPA. The flood profile upstream of the dam appears to have been
controlled by blockage at the footbridge that rests upon the dam, and not
backwater effects downstream of the dam, as implied by the HPA report.

HPA recommends mitigation measures in the lower Pocantico River. For need
and justification, HPA rest heavily upen the Philipsburg Manor disaster,
Indeed, the report states that “very little detail was available for flooding which
occurred downstream of the Philipsburg Manor dam.” Nonctheless, the lower
Pocantico River is known to be subject to flooding - this was indicated in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the former General Motors
site. But property damage from flooding in the lower Pocantico is not cited in
cither the EIS or the HPA study. Thus, the HPA study falls short of
documenting a need for mitigation measures in lower Pocantico.

In spite of the foregoing, if documentation of flood damage in the lower
Pocantico River exists warranting flood mitigation, then alternatives for
reducing peak discharge to this area should be sought. This would require a
study of flood routing and storage throughout the watershed. The HPA report
did not consider such alternatives; moreover it states that “no consideration has
been given to the routing and storage which likely occurs in the Pocantico
upstream of the spillway” (Page H-2).

Comment noted. Elevations on the East Parcel will remain generally
as they are roday, so in the Applicant’s opinion, the development of
that Parcel will not lessen existing flood storage. (To the extent
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needed to account for the two feet of clean fill required for
remediation under the Brownfield Cleanup Program, areas of the East
Parcel will be cut so that this additional fill does not lessen existing
flood storage.) Further, much of the impervious surface which now
covers virtually all of the East Parcel will be replaced with permeable
open space, thereby increasing recharge and decreasing the volume of
runoff to the Pocantco River. To accommodate proposed Village
uses on the East Parcel, it is anticipated that grades will be selectively
raised in certain areas and lowered in other areas, but the net effect
will generally balance out. If necessary, excess fill material generated
by the combination of regrading of the East Parcel and the
importation of the two feet of clean fill material for purposes of
installing the required environmental cap will be re-used on the West
Parcel to minimize the off-site trucking impacts to the surrounding
communities. This Comment suggests that if there is flood damage in
the lower Pocantico, an alternative to reducing peak flow should be
sought. Itis the Applicant’s position that mitigation for such flood
damages, however, is not the appropriate subject of an EIS for a
project that neither contributes to nor is affected by such flooding.
See also preceding Response to Comments 302 through PH 5110 at
the beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the
Pocantico River.

Potential Stormwater/Flooding Impacts from the Proposed Lighthouse Landing
at Sleepy Hollow

Federally regulated 100-year floodplains of the Hudson River exist on and
adjacent to the site, and floodplains of the Pocantico River exist adjacent to the
East Parcel of the site. The EIS states that “because the project will result in a
reduction in the total amount of the impervious coverage from 93,53 acres to
67.59 acres there will be an overall reduction in the peak rate of stormwater
runoff...” (EIS Page II1.G-34). However the potential impacts to flooding
potential from the proposed project is not fully addressed.

The East Parcel is outside of the federally-delineated floodplain of Pocantico
River (based on EIS figure II1.B-5). However, the Pocantico River is known to
have flooded during Hurricane Floyd onto the East Parcel up to Elevation 8.0
or 9.0 (EIS Page II1.G-31). Therefore, proposed re-grading below these
elevations could potentially impact actual flooding conditions by displacing
flood storage area. The EIS should provide an analysis of this potential impact
irrespective of the parcel’s relationship to the regulated area.

The Applicant proposes to avoid impacts to the flood storage capacity
of the Pocantico River basin by maintaining the current floodway
capacity of the East Parcel. This will be accomplished by a balanced
cut and fill grading plan for the proposed East Parcel development of
the proposed municipal uses, which will permit occasional flooding in
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select areas. The design objective is to balance cut and fills on the East
Parcel below El. 9.0 (approximately 2 feet above the 100-Year Flood
Elevation, El 7.0, 1988 NAD) so that there will be no reducton in
the flood storage capacity of the parcel during either a 100-Year storm
event or an event similar to Hurricane Floyd as discussed in the
response to Comment 7006 above herein. In attaining this objective,
several areas will be permitted to occasionally flood. These areas
include portions of the proposed commuter parking lot, soccer fields,
tennis courts, recreation parking area and access road, Village
Department of Public Works (DPW) Yard, and lands proposed for
use by Historic Hudson Valley. Based on the eyewitness account of
the impact of Hurricane Floyd reported in the DEIS, the Metro-
North railroad tracks would not have been overtopped by
floodwaters.* Metro-North service was interrupted during Hurricane
Floyd, but this was due to flood conditions elsewhere along the
mainline. Further, since the potential for flooding exists at the
proposed DPW facility, proposed structures (i.e., DPW buildings,
water tank, etc.) and their associated mechanical equipment systems
will, to the maximum extent practical and as required by governing
regulations, be elevated above El 9.0 to reduce the potential for
damage duc to rising floodwaters. Detailed drainage studies will be
prepared during the site plan review process when the designs and
elevations of the specific site plans for the East Parcel are developed.
The final designs may include alternative provision of supplemental
discharge points to the receiving waters.

The open space that is allotted, if you know, Mr, Tung alluded to, after
hurricane Floyd, it had some flooding projects. Mr. Tung, come up after any
rainfall. It will still be flooding. What are you going to do for the wetlands by
raising the houses four feet?

Comment noted. Lighthouse Landing will not cause flooding or
exacerbate flooding that now occurs. Stormwater runoff from the
Project will be managed according to the stormwater management
plan described in the DEIS within the Stormwater Management
Report (DEIS Volume 2, Section X, Appendix 5) and as modified by
the plan changes shown on the full-size drawings accompanying this
FEIS. Through implementation of the Stormwater Management
Plan, flows from the Site to both the Hudson and Pocantico Rivers
are expected to decrease from current rates. In the Applicant’s
opinion, flooding of the Pocantico is unrelated to conditions at the

* As noted on pages 111.D-28 and 111.D-31 of the DEIS, flood waters from the Pocantico River may have risen on the
East Parcel to approximately elevation 8.0 and 9.0 (1988 NGVD).

Lighthouse Landing
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Site and is primarily a product of constrictions in the River east
(upstream) of the dam at Philipsburg Manor. In the Applicant’s
opinion, the Project will have no effect on those conditions and there
will be no reduction in the flood storage capacity of the East Parcel
upon development of the East Parcel. Further, much of the
impervious surface that now covers virtually all of the East Parcel will
be replaced with permeable open space, thereby increasing recharge —
an environmental benefit — and decreasing the volume of runoff to the
Pocantico. The only wetlands that will be affected by the project are
ditches no the East parcel, the loss of which will be mitigated by the
creation of new and larger areas of more ecologically valuable
wetlands.

Four, temperature, Everybody knows about global warming. And what will be
the effects of increased water levels? Will four feet be enough? Current
conditions could create flooding down there at the present time. So, that has to
be a consideration.

Under the FEIS Alternative Plan, the lowest finished floor elevations
of all habitable spaces are expected to be located above El. 13.5
(approximately 6.5 feet above the 100-year flood elevation of El. 7.0,
1988 NAD).

The presentation that Scenic Hudson gave was very impressive. I like what they
had to say. I had a discussion with a gentleman about the flood problem,
raising the buildings four feet, Yes, that answers the problem of those
particular buildings that are sitting right there. It does nothing for upstream.

Comment noted. Sce also preceding Response to Comments 302
through PH 5110 at the beginning of this Section relating to the
proposal to relocate the Pocantico River.

Lastly, and this I’m sure a number of people from Riverkeeper and Scenic
Hudson will address these issues, but the issues of runoff, is that addressed? 1
think they will have significant impacts on the river.

The Applicant has prepared a Stormwater Management Plan that
outlines mitigation measures proposed to improve water quality and
manage the off-site discharge of stormwater runoff. Refer to the
Stormwater Management Plan described in the DEIS within the
Stormwater Management Report (DEIS Volume 2, Section X,
Appendix 5) and as modified by the plan changes shown on the full-
size drawings accompanying this FELS.

The second legacy obligation here is the fact that as you all know Washington
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Irving didn’t like having the railroad come through and the railroad cut off half
that site. The railroad cut off half of Slaperhaven Bay, the old dump bay where
people came up inte what is now the restoration. It began to silt in and turn
into a marsh on what is now called the east parcel.

Over the years, General Motors rerouted the Pocantico River to flow out to the
north of that site where the little mouth of it is now in Kingsland Point Park.
But that left and filled in the rest of Slaperhaven Bay. And what that left was a
legacy of deflected storm water drainage. There is a storm water problem there.
We do have flocd surges....

I have given to the, arranged for our planners to give to the Planning Board and
the Trustees the flood hazard maps from what the City of New York has
developed that will show what will happen to the Pocantico River under the
various flood scenarios.

Many of you remember Tropical Storm Floyd which basically wiped out Devries
Park. And we had a picnic tables down blocking the entrance to the Hudson.
We have got a flood problem there. And we have got to solve the flood
problem there. And it can be solved. It is a legacy issue. And I think General
Motors and Roseland will address that seriously.

Lighthouse Landing will not cause flooding or exacerbate flooding
that now occurs, Stormwater runoft from the Project will be
managed according to the stormwater management plan described in
the DEIS within the Stormwater Management Report (DEIS Volume
2, Section X, Appendix 5) and as modified by the plan changes shown
on the full-size drawings accompanying this FEIS. Through
implementation of the Stormwater Management Plan, flows from the
Site to both the Hudson and Pocantico Rivers are expected to
decrease from current rates. Flooding caused by the Pocantico is
unrelated to conditions at the Site. Flooding of the Pocantico River is
primarily a product of constrictions in the River east (upstream) of
the dam at Philipsburg Manor. The Project will have no effect on
those conditions. Further, their will be no reduction in the flood
storage capacity of the East Parcel upon development of the East
Parcel and much of the impervious surface that now covers virtually
all of the East Parcel] will be replaced with permeable open space,
thereby increasing recharge — an environmental benefit — and
decreasing the volume of runoff to the Pocantico.

The FEIS prepared by NYCDEP for the Croton Aqueduct Project
was referenced by the Comment. This FEIS concluded that modeling
of the Pocantico River showed that “under existing mean annual
flows, no flooding occurs along the Pocantico River. Under 10 year
and 100-year flood flows, floodplain width would increase along the
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Pocantico River but the bridges, the Philipsburg Manor, and the
playground area (at Devries Park) are not flooded based on the
clevation increases.” (NYCDEP FEIS at 37.) The concerns about
increase in Pocantico River flooding identified in that document were
based on certain assumptions, including the assumption that the City’s
new Water Treatment Plant would be constructed at Eastview, which
did not occur; thus, its conclusions about current conditions remain
applicable.

All the utilities basically that you need are here. It was a big industrial site. It
has the tap in to the running sewer line. It has plenty of electricity., They used
a lot of energy down there,

It has adequate systems for water and so on. It does not yet have a storm water
system. That has to be worked on.

The Applicant has prepared a Stormwater Management Plan as
described in the DEIS within the Stormwater Management Report
(DEIS Section X, Appendix 5) and as modified by the plan changes
shown on the full-size drawings accompanying this FEIS.
Implementation of the plan is expected to mitigate any potential
project related stormwater impacts.

And what about the flooding already so noticeable at DeVries Park?

I don’t know if you know Kathy’s Memorial Garden. These memorial gardens
planted so lovingly by our Village and attended by our garden club is gone
because it was under water most of the year.

In the Applicant’s opinion, Lighthouse Landing will not cause
flooding or exacerbate flooding that now occurs at DeVries Park.
Flooding of DeVries is caused by flow from the Pocantico and is
primarily a product of constrictions in the River east (upstream) of
the dam at Philipsburg Manor. Lighthouse Landing will have no
effect on those conditions upon implementation of the Project’s
stormwater management plan described in the DEIS within the
Stormwater Management Report (DEIS, Section X, Appendix 5) and
as modified by the plan changes shown on the full-size drawings
accompanying this FEIS. In fact, flows from the Site to both the
Hudson and Pocantico Rivers are expected to decrease in volume
since impervious surfaces that now cover virtually all of the East Parcel
will be replaced with permeable open space over much of the Site,
thereby increasing recharge (DEIS at II-91). Further, the East Parcel
elevations will remain generally as they are today, so that development
of that Parcel will not lessen the existing flood storage of the Lower
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Pocantico River Basin, of which DeVries is a part.

GENERAL/MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES

I request that special attention be paid to the following issues:

- Linkage of the site to the village - Density and traffic - Site contamination -
Use and design of open space - Flooding of Pocantico River -- Architectural
aesthetic as a Historic River Town - Termination of litigation against Village of
Tarrytown — Qutreach to the immigrant community of Sleepy Hollow

See further discussion in this Section of the FEIS, as well as the
Responses to Comments herein.

In summary please consider:

» reducing the density to approximate the existing density without the three
tall buildings

reduce the amount of rental units and maintain the owned units

provide for disposal of dredge spoil from the Beach Club marina

downplay the value of school tax coverage of proposed bond interest charges
provide alternate access via Continental Street for emergencies

See Response to Comments 2703 through PH3803 in this Section
under the subheading “Grading Operations” regarding dredge spoil.
For the remainder of this Comment, please see the relevant Sections
of this FEIS.

The DEIS does not present enough data to take a hard look at the two major
“legacy” environmental conditions on the existing site, for which GM is largely
responsibie: the cleanup of all site contamination (in fully compliance with
applicable federal and NY State environmental laws), and coping with the flood
waters associated with a site at which the historic bay, estuary and mouth of the
Pocantico River once met the Hudson River, but which first the railroad tracks
and then GM deliberately filled over the years. Development of the site requires
restoring a site that is safe for the public from any hazardous chemicals that may
be found there, and is safe for the public from floodwaters such as those
experienced with Tropical Storm Floyd. These two prerequisites are not
adequately set forth in the DEIS, and before the adequacy of developments can
be understood, both will need to be described in sufficient detail to permit
meaningful evaluation of any development proposed. The FEIS must remedy
this deficiency in the DEIS.

As discussed 1n the DEIS (at Section III.B), in this Section of the
FEIS, and in Responses to Comments relating to Environmental
Conditions/Environmental Remediation (see below), GM and
Roseland have conducted an extensive investigation of the Site under
both the VCP and BCP and have proposed extensive remediation of
Site contamination under the BCP. The results of the investigation
were summarized in the DEIS (at II1.B-7 through III.B-14) and arc
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amplified in this Section of the FEIS. Results of the investigation are
presented in the Preliminary Draft “Remedial Investigation Report
for Brownfield Cleanup Agreements — Former General Motors
Assembly Plant Site” (December 2006) (Preliminary Draft RIR).

The main volume of this document, without appendices, is contained
in Appendix 3B to the FEIS.* The appendices are in the public
repositories established by NYSDEC for the Site. The NYSDEC and
the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) must approve
the remediation proposed by GM and Roseland; the location-specific
remediation that is proposed to take place early next year in order to
accelerate key elements of the remediation is contained in a proposed
Interim Remedial Measures (IRM) Scope of Work, and the remainder
of the remediation will be set forth in a future Remedial Work Plan
(RWP). Locaton-specific remediation focuses on particular areas of
concern, which are set forth in the proposed IRM Scope of Work, and
which may also be the subject of review by the Planning Board during
the site plan review and approval process. The RWP provides for
more general remediation, including Site-wide capping and
engineering and/or institutional controls that will be implemented in
addition to the IRM. Pursuant to the BCP, Site remediation must
fully protect the public health and the environment consistent with the
proposed redevelopment. Accordingly, there is assurance that the
public and residents of the redevelopment will not be exposed to or
endangered by any residual contamination on the Site. The
remediation proposed by GM and Roseland is summarized in the
DEIS (at IIL.B-20 through II1.B-25) and amplified in this Section of
the FEIS.

Regarding the second part of this Comment, which asserts that the
proposed development requires restoring a site that is safe for the
public from floodwaters such as those experienced with Tropical
Storm Floyd, see preceding Response to Comments 302 through PH
5110 at the beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to
relocate the Pocantico River. As explained in the preceding
Responses, it is the Applicant’s opinion that flooding would not be
increased by the proposed project. After considering public
comments and the recommendation of the Village’s open space
planner, the Conceptual Site Plan has been substantially modified in
the FEIS Alternative Plan to increase open space, provide access for
water-dependent uses, and enhance public access to the waterfront and

4 References to the Preliminary Draft RIR are to the volume of that document contained in Appendix 3B to the
FEIS.
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Kingsland Point Park.

The Planning Board notes that GM has managed this site for many decades, and
commends GM for the careful demolition of its former assembly plan buildings
and the care it gave to the recycling of the materials from the former facility.
GM has developed a well-elaborated set of environmental corporate policies, set
forth at GM’s website (www.gm.com/company/gmability/sustainability/... and
/environment/plan... and other sections of the company’s website). The Board
expects that GM has exercised prudence with respect to the site contamination
clean-up, as its policies indicate, and that the site can be fully remediated in
accordance with applicable federal and state law, and that GM can assure the
Village that GM has established a reserve adequate to finance the rehabilitation
of the site. The Planning Board also notes that GM’s corporate social
responsibility policies contain a careful delineation of its corporate policies for
supporting biodiversity in connection with the restoration of its former GM
assembly plant sites, as well as for its open and constructive engagement with
the Village and the community in thinking through the optimal design of the
development of the Sleepy Hollow, It appears to the Planning Board that GM’s
corporate social responsibility policies would support a stronger use of the
Village LWRY policies than Roseland has presented in the DEIS, and in the
FEIS these inconsistencies should be eliminated. We would urge Roseland to
conform its revised proposals more closely to the corporate social responsibility
policies of GM.

See preceding Responses to Comments 302 through PH 5110 at the
beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the
Pocantico River and GM corporate policy, as well as this Section of
the FEIS. As reflected in the FEIS, GM has committed to
remediation of the Site for the intended usc of the Site, as set forth in
the FEIS, consistent with BCP. GM has adequate resources to
remediate the Site consistent with the provisions of the BCP, which
imposes cleanup standards at least as stringent as applicable federal
and state law. GM seeks to implement the IRM early next year, which
would accelerate important aspects of the overall remediation of the
Site. The principal remaining components of Site remediation, such
as the capping of the Site with at least two feet of clean fill or
impervious surfaces (e.g., asphalt or concrete), would be undertaken
by Roseland in conjunction with the construction process.

The Planning Board notes that Kingsland Point is not just “any” local park.
Mayor Zegarelli is to be commended for the restoration of the Park under the
stewardship of the Village. The FEIS needs to recognize the Point’s critical
geomorphology and its original role as a landscape feature that helped, along
with the Pocantico River, to make early settlement by Native Americans
possible in the neighborhoods of Sleepy Hollow, and then attract the carly
Dutch settlers, who with their enslaved work force built and operated the
Upper Mills of Philipsburg Manor. Unlike the bulk of the former GM site,
Kingsland Point is itself bedrock, projecting far from the mainland shore out
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into the Hudson. North of the Point are some of the original oyster beds,
allocated by the NYSDEC, and oysters still breed in the Tappan Zee.
Commercial and recreational fishing for shad is about to begin, as the shad runs
abound in April and May. Other recreational fishing continues in the Tappan
Zee, This area is rich in aquatic resources, and the development of the GM site
needs to identify more fully and respect the biodiversity of the Hudson River
and Tappan Zee, Kingsland Point, the Pocantico River and how the GM site-
development can enhance biodiversity, as through the restoration of an estuary.
In March, eagles returned to Kingsland Point, as the NY Times reported,

See preceding Responses to Comments 302 through PH 5110 at the
beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the
Pocantico River.

We are pleased that you are taking action to revitalize our waterfront.

However, we have reservations about the Lighthouse Landing development.
These concerns reflect our commitment to the preservation of open space, public
access to the Hudson River and the architectural heritage of our village.

This project will change the waterfront and the village, and we would appreciate
the Board addressing the following concerns as part of the environmental
review process. Density of housing units and population; traffic impact on the
village streets and Route 9; site contamination; use and design of open space;
flooding of the Pocantico River; architecture that is not in keeping with village
traditions.

Please see the discussion below under the subheading “Environmental
Conditions/Environmental Remediation” addressing the concern
expressed in the Comment regarding Site contamination. See also
preceding Response to Comments 302 through PH 5110 at the
beginning of this Section relating to the proposal to relocate the
Pocantico River. For the remainder of this Comment, please see the
responses to Comment PM1901 in Section ILII (Description of
Proposed Action) and ILI (Traftic and Parking) of this FEIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS/ENVIRONMENTAL
REMEDIATION

Section ITI.B of the DEIS provides a detailed discussion of the subject
of environmental conditions and remediation. Information contained
in that document has been amplified through confirmatory
investigations, and certain additional reports have been prepared for
and approved by the NYSDEC under the VCP and then the BCP. To
maximize clarity, the principal discussion in the DEIS and the
additonal information have been synthesized in this section of the
FEIS. In addition, a list of acronyms for of technical terms has been
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prepared and is contained in Appendix 3C of the FEIS.®

Existing Conditions

At the time the DEIS was prepared and submitted to the Village,
Roseland and GM were Volunteers in the NYSDEC’s VCP.
Subsequent to the issuance of the DEIS, Roseland and GM
transitioned from the VCP into NYSDEC’s new BCP. Both entities
entered into two Brownfield Cleanup Agreements (BCA) with
NYSDEC in May 2005. One BCA applies to the West and South
Parcels, collectively referred to as the “West Parcel” in the BCA. (In
the FEIS, the West and South Parcels will be discussed separately
unless otherwise indicated.) The second BCA applies to the East
Parcel. (Copies of the BCAs are contained in Appendix 3A to this
FEIS. Exhibits to these documents were not reproduced therein, but
are available at the document repositories established for the Site.)
Under each BCA, Roseland is a Volunteer and GM, due to its status
as a prior owner/operator of the Site potentially responsible for Site
contamination, is a Participant. As a Participant, GM is responsible
for any required remediation of off-site contamination. The basic
clements of the BCP are described in the DEIS (at II1.B-1 to II1.B-3).

Environmental Site Investigations (the Preliminary Draft Remedial
Investigation Report)

The DEIS describes the series of investigations of the Site that were
conducted by GM as part of its decommissioning and demolition of
the plant, as well as investigations conducted by Roseland as part of
its due diligence. (As a general matter, the FEIS does not repeat the
DEIS’s description of these earlier investigations.) The DEIS also
describes the investigations conducted by GM and Roseland under the
auspices of an Investigation Work Plan approved by NYSDEC under
the VCP. (See generally DEIS at III.B-8 to IIL.B-10.) A description
and results of the investigations conducted on the Site, including
those conducted under the VCP (and incorporated under the BCP)
are contained in the Preliminary Draft RIR, which is contained in
Appendix 3B to the FEIS and will be available at the document
repositories established under the VCP/BCP: the NYSDEC Region 3

® Additional definitions are contained in the NYSDEC Region 8 website at
http://www.dec.state.ny.us/website/reg8/der/glossary.html
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office in New Paltz, the Sleepy Hollow Village Hall and the Warner
Library in Tarrytown. This document has been submitted to
NYSDEC, and is subject to further review and approval of the agency.

The DEIS explains that, based on the previous investigations, the
Investigation Work Plan had identified 46 potential areas of concern
(PAOCGs) that might contain contaminants that could present an
environmental concern. One additional PAOC was discovered and
evaluated during the performance of the remedial investigations
conducted on the Site. The investigations reflected the presence on
the Site of several ubiquitous contaminants that are typical
constituents of historic fill found on land along the Hudson River —
metals, especially lead, and a type of semivolatile organic compound
(SVOC) classified as PAHs, typical byproducts of ash and furnace slag
that are often found in historic fill.

Both the PAHSs and lead are found in historic fill throughout much of
the Site at levels that exceed the applicable recommended soil cleanup
objectives (RSCOs) for unrestricted use set forth in NYSDEC's
Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) #
4046: Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels
(November 1994, amended December 2000). As noted in the DEIS
(at IIL.B-2}, these RSCOs are considered by NYSDEC as one factor
in determining the ultimate cleanup level for particular contaminants.
TAGM # 4046 uses a background level for lead ranging from 200 to
500 parts per million (ppm).° Under the BCP, the NYSDOH has set
the cleanup objective for lead in an unrestricted use scenario at 400
ppm. (The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
uses 400 ppm for an open (i.c., exposed) residential play area and
1,200 ppm for residential yards other than play areas.) TAGM #
4046 specifies a separate RSCO for individual PAHs and a RSCO of
500 ppm for total SVOCs (which include PAHs, as they are a type of
SVOoC)’

During the development of the Work Plan, ranges of metals detected
in Site soils (primarily historic fill) during the previous investigations

¢ Parts per million is equivalent to mg/l.

7 The TAGM # 4046 RSCOs are used in this FEIS because they were used in the DEIS. NYSDEC recently adopted
new regulations under the BCP, which contain revised soil cleanup objectives that will likely be applicable to the
Site (restricted residential or parkland). Thus, those criteria will likely supersede the TAGM # 4046 values. For
consistency purposes, the FEIS will refer to the soil cleanup objectives in TAGM # 4046, though it is likely the
objectives in the new regulations will ultimately apply. The differences in the objectives are not expected to
meaningfully affect the remediation proposed for the Site.
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were examined to determine if any areas should be considered
“sources” of contamination. The previous investigations revealed that
lead was frequently found at levels above the TAGM # 4046
suggested range of 200-500 ppm for typical urban background,
throughout several of the large tracts of historic fill. None of these
arcas contain free product, concentrated solid or semi-solid hazardous
substances, or non-aqueous phase liquids as a source of lead.
However, NYSDEC raised a concern regarding the possibility that
certain locations might represent substantive areas of grossly
contaminated soil due to unusually high levels of lead relative to the
rest of the historic fill. Therefore, the entire distribution of lead
detected throughout the Site in the previous investigations was
subjected to a knee-of-the-curve (statistical) evaluation to determine
what levels of lead were considerably above the typical condition for
historic fill on the Site. Out of 260 Site-wide samples analyzed for
lead in the previous investigations, 62% of the samples exhibited lead
levels below 500 ppm, 35% of the samples had levels between 500
ppm and 10,000 ppm, and 3% of the samples contained lead in excess
of 10,000 ppm. A 10,000-ppm lead threshold was selected as a
logical dividing line for delineating possible source areas because soils
yielding results above this number are anomalous relative to the
typical lead concentrations encountered throughout large segments of
the Site. The 10,000 ppm level is also consistent with studies
conducted in New Jersey showing that concentrations of lead in
common historic fill materials, such as fly ash, range up to 10,700

Based on this screening mechanism, the DEIS identifies several
PAOCs on the Site as warranting location-specific remediation (i.e.,
remediation in addition to the Site-wide capping and institutional and
engineering controls described below) due to the presence of elevated
levels of lead. These include the following locations: PAOC-7/Fill
Area H, in the southwestern part of the West Parcel below the Body
Plant slab; and Fill Area F, adjacent to Fill Area H; and PAOC-29,
under asphalt and a concrete slab-on-grade associated with a former
maintenance building in the northwest corner of the West Parcel.
Lead has been found in soils at levels up to 53,900 ppm in Fill Area
H, up to 167,000 ppm in Fill Area F (at 2 feet below ground surface
in the crawl space under the former Body Plant slab), and up to
90,000 ppm in PAOC-29. (See generally DEIS Appendix 3B,
Attachment A, Table 4. See also the Preliminary Draft RIR contained
in Appendix 3B to the FEIS.) The lead in these arcas appears to be
associated with construction and demolition-type materials, furnace
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slag or ash in the historic fill. (See DEIS Figure III1.B-2.)

A supplemental investigation was conducted under the VCP to
delineate more completely the vertical and horizontal extent of lead-
contaminated soils in these areas and to ascertain the presence and
extent of any grossly contaminated soils. As a result of this further
investigation, elevated levels of lead were also found in Fill Area G,
adjacent to Area F, at levels up to 13,700 ppm. Due to the
overlapping of lead-contaminated soils among PAOC-7 and Fill Areas
H, F and G identified thereby, these four areas were merged into a
single PAOC for lead-contaminated soils (PAOC-7/Fill Areas H, F
and G). Analysis of all the samples for lead in this area indicates that
approximately 8% of the samples exhibited lead levels exceeding
10,000 ppm and approximately 58% had lead levels below 400 ppm.
For PAOC-29, approximately 14% of the samples contained lead in
excess of 10,000 ppm and approximately 35% contained less that 400
ppm of lead.

Samples of groundwater taken in and around Fill Areas H, F and G
and PAOC-29 in the Spring and Summer of 2004 did not contain
elevated concentrations of lead as compared to the applicable Class
GA groundwater standards for drinking water; these standards apply
to the Site even though the groundwater is not now, nor is it expected
to be, used as a source of potable water. This indicates that the lead in
the soil is not currently being transported in the groundwater. (There
were several exceedances of Class GA standards from turbid
groundwater samples (containing suspended solids, which reflect lead
adsorbed on the surfaces of soil particles rather than being dissolved in
the groundwater), but none from the lowest achievable turbidity
sample nor from filtered samples, indicating that lead has not
impacted groundwater in relation to these standards.) Because
PAOC-29 is located adjacent to Kingsland Point Park (specifically, a
paved road and parking area within the Park}, an off-site soil
investigation was conducted on Park property in October 2004 to
determine if soil beneath the Park contained clevated lead levels
similar to those observed on the Site. This sampling in the Park did
not reveal any similarly elevated concentrations of lead.

The areas of concern for lead-contaminated soils are identified on
Drawing 2 (included in the Preliminary Draft RIR, which is
contained in Appendix 3B to the FEIS), which shows the PAOCs on
the Site that, as discussed below, are proposed to be specifically
remediated pursuant to the BCP. FEIS Figure I1.B-5 superimposes
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these PAOCs on the FEIS Alternative Plan discussed earlier in this
FEIS. PAOC-7/Fill Areas H, F and G are located principally under
roads, townhouses and open space of the proposed revised
redevelopment.

The investigations described in the DEILS also identified several arcas
where subsurface soil exhibited petroleum odors or staining, likely the
result of historic leaks from underground storage tanks (USTs): the
area surrounding the former 10,000 gallon UST in the northwest
portion of the West Parcel, in the area adjacent to the former Chassis
Plant, where the UST had been removed; PAOC-37, in the southeast
corner of the West Parcel; and PAOC-43, roughly in the center of the
West Parcel.

Additional sampling around the abandoned 10,000-gallon UST was
conducted in the Spring of 2004 to delineate more precisely the extent
of grossly contaminated soils that were not removed in 1998 (when
the UST and over 700 cubic yards of the most contaminated soil were
excavated by GM) due to the presence of buildings and an active rail
siding overlying a portion of this area at that time. The sampling
indicated that soils around the UST have been impacted up to 21 feet
in depth. All of the impacted soils are in the saturated zone (below
the water table). Soiis in the immediate vicinity of the UST exhibit
evidence of residual oil contamination (sheen and odor), as well
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and/or SVOCs above TAGM #
4046 guidance values.

The affected soils in this area appear to be generally aligned with the
former 1926 shoreline that extended throughout this area. Total
VOCs in the soil in the area of concern surrounding the former
10,000 gallon UST range up to 31.18 ppm; TAGM # 4046 sets forth
a RSCO of 10 ppm for total VOCs. Although the total SVOCs in
the soil range up to 180 ppm, which is less than the RSCO of 500
ppm, total carcinogenic PAHs range up to 59.10 ppm, above the
RSCO of 10 ppm. RSCOs for individual PAHs are also exceeded.
Groundwater sampling was also conducted in this area of the Site for
petroleum-based contaminants in the groundwater. The historic spill
(circa 1920s) of No. 6 fuel oil associated with this UST is aged and
degraded by bacterial decomposition and VOCS were generally not
detected in groundwater at this location during 2004 (the exception
being one monitoring well at the edge of the proposed remedial area
for the UST which contained 1.5 ug/! of benzene compared to the
Class GA standard of 1.0 ug/l). SVOCs (PAHs) are present in
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groundwater at part-per-billion levels at this location, some of which
do exceed the Class GA standards for drinking water — although not
any more so than is found upgradient of the UST area due to the

presence of coal ash and cinders in the fill, which contain the same
types of SVOCs (PAHs).

Supplemental sampling in the PAOC-37 and PAOC-43 areas, also
conducted in the Spring of 2004, indicated that VOCs in these areas
are the result of historic releases that have undergone substantial
natural degradation. Neither VOCGs in soil nor groundwater in
PAOC-37 or PAOC-43 exceed the RSCOs or Class GA standards,
respectively; the primary constituents of concern in these areas are
metals associated with historic fill in the West Parcel, and PAHs
associated with the historic fill and some residual from degraded
petroleum.

These PAOC:s for petroleum-contaminated soils arc identified on
Drawing 2 (included in the Preliminary Draft RIR that is contained
in Appendix 3B to the FEIS), and FEIS Figure II.B-5 superimposes
these PAOGCs on the FEIS Alternative Plan discussed earlier in this
FEIS. PAOC-37 is located under the proposed market/office building
in the southern corner of the Site; PAOC-43 is located under the
proposed park that roughly bisccts the Site east to west under the
proposed revised redevelopment; and the soils containing residual
petroleum from the spill from the 10,000 gallon UST are located
under townhouses and some open space in the northwestern portion
of the proposed revised redevelopment

The initial (2003) investigations also revealed a limited area (one
monitoring well - OW-24 in PAOC-47) containing a chlorinated
VOC, trichloroethene (TCE) (typically from solvents), and chromium
(a metal) in groundwater near the northwest boundary of the Site
with Kingsland Point Park.

A series of additional soil and groundwater samples were taken in this
area in the Spring and Summer of 2004 under the auspices of the
VCP to more precisely delineate the extent of such contamination.
The sampling identified a previously closed pit (filled with sand} as a
possible source of these constituents. Test borings through the sand
fill revealed a subsurface concrete slab (about 6 feet below grade) with
a pronounced greenish color and soil above and below this slab with
high concentrations of chromium. The levels of chromium in the soil
are above and those of TCE are below their respective RSCOs
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identified in TAGM # 4046. The chromium levels in soil in PAOC-
47 ranges from 8.7 ppm to 3750 ppm, while the RSCO is 10 ppm or
Site soil background levels (which are approximately 50 ppm). The
TCE in soil ranges up to 0.045 ppm, which is below the RSCO of 0.7
ppm. The sampling did not identify any grossly impacted soils that
would account for the TCE found in the groundwater in the initial
(2003) investigation, yet the pattern of groundwater contamination
implicates the closed pit as a source area.

The concentrations of these substances in groundwater exceed the
applicable standards for Class A groundwater. The chromium in
groundwater ranges up to 42,100 micrograms per liter (ug/1), while
the standard is 50 ug/l. The TCE in groundwater ranges up to 75
ug/l, while the standard is 5 ug/l. In addition, a breakdown product
of TCE —cis-1,2,Dichloroethene - is also present in groundwater at
levels that slightly exceed the Class GA groundwater standard.
Groundwater contaminated by TCE and chromium extends off of the
Site into Kingsland Point Park, approximately 8-10 feet below the
ground surface.

Soil gas surveys were conducted in the East Parcel in 2003 and the
West Parcel in 2004 to assess the extent to which soil gas (i.e., vapors)
containing VOCs is trapped under the existing pavement or building
slabs. The design of these surveys were reviewed and approved by
NYSDOH and NYSDEC. The 2004 survey of the West Parcel
indicated the presence of TCE in soils gas within the PAOC-47 area
and petroleum-derived VOGs in soil gas within the other arcas
sampled (See Figure 13A of the Preliminary Draft RIR, which is
contained in Appendix 3B to the FEIS).® Soil vapors as high as 2,600
ug/m’® were observed below the existing building slab in PAOC-47,
while the maximum soil vapor reading in any of the petroleum-
affected areas (including that associated with the former UST
(excluding a single sample containing acetone, a laboratory artifact)
was 160 ug/m®, which does not represent a predicted future indoor air
concentration at these locations.

As per NYSDOH Guidance for Evaluating Vapor Intrusion {October
2006}, New York State currently does not have any standards, criteria
or guidance values for concentrations of compounds in subsurface
vapors, Additionally, there are no databases available of background

¥ A description and results of the investigations conducted under the VCP (and incorporated under the BCP) are
contained in the proposed RIR.
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levels of volatile chemicals in soil vapor. In the absence of this
information, NYSDOH will compare soil vapor sampling results to
background outdoor air levels or Site-related outdoor air sampling
results. The NYSDOH has guidelines for volatile chemicals in indoor
air; for TCE it is 5 ug/m®.

This area of concern for chromium and TCE-contaminated soils,
groundwater and soil gas is identified on Drawing 2 (included in the
Preliminary Draft RIR that is contained in Appendix 3B to the FEIS).
FEIS Figure II.B-5 superimposes this PAOC on the FEIS Alternatve
Plan discussed earlier in this FEIS. PAOC-47 is located primarily
under open space, as well as some townhouses, of the proposed
revised redevelopment. More particularly, several townhouses will be
located on areas in which the soil vapor survey revealed vapor
concentrations exceeding guidance concentrations and thus the
anticipated need to implement remedial measures to prevent soil
vapor intrusion. No buildings are proposed to be located over
groundwater that sampling shows an exceedance of the 5 ug/!
groundwater standard.

The DEIS notes several other potential areas of concern. Low levels
of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were found in milled concrete
recycled from upper levels of demolished Site buildings, which are
stockpiled in a bermed area near the waterfront. Some millings from
this source were used to fill post-demolition depressions on portions
of the West Parcel. The total PCBs range up to 4.4 ppm, with
individual aroclors at lower levels; the RSCO is 1 ppm for surface
soils (the top 18-24 inches) and 10 ppm for subsurface soils. The
millings also contain levels of metals and PAHSs consistent with
concentrations of these compounds throughout the Site. The
proposed use of these millings is for on-site structural fill; which will
be capped in accordance with the Site-wide plan for engineering and
institutional controls.

A methane gas survey had initially been conducted on the East Parcel
because the Village of Sleepy Hollow (North Tarrytown) had used a
portion of this area as a landfill for a period of time.” Sampling in the
subsurface indicated that methane is trapped under the asphalt surface
of the parking lot on this Parcel. Methane was not found in unpaved
areas of the East Parcel because the gas naturally dissipates into the

? Methane is a colorless and odorless gas generated by the natural decomposition of organic material in municipal
refuse.
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atmosphere in the absence of pavement or other similar barriers. The
extent of methane on the East Parcel is reflected in Figure 15A, which
is included in the Preliminary Draft RIR that is contained in
Appendix 3B to the FEIS.

A soil gas survey was conducted on the West Parcel under the VCP in
the Summer of 2004 to determine if there was any accumulation of
methane, originating from beneath the existing concrete slabs and
asphalt. This investigation identified one area near the northern end
of the Site that contained methane believed to originate from natural
organic material associated with a former stream channel. The limited
area of methane on the West Parcel is shown on Figure 17 (included
in the Preliminary Draft RIR that is contained in Appendix 3B to the
FEIS). The methane is under the asphalt-paved area in the
northwestern corner of the Site.

The Applicant, as reflected in the Preliminary Draft RIR,
recommended that certain PAOGCs be subject to further consideration
as to the need for specific remediation (i.e., remediation in addition to
Site-wide remediation of a cap and barrier system). Areas that are not
believed to warrant remediation beyond the Site-wide remedial
approach described below, which consists of a series of institutional
controls and engineering controls (IC/EC) providing for a long-term
cap and barrier system, were screened out. Those PAOC:s identified
as requiring potential specific remediation are discussed below.

GM has conducted several phases of a Sediment Quality Investigation
in the Hudson River, focusing on metals associated with historic
wastewater discharges from the former plant via outfall pipes. The
first study, conducted in 1997, did not indicate any area-wide impacts.
In July 2004, under the auspices of the VCP, GM conducted a more
localized investigation, focusing on shallow sediment adjacent to three
outfalls that historically conveyed industrial or stormwater discharges
into the Hudson River. Samples were analyzed for constituents
(metals) expected to be associated with such discharges. Analyses for
PAHs and PCBs were also performed at the request of NYSDEC.
The data indicates that there are elevated concentrations of metals
immediately adjacent to Outfall 1 {OF-1), located at the southern end
of the property along the Hudson River. The principal metals of
concern are lead, chromium, mercury, copper and zinc. This outfall
discharged industrial wastewater from the plant during the 1960s
through October 1971 (after which the GM industrial waste stream
was pretreated and directed into the public sewer system in
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accordance with local permits). Further sampling to delineate the
vertical extent of this affected area and to evaluate potential impacts to
benthic biota within the study area was conducted in September-
October 2006.

The results of the July 2004 investigation (which summarizes the
results of the 1997 investigation) and September-October 2006
investigation will be contained in an investigation report that, once
approved by NYSDEC, will be available to the public in the agency’s
repositories.

Future Conditions Without the Project

Without the project, GM would be required to remediate the
petroleum-contaminated soil from releases from the former 10,000
gallon UST in the area adjacent to the former Chassis Plant under the
New York State Navigation Law, subject to NYSDEC review and
approval. GM could be required to remediate other areas of the Site
contaminated by its prior manufacturing activities (particularly
PAOC-47). In all other respects, Site conditions would remain
essentially unchanged. Neither GM nor Roseland has an obligation to
remediate the Site under the BCAs, as these agreements can be
terminated by the parties without the requirement of conducting any
remediation.

Potential Impacts

Implementation of the proposed development will not adversely affect
contamination on the Site because, as part of the remediation process
that will take place under the BCP, NYSDEC and NYSDOH will
ensure that construction and operation of the development will not
result in adverse environmental or public health impacts. As discussed
in the DEIS (Section III.B.2.d), and amplified below, removal of
contaminated soils and treatment of contaminated groundwater will
take place prior to or during project construction, and work plans
developed and implemented under the BCP will govern not only
remediation, but construction and operation of the development as
well.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

At the time the DEIS was issued, NYSDEC had, based on the project
proposed and investigations completed as of that time, conditionally
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approved a draft Conceptual Remediation Action Work Plan
(Conceptual RAWYP) for the Site. The Conceptual RAWT
contemplated specific remedial measures to address certain PAOCs
containing soils exhibiting elevated levels of lead and petroleum on the
West Parcel (e.g., the removal of lead-contaminated soil in PAOC-
7/Fill Areas H and F and PAOC-29 and of petroleum-contaminated
soil in the vicinity of the former 10,000 gallon UST); capping of the
Site with various materials, depending on the use in a particular area
(e.g., soil in the open space areas, asphalt over roadways, and concrete
under buildings}; groundwater monitoring to confirm the absence of
any groundwater impacts; and certain IC/EC to be memorialized in
and enforceable by a deed restriction or environmental easement (e.g.,
a prohibition against use of the shallow groundwater and the
establishment of procedures to be followed if the soil under the cap
were to be disturbed). '

The Conceptual RAWT contemplated that planned confirmatory
investigations and/or project changes could affect the approach
articulated therein. As noted above, subsequent additional
investigations provided further information as to the extent of certain
contamination, particularly chlorinated solvents in the northwestern
corner of the Site. In addition, the project has been modified in
several key relevant aspects: the concrete slab covering the West Parcel
will be removed, thus removing a possible impediment to the
feasibility and reasonableness of removing and/or treating
contaminated soils under the slab (particularly in PAOC-7/Fill Areas
H, F and G and PAOC-29); the portion of the Site containing
PAOC-47 {which contains chromium and TCE-contaminated soil and
groundwater) will be developed primarily as open space, rather than
townhouses; and open space will be preserved in the northwestern
corner of the Site. The Conceprual RAWP, therefore, has been
modified by the FEIS, and will be superseded in the BCP process by
the IRM Scope of Work and RWP, which will account for both the
additional information and the proposed project modifications.

The Proposed Remediation — the IRM Scope of Work and RWDP

According to NYSDEC’s Brownfield Cleanup Program Guide (BCP
Guide), the goal of the remedy selection process in the BCP is to
select a remedy for a site that is fully protective of public health and
the environment, taking into account the current, intended and

' Under the BCP, an environmental easement, rather than deed restrictions, is employed.
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reasonably anticipated future land use of the site. The use is
determined during the application process and confirmed during the
remedy selection process. The hierarchy of remediation under the
BCP is generally, from highest to lowest: removal and/or treatment of
source material; containment of source material remaining after
removal and/or treatment; elimination of exposure to any source
remaining after removal, treatment and/or containment; and, finally,
treatment of source at the point of exposure.

The BCP, Title 14 of the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law, provides for cleanup tracks and the promulgation
of soil cleanup objectives. Under the recently adopted BCP
regulations, the NYSDEC will continue to implement the approach
used in the past under the VCP, which most closely resembles Track 1
(unrestricted use) and Track 4 (site-specific use-based cleanup). Since
it was established during both the VCA and BCA application process
that cleanup for unrestricted use was not feasible for this Site, a use-
based approach has been taken. Under a Track 4 use-based approach,
the remedial program must achieve a cleanup level that will be
protective for a site’s current, intended or reasonably anticipated
residential, commercial or industrial use with restrictions and with
reliance on the long-term employment of institutional or engineering
controls to achieve such a level.

As noted above, the specific areas of concern that might warrant
specific remediation (in addition to addressing the contamination
from historic fill underlying virtually the entire Site) have been
identified. Under the BCP, there are remedial action objectives
(RAO:s) for the Site, discussed below, which are taken into account in
developing remedial approaches to address the Site-wide
contamination arising from the presence of contamination associated
with historic fill and the contamination associated with specific areas
of concern recommended for evaluation. An alternative for cleanup to
a level that would permit unrestricted use must also be developed, in
accordance with the BCP Guide.

The seven areas of concern for the evaluation of potential remediation
are:

¢ the Site-wide PAOCs (derived from the presence of historic

fill over virtually the entire Site, as well as the presence of
methane under the East Parcel and under a limited area on the
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northwest corner of the West Parcel);
o PAOC-7/Fill Arcas H, F and G (lead contamination);
¢ PAOC-29 (lead contamination);
e PAOC-37 (petroleum contamination);
¢ PAOC-43 (petroleum contamination);
o PAOC-47 (chromium and TCE contamination); and

o the former 10,000 gallon UST area (petroleum
contamination).

There are specific RAOs for particular types of contamination. For
soil contamination, the RAO:s are to ¢liminate, or reduce to the extent
feasible, future potential human exposure, including the potential for
migration and potential inhalation of VOCs through soil vapor in
closed buildings, and the potential for methane migration. For the
concrete milling, the RAQ is to eliminate or reduce potential future
human exposure. For groundwater, the RAOs are eliminate or reduce
to the extent feasible human exposure and impacts of on- and off-site
groundwater, including the potential for inhalation of VOCs through
vapor intrusion in closed buildings.

For Site-wide contamination — the elevated levels of metals (especially
lead) and PAHs from historic fill, and methane — there are three
potential alternatives: the No Action alternative, Site-wide IC/EC cap
and barrier system, and the removal of soil containing contaminants
exceeding the TAGM # 4046 RSCOs. The No Action approach is
inadequate, primarily because it would not address specific areas of
concern that, if left unremediated, could affect on-site workers and
residents of the development. Thus, this alternative would not meet
the RAO:s for soil contamination. The removal of all soils with
contaminants exceeding RSCOs is infeasible in light of issues with
implementability {e.g., technical concerns of massive excavation
adjacent to the River and the number of truck trips required to
remove contaminated soils from the Site), timing (this approach
would take approximately 15 years to complete), and cost-
effectiveness (this approach would cost over $600 million).
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The proposed remediation of Site-wide contamination, therefore, is
the implementation of Site-wide IC/EC, which will be implemented
in addition ro the remedial measures to be undertaken for other
specific areas of concern. The Site-wide IC/EC will include the
following:

* A demarcation barrier (likely consisting of a geotextile fabric
or a structural surface such as concrete or asphalt) will be
placed over soil or fill that does not meet the TAGM # 4046
generic cleanup guidance;

¢ A two-foot thick surface soil cover meeting TAGM # 4046
RSCOs for open space, landscaped or other areas not covered
by impervious surface;

» Pavement or concrete (or similar impervious surfaces) over
non-open space/landscaped areas;

o Development of permanent structures;

e An environmental easement that will apply to all future
owners referencing a Site Management Plan (SMP), as
discussed in further detail below; and

* An operation, maintenance and monitoring plan that would
include:

o Installing monitoring wells (if required) and
implementing a periodic groundwater monitoring
program to confirm that RAOs for groundwater are
being achieved; and

o Conducting periodic groundwater monitoring
(sampling and analysis) to confirm that off-site
migration 18 NOt Occurring,

A proposed environmental easement incorporating these Site-wide
IC/EC will be filed in conjunction with the IRM Scope of Work for
the Site (rather than deferring the filing until completion of all
remediation under the BCP), thus assuring the implementation of
these measures. If necessary, a modified environmental easement will
be filed after the completion of the RWP.
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The proposed remediation includes specific remedial approaches for
certain areas of concern, which are described below. The IRM Scope
of Work, which also describes these measures and how they will be
implemented, will be made public once approved by NYSDEC.

Remediation of Petvolewm-Related PAOCs by an IRM

Proposed remedial activities in the area of the former 10,000 gallon
UST will include soil removal and treatment of soil and groundwater.
The soil removal activities include the removal and off-site
disposal/treatment of approximately 5,100 cubic yards of grossly
contaminated soils from the area adjacent to the former Chassis Plant
(where the UST was removed) that GM identified in the Conceptual
RAWP. This approach will involve the removal of petroleum-
impacted soil as delineated by the three-foot contour interval, which
represents the thickness of stained soils, to a depth of up to 21 feet
below existing grade. Figure 9 of Appendix 3D to the FEIS shows
the extent of this soil removal.

Excavation of the impacted soils will generally be conducted using
conventional construction equipment, such as backhoes, excavators,
front-end loaders, dump trucks, etc. Due to the depths of the
excavation area, shoring or shecting of the excavation sidewalls will
probably be necessary.

Water generated during the excavation and dewatering activities will
be treated on-site using a portable water treatment system. In
addition, due to the shallow depth to groundwater in this location
(approximately 6 feet below grade), wellpoints will likely need to be
installed and operated around the excavation areas to lower the
groundwater table (to the extent practicable) and prevent potentially
unstable conditions caused by groundwater entering the excavations.
Treated water will likely be discharged to the on-site sanitary sewers
and received by the Yonkers Wastewater Treatment Plant.

Assuming that sheeting, as expected, is used, soil would be removed
horizontally until the sheeting was reached, and continue downward
until no further grossly contaminated soils (e.g., soil containing free
product, petroleumn-stained soil or odors) were observed. A
demarcation barrier will be installed at the base and sidewalls of the
excavation before backfilling

Any excavation below the water table will be backfilled with clean,
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permeable fill. The remainder of the excavation will be backfilled and
brought to grade with soils consistent with the SMP (which may
include soil from the uncontaminated upper zone over the
contaminated area, which will be stockpiled for potential use as
backfill, subject to NYSDEC approval). A barrier system (as
described above) will be installed over the PAOC following
completion of the backfilling activities.

The excavated materials will be stockpiled on staging areas constructed
at the Site to facilitate dewatering of the materials. The stockpiled
materials will be sampled (using composite sampling) to characterize
for purposes of disposal. Materials that are determined to be
nonhazardous will be transported to a permitted solid waste
management facility for either treatment and recycling or landfill
disposal, while any materials found to be hazardous will be segregated
onsite, if appropriate and feasible, transported to a permitted
hazardous waste management facility, and treated (as necessary) to
comply with applicable law.

The second remedial component is the injection of chemical oxidants,
likely through shallow injection wells, to the saturated zone
(groundwater and soils within the groundwater) both upgradient and
downgradient of the excavation area described above (and shown on
Figure 9 of Appendix D to the FEIS). In-situ chemical oxidation
(ISCO) for the treatment of petroleum hydrocarbons in the
subsurface would typically involve the use of chemical oxidants such as
hydrogen peroxide (Fenton’s reagent), sodium persulfare,
permanganate (potassium or sodium), ozone, or ozone in
combination with hydrogen peroxide, and associated supplemental
reagents. A conceptual Site model would be developed based on Site
characterization activities that would define the vertical and horizontal
extent, and the nature and mass, of constituents of concern as well as
the local geology, groundwater flow regime, and contaminant
migration pathways. In addition, data would be collected to establish
baseline geochemical conditions in groundwater for the purposes
measuring ISCO success and monitoring groundwater quality.

The Site characterization work and bench scale treatability studies
would be used to determine the appropriate oxidant and oxidant
dosage. Field scale pilot studies would be conducted to evaluate the
radius of influence surrounding the individual injection wells to ensure
that the oxidizing agents would be delivered in a manner designed to
ensure that the reagents are dispersed effectively throughout the
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treatment zone to promote contact with VOGs in the subsurface soil
and groundwater.

The ultimate objective of the remediation of this area is to eliminate
or reduce odors and vapors, so as to avoid the need for additional
mitigation measures related to buildings, such as a treatment system
or vapor barrier under buildings or building foundations. The
presence of VOCs in the soil and groundwater in this area raise the
potential for soil vapors containing VOCs to enter closed buildings.
The Applicant believes this potential to be minimal for several
reasons: levels of VOCGs in soil immediately beyond the edge of the
areas to be excavated generally meet or only slightly exceed TAGM #
4046 RSCOs; downgradient groundwater meets Class GA
groundwater standards; and the proposed remediation would
significantly reduce these levels of VOGCs by the removal of source
material and the use of ISCO. Nonetheless, to eliminate any concern
over potential vapor intrusion, Roseland has determined to voluntarily
design townhouses to include passive subslab depressurization
systems, which vent vapors to the atmosphere. Such systems typically
include the placement of gravel or geotextile beneath the foundation
of the building, with horizontal pipes within the gravel or on the
geotextile. Vapor collects in these pipes and then is vented to the
atmosphere by vertical pipes. Other buildings in the proposed project
have ventilation systems in the basement or lower levels, which would
also vent any vapors to the atmosphere. Accordingly, all enclosed
buildings on the Site will incorporate measures that eliminate the
potential for vapor intrusion - however unlikely.

The IRM for this area will be considered complete when the
excavation is completed to pre-established boundaries and either Class
GA standards for individual petroleum constituents (VOCs and
SVOCs) are achieved or asymptotic conditions (as agreed to by
NYSDEC) are observed in monitoring wells within the treatment
area. Groundwater monitoring would be conducted during and after
the treatment period, likely for five years, to confirm effectiveness of
the IRM. Development plans for this former UST area of the Site
require the addition of 2-10 feet of additional fill and cover material to
provide finished grade.) Trench excavation for most underground
utilities is not expected to penetrate the saturated zone, so there
should be no worker contact with low levels of residual contamination
that will be subject to continued natural attenuation. For sanitary and
storm sewer construction, the groundwater saturated zone may be
encountered. During deep utility work in this area, the removal and
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disposal of any residual petroleum-contaminated soils, as well as any
dewatering necessary to achieve such removal, will be handled in
accordance with the SMP. The SMP will require that clean select fill
be used for any backfilling of utility trenches. The environmental
easement that will be imposed on the Site will prohibit use of the
groundwater for any purpose.

The two historic oil spills in PAOC-37 and PAOC-43 have already
been subject to extensive natural attenuation, as confirmed by the
supplemental sampling described above. Accordingly, excavation or
other physical remediation is not necessary. Groundwater monitoring
will likely be conducted for five years, to confirm that natural
attenuation is effective. The SMP will identify any further treatment
or disposal requirements if soil in these areas is excavated during
construction. The SMP will also require that clean select fill be used
for any backfilling of utility trenches. The environmental easement
that will be imposed on the Site under the BCP will prohibit use of
the groundwater. In addition, development plans will result in the
addition of 5-10 feet of fill and cover materials on PAOC-43 to
achieve final grade.

The development plans provide for the addition of new roadways and
structures over PAOC-37. In addition, the relocated Westchester
County Trunk sewer might be placed in the affected area. During
utility work in this area, the removal and disposal of any petroleum-
contaminated soils, as well as any dewatering necessary to achieve
such removal, will be handled in accordance with the SMP.

Remediation of Lead-Impacted PAOCs by an IRM

Two areas exhibiting atypically elevated levels of lead (PAOC-29 and
the combined PAOC-7/Fill Areas H, F and G) will be subject to
location-specific remediation. (See Figures 4C and 7A, respectively
(included in the Preliminary Draft RIR that is contained in Appendix
3B to the FEIS).)

As explained earlier, the investigations, based on Site conditions, had
used 10,000 PPM as a logical dividing line for the initial delineation.
The remediation to be conducted, however, will include excavation of
fill above the water table containing lead at levels >5,000 PPM, rather
than 10,000 PPM. Consequently, the remediation in these two areas
of concern will excavate and remove a total of approximately 5,340
cubic yards of fill containing lead concentrations >5,000 PPM from
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above the groundwater table and fill containing lead concentrations
>10,000 PPM below the water table.

In both PAOCs, the Applicant will conduct additional sampling prior
to the commencement of excavation to delineate more precisely the
horizontal extent of fill above the water table containing lead >5,000
PPM. At PAOC-7/Fill Areas H, F and G, the depth of the excavation
for fill containing lead >5,000 PPM will be approximately 4 feet
below the surface of the former Body Plant basement to the
groundwater table. In addition, the excavation will go to targeted
depths at three locations ranging from 8-12 feet within this same
excavation footprint to remove additional fill containing lead >10,000
PPM. A total of approximately 4,400 cubic yards of lead-
contaminated fill will be removed from this area of concern. A
demarcation barrier will be installed at the base and sidewalls of each
excavation before backfilling. Excavated areas will be backfilled and
compacted with structural fill materials. Following completion of the
excavation activities, the excavation areas will be backfilled to existing
grades. Figure 4 in Appendix 3D of the FEIS presents the
approximate footprints of soil to be removed from PAOC-7 Fill Areas
H, Fand G.

At PAOC-29, the depth of the excavation will be to approximately 4
feet below the groundwater table, approximately 6.5 feet below
ground surface. Soil with lead concentrations exceeding 5,000 PPM
will be removed from above the water table, and all soil with lead
concentrations > 10,000 PPM will be removed from below the water
table. A total of approximately 940 cubic yards of lead-contaminated
fill will be removed from this area of concern The existing surface
concrete and or asphalt cover will be set aside for future on-site
recycling and re-use. A demarcation barrier will be installed at the
base and sidewalls of the excavation before backfilling. Following
completion of the excavation activities, the excavation area will be
backfilled to existing grades. Figure 5 in Appendix 3D of the FEIS
presents the approximate footprint of soil to be removed from PAOC-
29.

The excavation of these areas will utilize the same approach as for the
excavation of petroleum-contaminated PAOC described above, except
that sheeting and groundwater removal and treatment would not be
necessary. Chemical stabilizers will be applied during excavation to
aid in material handling and disposal and minimize generation of dust.
Lead-contaminated soils excavated from these areas will be removed

FEIS II.B - 57 12/19/06



II. RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS

DEIS Sec. III.B - Land, Water and Ecological Resources

Lighthouse Landing

from the Site and transported off-site for disposal or, in some
instances, stockpiled and sampled to determine, subject to NYSDEC
approval, whether such fill could be treated and be re-used on-site as
structural fill. Material not re-used will be tested for waste
classification and disposed off-site. Pre-defined boundaries of the
excavation areas will be based on existing data and supplemental
sampling described above.

As explained above, no concentrations of lead in groundwater in these
PAOC:s exceed the Class GA groundwater standard. Nonetheless,
additional work is being conducted to assure than any residual lead
contamination remaining in fill in these areas after the excavations
described above would not cause a contravention of groundwater
standards. Prior to commencing excavation, the Applicant will
conduct Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (“SPLP”) testing
on fill that will remain and fill that will be removed both above and
below the water table. The SPLP procedure tests for leaching of
metals from soils. The analytical results from this sampling will be
evaluated to ascertain whether there is any predisposition for the
remaining fill above the water table to be prone to leaching soluble
lead. The SPLP results will be compared to the Class GA
groundwater standard for lead. If the SPLP data show there is a high
likelihood of unsaturated soils remaining at the Site (after excavation)
to leach soluble lead, then some type of impermeable layer (e.g., a
geotextile liner) may need to be installed in the open space areas (i.e.,
under the two-foot clean soil cap).

In addition, post-excavation groundwater monitoring will be
conducted for 5 years to monitor any changes in groundwater quality
with respect to lead; at the end of that period the data will be
evaluated to determine if additional monitoring is necessary.

Overall, the remediation of these two areas will remove all fill with
lead concentrations >5,000 PPM above the water table and
approximately 74% of the mass of lead.

PAOC-29, when developed, will be within the open space corridor
between Kingsland Point Park and the residential complexes. The
area will be graded by the additional structural fill and then will be
capped by two feet of clean fill. The final separation between the
future cap surface and the water table will range between 6 and 9 feet.
PAOC-7/Fill Areas H, F and G will be under open space and
townhouses, and could be capped by either two feet of clean fill or
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impervious surfaces associated with the development in addition to up
to 8 feet of intermediate fill required to raise the finished grade in this
area. Thus, there will be approximately 12 feet of separation between
the post-development surface and soil containing residual lead
contamination in this area. The final separation between the future
cap surface and the few remaining concentrations of lead >10,000
PPM will range from 12-24 feet. Further, utilities for the proposed
development will not penetrate below the areas to be excavated.
Institutional controls governing Site use and cap maintenance and
disturbance will apply to these areas, in addition to any other IC/EC
imposed. The environmental easement to be imposed on the Site will
prohibir the use of the groundwater. The IC will include a
requirement that any historic fill excavated during underground utility
construction be replaced by clean select backfill. Accordingly, all
exposure potential to construction workers, residents and visitors will
be eliminated. Although there are no exceedances of groundwater
standards for lead, the elimination of a substantial volume of source
material, coupled with the cap that is part of the overall remedial
program, will assure that groundwater standards remain in
compliance.

Remediation of TCE/Chromium PAOC by an IRM

PAOC-47, the area containing chromium and TCE in the soil and
groundwater, is proposed to be remediated through soil removal and
ISCO treatment of the TCE-impacted saturated zone. Initially,
additional delineation sampling will be conducted to establish the
horizontal and vertical extent of TCE and chromium in the soil above
applicable criteria (noted below), to establish a specific horizontal and
vertical area for soil removal.

The chromium-impacted soil present in this area (within and beneath
a former filled pit as described above) at concentrations greater than
Site background (50 ppm) will be excavated for off-site
treatment/disposal. This will entail removal of approximately 3,600
cubic yards of soil to a depth of approximately 13 feer below current
grade (extending below the bottom of the filled pit). The same
excavation will remove TCE-contaminated soils. Figure 8 in
Appendix 3D of the FEIS indicates the anticipated area of excavation.
The excavation below the water table will be backfilled with clean,
permeable fill. The remainder of the excavation will be backfilled and
brought to grade with soils consistent with the SMP (i.e., structural
fill) and then the barrier cap of two feet of clean fill or impervious
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surface will be put in place.

The excavation of this area will utilize a similar approach as for the
excavation of the petroleum-contaminated soils in the area of the
former 10,000 gallon UST described above, as shoring or sheeting of
the excavation or bench excavation with groundwater removal may be
required. Chemical stabilizers will be applied during excavation to
aid in material handling and disposal and minimize generation of dust.
Excavated material may be stockpiled and subjected to treatability
studies to determine if any of the material, subject to NYSDEC
approval, could be treated and made suitable for on-site re-use as
structural fill. Material not re-used will be tested for waste
classification and disposed off-site. Water generated during
excavation and dewatering activities will be treated on-site and likely
discharged to the on-site sanitary sewers and received by the Yonkers
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Post-excavation sampling for chromium
and TCE will be taken from the bottom of the excavation to verify
that the cleanup objectives are satistied.

Trench excavation for future underground utilities in the proposed
development is not expected to penetrate the saturated zone, so there
should be no worker contact with low levels of residual
contamination. The environmental easement that will be imposed on
the Site will prohibit use of the groundwater for any purpose.

PAOC-47 will be open space or roadway under the FEIS Alternative
Plan, and thus will be capped by two feet of clean fill or asphalt.
Institutional controls governing Site use and cap maintenance and
disturbance will apply to this area, in addition to any other IC/EC
imposed.

TCE-contamination of the groundwater and soil gas requires location-
specific remediation to remediate the source of VOC vapors that
could potentially migrate under townhouses planned for areas
proximate to this PAOC, with the objective of assuring that vapor
intrusion does not occur. ISCO treatment is planned to achicve this
remediation. The Applicant believes that with the implementation of
this IRM, the potential for soil vapors containing VOCs to enter
closed buildings is minimal, as the source of VOGs in soil will be
removed and groundwater will be treated by ISCO. Nonetheless, as
noted earlier, Roseland has voluntarily determined to design the
townhouses to include subslab depressurization systems that would
prevent any vapors from migrating into the buildings.
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Site characterization work, bench scale treatability studies, and field
scale pilot studies would be conducted and utilized to develop a
conceptual Site model, to support oxidant selection and dosage, and
to evaluate the potential treatment effectiveness of ISCO weatment.
As noted earlier, chemical oxidants to be evaluated and applied in this
process typically consist of reagents such as hydrogen peroxide,
persulfate, permanganate, ozone, and associated supplemental
reagents. Chemical oxidants would be delivered through injection
wells (or well points). The injection wells would be placed within the
areas of impacted groundwater and target the depth intervals where
analytical results that show TCE present in groundwater at
concentrations greater than Class GA groundwater quality standards.
The general area proposed for groundwater treazment for this IRM is
shown on Figure 8 in Appendix 3D of the FEIS. Chemical oxidants
would be injected in a manner designed to ensure that the reagents are
dispersed effectively throughout the treatment zone to promote
contact with VOCs (e.g., TCE) in the subsurface soil and
groundwater.

The groundwater remediation process will continue (i.c., there will
likely be multiple injections of oxidizing agents) until such time that
the VOCGs are no longer present at concentrations greater than the
NYSDEC groundwater quality standards for TCE of 5 ug/l or
asymptotic conditions {as agreed to by NYSDEC) are reached (i.e.,
no further reductions in concentrations of the chlorinated solvents can
be achieved). In addition, long-term groundwater monitoring will be
conducted (likely over a period of 5 years) to confirm the effectiveness
of this remedial approach.

Remediation of Methane

As part of Site development, asphalt in the east parking area will be
scarified to release methane that has built up over time, principally as a
result of organic composition of material placed in the historic landfill
under this area. The scarification will likely consist of trenches in the
asphalt. The scarification process is anticipated to be undertaken
concurrently with construction activities on the East Parcel. Because a
portion of the planned Village DPW structure is enclosed, a passive
subslab depressurization system will likely be installed under the
foundation of this element.

Methane gas emissions will not affect open space or parking uses on
the East Parcel, although the methane may need to be vented in the
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proposed commuter parking lot. The Village DPW structure
proposed to be placed on this Parcel will be designed to prevent
methane from accumulating within any enclosed spaces, likely
through the use of a subslab depressurization system and/or vapor
barriers. The small area near the northern end of the property on
which naturally-forming methane was found will be open space and
does not require remediation.

The environmental easement to be filed would be expected to include
a requirement that any enclosed structures in methane-prone areas be
designed to include measures to mitigate methane intrusion.

Reuse of the Millings

The milling stockpile, as well as the additional millings to be
generated from crushing the existing slab, will be reused for structural
purposes (e.g., under roadways). The concentration of PCBs in the
milling is below the TAGM # 4046 RSCO of 10 ppm for such
substances in the subsurface (i.¢., more than two feet below the
surface soil) or below an impervious cap. The millings to be
generated by crushing the existing slab will be sampled to ensure that
they meet this RSCO.

Remediation of Hudson River Sediments

The results of the recent investigation of Hudson River sediments are
under evaluation. Preliminary assessment indicates that the results for
metals are generally similar to those obtained from the sampling
conducted in 1997, showing elevated levels of metals at the mouth of
OF-1, which levels significantly diminish at sample locations further
offshore. Following the evaluation of data, the need for and extent of
sediment remediation will be determined. In the event NYSDEC
determines that dredging or some other means of removal is
necessary, specific design details would be prepared and reviewed and
approved by the agency. These activities would incorporate best
management practices to minimize the potential for siltation from the
dredging. Depending on the exact Jocation of contaminated
sediments and the current speed and depth of the River waters, either
silt curtains or, if neceded, sheet pile barriers would be utilized to
minimize the disturbance of River sediments. Any such remediation
would be performed in a manner that would not affect the proposed
project.
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The Site-Wide Capping of Residual Contamination

The potential for post-development exposure to contaminants (again,
primarily PAHSs and lead) will be eliminated through the installation
of concrete foundations, paving, or other impervious surfaces or
placement of a cap of two feet of clean fill on the open areas of the
Site (i.e., those areas that are not covered by buildings, roads, and
similar impervious surfaces). In addition, a demarcation barrier (likely
geotextile fabric) will be placed beneath the additional fill or the soil-
capped surfaces of the Site, and possibly buildings, as historic fill or
residual contamination will remain. A survey will be prepared
showing the elevations of the demarcation barrier over the entire Site.

The Site Management Plan(s)

Under the BCP, Roscland and GM will also be required to develop a
one or more SMPs that will establish procedures for the management
of soil and dewatered groundwater during remediation and
construction, as well as post-construction. Procedures set forth in the
SMP(s) will control the movement and temporary storage and
stockpiling of soils on the Site and include measures taken to
minimize dust generation. Many of the measures that are described
above, as well as those included in the project’s SWPPP, will be
incorporated into the SMP(s), which will also incorporate a Health
and Safety Plan (HASP), as described below. Each of these various
plans must be approved by NYSDEC and may be further subject to
the site plan review and approval process of the Planning Board.

Measures that will be implemented through the SMP(s} during the
remediation and construction stages are expected to include the
following:

» Identification of any additional areas of contamination during
the remediation and construction process;

¢ Procedures to follow if unexpected, additional contamination
is discovered (e.g., the protocols for sampling and, if
necessary, disposal of contamination discovered during the

installation of utilities);

* Characterization testing to be conducted for excavated soils
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and concrete, to determine whether such soils and concrete
millings can be reused on-site as subsurface fill material or
must be transported and disposed of off-site;

¢ Dust and vapor suppression measures (e.g., spraying water
mist on accessways and equipment during loading activities,
transporting waste loads in properly covered containers,
limiting areas of soil to be disturbed at any one time, and
washing down vehicles);

e Measures to address the potential presence of methane in the
East Parcel and in the northern corner of the West Parcel;

¢ Decontamination of vehicles and equipment;
e Secgregation and stockpiling of soils;
s Management and treatment of dewatering fluids;

e  Worker safety requirements (e.g., for trenching for utilities);

e Criteria for clean fill to be used for capping open space areas;
and

¢ A requirement that any historic fill excavated during

underground utility construction be replaced by clean select
backfill.

The HASP will contain procedures that govern remedial activities
conducted under both the IRM Scope of Work and the RWP) and
assure compliance with applicable provisions of the Occupational
Safety and Health Act. Among other elements, the HASP will require
monitoring during remedial activities and certain construction
activitics. In addition, the FHTASP will include: a Community Air
Monitoring Plan (CAMP) that will include monitoring at the Site and
Site perimeter for constituents of concern (likely volatiles and
particulate matter), using real-time monitoring equipment to ensure
that neither members of the public nor Site workers are exposed to
excessive levels of dust during remediation and construction; the
identification of key health and safety personnel; a description of
health and safety training requirements for Site personnel; a
description of appropriate medical examinations required for on-site
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personnel associated with a particular task; a description of any Site
chemical or physical hazards; a description of work zones to be
established during the physical remediation process; the identification
of personal safety equipment and protective clothing; and the
identification of contingency plans to be implemented in the event of
emergencies or non-routine events.

In addition, an SMP will be applicable to post-construction activities.
The SMP wilt include a post-construction HASP. These documents
will typically include a soil and groundwater management plan that
will apply to any dewatering fluids, as well as potential future activities
that will disturb soils under the cap that do not meet the TAGM #
4046 RSCOs. These post-construction soil and groundwater
management protocols will be similar to those of the remediation
phase SMP but will also include criteria for determining what furure
activities trigger the need to implement the SMP soil and
groundwater management measures. Future activities that will likely
trigger implementation of the SMP will be ground-intrusive activities
that may breach the demarcation barrier or extend beneath the future
buildings and structures.

The SMP will also include a complete description of the engineering
controls (e.g., the cap) and institutional controls (e.g., the
environmental easement and its prohibition on the use of
groundwater) that must be maintained as a condition of the
remediation.

Finally, the SMP will include an Operation, Maintenance and
Monitoring (OM&M) Plan which will likely include the following
requirements for monitoring the effectiveness of the remediation and
maintenance of the cap:

o Installation of monitoring wells (if required);

¢ Implementation of a periodic groundwater monitoring
program (specifying type and frequency of sampling and
analysis) to confirm that RAOs for groundwater are being
achieved;

¢ A program of periodic slab and cap inspection (including
details on such inspections and their frequency) to assure that
the ECs continue to be effective and criteria for maintenance
and repair to all engineering control systems; and
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» DPeriodic enginecering certifications describing measures taken
to implement OM&M requirements and confirming that all
OM&M requirement are satisfied.

As noted, environmental easements, which will require
implementation of the post-construction SMP and require the
incorporation of appropriate provisions in owner/operator documents
to prevent certain changes in Site use without prior approval from the
agency, will be filed. Such easements will also prohibit use of
groundwater for potable water and provide for the submission of
annual inspection reports regarding the condition and maintenance of
the cap. Other institutional controls might include building-specific
engineering controls designed to address specific concerns present
under or in the vicinity of certain buildings or structures. These could
include, by way of example, provisions requiring inspection and
maintenance of ventilation systems for lower level parking areas,
which assure that any vapors that penetrate the subsurface are vented
to the open air.

All proposed remediation measures discussed in this FEIS also will be
explained the TRM Scope of Work or RWP. After the remediation is
completed, the Volunteers must submit for NYSDEC review and
approval reports demonstrating compliance with the RWP and other
relevant plans.

The Village, in its SEQRA Findings, would be able to address any
new information that arises during the subsequent NYSDEC BCP
process.

a) How can a Site Plan be developed if DEC has had no input into the
proposed remediation (clean up) Plan?

NYSDEC has received and reviewed all soil and groundwater
investigation results from this property, which are contained in the
multiple reports that have been filed with the agency. (See DEIS at
III.B.7 1o 1IX.B.9.} This information also appears in the Preliminary
Draft RIR that is contained in Appendix 3B to the FEIS. As
explained in the DEIS, NYSDEC had reviewed the prior development
plan and approved a draft Conceptual RAWP that outlined remedial
options for specific PAOCs and Site-wide remedial measures. This
Conceptual RAWP has, to some extent, been superseded as a result of
changes in the development plan (including the removal of the
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concrete slab) and additional information more specifically delineating
the extent of areas of concern. The result of this evolving process is
the remediation proposed in the IRM Scope of Work and that will be
proposed in the RWP, which will have received extensive input from
both NYSDEC and NYSDOH (as such input continues throughout
the BCP process). NYSDEC must ultimately approve the
remediation under the BCP. The remediation proposed in the IRM
Scope of Work and that will be proposed in the RWP is discussed in
this Section of the FEIS.

d) How can a study be done on Air Quality if an environmental remediation
plan has not been developed?

The air quality study included in the FEIS focuses primarily on
emissions originating from vehicular traffic during and after
construction activities at the Site. The proposed remediation activities
at the Site will only generate very localized (i.e., within the Site
boundaries) air quality impacts due to the generation of particulate
matter (dust) and/or VOC vapors. During remedial and general
construction activities at the Site, real-time dust monitoring will be
conducted immediately surrounding the active construction areas, as
well as at the property boundaries, pursuant to the CAMP approved
by both NYSDEC and NYSDOH. This monitoring allows
mitigation measures (e.g., the application of water to reduce dust) to
be implemented immediately upon the identification of dust above
action levels.

We need to reconvene this forum, once the surface and test boring chemical and
sediment analysis has been completed, since the results may well have an impact
on location and type of construction on the site.

The proposed Lighthouse Landing Project is not unlike many other
brownfield redevelopment projects located along the Hudson River in
which underuulized former industrial/commercial properties are
restored to productive use through redevelopment, in this case to
mixed residential/commercial/open space use. The strategy for the
Lighthouse Landing redevelopment, which was arrived at after
extensive sampling of the Site, is to remediate selected areas
containing elevated concentrations of contaminants, thereby
addressing “source” areas of contamination. This will be combined
with a Site-wide strategy that will eliminate exposure to the relatively
less clevated concentrations of contaminants through engineering
controls (capping of the entire Site} and institutional controls. (See
generally the discussion in this Section of the FEIS.) The FEIS
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Alternative Plan for the project has taken the results of this extensive
sampling into account and, conversely, the remediation developed
under the BCP is designed to assure that the cleanup is protective of
public health and the environment in light of the proposed
redevelopment.

Finally, I have not heard enough from Roseland about community “givebacks”,
for lack of a better term. Yes, there is much talk of 33 acres of the site
returning to the Village or the Historic Hudson Valley organization. However,
there is also talk of high methane levels on at least 27 of those acres.

The remediation will include scarification of the asphalt to vent
methane trapped under this impervious surface. It is currently
contemplated that this scarification will be underraken in the initial
phase of the Project construction. The proposed redevelopment will
reestablish the property as a viable, productive part of the Sleepy
Hollow community. In addition to the switch from unproductive to
productive land use, the East Parcel, other than the area of the
proposed commuter parking lot, is planned to be donated to the
Village of Sleepy Hollow for its use. The Village proposes to utilize
the East Parcel for three principal uses: playing fields and passive
recreational uses, DPW operations, and commuter parking. It is
anticipated that the methane on the East Parcel will not impact any of
these uses.

Once the asphalt is removed from the East Parcel, it is possible that
the methane might dissipate to insignificant levels, as it could have
built up due to being trapped under the impervious surface.
Assuming, however, that the methane continues to be present at
meaningful levels, it could, if necessary, be vented using well-accepted
measures from the parking lot. The DPW uses include a garage,
which will not be fully enclosed and thus will not require venting.
(To the extent that part of the structure is enclosed, a subslab venting
system and/or vapor barrier under the foundation of that portion of
the building would be installed to address methane). The only
methane on the West or South Parcel is in the northwest corner of the
former area, which will be used for open space — a use that, as just
noted, will not be precluded by methane. Further, the environmental
easement will assure that any needed methane mitigation will be
provided.

a} Show how the development site plan will lay out relative to these known
areas of contamination?
b) Will there be residential units over these contaminated arcas?
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The FEIS discusses the planned remedial measures for the Site, as well
as a description of the conditions of soils and groundwater beneath
the Site. Selected areas containing elevated concentrations of metals
(lead and chromium), petroleum-related contaminants and the
chlorinated solvent, TCE, will undergo area-specific remedial
measures that will ensure the remediation of these contaminants. The
Site will be capped to protect the inhabitants of the development
project from exposure to any of the compounds that remain on the
Site. In additon, an environmental easement will require
implementation of the SMP, which would, among other things,
provide for periodic inspections and maintenance of the cap and for
procedures to be followed if work must be performed that breaches
the cap (e.g., utility repairs). The environmental easement will also
contain any needed provisions to address any remaining potential,
which after remediation is unlikely, for vapor intrusion into buildings,
as well as for methane mitigation. Some residential units will be
located above soils containing residual contaminant, primarily from
old petroleum spills and lead in historic fill. All residences will be on
top of a building slab that will separate the impacted soils below from
the work/living space above. Figure I1.B-5 of the FEIS shows the
FEIS Alternative Plan superimposed on the PAOCs that are proposed
for specific remedial measures.

¢) Can we review all the environmental studies?

Copies of the environmental investigation studies associated with the
proposed Lighthouse Landing Project are maintained in document
repositories established under the VCP/BCP; these are located at
DEC’s Region 3 office in New Paltz, the Village of Sleepy Hollow
Village Hall and at the Warner Library in Tarrytown. The
Preliminary Draft RIR, which summarizes these studies, is contained
in Appendix B to the FEIS and will be in these repositories (with the
appendices thereto). The final DEC-approved RIR, as well as the
RWP, will also be available to the public at these public repositories.

d) Have there been any test borings?

Since just prior to the decommissioning of the Assembly Plant, nearly
400 soil borings have been performed, and over 1,000 soil samples
obtained at the Site. Soil samples have been collected from the
majority of these soil boring locations at one or more depths below
the ground surface. The soil samples collected at the Site have been
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analyzed for a wide range of organic or inorganic compounds, based
primarily upon the location of the boring in relation to historic uses at
the Site.

¢) Have there been any samples taken from the Hudson River?

Two sediment sampling events have been conducted on behalf of GM
to assist in identifying whether any potential impacts to the Hudson
River has occurred during its tenure at the Site. The most recent
sampling event was conducted in 2004 and the results are currently
being summarized for submission to the NYSDEC for review.
Sediment samples were collected from 39 locations and six
background locations at several different depths to evaluate whether
any impact from historic operations had occurred. To date, as
explained further in this Section of the FEIS, the sampling data
indicates that there are elevated concentrations of metals (lead,
chromium and mercury) immediately adjacent to OF-1, located at the
southern end of the property along the Hudson River (which
discharged industrial wastewater from the former plant during the
1960s through 1971). Additional sampling of Hudson River
sediments took place in September-October 2006, Sediment samples
were collected from 28 locations and ten background locations at
several different depths, but the results are not yet available.

a) Were they milled off the top layer of the concrete floor slabs because they
were soaked with contamination?

A process called scarification was used to remove any identified
contamination from the surface of concrete slabs within the Assembly
Plant buildings prior to demolition. After these surfaces were
inspected, tested, and determined to be clean, demolition segregated
the concrete for recycling. This segregated concrete was processed on-
site and produced a stockpile of millings (recycled concrete
aggregate), while some were used to fill post-demolition depressions
on portions of the West Parcel. The contaminated materials resulting
from scarification were manifested and transported off-site to
appropriate disposal facilities as part of the decommissioning
activities. The millings that remain on-site for use as structural fill are
discussed in the following two responses.

b) What are you going to do with these contaminated millings?

See above Response. There are currently approximately 45,000 cubic
yards of crushed concrete and brick stored on the Site in piles located
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in the area in which the former wastewater treatment plant was
located. These materials originated from the demolition of the walls
and upper floors of the Chassis Plant and Body Plant. These materials
have levels of PCBs that are well under the cleanup objectives of 10
ppm for soils in the subsurface (¢.g., under a soil cap) or impervious
surfaces. It is anticipated that these millings will be utilized on-site as
structural fill material (e.g., under roads) to be placed above the water
table, but below the engineering controls proposed for the entire Site
(1.e., the cap).

The stockpiles of these contaminated materials are along the Hudson River.
Question:

a) What is being done to prevent leaching of these contaminants into the
Hudson?

The material currently stockpiled on the property in the area of the
former wastewater treatment system area contains low concentrations
of metals, PAHs, and PCBs. These compounds have a relatively low
solubility and typically do not dissolve in water. These compounds
typically adhere to soil particles and therefore can migrate with
stormwater through the movement (crosion} of these particles. A
two-foot concrete barrier exists between the soil stockpiles and the
Hudson River to prevent direct erosion of these materials into the
Hudson River.

Regarding the efforts to work with the NYSDEC:
Question:
a) What is the exact status of the environmental clean up?

GM and Roseland have completed the investigation phase of the
project and have provided the data collected therein to the NYSDEC
in various reports, including the Preliminary Draft RIR, which
summarizes the prior series of Site investigations. The IRM Scope of
Work and the RWP will describe the proposed remediation. Once
the IRM Scope of Work is approved, remediation proposed therein
can be undertaken. Similarly, once the RWP is approved, and various
design documents have been submitted to NYSDEC, remediation
pursuant to that plan can be undertaken.

by Has the project been accepted into the VCA or BCA?

As explained in this Section of the FEIS, at the dme the DEIS was
prepared and submitted, Roseland and GM were Volunteers in
NYSDEC’s VCP. Subsequent to the issuance of the DEIS, Roseland
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and GM wransitioned into NYSDEC’s new BCP. These entities
entered into two Brownfield Cleanup Agreements (BCA) with DEC
in May 2005. One BCA is for the West and South Parcels,
collectively referred to as the “West Parcel BCA.” (In the FEIS, the
West and South Parcels are discussed separately, unless otherwise
indicated.}) The second BCA is for the East Parcel. For each BCA,
Roseland is a Volunteer and GM, due to its status as a prior
owner/operator of the Site potentially responsible for Site
contamination, is a Participant. As a Participant, GM is responsible
for any necessary remediation of off-site contamination. The BCP
program is described in the DEIS (at IIL.B-1 to II1.B-3) and in this
Section of the FEIS.

¢) Who is the volunteer/participant? (Roseland/GM?)
Roseland is a Volunteer and GM is a Participant.

d) If you do not have an accepted remediation plan for clean-up of all the
contamination on the site, how can you have a meaningful site plan?

The FEIS Alternative Plan has taken account of the Site
environmental conditions, including contamination. This Section of
the FEIS includes a discussion of the planned remediation activities
for the Site. These remedial measures will be conducted the auspices
of NYSDEC’s BCP, which requires that such remediation be
protective of human health and the environment in light of the
proposed development. See also the Response to Comment 2019.

47. The NYSDEC has approved a conceptual remedial plan for the site. When
will a detailed plan be prepared and how docs the environmental cleanup factor
into the timing of the site development? The Village also refers to the technical
review prepared by Roux Associates and separately transmits to the Applicant
that report for review and comment,

The detailed plan for location-specific remediation at the Site is
presented in this FEIS and will also be in the IRM Scope of Work.
This remedial plan is based in part on the evaluation of remedial
technologies, as well as the findings from the numerous Site
investigations. The proposed remedial activities at the Site cither will
be instituted prior to the planned redevelopment at the Site (¢.g., the
IRMs} or will be implemented in conjunction with the redevelopment
activities. (See generally Response to Comment 4226.}

The Village did not request the Applicant to comment on any draft
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report prepared by Roux Associates

The Volunteer Cleanup Agreement filed by Roseland and G.M. should be
transitioned to a Brownfield Cleanup Agreement, making G.M. the participant
rather than a volunteer. It seems that both Roseland and G.M., as volunteers
on the V.C.A. are conducing thorough investigations as demonstrated by their
due diligence analysis and ongoing Sediment Quality Investigations respectively.
Transitioning to a B.C.A. at his point, prior to submission of a formal
remediation investigation report would be more fitting and expedient. The
findings of the aforementioned investigations (as of the writing of the DEIS)
give me further concerns about the use of “historic fill” and capping of hot spots
during the construction phase of Lighthouse Landing. The anticipated use of
35,000 cubic yards of fill with +10% of that fill coming from crushed
demolition materials and an additional 85,000 cubic yards from construction
soils that could contain potentially higher amounts of contaminants than found
in preliminary testing would be taking one step forward and two back.,

Reusing, rather than removing “historic fill” will not only affect runoff but also
canse migratory particular air pollution during construction. It is not
acceptable for ball fields and municipal buildings to exist on land that is high in
contaminants - commetrcial, residential and recreational properties should be
built on clean, restored land.

As noted previously, the Site has been transitioned into BCP. As
explained in the FEIS, the remedial strategy for the Site includes
capping with either impervious surfaces (e.g., pavement, building
slabs) or two feet of clean fill. Millings will be used as structural fill
beneath areas capped with an impervious barrier (e.g., beneath roads)
or two feet of clean fill. These measures will eliminate potential
exposure of the public to remaining historic fill and will prevent
erosion of such soil into the surrounding waterways. In additon, the
SMP to be developed for the Site will contain provisions to prevent
exposure to remaining historic fill in the event that future activitics
were undertaken that would disturb soils below the cap, as well as
provide for periodic inspections and maintenance of the cap. Further,
there will be, as described in the FEIS, removal of sources of
contaminants in certain areas of the Site before the placement of the

cap.

The movement of the millings and soil on the Site for reuse for
redevelopment will be carefully controlled. Stormwater runoff will be
managed under a SWPPP submitted to and approved by NYSDEC
and the Village, and will prevent pollutants from excavated historic fill
from entering cither the Fludson or Pocantico Rivers. Measures will
be implemented to control any dust (particulate matter) arising from
this work, and real time monitoring under the CAMP will be in place
to prevent elevated levels of particulates.
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i. There is limited data available to characterize the shallow fill soil (0 to 5 feet
below grade) on the GM East Parcel. Since the available on-site data for this fill
includes only four sampling points, the acceptability of leaving this il exposed
will need to be documented by additional sampling. It is recommended that the
Applicant be required to complete those additional site investigations so that the
results can be included in the FEIS.

Under the proposed redevelopment plan, the shallow soils from the
East Parcel will not remain exposed after redevelopment has been
completed. Certain areas of the East Parcel will be capped with an
impervious cap (e.g., asphalt or concrete) for the DPW operations
and/or commuter parking. Those areas to be used as open space will
be capped with two feet of clean fill material, under which a
demarcation barrier will be provided as a visual marker between the
underlying historic fill material and the overlying clean fill material.
(In some areas of the East Parcel, the top layer of soil may be removed
before adding the two feet of clean fill.)

ii. Methane gas has been reported in the soil beneath the paved portions of the
GM East Parcel. The presence of methane is reported to be associated with the
areas underlain by a former municipal refuse area. No specific information has
been provided on the distribution of methane or the concentrations detected,
This information is reported to have been obtained during a Supplemental Site
Investigation performed in 2003 and 2004, but the results of those
investigations have not been made available for public review. It is
recommended that the Applicant be required to submit those additional studies
so the results can be included in the FEIS.

The methane sampling data have been provided to the NYSDEC, are
contained in the Preliminary Draft RIR that is in Appendix 3B to the
FEIS, and are discussed in this Section of the FEIS. (See also the
Response to Comment 4215.)

b. The DEIS includes a “Draft Conceptual Remedial Action Work Plan”
(RAWP) and notes that final development of the RAWP will be supported by
supplemental investigations to be conducted during Spring 2004. It is
recommended that the Applicant be required to include a copy of the full
RAWP in the FEIS,

The proposed RWP is expected to be submitted to NYSDEC next
year. A proposed IRM Scope of Work has been submitted to the
NYSDEC and is under review.

The FEIS should indicate the nature of the contamination on the site, the extent
of the methane gas, and any other contaminants, and the remediation required
by the State of New York Department of Environmental Conservation. A part
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of the public hearings on the FEIS should explain the hazardous waste site
contamination remediation so that the public can be assured that the project
development will protect the public health and welfare. The Board of Trustees
should require public hearings on the contaminated site restoration, as a special
part of considering the draft FEIS, in order to assure the public and future
residents of the Lighthouse Landing that the restoration has been complete and
effective.

The FEIS includes a description of the extensive investigation of the
Site, the existing contamination (including methane), and remedial
measures planned for the Site. The Site is being remediated under the
BCP. As noted previously, the anticipated remedial measures for the
Site will be protective of human health and the environment, as
required by the BCP.

NYSDEC plans to hold a public meeting with respect to the proposed
IRM Scope of Work and subsequently the proposed RWP. In
addition, the Village anticipates holding a public meeting on the
FEIS, at which the subject of this Comment could be raised.

Beneficial use of the cement millings, such as for the foundations for new
roadbeds such as the proposed Beekman Place, should be explored, and if the
cement millings can be encapsulated in such as use, this may be a possible
recycling of the millings. The environmental aspects of using the millings on
site as opposed to moving them off-site, should be considered.

The reuse of the millings generated from the demolition of the former
buildings is anticipated during redevelopment activities at the Site.
These millings will to be used as subsurface fill material to be placed
above the water table, but below the barrier cap on the Site {e.g.,
roads).

General Motors has the responsibility under federal and state law (CERCLA,
etc.), to ensure the remediation of the site for its intended Lighthouse Landing
development, and while the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
may have the lead on the site remediation, it is the responsibility of the Village
of Sleepy Hollow Board of Trustees under SEQRA to satisfy itself that the
remediation in a Brownfield’s program is adequate to permit the redevelopment
of the site for a project such as the Lighthouse Landing proposal. Logically,
until the dimensions of the Brownfield’s remediation is known, the Trustees
cannot determine if it is sufficient to protect the public health during and after
construction of a major project such as Lighthouse Landing, with its projected
seven-year construction phase.

This Section of the FEIS includes a discussion of the investigations
conducted and remediation activities planned for the Site, both
location-specific and Site-wide. The key aspects of the investigations
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have been, and all of the remedial measures will be, conducted under
the auspices of NYSDEC’s BCP, which requires that such remediation
be protective of human health and the environment during
construction and after development is completed. The Preliminary
Draft RIR, which summarizes the multiple investigations conducted
at the Site, is contained in Appendix 3B to the FEIS. The FEIS sets
forth the additional Site-wide remedial measures and the IC/EC that
are proposed. There is sufficient information for the Village to
determine that the proposed remediation will protect public health
and the environment.

Site Contamination

This site contains significant contamination, both from the fill used to create the
site and from decades of industrial activity at the GM auto plant. But the full
investigation of both on-site and off-site contamination is not yet complete, nor
has the public been given the opportunity to comment on an agreed-upon
remediation plan. The investigation and ultimate remediation of the site are
currently being addressed via the DEC’s Voluntary Cleanup Program (“VCP”).
‘We understand, however, that it may become part of the State Brownfield
Cleanup Program (*BCP™).

Our review of the DEIS reveals significant gaps with regards to site
contamination and remediation. The document is extremely vague regarding
the areal extent of contamination and the characterization of the particular
contaminants. Furthermore, significant contamination, well above State
cleanup standards, will remain at the site. The cleanup levels referenced in the
Draft Conceptual Remedial Action Work Plan Summary (DCRAWTP) are
unacceptable as is GM/Roseland’s rationale for using such standards.

The DCRAWTP is extremely vague on how this site will be remedied. It offers
little to no reassurance that public health and the environment will be protected
based on site remediation and the extensive development proposed for the site.
This is particularly disturbing because it is stated in the DEIS that the “DEC
has reviewed and conditionally approved a Conceptual Remediation Work Plan
(Conceptual RAWP).” (II1.B-20). This is confirmed in an April 12, 2004
letter from the DEC site Project Manager to GM’s site consultants, AMEC
Earth and Environmental, Inc., in which it is stated that, following consultation
with the NYS Department of Health” conceptually, the approach and the scope
presented in the work plan summary are appropriate,

The remedial approach has been developed under the VCP, and now
the BCP, with NYSDEC and NYSDOH input and review.
Contamination of the Site includes source areas with specific
contaminants of concern and high levels of a variety of compounds,
including metals and PAFs, across the vast majority of the Site, albeit
at much lower concentrations than what has been observed in the
specific PAOCs. Remediation of the Site thus generally falls within
two categories. The first is the removal/treatment of PAOCs
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{sometimes referred to as “source areas™), in which specific
contaminants exist at elevated concentrations, due either to the
presence of historic fill or manufacturing activities conducted on the
Site. The Site-wide, relatively lower concentrations of contaminants
of concern will be addressed through the application of IC/EC. For
example, the entire Site will be capped, a demarcation barrier will be
placed across at least the portions of the Site that are not capped by
impervious surfaces {e.g., asphalt) to denote soils below it that may
contain residual contamination, and an environmental easement will
be imposed requiring specific procedures to be followed should any
excavation or other activities be required that will disturb these
impacted soils.

The Conceptual RAWP has been modified, based on changes in the
redevelopment (e.g., the slab will be removed, rather than left in place
as conternplated at the time of that document) and more specific
information regarding the extent of contamination in areas of concern.
The revised proposed remediation is discussed in this Section of the
FEIS. See also the Response to Comment 5037.

Site Characterization
We are extremely concerned with some of the characterization of the
contamination as described in the DEIS.

Although a single “pre-SI sample” found 43,500 ppm and a second sample
found 1,270 ppm in Area of Concern (AOQC) 1 - the DEIS concludes that “high
pre-SI lead data from these locations (AOCs 1 and 9) are outliers representing
no appreciable volume of high concentration of lead.”

While a total carcinogenic PAHs (c-PAHSs) were found as high as 102 and 167
ppm in AOCs 34 and 35 (TAGM for total c-PAHs is 10 ppmj it is stated that:
“The observed concentrations of c-PAHs fall within the range of other historic
fill segments on the West Parcel, as well as the stockpiled concrete millings.”

GM/Roseland is characterizing the site primarily based on historic fill and
certainly appears to be justifying the position that significantly high levels of
contamination can be left in place due to the fact that the site is largely made of
fill material. The contamination that has resulted from industrial activity at this
site is being downplayed as is the potential health and environment risks
associated with the extent of contamination,

We question GM/Roseland’s approach in determining what is typical and
atypical contamination in fill material found along the Hudson River shoreline.
We also question the basis on which GM/Roseland is determining site
investigation, site cleanup objectives and potential remedial activities.

Only four Areas of Concern (AOC’s) are identified as possibly needing some
type of remediation. We believe there are additional AOC?s at this site that are
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in need of further investigation and possibly remediation.

As noted above, the investigations conducted at the Site, including the
utilization of various screening levels for contaminants of concern,
have been completed under the auspices of NYSDEC’s VCP or BCP.
Similarly, the remedial measures proposed to be undertaken at the Site
have been developed with input from the NYSDEC under the BCP,
which requires that all remediation be protective of human health and
the environment. The remediation must be approved by NYSDEC.
(See this Section of the FEIS for a more detailed discussion of the
investigations and proposed remediation at the Site.)

As discussed in the FEIS, much of the contamination on the Site is
attributable to contaminants in historic fill. For example, lead and
PAHs are constituents of ash or slag, which commonly comprised
large portions of historic fill. Other sources of contaminants included
prior manufacturing uses; in some cases, however (as for petroleum-
contaminated soil}, the contaminants of concern had largely degraded
and pose no threat to health or the environment. The proposed
remediation, however, was not predicated upon the source of
contamination; it was based on whether remediation was necessary to
comply with the goals of the BCP to eliminate significant threats to
public health and the environmental in respect of the proposed
redevelopment.

Lead Contamination
The most glaring example of GM/Roscland’s misguided approach to
remediating this site is their rationale for remediation of lead contamination.

It is indicated in the DEIS that a “10,000 ppm lead threshold was selected as a
logical dividing line for this investigation because soils yielding results above
this number are anomalous, relative to the typical lead concentration
encountered at this Site, and therefore warranted further investigation,” The
DEIS also states that lead found up to 10,000 ppm are “generally within the
range of concentrations that are typically encountered within common fill
materials and do not warrant additional investigation.”

It is perplexing and disturbing that GM/Roseland cites the New Jersey
Administrative Code to determine the makeup of common fill materials. This
approach, rationale and cleanup threshold are unacceptable.

To protect public health, the State cleanup standard for lead ranges from 200 to
500 ppm, with 400 ppm being commonly used. GM/Roseland’s proposal
would result in lead concentrations remaining at this site that are 25 times
higher than the 400 ppm state guidance value or, or 50 times above the 200
ppm level. We strongly urge that the TAGM 200-500 ppm range be used as a
cleanup objective for site particularly due to the proposed high-density
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residential development and the risk of human exposure. Certainly, a 10,000
ppm guidance value is considerably too high, unreasonable and unacceptable.

‘While the DEIS indicares that there are “relatively few samples” of lead ranging
from 1,200 ppm to 10,000 ppm - Gm/Roseland’s should identify the
percentage of results that are above 200 ppm lead.

To protect ecological resources, cleanup would have to achieve significantly
lower levels of lead. In addition, though the plan discusses the presence of
volatile organic compounds (“VOCs®) and chlorinated solvents at the site, it
fails to discuss or propose any mitigation for the presence of the chemicals,
before, during, or after construction. These impacts must be thoroughly
analyzed and dealt with to protect the health of workers at the site and
subsequent residents of the project.

Both a human health risk assessment and an ecological risk assessment are
warranted at this site.

As explained in this Section of the FEIS, the 10,000 ppm lead level
was used as a screening level during the investigation, The reference
to the 10,700 ppm level in the New Jersey Administrative Code is
relevant, because the study that is the basis of the 10,700 ppm level in
New Jersey is a study of the contents of historic fill. That study
showed that historic fill containing ash and slag — which is typical for
fill in metropolitan New York — has concentration of lead up to
10,700 ppm. The point of the study is that levels of lead are
commonplace in the metropolitan area, and below this concentration,
if properly addressed, do not present a significant threat to health or
the environment.

The NYSDEC’s TAGM # 4046 sets forth background levels and
RSCO:s for various contaminants, assuming unrestricted use of the
property. The background level for lead is 200-500 ppm. The
NYSDOH uses a cleanup objective for lead of 400 ppm for
unrestricted sites. Neither NYSDEC nor NYSDOH, however,
require that brownfield sites be remediated to the 400 ppm level or to
the 200-500 ppm background level; the remediation can vary,
dependent on a variety of factors, provided that it protects public
health and the environment.

The proposed remediation for the areas of the Site containing the
highest concentrations of lead (PAOC-7/Fill Areas H, F and G and
PAOC-29) will include removal of fill above the water table
containing lead with concentrations >5,000 PPM and removal of fill
below the water table, to a practicable depth of excavation, containing
lead levels >10,000 PPM, as well as the capping of the entire Site
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with either two feet of clean fill or impervious surfaces. This cap will
prevent exposure to residual lead-contaminated soil, regardless of
concentration. Overall, this remediation is more stringent than that
provided for in the Conceptual RAWP,

In additon, the sampling conducted shows that levels of lead in
groundwater are not elevated with respect to the applicable Class A
groundwater standards. This indicates that, despite the ubiquitous
presence of lead in the Site soils, groundwater has not been affected.
Nonetheless, the proposed remediation includes SPLP sampling and
the potential installation of an impermeable layer under the clean soil
cap in the open area of these PAOC:s if found necessary by the
NYSDEC to prevent leaching of lead into the groundwater, in
addition to the installation of monitoring wells to verify that
concentrations of lead in groundwater downgradient of these PAOCs
do not exceed groundwater standards in the future.

The Comment also references the presence of TCE in the northwest
portion of the Site. As set forth in the DEIS (at IIT.B-22), and
amplified in this section of the FEIS, this area will be remediated.
First, TCE-contaminated soil will be removed. There will also be
location-specific remediation of the TCE vapors in soil gas and TCE
in groundwater, through chemical oxidation, with confirmatory
groundwater monitoring,

Future Remediation Related Documents

Although it is the State, and not the Village that will be working with GM to
prepare the Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWTP), we want to take this
opportunity to offer the following concerns regarding the RAWP. We look
forward to the release of a draft Remedial Investigation Report, a draft RAWP
and a draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP} that the public will have an
opportunity to provide input on.

Cleanup Goals

Specific cleanup goals should be articulated in the RAWP. Cleanup goals
should be based on:

» Technical and Administrative Guidance 4046 Soil Cleanup Objectives
» PCB cleanup criteria in 40 CFR. Part 761

» Ambient groundwater quality standards

Cleanup levels for contaminants of concern should be clearly defined. The
cleanup goal for PCBs in surface soils should be 1 ppm and 10 ppm for
subsurface soil. In addition, since the site is made up largely of fill, the cleanup
objectives for the semi volatile organic compounds (polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons) and the metals should be more clearly spelled out. The cleanup
goal for lead should be no greater than 400 ppm. Specific cleanup levels should
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also be identified for other metals. The proposed remedy should provide
assurance that specific cleanup levels can be met. The Draft Conceptual RAWP
does not meet the remediation soil cleanup objectives goals as outlined in the
NYSDEC TAGM 4046.

The investigation and proposed remediation is discussed in this
Section of the FEIS (including preceding Responses to Comments).

The FEIS articulates the relevant cleanup objectives, including the
RSCOs under TAGM # 4046 and ambient groundwater standards.
While not specifically referenced, the NYSDEC cleanup guidance for
PCBs mirrors the criteria in 40 CFR Part 761 (1 ppm for surficial
soils and 10 ppm for subsurface soils or beneath impervious surfaces).

Source Removal to Enhance Groundwater Remediation

Based on limited site data and the need for better site characterization we
question the conclusion that the “only source area that still contains a significant
volume of residual petroleum is the immediate vicinity of an abandoned 10,000-
gallon underground No. 6 fuel oil tank.”

This conclusion can only be drawn after final site investigation is complete. The
remaining contaminated fill in this area should be excavated. The contaminated
material should either be treated on-site or properly disposed of off-site.
Material should only be “recycled” on-site if it is below health standards or
properly treated to ensure that it is decontaminated prior to re-use on or off-
site,

‘We question the efficacy of groundwater contamination being remediated
through natural attenuation. We would like to see a thorough evaluation of
active groundwater remedies, which may speed the recovery of the groundwater,
Full justification must be provided if active remediation is not chosen and
groundwater contamination is allowed to “naturally attenuate.”

A proposed groundwater-monitoring program for “a 2-3 year period