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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared in accordance with the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing regulations,
6 NYCRR Part 617. The FEIS provides responses to public comments received by the lead
agency on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The lead agency for this action
pursuant to SEQRA is the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board, to which the application
described below has been made. SEQRA prescribes that the lead agency is responsible for the
adequacy and accuracy of this FEIS.
The FEIS consists of this volume -- and its appendices, accompanying subdivision plat, and
referenced technical data -- the DEIS and the DEIS Addendum, which are hereby incorporated
by reference into this FEIS.
SEQRA Background
The Applicant, Price Construction, LLC, prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) in response to a Positive Declaration adopted by the Town of Clarkstown Planning
Board. The content of the DEIS scope was established by a scoping outline developed by the
Planning Board, acting as lead agency, in cooperation with all other involved agencies and
interested parties. The Town of Clarkstown Planning Board adopted a Final Scoping Document
for the DEIS on December 4, 2002.
The DEIS and revisions to it were submitted to the Town of Clarkstown on February 25, 2005
and on December 15, 2005. The lead agency reviewed the DEIS for adequacy with respect to
the document's scope and content for the purpose of public review. The Planning Board issued
a Notice of Completion of the DEIS on March 23, 2006 and a Notice of SEQRA Hearing on May
10, 2006. In order to provide adequate public review of the DEIS, the hearing was continued
until June 25, 2008, and further held open until June 10, 2009. An additional hearing was held
on July 22, 2009 on an Addendum to the DEIS which evaluated the impacts of the 11 lot
Cluster Preferred Alternative. The public hearing on all DEIS matters was closed on July 22,
2009. Written comments were received until August 11, 2009. The FEIS, including consideration of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, has been prepared, dated August 1, 2010, and
was determined to be complete on September 15, 2010. The lead agency received written
comments for a minimum of 10 days during the public comment period following acceptance of
the FEIS.
In accordance with SEQRA, this FEIS provides written responses to substantive and relevant
public and agency comments on the DEIS received by the lead agency during the public review
period, including oral testimony made at the public hearing. The public hearing transcripts are
included in Appendix A of this document; copies of comment letters are also included in Appendix A, and correspondence received during SEQRA review is included as Appendix B.
2.2 Description of Proposed Action
The project site is identified on the Town of Clarkstown tax maps as Section 59.20, Block 1,
Lots 3, 4, and 5, and is approximately 10.3 acres in size. There were formerly three
single-family residences on the project site which have been demolished. The applicant, Kury
Homes, Inc., intends to subdivide the project site, install the required infrastructure, and
develop single family residential dwellings in response to a continued demand for high quality
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housing in the Town of Clarkstown and Rockland County. This project is expected to support
“estate-style” housing developed in conformity with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan most
recently adopted in 2009, and the Building Zone Ordinance of the Town of Clarkstown (the
"Zoning Local Law") which intended that this area be developed for medium density residential
use. The proposed project would create a high-quality residential neighborhood for persons
seeking to live in the unincorporated area of the Town of Clarkstown and with convenient
access to major transportation routes such as the New York State Thruway. Presently, there
are single-family detached dwellings on the west side of Mountainview Avenue across from the
project site.
The project applicant previously proposed to subdivide and develop approximately 10.3 acres of
vacant land into 12 building lots accessed by two roads both ending in cul-de-sacs. The road
giving access to Mountainview Avenue was approximately 935 feet as measured from the
property line along Mountainview Avenue to the farthest easterly point along the curb of the
cul-de-sac. The shorter cul-de-sac was approximately 330 feet long as measured from the
centerline of the intersection of main subdivision road to the farthest edge of the cul-de-sac's
curb. The roads would have been offered for dedication to the Town of Clarkstown. The
minimum lot size would have been 22,500 square feet after subtracting from the minimum lot
area environmental constraints as per the requirements of Section 290-21.D. of the zoning law.
The 12 lot subdivision's design includes an infiltration basin and dry swales to handle any
increase in the rate of stormwater runoff emanating from the post-development project site. The
infiltration basin would have been on its own lot, however, the dry swales would have been
located on portions of Lots 12 and 13. An easement running to the benefit of the Town would
have been created on these lots for purposes of accessing and maintaining the dry swales. A
maintenance agreement allowing the Town access to maintain the infiltration basin would have
been made part of the final subdivision plat.
Approximately 8.5 of the 10.3 acre site would have been graded to accommodate the 12 singlefamily residences, proposed roads, and lawns. Less than one-tenth of an acre of Army Corps of
Engineer (ACOE) regulated wetlands were to be disturbed, subject to a Nationwide Permit No.
39.
The applicant's previous proposal to construct 12, four-bedroom single-family detached
residences approximately 6,000 square feet in gross floor area, connected to existing public
water and public sewer service. The applicant's estimate for the selling price for each home is
be in excess of $850,000. It is estimated that an annual income of approximately $200,000 to
$275,000 would be required to purchase a home in this price range. According to the 2000 US
Census Bureau estimates, over eight percent of the current residents of the Town of
Clarkstown have an annual income of more than $200,000. Similarly, more than eight percent
of the residents of Rockland County as a whole earn more than $200,000 per year.
Revisions and Supplements to the DEIS
In continuing discussion with the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board and in an effort to
respond to public and technical comment on the proposed subdivision plat, the project applicant
now proposes an 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative to be constructed per Section 278 of the
New York State Town Law and the Clarkstown Zoning Local Law, which allows cluster development in order to preserve environmentally sensitive lands including steep slopes and wetlands
described in the DEIS Addendum, dated July 1, 2009 as described below:
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The applicant has developed an 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, shown in FEIS Figure 1.
The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative has been modified from the original plan to eliminate
all lots from the vicinity of Mountainview Avenue in order to preserve steep slopes and avoid
wetland areas. Other than construction of the entrance road and associated landscaping, this
environmentally sensitive area will be left in it’s natural state to provide screening from
Mountainview Avenue and will be offered for dedication to the Town of Clarkstown.
Buffer areas, in the form of Conservation Easements have been provided along the north, south
and east property lines to provide screening from adjoining properties. Landscaping and berms
will be provided in these areas to reduce potential visual impacts of the project. Street Trees will
be planted along the interior road frontages to provide vegetative in-filling which will serve to
camouflage the development from view along Route 59 and the long distance view from the NYS
Thruway. The applicant will commit to a one to one tree replacement for all trees removed from
areas to be dedicated to the Town, including the roadway and lots 12 and 13 to be dedicated as
conservation easements. There are approximately 132 trees in this area, of which it is estimated
32 are less than 10" dbh, 85 are 10" to 18" dbh and 15 are more than 18" dbh. Replacement
trees, will be distributed throughout the site, including the Town dedication area, and range in size
from 2.5" to 3" caliper for deciduous trees, 8' to 10' in height for evergreen trees and 6' to 7' in
height for minor trees. These sizes are typical of newly planted trees. As discussed, it is anticipated that buildings will be constructed with natural colored roofing and siding materials to further
reduce potential visual impacts.
Per the request of the Planning Board, an emergency access connection to Mountainview
Condominiums to the north has also been included on the subdivision plat.
In the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative approximately 7.2 acres would be graded to accommodate the proposed 11 residential units, driveways and parking facilities, lawns and
landscaped areas. The is a reduction in disturbance of 1.3 acres compared to the Standard
Layout. The impervious area of this alternative is 2.0 acres, a reduction of 0.4 acres compared
to the Standard Layout project. Cut and fill amounts would be significantly reduced as shown in
Table 1-1. Total slope disturbance would be reduced from 8.5 acres to 7.2 acres, and steep
slope disturbance (> 15 percent) would be reduced by 0.5 acres compared to the Standard
Layout Similar to the Standard Layout, less than one-tenth of an acre of Army Corps of
Engineer (ACOE) regulated wetlands would be disturbed - the disturbance would be subject to
a Nationwide Permit No. 39. Table 1-1 provides a quantitative comparison of the 11 Lot Cluster
and the Standard Layout.
Impacts to community services and traffic would be slightly reduced based upon 11 lots
compared to the 12 lots in the Standard Layout. Traffic impacts would also be reduced due to
the reduction in cut and fill amounts.
The applicant has submitted a tree plan and a landscaping plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative. There are a total of 543 existing trees, shown on the Tree Preservation Plan, Figure
4, of which 505 are located on site. As shown on the Tree Preservation Plan, as a result of
grading to accommodate the road layout and residences, a total of 168 trees will remain onsite. In addition, as shown on the landscaping plan, a total of 144 trees will be planted on-site to
provide screening and add to the visual aesthetics of the project. This will result in a total of 312
trees on site, or approximately 30 trees per acre including more than 57 trees located within the
area to be dedicated to the Town. This is well in excess of the required 17 trees per acre
stipulated in the Town of Clarkstown Tree Preservation Law.
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Based upon discretion of the Planning Board, the applicant is willing to make this improved 11
Lot Cluster Plan the Preferred Alternative proposed for construction.

Table 1-1
Alternative Impact Comparisons
Area of Concern

No Action

Standard 12 Lot
Layout

Land Use
Impervious Surfaces (acres)
0.77
2.4
Lawn/ Stormwater (acres)
6.1
Total Project Cut (cubic yards)
0
67,100
Total Project Fill (cubic yards)
0
45,400
Net (cubic yards)
0
21,700 (export)
Residential Units
Residential Units
0
12
Natural Resources
Total Site Area (acres)
10.3
10.3
Total Area of Disturbance (acres)
0
8.5
Woodland Disturbance (acres)
0
5.6
Wetland Disturbance (acres)
0
<0.1
Steep Slope Disturbance (>15%) (acres)
0
3.4
Community Resources
Population
0
44
Residential Trips (peak hour)
0
16
Water Demand / Sewage Flow
0
5,280
(based on 110 gallons per bedroom per day)
School-age Children
0
10
Notes: Estimates are approximate.
Source: Atzl, Scatassa, & Zigler, P.C.; Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2010.
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Preferred
Alternative
2.0
5.2
24,380
41,470
17,090 (import)
11
10.3
7.2
5.2
<0.1
2.9
40
15
4,840
10
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1.3 Listing of Permits and Approvals Required
Federal
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Nationwide Permit
New York State
NYS DEC SPDES Permit for General Construction Activities
Rockland County
Rockland County Planning Board - 239 GML Referral
Rockland County Health Department - Realty Subdivision approval
Rockland County Drainage Agency - Realty Subdivision approval
Town of Clarkstown
Clarkstown Town Board - stream alteration permit (Chapter 128 of the Town Code),
Clarkstown Town Board - Cluster Authorization (Chapter 278 of the Town Code)
Clarkstown Planning Board - subdivision plan approval
Clarkstown Highway Superintendent - road opening permit
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control - sewer permit
Clarkstown Building Department - building permit
1.5 List of Involved and Interested Agencies for FEIS Distribution
The following organizations have been identified as involved and interested agencies:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Region III
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Albany
Rockland County Department of Planning
Rockland County Health Department
Rockland County Sewer District No. 1
Rockland County Drainage Agency
Rockland County Division of Environmental Resources
Clarkstown Town Board
Clarkstown Planning Board
Clarkstown Traffic Advisory Board
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control
Clarkstown Highway Department
Clarkstown Building Department
Clarkstown Planning Consultant
Clarkstown Town Attorney
Atzl, Scatassa, & Zigler, P.C.
Environmental Notice Bulletin
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Figure 1: 11 Lot Cluster Plan
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Figure 3: 11 Lot Cluster Grading Plan
Kury Homes FEIS
Town of Clarkstown, Rockland County, NY

File 03099 5/28/10
JS/03099/FEIS graphics

Tim Miller Associates, Inc.,10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400 Fax (845) 265-4418

Source: Atzl, Scatassa & Zigler P.C.
Full Size Drawing Number 2
Drawing Date: 01/23/08, revised 07/16/10
Scale: 1” = 100’

Figure 4: Tree Preservation Plan
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Figure 5: 11 Lot Standard Layout
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 2.0-1 (Letter #4, May 9, 2006, Dennis M. Letson, P.E. Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Our copy of the document appears to
be compromised in that the Figures referenced in Section 1 appear to have been prepared on
11x17 format but copied onto 8-1/2x 11 pages.
Response 2.0-1: Comment noted, this situation has been addressed and Mr. Letson
has been provided a complete copy of the DEIS document, including the Figures printed
on 11 x17 format.
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.0-1 (Public Hearing, May, 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): This is just a view showing a steep slope coming off down to
Forest Ridge down here, and I am assuming based on what is being proposed here, if you are
going to have to elevate the road significantly, how far would the road have to go in order to
conform to town standards?
Response 3.0-1: The Road bed will have to be elevated approximately 20 feet in order
to provide a reasonable road grade and a fairly level intersection with Mountainview
Avenue.
Comment 3.0-2 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): If you are in the current driveway, you can barely see. Even if
some of the trees are cleared out here, because of the shape of the road and the dip in the
road here, you can’t really see who is coming and they can’t see you properly.
I know that the driveway that you are proposing here fro the development is shifted lightly over,
it begins at the end of the old driveway, so it does give you a little bit more of a view potentially,
but not a lot, and the problem is, Mountainview Avenue in the winter, even if it’s raining down
below, it could be icing up on top, and I been there many, many times when cars are off to the
side of the road and where there have been accidents, and the potential for accidents is very
great because a lot of people do travel on Mountainview Avenue to get to the Thruway as a
cut-through, and people coming out of the condominiums and other developments in the area.
I can actually tell you what the mitigation for this would be, which would be to shift the roadway
closer to this telephone pole that is over there. You can get a good view. People are coming
uphill, they have a better chance of stopping than they do when they are coming down hill, and
so that would require some change in design to make it safe.
Response 3.0-2: In the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010, the
driveway has been relocated to the north by approximately 50 feet. This has resulted in
an increase in the available sight distance, which would be approximately 650 feet to the
north and 630 feet to the south. A prevailing speed study was conducted on Mountainview Avenue on August 13, 2008, which established the 85th percentile of prevailing
vehicle operating speed as 36 miles per hour for both northbound and southbound
traffic. The available sight distance at the proposed access to Mountainview Avenue will
meet the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) requirements for intersection sight distance for vehicles traveling up to 55
miles per hour.
Comment 3.0-3 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): ...The lot count, I am having trouble with this. I am looking at
the significant regrading and the clear cutting of 80 percent of the property, and I am looking at
the impact on the wetlands and, you know, I guess I have to look at lot number one. I have
concerns about lot 10 as well. I mean, the wetland and steep slopes, the lot lines as well, I have
questions if we are losing count of all of these lots.
In my mind are we set on the standard plan given the wetlands and given the steep slopes that
have to be factored out? I didn’t have a copy here of Mr. Letson’s report, but one of the things
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that Mr. Letson’s report cited 290.21 Paragraph E, rather, and I am just wondering are those
figures accurate?
Here is it, 40.2 percent of the site with slopes in excess of 15 percent. Zoning Section 290-21
(D) calls for bulk reductions for slopes within 30 and 50 percent and for slopes over 50 percent.
So the slope criteria should be shown on the maps. I am having a difficult time going through
this really ascertaining how many lots would actually count, if you factor in the steep slopes and
also the wetlands with lot number one, because it seems to me that that lot is going to drop off
precipitously into wetlands.
Response 3.0-3: Mr. Hoehmann's comments refer to the original 12 lot standard plan,
which was the basis of the DEIS. A memo from the building department, dated August
3, 2006 confirms that the 12 lot, As of Right plan is in conformance with the bulk requirements of the Town of Clarkstown for the R-22 zoning district, which include deductions
for environmentally sensitive lands.
The 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010 is now the proposed
project. A memo from the Office of the Building Inspector, dated June 9, 2010 confirms
that the 11 Lot Standard Layout Plan, which will serve as the basis for Cluster Authorization of the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, also meets the bulk regulations of the
R-22 zone.
Lots 1 and 2 of the 12 lot Standard Plan, which were proposed within the areas of steep
slopes and wetlands along Mountainview Avenue, have been eliminated in the 11 lot
Cluster Preferred Alternative. Other than construction of the entrance road and associated
landscaping, there will be no disturbance to this environmentally sensitive area. The lots
which abut Mountainview Avenue, labeled as lots 1 and 13, on the 11 lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative, will be gratuitously dedicated to the Town of Clarkstown for general municipal
purposes and may be retained by the Town as Conservation Easements.
Comment 3.0-4 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): At this point there is a single bulk
table on the standard layout subdivision plat that provides the zoning requirements for the R-22
District with a note that is there to see Sheet Six for the lot calculations based on the cut and fill plan,
so that would have to be combined, and the areas that are listed here as impeded area with a note
that includes the wetland, the hundred year flood plane, overhead utilities, mid rock outcrops and
slopes between 30 and 50 percent, you know, I would suggest there are a number of figures in the
document with the slope areas and the cuts and fills could be shown and broken out into figures
within the document so that they are more easily discernible, and then you can make your determination and perhaps in this bulk requirements, A, that the bulk table here should be on the subdivision
plat, not on the cut and fill plan, and I would suggest that the reductions be broken out, because the
reductions are different for the different various lots, and instead of having a total impeded area figure
shown, you have slopes 15, or 30 to 50 percent, slopes over 50 percent, wetland areas, and that the
appropriate reduction be taken and shown in each of those individual columns.
Response 3.0-4: A bulk table, listed by individual lot, which shows the net lot area after
deductions for areas of steep slope and wetland area, including the lot specific FAR
coverage has been included on the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24,
2010.
Kury Homes FEIS
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Comment 3.0-5 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Mark Manning, Resident, Mountainview
Condominiums): The road, as you said, is very dangerous in the wintertime, especially where
these homes will be built, so less traffic is much safer to have with the amount of people going
back and forth as it is.
Response 3.0-5: The 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative is anticipated to generate 17
trips during the a.m. peak hour and 11 trips during the p.m. peak hour. The traffic to be
generated by the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative is slightly reduced as a result of
the reduction in the number of building lots from 12 to 11. The proposed site access
road has been relocated approximately 50 feet to the north to maximize the available
sight distance. (see Response 3.0-2 ).
Comment 3.0-6 (Letter #3, May 5, 2006, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The one time fee-in-lieu of recreational land would ordinarily apply to additional
residential dwelling lots over and above the dwelling lots that currently exist on the site.
However, in this situation, the applicant voluntarily demolished the residences that existed
on the site. It would seem that the fee-in-lieu of recreational land should be paid for all twelve
of the new residences being proposed, not just nine.
Response 3.0-6: As the project site formerly was developed with three dwelling lots,
only eight additional residential lots are being created in the 11 lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative that would be subject to the Town of Clarkstown per lot fee in lieu of
recreation land. Based on the current Town fee schedule, the project applicant will pay a
one-time recreation fee for the 8 "additional" residential building lots for the 11 Lot
Cluster Subdivision.
Comment 3.0-7 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The County Planning Department reviewed
the proposed standard layout in the DEIS. It is our understanding that the DEIS used a
standard layout that does not conform to the Town Code to evaluate the environmental impacts.
The County Planning Department believes that to properly evaluate environmental impacts, the
design for the new construction should adhere to the zoning regulations of the municipality.
New construction should not require variances nor be given any reductions in order to be
constructed. This should apply to all requirements for yards, floor area ratio, bulk standards,
parking and buffers. The DEIS should evaluate a design that can be accommodated by the site
with no reductions. The Town should not consider an average density alternative if the standard
layout does not meet the Town Code, given that a true count is not being shown.
The DEIS should be reworked using a standard layout that conforms entirely to the Town of
Clarkstown Code and bulk requirements. This may result in the loss of the total number of lots,
but would also reduce the disturbance of the site, decrease impervious surface covering the
site, and reduce the potential traffic impacts on the local road system. The County Planning
Department finds some of the alternative layouts inadequate, as they do not truly represent
average density layout. When the standard layout is reworked to conform to the Town of
Clarkstown Code, the appropriate alternative layouts should be devised. We understand that
the Town Planning Board finds the alternatives inadequate as well. Given this information, the
County Planning Department has the following comments for the standard layout proposed in
the DEIS.
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Response 3.0-7: Although the building inspector has previously determined that the 12
lot standard plan is in conformance with the applicable zoning of the Town of
Clarkstown, (Refer to letter #2), the project applicant has submitted an 11 Lot Cluster
Plan as a Preferred Alternative. Consistent with the County's comments noted above,
an 11 Lot Standard Plan, in complete conformance with the applicable zoning
regulations has been prepared in support of the 11 lot Cluster Alternative. In a letter
dated June 9, 2010, The Building Inspector has confirmed that the 11 Lot Standard Plan
is in full compliance with the R-22 zoning of the site (Refer to Correspondence).
A DEIS Addendum was prepared an published on July 1, 2009, and a subsequent public
hearing evaluating the reduction in impacts of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative
was held on July 22, 2009. The comments and responses from that hearing have been
included in this FEIS.
Comment 3.0-8 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): A review shall be completed by the County of
Rockland Department of Environmental Resources to ensure that the proposed project does
not significantly impact the Mountainview Nature Park and to suggest potential mitigation in
areas that are impacted.
Response 3.0-8: The Subdivision plat shall be submitted to the County of Rockland
Department of Environmental Resources for review and comment as part of the
subdivision approval process.
Comment 3.0-9 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): A review shall be completed by the County of
Rockland Office of Fire and Emergency Services to ensure that there is sufficient turning radii
and access to proposed structures for fire and emergency vehicles. Additionally, this office shall
determine if the response times of emergency personnel meet those required by higher levels
of government, The DEIS does not state the response time of the police, fire and ambulance
corps; this shall be stated.
Response 3.0-9: As stated on page 3.6-1 of the DEIS, according to the Police Chief,
typical response time to the Kury Homes site would be approximately 4 minutes. The
project site is served by the Central Nyack Fire Department, located less than 1 mile
from the project site. Fire protection response time is estimated to be 3 to 5 minutes.
The project site is served by the Nyack Volunteer Ambulance Corp., located
approximately 1.5 miles from the project site. Ambulance response time is estimated to
be approximately 5 to 8 minutes.
The subdivision plat shall be submitted to the County of Rockland Office of Fire and
Emergency Services for review and comment as part of the subdivision plat approval
process.
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Comment 3.0-10 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The time line for full construction in 2007 does
not seem realistic and should be reconsidered.
Response 3.0-10: Initiation of the project is dependent upon the completion of the
review and approval process. Construction duration is estimated at 12 to 18 months,
however actual construction is dependent upon market conditions.
Comment 3.0-11 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Designated areas shall be shown on the site
plan for the piling of snow and salt tolerant plant species should be panted in these areas.
Response 3.0-11: As noted, the plans submitted are in fact for a subdivision plat and
were incorrectly referenced as a site plan submission. The proposed Roads A and B are
anticipated to be in full conformance with Town of Clarkstown road specification and
shall be dedicated to the Town upon the completion of the project. Snow storage will be
handled on these Town roads in accordance with policies and procedures used on all
Town roads by the Town of Clarkstown Highway Department.
Comment 3.0-12 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The County Planning Department requests a
hard copy of the FEIS upon acceptance by the Town of Clarkstown.
Response 3.0-12: The FEIS, once accepted by the Town of Clarkstown will be
distributed as a hard copy to all involved and interested agencies including the Rockland
County Department of Planning.
Comment 3.0-13 (Letter #7, August 3, 2006, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Based on the information provided on Drawing 2,
we have determined that the proposed 12 lots are in conformance with the bulk requirements of
the Town of Clarkstown.
Response 3.0-13: Comment noted.
Comment 3.0-14 (Letter #9, July 10, 2007, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): The buffer areas should be delineated so future
homeowners do not remove any trees in these areas.
Response 3.0-14: On the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010 the
Landscape buffers are delineated as follows:
y
y
y

East property line: 10 ft. buffer
North property line 20 foot buffer
West property line 25 foot buffer

These buffers would be dedicated to the Town of Clarkstown as conservation
easements and would thereby be protected from future removal of vegetation.
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Comment 3.0-15 (Letter #9, July 10, 2007, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Bulk appears acceptable but will have to be
approved by the Planning Board.
Response 3.0-15: This comment refers to the 11 lot Cluster Alternative, dated May 24,
2010, which has been thoroughly reviewed by the Planning Board.
Comment 3.0-16 (Letter #9, July 10, 2007, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Show any required lot deductions.
Response 3.0-16: A bulk table, listed by individual lot, which shows the net lot area
after deductions for areas of steep slope and wetland area, including the lot specific
FAR coverage has been included on the 11 lot Cluster Alternative, dated May 24, 2010.
Comment 3.0-17 (Letter #9, July 10, 2007, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Will emergency access be paved or grasscrete?
Response 3.0-17: The emergency access is proposed as being constructed with
pervious material as directed by the Planning Board.
Comment 3.0-18 (Letter #10, July 24, 2007, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning Consultant,
Town of Clarkstown): It would be helpful to have a plan with topo and a conceptual grading
plan.
Response 3.0-18: The DEIS Addendum dated July 1, 2009, included a full set of full
size plans for the 11 lot Cluster Alternative, dated May 24, 2010 including grading and
an erosion control plan, also dated May 24, 2010.
Comment 3.0-19 (Letter #10, July 24, 2007, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning Consultant,
Town of Clarkstown): We suggest the driveways for lots 8 & 9 access the northerly cul de sac
if possible.
Response 3.0-19: The 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, as shown on the
Engineering Plans prepared by Atzl Scatassa and Zigler, dated May 24, 2010, includes
a redesign and lot renumbering. The lots which are located off Road B, the northern
cul-de-sac, now have their driveway access onto Road B.
Comment 3.0-20 (Letter #10, July 24, 2007, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning Consultant,
Town of Clarkstown): In general, how will 10 foot buffers along easterly & northerly
boundaries be treated to provide adequate screening.
Response 3.0-20: The Landscape Plan for the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative,
dated May 24, 2010 shows conservation easements and proposed Landscape
screening along the north, south and east property boundaries.

Kury Homes FEIS
3-6

Project Description
August 1, 2010
Comment 3.0-21 (Letter #10, July 24, 2007, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning Consultant,
Town of Clarkstown): For purposed of the public hearing and general references purposes,
the names of adjoining property owners should be updated where necessary.
Response 3.0-21: The names of adjacent property owners have been included on the
11 lot Cluster subdivision plat shown on the full size Drawing Plan set dated May 24,
2010, which is included and made part of this FEIS submission.
Comment 3.0-22 (Letter #10, July 24, 2007, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning Consultant,
Town of Clarkstown): As the plan progresses, sight distances along Mountainview Avenue
should be shown.
Response 3.0-22: The 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010
subdivision plat includes noted sight distance of 650 feet to the north and 630 feet to the
south. (Refer to Response 3.0-2 for a discussion of sight distance adequacy.)
Comment 3.0-23 (Letter #13, April 3, 2008, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Coordinate lot area of lots 2 & 3 with bulk table.
Response 3.0-23: Comment noted. The 11 lot Cluster Alternative, dated May 24, 2010
includes an updated bulk table.
Comment 3.0-24 (Letter #13, April 3, 2008, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Provide dimension line for lot width
measurement.
Response 3.0-24: A dimension line for lot width measurement has been included on the
11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010.
Comment 3.0-25 (Letter #13, April 3, 2008, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Show slope deductions.
Response 3.0-25: The net lot area, minus the steep slope and wetland areas are
shown on the Bulk Table included on the subdivision plat.
Comment 3.0-26 (Letter #13, April 3, 2008, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Add map note that subdivision is being
developed under Town Law 278.
Response 3.0-26: Map note #10 on the 11 lot Cluster Alternative, dated May 24, 2010
indicates "This subdivision is to be developed under Town Law Section 278 for Cluster
Development."
Comment 3.0-27 (Letter #13, April 3, 2008, Charles Maneri, Building Plans Examiner,
Town of Clarkstown Building Department): Add drawing list to plat.
Response 3.0-27: Comment noted. A drawing list shall be added to the plat prior to final
subdivision plat approval.
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Comment 3.0-28 (Letter #14, March 28, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental
Resource Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control:) Extend
street tree plantings on both sides of the proposed road to the entrance of the Mountainview
Avenue.
Response 3.0-28: The Landscape Plan for the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative,
dated May 24, 2010 illustrates street tree plantings on both sides of the proposed road
to the entrance of the Mountainview Avenue.
Comment 3.0-29 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The application sent to the Planning
Department is for an 11-lot cluster subdivision. However, no standard layout was provided, nor do
our records indicate that we have ever seen an approved standard layout for the lot count. Prior to
continuing with the cluster development, a standard layout must be designed showing that there
are 11 conforming lots which comply with all of the bulk requirements in the R-22 zoning district
for the Town of Clarkstown, including deductions for lands within wetlands and on steep slopes.
The subdivision layout lots must not contain irregular shaped lots or require any variances.
Response 3.0-29: The required 11 lot Standard Layout Plan in support of the 11 lot
Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010 was distributed to all involved and
interested agencies with the July 1, 2009, DEIS Addendum and was subject to the
Public Hearing on July 22, 2009.
Comment 3.0-30 (Letter #18, June 25. 2008, Mr. & Mrs. Craig Reynolds): Having had grown
up in Valley Cottage, I can say that the Mountain View Condos alone make up a large population of
Valley Cottage. The reason why so many young adults, couples with families, and seniors want to
live here is because we all do our part to take care of our units and complex to preserve the beauty
and environment that surround us. Let’s not force people out and deter people from moving in.
Response 3.0-30: Comment noted.
Comment 3.0-31 (Letter #20, May 20, 2009, Mark Papenmeyer, Chief Fire Safety Inspector,
Town of Clarkstown): No comment on layout, but emergency access must be provided.
Response 3.0-31: At the request of the Planning Board an emergency access to
Mountainview Condominiums has been added to the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative
subdivision plat.
Comment 3.0-32 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director
Environmental Control and Jose, Simos, Town Planner, Town of Clarkstown): With
regards to the plans that were submitted, the one inconsistency in the plan is the roadway
alignment has been revised on the subdivision and the grading plans, but it still appears as the
straight road alignment on the landscaping plan.
Response 3.0-32: The landscape plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative has
been revised to be consistent with the road layout shown on the 11 lot Cluster as shown
in the DEIS Addendum, July 1, 2009.
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Comment 3.0-33 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): ....there should be some
commentary vis-a-vis the configuration and the physical parameters of that (Mountainview
Avenue) road and how they conform to the Town's design standards.
Response 3.0-33: A road profile of Mountainview Avenue including road width and the
location of vertical and horizontal curves has been prepared for review by the Planning
Board and the Town's technical consultants to assess compliance with the Town's Road
design standards.
The proposed Access Road, designated as Road A on the subdivision plat has been
designed to be in full conformance with Town roadway specifications. A letter has been
sent to the Superintendent of Highways requesting his review and conformation that the
Town's roadway specifications have been met (refer to Correspondence.) A road profile
and crossection had been prepared for review to assess compliance with the Town's
Road design standards.
Comment 3.0-34 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): Also there was not any proper note of
the adjoining parcel which is town open space land. It’s formerly the Afarian property, and that
is to the east of your parcel and I think it should be noted and any considerations taken into
account.
Response 3.0-34: Comment noted. The adjacent property owners have been indicated
on the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative subdivision plat.
Comment 3.0-35 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Lary Von Cleek, 722 Sierra Vista Lane):
Basements of the building, are they fully sunk basements? Are they partial or are they really
just a slab with walls built up and an extra floor appearing as if it were a basement?
I don't know what the responsibility of the builder is to provide a maximum depth of the
basement. I don't know. This is the first time I have been to a board meeting, but I am
concerned that they may just build on a slab and call it a basement.
I really don't expect that you can dig 11 basements in that kind of terrain, the kind of geography.
Response 3.0-35: The proposed houses will be constructed with full basements and
they will be nestled into the property.
Comment 3.0-36 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Shirley Thorman, President, Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Clarkstown Highway Department reserves comment. Please
forward prints and specs with proposed road widths, construction specs, etcetera.
Response 3.0-36: Comment noted. A full set of plans for the subdivision will be
submitted to the Highway Department for review and comment as part of the subdivision
approval process.
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Comment 3.0-37 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Peter Streitman, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): First question I guess is, you mentioned the zoning or the Kury
Homes first development (Camelot) that you had done in New City. What was the zoning on
that?
....What was the zoning, as you said, I guess, on the FAR on that (Camelot), what did you want
to do?
Response 3.0-37: The Camelot development was developed under average density,
applied to R-22 zoning, the same as the Kury Homes project is zoned today. R-22 refers
to lots that have a minimum lot size of 22,500 square foot in area, which is basically half
acre zoning. The lots at Camelot were reduced under average density to about 18,750
square feet.
Comment 3.0-38 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Peter Streitman, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): That is how you got the FAR calculations. You are making a lot
of references to the FAR calculations on that property that you are able to build a certain size
home, and you want to try to do it with this development as well, is that correct?
... The question I am asking is, some precedence seems to be set in the Camelot subdivision
based on those lots were originally R-22, you were able to build, I guess, on R-18 lots in the
zoning and be able, somehow you were able to get the FAR on those to accede or be similar to
what you are proposing here.
Response 3.0-38: The applicant did not start out to emulate the Camelot development.
Originally the applicant had submitted a 12 lot standard layout subdivision, and was
asked to prepare an average density alternative. In working with the Planning Board
over an extended period of time the applicant submitted an 11 lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative, Dated May 24, 2010 to address many of the concerns that were raised
during the environmental review. However, the applicant is interested in building a
similar sized house on the 11 lot Cluster as he would have been entitled to build on the
supporting 11 lot standard plan. This resulted in the extensive discussion of FAR
calculation, which resulted in the Planning Board's consideration of lot specific FAR
which are now stipulated in the Bulk table on the subdivision plat.
It was in trying to help the Planning Board visualize how the proposed lot specific FAR
would look once constructed, particularly on the lots along the southern property
boundary, that the similarity to the lot sizes and square footage of the homes in Camelot
was referenced.
The visual impact of the lot specific FAR on an 18,000 square foot lot, as implemented
by this developer can be seen in similar houses already constructed in the Camelot
Development. The overall quality of building is also evident in the Camelot
Development.
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Comment 3.0-39 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Peter Streitman, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Another question, I guess between the two layouts, and I think it
was answered based on the standard layout seemed like a lot less impervious area with the
roads compared to the cluster, but maybe that was designed for the emergency access.
....When you look at the map, the cul de sacs are smaller?
Response 3.0-39: The impervious surface of the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative is
reduced compared to the initial DEIS projections of impervious surface for 12 single
family lots.
Comment 3.0-40 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Rudolph Yacyshyn, Vice Chairman
Clarkstown Planning Board): There is no question that in my view, the cluster, the 11 lot
cluster presents a very workable, under the current circumstances, a very workable design, and
for me at this point with some additional tweaking and everything else later on, but at the
SEQRA level I think it pretty much meets, if we can get past some of the screening that has
been raised previously and reiterated by Mr. Baum in his letter.
I am sure the minds of the neighbors, ---The issue of the FAR, which was paramount in the
Camelot subdivision and it's back and flow is something that I have to grapple with, and I would
like to hear from the public if they even know what we are talking about in that regard. It's
something I think that we have to really be very, very careful to, you know, set some kind of
design precedent in the future.
Response 3.0-40: Development under Town Law 278 Cluster Development allows the
Planning Board to consider each subdivision plat individually, on it's own merits, and
allows design flexibility to achieve the preservation of environmentally sensitive areas.
Development of this site in an 11 lot Cluster as proposed, including the stipulation of lot
specific FAR requirements achieves the preservation of large areas of steep slopes, and
wetland areas and provides for the maximum sensitivity to visual impacts.
Comment 3.0-41 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): All of these issues have been
identified, all right, there is no doubt about that. Visual impact of any development on this
property is one of the paramount concerns, and it's the reason after three and a half years we
are still at the DEIS public hearing stage.
The applicant has come in before this Board to request to utilize average density for an 11 lot
alternate development. Their concern, and what they need to know before this thing is going
anywhere further, is whether or not this Board is going to authorize the larger FAR that they are
requesting so that they can build a particular home style.
The issues to be mitigated will not change, whether they do the 11 lot or the original standard
12 lot or whatever layout they do, the issues are still there.
We are not going to answer how those are going to be mitigated tonight or until this Board
decides whether or not you are going to favorably entertain the FAR values that they are asking
for.
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If you don't favorably entertain those values, everything that we are discussing with the
particulars of this 11 lot subdivision goes out the window, and we discuss it based on the 12 lot
or a 12 lot average density or whatever else comes in to provide an adequate level of mitigation.
I am not even saying that this may end up being an 11 lot subdivision coming out the other end
of this process, because up until some particular layout is analyzed in a level of detail to
determine whether this Board feels that the potential impacts are adequately mitigated, there is
no fixed layout.
Response 3.0-41: After extensive review and discussion with the Town of Clarkstown
Planning Board and technical staff, the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May
24, 2010, including the stipulation of lot specific FAR requirements, which was the
subject of the July 22, 2009 public hearing, is proposed by the Applicant as the
Alternative which minimizes environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable.
Comment 3.0-42 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Jan Chasen, President of the Forest
Ridge Condominium): One thing I have to ask, when you look at it, when you does his
standard 11 layout on the left, he uses 11 units, but they are numbered differently than the ones
on the right so you may want to find out are they comparing the same two set of 11.
Response 3.0-42: Development of the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May
24, 2010 did result in lot renumbering compared to previous submissions.
Comment 3.0-43 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Christopher Carey, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): I understand that. Here is my gut feeling, and in an area where
the viewshed is very important here, my gut feeling is that smaller buildings are better because
they will be less conspicuous.
I just want to hear the rational and explain a little bit economically how you would be injured by
having a smaller footprint of a house.
Response 3.0-43: The lot specific FAR stipulation was developed in an effort to allow
the Applicant to build reasonable houses on the smaller lots, while preventing the
construction of monstrous buildings on the larger lots.
Comment 3.0-44 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Although I generally find
myself in agreement with the wise planner, I guess my question would be if -- the county may
have asked for this plan because they hadn't seen it before, but this is a plan that's only before
this Board informally to resolve one issue with regards to the overall process.
I think the better alternative would be if the applicant, you know, is choosing to go forth with the
plan based on this Board's willingness to entertain a variable FAR, then they should proceed
with preparing the supplement to the DEIS, and that should be distributed in due course with
the County being a part of that distribution list and all agencies and the public get the same
opportunity to comment.
Response 3.0-44: As stated the Applicant formally submitted a full set of plans on the
11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, dated May 24, 2010, in addition to the supporting
plans for an 11 lot Standard Layout plan which is in full conformance to the zoning code.
Kury Homes FEIS
3-12

Project Description
August 1, 2010
These plans were distributed to all involved and interested agencies and were the
subject of a public hearing held July 22, 2009.
Comment 3.0-45 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning
Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): While we are waiting, according to the regulations, the
Board can require a supplemental EIS limited to specific significant adverse environmental
impacts not addressed or inadequately addressed in the EIS that arise from changes proposed
for the project, newly discovered information, or a change in circumstances related to the
project, and my feeling is what we are talking about now marginally fits, it's one of those
categories, and I would hate for the Board to do something that it turns out is inconsistent with
the regulations, so I am going to suggest we just call it an addendum rather than a
supplemental EIS and get the same information when the Board reviews it.
The additional information Ms. Cutignola just talked about can also be incorporated into the
FEIS with respect to comments, and from my perspective it is a cleaner way to handle it.
Response 3.0-45: A DEIS Addendum on the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative was
prepared and published July 1, 2009. A public hearing on the Addendum was held on
July 22, 2009. The comments from that hearing have been incorporated and responded
to in this FEIS.
Comment 3.0-46 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): As Mr. Geneslaw indicates, the
addendum does refer to conservation easements around the perimeter of the property but the
drawings indicate landscape buffers, so that needs to be clarified.
Response 3.0-46: The applicant has agreed to provide the landscape buffers as
conservation easements, so long as that does not impact the FAR calculations.
Comment 3.0-47 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): ...we would also suggest
investigation relocation of the detention pond access road to the area between lots two and
three in order to provide additional buffering area on the northerly side of the property against
the Mountainview Condominium development, and we reserve additional site comments at the
time of preliminary review on a more detailed basis.
Response 3.0-47: Based on the through investigation of alternatives to manage the
Stormwater, the detention pond location is optimal located to manage the stormwater
and allow for proper maintenance of the stormwater facilities.
The Applicant would be willing to relocate the stormwater detention pond maintenance
road in order to provide the maximum buffering area on the north side of the property,
along the property line of the Mountainview Condominium development, however the
grades of a maintenance road between lots two and three area may be prohibitive.
Additional Alternatives for relocating the proposed stormwater maintenance access road
are being prepared by the Applicant including a stormwater maintenance access road
from Road A to the southerly portion of the stormwater basin. The Planning Board shall
identify the optimal location for the proposed access road prior to final subdivision
approval.
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Comment 3.0-48 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 1. May 15, 2009
letter from Tim Miller Associates contains the statement that "Price Construction has
established conservation easements varying from 10 to 25 feet wide along the perimeter of the
property".
The plans identify these areas as landscape buffers, which has a much lower form of
protection. This should be clarified and resolved.
Response 3.0-48: refer to Response 3.0-46.
Comment 3.0-49 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 2. The plans
propose white pines along the southern boundary, adjacent to Mountainbrook Estates. We
recommend an alternative evergreen species since white pines will lose lower branches within a
relatively brief time.
Response 3.0-49: Mr. Geneslaw was not looking at the most recent landscape plan.
The plan that was submitted with the DEIS Addendum shows a variety of trees along
the southern border. If for some reason this variety of trees is not acceptable, the
applicant will continue to work with the Planning Board during the subdivision plat
approval process to identify acceptable landscape treatments.
Comment 3.0-50 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 3. The entry road is
directly opposite the now formerly McLarty property and the residents of that home are likely to
have headlights glare from departing vehicles shining through their windows. Some sort of
mitigation, such as fencing, evergreen screening, berming, etc. should be offered by the
applicant to mitigate the impact.
Response 3.0-50: This access road has been relocated to maximize available sight
distance along Mountainview Avenue according to the Planning Board's direction. The
Applicant will continue to work with the Board minimize this impact as far as practical,
although there may be limited options in moving the access road location to reduce
headlight glare, if maximum sight distance is to be preserved. The Access road will be in
full conformance with Town Design Standards Street Specifications, unless modified by
the Planning Board to mitigate for sight distance and visual impact considerations.
The Applicant will provide landscape screening, to minimize headlight glare, on the
residential property across from the access drive location, upon granting of a right of
entry from the property owner.
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Comment 3.0-51 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 5. Note 10 on
Drawing 1 should be modified to include the resolution number and date of Town Board
authorizing resolution.
Response 3.0-51: Comment noted. This change will be made prior to preliminary
subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.0-52 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 6. A note should be
added to the Bulk Requirement table on Drawing 1, indicating the date and approving agency,
Planning Board, Town Board, for the approved bulk requirements.
Response 3.0-52: Comment noted. This change will be made prior to preliminary
subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.0-53 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 7. The legend on
Drawing 2 should include reference to all patterns used on drawing, i.e., cross hatch and solid
black areas in lots 1 and 13.
Response 3.0-53: Comment noted. Since these areas which designated steep slope
areas occur primarily on lots 1 and 13, which are to be left undisturbed and dedicated to
the Town, the patterns have been removed from the drawing.
Comment 3.0-54 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 8. Consideration
should be given to a drop curb at the ends of the emergency access, see Drawing 2.
Response 3.0-54: Comment noted. This change will be made prior to preliminary
subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.0-55 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 9. Many of the lots
have almost no relatively flat backyard space for family use. See Drawing 2.
The Board may want to consider more extensive use of retaining walls to create flatter areas.
The top and bottom of wall heights should be easier to read, (needs larger type). That too we'll
consider subsequently.
Response 3.0-55: Comment noted. Plan notes have been added to the 11 lot Cluster
Preferred Alternative plan which stipulates the retaining walls in individual backyards will
not exceed six feet. Refer to the Full size plans for individual proposed wall heights,
where the elevation markings are legible
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Comment 3.0-56 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): I believe previously there was some discussion about the emergency access and
obtaining some sort of authorization from the adjacent condominium complex and I believe you
wrote a letter to the President of the Board, I don't know if you receive any response.
Response 3.0-56: (The Applicant has submitted a letter of intent, per the Planning
Boards, recommendation, which has been included in the FEIS correspondence so the
letter will become part of the public record. The attorney for Mountainview
Condominiums has contacted Mr. Price and he is reviewing the matter but he has not
yet responded. The Applicant will build the emergency access at the Planning Board's
discretion. He will put the gate on their property or our property, as stipulated by the
Planning Board Final details of the emergency access will be resolved during the
subdivision plat approval process.
Comment 3.0-57 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Marvin Baum (via letter read by Jose
Simoes), Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board): 1. Will the 10 to 25 foot landscape
buffers, and this we had discussed previously, actually be held as "conservation easements."
Past experience shows the landscape buffers hold no legal status and are often disregarded by
future property owners. To properly preserve these buffers from encroachments by pools,
sheds, etcetera, I think the term conservation easement, should be placed in all deeds, as this
term has a specific Town of Clarkstown legal status that can be enforced, should the buffers be
removed by a future homeowners.
The Planning Board has, at times, also required small boulders or other demarcations to be
placed along the easement lines as a reminder to future owners, which I think would be good in
this case. I believe this has been addressed already.
Response 3.0-57: As shown on the Landscape Plan, Figure L-1, the Applicant is
proposing a 10 foot wide landscape buffer on the southern boundary of the property, a
20 foot wide landscape buffer at the rear of the property, and a 25 foot wide landscape
buffer on the northern property boundary, in the vicinity of the Mountainview
Condominiums. These buffer areas shall be deed restricted as conservation easements.
In areas where the buffer areas are in the rear yard, boulders shall be placed a
minimum of 10 feet apart to identify the easement area. .
Comment 3.0-58 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Marvin Baum (via letter read by Jose
Simoes), Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board): 2. I assume that Kury Homes will
rip up the old driveway and install a proper sidewalk across it. Is this the case?
Response 3.0-58: The Applicant will be removing the existing driveway and reinstalling
the sidewalk in the existing location along Mountainview Avenue.
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Comment 3.0-59 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Marvin Baum (via letter read by Jose
Simoes), Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board): Will Kury Homes do a general
clean-up of the front portion of the property along Mountainview such removal of litter, invasive
species, misc. mess, etc.? This would certainly help the appearance.
Response 3.0-59: The Applicant shall work with the Board to come to a resolution of
this issue. Public comment indicated a strong desire to leave the view from
Mountianview Avenue in its natural state. The Applicant shall work with the Planning
Board during the course of the subdivision plat review to achieve a tidy yet natural look
to the project entrance area.
Comment 3.0-60 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Marvin Baum (via letter read by Jose
Simoes), Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board): Next comment has to do with the
stone walls at the entry point of the roadway, will they interfere with driver vision? We were just
discussing sight distances.
Response 3.0-60: Positioning of stone entryway markers will be located so they are out
of the driver's line of sight.
Comment 3.0-61 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Marvin Baum (via letter read by Jose
Simoes), Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board): I am surprised that some of the
trees along the inner roadway will only be two and a half to three feet at time of planting, which
is just barely more than a seedling. This seems very small. I would have expected six to eight
inches at a minimum.
Response 3.0-61: The proposed street trees are six to eight inch trees dBh that is
typical of what is planted in a new subdivision.
Comment 3.0-62 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rudolph Yacyshyn, Vice President Town
of Clarkstown Planning Board): The Town Highway department, they reserve comment.
Please forward prints and specs with proposed road widths, construction specs. etcetera.
Response 3.0-62: Comment noted.
Comment 3.0-63 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rudolph Yacyshyn, Vice President Town
of Clarkstown Planning Board): The Fire Inspector has no comment on layout, but
emergency access must be provided.
Response 3.0-63: Comment noted.
Comment 3.0-64 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 1. A review must be completed
by the County of Rockland Division of Environmental Resources and any comments addressed.
Response 3.0-64: Comment noted. All required permits and approvals will be secured
by the Applicant prior to final subdivision plat approval.
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Comment 3.0-65 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 2. A review shall be completed
by the United States Army Corps of Engineers and all required permits obtained.
Response 3.0-65: Comment noted. All required permits and approvals will be secured
by the Applicant prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.0-66 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 3. As required by the Rockland
County Stream Control Act, the subdivision plan must be reviewed and signed by the Chairman
of the Rockland County Drainage Agency before the County Clerk can accept the plan to be
filed.
Response 3.0-66: Comment noted. All required permits and approvals will be secured
by the Applicant prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.0-67 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 4. A review must be completed
by the County of Rockland Sewer District #1 and all required permits obtained from them.
Response 3.0-67: Comment noted. All required permits and approvals will be secured
by the Applicant prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.0-68 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 10. Given the fact that this
proposed subdivision is located directly across the street from Mountainview Nature County
Park, sidewalks should be provided along the subdivision roads, and a crosswalk connecting
Road "A" to the park entrance across Mountainview Avenue should be delineated so that the
residents can safely access the park for hiking or passive recreation enjoyment. Signed by
Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning.
Response 3.0-68: The Applicant has committed to construction of a crosswalk to
Mountainview Nature Park on the west side of Mountainview Avenue. This crosswalk is
to be painted with reflective material to be easily visible to vehicles traveling along
Mountainview Avenue. Due to the 11 lot unit count and the lack of other pedestrian
destinations, no internal sidewalks are proposed.
Comment 3.0-69 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rudolph Yacyshyn, Vice Chairman
Clarkstown Planning Board): The code I believe indicated where sidewalks are a requirement
in the R zones. I don't believe they require them on both sides in an R-22 unless that has
changed....
....I think they specifically spoke of the interior sidewalks in the subdivision itself, should be
along the subdivision roads.
Response 3.0-69: Based upon the 11 lot unit count and the lack of pedestrian
destinations, internal sidewalks are not proposed.
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Comment 3.0-70 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): What the county is actually referring to, if you look in the aerial, there is a sliver of
county property between the two homes on the other side of the street which is part of that
Mountainview Nature Park, and there is a trail that runs between those two homes, and then
essentially you have to cross the street and travel south to that hook-up to the rest of the trail
that goes to the long path. That is what they are referring to.
I don't know if you can see that on the aerial, that sliver of property right there that is right
across from the subject property. It might be worthwhile that some signage be put there
because you can very well see, and this might even happen with Forest Ridge and it happened
when I was hiking in that area trying to find where to go to get to the long path, you come out to
the roadway and you are not quite sure where to go so you end up going straight.
hat happens is, if you go on that sliver of property to the south, you wind up walking up for
Forest Ridge Road and then you end up in the townhouses. The same thing might happen here
on this other sliver. You go down the trail, you cross the street, you will go up basically the Kury
Homes Road and then find yourself in a bunch of single-family homes and not being able to find
the trail, so at the very least maybe some signage that directs you to the long path or where the
trail is supposed to be.
I don't think we have received any comments from the New York and Jersey Trail Conference
yet but they should actually comment on this particular issue.
Response 3.0-70: The Applicant shall install appropriate signage to indicate the correct
location of the long path.
Comment 3.0-71 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Jan Chasen, President of the Forest
Ridge Condominium): I really appreciate the efforts that the builder has put into answering a
lot of the questions, but I still see that most of the buffer discussion, and I highly endorse his
conservation easement concept, has been dedicated to mostly the northern side.
The southern side, which not only impacts us but all the residents of the town and everything,
only has a small 10 foot buffer and is not with evergreens or not concentrated with evergreens.
I have a unit that will be facing very close to two of the homes and there is very little buffer
there, so I am questioning why is there 25 feet on one side and only 10 on the other, and we
strongly urge that the buffer be there to protect not only us, but the site lines south of the
development.
Response 3.0-71: In construction of the Forest Ridge Condominium clearing and
grading occurred right up to the property line. The Kury Homes Applicant is proposing a
10 foot conservation easement along the southern property boundary, which will be
extensively landscaped. Should the Forest Ridge Development require additional
screening, consideration should be given to provision of a matching conservation
easement along their property boundary with placement of additional landscaping by
Forest Ridge on their property. The Applicant is willing to work with them to assist in the
installation of any landscaping they wish to provide in this area.
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Comment 3.0-72 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Jan Chasen, President of the Forest
Ridge Condominium): We are also concerned about the clean-up, not only along
Mountainview Avenue, but on the south side of that property there is piping, lots of other things
in that forest including a bathtub.
Response 3.0-72: The applicant will clean the debris located in lots 1 and 13 during the
construction process.
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3.1 GEOLOGIC RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.1-1 (Letter #4, May 9, 2006, Dennis M. Letson, P.E. Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control. A similar comment was made by
George Hoehmann, Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board, Public Hearing, May
10, 2006): DEIS Section 1.3.1 indicates 40.2% of the site with slopes in excess of 15%.
Zoning Section 290-21 D calls for bulk reductions for slopes between 30% and 50% and for
slopes over 50%. These slope criteria should be shown on the maps.
Response 3.1-1: The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative eliminates development from
the vicinity of Mountainview Avenue in order to preserve steep slopes and avoid impacts
to wetland areas. A Table which shows the environmental deductions on a per lot basis
is included on the revised plan. No development is proposed on slopes over 30 percent,
therefore no reductions are required.
Comment 3.1-2 (Letter #4, May, 9, 2006, Dennis M. Letson, P.E. Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): P-1-4: Proposed Mitigation Measures
indicate test holes were excavated on the site. Location plan and test pit logs are provided in
the DEIS Appendix D, and should be referenced.
Response 3.1-2: Comment noted. There is no blasting anticipated in conjunction with
the proposed 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative.
Comment 3.1-3 (Letter #14, March 28, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental
Resource Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Erosion
Control Plan - due to the steepness of the slope, additional erosion control measures will be
required such as stone check dams, level spreaders, earth berms, temporary swales, and/or
temporary sediment basins.
Response 3.1-3: An erosion control plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative
has been submitted for review and will require approval by the Town of Clarkstown
Planning Board prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.1-4 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): In the third paragraph about
halfway down with regards to the total slope disturbance figures, they refer to the overall
disturbance figures that were quoted previously in the narrative.
Response 3.1-4: Comment noted. See Revised Table 4-2 Alternative Impact
Comparisons, included in the DEIS Addendum, Dated July 1, 2009.
Comment 3.1-5 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning
Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): There was an indication that it appeared that the changes
to the cut and fill analysis needs to be reexamined based on the amount of time we can spend
on it. They did not appear to be consistent.
Response 3.1-5: The Summary Table 4-2 Alternative Impact Comparisons, included in
the DEIS Addendum, Dated July 1, 2009, has been updated.
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Comment 3.1-6 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): There has been some reduction in the
cut and fill which we think is very positive, but still seems like there is a lot, and maybe if that
could be looked at and refined a little bit more, and maybe a visual simulation will help you to
understand what is really being proposed.
Response 3.1-6: The DEIS Addendum dated July 1, 2009, includes Figures 3.4-1 to
3.4-22, visual analysis and photo simulations of the proposed 11 lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative.
Comment 3.1-7 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): It's hard to tell how the road will be
impacted going through the earlier part close to Mountainview Avenue where it's going to be
preserved because there is going to have to be a build-up in the middle to raise it up. It's going
to be with walls, with gravel down to the ground. How is it going to impact the adjoining
property? And are there going to be additional trees taken down, so that was just a concern.
And there were also springs on the property, I recall, and if this road is going to become a town
road, if those springs are not properly dealt with, there is a possibility that the roads could
become unstable over time and taxpayers have to foot the bill for any corrections,...
Response 3.1-7: The proposed road grades and road specifications are shown on the
11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative subdivision plat submitted for review and approval by
the Town of Clarkstown. The SWPPP stipulates measures to divert water away from the
road infrastructure.
Comment 3.1-8 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Gail Ippolito, 208 Mountainview Avenue):
My question is going to be, since we know there is a lot of rock in Rockland County about
blasting and compromising foundations in the surrounding homes, and that was just a concern
because that can create cracks in existing foundations of surrounding homes from what I have
been told. I don’t know if that’s accurate, but is there going to be a log of blasting, or is there not
going to be any blasting?
Response 3.1-8: Although there is a Town blasting ordinance designed to protect
surrounding property owners in the event blasting would be required, it is not anticipated
that blasting will be required to develop the proposed project. The majority of the rock
referenced is also in the area of the steepest slope, that is why the rock is exposed and
that is not where the building sites are located. Although there is significant rock on-site
the specific spots where the building footprints are intended to be, were tested to a
depth of 20 feet or more without hitting bedrock.
Comment 3.1-9 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): We would suggest the use of
tree walls be investigated to preserve additional established trees around the limits of grading
or in the area of limited grading, and also the clearing lines should be added onto the drawing.
Response 3.1-9: The recommended measures will be included on the subdivision plat
prior to preliminary subdivision approval. Tree wells are now shown on the subdvision
grading plan.
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Comment 3.1-10 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 5. Prior to the start of
construction or grading, a soil and erosion control plan shall be developed and in place for the
entire site that meets the New York State Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.
Response 3.1-10: Comment noted. All Required permits and approvals will be secured
by the Applicant prior to final subdivision approval.
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3.2 WATER RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.2-1 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): We looked at the wetlands when I went down there, and one of
the things that was of concern, you may have addressed it property, it seemed like there were
wet areas beyond the flagged areas if we are reading the flags correctly, so the wetlands is still
a bit of an issue and a concern, and make sure that it has been flagged correctly.
Response 3.2-1: The wetland delineation has been reflagged and a new Jurisdictional
Determination by the Army Corp. of Engineers has been secured which is valid through
February 2014, and which confirms the wetlands to be in essentially the same area as
previously designated. These items are included in the DEIS Addendum as Appendix I.
The location of the new wetland delineation is included on each page of the subdivision
plat.
Comment 3.2-2 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Also one of the things that we had seen, and I have been there
a number of times, sometimes with colleagues and sometimes on my own, is that there are
areas that appear to be almost like springs. Water is coming from various places.
...We don’t know what the impacts of that necessarily will be.
...This is further up. This is not down here, this is over here, and it seems to be actively
running,....
Response 3.2-2: There are no known streams in this area and it is not in the delineated
wetland area. Refer to Response 3.2-1. Upon construction, should any streams or other
groundwater sources be discovered, additional drainage in the form of bleed outs or
under drains shall be installed to mitigate any unforeseen impacts.
Comment 3.2-3 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): I saw areas where there seem to be wetlands, at least based on
the type of plants that were growing there that were not on the lower part.
You can see this goes down towards the wetlands that have been flagged down there. I don’t
technically, and I have to refer that to our DEC about these kinds of plants at other locations
which might be a reflection of underground springs which causes it to be wet, and I think that
was it.
Response 3.2-3: Refer to Response 3.2-1 and 3.2-2.
Comment 3.2-4 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Rudolph Yacyshyn, Vice Chairman
Clarkstown Planning Board): Just a question to Mr. Letson. I think in your report you made
mention of the Army Corps of Engineers, a jurisdictional determination is going to be expiring
next month?
...I would have to be reflagged in any event, right?
Response 3.2-4: Refer to Response 3.2-1.
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Comment 3.2-5 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Jan Chason, President Forest Ridge
Townhouse Condominium): The water run-off, as I said, there is, you know, I am very
concerned. It comes down when they do their construction. Make sure there are safeguards.
Make sure whatever they do we are protected, not only during construction, but afterwards.
Response 3.2-5: Stormwater drainage from the site during construction is discussed in
Section 3.2 of the DEIS and the full size Erosion Control Plan in the rear of the DEIS.
Stormwater will be strictly managed to avoid off-site impacts. A key aspect in the
maintenance of stormwater quality and the control of soil erosion is the proper
sequencing of construction. All structural sediment and erosion control features will be
installed prior to grading and earthwork.
Comment 3.2-6 (Letter #2, May 4, 2006, Edward Devine, Rockland County Drainage
Agency): Based upon the RCDA's evaluation of available mapping and the information
submitted, it has been determined that the proposed activity is outside the jurisdiction of the
RCDA. Therefore, a permit from the RCDA pursuant to Chapter 846, Rockland County Stream
Control Act, is not requested based upon our review of the information provided. The review
and approvals concerning this matter appear to be within the jurisdiction of the appropriate
Town of Clarkstown land use board(s) and municipal departments.
Response 3.2-6: Comment noted.
Comment 3.2-7 (Letter #2, May 4, 2006, Edward Devine, Rockland County Drainage
Agency): However, the site appears to be located in close proximity to mapped state wetlands
and within mapped federal wetlands. Permits and approvals for the proposed project may be
required from the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. The RCDA recommends that the applicant check with consultants to
determine the status of any permits and reviews that may also be required by the aforesaid
agencies concerning the proposed project.
Response 3.2-7: Comment noted.
Comment 3.2-8 (Letter #2, May 4, 2006, Edward Devine, Rockland County Drainage
Agency): Furthermore, please be advised that the Rockland County Stream Control Act,
Chapter 846, requires that all subdivision maps must be signed by the Chairman of the
Rockland County Drainage Agency before the Rockland County Clerk will accept same for
filing. Please direct any questions regarding the RCDA subdivision review requirements of
Chapter 846, Rockland County Stream Control Act, to this office. Enclosed is a copy of the
RCDA subdivision plat application form. Please forward the enclosed RCDA subdivision application form to the applicant.
Response 3.2-8: Comment noted.
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Comment 3.2-9 (Letter #4, May 9, 2006, Dennis Letson, P.E., Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): P. 1-2 The narrative indicates an
infiltration basin to be on a separate lot, while also indicating that there would be a maintenance
agreement to allow municipal access for maintenance. This discrepancy should be resolved,
the basin should be on a lot to be transferred to the Town in fee.
Response 3.2-9: This issue has been resolved in the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative. All stormwater maintenance basins and structures are now included on lots 1 and
13, which will be gratuitously dedicated to the Town of Clarkstown for general municipal
purposes.
Comment 3.2-10 (Letter #4, May 9, 2006, Dennis Letson, P.E., Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): DEIS section 1.3.2 indicates the ACOE
Jurisdictional Determination was issued June 29, 2001. This will expire June 29, 2006; the
wetland should be re-flagged and a new JD secured.
Response 3.2-10: Refer to Response 3.2-1. An updated JD has been secured which is
valid until February 2014.
Comment 3.2-11 (Letter #4, May 9, 2006, Dennis Letson, P.E., Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): NWP #39 requires the creation of
compensatory wetlands (NWP39-i), please indicate where this will occur, i.e. constructed
wetlands in the infiltration basin or other appropriate methods.
Response 3.2-11: The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative limits wetland disturbance to
2,500 square feet (0.057 acres), which are less than 0.1 acres. Per Nationwide Permit
#39, no wetland mitigation areas are required for areas less than 0.1 acres, thus none
are proposed.
Comment 3.2-12 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): A review must be completed by the County of
Rockland Drainage Agency and any required permits shall be obtained from them.
Response 3.2-12: Comment noted.
Comment 3.2-13 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): The Town Engineer must be assured that the
overall drainage plan for the property is achievable and will provide adequate stormwater
control.
Response 3.2-13: The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been designed to
meet the latest GP requirements, and will be certified by the Town's Director of
Environmental Control prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.2-14 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): The Town and applicant shall enter into a
long-term maintenance and access agreement for the stormwater management facilities. This
agreement should include a yearly inspection of the stormwater management facilities and a
report to the Town ensuring the safety and operation of the facilities. The Town should also
ensure that the applicant has the financial ability to maintain these facilities during construction.
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This agreement should run with the land and be upheld by future owners of the property or a
Homeowners Association.
Response 3.2-14: All stormwater maintenance basins and structures are now included
on lots 1 and 13, which will be gratuitously dedicated to the Town of Clarkstown for
general municipal purposes. Upon dedication, the stormwater facilities will become the
maintenance responsibility of the Town of Clarkstown.
Comment 3.2-15 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): There shall be no net increase in run-off
upon completion of the proposed project.
Response 3.2-15: In order to meet the NYSDEC GP requirements the SWPPP must
demonstrate that there shall be no net increase in run-off upon completion of the
proposed project.
Comment 3.2-16 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): Prior to the start of construction or grading, a
soil and erosion control plan shall be developed and in place for the entire site that meets the
New York State Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.
Response 3.2-16: The subdivision plat set submitted with the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative includes a full Erosion Control Plan designed to meet the New York State
Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.
Comment 3.2-17 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): The Town should consider requiring the
applicant to use low impact development techniques throughout the development of the site
such as to mitigate impervious coverage of the site and help maintain run-off water quality and
quantity.
Response 3.2-17: Comment noted. These measures shall be considered at the
discretion of the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board.
Comment 3.2-18 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): In order to reduce the amount of impervious
surface on the site and potentially increase the amount of water recharged into the ground
water system, the applicant should consider the use of pervious pavers on sidewalks and
driveway areas. Additionally, islands that could serve as drainage swales should be considered
in the cul-de-sac areas.
Response 3.2-18: Comment noted. These measures shall be considered at the
discretion of the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board.
Comment 3.2-19 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland, Department of Planning): As required by the Rockland County Stream
Control Act, the subdivision plan must be reviewed an signed by the Chairman of the Rockland
County Drainage Agency before the County Clerk can accept the plan to be filed.
Response 3.2-19: Comment noted.
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Comment 3.2-20 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The Army Corps. of Engineers jurisdiction
letter will expire on June 29, 2006, therefore, the Army Corps. of Engineers shall be given the
opportunity to review the proposed development and issue another jurisdiction letter. Further,
any required permits shall be obtained from them.
Response 3.2-20: Refer to Response 3.2-1 and Response 3.2-11.
Comment 3.2-21 (Letter #10, July 24, 2007, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning Consultant,
Town of Clarkstown): Has the ACoE wetland jurisdictional determination expired?
Response 3.2-21: Refer to Response 3.2-1.
Comment 3.2-22 (Letter #12, March 19, 2008, Town of Clarkstown Highway Department):
The Clarkstown Highway Department requests a hydrology study to determine impact on
"seasonal stream" and down stream capacity. Also, will there be any line of site issues at the
intersection of Mountain View Ave. Further comments to be forwarded when construction prints
are reviewed.
Response 3.2-22: The 11 Lot Cluster Alternative removes all development from the
steep slope areas in closest proximity to the existing seasonal stream, thus reducing
impacts to the maximum extent practical.
Comment 3.2-23 (Letter #14, March 28, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental
Resource Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control:) Provide
an access entrance to the proposed infiltration basin for maintenance.
Response 3.2-23: Based upon the redesign of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative,
direct access from Road A is available to access the infiltration basin area.
Comment 3.2-24 (Letter #14, March 28, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental
Resource Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control:) Add
plantings and notes for the infiltration basin.
Response 3.2-24: The Landscape Plan has been amended to include more detail with
regard to typical plantings for the infiltration basin. Final specifics as to the Landscape
treatment of the infiltration basin shall be at the Planning Board's discretion prior to final
subdivision approval.
Comment 3.2-25 (Letter #16, June, 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): A review shall be completed by the United
States Army Corps of Engineers and all required permits obtained.
Response 3.2-25: Refer to Response 3.2-1.
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Comment 3.2-26 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): As required by the Rockland County Stream
Control Act, the subdivision plan must be reviewed and signed by the Chairman of the Rockland
County Drainage Agency before the County Clerk can accept the plan to be filed.
Response 3.2-26: Comment noted.
Comment 3.2-27 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Extensive regrading of the site is proposed.
To ensure that the wetlands and other lands not to be regraded are protected, clearing limit
lines must be shown on the map, and flags placed in the field prior to the commencement of
construction.
Response 3.2-27: Clearing limit lines shall be shown on the map, and flags placed in
the field prior to the commencement of construction.
Comment 3.2-28 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): There shall be no net increase in stormwater
runoff from the site.
Response 3.2-28: In order to meet the NYSDEC GP-0-10-001 requirements the
SWPPP must demonstrate that there shall be no net increase in run-off upon completion
of the proposed project.
Comment 3.2-29 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Prior to the start of construction or grading, a
soil and erosion control plan shall be developed and in place for the entire site that meets the
New York State Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.
Response 3.2-29: The subdivision plat set submitted with the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative includes a full Erosion Control Plan designed to meet the New York State
Guidelines for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.
Comment 3.2-30 (Letter #18, June 25, 2008, Mr. & Mrs. Craig Reynolds): The runoff issues
will continue to be a problem, especially in the winter when this avenue is always covered in ice
from the excess runoff. Mountain View Avenue is not adequately plowed or salted during the
winter months. We have enough safety, resource, and environmental concerns as it is on
Mountain View Avenue. We do not need to add more to the equation.
Response 3.2-30: The proposed Stormwater Management Plan including the proposed
infiltration basin has been designed to reduce the peak rate and volume of Stormwater
flow from the site to pre-construction levels and should serve to reduce the amount of
water that would wash across Mountainview Avenue from the Kury Homes site.
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Comment 3.2-31 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Jan Chasen, President of the Forest
Ridge Condominium): I also caution you, putting them in beds will help the water flow not
going down towards us and away from their homes, as well as watching the basins that are
going to be there, because the water flow, the way this thing is set up is all going onto one
property, and it could eventually be us.
Response 3.2-31: As designed, the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative provides
swales along the rear of all the single family homes which border the southern property
line, which are designed to direct the water to the west and parallel to the water line. In
addition the significant landscape buffer along the southern property boundary will serve
to reduce water flow to the south.
Comment 3.2-32 (Public Hearing July 22, 2009, Dennis Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): The plan indicates an
infiltration basin. There may not be an adequate groundwater separation due to the proximate
wetland. Test pits and infiltration testing are required to verify that the functionality of that type
of a system is so close to the wetland area.
Response 3.2-32: A Preliminary Drainage Analysis was initially submitted at the time of
application. An updated Drainage Analysis will be provided prior to Preliminary Subdivision approval. A full SWPPP will be submitted for review and approval prior to Final
Subdivision Approval
Comment 3.2-33 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 6. There shall be no net
increase in stormwater runoff from the site.
Response 3.2-33: In order to meet the NYSDEC GP 01-10 requirements the SWPPP
must demonstrate that there shall be no net increase in run-off upon completion of the
proposed project.
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3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.3-1 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): So one of the impacts of this particular project is that two
separate sections of the same park, Mountainview Park, 70 acres and 15 acres will never be
connected, and some of that is unavoidable, because the developer that you are representing
bought the land and has a right as a landowner to develop the land, but they thing is we do
need to address all the impacts, and on the impacts is, this is a wildlife corridor and we will be
cutting it off, and that’s for feeding and breeding and everything else that will make it more
difficult because it is on of the last undeveloped parcels in that section that joins the two larger
parcels together, and the 15 acres does not include the town park that is up there and other
undeveloped land that will never be developed, and that totals about 55 acres.
Response 3.3-1: The applicant acknowledges that the development of this property for
private residences precludes a connection between the unconnected parcels in
Mountainview Park to either section of the park. Buffers on the perimeter of the property
would be protected as conservation easements and may provide a limited corridor for
some species.
Comment 3.3-2 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Jan Chason, President Forest Ridge
Townhouse Condominium): I note the name of out condominium is Forest Ridge, and we
would like to make sure that there is forest on the ridge. This condominium has spent $25,000
in the last year putting in new plantings. We are going to spend more because we wanted to
bring the tree line down. Maybe we have to create our own new tree line if this plan goes
through.
We are trying to make this a beautiful area and continue that forest. Please help us to keep that
there.
We want to keep the kind of environment there with probably the townhouse continuation so it’s
further back leaving the tree line, keeping the views of maximum trees.
Our sponsor, who is here, gave 15 acres to the natural area. Continue that. Make the next guy
do the same thing. I think that’s very important, for not only us in that area, as pointed out
anyone driving in the area should deserved to keep that.
Response 3.3-2: The 11 Lot Cluster Subdivision would leave the wooded land and
wetland along Mountainview Avenue undeveloped, except for the area proposed for the
access road. There would still be a limited narrow vegetative corridor which would
consist of open space on the north side of the Forest Ridge development, and portions
of the backyards of the proposed lots on the south side of the proposed access road
which may remain undisturbed. However, construction of the project would reduce the
width of any corridor that may exist presently. In addition, there are currently 543 trees
shown on the Tree Preservation Plan of which 505 trees are located on-site. After
grading for roads and residences, 168 trees would remain on-site. As shown on the
landscape plan, 144 trees would be planted to provide screening and aesthetic appeal,
and will contribute to the continuation of a wooded landscape in this area. After
construction there would be 312 trees on site, or approximately 30 trees per acre, well in
excess of the 17 trees per acre stipulated in the Town of Clarkstown Tree Preservation
Law.
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Comment 3.3-3 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Virginia Livsey, Resident, Mountainview
Condominium): My unit actually abuts the parkland that was created when Forest Ridge was
created, and I can tell you that there is abundant wildlife back there, and it would be-- there is
not many places in Rockland County or in Clarkstown at all that you can see that, and it would
be a real shame to destroy that habitat back there, so if you so if you could keep the corridor
like Marvin mentioned, that would really be a beautiful thing for Clarkstown and for the area,
and not something that is really not around much anymore. Thank you.
Response 3.3-3: See Response 3.3-2.
Comment 3.3-4 (Letter #4, May 9. 2006, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): The individual who performed the
vegetation survey and their credentials should be provided in the document.
Response 3.3-4: The vegetation survey was conducted by Steve Marino and Brian
Bury, biologists of Tim Miller Associates.
Comment 3.3-5 (Letter #4, May 9, 2006, Dennis M. Letson, P.E. Deputy Director, Town of
Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): The statements regarding erosion
controls and stormwater management should be more directly related to the mitigation of
biological (flora and fauna) potential impacts.
Response 3.3-5: Without adequate measures incorporated into the Proposed Action to
offset potential impacts, the Project would have the potential to increase the volume and
velocity of stormwater runoff from the site through land clearing and conversion of
existing land forms into impervious surfaces and landscaped areas. If not controlled,
these activities may lead to accelerated erosion and sedimentation during construction.
Sedimentation of the receiving water bodies would result in decreased light penetration
and nutrient enrichment, increased turbidity, increased transport of pollutants that are
adsorbed to the sediment particles, shielding of pathogens from disinfection, and
clogging of gills and filters in aquatic organisms. In order to reduce stormwater-induced
impacts to flora, fauna and their habitats from the project, it is essential that the
Applicant design and construct adequate erosion and sediment control practices to
mitigate these potential impacts. Accordingly, an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan,
that includes detailed construction sequencing, has been included in the SWPPP.
Comment 3.3-6 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The existing vegetation helps to prevent soil
erosion on the site's steep slopes, therefore it is important to maintain as much of the existing
vegetation as possible throughout all phases of the project. Clearing limit lines and construction
fencing shall be in place prior to any construction equipment being brought onto the site.
Response: 3.3-6: Clearing limit lines and construction fencing shall be in place prior to
any construction equipment being brought onto the site.
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Comment 3.3-7 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The increased impervious surface and
diminished natural vegetation on the site may lead to increased runoff on sites downhill and
decreased recharge of the groundwater system. The grading of the site will impact the existing
intermittent streams and wetland areas. Every effort must be made to retain as much of the
natural vegetation as possible, and to limit, to the extent feasible, the amount of re-grading and
impervious surfaces on the site.
Response: 3.3-7: Comment noted.
Comment 3.3-8 (Letter #6, June 16, 2008, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The County Planning Department applauds
the use of shade trees along the proposed roadways of the site. We believe that plantings should
be done in groups of threes to ensure that there will be little effect to the overall appearance of a
street in the event of a blight affecting a specific species of tree. The Cornell Co-operative
Extension should be contacted to ensure that the proposed species are conducive to the
environmental constraints of the site.
Response 3.3-8: Final Landscaping details, including a plant list will be provided to the
Town of Clarkstown Planning Board for review prior to preliminary subdivision plat
approval.
Comment 3.3-9 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The first sentence of page 3.3-6 has a typo
with two commas.
Response 3.3-9: Comment noted.
Comment 3.3-10 (Letter #14, March 28, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental
Resource Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control):
Clearing and Tree Map should include the number of trees to be removed by DBH (diameter at
breast height) and percentage within sizes classes i.e. less than 10" DBHY, 10" - 18" DBH, and
greater than 18" DBH.
Response 3.3-10: A Tree Preservation Plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative,
in conformance with the requirements of the Town of Clarkstown Tree Preservation Law
as noted above, has been prepared and is included in the DEIS Addendum, July 1,
2009.
Comment 3.3-11 (Letter #14, March 28, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental
Resource Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control):
Increase the quantity of trees and shrubs along the property lines.
Response 3.3-11: A revised Landscape Plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative, including a solid perimeter of trees has been prepared and is included in the
DEIS Addendum, July 1, 2009.
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Comment 3.3-12 (Letter #19, July 3, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental Resource
Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Add more varieties
of proposed shrubs and minor trees and increase the number of shrubs.
Response 3.3-12: The revised Landscape Plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative shall be submitted to the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board for review and
approval.
Comment 3.3-13 (Letter #19, July 3, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental Resource
Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Increase the
varieties of oaks and maples for street trees.
Response 3.3-13: Refer to Response 3.3-8 and 3.3-12.
Comment 3.3-14 (Letter #19, July 3, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental Resource
Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Increase the
quantity of trees and shrubs along the property lines.
Response 3.3-14: Refer to Response 3.3-8 and 3.3-12.
Comment 3.3-15 (Letter #19, July 3, 2008, Ronald Haelen, RLA, Environmental Resource
Specialist, Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): Add plantings and
notes for the infiltration basin.
Response 3.3-15: Refer to Response 3.3-8 and 3.3-12.
Comment 3.3-16 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning
Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): Also I point out the Town's new Tree Preservation Law will
apply to this application, and we are going to be suggesting that revised information come back
to TAC and to the Planning Board before the FEIS process begins.
Response 3.3-16: Comment noted. The combination of 168 existing trees to remain on
site and the proposed 144 Landscaping new trees, results in 312 trees on site equating
to approximately 30 trees per acre which significantly exceeds the 17 trees per acre
stipulated in the Town's tree preservation law.
Comment 3.3-17 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): Also-- let's see. The existing pine trees.
In looking at the landscape plan, it was kind of hard to tell which of the existing taller pine trees
towards the top of the ridge would be preserved or if it's all proposed to be brought down, and if
any of the other existing pine trees can be saved. Obviously some of them have to go because
of the way the development is going, but there was discrepancies again. The landscape plan
showed a straight driveway, and it just needs to be kind of cleaned up for the final.
Response 3.3-17: As a result of construction of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative
the large pine trees along the eastern boundary of the project site will be contained in
the conservation easement and will thus be preserved.
The Landscape Plan shown in the DEIS Addendum had been modified to reflect the
correct driveway configuration.
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Comment 3.3-18 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers or Mountainview East Phase I): Also I think that given the fact that we
have seen a lot of incidents where accidental cutting of trees off-site or trees that were
supposed to be preserved have taken place. There should be some special measures put in
place to prevent cutting of trees on, say, Forest Ridge's property or other properties, as well as
any trees that are-- existing trees in the buffer areas.
Response 3.3-18: A construction limit line will be clearly marked in the field prior to any
earthwork being conducted.
Comment 3.3-19 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): In the front of the development there are
a lot of invasive species that have taken place, and there wasn’t really any notes in the DEIS if
anything is being done. Obviously, I guess, just for selling the property there will probably be
some enhancements.
Response 3.3-19: Minor improvements to the naturalistic setting along Mountainview
Avenue will take place related to the installation of the entrance and the access road.
However, the Applicant has committed to retaining the natural character of the existing
setting along Mountainview Avenue, thus only those improvements necessary will be
made.
Comment 3.3-20 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): Extensive regrading of the
site is proposed. The ensure that the wetlands and other lands not to be regraded are
protected, clearing limit lines must be shown on the map, and flags placed in the field prior to
the commencement of construction.
Response 3.3-20: Clearing limit lines will be shown on the subdivision plat prior to
preliminary subdivision approval. Clearing limits shall be prominently marked in the field
prior to any construction taking place.
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3.4 AESTHETIC (VISUAL) RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.4-1 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Some of your photo simulations I think are completely
inaccurate and misleading. I think when you look at the distance photos, the area arrow that
you put in is off. If you look at the photo, the photo that was up there, the site is clearly --- I am
referencing here on 3.4-15, you're showing it behind. I don’t believe that’s accurate. I believe it’s
adjacent to and would create a sea of homes or a view from anywhere in the town.
I also think you don’t indicate when you get closer to the site on Figure 3.4-16, you don’t have
an arrow indicated, but I think if you did have an arrow indicated, it would point home even
further, that it would create a sea of homes on the ridge overlooking the rest of the town.
I want to follow up on 4-17. I think again your arrow is over too far to the left it should be over
probably an eighth to a quarter of an inch, and again, you will see from that angle, it will create
a view of a sea of homes overlooking the town...
Response 3.4-1: Appendix C of this FEIS includes the Visual Figures shown in the
DEIS. Figures 3.4-15 and 3.4-16, and Figures 3.4-16 and 3.4-17 are pairs of before and
after images showing views towards the project site from the west, first without the
proposed development and then with it. Figure 3.4-15 shows the view of the ridge from
west of NYS Thruway Exit 12; a portion of Forest Ridge Condominiums is visible to the
left of the Park & Ride sign in the photo. The same photo is used in Figure 3.4-16 to
simulate the proposed Kury Homes located to the north of Forest Ridge Condominiums.
The simulated homes are shown slightly too far to the left in the photo. The project site
is adjacent to the northern boundary of the Forest Ridge Condominiums, and therefore
the proposed homes should be shown farther to the right, closer to Forest Ridge
Condominiums. However, the proposed Kury Homes project does lie between Forest
Ridge and Mountainview Estates, and the scale of the proposed project is correct, thus
the impact will be similar to that shown in the photos. Figure 3.4-16 shows the existing
view of the ridge from the west on NYS Route 59, near Crosfield Avenue. In the
following simulation, in Figure 3.4-17, the development should also be shown farther to
the right in the photo to indicate its location farther south, adjacent to the Forest Ridge
Condominiums. Similarly, based upon the project scale the visual impact will be similar
to that shown in the photo.
Comment 3.4-2 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): I don't have the number in front of me, but having walked the
site several times extensively and looking at your views from the condo complexes to the north,
at least one of those photos is inaccurate. It's actually too far to the north, and you should
indicate that you are taking it over parkland which presents a buffer of trees. That's nowhere
indicated within the photo, and it's misleading, because if you actually, you know, were to be
over Mountainview and look across, look at what your build-out plan is, you will be looking
straight into these houses.
Response 3.4-2: As indicated on the Key map to the views (Figure 3.4-1) View 4
(Figure 3.4-6) shows the existing woods on the project site viewed across the parking
area in the Mountainview Condominiums, near the northern property line.
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Comment 3.4-3 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): The before and after in photo 3.4-8, those trees are part of the
path. That's not Mountainview's property, that is county park property. That’s totally inaccurate.
You are not indicating that the park is there. It’s not a realistic view. You know-There is town owned property up there with those tall trees, and that's the view that you are
presenting, but you are not indicating that’s park or town owned property.
Response 3.4-3: Comment noted. The before and after images shown in Figure 3.4-8
are indicated on the Key Map as View 5A and in the Figure as 5S.
Comment 3.4-4 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): (Referring to Figure 3.4-8) It's the former Farian property that
was acquired by the Town of Clarkstown as part of its open space program. So this particular
photo was taken in the parking area of Mountainview East Phase III, so you are looking at a
whole bunch of parkland trees...
This is a tudor style building. When you first come in, all the buildings in the beginning are of a
California style, so this is showing that it's at the top of the ridge, and it's showing where the
homes are going to be over kind of cater-corner over that way.
Response 3.4-4: Comment noted.
Comment 3.4-5 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): (Referring to photos taken by Mr. Baum) This is the view from
Route 59 looking towards Mountainview where the proposed construction is going to take place.
If you see over here is the Forest Ridge development that was put in several years ago, and it
begins to impact the mountain which has generally been very green despite a very high
population density.
There is a senior citizen home. There is, of course, Forest Ridge that went in there. There is
Mountainview Condominiums. There are several other developments that are in there, and the
Warren Hills apartments are also there.
When you are looking, this particular view you see from all over the county. You can see it as
far away from Suffern, the Ramapo Ridge, Blue Hill Plaza.
What is in this area here is the Mountainview Condominiums, and when it snows, you begin to
see the roofs of the Mountainview Condominiums.
They are not visible, because there is a tree buffer in here which is where the proposed
development is going to be taking place.
As those trees come down, what is going to happen is, is that this Forest Ridge will continue
from the homes, from the Kury Homes development as proposed, then the Mountainview
Condominiums begins to open up, and we will see other pictures as we go along here, that
show where it is going to open up and what the views would potentially be.
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Here is another view. This is taken from Crosfield Boulevard, also in West Nyack. Again
another view. It's very clear, you can see these homes here. You see a bit of lawn here, and
these are all the trees that would come down, and based on my reading, and perhaps I am
incorrect, but there is going to be significant trees taken down, if not almost everything taken
down because of the significant regrading of the part of the proposed project.
Response 3.4-5: As noted in Response 3.4-1, the simulations in Figures 3.4-15 and
3.4-17 showed the 12 Lot Standard development as it would have been viewed from
west along the NYS Thruway and NYS Route 59 respectively. In the 12 lot standard
plan put forth in the DEIS, existing tree cover was to remain undisturbed only along the
property boundaries and in the wetland. In the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, in
addition to the buffers along the north, east, and west property boundaries, a substantial
visual buffer would be retained along Mountainview Avenue as a result of the elimination
of development along the site frontage, with the exception of the proposed entry road.
Comment 3.4-6 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): ....looking from down below along Mountainview Avenue here,
all of this would become much more visible, changing the character of the neighborhood, I
believe.
Response 3.4-6: As a result of the proposed project the view from Mountainview
Avenue at its intersection with the new subdivision road will change from a view of
woodlands to an entrance road. The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative Subdivision
eliminates the two lots along Mountainview Avenue, and therefore no additional changes
will occur to views along the remainder of the site frontage. Additionally, the slight curve
in the access road and new trees proposed to line the road will limit views into the
interior of the site. The proposed residential development would receive new landscape
treatment to create a high-quality residential neighborhood, and the colors of building
materials would be selected to blend with the surroundings. As the proposed residential
use is a predominate use in the site vicinity area, the changes in views at this location
would be compatible with the character of the neighborhood.
Comment 3.4-7 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): My belief is, that there needs to be a pretty significant retaining
wall on this side here, otherwise you will have a steep slope going towards the houses, but the
houses are being put relatively close to the property line which is over here. It looks like the
houses really do go down pretty well as part of the impact, part of the impact that the people
from Forest Ridge would see.
Response 3.4-7: In the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative Plan, retaining walls are
proposed to the east of the detention pond. These walls will be screened by the
Landscape buffer shown on the Landscape Plan between the detention pond and the
house on lot 2.
Comment 3.4-8 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): ... Now, it this particular picture I referred to earlier, figure 4.3-4
it shows again what I would have to admit looks like a relatively minimal type of impact on
Mountainview Avenue, but if you look at this picture and imagine these trees cut down, you see
a massive development at Forest Ridge Townhomes, an existing condition that is there.
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Now just moving a few feet around, this is still on Mountainview Avenue. You see the mailbox
from the original homes that were in this location. Suddenly you will see this massive
development here. So when we see only a couple of homes there and lots of trees around it, it
does not to me appear to represent what the actual condition is. That's what my colleague
member Hoehmann was talking about. It does seem to be much more significant.
Response 3.4-8: Figure 4.3-4 provides a view of the proposed houses in a photo of the
frontage along Mountainview Avenue to demonstrate the scale, style, and setbacks
proposed for development in the DEIS. For the 11-Lot Cluster Subdivision, the house
lots shown in the simulation would not be developed. New plantings around the
proposed homes would be provided and would further separate and screen between
them, and buffers on the perimeter would be preserved in conservation easements, to
protect privacy and avoid the impression that the two developments are merged.
Comment 3.4-9 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): (Referring to photos taken by himself.) ... I want to show this.
This is from Forest Ridge Drive at night, and you see a couple of lights shining through here.
That is from Mountainview. As these trees come down, you will begin to see going out to
Mountainview Avenue and Forest Ridge, you will see lights from each of the developments
back and forth.
The concern, and this is one of the things I want to see addressed, is that if this becomes all
one big development, Forest Ridge, Kury Homes and Mountainview, it's going to have a
dramatic impact on the neighborhood as well as the viewshed.
Response 3.4-9: See Response 3.4-8.
Comment 3.4-10 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): ...Here is Forest Ridge. Yes, there is an entrance to Forest
Ridge and you can see lots of homes that are in there, but basically even in the wintertime,
there is a pretty thick cover that was left in front of the Forest Ridge Development, and in fact
the developer of this particular property had donated 15 acres, approximately, of land to the
county as part of this development, working with the Board here, and as a result there is new
parkland, an opportunity to add a hiking trail through the area, so again, there is protection from
the road. It helped to preserve the character of the area.
I think some things could have been done better on the viewshed areas on that project, but
that’s why it becomes that much more important that similar things don’t happen in the future.
Warren Hills Apartments and the Tappan Zee Manor are all set back significantly. Even
Mountainview, which is huge development, is set back from the road and is in a little bit of a dip
in the mountain, so from the Hudson River, from the Ramapo Ridge, from the county in general,
from Crosfield Boulevard you don’t see it except in the wintertime when you have the roof
covered with snow.
Response 3.4-10: The 11-Lot Cluster Subdivision provides a substantial buffer along
the site frontage on Mountainview Avenue as a result of the elimination of two house
lots at that location.
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Comment 3.4-11 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): ...You had said earlier that the view would not be impacted
based on the prospective. What I did was took a picture right in the heart of the upper portion of
the plateau approximately from the area where the cul de sac would be located, and you can
see that there is a view out there, once trees start coming down, you are going to have a major
impact and it will visible from miles around, that is from Spring Valley, Nanuet, West Nyack,
even the Ramapo Ridge.
Response 3.4-11: Views of the proposed development from the south to the east side
of the property in the approximate location of the proposed cul de sac the view would be
softened or obscured by trees to retained as a buffer along the property boundary. On
the west and to the west, the vegetation to be retained along Mountainview Avenue
would obscure views into this plateau.
Comment 3.4-12 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Here is 3.4-15. It shows the Park and Ride sign along the New
York State Thruway, and it shows a couple of dots of the Kury Homes, but it appears to be in
the wrong location.
The Forest Ridge Development is to the right-hand side partially covered by the Park and Ride
sign, if I am reading that correctly, but I do have similar pictures from that location, and I don't
know if I have it on the computer here, but I have pictures from that location which show where
Forest Ridge is. I think you can only see a fraction of Forest Ridge over here.....
I think it actually would be more over here. Technically it would be in a slightly different location.
It would be much closer to the Forest Ridge location....
But Kury Homes would not be in front of Mountainview, it would be to the side of Mountainview.
I think it’s in the wrong location the way that simulation was done, and that’s it for the record.
Thank you.
Response 3.4-12: See Response 3.4-1.
Comment 3.4-13 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Mark Manning, Resident, Mountainview
Condominiums): My name is Mark Manning, and I live in Mountainview Condominiums, and I
would rather not have these built. It would destroy the character of the area, and I would like to
have those wetlands preserved because I look over my balcony and it’s right over that area.
The less up there the better.
Response 3.4-13: The 11 Lot Cluster Plan will preserve the entire wetland area and all
the area between the wetland and Mountianview Avenue will be dedicated to the Town
of Clarkstown.
Comment 3.4-14 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Jenny Worth, Vice President of Phase III,
Mountainview Condominium): How large is the buffer area you will have there to separate us
from your property?... What is it going to be at the closest and at the widest? ... Now, if there
were going to be 12 condominiums, clusters or townhouses, where exactly would they be
placed if they were to be built? The two cul de sacs would be close to your property line. What
would be there to help that situation?
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Response 3.4-14: For the currently proposed plan landscape buffers would be provided
as shown in FEIS Figure 2 and as follows:
y
y
y
y

East property line: 10 ft. buffer
North property line 20 foot buffer
North east property line 40 foot buffer
West property line 25 foot buffer

These buffers would be dedicated to the Town of Clarkstown as conservation
easements and would thereby be protected from future removal of vegetation. The
proposed east cul de sac would be located at least 10 feet from the property line and the
proposed north cul de sac would be located at least 25 feet from the property line.
Comment 3.4-15 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Virginia Livsey, Resident, Mountainview
Condominium): I am Virginia Livsey. I live in Mountainview, and I have two points. First of all, it
is true that even if you did a more clustered thing like townhouses, it would still probably be
visible for miles? But it’s one thing to have a clump of townhouses on a mountain as opposed to
raising and denuding the whole mountainside, so I come up the Thruway every night west, from
the west facing east, and even from Suffern you can see Forest Ridge. In the wintertime you
can see Mountainview. In the summertime you can't so if you were to do townhouses or condos
there, if you could make the roofs brown as Mountainview is, that would at least be a big help.
Response 3.4-15: Development of the 11-Lot Subdivision would allow approximately 38
percent of the trees on the site to be retained. As described in Response 3.4-8 above,
the design of the residences would employ materials and colors that would blend with
the surrounding landscape. Between the houses, new infill landscaping would provide
additional screening.
Comment 3.4-16 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum and Robert Geneslaw,
Member Town of Clarkstown Planning Board): At the suggestion of Robert Geneslaw, Mr.
Baum agreed to provide the photos that he provided for the hearing along with a narrative
describing them.
Response 3.4-16: The comments and responses provided in this section cover the
substantive points made concerning visual impacts including those made by Mr. Baum
in his presentation of photos.
Comment 3.4-17 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 3.4-3. The applicant indicates that the
interior of the project site is not visible from the Mountainview condominium development looking
south; however, Figure 3.4-8 illustrates that some homes would be partially visible. This should
be clarified.
Response 3.4-17: The description of Views 4 and 5 of the project site provided in the
DEIS states that the project site is approximately eight (8) feet beyond the curb at that
location and that the interior of the project site is not visible from these vantage points
due to dense vegetation along the property boundary at these locations. It is noted that
these photos were taken in the fall before of the shrubs and trees within the property
had lost all of their leaves, which prevented views into the interior of the site. A revised
photo simulation of this area is provided in FEIS Figure 7, which shows conditions
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before and after construction of the proposed project. The photo simulation indicates
that a house built in this location would be visible in the distance beyond a screen of
trees. The proposed emergency access, which has been provided at the Planning
Board's request, provides a break in the landscaping screen between the two
properties, allowing a view into the Kury Homes site from the southern most units at
Mountainview Condominiums.
Comment 3.4-18 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 3.4-3. Views from Forest Ridge
Development. Contrary to the applicant's statement, it would appear that the interior of the
project site would be visible from the vantage point illustrated on Figure 3.4-9.
Response 3.4-18: Comment noted. Figure 3.4.9 shows a view of existing conditions
from a residence on Forest Ridge Road towards the northeast. Tall trees along the
property boundary that would remain undisturbed are shown in this view. The project
site would be visible from this vantage point beyond these and new planting of trees and
shrubs within the 10 foot buffer on the east of the site, as shown the Landscape Plan.
Comment 3.4-19 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): Figure 3.4-17. The Planning Board has been
particularly interested in protection of long range views of proposed development at or near
ridgelines and other higher elevations. View 11 s (several pages following PP 3.4-3) shows a
long range view from Route 59 at Crosfield Avenue. The visual impact could be reduced by
shifting the homes on lots 1 and 12 to the east to retain more of the natural vegetation
(although this would require greater disturbance of somewhat steeper slopes) or through the
use of natural materials and colors on the homes, particularly for the western exposure.
Response 3.4-19: The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative would leave Lots 1 and 13
along Mountainview Avenue undeveloped, and the natural vegetation would be
preserved. Additional screening and camouflage of the site from area roadways,
including Route 59 and the NYS Thruway, would be provided by the 54 street trees and
90 perimeter trees proposed for infilling shown on the landscape plan.
Comment 3.4-20 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 4.4-5. The DEIS notes that the Town's
subdivision regulations allow the Architecture & Landscape Commission to require the planting
of new trees, which can help to soften the appearance of the subdivision. This function could
also be handled by the Planning Board as part of visual impact mitigations. We recommend that
the Board request the applicant prepare a map showing existing trees on the site with a caliper
of 8 inches or more, indicating species, size, condition, and ability to adapt to construction
activities. This can serve to help establish locations of homes, driveways and other features and
areas acceptable for grading. Proposed landscaping should be shown to reduce visual impact.
Response 3.4-20: The applicant has submitted a tree plan and landscaping plan for the
11 lot Cluster Subdivision. There are a total of 505 existing trees on-site. After grading
for the access road and residences, 168 trees will remain on-site. In addition, as shown
on the landscape plan, 144 trees will be planted on-site for screening and aesthetic
appeal, resulting in total of 312 trees, or approximately 30 trees per acre, after project
completion. This is well in excess of the 17 trees per acre required in the Town of
Clarkstown Tree Preservation Law.
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Comment 3.4-21 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The DEIS should include mitigation measures
for those areas affected by the proposed development in regards to the viewshed, such as
requiring the use of natural tones, textures and materials that complement the environment.
Response 3.4-21: As discussed these measures are proposed to be implemented by
the applicant.
Comment 3.4-22 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Figure 3.4-19 and 3.4-20 incorrectly state
1-84 exit 14.
Response 3.4-22: Comment noted. The correct reference should be I-87 or the NYS
Thruway at Exit 14.
Comment 3.4-23 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Page 3.4-5 refers to Figure 3.4-22, however
this figure is not included in the DEIS.
Response 3.4-23: Comment noted.
Comment 3.4-24 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Since the proposed project is across from
Mountainview Nature Park and in close proximity to the Long Path regional hiking trail, it may
be visible from hiking trails or vantage points within the park or from the Long Path itself. Every
effort should be made to have the proposed building blend in with the natural environment by
using natural tones, textures and materials that complement the surrounding.
Response 3.4-24: The design and detail in of residences in the proposed plan will use
natural tones and materials to integrate them with the natural surroundings.
Comment 3.4-25 (Letter #21, June 9, 2009, & Public Hearing July 22, 2009, Mr. & Mrs. M.
Francis): This was such a beautiful area, and we strongly urge that you protect what's left of it.
Response 3.4-25: The applicant has worked long and hard to find a way to develop his
property in as sensitive a manner as possible.
Comment 3.4-26 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control): One of the issues that was
raised by the Board was the visual appearance from Mountainview Avenue,...
Response 3.4-26: Refer to Response 3.4-19.
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Comment 3.4-27 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The site plan shows stone walls that are indicated as existing, but I would think
appear to be proposed, and the height of those stone walls should be indicated on the plan.
Response 3.4-27: As shown on Drawing Number 2, the Subdivision Grading Plan, the
referenced stone retaining walls are indeed proposed, not existing. The anticipated
heights can be determined by comparing the base and top elevations of the walls as
shown on Drawing Number 2.
Comment 3.4-28 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The Planning Board should consider the size of the proposed homes in relation
to those reduced lots, especially in regards to the visual impact of these residences.
Response 3.4-28: The Applicant has proposed a lot specific FAR Bulk designation to
allow him to build a comparable home to the standard plan on the smaller lots, while
protecting the Town from over development on the larger lots. This proposal has been
accepted by the Planning Board.
Comment 3.4-29 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): There are some discrepancies within the
DEIS. For instance, the wall issue which was raised earlier by Mr. Simoes, I questioned when I
looked at the maps in the Planning Office and that did seem to be a problem, and not knowing
the exact height of those walls and how it will appear is, I think, very critical to, you know, how
it's going to look as people are coming on Mountainview Avenue and the Forest Ridge
development, so some indication, maybe a visual simulation.
That was one of the other things. There were a lot of problems with the original simulation with
discrepancies, so if that could be redone and revisited with the new cluster approach if that's
what the Board chooses to direct the applicant to move forward with, it would be extremely
helpful, and particularly since there are some issues about the size of the homes, if we can get
a picture of what it's going to look like.
Response 3.4-29: The DEIS Addendum included representative homes on similarly
sized lots for illustration purposes.
Comment 3.4-30 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): And the other issue which was a
concern relative to the simulation is, we don't know exactly where the Forest Ridge, where the
Forest Ridge property ends and where their property begins and where the trees are from
Forest Ridge, what screening will continue to exist.
Response 3.4-30: The Pine tree stand along the eastern property boundary will remain
intact within the proposed conservation easement.
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Comment 3.4-31 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): I think we would also like to see a little
bit more in the way of evergreens. I understand that the developer does want to take advantage
of some of the views from that vantage point. I think it might be a creative way of placement of
some more evergreen trees along the southern side of the property, that could really help, so
maybe like there is a landscape buffer on Mountainview Condominium side, to have more of a
landscape buffer on this side, again trying to have the views that the developer would like to
have, but in areas of the property where the views are not critical, to build up the evergreen
base of trees that will help to provide year-round screening because the site really is very visible
from a pretty wide swath of Clarkstown and even beyond.
Response 3.4-31: The revised Landscape Plan includes additional evergreen plantings.
the Applicant will continue to work with the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board until
they are satisfied prior to final subdivision plan approval.
Comment 3.4-32 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): There had been talk previously and
recommendations I think from the county as well, that the homes be of earth tone colors to try
to blend in with the environment, and I want to reiterate the importance that we attach to help
mitigate the impact, and that would be both the roof and the home itself, and the kind of
materials that are being used.
Response 3.4-32: Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to the use of
earthtone exterior building materials.
Comment 3.4-33 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): I mentioned already a little bit the
existing view. Aside from the simulations, it's also not accurate, and it also said there was no
visibility from my hiking trail. In fact, there is a train marker crossing the road from Mountainview
County Park right at that point where you will be looking at these new homes going in, and that
was not identified correctly in the DEIS and there is a view from there, and the signs were put
up because people do cross Mountainview Avenue going from one part of Mountainview Nature
Park to the other part, and in fact there was a connector that was put in by the County to long
path trail as part of the Forest Ridge subdivision some years ago.
Response 3.4-33: Refer to Response 3.4-34.
Comment 3.4-34 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Marvin Baum, 550 Sierra Vista Lane,
Board of Managers of Mountainview East Phase I): There was a statement there was no
viewshed impact of the proposed development and it’s not true. Then the best circumstances
with a variety of additional changes as I have suggested, there will be a viewshed impact, and
that should be reflected the FEIS, I believe.
Response 3.4-34: Comment noted. The project will be visible from certain points of
view. The Applicant has proposed significant landscaping, conservation easement
areas, earthtone building materials and removal of development from along Mountain
View Avenue to reduce these impacts as far as practicable.
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In evaluating viewshed impacts, there are both long views and close-up views
considered in the DEIS. A comparison of DEIS Figure 3.4-4 and DEIS Addendum Figure
4-10, included herein as Appendix C for convenience, shows the significant difference in
the close-up view from Mountainview Avenue as a result of development of the 11 lot
Cluster Preferred Alternative which eliminated all development from lots 1 and 13.
As stated above, the project will be visible from certain more distant points of view,
particularly the long views from NYS Route 59 and I-87 looking eastbound. In evaluating
the long view, as shown on DEIS Figure 3.4-13, included herein as Appendix C for
convenience, there is significant development in the intervening landscape between
NYS Route 59 and I-87, and the project site. A comparison of DEIS Figure 3.4-16 and
Figure 3.4-17 illustrates the visual impact of the proposed Kury Homes from this
viewpoint. Although this project will be visible, it will not be inconsistent with the
surrounding land use or the intervening development. Based upon the photos which
have already been prepared no further graphic analysis is warranted.
Comment 3.4-35 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Yvette McCarthy, 256 Mountainview
Avenue): ...tearing down of trees. I will be driving down Mountainview, and all of a sudden I say
oh, my God, there was a row of trees there that was there last week, I didn't know anything
about that.
Response 3.4-35: The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative has removed all
development from lots 1 and 13, located along Mountainview Avenue, with the
exception of the entrance Road. the visual character of this area will remain very similar
to existing conditions.
Comment 3.4-36 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Kathleen McCleary, 208 Mountainview
Avenue): So my only other comment is that, just to be cognizant for the builder as far as
making sure that environmentally it is pleasing to look at and that we are not going to be looking
at houses, especially in the wintertime if there is going to be a loss of trees and so forth, so
there should be consideration to the design of the landscape in terms of privacy for that area
and also to the road too.
Response 3.4-36: Refer to Response 3.4-35
Comment 3.4-37 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Gail Ippolito, 208 Mountainview
Avenue): One other question that may have been answered, but as far as how far back from
the road, if there are going to try to keep a lot of foliage, the trees, because 208 Mountainview
on that cul de sac, it’s all woods when you look opposite out of our house. The whole front is
woods, so I don’t know if they are going to maintain -- I guess there has to be a certain amount
of frontage of trees that have to exist, so we won’t see that whole site.
I mean, I think it may be a positive, you know, thing to build these homes too in that area, but of
course we also want some of the trees maintained and to look pretty when we look out the
window and not see all homes, so I don’t know how far the frontage, how far back they are
going to build.
Response 3.4-37: Refer to Response 3.4-35.
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Comment 3.4-38 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown and Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board, 550 Sierra Vista Lane - letter was sent to the public hearing
and Jose Simoes read the letter out loud): Well, no specific comments with respect to the
FAR as shown on the drawing, but I had the opportunity to read the recent communication from
Mr. Baum in which he pointed out that there are claims that there is a row of large evergreens
on the easterly end of the project which helped to protect the view from below, and he used the
examples of the homes in Pomona that we can all see from the Palisades Parkway is
something that would be desirable not to see.
The trees are not shown in any of these maps. They may be shown in some of the earlier ones
because the project has been before the Board for quite a long time, but I would suggest as
part of the review process the Board take a look at the location of those trees and if necessary,
modify the front yards of lots seven and eight so the homes can be closer to the street and to
leave more room to the rear which will be to the east and the south in order to keep the forested
buffer along the ridge.
.... The plan shows a 20 foot landscape buffer. Has anybody looked at those trees carefully
enough to know whether a 20 foot buffer will be enough to protect them?
Response 3.4-38: The Applicant has provided a Tree Preservation Plan in the DEIS
Addendum. The Tree Preservation Plan indicates the large pine trees along the rear of
the property are contained in the Conservation Easement along the eastern boundary,
thus this stand of pine trees will be preserved in it's entirety.
The referenced project, which can be seen driving northbound on the Palisades
Parkway, is significantly larger than the 11 lots proposed at Kury Homes. It is also under
construction, thus vegetation has been removed and any new plantings have yet to be
installed, thus this represents the maximum visual impact.
This is a similar view which can be seen driving westbound over the Tappan Zee Bridge
of an area that has had the benefit of years of growth and in-fill from the landscaping,
which serve to mitigate the visual impacts of development.
The Kury Homes project has proposed an extensive amount of landscaping designed to
provide in-fill from the vegetation as it matures.. In addition the roofs and exteriors at
Kury Homes will be of earth tone materials designed to further reduce visual impacts.
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Comment 3.4-39 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): Just to add to the discussion on the pine trees, I had checked previous plans and
found that Andy had identified 13 pine trees in a tree location plan. Eventually we are going to
need a tree preservation plan, depending on the layout of the subdivision, and that will show
how they are going to protect those trees during construction, and if you look at the second
sheet that you have before you, the Planning Board, the plan, in comparison to the areas, you
see how most of the-- most of those pines are in the corner where there is not grading, and
perhaps additional buffer can be supplied there so that there is not an impact to those pine
trees.
Response 3.4-39: The Applicant has provided a Tree Preservation Plan in the DEIS
Addendum. The Tree Preservation Plan indicates the large pine trees along the rear of
the property are contained in the Conservation Easement along the eastern boundary,
thus this stand of pine trees will be preserved in it's entirety.
Comment 3.4-40 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board, 550 Sierra Vista Lane - letter was sent to the public hearing
and Jose Simoes read the letter out loud): My main ongoing concern relates to viewshed
impacts, as this project will be removing a large number of trees from the property, which can
be seen from miles around.
The removal of these trees will also open up the Mountainview condominiums to surrounding
views, which will greatly impact the appearance of the Palisades ridge and surrounding county
parkland, which looks surprisingly undeveloped in its current state.
Of course the residents of the Mountainview Condominiums want to prevent what has
happened to the mountain in Pomona, as can be seen from the vicinity on the Palisades
Parkway near Exit 13, from happening to our mountain.
I appreciate the fact that the developer has an absolute right to develop this property. The use
of earthtone colors on the homes and roofs, as specified in the DEIS, will certainly help, as will
the planting of various trees.
However, most of the trees planned on the south-facing side of the property and lining the
street are deciduous trees, which will lose their leaves in the fall.
I understand that the developer wants to maintain relatively open views from the homes on the
south side of the street, but I think that strategically adding some tall-growing evergreen trees,
perhaps near property lines, in addition to those trees already planned, would not impact the
views from the homes and would help to soften the visual impact year-round.
Overall, the addition of some pine trees throughout the property, not just along the border with
the condominiums, in addition to those deciduous and evergreen trees already planned, would
be beneficial.
Response 3.4-40: The revised Landscape plan shows the addition of evergreen trees
along the southern property boundary.
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Comment 3.4-41 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Peter Streitman, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Okay. The last question I guess Is, the site is able to be viewed
basically from where, on the Thruway maybe up high when you are up on the Palisades, is that
the only area?
Response 3.4-41: The Applicant prepared the aerial shown in Appendix C, which
shows the different views that we had looked at.
The whiteness of the Forest Ridge development is visible, there is also an angle from
the bridge where 9W goes over 287 where the Kury Homes site will be visible. An
exceptionally long view, from beyond Costco was also taken in which the Kury Homes
site is barely visible.
The one place that there is a view of the Kury Homes Site, as you are driving eastbound
on the Thruway at about Exit 13, and eastbound on NYS Route 59 at Crosfield Avenue,
you can see the hillside, Mountainview Condominiums is there, Forest Ridge is there,
with the Kury Homes Site located in between. Mountainview Condominiums is less
visible because they are all darker houses, whereas the whiteness of Forest Ridge is
more clearly seen. Although Forest Ridge is a very pretty development when you are in
there because of the white, they clear-cut their site and the buildings are all white,
making it a more visible development. As shown on the Landscape Plan, Drawing L-1,
the Kury Homes Applicant has committed to significant landscaping in fill between the
houses and the use of earthtone exterior materials to minimize the visual impacts as
much as possible.
Comment 3.4-42 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Christopher Carey, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): I have one clarification going back to Mr. Baum's letter. He
talked about siting. These are deciduous trees on the ridge line or where the views are. Did I
understand correctly that you are going to take his recommendations and put pine trees on that
by seven and eight on that side and on the property lines, or are you taking it under
advisement?
... If I understood what he is saying, that is on one side. The other side he was looking for, if I
am reading it correctly, where you currently have deciduous. If I read his recommendation, he
would like to see you change out some of the those deciduous to evergreen trees so that in the
fall, when they drop their leaves, there will be some screening and you will break up that
exposed view, so rather it being a recommendation to you, are you at a point where you are
committing to do that?
Response 3.4-42: The revised Landscape Plan included in the DEIS Addendum shows
additional evergreen trees in the Conservation Easement areas. The Applicant will
continue to work with the Town of Clarkstown Planning Board until they are satisfied
prior to final subdivision plat approval.
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Comment 3.4-43 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Daniel Kraushaar, Deputy Town
Attorney): Can I try to crystalize the issue? This is all part of the SEQRA process, and this can
be characterized as identifying an issue which needs to be ameliorated through the SEQRA
process, so it's been identified as a problem and now something has to be offered to mitigate
the problem.
The issue that I am hearing is, that the screening utilizing just deciduous trees will not act as a
screen when those leaves fall, so something is going to have to be developed to mitigate that
issue.
Response 3.4-43: The revised Landscape Plan included in the DEIS Addendum shows
additional evergreen trees in the Conservation Easement areas. The Applicant will
continue to work with the Town of Clarsktown Planning Board until they are satisfied
prior to final subdivision plan approval.
Comment 3.4-44 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Jan Chasen, President of the Forest
Ridge Condominium): First of all, south of us is a 50 foot buffer. Now all of a sudden you are
putting, or they are requesting only a 10 foot buffer, so we question that depth and whether that
is satisfactory, and what happens to the tree lines that are below that property when they start
doing their work, because we have invested a lot in maintaining that landscape, and we would
like to make sure that he has enough property for a lot of trees and we salvage our trees.
We also questioned the fact that the evergreens, very important so that we have that sense of
privacy for both sides, as well as people coming up. You know, it doesn't only have to be from
the Tappan Zee Bridge you are viewing, you are viewing it from the town, and the tree lines will
be very important.
I want to repeat the depth of that area should be considered as 10 feet satisfactory. Also, when
they plant the trees, they put them in-- they can raise them up so that water coming down that
hill, if you look at the water flow here, they are going from one property to another property to
another property. I don't know where the basins are, maybe early in the process, but it seems
like it's all going to end up in Forest Ridge.
.... We understand when a developer comes in he takes out, and there is some question
whether there is dead and everything else. All we are asking is that a buffer be more than 10
foot, especially with a zone plan.
On the one side he has 20 and on another one 25. Why between us there is only 10? So we
are suggesting in some way or another we be accommodated with a thicker buffer zone, and
that it be evergreen and not be the other.
Response 3.4-44: In construction of the Forest Ridge Condominium clearing and
grading occurred right up to the property line. The Kury Homes Applicant is proposing a
10 foot conservation easement along the southern property boundary, which will be
extensively landscaped. Should the Forest Ridge Development require additional
screening, consideration should be given to provision of a matching conservation
easement along their property boundary with placement of additional landscaping by
Forest Ridge on their property. The Applicant has offered to work with Forest Ridge to
assist in the installation of any landscaping they wish to provide in this area.
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Comment 3.4-45 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): We understand the
applicant was to provide visual impact information illustrating views of the proposed
development from several off-site locations. We found only a view of the entry road with stone
walls.
Response 3.4-45: In evaluating viewshed impacts, there are both long views and
close-up views considered in the DEIS. A comparison of DEIS Figure 3.4-4 and DEIS
Addendum Figure 4-10, included herein as Appendix C for convenience, shows the
significant difference in the close-up view from Mountainview Avenue as a result of
elimination of development from lots 1 and 13.
As stated above, the project will be visible from certain more distant points of view,
particularly the long views from NYS Route 59 and I-87 looking eastbound. In evaluating
the long view, as shown on DEIS Figure 3.4-13, included herein as Appendix C for
convenience, there is significant development in the intervening landscape between
NYS Route 59 and I-87, and the project site. A comparison of DEIS Figure 3.4-16 and
Figure 3.4-17 illustrates the visual impact of the proposed Kury Homes from this
viewpoint. Although this project will be visible, it will not be inconsistent with the
surrounding land use or the intervening development. Based upon the photos which
have already been prepared no further graphic analysis is warranted.
In addition, as shown on the Landscape Plan, Drawing L-1, a 25 foot wide landscape
buffer that will be deed restricted as a conservation easement has been included on the
subdivision plat along the northern property boundary. The landscape plan shows a wall
of evergreen trees which will effectively screen the Kury Homes development from
Mountainview Condominiums.
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3.5 CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EFFECTS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.5-1 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): There is a lot of hammering potentially to move this stuff
around?...
...Because further down Mountainview Avenue there are new developments, new homes and
Mountainview North and South, and we had one of the neighbors from Mountainview North and
South come in as well as other people in the neighborhood, including myself, hearing for at
least six months, Saturdays, Sundays, weekdays, late, early drilling, the banging, banging,
constantly banging.
I thought it was coming from Tilcon and I was mistaken, it was coming from these other
developments, and the neighbors were complaining they were having cracks in the walls and
things falling down, and even I believe the gentleman said his wife was hit in the head with
something.
I know you can deal with that, but again, when we evaluate the entire thing. We have to look at
what are the environmental impacts going to be.
Response 3.5-1: It is anticipated that nearby properties would experience temporary
elevated noise levels at occasional periods during the 18 month to 24 month
construction period. This is a temporary, construction-related, unavoidable impact.
Measures to mitigate the potential noise impacts on neighbors of the proposed
development are described in Section 3.5 of the DEIS. These mitigation measures
conform to the regulations on noise in the Town of Clarkstown Code and include limiting
the hours and days of construction activity and ensuring the proper maintenance of any
construction vehicles in order to minimize noise.
Comment 3.5-2 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Mark Manning, Resident, Mountainview
Condominiums): We have the mosque that is going on the top. We have condos being built in
the north section, and you hear that construction all the time going on for months now, and it’s
enough.
Response 3.5-2: See Response 3.5-1. The Mosque is complete and no longer under
construction.
Comment 3.5-3 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Jan Chason, President Forest Ridge
Townhouse Condominium): I heard concerns here about not only the buffer, I heard about
blasting. We are entitled to have quiet enjoyment of our area. Please watch that for us.
Response 3.5-3: No blasting is anticipated to be required for the construction of the
proposed development. If blasting were required, it would be conducted according to all
Town of Clarkstown Code regulations governing the methods and permissible times for
blasting within the Town.
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Comment 3.5-4 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 3.5-7. The section on proposed noise
mitigation measures describes four situations that are completely irrelevant to the subsection
title and concludes that "no other mitigation measures are proposed." This section proposes no
mitigation measures relevant to the applicant's project.
Response 3.5-4: Section 3.5 of the DEIS describes compliance with the noise
regulations of the Town of Clarkstown Code as mitigation measures because the
applicant would conform to all of the limitations on construction activity that they
represent if necessary. No other mitigation measures are proposed.
Comment 3.5-5 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): As stated above in Traffic and Transportation,
the DEIS does not state the proposed total number of construction vehicles that will be utilizing
the local and county highways. The size of truck that will be used will determine the number of
trucks expected to travel these roadways within the construction period. Given the size of this
proposed project, the Town should consider requiring the applicant to use clean diesel-fuel
trucks and equipment with particulate traps to reduce the fine particulate matter in the air, which
has been found to be associated with serious health problems such as asthma, heart attacks,
chronic bronchitis, and premature death. These types of vehicles are currently required to be
used in New York City.
Response 3.5-5: Based upon an estimated 16,480 cubic yards of fill necessary, and the
assumption that 28 ton tri axle trucks are utilized, an average of approximately 6 trucks
daily shall be required during the period where the site work is being conducted, typically
during the first 6 months of construction. The construction manager shall inspect
equipment for clean diesel-feul trucks and truck and equipment with particulate traps
which shall be used as far as practical in conducting site work activities.
Comment 3.5-6 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Use of construction equipment and trucks
shall be limited or avoided on designated ozone action days.
Response 3.5-6: Comment noted.
Comment 3.5-7 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): There shall be "no idling" signs posted to
instruct construction and delivery professionals to turn off their vehicle engines while not in use
or while making deliveries at the site. This is a requirement of the Rockland County Sanitary
Code Section 12.12.1.2 which is paraphrased here: "No person who owns, operates or leases a
motor vehicle propelled by an internal combustion engine, except for a marine internal
combustion engine shall operate, allow, or permit the internal combustion engine of such motor
vehicle to idle for more than three (3) consecutive minutes when the motor vehicle is not in
motion."
Response 3.5-7: Comment noted, the above noted stipulations shall be adhered to
during construction.
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Comment 3.5-8 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The Town should consider requiring the
applicant to spray trucks with water prior to leaving the site to reduce the amount of soil
particles that may travel in the air and that may travel onto the County road system.
Response 3.5-8: Measures to control fugitive dust listed on the erosion and control plan
include the spraying of trucks on an as needed basis prior to leaving the construction
site.
Comment 3.5-9 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): All construction activity shall adhere to the
noise and odor requirements of the Town of Clarkstown Code.'
Response 3.5-9: Comment noted. The Applicant intends to adhere to all applicable
local, state and federal requirements and regulations in construction of the proposed
project.
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3.6 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.6-1 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member, Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): I just have a couple of comments. The comment that she only
expected 10 children in the 12 houses, I don’t think is accurate. How did you get that figure? ....
So you are saying we will have these brand new houses, 12 of them if the plan was approved,
and there will only be 10 kids, two of the houses have no kids?
Response 3.6-1: The estimate of the number of school age children in the DEIS was
calculated according to the Regional and National Demographic Multipliers for Common
Configurations of Standard Housing Types for School -Age Children -- by housing type
and number of bedrooms developed by the Urban Land Institute. Twelve single-family
homes priced over $329,500, would have a multiplier of 1.05 school age student per
house. This means that some homes may have only preschool age children, or college
students. Some may have no children, Some may have 2-4 students, but on average at
any one time the multiplier is 1.05 students per home.
Updated multipliers from the Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research
(CUPR) indicate a population of 4.23 persons per 5 bedroom detached single family
house valued at more than $748,000. Thus the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative may
have up to 47 persons. If a typical family had two primary adults in 11 houses this would
equal 22 persons, in combination with up to 17 school age children, would total 39
persons. The remaining population might be made up of preschool children, college age
students, young adults who still live home, care takers, elderly parents etc.
Comment 3.6-2 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 1-12. The paragraph relating to Fire
indicates that the Central Nyack Fire Department serves a population of about 82,082, and
establishes a personnel to population ratio. The population figure refers to the entire Town; this
figure and the analysis should be revised.
Response 3.6-2: Comment noted. The service population of the Central Nyack Fire
Department is approximately 10,000 persons, thus the ratio of fire personnel to
population is one fire personnel per hundred population. This significantly exceeds the
ULI standard of 1.65 personnel per 1,000 population. The addition of approximately 44
persons to the population is not seen to have a significant impact on the ability of the
Nyack Fire Department to provide Fire Protection Services.
Comment 3.6-3 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): No response times have been listed for
police, fire and ambulance. In order to determine sufficient coverage by these services these
times are necessary.
Response 3.6-3: Based upon the distance of the subject site from the referenced
facilities, response times are expected to vary from three to eight minutes depending
upon coverage at the time of an emergency.
As stated on page 3.6-1 of the DEIS, according to the Police Chief, typical response
time to the Kury Homes site would be approximately 4 minutes. The project site is
Kury Homes FEIS
3.6-1

Community Facilities and Services
August 1, 2010
served by the Central Nyack Fire Department, located less than 1 mile from the project
site. Fire protection response time is estimated to be 3 to 5 minutes. The project site is
served by the Nyack Volunteer Ambulance Corp., located approximately 1.5 miles from
the project site. Ambulance response time is estimated to be approximately 5 to 8
minutes.
Comment 3.6-4 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The DEIS states that there will be ten school
age children living within the proposed development. With twelve four-bedroom dwelling
proposed, we believe that this number is low and feel that the DEIS should reevaluate the
potential number of school age children that could live within the development.
Response 3.6-4: Updated multipliers from the Rutgers University Center for Urban
Policy Research (CUPR) indicate a population of 1.47 students per 5 bedroom detached
single family house valued at more than $748,000. Thus the 11 lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative may have up to 17 students.
Comment 3.6-5 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The Schools analysis and the Fiscal analysis
of the DEIS seem to be in conflict with each other. The Schools analysis estimates 10 students
for twelve homes while the Fiscal analysis estimates a total of 44 people residing in the twelve
proposed dwellings. Given a typical family with two adults and the estimated 10 students, there
are 10 people not accounted for in these analyses.
Response 3.6-5: Updated multipliers from the Rutgers University Center for Urban
Policy Research (CUPR) indicate a population of 4.23 persons per 5 bedroom detached
single family house valued at more than $748,000. Thus the 11 lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative my have up to 47 persons. If a typical family had two primary adults in 11
houses this would equal 22 persons, in combination with up to 17 school age children,
would total 39 persons. The remaining population might be made up of preschool
children, college age students, young adults who still live home, care takers, elderly
parents etc.
Comment 3.6-6 (Letter #8, July 2, 2007, Mark Papenmeyer, Chief Fire Safety Inspector,
Town of Clarkstown): Show existing fire hydrant on site plan within 1,000 feet of site.
Response 3.6-6: The current plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Subdivision shows the existing
fire hydrant on subdivision plat within 1,000 feet of site.
Comment 3.6-7 (Letter #8, July 2, 2007, and Letter #11, August 8, 2007, Mark
Papenmeyer, Chief Fire Safety Inspector, Town of Clarstown): Show proposed new fire
hydrants locations.
Response 3.6-7: Proposed new fire hydrant locations will be shown on the subdivision
plat prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.6-8 (Letter #8, July 2, 2007, Mark Papenmeyer, Chief Fire Safety Inspector,
Town of Clarkstown): Provide fire flow calculations.
Response 3.6-8: Fire flow calculations have been provided by the project engineer.
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Comment 3.6-9 (Letter #15, May 16, 2008, Mark Papenmeyer, Chief Fire Safety Inspector,
Town of Clarkstown): Sliding gate to have sign on each side - No Standing Fire Lane.
Response 3.6-9: A note to this effect shall be included on the subdivision plat prior to
final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.6-10 (Letter #15, May 16, 2008, Mark Papenmeyer, Chief Fire Safety Inspector,
Town of Clarkstown): Move proposed hydrant on lot line of #9 to west corner of road A & B
roadways. Install hydrant as shown on emergency access as shown. Eliminate hydrant at top
cul-de-dac.
Response 3.6-10: Proposed new fire hydrant locations will be shown on the subdivision
plat for review and approval of the Chief Fire Safety Inspector prior to final subdivision
plat approval.
Comment 3.6-11 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Shirley Thorman, President, Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Fire Inspector. No comment on layout, but emergency access
must be provided which you have.
Response 3.6-11: At the Planning Board's request, an emergency access to the
Mountainview Condominiums to the north, has been included on the subdivision plat.
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3.7 UTILITIES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.7-1 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 2-3. It would be helpful for the applicant to
discuss the administrative procedures to allow connections for water and sewer. Have the
necessary permits been acquired from the appropriate agencies or applied for?
Response 3.7-1: The applicant will secure willingness to serve letters from United
Water and from the Rockland County Sewer District prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-2 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): In several places the DEIS confuses mitigation
with the payment of taxes or fees. Those costs would apply whether or not an environmental
review is conducted, and are unrelated to mitigation.
Response 3.7-2: Comment noted. Although the taxes and fees generated by the project
would apply in any case, it is noted that they will offset additional demand for utilities
created by the project. No mitigation is proposed.
Comment 3.7-3 (Letter #5, May 31, 2006, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland County
Sewer District No.1): The DEIS does not address the impact of the subdivision on sanitary
sewers.
Response 3.7-3: Details for sanitary sewer construction shall comply with the Rockland
County Sewer District's construction standards and will be shown on the subdivision plat
prior to final subdivision approval. Sewer usage of the proposed Kury Homes is
estimated at 4840 gpd. An email from Joseph LaFiandra, included in Correspondence
indicates there are no sewer capacity problems in the vicinity of the proposed project.
Comment 3.7-4 (Letter #5, May 31, 2006, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland County
Sewer District No.1): Details for sanitary sewer construction must comply with the District's
construction standards and should be shown on the plans.
Response 3.7-4: Details for sanitary sewer construction shall comply with the Rockland
County Sewer District's construction standards and will be shown on the site plans prior
to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-5 (Letter #5, May 31, 2006, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland County
Sewer District No.1): Rockland County Sewer District No.1 requires sanitary sewer
construction to conform to District standards. This includes but is not limited to relative air,
vacuum and deflection testing of mainline sewer and manhole construction. The District must
receive and approve certification of test results from a licensed professional engineer before
approving the sewers on this project.
Response 3.7-5: The appropriate testing and certification of mainline sewer and
manhole construction will be secured prior to final subdivision plat approval.
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Comment 3.7-6 (Letter #5, May 31, 2006, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland County
Sewer District No.1): In order to reduce infiltration into the system, the District requires that
the precast and doghouse sanitary manhole construction be in accordance with the District's
standards. The District's standard details require the joints to have butyl rubber seals with
mortar in and out, and then to be coated with "Infi-shield" EPDM rubber seal wrap or
approved equal.
Response 3.7-6: The specified precast and doghouse sanitary manhole construction,
in accordance with the District's standards, shall be utilized in the sewer connection
design.
Comment 3.7-7 (Letter #5, May 31, 2006, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland County
Sewer District No.1): We request that submission of as-built drawings of the proposed
sanitary sewer extension to Rockland County Sewer District No. 1 be made a condition of
granting a Certificate of Occupancy.
Response 3.7-7: Comment noted.
Comment 3.7-8 (Letter #5, May 31, 2006, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland County
Sewer District No.1): Details for the sanitary sewer connections are subject to approval by the
Town of Clarkstown.
Response 3.7-8: Comment noted.
Comment 3.7-9 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Water is a scarce resource in Rockland
County; thus proper planning and phasing of this project are critical to supplying the current and
future residents of the Towns, Villages, and County with an adequate supply of water. Prior to
approval of the proposed project, a letter from the public water supplier shall be issued,
indicating that there will be a sufficient water supply during peak demand periods and in a
drought situation. The issuance of a willingness to serve letter is not sufficient.
Response 3.7-9: United Water's issuance of a willingness to serve letter is their
affirmation of a sufficient water supply. According to the Rockland County Department
of Health UWNY's total available peak supply capacity exceeds the projected peak
demand by 5.03 MGD. Therefore the capacity available to support 2010 growth within
the UWNY distribution system is comprised of the 0.5 MGD already included in the 2010
projection, plus the 5.03 MGD surplus, for a total of 5.53 MGD. This information is
included in Appendix D for reference. The projected water usage by the Kury Homes
project is 4,840 gpd, a small fraction of the available water supply, approximately .001
MGD.
Comment 3.7-10 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): All major subdivisions, i.e., those with five or
more lots, must be reviewed and approved by the Rockland County Department of Health
(RCDOH) prior to filing with the county clerk. RCDOH is mandated by New York State law to
ensure that such subdivisions will have both an adequate and satisfactory water supply and
adequate and satisfactory sewerage facilities. RCDOH must also review and approve all public
water supply improvements, e.g., water main extensions, including those required to serve a
Kury Homes FEIS
3.7-2

Utilities
August 1, 2010
proposed major subdivision. In order to complete an application for approval of plans for public
water supply improvements, the water supplier must supply an engineer's report pursuant to the
"Recommended Standards for Water Works, 2003 Edition," that certifies their ability to serve
the proposed project while meeting the criteria contained within the Recommended Standards
for Water Works. These standards are adopted in their entirety in 10 NYCRR, Subpart 5-1, the
New York State regulations governing public water systems. Further, both the application and
supporting engineer's report must be signed and stamped by a NYS licensed professional
engineer and shall be accompanied by a completed NYS Department of Health Form 348,
which must be signed by the public water supplier.
Response 3.7-10: The project Applicant will secure all necessary permits and approvals
prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.7-11 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Public sewer mains requiring extensions
within a right-of-way or an easement shall be reviewed and approved by the Rockland County
Department of Health prior to construction.
Response 3.7-11: The project Applicant will secure all necessary permits and approvals
prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.7-12 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): A review shall be completed by the County of
Rockland Sewer District #1 and their comments considered. Additionally, a letter shall be issued
to the Town of Clarkstown indicating that there is sufficient capacity to serve a development of
this magnitude; a willingness to serve letter is not sufficient.
Response 3.7-12: The project Applicant will secure all necessary permits and approvals
prior to final subdivision plat approval. Review and approval by the Rockland County
Sewer District #1, is one of the numerous required approvals.
Comment 3.7-13 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The DEIS does not state if the cable,
television and telephone utilities will be located underground. This shall be noted. We strongly
recommend, for aesthetic purposes, that all utility lines be located underground.
Response 3.7-13: All utilities shall be constructed underground, a note to this effect
shall be included on the subdivision plat prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-14 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Water is a scarce resource in Rockland
County; thus proper planning and phasing of this project are critical to supplying the current and
future needs of residents of the Villages, Towns, and County with an adequate supply of water.
All major subdivisions, i.e., those with five of more lots, must be reviewed and approved by the
Rockland County Department of Health (RCDOH) prior to filing with the county clerk. RCDOH is
mandated by New York State law to ensure that such subdivisions will have both an adequate
and satisfactory water supply and adequate and satisfactory sewerage facilities. RCDOH must
also review and approve all public water supply improvements, e.g. water main extensions,
including those required to serve a major subdivision. In order to complete an application for
approval of plans for public water supply improvements, the water supplier must supply an
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engineer’s report pursuant to the “Recommended Standards for Water Works, 2003 Edition,
that certifies their ability to serve the proposed project while meeting the adopted criteria
contained within the Recommended Standards for Waterworks. These standards are adopted
in their entirety in 10 NYCRR, Subpart 5-1, the New York State regulations governing public
water systems. Further, both the application an supporting engineer’s report must be signed
and stamped by a NYS licensed professional engineer and shall be accompanied by a
completed NYS Department of Health Form 348, which must be signed by the water supplier.
Response 3.7-14: Refer to response 3.7-9. In addition,The project Applicant will secure
all necessary permits and approvals prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-15 (Letter #16, June 4, 2008, Salvatore Carallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): Public sewer mains requiring extensions
within a right-of-way or an easement shall be reviewed and approved by the Rockland County
Department of Health prior to construction.
Response 3.7-15: The project Applicant will secure all necessary permits and approvals
prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-16 (Letter #17, June 12, 2008, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland
County Sewer District No.1): Details for sanitary sewer construction must comply with the
District’s construction standards and should be shown on the plans.
Response 3.7-16: Details for sanitary sewer construction shall comply with the
Rockland County Sewer District's construction standards and will be shown on the site
plans prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-17 (Letter #17, June 12, 2008, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland
County Sewer District No.1): Rockland County Sewer District No. 1 requires sanitary sewer
construction to conform to District Standards. This includes but is not limited to relative air,
vacuum and deflection testing of mainline sewer and manhole construction. The District must
receive and approve certification of test results from a licensed professional engineer before
approving sewer on this project.
Response 3.7-17: The appropriate testing and certification of mainline sewer and
manhole construction will be secured prior to final subdivision approval.
Comment 3.7-18 (Letter #17, June 12, 2008, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland
County Sewer District No.1): In order to reduce infiltration into the system, the District
requires that the precast and doghouse sanitary manhole construction be in accordance with
the District’s standards. The District’s standard details require the joints to have butyl rubber
seals with mortar in and out, and then to be coated with “Infi-shield EPDM rubber seal wrap or
approved equal.
Response 3.7-18: The specified precast and doghouse sanitary manhole construction,
in accordance with the District's standards, shall be utilized in the sewer connection
design.
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Comment 3.7-19 (Letter #17, June 12, 2008, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland
County Sewer District No.1): We request that submission of as-built drawings of the proposed
sanitary sewer extension to Rockland County Sewer District No.1 be made a condition of
granting a Certificate of Occupancy.
Response 3.7-19: Comment noted.
Comment 3.7-20 (Letter #17, June 12, 2008, Joseph LaFiandra, Engineer II, Rockland
County Sewer District No.1): Details for the sanitary sewer connections are subject to
approval by the Town of Clarkstown.
Response 3.7-20: Comment noted.
Comment 3.7-21 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 7. Public sewer mains
requiring extensions with a right-of-way or an easement shall be reviewed and approved by the
Rockland County Department of Health prior to construction.
Response 3.7-21: Comment noted. All required permits and approvals will be secured
by the applicant prior to final subdivision plat approval.
Comment 3.7-22 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Rockland County Planning
Department-via July 17th letter read by Rudolph Yacyshyn): 8. Water is a scarce resource
in Rockland County; thus proper planning and phasing of this project are critical to supplying
the current and future residents of the Villages, Towns, and County with an adequate supply of
water.
All major subdivisions, i.e., those with five or more lots, must be reviewed and approved by the
Rockland County Department of Health prior to filing with the County Clerk.
Rockland County Department of Health is mandated by New York State law to ensure that such
subdivisions will have both an adequate and satisfactory water supply and adequate and
satisfactory sewerage facilities.
Rockland County Department of Health must also review and approve all public water supply
improvements e.g., water main extensions, including those required to serve a proposed major
subdivision.
In order to complete an application for approval of plans for public water supply improvements,
the water supplier must supply an engineer's report pursuant to the Recommended Standards
for Water Works, 2003 Edition, that certifies their ability to serve the proposed project while
meeting the criteria contained within the Recommended Standards for Water Works.
These standards are adopted in their entirety in 10 NYCRR, subpart 5-1, the New York State
regulations governing public water systems.
Further, both the application and supporting engineer's report must be signed and stamped by
a NYS licensed professional engineer and shall be accompanied by a completed NYS
Department of Health Form 348, which must be signed by the public water supplier.
Response 3.7-22: Comment noted. All required permits and approvals will be secured
by the applicant prior to final subdivision plat approval.
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3.8 HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
There were no comments on historic or archeological resources.
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3.9 TRAFFIC
Comment 3.9-1 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The DEIS states the proposed number of
construction truck movements on and off of the local and county roadways for fill removal, but
does not state the total number of construction truck movements nor their impact to the flow of
traffic on these routes. Additionally, the New York State Department of Transportation, the
Rockland County Department of Highways and the Town of Clarkstown Highway Department
shall be given ample time to review any proposed routes to be used by the construction vehicles.
Response 3.9-1: The DEIS addendum, which provides an analysis of the 11 lot Cluster
Preferred Alternative, includes a traffic analysis. The projected operating level of service at
the proposed site access is projected to be a level of service B, with operating level of
service along Mountainview Avenue at the most efficient level of service A.
Based upon an estimated 16,480 cubic yards of fill necessary, and the assumption that 28
ton tri axel trucks are utilized, an average of approximately 6 trucks daily shall be required
during the period where the site work is being conducted, typically during the first 6 months
of construction. It is not expected that the traffic from this number of trucks will have a
significant impact on local traffic. A flagman shall be available at the site access if necessary
to insure the smooth flow of traffic. The Traffic Analysis established the peak hours of traffic
on Mountainview Avenue as 7:30 to 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. Delivery of fill materials
shall be scheduled outside of these peak hours to minimize impacts to traffic.
Construction vehicles, particularly those related to delivering fill material are most likely
to use Interstate 87/287 to Route 59 and proceed north on Mountainview Avenue.
Limited trips related to the delivery of construction materials may also originate from
either NYS Route 303 or NYS Route 9W and access Christian Herald Road to approach
the project site from the north.
Comment 3.9-2 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): To encourage the efficient flow of vehicles
throughout this neighborhood, any potential connections to existing or future developments
should be considered.
Response 3.9-2: Comment noted. An emergency access to the Mountianview
Condominium complex to the north has been included on the subdivision plat for the 11 lot
Cluster Preferred Alternative. This is shown on the subdivision plat as a 24 foot wide gated
emergency only access, which will be paved with grass pavers, located between lots 3 and 4.
An e-mail from the president of Mountianview East II Condominium indicates the Condo
Board voted to allow construction of this emergency access, refer to Correspondence.
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Comment 3.9-3 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The DEIS does not state any potential traffic
impacts by the proposed twelve dwellings to be developed on the site; this shall be considered.
Response 3.9-3: As stated a Traffic Analysis for the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative
has now been conducted and is included in the DEIS Addendum, dated July 1, 2009. It
is anticipated that 17 new a.m. peak hour trips and 11 new p.m. peak hour trips will be
generated by the proposed project. The proposed site access is expected to operate at
level of service B. There is sufficient intersection sight distance to accommodate
vehicles traveling up to 55 miles per hour per the AASHTO recommendations.
Comment 3.9-4 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): It is commonly dangerous for pedestrians to
cross the street, even when crosswalks are provided. Often vehicles ignore the State law of
yielding to those within a crosswalk. To help drivers identify where crosswalks are located, they
should be designed to stand out to both walkers and drivers throughout a community. This can
be done by incorporating colors, using different materials (such as bricks or pavers) or
changing the surface level. We encourage the Town to consider requiring bricks or creatively
painted crosswalks to draw attention to the area while also adding character to the place.
Response 3.9-4: The Applicant has committed to construction of a crosswalk to
Mountainview Nature Park on the west side of Mountainview Avenue. The crosswalk
shall be located across from the Rockland County easement into Mountainview Nature
Park. This crosswalk is to be painted with reflective material, in a typical crosswalk
ladder pattern, with reflective paint to be easily visible to vehicles traveling along
Mountainview Avenue. A pedestrian crosswalk sign shall be installed to designate the
location of the crosswalk on Mountainview Avenue.
Comment 3.9-5 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): No lighting shall shine beyond the property
line of the site. Low evergreen shrubs should be considered along Mountain View Road to block
the headlights from shining into the roadway.
Response 3.9-5: The 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative has removed all development
from within approximately 350 feet of Mountainview Avenue. As can be seen on the
Landscape Plan, significant plantings along the project perimeter will provide further
screening of the project from surrounding areas.
Comment 3.9-6 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The DEIS does not state the proposed disposal
site for fill. In order to determine the full effect on the Local, County and State roadways and the
impacts on the local traffic using these roadways this site shall be noted. Additionally, the applicant
shall abide by all regulations regarding the disposal of fill from construction projects.
Response 3.9-6: The project requires 16,480 cubic yards of fill to be imported onto the
site. There is no cut to be removed from the site which would need to be disposed of in
an off-site location.
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Comment 3.9-7 (Letter #18, June 25, 2008, Mr. & Mrs. Craig Reynolds): As a resident of
The Mountain View Condominiums, we are very concerned about this proposal. Mountain View
Avenue is very congested and is a very dangerous avenue to begin with. There are a lot of
children in the area, mostly from the condos that walk on this Avenue that has no sidewalks and
very dangerous turns and blind spots.
Response 3.9-7: The proposed project is expected to generate a total of 17 new trips
during the a.m. peak hour and 11 new trips during the p.m. peak hour. These trip
generation volumes equate to approximately a three to five percent increase in the
existing traffic volumes on Mountainview Avenue.
Comment 3.9-8 (Letter #18, June 25, 2008, Mr. & Mrs. Craig Reynolds): The mosque itself
is going to generate a ton of traffic and congestion problems. We do not need any more to add
on top of that. It is a serious safety issue for all if us, not to mention all of the deer and wildlife
that live in our woods. At this point, they are frequently seen on the road and on the condo
property however, they live in those woods. If you take that away they will really have nowhere
to go and you will see a lot more deer-related accidents.
Response 3.9-8: Development of the Kury Homes site is likely to encourage wildlife to
remain in the Mountianview Nature County Park and adjoining undeveloped lands, by
utilizing what is currently undeveloped land, thus discouraging deer crossing the road.
Comment 3.9-9 (Letter #18, June 25, 2008, Mr. & Mrs. Craig Reynolds): I would like to
remind everyone that Mountain View Avenue is not a main road, like Germonds Road or
Townline Road. This avenue cannot support the excess vehicles during or after the building.
Our resources are tapped and our property values will be affected.
Response 3.9-9: Refer to Response 3.9-7.
Comment 3.9-10 (Letter #21, June 9, 2009, & Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Mr. & Mrs. M.
Francis): We are in the Mountainview Condominiums since 1969 and have watched this area
turn from a lovely country area to just a shortcut to the entrance to the Thruway. We feel the
character of the area has completely changed especially since the Forest Ridge development
next to us was built. We have been inundated with deer that are a danger to themselves as well
as the cars on the road as their natural habitats have been overdeveloped. Mountainview
Avenue is a winding road and already too congested for safe navigation. I was in an automobile
accident a couple of years ago as the result of someone misjudging the curves in the road.
Response 3.9-10: Refer to Response 3.9-7 and 3.9-8.
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Comment 3.9-11 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Betty Meisler, 621 Sierra Vista Lane): My
concern is the traffic on Mountainview Avenue, and being able to have access and egress from
Sierra Vista Lane.
...and two weeks ago I had a horrible accident coming out of Sierra Vista Lane onto
Mountainview Avenue. My car wad demolished and thankfully I survived it, but in the morning,
people use Mountainview Avenue as a shortcut to the thruway and back and over to Christian
Herald Road, so the traffic is horrendous, especially during the time that people are leaving for
work any time between 7 and 9, so we don’t even have a sign that says that there are
driveways ahead.
...so I think that that issue has to be addressed, that there has to be some kind of traffic safety,
be it traffic signs or even a traffic light at Sierra Vista Lane because there is 770 families on
Sierra Vista Lane that are coming and going, and there is only one way in and one way out and
that’s it, so I would really ask that something be said about that. Thank you.
Response 3.9-11: The Applicant shall provide funds for traffic safety signage as
deemed appropriate by the Town of Clarkstown Highway Department.
Comment 3.9-12 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Yvette McCarthy): ....but I would like to
make the comment that I also can barely get out of my driveway without -- it’s like the Autobahn
in the morning, you have to cross your fingers and just go,....
Response 3.9-12: Mountianview Avenue is a two lane Town roadway with a posted
speed limit of 30 miles per hour. A Speed Study was conducted as part of the Traffic
Analysis indicates that the 85th percentile of vehicle operating speeds, both northbound
and southbound is about 36 miles per hour. According to the AASHTO standards, the
proposed site access will have adequate sight distance for vehicles traveling at up to 55
miles per hour. Enforcement of the speed regulations is a matter of local jurisdiction.
Comment 3.9-13 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Kathleen McCleary, 208 Mountainview
Avenue): ....and my concern is the traffic, and has there been a traffic study in terms of dealing
with the increase -- I know it’s only 11 homes, but it is problem in terms of going on that road
every single day, and as the previous speaker said, there is a problem with traffic, especially in
the morning. It's very difficult to get out of our driveway.
We are actually the three houses in the cul de sac that is going to be across from the entrance
of this development, and so it's a major concern as far as I would like to make sure that the
builder is aware of the possible impact for the houses across the street in terms of traffic and
potential accidents and safety, and I just had on question for the builder.
I wanted to know exactly where that road was. We know the old road because it was marked as
private property and we walked by it many times, so I was just curious in looking at the diagram,
this is new to me, so I was curious if it was being moved forward, backwards or staying the
same as far as the original driveway.
Response 3.9-13: The site access for the 11 Lot Cluster Alternative has been located to
maximize the available sight distance and will be located to the north of your driveway.
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Comment 3.9-14 (Public Hearing, June 10, 2009, Yvette McCarthy, 256 Mountainview
Avenue): Yvette McCarthy. I live at 256 Mountainview Avenue which is directly across the
street.
The issue is the last meeting I was very surprised to see that the driveway for the development
is directly across from our driveway. Is there any way to change that planning?
I don't a lot about reading the maps and everything, but that part was disturbing to me. We
already have the nature trail to one side of our house with a lot of disruption with people going
there early in the morning and stuff. We can barely back out of our driveway.
I don't like the idea that now we are going to have to contend with traffic directly across from
our driveway. People speed. They can't see around that curve, and we have to deal with that in
addition.
Response 3.9-14: Refer to Response 3.9-13.
Comment 3.9-15 (Public Hearing, July 22, 2009, Robert Geneslaw (via letter read by
Rudolph Yacyshyn), AICP, Planning Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): 4. The sight
distance along Mountainview Avenue, as shown on Driveway Number 1, should be modified to
show the line of sight along Mountainview Avenue, at a scale sufficient to show that for the full
length of the required sight distance that, there are no obstructions. This demonstration should
reference vertical changes as well.
Response 3.9-15: The available sight distance is now shown on the subdivision plat.
The Applicant has provided a road profile which confirms the available sight distance.
Available intersection sight distance is 650 feet looking to the north and 630 feet looking
to the south. The available sight distance meets the AASHTO guidelines for intersection
sight distance for vehicles traveling up to 55 miles per hour. Intersection sight distance
represents an additional margin of safety beyond minimum required stopping sight
distance, and is measured at a point 3.5 feet off the pavement.
There is a dip in the road on Mountianvew Avenue. based upon the AASHTO
methodology for measuring stopping sight distance (at a height of 2.0 feet off the
ground) continuous stopping sight distance is 260 feet to the north and 525 feet to the
south. This stopping sight distance meets the AASHTO guidelines for stopping sight
distance for vehicles traveling up to 36 miles per hour, which has been identified as the
85th percentile of vehicle operating speeds along Mountianview Avenue .
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
As described in the introduction, the applicant has developed an 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative, shown in FEIS Figure 1. The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative has been modified
to eliminate all lots from the vicinity of Mountainview Avenue in order to preserve steep slopes
and avoid wetland areas. Other than construction of the entrance road and associated
landscaping, this environmentally sensitive area will be left in it’s natural state to provide
screening from Mountainview Avenue and will be offered for dedication to the Town of
Clarkstown.
Buffer areas have been provided along the north, south and east property lines to provide
screening from adjoining properties. Landscaping and berms will be provided in these areas to
reduce potential visual impacts of the project. Street Trees will be planted along the interior road
frontages to provide vegetative in-filling which will serve to camouflage the development from
view along Route 59 and the Thruway. As discussed, it is anticipated that buildings will be
constructed with natural colored roofing and siding materials to further reduce potential visual
impacts.
An emergency access connection to Mountainview Condominiums to the north has also been
included.
In the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative approximately 7.2 acres would be graded to
accommodate the proposed 11 residential units, driveways and parking facilities, lawns and
landscaped areas. The is a reduction in disturbance of 1.3 acres compared to the Standard
Layout. The impervious area of this alternative is 2.0 acres, a reduction of 0.4 acres compared
to the Standard Layout project. Cut and fill amounts would be significantly reduced as shown in
Table 1-1. Total slope disturbance would be reduced from 8.5 acres to 7.2 acres, and steep
slope disturbance (> 15 percent) would be reduced by 0.5 acres compared to the Standard
Layout Similar to the Standard Layout, less than one-tenth of an acre of Army Corps of
Engineer (ACOE) regulated wetlands would be disturbed - the disturbance would be subject to
a Nationwide Permit No. 39. Table 4-1 provides a quantitative comparison of the 11 Lot Cluster
and the Standard Layout.
Impacts to community services and traffic would be slightly reduced based upon 11 lots
compared to the 12 lots in the Standard Layout. Traffic impacts would also be reduced due to
the reduction in cut and fill amounts.
The applicant has submitted a tree plan and a landscaping plan for the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative. There are a total of 505 existing trees on-site. As a result of grading to
accommodate the road layout and residences, a total of 168 trees will remain. In addition, as
shown on the landscaping plan, a total of 144 trees will be planted on-site to provide screening
and add to the visual aesthetics of the project. This will result in a total of 312 trees on site, or
approximately 30 trees per acre. This is well in excess of the required 17 trees per acre stipulated in the Town of Clarkstown Tree Preservation Law.
Based upon discretion of the Planning Board, the applicant is willing to make this improved 11
Lot Cluster proposal the Preferred Alternative proposed for construction.
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FEIS Table 4-1
Alternative Impact Comparisons
Area of Concern
Land Use
Impervious Surfaces (acres)

No Action

Standard
Layout

11 Lot Cluster
Alternative

0.77

2.4

2.0

6.1

5.2

Lawn/ Stormwater (acres)

Total Project Cut (cubic yards)
0
67,100
Total Project Fill (cubic yards)
0
45,400
Net (cubic yards)
0
21,700 (export)
Residential Units
Residential Units
0
12
Natural Resources
Total Site Area (acres)
10.3
10.3
Total Area of Disturbance (acres)
0
8.5
Woodland Disturbance (acres)
0
5.6
Wetland Disturbance (acres)
0
<0.1
Steep Slope Disturbance (>15%) (acres)
0
3.4
Community Resources
Population
0
44
Residential Trips (peak hour)
0
16
Water Demand / Sewage Flow
0
5,280
(based on 110 gallons per bedroom per day)
School-age Children
0
10
Notes: Estimates are approximate.
Source: Atzl, Scatassa, & Zigler, P.C.; Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2010.

24,380
41,470
17,090 (import)
11
10.3
7.2
5.2
<0.1
2.9
40
15
4,840
10

Comment 4.0-1 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Marvin Baum, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): One of the things that I would like to personally see are other
alternatives using cluster that would utilize the area that was already previously-- where homes
were located.
Response 4.0-1: The 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative removes all development
from the land adjacent to Mountainview Avenue and concentrates development on the
portion of the site that was previously developed.
Comment 4.0-2 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Robert Jackson, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Question for Joe Simoes. You mentioned the floor area ratio,
the FAR going from .20 to.30. Is that because of the moving the site and the front yards are
smaller? That goes to the Zoning Board of Appeals, or is that something that we grant here?
Response 4.0-2: After through review and consideration, the Applicant has proposed,
and the Planning Board has indicated their acceptance of, a lot specific FAR, which will
allow the Applicant to construct reasonable houses on the smaller lots along the
southern perimeter and will limit the size of the houses on the larger lots. This is
possible under the Cluster Authorization, Town Code Section 278, which must be
granted by the Town Board, upon referral from the Planning Board.
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Comment 4.0-3 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Robert Jackson, Member Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): In your opinion, which layout would give us the least impact on
the viewshed, as Marvin calls it?
Response 4.0-3: The 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative, preserves the existing visual
character along Mountianview Avenue and provides significant landscaping,
conservation easements and the use of earth tone exterior building materials to
minimize visual impacts to the maximum extent practicable.
Comment 4.0-4 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member, Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): Has the applicant considered as part of an alternate, a
townhouse or a condominium? It seems to me that as you go up lots two, three and four, there is
a natural place that a building could be created, and potentially you might be able to create an
additional building for a couple of units up top in that clear area without having really to disturb the
trees, that would really fit into the character which is multi-family, you know townhouses.
...it would have significantly less invasive impact on the viewshed, and it might also allow with
some smart planning, the ability to maintain some type of wildlife corridor or connection in
between the parks which is going to disappear.
Response 4.0-4: Construction of 11 single family lots, interspersed with street trees and
landscaped conservation easements will provide a reduced visual impact to a massing
of townhouses more concentrated in development.
Comment 4.0-5 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, George Hoehmann, Member, Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): It seems to me you probably could get six or eight units on the
open area down by lots two, three and four as a townhouse, and you can get four or six units up
in the center area, if this is what the standard map says after all the calculations, and you would
have significantly less impact on the viewscape.
Response 4.0-5: Refer to responses 4.0-3 and 4.0-4
Comment 4.0-6 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Shirley Thorman, Chairperson, Town of
Clarkstown Planning Board): What strikes me is the 80/20 percent, that you are going to be
disturbing 80 percent of the topography there and that is rather substantial, and I am not naive
in the sense that I expect no visual change, and I also subscribe to the notion that a man has a
right to develop his property. That goes back to the days of the anglo-saxons, but we have flora
and fauna up there, as that one lady said. We have wetlands. We have steep slopes, so
personally, what I would like to see is, confined to the least amount of destruction as possible,
and I am not sure how many units you can get up there, but once you do your -Mr.. Atzl can do his business, but once we have those figures, all right, and then we can see the
number you are entitled to, and as one member of the Board, I would like to see it confined.
Response 4.0-6: Development of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative reduces the
total area of disturbance by 12 percent. A memo from the Building inspector, included in
Correspondence confirms the initial 12 lot standard plan unit count would meet the
Town' bulk requirements.
A memo, dated June 9, 2010, from the Office of the Building Inspector confirms the 11
lot Standard Layout Subdivision Plat, complies with the bulk regulations of the Town of
Clarks town's R-22 Zoning District. this memo has been included in Appendix B,
Correspondence.
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Comment 4.0-7 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Rudolph Yacyshyn, Vice Chairman, Town
of Clarkstown Planning Board): With the caveat, with the cluster of the so-called alternate
layout or whatever, the alternate clustering require a number of variances. This is the thing that
must be avoided.
It is not our position, and we have very good legal authority that indicates that coming in with a
subdivision, however it is configured, doesn’t entitle you to more than you would be allowed
under that provision of the ordinance, which includes whether or not you need a variance.
A variance should be for other reasons that are beyond your control, not made through your
control.
Response 4.0-7: under the provisions of Section 278 Cluster Development, the
Planning Board has discretion to allow development in such a manner to preserve
environmentally sensitive lands. The applicant has worked with the Planning Board in
developing a lot specific FAR calculation which would insure the applicant is not allowed
to build any more than he would be entitled to under the supporting 11 lot standard
development plan submitted for verification. No variances are required and none are
being requested.
Comment 4.0-8 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Daniel Kraushaar, Clarkstown Planning
Board Attorney): (To clarify the above comment.) You have to show that you comply with all
the municipal ordinances on a standard layout without the need for a variance.
...That forms the basis for the number of units.
...At that juncture, clustering can be applied either in the form of a townhouse of in a single
family residential setting.
In either case the Planning Board has the authority, the discretion to vary the requirements on
setbacks and other requirements under the code in order to allow for the clustering, with the
intent to save as much of the open space and all the other environmental impacts that we have
been talking about.
Response 4.0-8: The Applicant has submitted an 11 lot Standard Plan to support the
application for the 11 lot Cluster Preferred Alternative. The 11 Lot Standard Plan has
been submitted to the Town of Clarkstown Building Plans Examiner for a determination
of compliance with the R-22 zoning of the site. A memo, dated June 9, 2010, from the
Office of the Building Inspector confirms the 11 lot Standard Layout Subdivision Plat,
complies with the bulk regulations of the Town of Clarkstown's R-22 Zoning District. This
memo has been included in Appendix B, Correspondence. This 11 lot Standard Layout
Plan will serve as the basis for Cluster Authorization under Section 278 of the Town
Code.
As described above the Applicant has worked with the Planning Board in developing a
lot specific FAR designation which will insure he can build a reasonable sized house on
the smallest lots, similar to the houses he could build on the 11 lot Standard Plan, while
protecting the Town from over development on the largest lots.
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Comment 4.0-9 (Public Hearing, May 10, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP, Planning
Consultant, Town of Clarkstown): As part of the environmental process, you have the
opportunity and probably the obligation to look at alternatives, and the two alternatives to the
standard that you looked at are really very minor modifications of the standard.
You can ask them to look at a townhouse cluster alternative as part of the environmental
process. That allows you to measure the difference in the various impacts between
conventional subdivision and a townhouse alternative (or clustered single family houses.)
Response 4.0-9: Discussion of the Cluster Alternative was the subject of the DEIS
Addendum, dated July 1, 2009.
Comment 4.0-10 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): PP 4-2. The discussion in 4.2.1 Standard
Alternate Layout, indicates that variances would be required for smaller front yard setbacks. An
alternate plan should not be considered that requires variances, particularly when there is not
significant public benefit.
Response 4.0-10: As a result of the Cluster Development, no variances are
required and none are being requested. Refer to Response 4.0-7.
Comment 4.0-11 (Letter #1, May 4, 2006, Robert Geneslaw, AICP and Fred Doneit,
Planning Consultants, Town of Clarkstown): We would ordinarily suggest the Board give
consideration to the cluster (average density) proposal because of the reduction in on-site
impacts. However, the purpose of the cluster provision, Town Law Section 278 is "to enable
and encourage flexibility of design and development of land in such a manner as to preserve
the natural and scenic qualities of open lands." Since the latter will be difficult to achieve, we
suggest that the Board request that the applicant work toward providing modifications to the
plan that will reduce on-site impacts and improve the visual relationship with the Mountainview
condominiums.
Response 4.0-11: Discussion of the 11 Lot Cluster Alternative was the subject of the
DEIS Addendum, dated July 1, 2009, shown in FEIS Figure 1. The 11 Lot Cluster
Preferred Alternative has been modified from the original plan to eliminate all lots from
the vicinity of Mountainview Avenue in order to preserve steep slopes and avoid wetland
areas. Other than construction of the entrance road and associated landscaping, this
environmentally sensitive area will be left in it’s natural state to provide screening from
Mountainview Avenue and will be offered for dedication to the Town of Clarkstown.
Buffer areas, in the form of Conservation Easements have been provided along the
north, south and east property lines to provide screening from adjoining properties.
Landscaping and berms will be provided in these areas to reduce potential visual impacts
of the project. Street trees will be planted along the interior road frontages to provide
vegetative in-filling which will serve to camouflage the development from view along
eastbound NYS Route 59 and the long distance view from the eastbound NYS Thruway.
The applicant will commit to a one to one tree replacement for all trees removed from
areas to be dedicated to the Town, including the roadway and lots 12 and 13 to be
dedicated as conservation easements. As discussed, it is anticipated that buildings will
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be constructed with natural colored roofing and siding materials to further reduce potential visual impacts.
Per the request of the Planning Board, an emergency access connection to Mountainview Condominiums to the north has also been included on the subdivision plat.
In the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative approximately 7.2 acres would be graded to
accommodate the proposed 11 residential units, driveways and parking facilities, lawns
and landscaped areas. The is a reduction in disturbance of 1.3 acres compared to the
Standard Layout. The impervious area of this alternative is 2.0 acres, a reduction of 0.4
acres compared to the Standard Layout project. Cut and fill amounts would be
significantly reduced as shown in Table 1-1. Total slope disturbance would be reduced
from 8.5 acres to 7.2 acres, and steep slope disturbance (> 15 percent) would be
reduced by 0.5 acres compared to the Standard Layout. Similar to the Standard Layout,
less than one-tenth of an acre of Army Corps of Engineer (ACOE) regulated wetlands
would be disturbed - the disturbance would be subject to a Nationwide Permit No. 39.
Comment 4.0-12 (Letter #3, May 5, 2006, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The Alternative Subdivision Plans section discusses a "Standard Alternate
Layout" and an "Average Density Alternative." The document incorrectly refers to "cluster
development" as an "average density subdivision." The Planning Board should consider that
according to Town Law Section 278, "the purpose of a cluster development shall be to enable
and encourage flexibility of design and development of land in such a manner as to preserve
the natural and scenic qualities of open lands.”
Response 4.0-12: Development of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative meets the
objectives of Town Law Section 278, "the purpose of a cluster development shall be to
enable and encourage flexibility of design and development of land in such a manner
as to preserve the natural and scenic qualities of open lands.”
Comment 4.0-13 (Letter #3, May 5, 2006, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): Section 4.2.1, Standard Alternate Layout, discusses a subdivision with smaller
front yard setbacks. The "Standard Alternate Subdivision Plat," Drawing SA-1, varies more than
just the front yard setback. It varies almost all of the R-22 bulk requirements: reducing the front
yard from 35 feet to 20 feet, side yard from 20 feet to 15 feet and total side yard from 50 feet to
45 feet and increasing the floor area ratio (FAR) from 0.20 to 0.30. Granting of these variances
by the Zoning Board of Appeals could result in a precedent for varying required yards and FAR
on undeveloped lots throughout the Town. The bulk table on Drawing SA-1 has asterisks that
indicate "requested change per average density." This may be a typographical error. The layout
could be considered a cluster subdivision if the Planning Board were to determine that the
standard layout conformed to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and that the "Standard
Alternate Subdivision Plat" configuration protected open space and unique environmental
features on the site. However the impacts of this layout are similar to those of the proposed
action.
Response 4.0-13: Refer to Response 4.0-12.
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Comment 4.0-14 (Letter #3, May 5, 2006, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): Section 4.2.2, Average Density Alternative, discusses a cluster development of
12 single family detached dwellings. The "Average Density Subdivision Plat," Drawing AD-1,
reduces the front yard on the proposed road from 35 feet to 30 feet and the minimum lot area
from 22,500 square feet to 18,000 square feet and increases the FAR from 0.20 to 0.30. The
new Average Density Layout, while eliminating a cul-de-sac, proposes three flag lots and
protects only a small amount of open space.
Response 4.0-14: Discussion of the 11 Lot Cluster Alternative was the subject of the
DEIS Addendum, dated July 1, 2009, and is a significantly better alternative than those
initially considered in the DEIS.
Comment 4.0-15 (Letter #3, May 5, 2006, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): As I stated previously, a more practical alternative should be studied. This site is
between two existing mullti-family developments and has wetlands and steep slopes. A
clustered town house development of 12 could protect the environmental features of the site
and also be in keeping with the adjacent multifamily developments. A 12-unit townhouse would
be permitted, of course, only if the standard 12-lot subdivision was first found by the Planning
Board to conform to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Such a cluster development
would be similar to the 7-unit townhouse complex the Board recently approved north of this site
on Mountainview Avenue, known as Mountainview North and South.
Response 4.0-15: Discussion of the 11 Lot Cluster Alternative was the subject of the
DEIS Addendum, dated July 1, 2009, and is a significantly better alternative than those
initially considered in the DEIS.
Comment 4.0-16 (Letter #6, June 16, 2006, Salvatore Corallo, Commissioner of Planning,
County of Rockland Department of Planning): The County Planning Department wishes to
reserve comment on the proposed alternatives given that further information and additional
alternatives have been requested by the Town of Clarkstown. When new information or plans
are received, we request that they be sent to the County Planning Department for review with
respect to the DEIS.
Response 4.0-16: The DEIS Addendum, on the 11 Lot Cluster Alternative was sent to
the Rockland County Department of Planning for review and comment. The County's
comments on the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred Alternative are responded to in this FEIS.
Comment 4.0-17 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Dennis M. Letson, P.E., Deputy Director,
Town of Clarkstown Department of Environmental Control and Jose Simoes, Town
Planner, Town of Clarkstown): In the table that was provided on the second page, it indicates
that the no action alternative, which is existing conditions, the gravel driveways and the two
homes that were existing on the site previously represented 2.77 acres of impervious area, and
that both the proposed standard layout and the cluster alternative would actually create as a net
result less impervious surface which the plans don't seem to indicate.
In the full body of the DEIS that was previously submitted, the 2.77 acre number refers to the
total acres of grass and disturbed areas that existed on the site as a result of the previous
residences, so those numbers need to be revised.
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Response 4.0-17: The Applicant reviewed the 2.77 acres listed in the Table and Mr.
Letson was correct, 2.77 acres refers to the previously disturbed area, including grass
and impervious surface. The number in the Alternatives Comparison Table should be
0.77 for the impervious area of the No Action alternative. This error has been corrected
to read 0.77 acres in the Alternative Comparison Table.
Comment 4.0-18 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The cluster development allows the Planning Board to vary bulk requirements to
allow the development of the same number of residential units of smaller lots.
Response 4.0-18: Development under Town Law Section 278 for Cluster Development
states, "the purpose of a cluster development shall be to enable and encourage
flexibility of design and development of land in such a manner as to preserve the natural
and scenic qualities of open lands.” Development of the 11 Lot Cluster Preferred
Alternative meets these objectives, and thus the Applicant will seek authorization under
Town Law Section 278.
Comment 4.0-19 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Jose, Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The proposed bulk, which is shown on the cluster subdivision plat, decreases the
minimum lot size by 20 percent, that is from 22,500 square feet to 18,000 square feet. It
increases the floor area ratio from 0.20 to 0.30, so on a standard R-22 lot, a 4,500 square foot
home could be built, and that would have a FAR of 0.20, that as compared to a 5,400 square
foot home on an 18,000 square foot lot with the proposed FAR of 0.30.
Typically, there is a proportional decrease, not an increase, a decrease in the size of the homes
as the lot sizes decrease.
Response 4.0-19: As discussed in the DEIS Addendum, the Applicant has worked with
the Planning Board to establish lot specific FAR designations which has been listed right
on the subdivision plat to be submitted for approval.
Comment 4.0-20 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): The bulk table for the cluster also shows that setbacks are reduced, but they are
typically not reduced to the extent as proposed.
Response 4.0-20: The entire Bulk Table applicable to this subdivision, including
setbacks are listed right on the subdivision plat to be submitted for approval.
Comment 4.0-21 (Public Hearing, June 25, 2008, Jose Simoes, Town Planner, Town of
Clarkstown): I will provide the Board with a comparison of the R-22 zoning district versus the
R-15 and what is essentially in this cluster subdivision, an R-18, and I will just run that down.
For an R-22, as I mentioned, the minimum lot area would be 22,500 square feet. In this cluster
would be 18,000 and 15,000 square foot.
Lot width for an R-22 is 120, and R-15 is 100, and R-18, or this cluster subdivision they are
proposing 80.
The front setback is 35 in an R-22, 30 in an R-15. The proposed, what is proposed for this
cluster is 30. Side setback for R-22 is 20. R-15 is 20. This cluster is 15. Total side setback,
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