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1.0 REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Modified Project Plans
Since December 2008, the Applicant has modified its application by making the as-of-right
Residential Alternative plan presented and evaluated in the DEIS/DGEIS (Section 5.2) the
proposed project plan. This plan is primarily a residential, "as-of-right" subdivision plan
designed in accordance with existing zoning. Therefore, this FEIS/FGEIS (referred to
hereinafter as the FEIS) presents further description of the current proposed plan and its
potential environmental impacts where they differ from DEIS/DGEIS (referred to hereinafter as
the DEIS).
Revised project plans accompany this FEIS. See Figure 1-1 for the current concept plan. The
Phase 1/Phase 1A areas in the DEIS plan have been modified, with Phase 1, 2 and 3 areas
identified in the current proposed plan (Figure 1-2). The subdivision of the project, based on
neighborhoods, is presented in Figure 1-3.
Site Area Context
The project site is primarily vacant and wooded, an irregularly shaped property located in the
northwest portion of the hamlet of Rock Hill, in close proximity to Exit 109 on NYS Route 17.
The site is not presently served by municipal sewer or water utilities, nor is it located within an
established sewer or water district.
The existing roadway network within the project vicinity consists of the following major roads:
Glen Wild Road (C.R. 58), Rock Hill Drive, Katrina Falls Road, and NYS Route 17 (the
Quickway). Access to the project site would be from existing frontage on Glen Wild Road and
Rock Hill Drive.
The hamlet of Rock Hill is a small commercial hub of the community, consisting largely of a
variety of small commercial businesses that are located mostly on the local streets (Glen Wild
Road and Rock Hill Drive). As part of the rural community, the local streets provide significant
accessibility to the greater community of Thompson and Fallsburg from Route 17, while passing
directly past the project site frontage in several locations.
1.1 Brief Description of the Proposed Action
As-of-Right Residential Plan
As stated in the DEIS, it is the purpose and objective of the project sponsor to construct a
high-quality development that would provide varied and affordable1 (worker) housing
opportunities in Sullivan County through the construction of single-family residences,
townhomes and multifamily dwellings. The inclusion of a variety of housing types in the
development would provide housing for a wide range of people in the community including
starter families, seniors, empty nesters, and others. The site is well suited for medium density
residential development due to proximity to major transportation corridors and the existing Rock
Hill hamlet center.
1

As used in this document, the term “affordable” means housing that will be affordable to median income
persons and refer to new resident owners, not existing residents.
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Partially in response to comments received on the original site plan, particularly with regard to
potential impacts on the local transportation network and on local commercial businesses, the
project sponsor has selected the as-of-right residential plan to proceed in the environmental
review. As a primarily residential development, the project would help address an anticipated
need in the local area for new housing in the foreseeable future in part resulting from planned
redevelopment of The Concord Resort2 and the expansion of Stewart International Airport. In
addition, the reduction in proposed commercial uses in the project would eliminate the potential
economic impact to local businesses in the hamlet, and result in a significant reduction in
potential impacts on the local transportation network, which would have necessitated extensive
mitigation measures outlined in the DEIS.
The Applicant's currently proposed project is an as-of-right Residential Alternative plan, which is
a primarily residential subdivision plan designed in accordance with existing zoning. The
proposed project, which would be built in three phases, would result in the construction of a
total of 1,613 residential units and approximately 60,000 square feet of commercial space.
Slightly more than ten percent or 168 units of the total residential units proposed would be age
restricted, allowing only adults 55 years of age and older to reside in these units. It has not
been determined exactly where these units will be located, although the plan includes a portion
within Phase 1 construction. Pricing for age restricted units is contemplated to be market rate.
The Rock Hill Town Center development is proposed to be built over a twenty year period and
is planned to be completed by 2030.
The residential development would consist of 217 single family dwellings, 1,012 townhome
units, and 384 multifamily dwellings, totaling 1,613 dwelling units (see Figure 1-1). The
commercial portion of the proposed project would include the development of 60,000 square
feet of neighborhood retail adjoining the Rock Hill hamlet at Exit 109 of NYS Route 17.
The Rock Hill Town Center development would be serviced by central (private) sewer and water
facilities including a new on-site water storage tank and a new sewage treatment plant (STP) on
the west side of Glen Wild Road. Potable water would be taken from on-site groundwater wells
and distributed through a community water system that would service the project site alone.
The STP would collect and treat sewage from this project alone, discharging treated effluent to
the Fowlwood Brook east of Glen Wild Road. The STP, designed to be expanded as future
phases are developed, would be built in stages to optimize its operation.
Phase 1, construction of which is anticipated to begin in 2010, would result in 491 residential
units and 60,000 square feet of commercial space. This phase, expected to be completed by
2014, would be dependent on market conditions. The residential component of this phase
would include single family, townhomes and multifamily units. The commercial portion is
planned for neighborhood convenience retail uses (two, three or four separate retailers, or
possibly a small supermarket3). Access to the proposed development would be taken from Glen
Wild Road on the east and Rock Hill Drive on the south via two roads to be offered to the Town
for dedication as public roads. Access within the individual neighborhoods in the development
would be provided via internal systems of roads to remain privately owned and maintained.

2

Sullivan County Democrat, March 27, 2009: "In a press release issued this week, [Empire Resorts]
stated that it has entered into an agreement with Concord Associates to keep its existing operations at
Monticello Raceway while also working with developer Louis Cappelli to create a new racino at the
Concord in Kiamesha Lake – barely four miles away."
3

Retail component will not include a gas station.
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Table 1-1 summarizes the various components of the entire proposed development program for
the Rock Hill Town Center.

Table 1-1
Rock Hill Town Center Development Program
As-of-right Residential Alternative Plan
Upper
Glen
Lower
East
West
Wild
West
Side
Side
South
Side
Single-Family Dwellings (du)
117
95
5
One-Family Attached
204
320
Townhomes (du)
Multifamily Dwellings (du)
192
192
Commercial Development
(sf)
Phase 1
Total Residential (du)
Total Commercial (sf)
Future Phase(s)
Total Residential (du)
Total Commercial (sf)

North
Side

217
488

117
0

1012
384
60,000

60,000
0
60,000

Totals

396
0

95
0

491
60,000
517
0

488
0

1122
0

Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2009.
Notes: Approximately ten percent of the units in each phase are set aside for residents age 55 years and older.

The total population, including the number of school-age children to be generated by the
project, was calculated based on student multiplier data available from Rutgers University,
Center for Urban Policy Research.4 According to these multipliers, the Rock Hill Town Center
project as a whole could increase the population of the Town of Thompson by 3,825 persons,
including 432 school age children. For proposed Phase 1, the projected population increase is
1,149 persons, including 139 school age children.
Overall Development Concept
The overall development concept for the current Rock Hill Town Center plan is similar to the
original plan in that it proposes a series of residential neighborhoods on the property, but differs
in that it includes only a single commercial building off of Rock Hill Drive for convenience retail
use. A single family neighborhood is now proposed where previously a regional shopping center
was shown and the STP site is now located on the west side of Glen Wild Road, in place of the
60 townhouses previously referred to as the Glen Wild Neighborhood. The plan continues to
include no development on the southerly parcel east of Glen Wild Road. The area of this open
space lot has not been used in the development capacity calculations.
Refer to Figure 1-3 for an illustration of the current development plan, which shows the five
distinct residential neighborhoods, consisting of the following:

4

Residential Demographic Multipliers. Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, June 2006.
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y

The Lower West Side neighborhood would consist of a mix of single family detached
and two-family dwelling units with access to Rock Hill Drive via the main internal
connector road. The commercial component would have access from both the internal
Town road and Rock Hill Drive. A club house and recreation facilities are included in the
plan. The commercial component and Town road are included in proposed Phase 1; the
remainder of development would occur in the future phase.

y

The East Side neighborhood would consist of the development of multifamily dwellings
and townhomes with access to one of the two internal connector roadways. A club
house, outdoor pool, and large commons area are proposed for the East Side
neighborhood. This neighborhood is included in proposed Phase 1.

y

The Glen Wild South neighborhood would consist of a mix of single family detached and
two-family dwelling units with access to Glen Wild Road via the main internal connector
road. Glen Wild South is in the location of the Town Center commercial park in the
original plan. Recreation facilities, developed with Town input, will be included in this
neighborhood . There is no Town Center development proposed in the as-of-right plan.
This neighborhood is included in proposed Phase 1.

y

The Upper West Side neighborhood would consist of the development of a mix of
multifamily and townhome dwelling units with access to the internal connector roadway.
A club house, outdoor pool, and large commons area are proposed for the Upper West
Side neighborhood. This neighborhood is included in the future phase of development.

y

The North Side neighborhood would consist of the development of townhome dwellings
with access to Glen Wild Road via the main internal connector road. A club house and
recreation facilities are included in the plan. This neighborhood is included in the future
phase of development.
Neighborhood Associations

The Rock Hill Town Center Development will operate under multiple homeowner and
condominium associations depending on the community component and product type. These
associations will be created prior to the offering for sale of each phase, subject to the review
and approval by the New York State Attorney General. There will be a "master association"
responsible for the sewer and water systems that will serve all components in the entire project,
and separate associations for each neighborhood component responsible for its private roads,
walks and open space (i.e., one for each multi-family cluster and Commons area, one for each
neighborhood townhouse development, one for each neighborhood of single-family/two-family
units). It is likely that the master association will also oversee each individual association to
facilitate uniformity in management. It is anticipated that the commercial site will remain
privately owned and will share water and sewer services through easements.
Neighborhood Design
The basic elements of the neighborhood design in the layout of the Rock Hill Town Center
development are outlined below:
y

Individual neighborhoods would be created for definitive dwelling unit types single-family detached homes, townhomes, and multifamily dwellings - along
interconnected private streets accessed off of the main connector Town roads. The
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individual neighborhoods would be connected to the local transportation network by the
two main connector roads.
y

The curvilinear pattern of streets is proposed in response to the topography of the site.
The curvilinear pattern is better suited to following the natural grade for roads and
building sites resulting in less earth cut and fill, and therefore, less site disturbance.

y

The project as a whole would provide a variety of dwelling unit types, allowing a mix of
younger and older people, singles and families, moderate and higher income
households, in a socially and economically integrated development.

y

The overall site plan includes sidewalks and cross walks for pedestrian accessibility
throughout the interior of the project and connecting to the neighborhood commercial
component.

y

Neighborhood recreation facilities are proposed in four of the five neighborhoods for use
by the project residents.

y

A project-wide design for streetscape planting would provide street trees for shade, and
site landscaping on individual building sites. Where possible, existing wooded areas will
be preserved.

y

Multifamily buildings in the East Side and Upper West Side neighborhoods would be
located around a multi-use “commons" space approximately four acres in size to provide
opportunities for active recreation and leisure use as well as community events.

y

Homes are designed on small lots, and architectural elements such as front doors and
porches in proximity to the street edge would encourage neighborhood discourse. A
sidewalk system would encourage walking in and between the neighborhoods.

y

The convenience retail use is proposed on Rock Hill Drive where similar commercial
uses exist, and would be readily accessible to project and Town residents via a vehicular
connection to Rock Hill Drive and a pedestrian connection to the internal sidewalk
system.
Phase 1 Development

Rather than Phase 1A and Phase 1 development as described in the original plan, the current
plan is proposed in three phases. Phase 1 would include the following components. Refer to
Figure 1-2 for illustration of this plan and Table 1-1 for the dwelling unit breakdown.
y

A total of 491 dwelling units, including 45 age-restricted units, and 60,000 square feet of
neighborhood retail,5 is proposed in Phase 1.

y

A portion of the main north/south connector road and the main east/west connector road
to access the East Side and Glen Wild South neighborhoods. The connectors would be
built to Town specifications and offered for dedication to become part of the Town road
system. A clubhouse and associated recreation facilities as shown on the phasing plan
would be built in Phase 1.

y

A sidewalk will be constructed along Rock Hill Drive from the commercial driveway of
the project to the center of Rock Hill.

5
Retail component is planned as two, three or four separate retailers, or possibly a small supermarket (will not
include a gas station).
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y

Sewer and water services throughout the East Side and Glen Wild South
neighborhoods, a water storage tank on the north edge of the East Side, and a new
sewage treatment plant (STP) on the west side of Glen Wild Road. The community
water system would include several on-site groundwater wells that would supply
sufficient water for Phase 1. The STP would be built to accommodate Phase 1 and
designed to be expanded as future phases are designed.

y

A convenience retail facility on Rock Hill Drive serviced by the central sewer and water
systems.

y

Stormwater management facilities to accommodate the Phase 1 development area,
including underground infrastructure and surface water quality treatment basins to meet
current stormwater quality requirements.

y

An area is set aside on the proposed plan for a future Town amenity (park facility) off of
Rock Hill Drive.

Infrastructure (public roads, and sewer and water services) and recreational improvements that
service the Phase 1 residences would be built in Phase 1. Subsequent to Phase 1,
infrastructure and recreational amenities would be expanded to service the new portions of the
project.
Phasing of Development
There are several aspects of phasing that are relevant to the development of the Rock Hill
Town Center project. First is the general phasing of improvements including roads, utilities,
recreation areas and homes. Second is the NYSDEC SWPPP mandated regulations. Third are
traffic related improvements. These are discussed below.
The general phasing of improvements are broken out below by phases as illustrated in the
Phasing Plan, Figure 1-2.
Phase 1 will require the following construction:
y
y
y
y
y
y
y

Construct a portion of the north/south town road from Rock Hill drive to the north extent
of the East Side neighborhood.
Construct the east/west section of town road connecting the north/south road to Glen
Wild Road through the Glen Wild South Neighborhood.
Construct the water supply system including wells, pump houses, storage tank and all
trunk lines between the wells and storage tanks and in the town roads with stubs to
private roads.
Construct adequate sewer capacity for Phase 1 in the proposed plant. Construct all lines
in the town roads with stubs for private roads. Construct force main and pump station as
necessary for Phase 1.
Construct private roads in first sales areas with sales models and office.
Before the first certificate of occupancy for any neighborhood, construct recreational
amenity specifically set aside for that neighborhood.
Add all landscaping including street trees for each home prior towithin one growing
season of a Certificate of Occupancy being granted except for in winter, when a bonding
provision can be made until the spring planting season.
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Phase 2 will include the following items:
y Construct the balance of the north/south town road from the north extent of the East
Side neighborhood to its connection to Glen Wild Road.
y Construct the necessary water supply system for Phase 2 including any additional wells,
pump houses, storage tank and all trunk lines between the wells and storage tanks and
in the town roads with stubs to private roads. Construct force main and pump station as
necessary for Phase 2.
y Construct private roads in first sales areas with sales models and office.
y Before the first certificate of occupancy for any neighborhood, construct recreational
amenity specifically set aside for that neighborhood.
y Add all landscaping including street trees for each home prior towithin one growing
season of a Certificate of Occupancy being granted except for in winter, when a bonding
provision can be made until the spring planting season.
Phase 3 will include the following items:
y Construct the necessary water supply system for Phase 3 including any additional wells,
pump houses, storage tank and all trunk lines between the wells and storage tanks and
in the town roads with stubs to private roads.
y Construct adequate sewer capacity for Phase 3 in the proposed plant. Construct all lines
in the town roads with stubs for private roads. Construct force main and pump station as
necessary for Phase 3.
y Construct private roads in first sales areas with sales models and office.
y Before the first certificate of occupancy for any neighborhood, construct recreational
amenity specifically set aside for that neighborhood.
y Add all landscaping including street trees for each home prior towithin one growing
season of a Certificate of Occupancy being granted except for in winter, when a bonding
provision can be made until the spring planting season.
The construction aspect of phasing will follow NYSDEC mandated SWPPP regulations for
controlling site erosion during construction. The following is a schedule for erosion and
sediment control procedures to be followed during construction:
y Install and stabilize temporary gravel construction entrance/exits in accordance with
NYS standards.
y Install fabric silt fence.
y Construct temporary drainage swales and temporary sediment traps.
y Demolish any existing buildings and dispose of materials in a legal manner.
y Stockpile any rock from existing old rock walls for future use.
y Clear/grub new Town Road from Rock Hill Drive to Glen Wild Road.
y Construct temporary and/or permanent stormwater basins and swales.
y Construct storm, sanitary, and water line utilities.
y Prepare new Town Road subgrade and construct subbase courses.
y Clear/grub and prepare subgrade and construct subbase courses for private roads and
drives.
y Install storm, sanitary, and water lines for private roads and drives.
y Clear/grub home sites.
y Strip and stockpile topsoil, rough grade home sites. Slope cuts greater than 3H:1V shall
be protected with soil matting.
y Construct final drainage grassed swales. Grassed swales shall not come on line until
contributory areas have been stabilized.
y Construct final surface courses for roads and drives.
Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
1-7

Revised Project Description
Revised July 21June 5, 2009
y
y
y
y
y
y

Construct private homes.
Topsoil; fine grade; and seed, fertilize and mulch all disturbed areas.
Clean out and convert temporary sediment traps to stormwater ponds.
Inspect all erosion and sediment controls weekly and after rainfall events; repair as
required.
Water vegetation as required.
After the sites are stabilized and vegetation has become established, remove all
temporary erosion control measures.

Traffic improvements for Phase 1 and future phases are documented below in the traffic
subsection of section 1.3 Changes in Impacts from the DEIS.
1.2 Compatibility with Zoning and Land Use
The project site consists of approximately 527 acres of primarily vacant land located in the
vicinity of the Rock Hill hamlet in the Town of Thompson. Land uses in the site vicinity include a
mix of commercial uses, single family residential dwellings, and vacant land. The hamlet of
Rock Hill in the vicinity of the Glen Wild Road / Rock Hill Drive intersection hosts a variety of
commercial uses that include restaurants, service stations and office space. Glen Wild Road
north of Rock Hill Drive includes commercial uses eventually giving way to residential properties
and vacant land within about one-half mile. Some commercial uses occur in converted
residential structures and include such businesses as kennels and antique shops. Generally
speaking, outside the hamlet area land use takes on a distinctly rural character.
The project site falls in three zoning districts. The southern portion of the site with frontage
along Rock Hill Road is zoned Highway Commercial 2 (HC-2), the northern portion is Suburban
Residential (SR) and the eastern portion, located along Glen Wild Road, is Rural Residential
(RR-1). The eastern portion abuts an HC-2 zone. While the original project plan would have
required zoning changes to accommodate commercial land use in the center of the site, the
land uses proposed in the as-of-right plan are permitted uses for the applicable districts in
which they fall.
In accordance with the Town of Thompson site plan regulations, the proposed plan has taken
into consideration the public health, safety, and welfare, the comfort and convenience of the
public in general (including the prospective occupants of the proposed development) and of the
immediate neighborhood in particular as spelled out in Section 250-50 of the law. The
objectives of the project design highlight the following:
y
y
y
y

Traffic access - adequate points of access but not excessive in number, and safety
considerations at all new intersections, both internal and at access points with existing
public roads.
Circulation and Parking - adequate off-street parking (and loading spaces for
commercial uses) to prevent regular parking in streets. The internal circulation pattern
will provide safe accessibility within and between the various use areas in the site.
Landscaping and Screening - all recreation areas, parking and service areas shall be
reasonably screened from view of adjacent residential lots and public streets
year-round.
Fire and Police protection - all proposed structures shall be readily accessible for fire
apparatus and reasonably visible for police protection.
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y

Harmony with Community - the proposed project is of such size, location and character
to ensure it will be in harmony with appropriate and orderly development of the local
area.

1.3 Changes in Impacts from the DEIS
The following descriptions summarize changes in environmental impacts and related mitigation
measures associated with the modified project plan.
Geology, Soils, and Topography
The approximate area of land disturbance (affecting geology, soils, and topography) to
implement the current Residential Alternative plan is similar to the original plan. Like the DEIS
plan, the earth cut and fill quantities are projected to be balanced for the current plan under full
build out.
Surface Water
As with the DEIS plan, the current plan would incorporate stormwater management measures
that meet or exceed applicable New York State requirements for treatment of runoff from
developed areas (NYSDEC SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from
Construction Activity). Post-development stormwater discharge would meet "zero net increase
in rate of runoff" standards or better. An approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and
soil erosion and sedimentation control plan would be required prior to the start of construction.
As with the DEIS plan, the current plan would discharge effluent from the proposed sewage
treatment plant to Fowlwood Brook in accordance with an approved NYSDEC SPDES permit
that would stipulate the approved limits on discharge quantity and quality.
Like the DEIS plan, with the exception of the STP outfall no portion of the current plan would fall
within any flood prone area, nor would it disturb the bed and banks of any NYSDEC regulated
watercourse.
Ecology and Wetlands
The approximate areas of upland disturbance, wetland disturbance and introduction of
impervious surfaces (affecting vegetative cover, habitats and wildlife) is similar to the original
plan. Like the DEIS plan, the current proposed plan does not necessitate impacts to regulated
wetlands, and would necessitate filling of approximately one acre of non-regulated "isolated"
wetland. The DEIS descriptions of effects on ecology and wetlands are valid for the current
plan.
As described in the DEIS, as the site plan is advanced and refined there may be opportunities
to preserve tree stands within the overall development area. Prior to site plan approval a
landscaping plan would be prepared that would identify areas of tree preservation in conjunction
with the preparationbased on the engineer's final grading plans.
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Land Use and Zoning
Like the DEIS plan, the current plan would increase the built density in this portion of the Town
of Thompson. The current plan, however, would conform to the existing zoning for the property
-- require no changes in the zoning map nor zoning text changes -- and provide a limited
amount of commercial use on about 9.8 acres rather than expand commercial uses on about
96.9 acres of the site as proposed in the original plan. The commercial component of the
project has been reduced from 480,000 square feet to 60,000 square feet, while the number of
residential units has been increased from 1,340 to 1,613 households.
An overall comparison of the development density of the original plan versus the current plan is
outlined below (using net acreage for the calculation):6
y
y
y
y

In the DEIS plan, residential development (in the SR district as rezoned) was proposed to
be an overall residential density of approximately 3.9 dwellings per acre (du/ac).
In the FEIS plan, residential development (in the SR, HC-2 and RR districts) is proposed to
be an overall residential density of approximately 3.8 dwellings per acre (du/ac).
In the DEIS plan, the commercial development in the HC-2 district (as rezoned) was
proposed to be an overall coverage of 12 percent.
In the FEIS plan, the commercial development in the HC-2 district is proposed to be a
coverage of 14 percent.
Traffic

Based on input received during the public review process, among other considerations, the
Applicant has modified its proposal for Rock Hill Town Center to an as-of-right Residential
Alternative under which the commercial component of the project would be reduced by more
than 85 percent resulting in a significant reduction in traffic-related impacts. The 480,000
square feet of commercial development proposed off of Glen Wild Road has been reduced to
60,000 square feet of neighborhood convenience located on Rock Hill Drive. A revised Traffic
Analysis of the Residential Alternative has been prepared by Adler Consulting, dated February
27, 2009, and is included as FEIS Appendix E.7 This project change has resulted in peak-hour
traffic volumes being reduced by up to 60 percent. Peak hour vehicle trips have been reduced
from approximately 3,000 to 1,100 trips. Extensive mitigation measures were proposed in the
DEIS to offset the anticipated impacts of the original plan. Modified mitigation measures
commensurate with the potential impacts of the as-of-right Residential Alternative are now
proposed.
As a result of the project modifications, the mitigation measures proposed at the intersection of
Katrina Falls Road at Lake Louise Marie Road are no longer necessary (as relates to the
effects of this project) or proposed. The realignment of the intersection of Glen Wild Road and
Katrina Falls Road is no longer necessary or proposed. The widening of Glen Wild Road at the
original commercial site access is also no longer necessary.
6
The SR zone would permit variable densities based on unit type up to 8.07 du/ac for a 3BR MF unit. The
HC-2 zone would permit commercial coverage up to 30 percent.
7
Based upon an interim Phase 1 site plan, the revised traffic analysis utilized a unit mix of 84 single family
homes, 265 townhouse units and 192 multifamily units. The currently proposed project includes 95 single
family homes, 264 townhouse units and 192 multifamily units. It is not anticipated that this slight
discrepancy will have any significant impact upon the conclusions, nor the identified mitigation measures
discussed in the traffic analysis.
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Phase 1 Improvements
Under the current plan, it is proposed to signalize the following intersections:8
y Rock Hill Drive at Glen Wild Road
y Rock Hill Drive at the Route 17 westbound ramps
y Rock Hill Drive at Katrina Falls Road
y Katrina Falls Road at the Route 17 eastbound ramps
In addition to signalization of the intersections listed above, other off-site traffic improvements,
as described below, are proposed as part of the modified site plan:
1. Rock Hill Drive at Glen Wild Road/Katrina Falls Road
y
y
y
y
y

y

Widen Rock Hill Drive to a three-lane cross section (one lane in each direction with a
center turn lane) from Katrina Falls Road to west of the NY Route 17 westbound ramps.
Widen the westbound Rock Hill Drive approach to Glen Wild Road to provide three
lanes, a westbound through lane, a westbound through/right turn lane and an eastbound
receiving lane.
Widen the eastbound Rock Hill Drive approach to Katrina Falls Road to provide three
lanes, an eastbound through-right lane and two westbound receiving lanes.
Widen the Glen Wild Road approach to Rock Hill Drive to provide three lanes, a
southbound left-turn lane, a southbound right-turn lane and a northbound receiving lane.
Widen Katrina Falls Road to a three-lane cross section from Rock Hill Drive to the NY
Route 17 overpass. The northbound Katrina Falls Road approach to Rock Hill Drive will
provide a northbound left-turn lane, a northbound shared left/right lane, and a
southbound receiving lane.
As stated above, install and interconnect traffic signals at each of the intersections (Glen
Wild Road at Rock Hill Drive and Katrina Falls Road at Rock Hill Drive).

2. NY Route 17 Westbound Ramps at Rock Hill Drive
y
y

Widen the westbound Rock Hill Drive approach to the NY Route 17 westbound
on/off-ramp to provide three lanes, a westbound left turn lane, a westbound
through-right turn lane, and an eastbound receiving lane.
As stated above, install a traffic signal, provide a presence loop and interconnect signal
with Katrina Falls Road and Glen Wild Road signals.

NYSDOT had considered proposed improvements at the westbound ramp prior to the Rock Hill
project. Those NYSDOT plans included improvements to Rock Hill Drive which would require
the elimination of head-in parking as. access to some of the businesses of concern will be
consolidated by the State. The NYSDOT will compensate owners for the reduced access. The
NYSDOT is currently considering alternate plans which would not require the elimination of
parking. The Applicant has no proposed plan to remove this parking.
3. Katrina Falls Road and Rock Hill Drive
y

Widen eastbound Rock Hill Drive to provide one approach lane and two receiving lanes.

8

Traffic signal warrants are discussed starting on page 63 of the Revised Traffic Impact Study, dated
February 27, 2009, included as Appendix E.
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y
y

Widen northbound Katrina Falls approach to provide a left-turn lane, a left/right turn lane
and one receiving lane.
Install a traffic signal and coordinate with those at the Route 17 off ramps and Glen Wild
Road.

4. NY Route 17 Eastbound Ramps at Katrina Falls Road
y
y

As stated above, install a traffic signal, and coordinate with signals at Rock Hill drive and
Glen Wild Road.
Coordinate with NYSDOT for improvements to this location.

The NYSDOT is contemplating relocation of the eastbound ramp to Holiday Mountain Trail. The
Applicant will continue to coordinate its mitigation plans with NYSDOT, and will install the traffic
signal at the location designated by the NYSDOT ramp placement.
Full Buildout Improvements
In addition to those off-site traffic improvement measures identified for Phase I, the full build
condition will require widening the NYS Route 17 westbound off-ramp approach to Rock Hill
Drive to provide a separate right turn lane and widening Rock Hill Drive between Glen Wild
Road and the NYS Route 17 ramps to provide a four-lane section instead of a three-lane
section.
Since traffic impact is primarily a function of added traffic, milestones (or thresholds) for
implementation of the mitigation measures have been designated based on the volume of traffic
anticipated to be generated to specifically address potential traffic impact rather than identifying
milestones in terms of residential units or square feet of commercial development. The lead
agency's SEQRA Findings will identify specific milestones within Phase 1 that will trigger the
construction of specific proposed traffic mitigation measures. The Findings will also identify
milestones for future traffic monitoring designed to confirm whether the projected traffic
operating conditions are in fact occurring. FEIS Appendix I includes a draft SEQRA Evaluation
Form for Site Plan Applications after Phase 1, that would be finalized as part of the SEQRA
Findings to identify the milestones/thresholds (for traffic and other mitigation) to be evaluated
for any subsequent site plan submission.
Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant will be required to submit an estimate
from a qualified professional of the anticipated trip generation that the subject permitted work
would generate. These values will be added to the trips of any previous trip generation driveway
monitoring completed, to determine the aggregate traffic anticipated. If the next milestone is
forecast to be reached, the associated traffic mitigation measures will be constructed. Upon
completion of each portion of the permitted project, a trip generation monitoring study will be
completed at the site access driveways to confirm the trip generation estimate included with the
building permit application.
Should the results of trip generation monitoring exceed the established milestone level, or if
anecdotal evidence indicates that stipulated Threshold Performance Measures may be
exceeded, a traffic monitoring study will be conducted at specific intersections as identified by
the Town. This will insure the projected operating levels of service are achieved. Consistent
with the recommendation of NYSDOT (letter dated May 13, 2009 and included in Appendix D),
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a complete traffic study will be conducted at the conclusion of the construction of Phase 1, upon
completion of all identified Phase 1 mitigation measures.
In addition, at no time will queues in the ramps exiting NYS Route 17 be permitted to spill back
to the deceleration lanes of that roadway. For the westbound ramps it is recommended that the
maximum “back of queue” shall not be permitted to exceed 260 feet, while for the eastbound
ramps, maximum “back of queue” shall not be permitted to exceed 490 feet. (As a safety factor,
these values are 20 percent less than the storage space available on the ramp before the
ramps would reach the deceleration lane.) The new traffic signal to be installed at this location
will include a loop detector located 200 feet back from the stop bar. Should the queue extend to
activate this loop, the signal operation will be actuated to clear out the ramp.
Recommendations for specific milestones and the phasing of improvements have been
included in a letter from Adler Consulting, dated May 25, 2009, included in Appendix D,
Correspondence. The SEQRA Findings will include a matrix of all items with milestone
thresholds, i.e. traffic, wastewater treatment, demographic considerations, etc. Traffic
thresholds will be based upon the Adler recommendations which are accepted by or as revised
based upon discussion with the Town of Thompson.
Visual Resources
The site plan has been designed to work with the topography and is proposed to be phased so
that discrete areas of the property would be cleared and developed at any one time.
Nevertheless, due to the extent of existing forest on the project site, it is inevitable that
extensive areas would need to be removed to develop the property as allowed by zoning and
this tree clearing would be visible from identified locations off the site. It is anticipated that the
site plans will be further developed during the site plan review process to identify opportunities
for preserving areas of the forest between building clusters so that specific limit of disturbance
lines will be delineated on the plans to ensure such preservation.
The proposed Phase 1 development area is similar in size and location to the original Phase
1/1A area. The effects of the visual environment described in the DEIS for the original plan are
valid for the current plan. In addition, the potential view of the project site from Route 17
eastbound was evaluated in April 2009. The trees on the ridgeline on the property come into
view for eastbound traffic approximately 9,300 feet west of the site, in the vicinity of Exit 106,
and remain in view to the Bridgeville Bridge approximately 2,500 feet west of the site. Over this
1.3-mile stretch of road, the view from the highway includes a vista toward the west-facing
slopes of the subject site, framed by woods and topography on both sides of the highway. The
width of the vista actually narrows as the viewer approaches the site, and due to the angle of
view, off-site tree cover in the foreground obscures view of the site from the closest potential
view point (Bridgeville Bridge).
Like the DEIS plan, a portion of Phase 1 construction would occur on the ridgeline. In relation to
the entire length of the ridgeline on the subject site that is visible from the west, the change in
the view would encompass less than one-fifth of the ridgeline. Given the prominence of the
ridgeline view from Route 17 eastbound, visibility of some of the proposed buildings may be
possible from the highway in the short term; ultimately, the proposed landscaping can be
expected to soften or hide their visibility. The current engineering plans show a single water
tank to be located in the approximate center of the subject property. The approximate top
elevation of this tank would be about 82 feet above the existing trees on the ridgeline. Study of
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sight lines indicates that the possibility of visibility of the upper portion of the tank would only be
likely from eastbound Route 17 west of the Bridgeville Bridge. It is anticipated that the water
tank would be painted a blue-grey color to minimize its visibility against the sky.
Overall, the change brought about by the developed project to the scenic views of the local
landscape including from Route 17, in the Applicant’s opinion, would not significantly affect the
viewers' appreciation of the scenic qualities of Sullivan County in any season of the year.
Historic and Archaeological Resources
The DEIS presented the Phase 1A archaeological studies performed for the project site and
identified the need for further evaluation. A Phase 1B investigation was undertaken and has
been substantially completed to the extent that it can be determined that no additional
investigative work will need to occur on the property and no significant cultural resources have
been identified that will necessitate protection. An end-of-field letter setting forth the
archaeologist's findings is provided in Appendix G. The report will be reviewed by the NYS
OPRHP. Concurrence from the State prior to the initiation of construction activity on the site will
be obtained.
Community Facilities and Services
A projection was calculated for the number of permanent residents and school-age children that
would be generated by the modified project plan. According to standard demographic
multipliers, the Rock Hill Town Center project as currently proposed could increase the
population of the Town of Thompson by 3,825 persons, including 432 school age children. For
proposed Phase 1, the projected population increase is 1,149 persons, including 139 school
age children. These projections compare with a total population of 3,260 persons, including 435
school age children, projected for the original project design, with a Phase 1 projected
population of 1,243 persons, including 143 school age children. The change in population
numbers is attributed to the change in unit mix of the increased total number of dwelling units..
In particular, similar numbers of school-age child population is projected (from the original plan
to the current plan) due to the new unit type mix. While it is possible that the population of this
project may resemble the seasonal characteristics of the general population of Sullivan County,
which is up to 30 percent less, to assess potential impacts on community providers in this
discussion the full projected population was used.
Police Protection
While the DEIS did not note any significant impact to the available police protection by the
Sullivan County Sheriff's Department and the NYS Police for the project, new fiscal calculations
for the project (described further below) indicate the Sullivan County would ultimately receive
$1,559,029 annually in property tax revenues at full buildout, from which any added costs for
police protection may be offset. This amount is a negligible change (less than one percent) from
the DEIS projected revenue.
Fire Protection
As for the DEIS plan, the number of volunteer personnel currently participating in the Rock Hill
Fire District exceeds the planning standards for fire service personnel for the entire Town of
Thompson, including the projected population from the current full development plan. As noted
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in the DEIS, the fire district would ultimately require additional equipment to provide adequate
fire protection services for the fully built project. As the Fire Chief stated in the DEIS, it is
expected that this increase in cost would be funded from the additional tax revenue received
from the project, which has been recalculated to be $297,384 for the current project plan. This
amount is a negligible change (less than one percent) from the DEIS projected revenue.
Ambulance and Hospital Services
Based on the new population projection for the current project and standard planning multipliers
for emergency services, the addition of permanent residents from the fully built project would
not have a measurable impact on ambulance and hospital services. As noted in the DEIS, the
Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps would require additional personnel and facilities to
provide adequate emergency services to the fully built project. New fiscal calculations for the
project (described further below) indicate the Corps would ultimately receive $53,663 annually
in additional property tax revenues from which any increase in costs for its services would be
offset. This amount is a negligible change (less than one percent) from the DEIS projected
revenue.
Schools
The Rock Hill Town Center project as currently proposed is projected to increase the school
age population of the Town of Thompson by 432 children, over a span of up to twenty years to
full buildout. For proposed Phase 1, the projected school age population increase is 139
children over a four to five year period.
For the currently proposed as-of-right project, the projected tax revenue to the school district is
$4,151,486. This amount is a negligible change (less than one percent) from the DEIS
projected revenue. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312, if all of the units were
year round units, resulting in a potential deficit of $369,826. However, to reflect the existing
demographic scenario of the Town population where only 70 percent of the units have
permanent year round use, the projected cost to the school district from this project would be
reduced to $3,160,732, resulting in a net annual surplus to the district of $990,754. Whether a
deficit or surplus, the funds generated by the project would be used to offset the cost to the
district to service the project.
Mitigation Measures for Community Facilities and Services
The gradual construction of the project and occupancy of units over time (four to five years for
Phase 1 and up to twenty years for the entire project) would allow for a gradual increase in
population and building development in Rock Hill Town Center, thus potential increases in
demand for community services would be introduced gradually over time. Similarly, tax
revenues generated would also increase as the project is developed.
These analyses indicate that, to the extent that the proposed project results in impacts to
community services, tax revenues generated by the built project can be expected to offset a
portion if not all the public costs for those services. As demand for community facilities and
services grows over time, the tax rates on the various taxing jurisdictions will change to
accommodate the need, with tax payers in this development contributing their fare share for
such facilities and services. The subsequent phase(s) of the project, as they are proposed, will
need to evaluate and address any additional demand that would be attributable to future
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development of the project in light of actual local experience information, if available. The
Planning Board's Findings will include a SEQRA Evaluation Form to be used to evaluate future
site plan applications after Phase 1 (see FEIS Appendix I).
Fiscal Analysis
The current proposed plan will provide 420,000 square feet less commercial development than
the original plan. This decrease in on-site commercial development will result in reduced tax
revenues generated for the various taxing jurisdictions as compared to the original plan.
However this may be partially offset by anticipated expansion of existing businesses and
establishment of new businesses in the Rock Hill hamlet to accommodate the increased
population in this project seeking goods and services.
A revised fiscal analysis of the proposed as-of-right Residential Alternative development plan
(Proposed Action) has been prepared. The tax rates used remained constant to the rates used
in the DEIS in order to allow a direct comparison between the current proposal and the previous
plan. Assessment methodologies used are consistent with those used in the DEIS. However,
per the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential Alternative assesses the
Townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the projected assessed valuation,
and results in increased taxes to be paid by future townhouse residents.
Potential Fiscal Impacts
Projected annual property tax revenues were calculated by estimating the future assessed
value of the Proposed Action and multiplying that by the tax rate applicable to each taxing
jurisdiction.
To determine costs, the various service providers were contacted and interviewed to determine
what demand, if any, would be created by the new development. Impacts associated with
community services and facilities are summarized in DEIS Section 3.8.
The development’s projected tax revenues are then compared to anticipated costs to determine
the net fiscal effect that would result from construction of the Residential Alternative.
Projected Assessed Value
Table 1-5 provides a summary of the assessed value data for the proposed project. The
dwellings would have a market value that ranges between $179,000 for the one-bedroom
multifamily dwellings to $269,000 for the four-bedroom single-family detached dwellings. The
assessed value of each dwelling was determined by multiplying the market value by the Town
equalization rate. The 2008 equalization rate for the Town of Thompson is 72.4 percent. Tables
1-2, 1-3, 1-4 provide the assessed value for the various land use components of Rock Hill
Residential Development.
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Table 1-2
Total Market Value and Assessed Value
(Single Family and Townhomes)*
Number of Units
Market Value
Assessed Value per
Dwelling Unit

Type of Unit
Single Family
Detached, 4-BR
Single Family
Detached, 2/3-BR
Townhome, 2/3-BR

54

$269,000/DU

$194,756

163

$249,000/DU

$180,276

1,012

$219,000/DU

$158,556

$277,831,000

$201,149,644

1,229

Total

* The assessed value for the fee simple single family homes and fee simple townhomes was
determined based on the proposed sales value of the dwellings multiplied by the Town’s 2008
equalization rate. Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008.

Type of Unit

Table 1-3
Total Assessed Value
(Multifamily dwellings)*
Number of Units

Multifamily, 2-BR
Multifamily, 1-BR

192
192

Assessed Value per
Dwelling Unit
$105,966
$105,966

Total Assessed Value

384

$35,030,016

* The assessed value for multifamily residential portion of the development was determined

using the rental income approach.
Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008.

The tax revenues to be generated by commercial component of the Proposed Action were
determined by projecting the assessed value for the property, after development, and
multiplying that value by the current tax rates for each taxing jurisdiction. The projected
assessed value of the project was calculated by using construction costs for the proposed
buildings and adding the current land assessed value. This is the method that the Town of
Thompson Tax Assessor uses to generate the assessed value for all commercial property in
the Town.

Total Assessed Value

Table 1-4
Total Assessed Value
(Commercial)
60,000 sf Commercial

$4,905,500

Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008.

Table 1-5 summarizes the assessed value of the proposed development. The assessed value
of the Rock Hill Town Center development is projected to be $241,085,160.
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Table 1-5
Projected Assessed Value
Projected
Development Type
Assessed Value
Residential
Multifamily Dwellings
$35,030,016
Townhome Dwellings
$
$160,458,672
Single Family Dwellings
$40,690,972
Total Residential AV
$245,693,020
Total Commercial AV
$4,905,500
Total Project Assessed Value

$241,085,160

AV = Assessed Value.
Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008.

Projected Tax Revenues
Consistent with fiscal impact methodology9, the property tax revenues have been determined by
considering what would be generated if the development were completed and occupied today.
This approach recognizes that development often requires several years to be completed and
that inflation will increase costs and revenues over time. It assumes that the rising costs of
public services will be matched by an essentially comparable increase in revenues through
increases in the tax rate, all other factors being held constant.
The Rock Hill Residential Development would result in the conversion of vacant land to a mixed
use residential and commercial development. The increased market value of the project site
with these improvements would result in an increase in property tax revenues. In order to
estimate the property tax revenues that would be generated by the Proposed Action, the market
value and the assessed value for the proposed housing development must be estimated.
The market value of the project site, with these improvements, would result in an increase in
property tax revenues when compared to the revenues generated presently by the project site.
Table 1-6 summarizes the projected tax revenues for the Rock Hill Town Center project.

9

The Fiscal Impact Handbook, Robert Burchell and David Listokin, 1978.
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Table 1-6
Projected Tax Revenues
Rate (per
$1,000 AV*)

Total Property Tax Revenues

Taxing Jurisdiction

Sullivan County
Town General Fund (Outside Village)
Town Highway
Highway (Outside Village)
Library
Rock Hill Fire District
Rock Hill Ambulance
Monticello Central School District
TOTAL

$6.496040
$0.031860
$1.390969
$1.508657
$0.270344
$1.233522
$0.222591
$17.2200

$1,566,099
$7,681
$335,342
$363,715
$65,176
$297,384
$53,663
$4,151,486
$6,840,546

Source: Town of Thompson, Tax Receiver’s Office; Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
* Assessed Value. Values rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note: The total projected property tax revenue does not include the Rock Hill Light Tax for parcels:
32.-1-7 and 32.-1-10,

Sullivan County and Town of Thompson
Sullivan County would receive $1,566,099 annually in property tax revenues.
Table 1-6 estimates the annual property tax generated by the proposed Rock Hill Town Center
residential and commercial development. The Town of Thompson General Fund would receive
$7,681 annually. The Thompson Highway Department is anticipated to receive an estimated
$699,057 in taxes from the proposed development.
Rock Hill Town Center would also generate $65,176 annually in revenues to the E.B. Crawford
Memorial Library.
Monticello Central School District
Rock Hill Town Center would generate annual property tax revenues of $4,151,486 to the
Monticello Central School District. Since school costs typically represents the largest share of
costs associated with any residential development, the cost to the school district is calculated.
Based on information published by the Monticello Central School District the District’s adopted
budget for the 2007-2008 school year totaled $69,812,716, with $36,296,867 of the budget
raised through property taxes. The School District’s enrollment for the 2007-2008 school year
was 3,468 students based on information provided by the Superintendent’s office, resulting in a
per student cost raised through taxes of $10,466.
The total number of school-age children to be generated by the project was calculated based
on student multiplier data available from Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research,
Residential Demographic Multipliers, June 2006. The population of school age children
projected for the Proposed Action would be approximately 432 children over the fifteen year
build out period. The costs associated with a population of this size would be $4,521,312
annually resulting in a net annual deficit of $369,826. However, if the project's population would
mirror the Town's population, i.e., 30 percent of all housing units are seasonal, then the school
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age children population would be reduced to 302 students over a twenty year build out period.
The costs associated with a population of this size would be $3,160,732 annually resulting in a
net annual benefit of $990,754.
As noted, the proposed action would be constructed in phases. The first Phase is expected to
be completed by 2014. The population of school age children projected for Phase 1 would be
139 school age children. Once complete, Phase 1 would increase the total costs to the District
by $1,454,774 compared to school tax revenue projected to be $1,249,827. These children are
likely to arrive in the Monticello School District over a four to five year period resulting in an
annual school age population increase of approximately 30 new children. If the project's
population would mirror the Town's population, i.e., 30 percent of all housing units are seasonal,
then the school age children population would be reduced to 97 students over a four to five year
build out period. The costs associated with a population of this size would be $1,015,202
annually resulting in a net annual benefit of $234,625.
It is noted, inherent to the budget, are costs associated with capital improvements for facility
expansions in the school district in the amount of $9,360,9043 or 14 percent of the total budget.
The budget information published by the District does not specifically source the capital
expenditures, but State Aid and Property Taxes account for 38 percent and 51 percent,
respectively, of the total revenues. The analysis of costs for the students of full-time residents
(without factoring in any seasonal development) shows that there would be a net annual benefit
to the School District of more than $1,000,000 which could be used to supplement the capital
improvement program of the schools.
Other Special Districts
At full build out the total annual tax revenues to the Rock Hill Fire District would be $297,384.
The Rock Hill Ambulance Corps would receive $53,663 annually in project-generated tax
revenues.
Utilities
Wastewater Treatment and Water Supply
The modified project layout, which increased the number of residential units and reduced the
amount of commercial development, is projected to use 426,000 gallons per day (gpd). This
usage compares with 410,000 gpd projected for the original plan, or an increase of
approximately four percent.
The current proposal incorporates construction of a new sewage treatment plant (STP) on the
west side of Glen Wild Road. The STP would collect and treat sewage from this project alone,
discharging treated effluent to the Fowlwood Brook east of Glen Wild Road. The STP would be
designed to be expanded as future phases are developed, and built in stages to optimize its
operation. The facility will require review and approval by NY State to meet specified regulatory
limits based on a level of discharge that has been designed to avoid any significant adverse
effect on surface waters.
It is anticipated that the level of treatment at the Rock Hill town Center STP will be equal to the
existing Emerald Green Treatment Plant. An assimilation study was performed on June 5th,
2009 based on current flows in Fowl Wood Brook. The depth of water in the brook was 6 inches
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which equated to a flow of 32.71 cubic feet per second. The estimated discharge from the
proposed plant will be 0.69 cubic feet per second. This dilution ratio then is 1:47.
The relocated STP is depicted on the updated drawing set included with this FEIS. It is
important to note that should the location of the STP be approved by the NYSDEC, then the
State will require a mitigation plan to offset potential impacts to residences within the
recommended 500 foot setback. The State has review and approval authority over that plan.
As with the original plan, water supply for Phase 1 would be from groundwater wells on the
project site. Additional wells will need to be installed for the subsequent phase(s) that conform
to NYS requirements to demonstrate adequate yield and protection of the groundwater supply
without adverse effects.
Solid Waste
Solid waste generation for the current project is calculated to be in the same order of magnitude
as for the original plan. As with the original plan, existing solid waste facilities and transport
systems are projected to be able to accommodate the proposed project without significant
adverse effect.
Construction-Related Air and Noise Impacts
Effects on air resources and noise during construction of the current project are essentially the
same as for the original project. However, the timeframe for project buildout has increased from
15 years to 20 years, thus the duration of construction-related impacts would increase.
Mitigation of unavoidable impacts would include adherence to the Town noise ordinance, and
implementation of conventional methods of dust control, limitation of the area of disturbance
open to construction operations at any one time, and selection of the most appropriate rock
removal techniques where rock excavation is needed.
2.4 Approvals, Reviews and Permits
There are no changes to the list in the DEIS of reviews, permits and approvals necessary to
implement the action, with the exception of the following. There would be no need for the Town
of Thompson Town Board to grant zoning map changes relative to commercial uses (RR-1 to
HC-2), or residential clustering (HC-2 to SR), or zoning text changes relative to retail parking;
and there would be no need for the Town of Thompson Zoning Board to grant a variance in lieu
of the zone text change for parking described above. Like the original plan, a Special Permit
would need to be granted by the Town of Thompson Town Board to allow multifamily dwellings
and the STP in the SR zone.
The following reviews, permits and approvals would be necessary to implement this action:
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Federal
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
y Nationwide Permit (Phase 2 and/or Phase 3)
New York State
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation10
y SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities
y SPDES Permit for Sewage Treatment Plant (STP)
y Permit for New Water Supply
y Water Quality Certification
y Permit to disturb 100-foot Wetland Buffer (utility lines to the STP)
y Permit to disturb Stream Banks (STP outfall)
y Approval of plans for wastewater collection system, pump stations and treatment facility.
New York State Department of Transportation
y Highway Work Permit
New York State Department of Health - Monticello District
y Public Sewer and Water Service
Sullivan County
Sullivan County Planning Department
y 239 GML Review
Municipal
Town of Thompson Planning Board
y Subdivision
y Site Plan Approval
y Phases 1, 2 and 3
y Special Use Permit Approval
y STP in SR Zone
y Multiple dwellings
Regional
Delaware River Basin Commission
y Ground and Surface Water Withdrawal in the Delaware River Basin

10

No permit is needed for the sewage collection and pumping station. Permit is only needed when discharging to a
stream, which is listed in the DEIS. Source: Keystone Associates, August 2008 via email.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 2-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am concerned that the large scale of the proposed
development will have a detrimental effect on my quality of life and on the overall well-being of
my community.
Response 2-1: The analysis of potential adverse impacts on community services
included in the DEIS/DGEIS was based upon the adopted Scope and disclosed that
either no significant adverse impacts on police protection, fire protection, emergency
medial services, or schools were anticipated from the then proposed action, or that the
impacts would be mitigated.
In response to comments received on the DEIS/DGEIS, among other things, the
Applicant has chosen to move forward with the As-of-Right, Residential and
Convenience Retail Alternative presented in the DEIS/DGEIS. Under this development
plan, as indicated in Table 2-1, the commercial component of the project would be
reduced from 480,000 square feet to 60,000 square feet (87.5 percent) while the
number of residential units would be increased from 1,340 to 1,6713 households
(20.44.8 percent). As documented in the Alternatives Chapter of the DEIS/DGEIS, the
As-of-Right Residential and Convenience Retail Alternative would result in impacts
similar to or less than those that would result from the Proposed Action presented in that
document. As indicated in DEIS/DGEIS Table 5-1, reproduced in part below as Table
2-2, the anticipated impacts on community services associated with the As-of-Right Plan
would be similar to, or less than, those disclosed in the DEIS/DGEIS for the previously
proposed plan.
Table 2-1
Rock Hill Town Center Development Alternatives
Dwelling Units

Commercial
Square
Footage

Alternative

Previously Proposed
Action
Currently Proposed
As-of-Right Plan

Single
Family
448

Townhouse
Quad
508

Multifamily
384

Total
1,340

480,000

217197

1,0192

384

1,6713

60,000

Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008
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Table 2-2
Comparison of Alternatives
Proposed
2007
Regional/Town
Previously Proposed No Action
As-of-Right
Proposed
Commercial and
Action
Alternative
Alternative
Plan
Residential
Residential
Residential
Type of
Residential with Town
Commercial with
with
None
with Town
Development
Commercial
Residential
Convenience
Commercial
Retail
Similar
Similar
1,340 residential units
Impact:
Impacts:
Greater Impact: About
with estimated
Population
Increased
200 more persons than
population of about
about 335
population of
Community
3,000 persons. Some
greater with under previous proposed
about 330
Facilities and increase in demand on No Impact
action. Greater demands
same
persons but
Services
on utilities because of
community services but
commercial
reduction in
increased commercial
property taxes
square
commercial
development.
generated would cover
footage as
square
costs.
proposed
footage.
action.
Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008

The Applicant notes that the proposed project would be constructed in phases over a
fifteen to twenty year period, thereby allowing existing services in the community to
gradually adjust to the elements of the project and avoid significant adverse impacts on
those services.
There were no significant impacts to the community both with regard to visual resources
and community services identified in the DEIS/DGEIS with regard to the original
Proposed Action. Under the plan presented in this FEIS, this would continue to be true.
Refer to Chapter 3.6 Visual Resources and Chapter 3.8 Community Services for
additional text relating to these areas of assessment.
Comment 2-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): As I have studied the DEIS and brought the project to the
attention of the Rock Hill community, I have been accused of being obstructionist and
anti-development. Rather than focus on the facts brought to light by the process, I have been
told that I need to generate popular support in the community for my positions. The issues
raised by the DEIS are supposed to prevent the merits of this project from being judged as if
they were contestants in some kind of political beauty contest. The facts - or absence of facts should speak for themselves. I believe this DEIS has left unanswered many questions that
should have been addressed before the document went out for public comment.
I believe the members of the Planning Board need to take a critical look at the process that has
brought us to this point. For a project of this magnitude and duration, a single public hearing
seems to be inadequate for communicating the community's concerns. The absence of our
summer residents means that a significant part of our community has not had an opportunity to
be heard. The goal here should not just be to meet the legal requirements for involving the
community. The goal should be to actively recruit the community's involvement. As a step in
that direction, you may wish to consider adding a public comment session to each of your
meetings, as is done at the Town Board.
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I do not intend to address all the deficiencies of the DEIS, as Robert Geneslaw did in his June
5, 2008 draft Completeness Review. I remain concerned that Mr. Geneslaw's comments may
not have reached the individual Planning Board members on a timely basis. I do not believe the
individual Board members gave sufficient attention to that review document. It is
understandable that a non-expert may feel intimidated by the hundreds of pages in the full
DEIS. However, Mr. Geneslaw's memo was only 18 pages long and it was written in
non-technical language. It was in effect the mid-term report card on the DEIS and it should
have generated a very lively discussion among individual Board members.
You also need to look at the absence of substantive discussion at the meeting in which you
certified the completeness of the DEIS. At a bare minimum, reference should have been made
to the open points listed in the 15-page Response to Comments, which was submitted by the
applicant on September 10. As an outside witness to this process, the absence of discussion
about the DEIS made us question whether you as individuals are sufficiently involved in the
decisions that are being made about this development, especially after I heard the lively
discussions about much smaller projects that occurred at that same meeting.
Response 2-2: The Planning Board as Lead Agency under SEQRA is required, by law,
to take a hard look at the Proposed Action to determine the possibility of its
development leading to significant impacts to the environment, the community, etc. To
that end, the Planning Board has met the obligations set forth by the State of New York
from the issuance of a positive declaration, to the development and adoption of a project
scope, through the internal and public review of the DEIS/SGEIS prepared for the
project.
In meeting the “hard look” requirement, the Rock Hill Town Center DEIS was reviewed
prior to and discussed at many meetings including those conducted on April 23, 2008,
September 10, 2008, September 24, 2008, October 15, 2008, October 22, 2008 and
December 10, 2008. Extensive comments from the Town’s Consultants (McGoey,
Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C., Robert Geneslaw Co. and Clough Harbor
& Associates) as well as from Planning Board members were presented to and address
by the Applicant during the SEQRA environmental review process. Copies of the
consultant’s letters can be found in Appendix D herein. These comments resulted in
changes to both the DEIS and the project plans to address the Town’s comments and
concerns.
Subsequent to the adoption of the DEIS as complete and the public hearing/public
comment period on the project, additional meetings were held, both between the Town
and the Applicant and with the public involved (formal planning board meetings) at which
the project and the SEQRA process were discussed. Additional comments were then
provided by the Town on the project related FEIS. These comments can be found in
Appendix D of this FEIS.
The Planning Board will continue to take its charge seriously and meet all future
obligations under the State Law including the development of a Findings Statement for
the project.
In order to provide the public an additional opportunity to contribute to the ongoing
SEQRA environmental review process, the Planning Board will hold a public hearing on
this FEIS. At that time, comments from the public will be solicited. Those comments will
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be carefully considered and needed changes to the project and/or the SEQRA record, if
any, will be made as required under SEQRA.
Comment 2-3 (Letter #3 Norman B. Gold, Levy & Gold, LLP, December 3, 2008): My wife
and I are new to Rock Hill; it will be four years in January. This is a second home and hope to
make it our retirement home in the near future so at that time we will be able to vote for our
representation in these matters.
We chose the area for its quite and slow pace of life, along with the uncluttered country appeal.
Since we have been here we have seen some attempted growth but the local area can not and
does not support this. It is not a bad thing to try, but these projects or businesses should never
have been started.
Response 2-3: Comment noted. The project site has three separate zoning districts
Highway Commercial, Suburban Residential and Rural Residential. The proposed
project would have developed the property with substantially the same overall mix of
commercial and housing allowed under the current zoning, but would have required
rezoning to allow the development to occur in a different pattern than the current zoning
would require.
The As of Right Alternative currently being proposed would not require rezoning but
rather would allow development to occur in conformance with the existing zoning. The
proposed primarily residential development is envisioned to occur over an extended
timeframe which should allow an adequate period for absorption of housing units into
the local community. The anticipated market would include employees drawn to the area
by the significant new commercial development that is planned in the area.
Comment 2-4 (Letter #4 Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): A project of this magnitude
consisting of almost 1400 homes housing almost 1900 families is so massive in the content that I
cannot believe the Town Of Thompson Planning Board could even consider a huge project such
as this in our small rural community.
Response 2-4: Refer to Response 2-3.
Comment 2-5 (Letter #4 Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): I implore you to use your
good judgment and protect our community and its residents and preserve our good health and
protection of our air and water resources and quality of life in general. The preservation of our
valuable and unique habitat is in your hands, this is where you and your families live remember
that.
Response 2-5: Comment noted. Refer to Responses 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3.
Comment 2-6 (Letter #7 John F. Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, Inc): As
proposed, the "town center" could have serious immediate and long term effects on
Wanaksink Lake, the corporation/club that represents its' members and property owners and
our surrounding communities. Those effects are both physical, in terms of potential damage
and hazards as a result of this project, and social, in terms of the impact on our Hamlet and our
current business district.
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Response 2-6: The Proposed Action as presented identifies all potential environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the residential and smaller
commercial segment of the project. Along with the potential impacts, mitigation
measures or means to offset those impacts have been identified. Regarding impacts
specific to Wanaksink Lake, while stormwater runoff will be conveyed to engineered
stormwater management facilities for water quality treatment prior to discharge off-site,
Wanaksink Lake is up-gradient of the project site and will not receive any runoff from the
project.
Regarding potential impacts to the Hamlet and the current business district, the
As-of-Right plan includes 60,000 square feet of commercial/retail floor space a reduction
of 87.5 percent from the plan presented in the DEIS/DGEIS. Significant impacts to the
existing commercial community are not anticipated to result from the introduction of the
new retail space. The purpose of the convenience retail portion of the project is to offer
shops and services not already available on main street. Introduction of additional retail
has the potential to benefit the existing shops and services through drawing customers
to the area and making it possible for both existing and new residents to find more of the
essentials in close proximity to their homes.
Comment 2-7 (Letter #7 John F. Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, Inc): The
proposed Rock Hill Town Center would threaten our existing town center, create unnecessary
environmental hazards, and potentially increase our taxes and the need for additional traffic
public services. Please lobby the Town of Thompson Board to deny all zoning changes, reduce
the size of the development for the present time allowing for future negotiations regarding
further development. Protect the community, protect our lands and deliver a message for all those
future developers that are going to follow these investors' footsteps.
Response 2-7: Though the proposed development of 1340 housing units and 480,000
square feet of commercial development would have required zone changes, the overall
number of housing units and area of commercial development would have been
substantially in conformance with the existing zoning but with a different spatial
arrangement of uses. Under this plan the tax impact would have been negligible, but the
traffic impact would have been significant. It was anticipated that the existing community
center would have benefited due to the traffic passing by en route to the new
commercial development thereby exposing potential customers to shopping
opportunities at existing businesses.
The preferred alternative, the as-of right Residential Alternative, would require no zoning
changes. It would have several benefits over the proposed plan. In particular the traffic
impact would be significantly reduced corresponding to a significant reduction in
commercial development. Since the buildout is projected to be twenty years the
increase in traffic and the perceived level of construction activity would be relatively low.
Since the development is planned to be phased with construction of separate
“neighborhoods”, the development will be concentrated in those areas under
construction and not spread out over the entire site.
Comment 2-8 (Letter #10 Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The majority of the Association members have indicated general support
for new development in the hamlet of Rock Hill; however, they feel that the current configuration
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of the project and the proposed density would be harmful to their quality of life in many areas of
environmental concern addressed in the DEIS.
Response 2-8: The configuration of the Proposed Action is different from that presented
in the DEIS/DGEIS based on comments received on the original plan, among other
things. Significant impacts would not result from the As-of-Right development assessed
in the DEIS/DGEIS and here in the FEIS. Also refer to Response 2-1.
Comment 2-9 (Letter #10 Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Recommendation 1: The development of the property should be reduced to
the as-of-right provided in the code for single family units as a maximum number of units
permitted for the site, without regard to the placement of the units. It should be noted that any
acreage allocated for commercial development would need to be deducted from the acreage
available for residential construction when calculating the residential development allowed as of right.
1. Table 3.4-2 in the DEIS provides an analysis to justify the requested number of units as an
as of right calculation." An "as of right" calculation is normally based upon the number of
dwelling units that could be permitted without the application of a special use permit, and prior to
the application of any requested zoning changes. This analysis does not deduct for land
constraints as required by the code, and includes the HC zoning code in the analysis since
single family homes are permitted by right at a rate of 1.9 units per acre. This Alternative zoning
density analysis would allow for a more acceptable unit count from the Association's
perspective.
Alternate Zoning Density Analysis
Lot
24-1-9
24-1-10
24-1-11
24-1-12
25-1-9
25-1-10
25-1-16
25-1-17
25-1-21.2
32-1-6
32-1-7
32-1-10
34.9-9.2
TOTAL

Gross Acres

Current zoning

50.5
0.4

SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
RR-1
HC-2
HC-2
HC-2
SR

60.0
25.3
50.5
48.8
17.0
4.4
105.0
44.8
49.7
38.2
25.7
561.3

As of right
du/acre
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
0.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9

As of right
maximum
95.95
78.66
114.00
48.07
95.95
92.72
32.30
8.36
94.50
85.12
94.43
72.58
48.83
961.47

Note: 25-1-24 and 25-1-15.2 were included in the description of the parcels in the beginning of the
DEIS but were not included in Table 3.4-2 of the DEIS.
Source: Town of Thompson Zoning Code.

Response 2-9: Net parcel area has been arrived at through the required deductions of
steep slopes, watercourses and wetlands from gross parcel area. No areas proposed for
commercial development were used to calculate residential density. The allowable
development density on the site for the proposed development has been reviewed by
the Town Engineer and the Town’s Planner. Their review comments regarding the
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language of the local zoning code and the methodology used in calculating allowable
uses and density have been incorporated in the development calculations.
The mathematical calculation of unit count for single family homes in the SR-1 district
and the HC -2 district as required in the code is a simple division of the net parcel area
by the allowable maximum density of 1.9 dwelling units per acre. The reason for
proposing rezoning HC-2 to SR-1 in the original proposal was to take advantage of the
allowable cluster provision with a special permit which would not increase density but
simply allow for a more environmentally friendly development. Multiple dwellings, as
defined in the code and referenced in the SR-1 Schedule, are calculated as lot area in
square feet per bedroom. This is a different density calculation density than that for
single family homes.
The as-of-right Residential Alternative does not propose any zone changes. In this plan
the development density is based on the existing zones and, as with the original
proposal, no commercial development area is used for the residential density
calculations.
Table 2-3
2009 As-of-Right Plan
Rock Hill Town Center - Zoning Yield
Summary
Commercial
Allowed
127,469 sf
Proposed
60,000 sf
Residential
Allowed
1,776 units
Proposed
1,6713 units
Source: Tim Miller Associates, 2009.
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Table 2-4
2009 As-of-Right Plan
Rock Hill Town Center - Zoning Yield
HC Zone South West Parcel - Commercial
Gross Lot Area
424,896 sf
Wetland Deduction
0 sf
Steep Slope Deduction
0 sf
Net Lot Area square feet
424,896 sf
Allowed Lot Coverage (30 percent)
127,469 sf
Proposed Lot Coverage
60,000 sf
HC Zone South West Parcel - Residential
Gross Lot Area
3,808,603 sf
Wetland Deduction
90,490 sf
Steep Slope Deduction
66,795 sf
Net Lot Area square feet
3,651,318 sf
Net Lot Area acres
83.8 acres
Zoning Density
1.9 units/acre
Allowed Units
159 units
Proposed Units
117 units
HC Zone South Central Parcel - Residential
Gross Lot Area
1,730,102 sf
Wetland Deduction
85,870 sf
Steep Slope Deduction
30,130 sf
Net Lot Area square feet
1,614,102 sf
Net Lot Area acres
37.05 acres
Zoning Density
1.9 units/acre
Allowed Units
70 units
Proposed Units
46 units
RR-1 Parcel - Residential
Gross Lot Area
2,489,526 sf
Wetland Deduction
113,300 sf
Steep Slope Deduction
0 sf
Net Lot Area square feet
2,376,226 sf
Net Lot Area acres
54.55 acres
Zoning Density
0.9 units/acre
Allowed Units
49 units
Proposed Units
49 units
SR Parcels - Residential Multifamily
Gross Lot Area
12,040,065 sf
Wetland Deduction
326,980 sf
Steep Slope Deduction
950,650 sf
Net Lot Area square feet
10,762,435 sf
250-28-6 (1) MF 2 BR Unit Lot area per
2,073,600 sf
DU; 5,400 sf/unit x 384 units
250-28-6 (1) MF 3 BR Unit Lot area per
7,718,400 sf
DU; 7,200 sf/unit x 1072 units
Total Lot area needed
9,792,000 sf
Balance Net Lot area
970,435 sf
SR Parcels - Residential Single Family
Net Parcel Area
10,762,435 sf
Multifamily Area required
9,792,000 sf
Balance Net Lot Area square feet
970,435 sf
Net Lot Area acres
22.28 acres
Zoning Density
1.9 units/acre
Allowed Units
42 units
Proposed Units
5 units
Source: Tim Miller Associates, 2009.
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Comment 2-10 (Letter #10 Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008 and at the Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): On page 3.4-14, the
DEIS indicates that the site was designed with the goal of increasing the walkability of the site,
and creating pedestrian opportunities from multiple family residences to the new residential
community centers or the new shopping center. The residential development is over a mile from
the existing Rock Hill business area. As currently shown, it is over a half a mile from the
majority of the new homes to the stores within the new development. The Association would
prefer a plan that better integrates residential and commercial development with the existing
community, and provides new residents with opportunities to support the existing businesses on
Rock Hill Drive.
Response 2-10: The Proposed Action has also been designed as a walkable
community. It should be noted that the residents will decide whether or not its is worth
walking or driving to their destination; that is and will remain a personal choice. The
intent of the sidewalks is to allow those residents interested in walking to do so.
Unlike the development proposed in the DEIS/DGEIS, the As-of-Right plan lacks the
retail center, This plan therefore significantly reduces potential competition between the
existing and new shops. By eliminating 420,000 square feet of retail floor space and
introducing new residents, it is expected that these new residents will have opportunities
to support the existing businesses on Rock Hill Drive.
Comment 2-11 (Letter #12 Martin & Fran Kotler, December 16, 2008): We have been told
about a large new housing project in Rock Hill. We recently built a new house at 5 Brighton
Lane in emerald green (not a ronstein house). This expensive house was put up to enjoy the
small time feeling we get in Rock Hill. We have been paying high taxes to enjoy this
community.. please do not approve this project.
Response 2-11: Comment noted.
Comment 2-12 (Letter #13 Arlene Shapiro, December 19, 2008): Now that I have moved to
Rock Hill, living in Sullivan County has been blissful. The hamlet of Rock Hill is what living in the
country should be, and I tell everyone I know what a delightful experience it is. I have always
believed that if it is not broken, don't fix it. And now Rock Hill will be reconfigured, traffic lights,
two lanes, and who do you think is coming up to Sullivan County to BUY homes. My guess is no
one.
Response 2-12: Comment noted.
Comment 2-13 (Letter #13 Arlene Shapiro, December 19, 2008): Tell me about the Concord.
There is absolutely no guarantee that the Concord will ever be rebuilt, and if it is, wonderful, but
wait and see. There are plenty of homes to be bought in Sullivan County for the staff of the
Concord without blasting Rock Hill and building 1,500 homes, along with stores. Wait and see if
there is a need. Right now half of Emerald Green is for sale and from what I can see, there are no
sales, nor are there sales anywhere, unless the price is ridiculously low. In these economic
times, to approve this project is a major mistake. Very few people have an interest in buying
year round homes in Sullivan County, and to say this is for the Concord when at this time there
is no Concord is a major mistake.
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Response 2-13: The developers of the Concord project would be the best source of
information with respect to the status of that proposed development. The current
restrained development atmosphere will, as history has demonstrated time and again,
yield to a subsequent economic upturn in the future. It is anticipated that in the time
required for completion of review and approvals of this project, that the housing market
will rebound.
The project is proposed in phases with full build out not planned for up to 20 years from
now. Over this time, it is expected that the housing market will continue to strengthen.
The population of the area is expected to continue to grow in response to demand for
second homes and to the projected increase in the job market from private development
and public sector development, particularly, for instance, in the expansion of Stewart
International Airport.
Comment 2-14 (Letter #13 Arlene Shapiro, December 19, 2008): Rock Hill residents don't
need commercial building, as we live in the country, and we are more than happy to get into our
cars and drive to Middletown or Monticello. The commercial property is just fine in Rock Hill, just
the way it is.
Response 2-14: Comment noted. The Applicant has reduced the size of the commercial
development by 420,000 square feet (87.5 percent). The remaining commercial space
of 60,000 square feet is intended to be used for providers of locally consumed goods.
Comment 2-15 (Letter #13 Arlene Shapiro, December 19, 2008): And to state that we need
homes here for doctors is absurd, as there is a huge selection of homes in Sullivan County for
doctors to choose from. The new CEO of Harris Hospital recently moved to Emerald Green. We
have doctors living in Emerald Green, very happily, and we welcome them with open arms.
Response 2-15: Comment noted.
Comment 2-16 (Ellen Hoffman, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I'm here as a resident
of Rock Hill. And I want to make it known that I used to be the MRDD, mental retardation
coordinator for Sullivan County. And I've known about the plans to build a YMCA in Sullivan
County since they were first a twinkle in this gentleman's eyes, and was really excited to hear
that there was going to be a Y in Rock Hill. However, I think the cost of putting a Y in Rock Hill
in terms of quality of life has become incredibly unreasonable.
Response 2-16: Comment noted.
Comment 2-17 (Ellen Hoffman, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): This looks to me like
an updated version of Levittown. The townhouses that we have in Emerald Green now cannot
be sold. They're being rented. They look like a not very good version of garden apartments
because that's how they're maintained. They looked very nice when they were put, but they
cannot be sold. They can be rented to people that are commuting from Orange County. They're
not people that are working or contributing to Sullivan. I'm really concerned that we’re going to
have either a lot of houses standing empty or bringing in people from outside the community to
use this as a bedroom community, live here, cause traffic jams.
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Response 2-17: The visual appeal and maintenance of the Emerald Green
development does not fall under the review of this project.
Regarding housing concerns, the homes to be sold as part of this project are expected
to range in price from $179,000 to $269,000. The 2007 median value of a house or
condo unit in the Town of Thompson was $168,689. While the current market downturn
has limited the number of home sales across the nation, it is expected that the
economy, and with it the housing market, will recover resulting in a rebound in housing
sales.
Significant traffic impacts are not expected as a result of the Proposed Action. Refer to
Chapter 3.5 Transportation for details on the updated traffic analysis performed for the
development presented in this FEIS/FGEIS and associated mitigation measures.
Comment 2-18 (Ellen Hoffman, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): They're looking to
lease the Frontier building. We think now we're going to fill 48,000 square feet of another
building, 80,000, whatever it is?
Response 2-18: The DEIS/DGEIS plan included 480,000 square feet of retail space.
The As-of-Right plan presented in the DEIS/DGEIS as an alternative proposes 60,000
square feet, a reduction of 87.5 percent.
While the current economy has resulted in corporate down-sizing and the closing of
businesses, it is expected that the economy will adjust with subsequent growth in the
commercial sector. With the construction of the retail facilities years away, it is the
Applicant’s opinion that new retail space will be filled as population growth continues to
occur in the region. While the market will drive the development schedule for the
commercial component of this project, it is expected that construction of these facilities
will be completed towards the end of Phase 1.
Comment 2-19 (Ellen Hoffman, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Our president says
we're in a recession and it's going to be years before we're out of it. Where are we going to get
the money to build such a thing? And then where are the loans going to come from for people
to buy these things and how are people going to be able to maintain them? We're the poorest
county in the Hudson Valley, we've got the highest unemployment rate. Our property taxes are
going up seven percent, our weather is terrible. And we think that people are going to come
because it looks pretty on paper? I'm sorry, I've been living here for 25 years. You know, it's not
build it, they will come. There's a seven-story building sitting in Monticello waiting, painted pink,
because somebody thinks that's what Monticello looks like, and I'm waiting to see who's moving
in. Thank you for your consideration.
Response 2-19: The build out period for this project is 15 to 20 years. It is expected that
the country will climb out the recession and if not the start of construction may be
postponed accordingly. The housing market is expected to recover as population growth
and immigration continues to occur in the region. It is important to note that, even
though the housing market has been in a slump, homes continue to be bought and sold.
As always, money for the purchase of homes, including those proposed as part of this
project, will come from a variety of sources including personal savings, investments,
loans from banks, family members and other as well as income. Upkeep will be the
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responsibility of the Home Owner’s Association and the residents. Fees associated with
maintenance are known to the buyer up front so that they can budget this expense.
The money to build the project will come from the owners; this is not a public project for
which federal, state or local funding will be required.
Sullivan County is not within the Hudson Valley. The unemployment rate for the county,
while higher than some in the State, should have no bearing on the development of
private property.
Regarding the success of other projects, the availability of stores and land along Route
42, or anywhere for that matter, may be the result of numerous factors that may include
the economic downturn, location, the asking rental, sale or lease price, etc. As the
details regarding these locations as well as the Apollo Plaza are unknown, a
comparison, however direct or indirect, can not be made to the proposed development.
Comment 2-20 (Judy Cutler, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I feel the scale of the
proposed Rock Hill Town Center Development will have impacts on the area and the environment
that have been sorely underestimated. The traffic congestion, assault on the aesthetics, the
impact on natural habitats, the pollution of all kinds are far greater than what has been
presented.
Response 2-20: Comment noted.
Comment 2-21 (Judy Cutler, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): There is nothing about
the town center project that will perpetuate this history and reputation of Sullivan County and
the Catskills. It's just too much, it's just too big to conform to the integrity of the existing
neighborhood and will have too great an impact on the overall quality of life.
Response 2-21: Comment noted. The Proposed Action should not impact the history or
reputation of Sullivan County or the Catskills.
As documented in the DEIS/DGEIS:
“Construction of the project would increase the built density in the portion of the
Town of Thompson in which the site is located, but is not expected to impact the
land uses surrounding the project site. Vacant, wooded land would be replaced
by an attractive, medium-density mixed use development with housing and
commercial uses. The overall project is compatible with the existing land uses in
the vicinity of Glen Wild Road and Rock Hill Drive. These uses include
commercial and residential development. There are no uses located within one
half mile which would conflict with the proposed residential or commercial uses.
The proposed action would create shopping opportunities for its residents and
those within in the surrounding area. The proposed project is not expected to
significantly alter the character or local economies of its surrounding hamlet
areas, or significantly alter the character of the Town of Thompson. In the
Applicant’s opinion, the location of the proposed project -- being located at the
crossroads of a major interstate highway, would serve to minimize its effects,
and may result in attracting additional shoppers to nearby areas as a spin-off
benefit to existing businesses. Additionally, This development will be largely
screened from area roads due to the preservation of significant stands of
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deciduous and evergreen trees. Visual resources are addressed in Section 3.6 of
this document.”
Refer also to Response 2-1.
Comment 2-22 (Judy Cutler, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Unfortunately, I think we
can, I think we must all envision a scenario similar to this as a result of the Rock Hill Town
Center. It is just too much, it is just too big. Even when considering the first two phases which I
believe had been called 1-A and 1 rather than 1 and 2, as you referred to it, Steve, it is just too
much, it's just too big. This development will have a negative impact on every property owner in
the Town of Thompson and all of Sullivan County, not just Rock Hill.
Response 2-22: Based on the analysis contained in the SEQRA record, the Proposed
Action will not result in significant environmental impacts to all property owners in
Sullivan County or in the Town of Thompson. As documented throughout the
DEIS/DGEIS and elsewhere in this document, significant adverse impacts are either not
projected to occur or would be offset through mitigation.
Comment 2-23 (Jim Gollner, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And the other thing I want
to mention is as far as the development itself, I came up from a heavily populated area in
Westchester, and part of the reason that I like this area is, and I've been saying this since I moved
up here two years ago, I see Sullivan County as the next place. It's gorgeous, you have a lot to
offer. But I feel that if -- and these developers, they're not evil guys. I mean they want to do
something that's very presentable and they want do something that's obviously successful. That
being said, they probably want to get the most out of a particular land area that they can. But I
just feel that if we just grant developers free reign whenever they ask for it, that this area will
become kind of a hodgepodge and just you're going to lose the natural beauty.
Response 2-23: The Planning Board acknowledges that the proposed development is
in accordance with the current zoning laws of the Town. “Free reign” has not been
granted the Applicant as is evidenced by the changes to the plans that resulted from the
Town’s numerous comments on the project as well as those modifications to the project
made in response to comments from the Interested and Involved Agencies and those
from the Public.
It is important to note that, the intent of the SEQRA process is to balance decisions
regarding development projects between environmental, economic and social factors.
As documented in Section 617.1(d) of the State Code:
“It was the intention of the Legislature that the protection and enhancement of the
environment, human and community resources should be given appropriate weight with
social and economic considerations in determining public policy, and that those factors
be considered together in reaching decisions on proposed activities. Accordingly, it is
the intention of this Part that a suitable balance of social, economic and environmental
factors be incorporated into the planning and decision-making processes of state,
regional and local agencies. It is not the intention of SEQR that environmental factors be
the sole consideration in decision-making.”
Also refer to Response 2-3.
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Comment 2-24 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And basically what the
majority of the, what I've learned, that the majority of the board members, or the association
members have indicated that they're really not, they're really generally supportive of
development in Rock Hill. And the purpose of this memo here isn’t to say that they are not
supporting development, but that they have concerns about the current configuration of the
project and the proposed density of the project, and they feel it would be harmful to their quality of
life in their little hamlet. But rather than just to provide a list of comments to address in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement, the Association wanted me to prepare a memo that actually
has recommendations that would lead to a better plan from the Association's point of view. So I'm
not going to go through every single detail in this letter because it's seven pages long, but I'm
going to read all the recommendations that they've had. And they're supported with facts in
the DEIS. The first recommendation is the development of the property should be reduced to the
as-of-right provided in the code for single-family units without regard to placement of the units.
And it should be noted that the acreage allocated for the commercial development would need to
be deducted from the acreage available for residential construction when calculating the
residential development allowed as of right. I have an alternate zoning analysis presented as
part of Comment 1. And it indicates that they feel that -- this one has about 961 units. Still,
that's a lot of units.
Response 2-24: The Proposed Action presented in the FEIS/FGEIS is the As-of-Right
Alternative of the DEIS/DGEIS. This plan complies with all Town Code requirements.
Regarding the quality of life concern, refer to Response 2-1.
Comment 2-25 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): As a way to furthermore
minimize the impact on community services and traffic, the developer should create an after 55
adult community as part of the unit mix. The impact of such development on volunteer
ambulance corps services should also be addressed at that time. They realize that the DEIS
indicates that there's 49 active adult units as it is now. But they feel that this should be a
larger component of the development so that you would have the critical mass necessary to
make it a distinct community with amenities that those residents, those type of residents
deserve. And they think that that would be a way to be able to effectively address some of the
school impacts that are concerns of several of the residents, and the traffic impact, as well.
Response 2-25: Both the proposed plan and the as-of-right contemplate senior housing
at ten percent of the unit mix. No decision has been made at this point in time regarding
whether this population will be segregated from the balance of the population, and we
recognize that there are advocates of different approaches. The provision of clubhouses
and pools as well as sidewalks will serve seniors well whether or not they are grouped
together.
Comment 2-26 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The project should set
aside units for workforce housing to benefit local volunteers and service personnel in their
community. Although there's no discussion in the DEIS for this particular issue, several
members noticed that, noted an increasing importance of providing housing in Rock Hill that
would be affordable to current volunteers or service providers such as school personnel,
ambulance corps workers, firefighters and police officers. And there is also a need for housing
to accommodate recent local high school and college graduates who wish to stay and work in
the community.
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Response 2-26: Comment noted. The project sponsor has agreed to pursue affordable
housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers, service personnel, and recent high
school and college graduates. The project sponsor will consider this suggestion.
Comment 2-27 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The consistency with the
plan really hasn't been demonstrated in the DEIS which says that the retail development should
occur, be of neighborhood scale for Rock Hill. The size of the buildings are big box size, and
those buildings would then, in turn, increase traffic trips in the village, inside the hamlet of Rock
Hill, and without necessarily bringing new business to Rock Hill because those would be single
destination trips.
Response 2-27: The plan presented in this FEIS/FGEIS reduces commercial square
footage by 87.5 percent over the action proposed in the DEIS/DGEIS. It is unlikely that
the reduced size of the commercial space will be conducive to big-box development. A
new traffic analysis for this alternative plan is presented in Chapter 3.5, transportation.
The conclusion derived from the information and data presented in the updated analysis
is that the mitigation proposed will offset any potential impacts resulting from the
increase in traffic on the local roadway network.
Comment 2-28 (Melinda Ketchham, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I live in Rock Hill
because of the pristine beauty of the surrounding environment and the charming community
character the town has to offer. I want to see Rock Hill, and Sullivan County as a whole,
continue to grow in a manner that does not jeopardize our economic environmental health. We
need development in our area that will promote economic growth while protecting the
environment around us. However, you, as the Planning Board, must and have the opportunity to
provide myself and other residents with proper development that will foster a balanced mix
between residential, commercial and open spaces. You, as the Planning Department, have the
opportunity under New York State Town Law to require changes in site plans and
environmental impact statements that will be beneficial to both the community and its residents.
The Planning Department also has the ability to shape the outcome of development so that it
will promote smart growth within our community. And you, as the Planning Department, have
the responsibility to adequately address the negative impacts the Rock Hill Town Center, in it's
present state, will have on the residents and businesses of Rock Hill.
Response 2-28: Refer to Response 2-2.
Comment 2-29 (Melinda Ketchham, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The DEIS for the
Rock Hill Town Center has not fully taken into consideration the impacts that a development of
such a large size will have on our community and our environment.
Response 2-29: Refer to Responses 2-1. The impacts associated with the Proposed
Action have been accurately assessed using appropriate methods and data.
Comment 2-30 (Melinda Ketchham, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The present
community character is what attracts many of us to live and work in Rock Hill. A development
with a magnitude of Rock Hill Town Center will certainly alter this character. I'm asking the
Planning Department to fully consider the impacts the proposed development will have on our
community and to require the developer to downsize the project to a manageable level that will
not negatively impact the economic and environmental well-being of our residents. I ask you,
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the Planning Department, to deem the DEIS as insufficient and to require the developer to redo
the DEIS, the DGEIS, so that the impacts to our roadways, public services, schools,
commercial center, sewage and water system and unique environmental areas are fully
considered and are compared to the commutative impact for other proposed development.
Finally, I ask you to exercise your authority to require development to take the shape of the
community and not to approve developments that would destroy our community.
Response 2-30: Comment noted. Refer to response 2-1 regarding the implementation
of an alternative development plan. Refer to Response 2-2 regarding the Planning
Board’s charge to take a hard look at all potential impacts resulting from the Proposed
Action.
Comment 2-31 (Paul Walsh, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I've been in Rock Hill my
entire adult life. I live on Rock Drive. Some of you people live in Rock Hill. You've moved to
Rock Hill because we have a gem. And we want it to grow in the right direction, as it always
has. It's succeeded where other communities have failed. We have our children are growing up
here. It's one of the communities where our children are staying. They are finding employment,
they're growing their own families. You have the tools to allow and continue to grow at maybe a
slow rate, but the right rate. Big box stores, things like that, and Steve, I don't know where we
are, you said something to me tonight. You said this is business. Rock Hill is not business.
We're a community. We look out for each other. You're welcome here, but come to fit into what
we have, not reinvent Rock Hill.
Please, you have the tools. You guys live here. Paula, you know. I mean I promote Rock Hill
every day. This is where I live and I hope to die here. I need you guys to do what you have to
do for Rock Hill to continue to grow at the right rate.
Response 2-31: Refer to Response 2-2 for text regarding the Planning Board’s
responsibility under State Law.
Comment 2-32 (Paul Walsh, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And I know the YMCA is
here. And you know, that's a great -- what you do is a great thing. But personally, and this is not
-- I'm not speaking for Rock Hill personally, I think you're needed more in Monticello than in
Rock Hill. We all have cars, we'll get there.
Response 2-32: Comment noted.
Comment 2-33 (Janet Newberg, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I may be repeating
some of the information here, but as Planning Board members, your job is to be stewards of the
environment. You just approved the Concord Entertainment City with 625,000 square feet of
commercial space. What about Route 42, that corridor, with Home Depot and Walmart and
room for more? The new Sullivan's project is beautiful, but they still cannot fill the stores. Why
do we need more massive commercial space? To satisfy some developers that don't live here.
Response 2-33: The As-of-Right Alternative presented herein represents a reduction in
the proposed commercial square footage of the project from 480,000 under the
DEIS/DGEIS to 60,000 square feet. This space will serve as convenience retail for new
and existing residents and should support the existing main street retail by expanding
the range of goods and services are available to patrons in the downtown area.
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With regard to other development and the Planning Board’s responsibilities, the
availability of stores and land along Route 42, or anywhere for that matter, may be the
result of numerous factors that may include the economic downturn, location, the asking
rental, sale or lease price, etc. As the details regarding these locations as well as the
Apollo Plaza are unknown, a comparison, however direct or indirect, can not be made to
the proposed development.
The Town of Thompson Planning Board must adhere to the rules and regulations set
forth in the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act under which the
DEIS/DGEIS and this FEIS/FGEIS are being prepared and reviewed. The Planning
Board members must also abide by the laws set forth in the Town of Thompson Code.
When an action is presented to the Planning Board and is consistent with SEQRA and
conforms to the Town’s zoning regulations, the Planning Board has an administrative
mandate to act on it in accordance with local and state rules. Proper conditions to the
approval, including performance and maintenance bonds, empower the town to
guarantee that appropriate improvements take place consistent with good land
development practices.
Comment 2-34 (Janet Newberg, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): In the town, in the
Hamlet of Rock Hill there was a street survey, street scape survey. I don't know if many of you
filled this out, you know about it. I'd like to review just the maintenance of character.
One: Rock Hill is a lovely small business area. hope we can keep it this way. Growth is good,
but only if Rock Hill stays a small, friendly hamlet. Two: We know tourism is growing in Sullivan
County but we like our small town the way it is. Three: Let's stop trying to turn Rock Hill into
another city like Middletown. It's a small hamlet so let's keep it that way. Next: Please, leave
Rock Hill alone. Next: Limit house building permits to attempt and maintain country setting, one
of the reasons, and the main reason for moving here in the first place. Next: Moved to Rock Hill
for the atmosphere. If we wanted traffic congestion and to be in the center of a business district
we would have moved to such an area. Next: Please leave Rock Hill the way it is. Next, these
are answers to the survey: Control development and quality of life central, not money. We like
the town the way it is. Next: We don't want it to go into disarray. Keep the old town charm
without turning it into a Monticello or Middletown. Next: Please keep Rock Hill rural. Next: What
makes Rock Hill great and attractive to people is its hometown feel. As we grow as a
community we cannot lose sight of the very thing the people live here for and move here for.
Big chain stores would kill this appeal, bringing a multitude of other undesirable impacts to the
community. Once you move forward in haste with a project, it is almost impossible to stop or
change the momentum. This is from the Rock Hill survey. This was July, 2006. Also, what kind
of businesses would you like to see in Rock Hill? 77.6 percent said small scale, service related.
And I'll submit this to you.
Response 2-34: Comment noted. All concerns expressed by the public during the
environmental review process are considered by the Planning Board in weighing the
benefits and the impacts of the Proposed Action.
Comment 2-35 (Myrna Ginsberg, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I've sat it this room. I
watched Home Depot almost walk out the door. I've watched our new Shop Rite almost walk
out the door. I've watched everything that wants to come here get chased. I've watched the
water park leave this area twice already in the last five years. It seems to me that people here in
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Sullivan County have a difficult adjustment to change, and I can understand that. There are
people here who have some legitimate concerns. And I trust that we have the Zoning Board
and I trust that we have people that are going to watch over the project. Traffic, nobody wanted
Frontier. That was going to be horrendous, and somehow we deal with it. I watched the medical
building that was so badly needed here, and I don't see that causing a traffic congestion. I have
only watched the people's children leave the area, go off to school and never come back
because there's nothing to come back to. Maybe with growth, and I don't say we should have
21 million houses, but I think that I'm so happy, these guys don't look like they like to lose
money. I don't think that they're here because they don't think these houses are going to sell. I
know that when my grandchildren come back from college I'd like them to have a place to live.
Not everybody wants to live in Emerald Green, and I've spent 20 years selling houses there.
There are kids that come here, there are teachers, there are doctors. I don't have a place. I'm
doing real estate for 20 years. I don't have a place to put these doctors. I don't have a place to
put teachers that come to the area. I have one bedroom in Davos where they can go. There are
no townhouses. Let's not talk about a small amount of townhouses in Emerald Green. Whether
they're built beautifully or not built beautifully, not everybody wants to live there. It would be so
wonderful. Maybe we'll have a cleaning store, maybe we'll have a bakery. I'm not looking for
Macy's, but maybe we all don't have to go to Middletown for everything we buy. Maybe we'll
have a shoe store again. We certainly don't have it in Monticello. And the Y, the Y doesn't
belong in Monticello. The Y belongs in Rock Hill so we can all use it. We all know that
Monticello needs a lot of changes. And if the Y is in Monticello, I'm not going there at night to
the Y. I think we will have rehab here for the seniors, something that we don't have in anyplace.
Everyplace I go, the seniors can go to a swimming pool and have rehabilitation. Won't that be
wonderful to have that here in Rock Hill, to have good day care.
I think that they will look over everything that's happening. And I watch people here fight
everything. Great Wolf Lodge is a wonderful water park. They've left here twice, and that's too
bad. And I know that many of you that are here don't even know that these places come. And
by the time you get through with them in this room, they'll go to Pennsylvania. They'll go
anyplace but to Sullivan County.
And I love the highway and I don't think that those homes are going to affect the changing of
the leaves. And traffic, I don't think that the medical building is affecting the traffic. I think you
need to oversee your legitimate concerns, but I don't think that we need to chase everybody
that comes into this town out of here.
Response 2-35: Comment noted.
Comment 2-36 (Joe Henle, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): My concern is the fact is
that I know that this is going to take a long time, this development. I don't expect you guys to
sell these houses in five years. But I'm concerned that they're going to leave and there's going
to be undeveloped roads where now the Town is going to have to provide bonding like they did
years ago. My concern is that, you know, if it's possible, that this group, consider them to bond,
put a bond up for the roads. That's what my concern is.
Response 2-36: Comment noted. The applicant will comply with the town standard for
bonding of public improvements including those for the local roads in order to assure
that the needed improvements are completed. Refer to pages 1-12 and 1-13 herein for
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additional information on milestones/thresholds, assessments and monitoring of traffic in
the project vicinity.
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3.1 GEOLOGY, SOILS, TOPOGRAPHY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.1-1 (Letter #5: John F. Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, Inc.): Our
second concern is regarding the 'Rock Hill Center' construction. Rock Hill is literally on rock
ledge. To develop the land for buildings, blasting of the rock ledge is inevitable. Our dam is in
close proximity to the proposed construction site which gives cause for concern that any rock
blasting could move, crack, shake or destroy our dam. Mr. Connery, you have made the
inspection of our dam and if you recall, it is well constructed and well maintained. But, nearby
blasting may cause rock strata to shift causing unnecessary complications to our dam.
Response 3.1-1: Extensive research has been conducted over the last 40 years on the
effects of blasting on structures and wells by the Office of Surface Mining (OSM) (part of
the US Department of the Interior), universities and private groups.1 Ground vibrations
from blasting, measured as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), is typically the major concern
for potential off-site damage. Research has led to the development of vibration
standards and techniques to greatly reduce the risk of off-site impacts. Currently, a PPV
of 0.5 inches per second is commonly used as a vibration standard to avoid off-site
damage (this can be equated to the vibrations of a loaded truck or bus passing within 50
or 100 feet of an observer).
Several factors contribute to ground vibration at a given location. These factors include;
1) the weight or volume of the explosive, 2) blast configuration (drilled holes, open face,
etc.), 3) geology and soil overburden, and 4) distance between the blast and the point of
concern (house or well). According to information provided by the Oregon Department of
Transportation (DOT), distance and the amount of explosive are the most influential
factors related to vibrations. While the distance between the blasting site and an off-site
structures cannot be controlled, the amount of explosive and its configuration can be
controlled by the blasting contractor. Carefully controlled test blasting, with monitoring
by seismographs will be used to assess vibrations in the specific rock type and geologic
setting at the project site. The test blasting will then be used to design the amount and
configuration of the required blasting, thereby minimizing the potential for damage.
Properly designed and executed blasting events will not result in damage to off-site
structures.
A blasting plan limiting peak particle velocity will be adhered to by the blasting contractor
and set forth in the construction documents. A blasting agreement with a summary of
operations to address any Town concerns will also be provided as a condition of site
plan approval. The blasting contractor will carry the appropriate insurance as required
by law.
In addition, the Applicant has agreed to provide insurance as necessary and to comply
with all regulations regarding blasting that are connected with this application, not the
independent actions of others.
Comment 3.1-2 (Letter #6: Peter J. Connery, P.E., NYSDEC, October 30, 2008.): I share
your concerns with the blasting that, if it occurs, will be in close proximity to the dam. I
recommend that you make your concerns known to the Town Board and the Town of
Thompson Planning Board. Blasting permits are typically under the town's jurisdiction. One
condition that could be requested is for a ground vibration-monitoring program be in place when
1

Rock Blasting and the Community, Oregon Department of Transportation
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the developer is blasting, with appropriate safeguards to protect the dam. If this condition is
established, the developer should be required to provide an engineering report that presents
the finding of the monitoring program after the blasting has been completed.
Response 3.1-2: The Applicant has no objection to such conditions. As such, a ground
vibration monitoring plan will be developed for the area surrounding the dam and a
report documenting the findings will be generated. In addition, the Applicant will conduct
pre-blast inspections of all buildings and structures on properties immediately adjacent
to the project site.
Comment 3.1-3 (Letter #7: John F. Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, Inc.): For
your information, Wanaksink Lake was formerly known as Fowlwood Pond and has an 'Earthen
Darn' with a concrete spillway to allow water to escape the lake. When waters are released
from the lake the flow travels down Fowlwood Brook through portions of Glen Wild and finally to
the Neversink River. The dam is classified as a 'large' size; class 'C', high hazard structure by
the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). The impoundment capacity is 5,800
acre feet or about 1.8 billion gallons of water. The spillway was reconstructed in 1926 and again
in 1976. We have worked hard to maintain the good condition of our dam and regular
inspections have resulted in consistently excellent engineer and DEC ratings for the
construction and maintenance of the dam.
Our first very serious concern related to the dam has to do with the effects of blasting. If
blasting was to take place in the Glen Wild area, which is approximately 1 mile away from the
Wanaksink Lake dam, our dam's spillway could be damaged. In the 1970's blasting was
undertaken in the Neversink River area and two house foundations at Wanaksink Lake were
cracked. If the spillway were cracked or broken we would likely lose about a billion gallons of
water downstream causing destructive conditions for surrounding homes, businesses and
ecosystems. Flooding would likely be similar to that of the Westbrookville floods on Pine Kill
Road in 2004 and 2005. For this reason there should be absolutely no blasting in such close
proximity to our dam, a DEC class 'C' high hazard structure. The results could be catastrophic
for Wanaksink Lake and those communities downstream.
If the Town mistakenly authorizes blasting, a ground vibration-monitoring program, as
recommended by the DEC, should be incorporated. Reporting of the monitoring should be
afforded to both the Town and Wanaksink Lake. Although the system will only show an after
effect of blasting, it is still better than no warning for the possibility of damage to the dam and
potential spillway hazards. In addition, it is imperative that a $1,000,000 bond be mandated by
the Town, for the entire duration of the development, to cover any and all damages to the
Wanaksink Lake Club Inc., or for any property owned by the Wanaksink Lake Club Inc., caused
by the developers' actions.
Response 3.1-3: Refer to Response 3.1-1 and 3.1-2.
Comment 3.1-4 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008 and Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The preparation
of the site should be phased in coordination with the development of the property so that wide
expanses are not clear cut and graded until construction is ready to begin. Construction on
slopes of 20% should be avoided to a greater extent in order to reduce the erosion potential.
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Response 3.1-4: Phasing will be coordinated to disturb no more than five acres at a
time in compliance with state law. Erosion and sediment control measures will be in
place to control erosion potentials. The Town of Thompson code does not restrict
development on slopes of 20 percent or greater. It should be noted that under the
proposed site plan, a small portion of the development will occur in areas with slopes of
20 percent or greater.
Comment 3.1-5 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): At the bottom of page 3.1-1 and in table 3.1-3, the DEIS provides an
analysis of slopes that are below and above 20%. With avoidance of the areas noted in Map 1,
it is likely that the erosion potential will be lessened. Neighbors downhill from the site in the
direction of the Neversink River have expressed a concern that drainage from the developed
site may accelerate erosion and flooding on their property.
Response 3.1-5: As documented in the SWPPP developed for the Proposed Action and
as required by State Law, the rate of stormwater runoff in the developed condition will
not exceed that of the current condition. Also, erosion control measures must be in
place during the entire term of construction and until such time as the site is fully
stabilized. As such, the likelihood that runoff from the project site will impact properties
down gradient of the project site is very low.
Comment 3.1-6 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): On page 3.1-13, the DEIS mentions that the cut and fill will result in the
moving of 426,919 cubic yards of material on site. This is equal to about 21,346 20-yard trucks
of material. This seems like an excessive amount of material, even after considering the size of
the site. A layout that provides more protection of the wooded area as noted may help to reduce
this impact, since this area also corresponds with the more steeply sloped areas.
Response 3.1-6: Under the action proposed in this FEIS, the anticipated cut and fill
quantities have been balanced under full build out. This project will no longer require
that earthwork material to be transported on or off the project site.
The cut and fill volumes will not be balanced at the completion of Phase 1; rough
numbers are 207,000 and 140,000 cubic yards, respectively. The Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan has been updated and now includes an outline of the area where the
contractor is to place all Phase 1 excess material. Protection measures for the
stockpiled materials are included in the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (Drawing
C-107 of the Plan Set). While the Applicant anticipates that there will be no excess or
deficit of material upon the completion of the project, a similar analysis will be performed
for all future phases.
Comment 3.1-7 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008 and Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Section 3.1.2 on
page 3.1-11 indicates that blasting may be required to complete this project. The Wanaksink
Lake Club expressed its concern that blasting may have an impact on the Wanaksink Dam, and
could result in damage or failure of the dam. With preservation of the steeper portions of the
site, blasting is likely to be lessened.
Response 3.1-7: Refer to Response 3.1-1.
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Comment 3.1-8 (Letter #14: James Gollner & Mutsumi Gollner, December 30, 2008):
Looking at the site map of the proposed development, it seems there will be some construction
on our [downhill] side of the hilltop ridge which runs along the back of our properties. We are
concerned that this will result in the loss of trees and other vegetation which help to hold the soil
in place and promote on-the spot drainage. And related to that, we are concerned about the
likely erosion of the hillside which can occur as a result of the clearing of the trees and
undergrowth vegetation up above us.
Response 3.1-8: All areas of proposed construction will have erosion and sediment
control measures in place throughout the construction period to mitigate the potential for
erosion and sedimentation. Upon completion of the project all disturbed areas will either
be re-vegetated or be comprised of impervious surfaces (rooftops, roads, etc.). All runoff
from impervious surfaces will be conveyed to stormwater management facilities for
treatment and controlled release as documented in the project related Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan included in Appendix F herein. Refer to response 3.1-4.
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3.2 SURFACE WATER RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.2-1 (Letter #4: Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): The amount of pollutant
residues that will come off the automobiles and their tires, running off on these roads that will
be draining onto our lands and eventually getting into the many lakes surrounding our beautiful
area. This residue will also eventually drain into our drinking water and lakes and destroy them.
Response 3.2-1: The discussion of potential adverse impacts on receiving waters
(wetlands and watercourses) included in the DEIS/DGEIS concluded that those impacts
were associated solely with changes in stormwater characteristics during and following
construction. The DEIS/DGEIS further concluded that the potential impacts on water
quality would be mitigated, in part, through implementation of the Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan included in the Rock Hill Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
included as Appendix C of the DEIS/DGEIS and Appendix F of this FEIS. The Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan identifies specific measures, including a detailed
construction phasing plan that will mitigate potential impacts on surface water resources
by preventing erosion and subsequent sedimentation of wetlands and watercourses on
and off the project site during construction.
The revised project layout (having a reduced commercial footprint) and stormwater
management system have been specifically developed to reduce post-construction
pollutant loads from the site to at or below pre-development levels. The on-site
stormwater will be treated by a series of stormwater management ponds, as shown on
the plans that accompany this FEIS, that will mitigate potential impacts on surface
waters associated with post-construction increases in pollutant loading from the project
site.
Pollutants from parking lots are, in large part, derived from parked cars. Many of these
cars will be parked somewhere in the larger watershed everyday. The stormwater runoff
from the proposed parking lots will be treated in accordance with New York State
standards. Unlike those parked at the residences and retail shops on the project site,
cars parked at older residences, and retail facilities, built before stormwater regulations
were in place will generate pollutants that may not be treated prior to entering the
environment. The stormwater management practices proposed as part of the Rock Hill
Town Center project have been designed to comply with NYSDEC standards.
Comment 3.2-2 (Letter #4: Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): In my opinion this project
has such potential impacts to all nearby rivers and tributaries both regional and statewide.
Response 3.2-2: Refer to response 3.2-1. The DEIS/DGEIS identified and documented
potential impacts relating to stormwater and surface water resources. The project
specific SWPPP provides a means to effectively mitigate significant adverse impacts to
surface water resources resulting from project related runoff both during and after
construction.
Comment 3.2-3 (Letter #5: John Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, undated): Our
first concern is that the proposed new 'Rock Hill Center' development has noted that they
wished to use the Fowlwood Brook as a means of water egress for their sewage treatment
plant. Our concern is that this could jeopardize our emergency evacuation plan if they alter the
Fowlwood Brook in any way. Also, I don't believe that the new development management
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knows that our plan exists since they are planning on building along the Glen Wild Road and
not considering those local residents that are within our flood plane.
Response 3.2-3: Refer to Comment 3.2-4 for a direct response from the NYSDEC
regarding the wastewater effluent. This project does not propose any changes or
alterations to Fowlwood Brook.
Comment 3.2-4 (Letter #6: Peter J. Connery, P.E., Environmental Engineer, NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation, October 30, 2008): The discharge of the
effluent from the developer’s sewage treatment plant will require a DEC permit. The flows
associated with a plant of this type are normally small. This flow should not have an impact on
your EAP. I would advise the Town’s Planning Board that the EAP exists, that the community
has a copy, and request that any changes in the EAP that are necessary because of the
development should be borne by the developer.
Response 3.2-4: The Applicant acknowledges that NYSDEC permits will be required for
the operation of the proposed wastewater treatment plant. While the Applicant is willing
to work with the Town and with the Wanaksink Lake Club should revisions be needed to
the EAP (emergency action plan), the need for changes to the EAP resulting from the
final project plans are not anticipated. Should changes be needed, the Applicant will
work with the all responsible parties to fully and adequately address any issues that
remain between the EAP and project once the plans are finalized. The Applicant will
continue to work with all regulatory and reviewing agencies to comply with all legal
requirements.
Comment 3.2-5 (Letter #6: Peter J. Connery, P.E., Environmental Engineer, NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation, October 30, 2008): We have discussed the
fact that the Town of Thompson is in the National Flood Insurance Program, the town needed
to enact laws that limits/controls development in a flood zone. Fowlwood Brook is situated in a
flood zone. This should be explored further. I have enclosed a portion of Flood Insurance Rate
Map that is pertinent to the area you described to me for your use.
Response 3.2-5: Comment noted. Refer to Figure 3.2-1 for a depiction of the proposed
development superimposed on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) which indicates Fowlwood Brook and the associated
100 year flood plan (Zone A). The Wastewater Treatment Facility, which has been
relocated to the west side of Glen Wild Road, is not within the 100 year flood Plain.
Comment 3.2-6 (Letter #7: John Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, undated): Our
second grave concern has to do with the Wanaksink Lake Emergency Action Plan (EAP),
drawn by engineers, reviewed by the DEC and filed with the Town Supervisor. That plan clearly
shows that breached waters would end up in the rock hill Town Center construction site.
According to the development maps, buildings and also the proposed area of the developments
sewage treatment plant would be inundated with water. Attached is a copy of the developers
site plan with an overlay of our inundation map showing the flow of water. Therefore not only
would the spillway from the Wanaksink Lake dam destroy homes and endanger lives but it
would also likely wash out the sewage treatment plant causing polluted waters to travel even
further downstream through other residents property and eventually into the Neversink River.
Also, the Town of Thompson is in a National Flood Insurance Program with flood maps on file in
the Town Building Department Office. A review of these maps would show that the area of
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Fowlwood Brook in Glen Wild, is in that flood zone. Therefore we are requesting that
Wanaksink Lake be indemnified by the developer, for the life of the development, if any
emergency water flow causes damage to their structures, any other structures or sickness or
death to any person anywhere downstream of the development.
Response 3.2-6: Figure 3.2-2, Wanaksink Lake Dam Inundation Map shows the
approximate boundary of the inundation water. As shown, the treatment facility is now
located on the west side of Glen Wild Road entirely outside of the inundation zone.
It should be noted that there is no requirement to restrict development of any project to
areas entirely outside of an inundation zone. If required, the Applicant will work to move
the proposed development units outside of the inundation zone.
The Applicant is committed to working with the Town in order to develop a plan to
minimize the potential for damage to the Proposed Action resulting from a breach in the
dam.
It is noted that the operation and maintenance of the dam is the responsibility of the
Wanaksink Lake Club and further that the dam’s flood potential if breached, should not
preclude the project site from development. Further, the Applicant has no intention to
indemnify the Wanaksink Lake Club from adverse impacts associated with emergency
water flows associated with the Wanaksink Lake Club.
Refer to Response 3.2-5 for text regarding the FEMA Flood Map and Response 3.1-1
regarding insurance for blasting.
Comment 3.2-7 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): According to letters received by the Wanaksink Lake Club, Fowlwood
Brook is situated within a flood zone for the Wanaksink Lake Dam. It appears that the
proposed wastewater treatment plant and small portions of the proposed Glen Wild townhouses
and proposed commercial development are also located within this zone. A letter dated
October 30, 2008 from NYSDEC representative Peter Connery advises the Town Board to
limit/control development within the flood zone. The location of this floodzone was not
discussed in the DEIS in this section, nor the impacts of the wastewater treatment plant and
development within the areas subject to flooding as described in the dam's Emergency Action
Plan (EAP).
Response 3.2-7: Refer to response 3.2-5.
Comment 3.2-8 (Letter #14: James Gollner, December 30, 2008): The west side of the
proposed development runs along the back of our properties on Edwards Road. Edwards Road
is on the Neversink River, which means we who live down on this road are on the floor of the
Neversink river valley. In times of substantial rain, we are caught between the river (which rises
and sometimes floods over the road and onto our properties), and run-off from the hillside up in
back of our properties. This run-off from the hillside can be substantial, and often collects in our
backyards and becomes problematic.
Response 3.2-8: As documented in the SWPPP developed for the Proposed Action and
as required by State Law, the rate of stormwater runoff in the developed condition will
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not exceed that of the current condition. As such, the rate of future runoff from the
hillside will be similar to or less than that which occurs under current conditions.
This will be achieved as follows. Post development stormwater runoff will be collected in
catch basins and underground piping and directed to the proposed stormwater ponds.
Drainage swales will be installed on the downhill side of the western most homes to
direct stormwater to the ponds. This design will reduce the current amount of sheet flow
off the site and direct it to specific outfall locations (i.e. pond outfalls).
The stormwater ponds are sized to result in the State required "no net increase" in
stormwater runoff discharge rates between the existing and build conditions for the
1-100 year storm events. This is achieved by storing water in the ponds and releasing it
over an extended time period. Outlets for the stormwater pond will be directed to existing drainage swales. The rip rap at the pipe outlets will be sized to dissipate flows to a
non-erosive velocity thereby eliminating the potential for scour or bed and bank erosion.
Emergency spillways for the ponds will also direct the runoff in the larger storms toward
existing drainage swales. Prior to submitting the construction plans to the Planning
Board and NYSDEC, stormwater runoff will be further analyzed to determine the feasibility of directing a portion of the volume to the eastern side of the property. The fact that a
ridge runs north to south through the property may make this difficult.
Comment 3.2-9 (Letter #14: James Gollner, December 30, 2008): On the site map there is a
section of the development titled Upper West Side. This Upper West Side area shows four (4)
storm-water collection ponds, all of which are on the western edge of the development, and all
of which appear to be on the down-hill side [that is, on our side] of the ridge of the hill up in
back of our homes. In fact, two of these collection ponds seem to straddle my property up
behind me. Then, in another section of the development titled Lower West Side, there are three
(3) storm-water collection ponds poised along the back of other Edwards Road residents’
properties. We are extremely fearful of what may happen when all the run-off from large
sections of the development are funneled into these storm-water ponds. Where will the water in
these ponds drain or seep out to, and what will happen if they should overflow?
Response 3.2-9: Refer to response 3.2-8. Stormwater runoff rates will not be higher
than the existing condition. All runoff in the developed condition would be discharged to
existing drainage channels. All proposed stormwater management facilities, including
the ponds mentioned in the comment are located on the property site and do not extend
beyond the property boundaries. The stormwater ponds are designed as wet ponds with
a permanent pool as per NYSDEC regulations and designed to safely convey the 100
year, 24 hour storm event at pre-developed discharge rates via the outlet control
structure.
Comment 3.2-10 (Letter #14: James Gollner, December 30, 2008): These issues are of
enormous concern to us, as we already have water run-off issues without the hill in back of us
being developed. We are urging that the development be shifted Eastward slightly, and the
stormwater run-off ponds be relocated so that the sensitive hillside behind us will remain
untouched, and not become a potential danger to us.
Response 3.2-10: Refer to response 3.2-9.
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Comment 3.2-11 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009):
1. The proposed SE controls for Small Home Sites is inappropriate for this project. The plans
for small single residential lots “apply to small home site construction activity on a single
residential lot” not on a subdivision proposing 1340 ++ facilities.
2. A five (5) acre limit on expose land needs to be delineated on the site plan, and a
construction sequence for each phase needs to be shown on it.
3. Is there any demolition of existing structures? If so, it must be included within SWPPP and
in construction sequence.
4. A detail sheet for all pre & post-construction measures must be included on the Site Plan.
5. A narrative should be provided briefly detailing how each sub-shed is being treated for both
pre & post-construction runoff.
Response 3.2-11: Generally, the items noted in the comment will be added to the final
design drawings prior to the submittal of the Notice of Intent to the NYSDEC. All of the
above are required to be included at the time of submission of the NOI to NYSDEC.
Specifically, the following responses are offered:
1. This was included to show the typical layout that will be used in designing the Erosion
and Sediment Control for each home during the final design stage. A site specific
Erosion and Sediment Control for the phases of construction meeting NYSDEC
standards and specifications shall be included in the final design documents. These
documents will be reviewed by the NYSDEC as a part of the Applicants’ permit
application submittal.
2. The final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will delineate the construction sequence
and each five (5) acres that is to be disturbed at a time.
3. A step has been included in the Implementation Schedule of the Draft Stormwater
Management and Pollution Prevention Plan to address the demolition of existing
structures.
4. The detail sheets will be included in the final design plans once the Proposed Action
has progressed to a point where the Applicant is seeking final approvals from the town
planning board .
5. A narrative will be provided in the final Stormwater Management and Pollution
Prevention Plan.
Comment 3.2-12 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009):
1. Temporary settling basins/traps must have a de-watering device, and the forebay must have
a sediment marker indicating level for sediment removal.
2. It must be demonstrated temporary settling basins/traps are capable of holding 3600 cf
(cubic feet) per acre drained.
3. Temporary roads must be stabilized early in the construction sequence & be in accordance
with NYS standards.
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4. Soil matting bust be indicated for all slopes greater that 1:3.
5. It appears some of the ponds are short circuited. Longer flow paths are the intent. A
berming type measure such as gabions or aquatic benches dividing the inflow & outflow
would be acceptable.
Response 3.2-12: Refer to response 3.2-11.
1. A sediment marker and de-watering device detail will be shown on the Erosion and
Sediment Control Plans at the time of submittal of the NOI to DEC for each phase of
construction.
2. Sediment basins will be designed to be capable of holding 3600 cf per acre drained
will be shown on the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans at the time of submittal of the
NOI to DEC.
3. A step has been included in the Implementation Schedule of the Draft Stormwater
Management and Pollution Prevention Plan and a detail will be shown on the Erosion
and Sediment Control Plans.
4. Soil matting will be called out on the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans where
slopes greater than 1:3 will be constructed.
5. The proposed ponds shall incorporate physical features as to prevent the shortcircuiting of the flow path within the ponds. The Final design documents will detail the
ponds constructions including the construction of berms and benches to elongate the
flow path within the stormwater management facility.
Comment 3.2-13 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009 1. It is unclear
where the dry swale(s) are located. 2. It must be indicated the dry swale(s) do not come on line
until the contributory area been stabilized.
Response 3.2-13: Dry swales would be located along the new Town roads and behind
the newly constructed residences. It is not planned to have these swales online until all
contributory areas have been stabilized as noted in the SWPPP.
Comment 3.2-14 (Letter #17 Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): 1. Access
roads to all long term stormwater measures must be clearly indicated on the Site Plan. 2. There
must be a maintenance schedule for any long term stormwater measure proposed (P1 & dry
swale, & others, if pertinent).
Response 3.2-14: The access roads and a maintenance schedule have been added to
the revised SWPPP.
Comment 3.2-15 (Public Hearing, James Gollner, December 10, 2008): My concern actually
is about drainage. Myself and the other local residents of Edwards Road, we have enough to
contend with as it is. When we have rain for several days my property gets a lot of water on it
and becomes kind of a problem. I’m able to deal with it as it now stands. My concern is this
whole side and here, it goes down to the river. There seems to be three stormwater drainage
ponds. And I think -- I know these two are. These two actually flank my property. Now, when
water is, which, as this gentleman stated, being run off onto roadways, rooftops whatever, and
it’s all channeled into a few places, instead of the ground soaking this in and us on the
Edward’s Road having to contend with just the runoff from the hillside, we’re going to have that
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hillside runoff along with the accumulated buildup if these storm ponds either overflow, or there
has to be a way to channel out that water. And so we’re all very concerned about this.
Response 3.2-15: Refer to responses 3.1-5, 3.2-8 and 3.2-9.
Comment 3.2-16 (Public Hearing, Harry Scarano, December 10, 2008): Secondly, the
hemlock forest that Jim was talking about is old and vast and rather rare in New York State. It
shouldn't be cut down for any reason. The water that's going to flow off this place is going to go
into these pools here and it's going to go into the Fowlwood Brook, which I believe is off here. It
runs into the Neversink River and it's going to bring a lot of sediment and brown water and
turbidity, as it's called. And it's going to foul up the Neversink River and the habitat for the small
creatures, the little creatures that live in there on which the trout and other fish and things exist
from.
Response 3.2-16: The proposed stormwater ponds have been designed for water
quality treatment. During construction they will retain sediment laden waters to allow for
the material to settle out. Post-construction, those ponds include forebays and designed
detention times to allow for pollutant settling and uptake prior to discharge to the existing
waterbodies.
Comment 3.2-17 (Public Hearing, Susan Roth, December 10, 2008): As noted, neighbors that
are downhill near the Neversink River are concerned about erosion impacts. And they've also
said at the Association meetings that there are times when the property is fairly well inundated
with water.
Response 3.2-17: Refer to responses 3.1-5, 3.2-8 and 3.2-9.
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3.3 ECOLOGY AND WETLAND RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.3-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2009): I also would like to
see better documentation of the natural communities in and around the site and greater sensitivity
to their needs.
Response 3.3-1: Documentation of the natural communities that exist on the project
site was performed in accordance with the Final Scoping Document as adopted by the
Lead Agency. A description of natural communities that exist outside of the project site
was not included as part of the Final Scoping Document.
There may be opportunities to preserve stands of trees within the overall development
area as the site plan is advanced and refined. Where these tree stands are identified,
there should be no disturbance of any kind within the projected root zone of these trees
or within the drip line of the tree foliage. Snow fencing or other highly visible means of
marking should be placed around the maximum area of the root system to prevent the
destruction of roots by exposure or through the compaction of soils. Construction crews
would be notified to exclude all equipment from these protected areas. If necessary,
trees would be protected by tree wells in fill areas, and retaining walls in cut areas.
Refer to Response 3.3-19 for a breakdown of disturbance (changes in surface
coverage) by vegetation type.
Comment 3.3-2 (Letter #4: Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2009): In my opinion this project
has such potential impacts to all the nearby rivers and tributaries both regional and statewide.
Response 3.3-2: A site specific stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) has
been prepared to comply with the NYSDEC State Pollution Discharge Elimination
System General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity 0-08-001
and certified by the Applicant’s licensed professional engineer to mitigate the potential
adverse impacts on water resources associated with development of the site.
Temporary and permanent erosion control facilities are proposed, as well, to aid in
mitigating any impacts creating by development of the project site.
Comment 3.3-3 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The plan should more effectively preserve the upland Hemlock Forest
through avoidance to the greatest extent practicable of the areas that are most densely forested
(See Map 1). Future layouts should utilize more of the previously developed lands, as a way to
also protect the viewshed from 17 driving towards Rock Hill from Monticello.
The Hemlock Northern Hardwood Forest is described by the NYS Heritage Program, available
online at http://www.acris.nynhp.org/report.php?id=9991. This document also lists several
species that are typically found in this type of forest, many of which are rare and protected, and
many of which are not mentioned in the ecological report starting on page 3.3.1 of the
DEIS/DGEIS.
Response 3.3-3: Revisions to the layout of the Rock Hill Town Center Development
have reduced impacts to natural communities on the project site. The former
development plan (DEIS/DGEIS) disturbed approximately 266 acres of the 449.7 acres
(40.8 percent of its total) of hemlock-northern hardwood forest. The revised
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development plan has reduced the disturbance to the hemlock-northern hardwood forest
community to 75.7 acres (16.8 percent of its total).
The Natural Heritage Program (NHP) list of rare species that may occur within the
hemlock-northern hardwood forest were taken into consideration during ecological
surveys of the project site, during which, none of the listed species were observed to
occur on the Rock Hill parcel. Correspondence with the NYSDEC NHP indicated only
two threatened species, the bald eagle and brook floater, as occurring in the Neversink
River corridor, located over 700 feet west of the project site. An assessment of impacts
to these species was conducted as part of the DEIS/DGEIS. It was concluded that no
significant impacts to either species would result from the development of the Proposed
Action.
Comment 3.3-4 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Hemlock Northern Hardwood forests are described in the NYS Heritage
Program as likely to have productive vernal pools, which are essential to the cycle of many
protected species. These pools often slip through the cracks of current regulations because
they can be very small (as illustrated in Table 3.3-10), and unnoticeable during certain times of
the year. Emerging research on vernal pools suggests that they are also an important
component of the water filtering system, and without them, water quality would eventually
decline. A more sensitive development layout would provide better protection of the vernal pool
resources within the forested area that are not located adjacent to wetlands.
Response 3.3-4: Vernal pools are considered to be forested mineral soil wetlands by
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) document
"The Ecological Communities of New York State". All wetlands on the project site have
been delineated and mapped per the adopted scope, including all vernal pools. While no
specific vernal pools were identified or mapped on the Rock Hill Development project
site, several wetlands were identified as having characteristics similar to those found in
vernal pool communities, i.e. those that have habitat favorable to flora and fauna that
are known to occur within vernal pools. Of the five on-site wetlands identified in Table
3.3-10 of the DEIS as having potential vernal pool habitat, only Wetland D is a regulated
wetland. Wetland D is regulated by both the Army Corps of Engineers and the
NYSDEC. The remaining four wetlands identified as having potential vernal pool
characteristics (Wetlands C, J, K1, and L) are not regulated at the State nor Federal
level.
It is important to note that neither regulated nor non-regulated wetlands will be disturbed
as part of the Phase 1 development. It is also important to note that these habitat types,
in and of themselves, are not provided specific protection at the municipal, state or
federal levels. In other words, a permit is not required from a regulatory agency to
disturb these habitat types unless the vernal pool meets the definition of a regulated
wetland under the NYSDEC or USACE purview. All wetlands with potential vernal pool
habitat have been identified as occurring within the on-site wetland communities. No
protected species were observed within these wetlands during on-site wildlife surveys of
the property.
While no citation is given to the reference that vernal pools are an important component
of the water filtering system, the Applicant acknowledges that vernal pools may aid in
the reduction of pollutants and recharge of groundwater, as well as provide habitat for
Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
3.3-2

Ecology and Wetland Resources
Revised July 21June 5, 2009
wildlife. Impacts to wetlands with potential vernal pool characteristics were avoided to
the fullest extent practicable while still maintaining the goals set forth by the Project
Sponsor and by the Town’s zoning designation of the project site.
Comment 3.3-5 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Page 3.3-20 under Method of Tree Removal/Disposal. The last
sentence in this paragraph indicates that logged trees would be loaded onto trucks for off-site
processing as timber. Given the heavily forested canopy on site, hauling trees off site is likely to
have a significant impact on traffic. With changes in the plan to preserve more of the forested
portion of this site, this impact would be lessened.
Response 3.3-5: Significant Iimpacts on traffic due to the hauling of timber from the
project site are highly unlikely due to the phasing of construction. The project is
proposed to be constructed in a series of at least two phases over the course of 20
years, with each phase broken into sub-phases. The amount of traffic generated by
logging activities associated with clearing of the 126 acres proposed for disturbance for
Phase 1 is projected to have minimal to no impacts on traffic in the area. The remaining
212.8 acres would be developed in multiple phases. Nevertheless, if the remaining
212.8 acres is developed as a second and final construction phase, traffic related
impacts are expected to be minimal. Further, SPEDES permit requirements will likely
limit the clearing of land to no more than 5 acres at a time. Tree removal will be spread
across the 20-year development period. Traffic volumes generated by logging trucks
during clearing of the development site are expected to be far less than those created
by the development upon project completion. Furthermore, traffic improvements will be
installed as part of each phase of the project development.
Comment 3.3-6 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008 and at the Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The development should
establish a forested wildlife corridor between Fowlwood Brook and the Neversink River.
Response 3.3-6: The Applicant’s environmental consultant does not recommend
designating a wildlife corridor between Fowlwood Brook and the Neversink River as the
establishment of such a corridor would create a “bottleneck” that has the potential to
concentrate and force wildlife to cross Glen Wild Road which runs parallel to Fowlwood
Brook. A corridor that would force wildlife movements along the highly trafficked Glen
Wild Road could result in a substantial increase in wildlife mortality, and an increase in
deer-car collisions.
In general, as a site is developed, many wildlife species move out of the areas of
disturbance. Upon project completion, the developed area will function as different
habitat for some of the species of wildlife that previously used the site. Alteration of the
habitat on the project site would result in a decline in wildlife movements into and out of
the project site as it would offer fewer opportunities for food and cover. Most species
would relocate off site and therefore a shift in wildlife movement patterns would occur
with wildlife seeking out habitat that would most benefit their cover and foraging
requirements.
Comment 3.3-7 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Figure 3.1-3 illustrates the proposed disturbance of the site. If this figure is
compared to Figure 3.4-1, it appears that the remaining upland forested habitat will be
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fragmented on site. It appears that the densest wooded areas on the property would be
fragmented into strips between home sites and roads, which will be subject to intrusion by
human activity, and overall change in habitat as shrubs begin to invade previously forested
areas.
Response 3.3-7: Existing habitats on the project site will be altered from their original
state but would still provide habitat, for numerous species of native wildlife. Moreover,
there will continue to be 422.6 acres of open space (non-impervious surface area) on
the subject property that will serve as habitat for local species.
Comment 3.3-8 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): In addition to human activity, the characteristics of these areas would most
likely encourage wildlife "pest" behavior by more opportunistic animals, such as deer, woodchucks,
moles, raccoons, and mice, browsing on landscapes or in garbage.
Response 3.3-8: In the long term, the composition of the wildlife population in the area
would be altered immediately adjacent to the developed areas, as species able to adapt
to a more suburbanized environment (such as raccoons, opossum, woodchucks, mice,
songbirds, etc.) would have a greater ecological advantage over species that are less
tolerant of human activity; this effect is unavoidable. Edge habitats created by
encroachment of the development footprint on forested areas could favor such species,
but are not expected to substantially increase local populations of “pest” wildlife as these
species (raccoons, skunks, and opossum) would be managed, if necessary, by a
licensed pest control specialist upon the addition of the proposed residential
development.
Comment 3.3-9 (Letter #15: Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): At our last town hall
meeting of 12-10, my husband Harry Scarano - also of Edwards Road, used the wide
expression of - quote " I fear if all their desired development is allowed through the exquisite
little hamlet of Rock Hill and Bridgeville NY will end up a "stinking mess" perfect, because we
don't want our forest behind our property destroyed with your ugly townhomes.
Response 3.3-9: The Proposed Action would be developed consistent with the existing
zoning of the property as defined by the Town. The limits of disturbance would be
staked out on the project site by a licensed land surveyor prior to the start of
construction. All construction activities would be contained within the limits of
disturbance and would not encroach on or disturb trees on any adjacent private lands.
Construction activities would adhere to all state and local laws pertaining to noise,
traffic, dust, and erosion and sedimentation control. After completion of construction, the
development would adhere to all state and local laws concerning noise, traffic, lighting,
and stormwater control, including any conditions placed on the site plan by the Planning
Board.
It must be noted that the property in question is zoned by the Town in a way that allows
it to be developed as proposed by the property owner. In this regard, using the property
as proposed results in the implementation of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. The
parcel will not be destroyed but rather, it’s use will change. Should the Town or other
party(s) believe the property should not be developed, they would have to purchase it
from the owner and manage it as open space. In lieu of such a transaction the parcel is
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the owner’s to do with as he sees fit as long consistent with applicable rules and
regulations.
Comment 3.3-10 (Letter #15: Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): It is so beautiful and quiet
that is how we like it and the number of very old trees destroyed.
Response 3.3-10: Comment noted. Refer to Response 3.3-9 regarding the
development of the project consistent with Town zoning requirements and the removal
of trees.
Comment 3.3-11 (Letter #15: Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): We do not want our
surreal beauty of the views and the birds and the two mating majestic eagles terrified by
bulldozers we don't want to live with this proposed nightmare.
Response 3.3-11: As previously noted, the proposed plan would be developed
consistent with existing development regulations, including zoning for the property as
adopted by the Town, and natural resources protections under the regulatory jurisdiction
of NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, among other regulatory
requirements. The Findings adopted by the Town will include mitigation measures
identified during the environmental review process to be appropriate to minimize or
avoid potential adverse impacts.
Comment 3.3-12 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYS DEC, January 23, 2009): The site
contains two DEC-regulated freshwater wetlands, WO-35 (Class 3) and WO-36 (Class 2).
Together the two wetlands total 42.4 acres some of which is off the developer's property.
However, due to the location of some of the buildings, roads and utilities lines, the developer
has not completely avoided all disturbances to these wetlands or the 100-foot wide adjacent
area (AA) around them.
Response 3.3-12: The updated development plan has been designed to remove all
disturbances to NYSDEC-regulated wetlands. Disturbances to the regulated 100-foot
wide adjacent area have been designed to minimize impacts. Approximately 0.3 acres of
regulated adjacent area would be disturbed for construction of the proposed action. This
disturbance is the result of a trench associated with utility lines and the area proposed
for the disturbance is currently located on an existing access drive that serves as a
right-of-way for an adjoining neighbor. The Applicant has had a preapplication meeting
with the NYSDEC to discuss the project and will seek a permit from the State for
disturbance to this regulated adjacent area.
Comment 3.3-13 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Not all site
wetlands are shown. Wetland "F" (0.91 acre) is missing. This wetland may be isolated, and
appears to be heavily impacted by development. The wetland survey entitled, "Wetland
Boundaries of Glen Wild Land Company, LLC" by George Fulton, LLS (8/06, rev 10/08) should
be incorporated into the DEIS. It is the latest & most accurate depiction of existing conditions
for mapping of wetlands.
Response 3.3-13: The revised site plan incorporates all wetlands as delineated on the
property, including all non-regulated wetlands.
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Comment 3.3-14 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): The
boundary of DEC Wetland WO-36 (shown as Wetland "D" in the DEIS) is not shown correctly.
The boundary was adjusted as the result of field visit by Department staff on September 19,
2008. The adjacent area (AA) of WO-36 would be affected by the proposed road construction.
This wetland disturbance should be avoided. There is also a proposed "temporary" disturbance
to the AA for new water & sewer lines to be constructed within an existing dirt road. This also
would need a permit. It might meet permit issuance standards provided there is no unnecessary
widening of the road.
Response 3.3-14: The site plan has been updated to reflect the revised wetland line for
WO-36. Refer to Response 3.3-12 in regards to disturbance of NYSDEC regulated
wetlands and adjacent areas.
The Applicant has held pre-application meetings with the NYSDEC to discuss the
circumstances in securing the permit necessary for the temporary disturbance
mentioned in the comment. All necessary permits from the NYSDEC will be secured
before any construction beings.
Comment 3.3-15 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): DEC
Wetland WO-35 does not extend onto the site. However, its AA does. This was determined in
the September 2008 site visit, but this is not mentioned in the DEIS. The AA of this wetland
would be affected by construction of a swimming pool & clubhouse. The Department staff
believes this disturbance should also be completely avoided.
Response 3.3-15: The site plan has been amended to show the adjacent area of
Wetland WO-35. Both the swimming pool and the clubhouse have been relocated to a
point outside of the adjacent area; there will be no disturbance to the regulated area.
Comment 3.3-16 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYS DEC, January 23, 2009): According to
DEIS, "1.1 acres of non-regulated wetland (meeting the ACOE definition of 'isolated' wetland)
would be filled for the residential construction." (Note that this permanent impact may be
higher). However, an official jurisdictional determination had not been sought from the Corps as
of the date of the DEIS. Although the preliminary determination that these areas are not likely to
meet ACOE regulatory requirements was made by two Professional Wetland Scientists (PWS),
a formal determination from the Corps must be obtained and included in the DEIS.
Response 3.3-16: A copy of the DEIS was sent to the Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) for review. No comments have been received to date. Based on the plan
presented in the FEIS, isolated wetlands will not be impacted during Phase 1 of the
development. An analysis of wetland impacts will be conducted for each subsequent
phase of the project in accordance with SEQR Evaluation Forms (Appendix I).
It should be noted that the wetlands have been delineated using the appropriate State
and Federal guidelines and that delineation has been presented in the EIS and is
depicted on the project plan set. Under Phase 1 of the development, neither regulated
nor non-regulated wetlands will be impacted. Potential impacts would result from the
layout of future phases. For future development, the regulatory authorities will be
notified and permits sought as required. This will be a condition of the Town’s Findings
Statement.
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Comment 3.3-17 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Staff agrees
with the consultant's description of the type and location of endangered species habitat in or
near the site. We also agree with their analysis of potential use by and impacts to threatened
and endangered species as of 2006 at the project location, in particular the location and lack of
impact to Bald Eagles. However, the analysis in the DEIS needs to be updated with the most
recent information from the NYS Natural Heritage Project (NHP) to ensure no new species
occurrences have been documented since 2006. In addition, the two NYS bald eagle reports
that have been published since 2006 should be referenced in the DEIS and the pertinent parts
incorporated into it. The DEIS does a good job of describing the National Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines and how the project follows them.
Response 3.3-17: Updated correspondence with the Natural Heritage Program dated
February 13, 2008 reiterates that the bald eagle and brook floater are the only known
reports within its databases of rare or state-listed animals and plants, significant natural
communities, and other significant habitats that may occur on the project site or in the
immediate vicinity of the project site.
Bald eagle reports since 2006 have shown a decline in the total number of wintering
bald eagles within the Mongaup River System area due to the continuing repair of and
subsequent de-watering of the Swinging Bridge Reservoir. The reservoir was refilled in
2007 and hydro-electric operations resumed after a multi-year hiatus that directly
impacted the wintering habitat available to eagles within the area of the Mongaup River
System. The 2007 refilling of the reservoir, however, did not equate to an immediate
increase in the number of wintering bald eagles for the 2008 season due to the
impacted fish populations directly associated with the low water condition of the
reservoir while repairs were made. The total number of eagles within the Mongaup River
System is expected to increase in the years following the 2008 Bald Eagle Report as
fish populations recover to numbers similar to those before the reservoir was drained for
repairs.
Comment 3.3-18 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Staff also
agrees with the discussion in the DEIS of the absence of any suitable habitat on the site for
Indiana Bat and Bog Turtle. However, the consultant should include and reference copies of
both letters from US Fish And Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Natural Heritage Program
(NHP) in the DEIS to further document it.
Response 3.3-18: Correspondence letters received from the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the NYS Natural Heritage Program (NHP) were included in
Appendix B, Correspondence of the DEIS/DGEIS. While Chapter 3.3 of the DEIS makes
numerous references to these letters, the chapter failed to disclose the location of the
letters within Appendix B. These letters have been included in FEIS Appendix D, along
with an updated letter from the NHP dated February 13, 2008 reiterating that the bald
eagle and brook floater are the only threatened or endangered species known to occur
within the immediate vicinity of the project site.
Comment 3.3-19 (Letter # 18: William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management December 19, 2008): While there were a
substantial number of typographical and grammatical errors, there was one table where DPEM
felt that the facts were mistakenly misrepresented. In Table 3.3-7 the column labeled "%
Reduction of Area" shows the percent of area remaining, not the amount reduced. Additionally,
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the last row, "Developed Areas" shows the percentage increase in development, a figure that
perhaps deserves a separate chart.
Response 3.3-19: Refer to the revised information in the tables below, applicable to the
current project plan.
Table 3.3-1
Changes in Surface Cover (Acres)
Vegetation Type
Hemlock-Northern hardwood forest
Forested wetland
Scrub-Shrub wetland
Emergent wetland
Stream corridor
Pastureland
Developed areas (Impervious Surface)
TOTAL

PreDevelopment
(Acres)

PostDevelopment
(Acres)

449.7
43.1
0.8
0.9
5.2
11.1
16.2
527.0

374.0
42.0
0.7
0.7
5.2
0.0
104.4
527.0

Percent of
Vegetation
Type
Remaining
83.2
97.4
87.5
77.8
100
0
N/A*
N/A

Source: Tim Miller Associates and Keystone Associates, 2009
* See Table 3.3-2

Table 3.3-2
Change in Developed Areas
PrePostDevelopment
Development
Developed areas (Impervious Surface)
16.2 Acres
104.4 Acres

Percent
Increase
644.4

Source: Tim Miller Associates and Keystone Associates, 2009

Comment 3.3-20 (Jim Gollner, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Another concern we
have is that this section of the development here, I think I'm approximating this right, is a
heavily forested area. And this whole area is going to be clear-cut. Now, it's not just us on
Edwards Road, but there are other people, as well. We have, I guess a sort of a, might call it a
symbiotic relationship to the wildlife. We have a certain amount of deer or whatever that come
down. So, you know, we're all okay with it. But I think a lot of them are in this area, as well. And
if this is all clear-cut, rather than that, the animal population sort of being in this area, which is
going to be a lot of development, a lot of activity, I think they're going to take the path of least
resistance and go to the, you know, less populated areas and probably become sort of more of
a nuisance than they are.
Response 3.3-20: As stated in the DEIS, construction activities associated with the
development of the project site would result in disturbances to wildlife movements and
loss of available wildlife habitat. In general, as a project site is developed, some species
would temporarily relocate to similar habitats off-site. Due to the presence of similar
habitat on nearby properties, wildlife dispersal may create higher populations of some
species in areas that were previously less populated by wildlife. In the long term, the
composition of the wildlife population would be altered immediately adjacent to the
developed areas, as species able to adapt to a more suburbanized environment (such
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as raccoons, opossum, woodchucks, mice, songbirds, etc.) would have a greater
ecological advantage over species that are less tolerant of human activity and this effect
is unavoidable. Refer to Response 3.3-8 in regards to measures that would be taken to
mitigate for the presence of increased populations of human-subsidized species.
Comment 3.3-21 (Harry Scarano, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am Jim's neighbor
on Edwards Road. And we live on the Neversink River. And I read in the DGEIS (sic) study
that there were no bald eagle nests on the site of the project. I beg to differ. I've spoken with a
person who was in the woods in this location here, and I can point out the location because I
can see Richard Edward's house on the map, and that's where this person lives, right there.
And they were up in the woods cutting a Christmas tree, and they found an eagle nest that
underneath of which was littered with fish carcasses and eagle feathers. The eagles are there,
and in the GEIS (sic) study and it says they're not. And so that's -- the eagles are going to be
totally impacted. They make their living on the Neversink River, which is off the maps,
conveniently. And if this project is allowed to go through, the eagles, which don't like people, will
move out. I see the eagles every day. I look out the window. They're sitting on a tree. They're
sitting there, they're nice. A pair of eagles are sitting there. Those eagles have been
photographed by Michelle Haskell, a photographer for the Times Herald Record, so it's a point of
record that I can probably prove if I had to.
Response 3.3-21: The Applicant does not deny that the state-threatened bald eagle
may utilize the Neversink River corridor located approximately 700 feet west of the
project site at its closest. At this distance, the river was not able to be included in all of
the mapping and figures included in the submission of the DEIS. However, the
Neversink River can be seen in relation to the project site in Figures 2-1, 3.1-1, 3.2-2,
and 3.4-2 of the DEIS.
From Chapter 3.3 of the DEIS “During discussions with NYSDEC Region 3 NYSDEC
Bureau of Wildlife Endangered Species Program personnel, it was determined that the
bird's habitat in the vicinity of the project site is limited to wintering roost sites on the
Neversink River. This is not to say that bald eagles have never used a tree on the site to
roost during winter or summer months. It must be noted however, that the vast majority
of preferred roost trees are located along the river nearly one mile to the north of the
property and that no nest trees are present on or in close proximity to the project site.”
The Applicant’s environmental consultants revisited the project site and adjacent areas
in March of 2009. Potential nesting and roosting trees (large white pines and large
hemlocks) were observed both on and off the project site. No eagles were observed
during the day long visit. The NYSDEC determination that there are no eagle’s nests in
the area was confirmed.
Comment 3.3-22 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The hemlock forest is
important for several reasons. One is there's growing concern about water quality, as has been
stated. And there's emerging research that suggests that forests of these types really do aid
in the protection of the water quality, and they also help to provide shelter for a lot of the flora
and the fauna in the area. And there is concern about the amount of logging that will actually
need to be accomplished. And if they avoid this area they think that a lot of the concerns about
the grading and development of the site would be mostly addressed.
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Response 3.3-22: Though no citation is given to support the claim, herbaceous and
woody vegetation, including hemlock trees, aid in protecting water quality. This
community type does aid in the filtering of pollutants, regulation of water temperatures,
and recharge of groundwater. While the removal of approximately 75.7 acres of trees
has the potential to impact functions provided by the on-site forested communities, a site
specific stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) has been designed in
accordance with NYSDEC standards that strategically places stormwater facilities
basins throughout the development to mitigate impacts associated with the change in
land use.
As stated previously in Response 3.3-20, flora and fauna within the limits of disturbance
would be removed and/or temporarily or permanently displaced by construction of the
proposed development. Mitigation to offset these impacts has been provided in Chapter
3.3 Ecology and Wetland Resources of the DEIS/DGEIS.
The area of disturbance proposed to develop the Proposed Action has been minimized
to the maximum extent practicable while still achieving the development goals set forth
by the Applicant and by the Town’s zoning designation of the project site. The amount of
trees removed by development of the project site has a direct correlation to the
proposed limits of disturbance. Grading for roads, stormwater ponds, and buildings has
been kept to a minimum and is necessary to ensure all aspects of the development
conform with state, local, and federal regulations.
It must be noted that the property in question is zoned by the Town in a way that allows
it to be developed as proposed by the property owner. As long as the property owner
complies with the requirements of Town Zoning and other relevant portions of the Town
Code, there is nothing to prevent him from removing the vegetation in order to develop
the project as long as the Proposed Action is found to be consistent with the
requirements of SEQRA.
Should the Town or other party(s) believe the property should not be developed, they
would have to purchase it from the owner at fair market value and manage it as open
space. In lieu of such a transaction the parcel is the owner’s to do with as he sees fit as
long as all laws are followed.
Comment 3.3-23 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And what they're
concerned about is the nature of the hemlock forest that's up there would change and allow
more brush to be introduced into it so you would have more pest activity from local wildlife as
they find homes inside the forest but they don't have enough foraging area and they come back
out and they feast in your landscape and the garbage. If the forested area wasn't as
fragmented or if there was an area for the wildlife to get from those two areas easily with maybe
just crossing a road or two, it would be more likely that they would stay in those areas instead of
in our yards.
Response 3.3-23: Refer to Responses 3.3-8 and 3.3-20.
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3.5 TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.5-1 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): The most obvious impact on our area is the large increase in
traffic. The mitigation measures that the applicant has presented for addressing the traffic
situation seem extreme and do not adequately take into account the concerns of surrounding
business owners.
Response 3.5-1: Based on input received during the public review process, among
other things, the Applicant expects to pursue the As-of-Right, Residential and
Convenience Retail Alternative presented in the DEIS/DGEIS. Under this development
plan, the1 commercial component of the project would be reduced by more than 85
percent resulting in a significant reduction in traffic related impacts.
A Revised Traffic Study, dated February 27, 2009, has been submitted with this
document which demonstrates a sizeable reduction in project-generated peak-hour
traffic volumes of up to 60 percent. As a result of the reduced traffic volumes, the
mitigation measures proposed have been scaled back and are no longer expected to
require the acquisition of private property. Refer to Appendix E for a copy of the Revised
Traffic Study and concept plans depicting improvements.
Comment 3.5-2 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The maps in Figures
3.5-30 through 3.5-35 state that they are not drawn to scale, so it is impossible to determine
with any certainty the impact of the proposed road changes.
Response 3.5-2: Figures 33 through 36 in the Revised Traffic Study, dated February
27, 2009 and contained in Appendix E herein, are drawn to scale. These figures depict
the widening of the roads associated with NYSDOT’s plan for exit ramp improvements in
the area of in the Rock Hill hamlet center. The State will compensate owners for
reduction in access to their property resulting from the planned ramp improvements. The
Applicant does not propose any changes to property access and none would be
required under the As-of Right plan proposed herein.
It should be noted that there will be no impact on the Rock Hill Fire Department
driveway as the widening of Glen Wild Road does not extend to that point.
Comment 3.5-3 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): At this late stage we
are still left wondering about whether the proposed road expansion for Phases 1A and 1 would
wipe out the parking for the Trading Post and Dutch's.
Response 3.5-3: The project related traffic mitigation measures are proposed to be
constructed within the existing right-of-way; and the Applicant does not propose to
eliminate any private parking.
The NYSDOT is not proposing to move the right-of-way or take property, just to take the
right of access across all but 25 feet of the front of each of the effected properties.
Because there is an approximately 9-foot wide shoulder on the south side of Rock Hill
Drive, the roadway is proposed to be widened by approximately one (1) foot from the
edge of pavement on the south side of the road. Because there is an approximately
5-foot wide shoulder on the north side of Rock Hill Drive, the roadway is proposed to be
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widened and by approximately five (5) feet from the edge of pavement on the north side
of the road.
Refer to Response 3.5-2 for additional information regarding this issue.
Comment 3.5-4 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): At full build-out, the
map in Figure 3.5-31 suggests that land would need to be taken to reconfigure Rock Hill Drive,
Katrina Falls Road, and Glen Wild Road as 4 and 5-lane roads. It is unclear whether the
businesses along those roads would lose all their parking.
Response 3.5-4: The composition of the project has changed resulting in a dramatic
reduction in project-generated traffic. Proposed mitigating measures are no longer
needed as set forth in the DEIS. It is no longer proposed to acquire private property for
improvements nor is the Applicant proposing to eliminate private parking or to alter
access to private property.
Comment 3.5-5 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Assuming you can't
make a left turn across a 4-lane road, businesses on the south side of Rock Hill Drive would be
inaccessible from the westbound lanes of Rock Hill Drive and vice-versa.
Response 3.5-5: It is not proposed to install a physical barrier in the center of the
roadway. Motorists will be able to make a left-turn across the double yellow line to enter
or exit the highway in compliance with Vehicle and Traffic Law.
Comment 3.5-6 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): It is unclear whether
Pizza the Rock would survive or whether any of the other businesses would be viable.
Response 3.5-6: Based on the change of the Proposed Action to the As-of-Right
Residential and Convenience Retail Alternative presented in the DEIS/DGEIS, it is no
longer proposed to acquire private property for improvements nor is the Applicant
proposing to eliminate any private parking or to alter access to private property. The
traffic generated by the project will provide many new customers for the existing local
businesses, supporting them and helping them to thrive. Refer to Response 3.5-1.
Comment 3.5-7 (Letter #1 Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): We need scale drawings that show how traffic will be able to
cross from one side of Rock Hill Drive to the other at each development stage, exactly how much
parking would remain at each development stage, and the ingress and egress patterns for each
business at each development stage, so that individual business owners can assess and
comment on the impacts of the revised road network on their businesses.
Response 3.5-7: All proposed mitigation measures are presented in Figures 33 through
36 of the Revised Traffic Study (Appendix E), which are drawn to scale. Motorists will be
able to make a left-turn across the double yellow line to enter or exit Rock Hill Drive; it is
no longer proposed to acquire private property for improvements, nor is the Applicant
proposing to eliminate any private parking or to alter access to private property.
Comment 3.5-8 (Letter #4 Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): With the influx of possibly
1900 families and possibly an excess of over 3000 or more automobiles and delivery vehicles
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used daily by the residents, can you imagine or realize the congestion and pollution on our
roads, intersections and highways.
Response 3.5-8: Peak-hour traffic has been reduced by up to 60 percent from the
volumes presented under the Proposed Action presented in the DEIS/DGEIS and the
proposed mitigation measures will eliminate potential air-pollution-causing congestion.
Comment 3.5-9 (Letter #4 Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): The air pollution probably
will increase dramatically with the amount of automobiles and delivery vehicles used daily by this
huge amount of population increase.
Response 3.5-9: Refer to Response 3.5-8.
Comment 3.5-10 (Letter #4 Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2008): There are potentially very
significant impacts stemming from such a large massive project of this scale in a relatively
remote rural area. It may contribute disproportionately to accelerated generation greenhouse
gases, based on the daily driving to jobs or services for residents.
Response 3.5-10: Peak-hour traffic volumes have been reduced by up to 60 percent
and the proposed mitigation measures will minimize greenhouse-gas emissions to the
maximum extent practicable.
Comment 3.5-11 (Letter #10 Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008 and at the Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The
number and nature of the changes proposed for area roads indicate that the project should be
scaled back to a size that can be accommodated with fewer changes, and without the need to
acquire private property. Traffic should be analysed at the completion of each development
phase, and mitigation measures should be revised before construction begins on future phases.
Response 3.5-11: The project generated traffic has been significantly reduced and can
be accommodated without acquiring private property. Traffic has been analysed for
each proposed development phase and mitigation measures have been developed
accordingly. It is noted that the Applicant may, for cost-saving reasons, choose to
implement all of the identified improvements commensurate with the first phase. The
Applicant willis willing to analyze traffic at the completion of each development phase
and, if necessary, mitigation measures would be revised before construction begins on
future phases.
Comment 3.5-12 (Letter #10 Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008 and at the Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): At least
one property owner indicated an unwillingness to sell property to provide for improvements
under the current development scenario, since she would lose parking for her business. In
addition, the Association members believe that the proposed traffic impacts would lessen the
quality of life currently enjoyed in the hamlet. With a reduction of the total project densities and
square footage of commercial buildings, traffic impacts generated from the project would be
reduced. The developer should provide a revised analysis of mitigation measures required to
accommodate a project of such reduced scale.
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Response 3.5-12: It is no longer proposed to acquire private property for improvements
nor is the Applicant proposing to eliminate private parking or to alter access to private
property .
The square footage of commercial buildings has been reduced by 87.5 percent and the
traffic impacts of the project have been reduced accordingly (peak-hour traffic volumes
have been reduced by up to 60 percent). The Applicant has submitted a Revised Traffic
Study (dated February 27, 2009) indicating the mitigation measures required to
accommodate the reduced-scale project.
Comment 3.5-13 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
The last paragraph of Page 3.5-4 discusses a DOT project encompassing NYS Route 17 Exits
109 to 115, excluding Exit 113. The report states that construction is expected to begin in 2009
and will be completed in 2011. Due to current fiscal constraints, this project is under review for
change. Please remove the references to time frames for this project.
Response 3.5-13: All references to time frames for the referenced DOT project have
been removed from the Revised Traffic Study.
Comment 3.5-14 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
Table 3.5-3 beginning on Page 3.5-10 of the DEIS lists 56 developments are that proposed in
the vicinity of the Rock Hill Town Center project. For traffic projection purposes, it was assumed
that all of these projects will occur and will be completed by 2014. While this assumption
presents a worst-case scenario in terms of traffic generation, it is highly unrealistic.
Response 3.5-14: The inclusion of the 56 projects was done at the direction of the
Town Consultant. If some of these projects fail to materialize, traffic operating conditions
will be better than projected.
Comment 3.5-15 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008): In
light of the high degree of uncertainty regarding the construction of the projects listed in Table
3.5-3 of the DEIS, we reserve comments on the full build-out scenario at this time. Once
Phases 1A and 1 have been completed, a new Traffic Impact Study should be prepared for the
remainder of the development. The TIS should be reviewed and approved by our Department
prior to the start of any construction of the final phase.
Response 3.5-15: The Applicant is willing to undertake traffic monitoring and a
subsequent Traffic Impact Study, if required, after the first phase of the development is
complete.
Comment 3.5-16 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008): On
Page 3.5-26, it is stated that 33 feet of right-of-way on the Katrina Falls Road approaches to
Lake Louise Marie Road "will be just sufficient to accommodate the proposed widening." A
width of 33 feet may be sufficient to accommodate three travel lanes (each 11 feet wide), but it
is not wide enough to provide the necessary shoulders, drainage, signs, and other
appurtenances. It is noted that the Traffic Impact Study (March, 2007) originally proposed the
widening of Katrina Falls Road to four lanes from Rock Hill Drive to Lake Louise Marie Road
rather than three lanes as currently proposed. It is assumed that the widening was reduced to
three lanes in order to avoid impacts to the NYS Route 17 bridges over Katrina Falls Road.
Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
3.5-4

Transportation
July 21June 5, 2009
Response 3.5-16: A Revised Traffic Study has been submitted for the modified project
(Appendix E). The widening of the Katrina Falls Road approaches to Lake Louise Marie
Road is no longer planned.
Comment 3.5-17 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008): In
the last paragraph of Page 3.5-28, it is stated that "Increases in traffic volumes on the mainline
of NY Route 17 associated with these projects should be evaluated in the State's plans." Please
be advised that our Department does not have any formal "plans" or studies that evaluate the
capacity of NYS Route 17 in the project area. It should be noted that the 1-86 projects will not
add capacity for future development. The 1-86 projects are necessary to improve ramp
geometry, complete partial interchanges, provide standard vertical clearance on the mainline,
acquire strips of private property at ramp termini for access control, and other measures as
determined necessary by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for future interstate
designation.
Response 3.5-17: Comment Noted.
Comment 3.5-18 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008): On
Page 3.5-41, the report indicates that "It is the Applicant's opinion that because these additional
improvements are necessitated by the relocation of the existing ramps to satisfy Federal
Interstate design standards, the responsibility for implementing these improvements should rest
with the proponent of that project, namely the NYSDOT." Our Department strongly disagrees
with this statement. Any highway improvements that are required to accommodate a proposed
development are solely the responsibility of the project developer.
Response 3.5-18: Widening beyond the existing NY Route 17 EB Ramps is precipitated
by relocation of the ramps, not development of the Rock Hill Town Center. While the
comment may be somewhat moot given that the date for completion of the DOT project
has not been determined, the Applicant continues to work with the DOT on this matter
and will install a traffic signal at either terminus location for the eastbound ramps
depending on where the ramp terminus is as the project progresses.
Comment 3.5-19 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008): In
Section 33.19 Site Access and Circulation (Page 15-45), it is stated that "sidewalks are not
necessary and that pedestrians and bicyclists can be safely accommodated on the residential
streets internal to the development." The decision to not provide sidewalks is contrary to the
idea of promoting a walkable community and conflicts with the Sullivan 2020 report's Strategy
2.1 to "Promote walkable communities by installing and repairing sidewalks in new and existing
development." As a transportation strategy, the report recommends in Strategy 3.22 to
"-Enhance and promote the use of bicycles and walking as viable forms of transportation by
supporting the provision of safe public facilities, including multi-use trails, bicycle routes, bicycle
lanes, and sidewalks.' We urge the developer to reconsider their decision to not provide
sidewalks.
Response 3.5-19: It is now proposed to provide sidewalks throughout the private
residential streets in the development as well as along Rock Hill Drive. Signalized
pedestrian crosswalks with pedestrian signal heads and push buttons will be used as
necessary where street crossings are proposed. The sidewalk location and configuration
along Rock Hill Drive will be finalized during site plan review.
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Comment 3.5-20 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
The revised Traffic Impact Study indicates that 1,500 trips are anticipated during the Saturday
Midday Hour. On Page 8 of the TIS Executive Summary, it is noted that the proposed traffic
improvements for Phases 1 and lA are projected to accommodate the generation of up to 1,500
peak-hour trips. It appears from this information that if the peak hour volumes are slightly higher
than predicted on Saturday afternoons, traffic will not be accommodated.
Response 3.5-20: A Revised Traffic Study has been submitted for the As-of-Right,
Residential and Convenience Retail Alternative presented in the DEIS/DGEIS. The
revised project generates significantly less traffic during Saturday Midday Hour
compared with the project proposed in the DEIS/DGEIS and, as indicated by the
commenter, future background projections are conservatively high. As such, i2 is most
likely that the traffic will be accommodated on the network as improved by the proposed
mitigation measures.
Comment 3.5-21 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008): A
LOS "D" is projected during the Friday PM peak hour at the intersection of Lake Louise Marie
Road with Katrina Falls Road. On Page 8 of the TIS Executive Summary, it is stated that "the
signalization of the intersection... is an alternative which will be pursued only if the Town wishes
to maintain additional right-of-way on either side of Katrina Falls Road at that location." This
right-of-way will be necessary to accommodate the signal as part of the full build-out
improvements. Page 3.5-27 of the DEIS/DGEIS also notes that "installing a traffic signal will
reduce the overall peak-hour delay to less than 15 seconds and provide a Level-of-Service "B"
or better conditions on all movements" during the Phases 1 and lA time period.
Response 3.5-21: As indicated in the Revised Traffic Study for the As-of-Right,
Residential and Convenience Retail Alternative project, it is no longer proposed, nor is it
necessary, to install a traffic signal nor to widen the intersection of Lake Louise Marie
Road with Katrina Falls Road.
Comment 3.5-22 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
The "Build Mitigated AM-2014" run indicates a westbound left turn volume on Rock Hill Drive of
390 vehicles/hour. A dual left should be evaluated because the volume exceeds 300
vehicles/hour.
Response 3.5-22: At DOT’s suggestion, consideration was given to providing a double
left-turn movement on the westbound Rock Hill Drive approach to the Route 17 WB
ramps. However, because of right-of-way limitations, this could only be accommodated
with a left-turn lane and a shared left-through lane, which required that split phasing be
provided for eastbound and westbound traffic. The split phasing substantially reduced
the amount of time available for the westbound through movement, resulting in poor
operating conditions on that movement during the critical peak hours. This measure,
therefore, was considered undesirable when a single left-turn lane was determined to
function adequately without impacting the westbound through movement.
Comment 3.5-23 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
The "Build Mitigated Friday-2014" run for Rock Hill Drive and the NYS Route 17 westbound
ramps indicate that the 95 percentile volume exceeds the capacity for the NYS Route 17
westbound off-ramp and the westbound left turn from Rock Hill Drive onto the NYS Route 17
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on-ramp. The back of the queue on the off-ramp will be substantially closer to the travel lanes
of NYS Route 17 and further reduces the existing non-standard stopping sight distance.
Response 3.5-23: The Revised Traffic Study indicates that, the proposed timing of the
signal favors vehicles exiting Route 17 WB at Rock Hill Drive. This will prevent queuing
on the off-ramp from spilling back into the highway deceleration lane.
Comment 3.5-24 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
Any improvements related to the NYS Route 17/1-86 ramps, such as lane additions and
signalization, must be reviewed and approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
to ensure compliance with federal interstate standards.
Response 3.5-24: The Applicant has met with FHWA and continues to co-ordinate with
FHWA with regard to improvements related to the NYS Route 17/1-86 ramps.
Comment 3.5-25 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
We would like the developer or their consultant to submit the electronic Synchro files and report
print-outs containing all the pertinent information (such as Level of Service, total delay, queue
lengths, etc.) for Phase 1 and 1A. Additional comments will be provided after we review this
material.
Response 3.5-25: The Applicant has provided the electronic Synchro files of the
Revised Traffic Study to the NYSDOT as requested (refer to the e-mail transmittal of
4/2/09, a copy of which is included in Appendix D of this FEIS/FGEIS).
Comment 3.5-26 (Letter #11 Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E., NYSDOT, December 15, 2008):
Once we have reviewed the electronic Synchro files, we would like to meet with the developer,
their traffic consultant, and other involved/interested parties to discuss this project. A meeting
date in early February is desirable, so it would be helpful to receive the Synchro files as soon as
possible.
Response 3.5-26: The Applicant met with the DOT and the FHWA on February 17,
2009 to present the revised project. The minutes of this meeting are included in
Appendix D of this FEIS/FGEIS.
Following the February 17, 2009 meeting, the Applicant submitted revised capacity
analyses to the NYSDOT. In its most recent correspondence on the matter (May 13,
2009), which arose out of a second meeting with NYSDOT and FHWA (via phone) on
May 6 2009, the NYSDOT noted that “based on the information in the revised Traffic
Impact Study and the revised Synchro files for the above-referenced project, it appears
that an acceptable Level of Service will be provided along the NYS Route 17
Interchange 109 ramps during Phase 1 of the project.” The NYSDOT requested and the
Applicant has agreed that “a new traffic impact study be prepared at the completion of
Phase 1 and prior to the commencement of any Phase 2 development.” The extensive
monitoring program proposed will ensure that each stage of the development will only
go forward if traffic operating conditions can be maintained at the acceptable levels
indicated in the FEIS. Refer to pages 1-12 and 1-13 and Response 3.5-31 of this
document for information on milestones/thresholds, monitoring and future traffic volume
assessments.
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It should be noted that, the Town Engineer, Town Attorney, the Town’s traffic consultant
and a representative from the Sullivan County Department of Planning were all present
at the May 6, 2009 meeting with the Applicant, the NYSDOT and the FHWA.
Comment 3.5-27 (Letter #15 Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): We don't want the beautiful
Glen Wild Road and old "turnabout" to have a "light" and 2 lanes with traffic.
Response 3.5-27: Comment noted.
Comment 3.5-28 (Letter #15 Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): Lastly we do not want
approx. 3,000 more motorists in town.
Response 3.5-28: The commercial component of the project has been reduced by more
than 85 percent. A Revised Traffic Study, dated February 27, 2009, has been submitted
which demonstrates a reduction in project-generated peak-hour traffic volumes of up to
60 percent. As a result, peak-hour trip generation has been reduced from approximately
3,000 trips to 1,100 trips, which would equate to approximately 550 motorists since
inbound and outbound trips are counted separately.
Comment 3.5-29 (Letter # 18 William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management, December 19, 2008): The proposed traffic
mitigation needs to be shown to scale. It is not clear whether the existing right of way provides
adequate width for four lanes of traffic where there are currently only two lanes, and whether or
not there would be a loss of parking.
Response 3.5-29: To-scale drawings of the mitigation measures have been included in
the Revised Traffic Study. It is no longer proposed to acquire private property for
improvements nor is the Applicant proposing to eliminate any private parking.
Comment 3.5-30 (Letter #19 Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, January 19, 2009): In
addition, because of the additional traffic anticipated to be generated by the developer, a
flashing warning light should be placed on the side of Glen Wild Road 500 feet from the Fire
House in both directions; the light should be activated by our alarm and by a controller.
Response 3.5-30: Comment noted. The necessity for a flashing warning light has been
diminished by the revised plan which will generate significantly less traffic. We suggest
that a light not be required in Phase 1, and the issue be revisited prior to constriction of
future phases when traffic volumes will be assessed and compared with the thresholds
set forth by the Town.
Comment 3.5-31 (Letter #20 Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31, 2008):
The FEIS/FGEIS should indicate the responsibility for each of the proposed traffic
improvements, provide an indication that the agency responsible for the road is prepared to
grant conceptual approval, and include a proposed schedule for providing the improvements
based on issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy or other clearly measurable
events.
Response 3.5-31: The Applicant is willing to implement all of the improvements
recommended in the Traffic Study which are not related to the upgrade of NY Route 17
to interstate standards (essentially all improvements other than relocating the NY Route
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17 ramps). The Applicant has met with the DOT and the FHWA to discuss the project
and will be required to obtain approval from these agencies, as well as the Town of
Thompson and the County of Sullivan to implement these improvements.
Recommendations for specific milestones and the phasing of improvements have been
included in a letter from Adler Consulting, dated May 25, 2009, included in Appendix D,
Correspondence of this document. The SEQRA Findings will include a matrix of all items
with milestone thresholds, i.e. traffic, wastewater treatment, demographic
considerations, etc. Traffic thresholds will be based upon the Adler recommendations
which are accepted by or as revised based upon discussion with the Town of
Thompson.
It is important to note that the FHWA and the NYSDOT will continue to have jurisdiction
through the Site Plan approval process and the extensive monitoring program proposed
by the Applicant will ensure that the maximum unit count will not exceed what the FHWA
determines can be accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
It is proposed that the necessary traffic signals be installed prior to the granting of the
200th residential certificate of occupancy, and that the balance of the Phase 1
improvements be completed prior to the granting of the 350th certificate of occupancy.
The Phase 2 improvements are proposed to be completed prior to the granting of the
750th certificate of occupancy.
It is noted that the Applicant may, for cost-saving reasons, choose to implement all of
the identified improvements commensurate with the completion of the first phase.
Comment 3.5-32 (Letter #20 Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31, 2008):
There should also be a schedule for interim traffic analyses, funded by the project sponsor, to
confirm the traffic projections. If actual traffic levels from project related traffic differs from
projections, modifications to the timing, locations, or nature of improvements may be made.
This is referenced in the DEIS/DGEIS as part of a Master Development Agreement, but the
elements should be in the DEIS/DGEIS.
Response 3.5-32: The Applicant willis willing to undertake traffic monitoring and interim
traffic analyses, if required, as the development progresses (refer to Response 3.5-31
and letter from Adler Consulting, dated May 25, 2009, included in Appendix D,
Correspondence of this document). It is suggested that the first traffic monitoring be
undertaken after the completion of the phase 1 improvements and before the
commencement of phase 2 construction. It is further suggested that additional traffic
analysis, if necessary, would be scheduled based on the results of the first interim
analysis and the proposed construction schedule.
Comment 3.5-33 (Letter #20 Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31, 2008):
Since the project sponsor proposed a 15 year buildout, the FEIS/FGEIS should address the
timing of dedication for the north-south road proposed to be dedicated to the Town and include
provision for maintenance until dedication. Typically, dedication is not made until all heavy
construction and most home construction has been completed. If that is to be the case, how will
school buses be routed and how will children be protected from construction activities?
Response 3.5-33: The north-south road is intended to serve as a primary collector road
and, therefore, should have few, if any, children on it. It is proposed that the south and
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Southeast portions of the north-south road be constructed and completed as part of
phase 1 with dedication offered to the Town as soon as all heavy construction
associated with Phase 1 is completed. The developer would be responsible for
maintaining the road until it is accepted by the Town. Once accepted by the Town,
school buses could use the road. Prior to that, the relatively small number of school
children could be driven by their parents to the southern end of the road or the parking
lot for the commercial component of the project where they could be picked up and
dropped off by the school buses. Construction of the northern portion of the
development in Phase 2 would be accessed from the northern driveway on Glen Wild
Road so that construction activity would not damage the dedicated portion of the
north-south road.
Comment 3.5-34 (Ellen Hoffman, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The idea of five
traffic lights, I don't think there are five traffic lights in Monticello, you know, crowded, with
Frontier like that. Frontier is sitting empty.
Response 3.5-34: Comment noted.
Comment 3.5-35 (Clifford Schwartz, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am concerned
that the physical alteration proposed for Rock Hill Drive, Glen Wild Road and Katrina Falls Road
would destroy the existing business district and that the new center might not be economically
viable.
Response 3.5-35: It is no longer proposed to realign Glen Wild Road and Katrina Falls
Road opposite each other at Rock Hill Drive. In addition, the As-of-Right, Residential
and Convenience Retail Alternative development documented in the DEIS/DGEIS and
this FEIS/FGEIS has a greatly reduced commercial component thereby all but
eliminating potential impacts to existing businesses resulting from roadway changes and
introduced competition.
Comment 3.5-36 (Melinda Ketcham, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The DEIS/DGEIS
has not adequately drawn to scale the expansion of Rock Hill Drive and Katrina Falls Road, and
has not fully considered the impacts on expanding the roadway from two lanes. Expanding
these roads will substantially affect the businesses, environment and overall character of Rock
Hill.
Response 3.5-36: A Revised Traffic Study with scaled drawings has been submitted.
Motorists will be able to make a left-turn across the double yellow line to enter or exit
Rock Hill Drive. The changes to the roadway configuration proposed are not expected to
significantly impact the existing businesses, environment or community character.
Comment 3.5-37 (Melinda Ketcham, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): There will be
overlap onto properties, that will occur from the expansion. There will be an increased amount
of traffic congestion. There will be difficulty in traffic movement, and the commercial center of
Rock Hill will lose its existing parking.
Response 3.5-37: It is no longer proposed to acquire private property for
improvements, nor is the Applicant proposing to eliminate private parking or to alter
access to private property. The Revised Traffic Study indicates that there will not be
traffic congestion or any difficulty in traffic movement.
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Comment 3.5-38 (Anthony Porpora, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): My main
concern, I have many, but the one I'm talking about now is the traffic. The road, they have two
different plans to do the road: One for the initial and then one for, I guess if they go with the rest
of the project. The second one seems to go right through my building. If the Board is going to
allow the first road to go through, I'm assuming that it's going to end up going to the second
one.
We invested in Pizza the Rock. We both live in Rock Hill. I've lived here all my life. I would ask
the Board that they wouldn't allow eminent domain to come in play. It's a small investment
maybe, but for us it's a huge investment. It's our life, you know, children and hopefully
retirement to think about. And more than that is our community which you need to think about.
And I think everybody is on the same page. We want to keep Rock Hill growing in a steady
pace, not too fast. And I guess that's about it.
Response 3.5-38: The acquisition of property from the pizzeria at the corner of Rock
Hill Drive and Glen Wild Road is no longer proposed. The project presented herein and
as the As-of-Right, Residential and Convenience Retail Alternative in the DEIS/DGEIS
will result in reduced traffic volumes and, therefore, requires substantially less
mitigation.
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3.8 COMMUNITY RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.8-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am concerned about the enormous impact this large
development will have on our community services, including schools, fire, ambulance, police,
and postal services. I find it incomprehensible that the DEIS was declared complete and ready
for public comment when item 8 on page 1-12 of the September 10 Response to Comments
states that the "Police, Fire, EMS and Schools sections will be revised as suggested." It does
not seem possible that an educated decision about this project can be made without a clearer
understanding of its impact on such fundamental and vital services. It is the obligation of the
applicant to provide us with a clearer picture of those impacts. At this stage in the approval
process, we should be able to comment on a comprehensive analysis of service impacts. I also
wish to note that some of the calculations in the information presented are questionable.
Response 3.8-1: In response to the Town Planner’s completeness review comments
documented in a letter to the Thompson Planning Board dated June 5, 2008, the
Applicant’s team generated the “Response to Comments” document dated September
10, 2008 noted by the commentor. This document identified the actions required to
address the Town Consultant’s comments and the party responsible for that action. The
quoted text in the comment is taken directly from that document.
The Community Services section of the DEIS, which includes Police, Fire, EMS and
Schools sections, was revised subsequent to the September 10, 2008. The Lead
Agency’s review and acceptance of that DEIS/DGEIS as complete indicates that the
original comment from the Town Consultant was adequately addressed in the body of
the DEIS/DGEIS, that the DEIS/DGEIS complies with the adopted scope and that the
revisions provided the Town with a clear understanding of the potential impacts to these
vital services thus allowing the Planning Board the ability to take a hard look at these
impacts and the project as a whole.
The comprehensive analysis of potential adverse impacts on community services
included in the DEIS, based upon the adopted Scope for the DEIS, disclosed that no
significant impacts on police protection are anticipated from the proposed project and
that tax revenues generated by the proposed project would mitigate the increased
demand on fire protection, emergency medical services, and schools.
In response to comments received on the DEIS plan, the Applicant is seeking approval
of the as-of-right Residential Alternative presented in the DEIS. In this alternative, the
commercial component of the project has been reduced from 480,000 square feet to
60,000 square feet, while the number of residential units has been increased from 1,340
to 1,613 households. The increase in households with the As of Right Plan would
generate a population increase of 3,825 rather than the 3,260 increase anticipated from
the previously proposed plan. However, as indicated in the DEIS, the anticipated
impacts on community services associated with the As-of-Right Plan would be similar to
those disclosed in the DEIS for the previously proposed action.
The Applicant notes that the calculations of necessary fire and emergency personnel
included in the DEIS were based upon multipliers from the Urban Land Institute (ULI).
The current national average is 1.59 fire personnel per 1000 population (International
City/County Management Association). Benchmark data from the Southeast Michigan
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Council of Governments (SEMCOG) recommends 1.95 full time employees for fire and
EMS per 1000 population. The ULI multiplier is between these two criteria thus is
considered to present representative multipliers indicative of current conditions. The
calculations of projected school age children were based upon multipliers from the most
recently published work of noted demographic researchers, Burchelle and Listokin, in
the June 2006, Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy. These calculations are
repeated below for the As of Right plan.
Based on planning standards contained in the ULI’s 1994 Development Impact
Handbook (Development Handbook), it is estimated that 1.65 fire personnel per 1,000
population would be required to serve a new population. The anticipated increase in
population of 3,825 persons resulting from development of the As of Right Plan would
generate a demand for 6.3 additional fire personnel over a twenty year development
period. The increase in the Town’s existing population from Phase 1 of the project
(1,149) would create a demand for 1.9 additional fire personnel over a four to five year
period.
The standard for emergency medical services, according to the Development
Handbook, is 4.1 full-time personnel and 1 vehicle per population of 30,000. The
introduction of 3,825 permanent persons to the Town of Thompson would result in the
potential added demand for 0.52 EMS full-time personnel and 0.13 vehicles in a twenty
year period. The increase in the Town’s population from Phase 1 of the project (1,149)
would create a demand for 0.16 additional full-time personnel and 0.04 vehicles over a
four to five year period.
The standards for evaluating EMS personnel levels are based on ratios established for
departments with paid employees, however this is the most accurate means identified to
make projection. While this method may result in some inaccuracy when used for
volunteer departments, the difference would not be significant.
The planning standards ratio for police personnel provided by the ULI in their 1994
Development Impact Assessment Handbook, is two police per population of 1,000.
Currently, the Sheriff’s office employs 43 sworn members of the Patrol Division and the
New York State Police are also present in the County. However, the number of
patrolmen assigned from the New York State Police is considered sensitive information
but as stated in a letter from the state Police on March 2, 2008 “the New York State
Police anticipates adapting and adjusting to any increase in calls for service or response
times [that] this project, or any other project, may create.”. Assuming that the police
departments are staffed to respond to current demand (a response was not received
from the Sullivan County Sheriff Department) the project would result in the need for an
additional 2.3 police personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1 and
7.7 at full build out. The letter received from Eric J. Chatboty, Undersheriff for the Office
of the Sullivan County Sheriff, dated June 26, 2009 and attached in Appendix D of this
document states that “This project alone would not require expansion of the current
equipment or staffing levels of the Sheriff’s Office.” According to the ULI standards
mentioned above the project would result in the need for an additional 2.3 police
personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1 and 7.7 at full build out.
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The letter received from the Office of the Sullivan County Sheriff on June 26, 2009
states “[o]ur typical average response time to the geographic center of your proposed
project would be 5 minutes.”
The total number of school-age children to be generated by the project was calculated
based on student multiplier data available from Rutgers University, Center for Urban
Policy Research, Residential Demographic Multipliers, June 2006. As noted in the
minutes of the meeting held between RH Land and Monticello School District
Superintendent, Dr. Patrick Michel, on February 27, 20081, these multipliers were
reviewed by the Monticello School District and found to be acceptable. At this same
meeting Dr. Michel also agreed that a projected cost of approximately $10,000 per
student would be a reasonable basis for the analysis. The actual projected cost used in
the fiscal analysis was slightly higher at $10,466 per student. The population of school
age children projected for the Proposed Action would be approximately 432 children
over the twenty year build out period similar to the 435 children under the plan
presented in the DEIS/DGEIS. However, if the project's population would mirror the
Town's population, i.e., 30 percent of all housing units are seasonal, then the school age
children population would be reduced to 302 students over a twenty year build out
period.
As noted, the proposed action would be constructed in phases. The first phase is
planned to be completed by 2014. The population of school age children projected for
Phase 1 would be 139. These children are likely to arrive in the Monticello School
District over a four to five year period, resulting in an annual school age population
increase of approximately 30 new children or three children per grade on average. This
analysis has been conducted based upon 100 percent year round occupancy. However,
for comparison purposes only; If the project's population would mirror the Town's
population, i.e., 30 percent of all housing units are seasonal, then the school age
children population would be reduced to 97 students over a four to five year build out
period.
The Applicant also notes that the proposed project would be constructed in phases over
a twenty year period allowing existing services in the community to gradually adjust to
the elements of the project. The potential increases in demand for community services
would thus be introduced gradually over time. Similarly, tax revenues generated would
also increase as the project is developed. It should be noted that the School District
recently passed the School Budget for the 2009-2010 school year by an overwhelming
majority and the performance of the school district has been on the rise in recent years.
The influx of school children and tax revenue from the proposed project will help to
support these positive trends.
The fiscal analyses presented in Chapter 1.0 herein indicate that, to the extent that the
proposed project results in impacts to community services, tax revenues generated by
the built project can be expected to offset a portion if not all the public costs for those
services. The subsequent phase(s) of the project may need to address any additional
demand that is attributable to future development of the project.

1

Minutes of the RH Land Meeting with Monticello School District Superintendent February 27, 2008 are included in
DEIS Appendix B.
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Data is presented herein to assess the potential impacts of the full build out and
conditions projected after the completion of Phase 1, analysis of interim build out
conditions of the project were not called for in the project scope, nor is an analysis of the
project under construction considered relevant.
Comment 3.8-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The school analysis
also should address capacity issues in the existing school buildings.
Response 3.8-2: Refer to Response 3.8-1. The DEIS specifically noted that in
February, 2008, the project team met with the Monticello Central School District’s
Superintendent, Dr. Patrick Michel, to discuss the potential impacts on the Monticello
Central School District from the proposed development. See DEIS Appendix B,
Correspondence, for the minutes of that meeting. With specific respect to the capacity of
the school system, Dr. Michel also noted that consideration should be taken into building
an elementary school in the area by the project’s completion, although Dr. Michel
indicated that the elementary school is currently not at capacity. The As-of-Right Plan
now proposed would be constructed over a twenty year period and would generate a
similar number of school aged children to the previously proposed alternative.
The projected student population of 432 children will be introduced into the school
district over a twenty year period. In addition, the students introduced into the school
district would be enrolled in various grade levels. The introduction of these students into
various grade levels over a multi-year period would further ameliorate the effect of the
increase in school district enrollment resulting from the project. On average less than
two children per grade will arrive annually. The extended approval and construction
period for the Rock Hill project provides time to allow the district to implement measures
to accommodate the introduction of new students from this and other projects in the
area.
Based upon the currently proposed As-of-Right project, with the fee simple Townhouse
units included, the projected tax revenue to the school district is estimated at
$4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is estimated to be $4,521,312 if all
of the units were year round units. This would result in a deficit of $369,826. However,
under the existing demographic scenario where only 70 percent of the units are
expected be used year round, the projected cost to the school district would be
$3,160,732, a differenceresulting in a net annual surplus to the school district of
$990,754.
According to the Tax receiver of the Monticello School District, the total assessed value
of property in the Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The potential deficit of
$369,826 would result in an increase to the tax rate of less than $0.25 per $1,000 of
assessed valuation. For a home valued at $200,000 in the Monticello School District,
this increase would equate to a worse case tax increase of approximately $36.00 per
household per year. This projection does not take into account any increase in
commercial development in Rock Hill to support the needs of the new residents, nor
does it take into account any seasonal or senior residents who would have no need for
school district services. In light of these additional factors, it is not expected that the
worse case scenario will ever be realized.
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A decision as to the use of these funds would be made by the School Board. If there
were no need for additional funds by the school district, an increase in revenue could
serve to reduce the tax rate throughout the school district. Alternatively, a more likely
scenario is that the funds would be used to augment future school budgets to provide
services for an expanding population, or a capital improvement bond could be proposed
to fund future capital expansion as required.
Comment 3.8-3 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Section 3.8.4
discusses the impact on emergency medical services. An annual cost of $62,400 is calculated
at the top of page 3.8-10, but no conclusions are reached about whether that amount is to be
borne by the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps, by Mobilemedic EMS, or by individual
service recipients. In addition, there is no explanation of why the calculation is based on a
40-hour week when emergency medical services are needed by the community during every
one of the 168 hours in a week. The analysis needs to be expanded to specifically address the
costs to be incurred by the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps as a result of this project. We
also need a more detailed explanation of how the costs of paid EMS professionals will be
charged to the community - whether through taxes or charges per service call.
Response 3.8-3: Section 3.4-8 of the DEIS indicated that an annual cost of $62,400
would be incurred for a two person, twelve hour shift of paid EMTs that might be
necessary to supplement Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps volunteers as a result of
the proposed project. The DEIS also indicated that the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance
Corps would receive $54,074 annually in tax revenues generated by the proposed Rock
Hill Town Center development. Under the currently proposed As of Right Plan, the
projected tax revenues are projected to be $53,663. These funds could be used to offset
the impacts on emergency services were it determined to be necessary to hire the paid
EMTs. A mechanism would be developed to distribute any increased emergency
medical costs among the community should they arise. Additionally, Mobile Medic, a fee
for service ambulance provider, is available to augment necessary ambulance service
requests for the residents Rock Hill.
Comment 3.8-4 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008): As
of this time, we do not feel that the DEIS in its current form adequately addresses the concerns
of the Rock Hill Fire District.
Response 3.8-4: As discussed in the DEIS, the project site is located in the Rock Hill
Fire District served by the Rock Hill Volunteer Fire Department (RHVFD) which is an
all-volunteer company. At the time the DEIS was prepared, the District had a staff of 67
volunteers that protects a population of approximately 1,600 residents and businesses
in an area of about 16 square miles.
As further discussed, the District’s service ratio is nearly 42 fire personnel per 1,000
population. The response time to the project site is expected to be approximately three
to six minutes. The fire house for the Rock Hill District is located at 61 Glen Wild Road
adjacent to the project site and houses various apparatus to respond to emergencies.
In keeping with Rock Hill Fire Department Chief Sean Rieber’s November 18, 2006
request (included in DEIS Appendix B), fire hydrants would be installed by the Applicant
along proposed private roads to provide water for fire fighting. These hydrants will be
privately owned and maintained.
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Based on planning standards contained in the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) 1994
Development Impact Handbook, it is estimated that 1.65 fire personnel per 1,000
population would be required to serve a new population. With the now proposed As of
Right Plan, the anticipated increase in population of 3,825 persons would generate a
demand for 6.3 additional fire personnel over the twenty year development period. The
increase in the Town’s existing population from the first phase of the project (1,149
persons)would create a demand for 1.9 additional fire personnel over a four to five year
period. The national average is 1.59 fire personnel per 1,000 population (International
City/County Management Association). Benchmark data from the Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG) recommends 1.95 employees for Fire and EMS per
1,000 population. The ULI multiplier is between these two criteria.
As noted above, in their letter dated November 18, 2006 the Rock Hill Fire District
indicates that a volunteer staff of 67 fire fighters serves a population of 1,600 persons.
At this rate the ratio of fire personnel to residents is four per 100. The anticipated
population increase at full buildout is projected to be 3,825 persons. At the existing ratio,
this may indicate the need for a significant number of additional fire fighters. However
the multifamily condominium units are anticipated to include sprinkler systems which
would reduce this need. The anticipated growth in population should provide a new
resource for volunteer fire fighters to come forward, particularly since the Applicant has
agreed to pursue affordable housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers, service
personnel, and recent high school and college graduates. The Applicant will include
marketing efforts in their home-buyer prospectus material to encourage community
service volunteers. The New York State Division of Fire Safety conducts fire training for
all levels of fire fighters. This fire training is available in Sullivan County and is available
with out charge to either the fire personnel or the Fire Company. In addition to the
anticipated increase in available tax revenue, the Applicant will continue to actively
support the fund raising activities of the Rock Hill Fire District to meet their future needs.
According to Fire Chief Sean Rieber (November 18, 2006 correspondence) if mutual aid
is needed, the Fire District would be assisted by fire fighters from adjoining districts.
Chief Rieber also indicated that the fire district has outgrown its facilities and has begun
planning for future expansion. According to Chief Rieber, the District would require
additional equipment, including aerial apparatus, up to two command vehicles, and a
first response vehicle for EMS responses, in order to provide adequate fire protection
services for the proposed project. Chief Rieber further noted that the new equipment
would be funded with the additional tax revenue received from the proposed
development, and that these funds would become an annual budgetary item. The
projected revenue to the Rock Hill Fire District upon completion of Phase 1 is estimated to
be approximately $89,529 annually. Upon completion of the project these revenues are
estimated to be $297,384. The need for any increase in fire protection could be funded
with these tax revenues.
Comment 3.8-5 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008): The
DEIS has based the potential impacts on the Rock Hill Fire District on the Urban Land Institute's
1994 Development Impact Handbook. Based on this handbook, the statement was made in the
DEIS that the District's current personnel level exceeds the standard for the entire Town of
Thompson even after the projected population increase from the Rock Hill development.
Essentially, the statement is being made that the Rock Hill Fire Department and District would
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be able to handle all emergencies in the entire Town of Thompson with its current staffing
levels, including the Monticello Fire District. This statement simply isn't true. Each and every fire
district is distinct and separate and has its own necessary levels of protection that are
necessary. Basing a rural fire departments needs on a report from the Urban Land Institute is
not reliable.
Response 3.8-5: Refer to Response 3.8-4. The analysis of potential adverse impacts
on fire protection services in the DEIS was based not only upon the well recognized
planning standards in the ULI’s 1994 Development Impact Handbook but also upon the
noted discussions with Fire Chief Sean Rieber which disclosed specific information
about the Rock Hill Fire Department. That analysis indicated that the District’s current
personnel level exceeds the ULI standard before the project population increase. Fire
Chief Sean Rieber indicated that additional fire fighting equipment may be necessary in
order to provide fire protection services to the Rock Hill community, the projected tax
revenue anticipated to go to the Rock Hill Fire District can be used to cover the expense
of additional fire equipment as necessary.
Comment 3.8-6 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008):
Most importantly on that list of equipment is the need for a ladder truck and a facility in which to
store it.
Response 3.8-6: Refer to Responses 3.8-4 and 3.8-5. As discussed above, the
projected tax revenue to the Rock Hill Fire District upon completion of Phase 1 is
estimated to be approximately $89,529 annually and $297,384 annually upon completion
of the project. During discussions with Chief Rieber, he noted that new equipment would
be funded with the additional tax revenues received from the proposed development,
and that these funds would become an annual budgetary item. The tax revenues to the
District could also be used to fund the purchase or construction of a facility to store any
new equipment such as the ladder truck noted in the comment.
Comment 3.8-7 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008):
Other concerns of the Rock Hill Fire District that were not properly addressed are as follows:
1. Who will be responsible for making sure hydrants are tested, flowing, clear of snow in winter,
etc?
2. Will the developer provide adequate training for current members and neighboring mutual aid
departments for the varying types of construction?
3. Will the developer provide funding to the Rock Hill Fire District to subsidize any upfront costs
for additional equipment and apparatus as well as for recruitment and retention? Since
November 2006 the active roles have dropped from 67 to 55, however, the number of very
active firefighters who perform the majority of the duties is significantly lower than that figure.
As it stands now, we are in need of new volunteers. Additional population would further
enhance that need.
Response 3.8-7: 1) In keeping with Rock Hill Fire Department Chief Sean Rieber’s
November 18, 2006 request (included in DEIS Appendix B), fire hydrants would be
installed by the Applicant along proposed private roads to provide water for fire fighting.
The Homeowner’s Association would engage duly qualified professionals to conduct the
necessary hydrant testing and all required maintenance. A steel elevated water storage
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tank will be constructed in Phase 1 adjacent to the Commons Area. Preliminary sizing of
the tank is 1,000,000 gallons which will provide storage capacity equal to the average
daily consumption plus fire flow storage requirements.
2) Funds generated from property taxes provided to the District could be used for
training current members and neighboring mutual aid departments for the varying types
of construction as deemed appropriate by the District.
3) As noted above, tax revenues to the District are expected to be approximately
$89,529 after completion of Phase 1. These funds, and subsequent revenues, could be
used to subsidize any upfront costs for additional equipment and apparatus and for
recruitment and retention of volunteers as deemed appropriate by the District.
Comment 3.8-8 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008): The
November 2006 letter requested numerous pieces of information from the developer for a more
informed answer and was written more as a brief overview of the capabilities of the Rock Hill
Fire District. However, many questions remain unanswered or incompletely answered.
Therefore, it is the opinion of the Rock Hill Fire District that our concerns were not adequately
answered in the DEIS. However, representatives from the District wish to meet with the
developer to open up a dialogue in which more information can be obtained about the proposed
project and to discuss its impacts on the Rock Hill Fire District.
Therefore, we respectfully request that the Planning Board keep this public hearing open in
order to facilitate such a meeting and that all comments made as a result of that meeting be
incorporated into the FEIS.
Response 3.8-8: The Applicant has had unofficial meetings and discussions with
members of the Rock Hill Fire District. The applicant will schedule continued meeting(s)
with representatives of the Fire District to provide additional information about the
proposed project, to discuss impacts it may have on the District and to identify specific
measures to mitigate any impacts. The increased population anticipated to live in the
proposed Rock Hill project will provide the opportunity for the Fire District to recruit new
volunteers. The anticipated tax revenue will provide the ability for the Fire District to fund
additional equipment as necessary. As a condition of site plan approval, the applicant
will work with the Fire District to insure appropriate fire flows and adequate fire hydrant
locations.
Comment 3.8-9 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The Association is concerned that the DEIS does not provide an adequate
analysis of the proposed impacts on the Rock Hill Fire Department. The Association requests
that all comments provided by the Rock Hill Fire Department be addressed in the FEIS and that
a more detailed impact analysis based on local data be incorporated into the Findings
Statement.
Response 3.8-9: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-10 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): As a way to further minimize impacts on community
services and traffic, the developer could create an active over 55 adult community as part of the
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unit mix. The impacts of such a development on volunteer ambulance corps services should be
addressed.
Response 3.8-10: Refer to FEIS Section 3.5 (Transportation) concerning impacts on
traffic. Approximately ten percent or 168 of the total dwelling units proposed in the
As-of-Right Plan would be occupied by residents 55 years of age and older. The
Applicant has yet to decide the distribution of the housing units for these residents, but
envisions further discussions and deliberation with respect to the siting of these units as
the site development approval process advances. A final decision in this matter will be
based upon a number of considerations, including reducing any potential adverse
impacts and the housing market.
Further, the Applicant notes that the DEIS included an analysis of potential adverse
impacts on ambulance services and concluded, based upon the standard for
Emergency Medical Services in the Urban Land Institute’s 1994 Development Impact
Handbook, that the introduction of 3,260 permanent persons to the Town of Thompson
would result in the potential added demand for 0.45 EMS full-time personnel and 0.11
vehicles in a twenty year period. Similarly, the additional population of 3,825 persons
resulting from the now proposed As of Right Plan would result in the potential added
demand for 0.52 EMS full-time personnel and 0.13 vehicles in a twenty year period.
Based on the ULI multipliers, the proposed project would not have a measurable impact
on emergency services.
Comment 3.8-11 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): The DEIS indicates that 49 active adult units would be
provided. However, more should be provided as a way of minimizing impacts to local schools.
More units clustered in an area on the site would provide the critical mass needed to help make
it an identifiable community that better addresses the needs of individuals over the age of 55.
Response 3.8-11: Refer to Response 3.8-10.
Comment 3.8-12 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): Section 3.8.4 of the DEIS indicates that this area is
currently served by the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corp, and provides a discussion of the
impacts, based on a conversation with Mr. Tom Bogursky, who indicated that in times of
shortage, residents can rely on paid ambulance services provided by Mobilemedic EMS. In the
current configuration with the total proposed units, it is clear that more residents in Rock Hill
would have to rely on Mobilemedic EMS services. The ambulance service will not be able to
discriminate against new residents and compel them to be serviced by Mobilmedic EMS, as
suggested on page 3.8-10.
Response 3.8-12: Refer to Responses 3.8-3 and 3.8-10.
Comment 3.8-13 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): On November 26, 2006, the Superintendent of the
Monticello School District, Dr. Patrick Michel, issued a letter (located in Appendix B) stating that
this project would have a significant impact on the district's resources. According to the
superintendent, multipliers used by the school district are based on a ratio of 1.6 new students
per household, which would imply a total of 2144 students to be generated by the proposed
project (1340 units x 1.6) over the 15 year period. However, on page 3.8-3, the DEIS estimates
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the number of new students to be approximately 435 over the 15 year period, less than half the
number predicted by the School district's multiplier. Even with allowances for the proposed
senior restricted units and smaller apartments as provided in the current proposal, it does not
seem possible to support the developer's lower estimate. The combination of a reduced density
and the inclusion of an active adult community will result in less impact to our schools.
Response 3.8-13: Refer to Response 3.8-2 concerning Superintendent of Schools, Dr.
Michel’s, concurrence with the projections of new students included in the DEIS and
Response 3.8-10 concerning inclusion of an adult community in the project to further
mitigate adverse impacts on the school system. The Applicant notes that the number of
students anticipated from the now proposed As of Right Plan would change from
approximately 435 to 432 over the twenty year buildout. However, based upon the
seasonal use of the residences, the number of students may be reduced to 302 or
lower. In addition, according to correspondence from Dr. Michels included in the DEIS
(Appendix B), nearly nine percent of the school age children in the school district
currently attend private or home schools. Based upon this percentage, the projected
increase in school enrollment would further decrease.
As discussed in the DEIS, the proposed project includes residential and commercial
components. The fiscal analysis included in Section 3.10 indicated that there will be an
annual net benefit from the proposed action. As noted in Section 3.10, of this FEIS, the
now proposed As-of-Right project, including its fee simple Townhouse units, would
generate tax revenues $4,151,486 for the school district, while the projected cost to the
school district is $4,521,312 if all of the units are year round units, resulting in a deficit of
$369,826. However, under the existing demographic scenario where 70 percent of the
units are permanent year round use, the projected cost to the school district would be
reduced to $3,160,732, resulting in a net annual surplus to the school district of
$990,754. These funds could be used to offset the effects of any increase in student
enrollment resulting from the proposed project.
Finally, as indicated in the DEIS, the Applicant remains committed to working with the
school district to further examine its operation and refine the fiscal analysis to minimize
potential impacts on the district.
Comment 3.8-14 (Letter #18: William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management, December 19, 2008): DPEM feels there will be
an impact on the school system not reflected in the DEIS. The second homeowners in the
County and in Thompson constitute a significant portion of the population. However, there are
chatacteristics that attract second homeowners that are not present in this proposed
development, which more closely resembles a suburban style subdivision. Therefore, it is
incorrect to assume that such a high percentage of homeowners will not have children in the
school system. DPEM believes that the schools will be financially burdened beyond any
additional tax revenue received if this project is developed as planned, and mitigation should be
proposed.
Response 3.8-14: Refer to Responses 3.8-2 and 3.8-13.
Comment 3.8-15 (Letter #19: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, January 19, 2009): The
Rock Hill Fire District has an additional critical concern regarding the DEIS as submitted by the
developer for the above- referenced project. If Glen Wild Road is widened into four lanes, as
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anticipated by the developer, the Rock Hill Fire District, as well as citizens of the Town of
Thompson, will be gravely impacted.
The District uses the property in front of the existing building to clean and pack its trucks and
more importantly, this area in front of the current building serves as a buffer when our trucks
pull out into traffic and return, thus being able to back safely onto the pad. If Glen Wild Road is
widened, the District will completely lose this buffer and the safety of the members of the Fire
Department may be compromised.
Response 3.8-15: The widening of Glen Wild Road specified in Appendix E (Traffic
Impact Analysis) was proposed to be constructed entirely within the existing available
rights-of-way. The widening is proposed to avoid significant impacts on traffic operating
conditions in the study area and to provide adequate capacity to accommodate project
and non-project traffic. The widening, and all proposed traffic related improvements, will
be designed and constructed in accordance with acceptable standards.
A revised Traffic Impact Analysis, dated February 27, 2009, is included with this FEIS as
Appendix E. The analysis demonstrates a significant reduction in project-generated
peak-hour traffic volumes of up to 60 percent resulting from the As-of-Right Plan. As a
result of the reduced traffic volumes, the mitigation measures previously proposed have
been reduced and are no longer expected to require the acquisition of the private
property noted in the comment.
Comment 3.8-16 (Letter #20: Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31,
2008): It is understood from the DEIS/DGEIS that the project sponsor has sent a copy of the
document to the Monticello Central School District for a review of enrollment and fiscal impacts
but has not yet received a response. The FEIS/FGEIS should include this information. At this
time of uncertainly with respect to state funding for the schools and the economy in general,
projections are difficult to make, but an effort should be made none the less. To the extent
possible, this analysis should include the current plans for the Concord Project, at least within
the time frame of Phases 1 and 1A.
Response 3.8-16: Refer to Response 3.8-2 and 3.8-13. Analyses of anticipated fiscal
impacts that may result from the proposed project are included in Section 3.10 of the
DEIS and Section 3.10 of this FEIS. The Applicant notes that no comments on the DEIS
were received from the school district. Since redevelopment of the Concord site is
currently under review and its final form and outcome are uncertain, the fiscal impacts of
that proposed project were not considered in the analysis of impacts anticipated the
Rock Hill Town Center Development.
Comment 3.8-17 (Letter #20: Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31,
2008): The Rock Hill Fire District has requested an opportunity to meet with the project
sponsors to review their concerns. The FEIS/FGEIS should incorporate steps necessary to
mitigate project impacts. We also note that the Concord DGEIS also included an examination of
Fire District needs that were generally similar with respect to projected equipment needs. There
should be some coordination with respect to equipment and building(s) and training needs,
location and cost distribution.
Response 3.8-17: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
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Comment 3.8-18 (Steve Gottleib, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I've submitted a
letter to the Town. The Fire District's concerns are basically some wrong information that were in
the original report that we wish to correct.
The other concerns are that we keep the meeting open so we can talk to the developers in the
future about some of our concerns, and that we keep our options open to possibly form a
special taxing district for the new development just in case there is an impact on the Rock Hill
Fire District where we do have to buy additional equipment or an addition. That way there, the
brunt of the tax base of the Rock Hill Fire District doesn't have to, you know, pay for what
they're going to, you know, cause the development, well, the Rock Hill Fire District to absorb. So
that way they're, you know, just they are paying for it. And that's our main concerns.
Response 3.8-18: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-19 (Steve Gottleib, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And, you know, the
height of the building we haven't really seen. And the water supplies, hydrants, who's going to
maintain them? Because we already have a problem in Emerald Green where we have
things that look like fire hydrants that aren't. Like we had a fire the other day. Luckily, they have
a lake, and here there is no lake. So that's one of our big concerns. And basically that's about
it. Just so we can keep an open, you know, dialogue with the Planning Board.
Response 3.8-19: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-20 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): They're also concerned
about the impacts on the services that are provided in their area, namely the Rock Hill Fire
Department and ambulance corps and some of the other service providers, including the schools.
Response 3.8-20: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8 concerning
potential impacts on the Rock Hill Fire Department. Refer to Responses 3.8-3 and
3.8-10 concerning impacts on the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps and Responses
3.8-2 and 3.8-11 concerning impacts on the school system.
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3.9 UTILITIES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.9-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Outside of Lake
Louise Marie/Emerald Green, we in Rock Hill rely on the water that comes from our wells. Page
3-2 of the Schumaker Preliminary Water Supply Report in Appendix I refers to two wells that
have sustainable water availability. On page 3-4 of that report, Schumaker Associates
concludes that one of those wells has iron and arsenic levels that exceed drinking water
standards. They suggest that the problem may be a temporary aberration and indicate that they
will follow up with an addendum to their report. However, the addendum is not provided in the
DEIS, so the applicant must follow up. There is also no indication that tests have been
performed on nearby wells. Kenneth D. Hill, whose property is adjacent to the site, asserts that
after exploratory test wells were drilled, sediment in his well "necessitated frequent calls to the
plumber to change filters with the muck that was stirred up."
Response 3.9-1: GeoLogic NY, Inc. has conducted a Pump Test on the proposed well
field at the property that includes well TCW-1, and a newly (April 2009) installed back-up
well (PTCW-2) to assess the available well yield. The Pump Test was reviewed and
approved by both the NYSDEC and the NYSDOH and conducted done in accordance
with NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test Procedures for Water Supply Applications
(contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit Program
Application Processing). The preliminary findings (Appendix H) document the results of
the pump tests and conclude that there is sufficient water to cover the proposed 91
gallon per minute demand for Phase 1 of the Proposed Action. Refer to Appendix H for
a copy of the Pump Test Plan and Report.
A sample of groundwater for laboratory analysis obtained during the last hour of the
72-hour pump tests, as recommended by the NYSDEC will be analyzed for the water
quality parameters established by the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH).
The findings of the laboratory analysis, including the iron and arsenic levels (if present),
are in the Hydrogeologic Report prepared for the regulatory agencies.
Residential well surveys were sent to property owners care of the property street
address via certified mail. The residential well surveys were sent to property owners
located within an approximate radius of 1,000 feet of the pumping wells (Well PTCW-2
and TCW-1). In addition, included in the mailing were parcels that are close to, but
greater than 1,000 feet from the pumping wells.
GeoLogic completed a residential well survey for the properties located in the vicinity of
the well field. Adjacent property owner’s wells were monitored during the pump test.
Draw-down in an adjacent well was observed. The data gathered for any off-site private
wells will beis included in the Hydrogeologic Report.
The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a connection to the project's water
supply system should the draw from the project's wells result in the well failure on a
neighboring property.
Comment 3.9-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The plans for the
treatment of wastewater are so uncertain that it is unclear how the project can be allowed to
move forward at this time. Regardless of where the facility is built, it will create a potential
liability for the community at large in the event that the developer cannot maintain the facility for
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whatever reason. The applicant should provide a business plan for the facility that will address
its ability to be financially self-sustaining at each stage of development.
Response 3.9-2: As with most large, multi-phased developments, Proposed Action
plans for the wastewater treatment along with much of the other infrastructure will not be
finalized until the site plan is finalized. It is anticipated that Tthe wastewater treatment
plant and water supply infrastructure will be privately owned and managed by initially by
a transportation corporation. At an appropriate time after the project has been initiated,
the ownership and management of this infrastructure may be turned over to an umbrella
or parent Home Owners Association (HOA). This HOA will be responsible for providing
all services to the development.its expected that a transportation corporation will be
established for the water and sewer operation. The ownership and management of this
infrastructureat would be reviewed by applicable agencies and subjected to the review
and approval of the Town Board. The managing entitytransportation wouldcorporation
usually addresses projected costs and fees to be paid by users in the district that will
offset those costs.
Comment 3.9-3 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): The site of this
development is directly on top of an aquifer and would have a detrimental effect on the supply
and quality of water in the community of Rock Hill.
Response 3.9-3: GeoLogic has completed a 72-hour pump test at the property. Prior to
completing the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was submitted to the NYSDEC and the
NYSDOH for its approval. The purpose of the 72-hour pump test was to evaluate the
ability of the pumping well to meet the needs of the proposed development without
adversely affecting others who may rely on the same aquifer.
Comment 3.9-4 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): After exploratory test wells
were drilled, sediment in my well necessitated frequent calls to the plumber to change filters
with the muck that was stirred up. It also required me to install 4 additional filters- for a total of 5
filters- in order to restore the flow of water. Water shortage/flow issues are just one
environmental impact but quality issues specific to sanitation are also at greater risk of being a
pervasive issue.
Response 3.9-4: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-5 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): Due to the geological
formations of the area and the aquifer itself, disturbances to the area cause a rippling affect to
the area -- the quality of water is affected, the water which this community drinks.
Response 3.9-5: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-6 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): Just one faulty sewer
system can affect almost the entire town of Rock Hill and cause them to become sick. Although
not probable, the impact would be significant.
Response 3.9-6: The location of the proposed STP was carefully thought out and
analyzed for impacts to the surrounding environment. Upon review, and based on
comments from the Planning Board and the State, the wastewater treatment facility has
been located to the west side of Glen Wild Road.
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As noted in the FEIS, the STP will be designed to comply with the requirements set forth
by NYSDEC for community water systems and sanitary sewer system and will be
permitted, which will require review by the NYSDEC. The sanitary collection system and
treatment facilities would be designed by licensed professional engineers and reviewed
by the appropriate Town, County and State agencies for approval and permitting.
Further, the construction of the sanitary system would be overseen by those approving
authorities and not permitted to operate until all conditions and regulation have been
met. All effluent discharges from the plant will meet NYSDEC standards and will be
evaluated on a regular basis to protect the Fowlwood Brook and Delaware River. The
sanitary collection system and treatment facilities would be designed by licensed
professional engineers and reviewed by the appropriate Town, County and State
agencies for approval and permitting. Further, the construction of the sanitary system
would be overseen by those approving authorities and not permitted to operate until all
conditions and regulation have been met.
Comment 3.9-7 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): Who is going to pay for the
Rock Hill community to have clean, potable and safe water? Is it the taxpayers' burden? Or the
developers of the construction that are disrupting the natural flow of the aquifer?
Response 3.9-7: The proposed action must demonstrate that there is adequate potable
water on-site without causing any degradation in service to existing wellheads off-site in
the vicinity. The Applicant will bear the cost associated with obtaining sufficient well
water volume to support the project. As noted previously, a pump test has been
conducted in compliance with all regulatory requirements to validate that impacts will not
result from the proposed withdrawal of water from the aquifer.
Comment 3.9-8 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Prior to finalization of the permitted uses, a well test should be performed
that includes monitoring of neighboring private wells.
Response 3.9-8: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-9 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The DEIS contains a hydrological report that does not contain any
evidence that surrounding wells were monitored. One neighbor believes that his well has been
affected by the pump tests conducted for this project. The report excluded information on
additional wells that would be developed to provide backup in case of failure, as required by
NYSDEC. There was no discussion of the timing of the test, in relation to rainfall events, which
can significantly impact the results of the well tests. As a result, the number of unknown factors
that could potentially affect the water supply indicates the need to re-evaluate the viability of the
project's unit count.
Response 3.9-9: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
A back-up well, well PTCW-2 was installed approximately 100 feet south of the
proposed pumping well (TCW-1) between April 7 and 8, 2009.
The Pump Test Plan done by GeoLogic includes the acquisition of data, including
pre-pumping depth to water measurements in wells and measurement of precipitation
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events, for the seven days prior to the pump test, for the entire period of the pump test,
and for the entire well recovery period (minimum of twelve hours after the termination of
pumping).
Comment 3.9-10 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): I compared the number and type of proposed households
with the estimated water usage of all the dwelling units as described in section 3.9. The needs
of the residential units are based on a water supply of approximately 75 gallons per bedroom,
which is somewhat low, especially for suburban households. For comparison, the DEIS reports
on page 5-7 that the water district of Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Water Company serves
approximate 684 households and on average uses 460,000 gallons wpd for peak use. This
amounts to approximately 672 gallons per home in this nearby water district.
Response 3.9-10: Based upon the revised layout which increased the number of
residential units, the water usage was recalculated. The daily water usage, including the
commercial area is 426,000442,840 gpd; this usage number was rounded to
430,000445,000 gpd. The peaking factor was calculated to be 3.3 which produces a
peak flow of 1,419,0001,468,500 gpd or 9851,020 gpm. Using the figure of 1,6131,673
units, the peak daily water usage per unit is 880878 gallons.
Comment 3.9-11 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008 and Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008):
An alternative location should be discussed for the proposed Wastewater Treatment facility. It is
our understanding that discussions have been held to relocate the plant. Those discussions
should be part of the FEIS.
Response 3.9-11: Upon further review and based on comments from the Planning
Board and the State, the wastewater treatment facility has been relocated to the west
side of Glen Wild Road.
Comment 3.9-12 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): As stated
earlier, the DEIS discusses two possibilities for disposal of sanitary sewage generated at the
site. The first (and a preferred choice by the developer) is for an on-site sewage treatment plant
for all the sewage, with a discharge to Fowlwood Brook. The alternative presented involves
construction of a system of pump stations and force mains to send sewage to the adjacent
Rock Hill Sewer District for treatment at the Emerald Green Sewage Treatment Plant, both of
which are Town owned. Appendix H of the DEIS includes a "Preliminary Wastewater Treatment
Feasibility Report" which explains the basis for the developer's preference for an on-site
sewage treatment plant.
Please note that this Department, for much of its history, has encouraged centralized sewer
systems, when appropriate, that would be owned/operated by municipalities rather than a
scattering of independent private sewage treatment systems. The Department believes this
ensures a more stable financial and administrative structure which can provide the necessary
maintenance and oversight to prevent pollution of streams from poorly maintained, operated or
underfunded private treatment plants.
Response 3.9-12: Comment noted. While the Applicant prefers and the Feasibility
Report identifies the on-site treatment plant as the preferred option, the Applicant is
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open to working with the approving agencies to construct a sanitary system in the best
interests of all parties involved.
Comment 3.9-13 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): The DEIS
states that the pump station and force main in the Rock Hill Sewer District do not have sufficient
capacity to accept sewage from the full buildout of this development. It also states that the
Emerald Green Sewage Treatment Plant is already overcapacity during maximum flow days,
and has insufficient land available to expand the "footprint" of the plant to meet the full buildout
of this development. Staff believes that this information needs to be verified and updated before
staff can make a decision on the environmental impacts of each alternative. The DEIS needs to
explain when compared to construction and operational impacts of each alternative.
Response 3.9-13: Upon review of the capacity of the Emerald Green Sewer Plant as
documented in The Preliminary Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Report produced in
November 22, 2006 and revised on May 29, 2007 and April 2, 2008 by Keystone
Associates, along with its expansion ability it is evident that the effluent for this project
can not be accommodated by the plant.
Also, diverting a portion of the effluent to the Emerald Green Sewer Plant is not practical
or cost effective. Furthermore, the Town Board concurs with this assessment. See the
attached correspondence dated February 9, 2009 from Anthony P. Cellini, Supervisor,
to Mr. John Sansalone, PE of the NYSDEC. The letter states “The developers have
proposed to construct a private wastewater treatment facility to support this project. The
Town has considered this request and authorized me to send you this letter in support of
the developer’s request for a private wastewater treatment facility.”
In addition, as noted in the March 31, 2009 letter from the Town Engineering Consultant
(McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C.), both scheduling and financing
issues limit the ability to treat the Rock Hill Town Center wastewater at the Emerald
Green Sewer Plant.
Refer to the letters in Appendix D herein for additional information regarding this subject.
Comment 3.9-14 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Staff also
believes that by assuming all sewage must go to only one treatment plant the DEIS avoids a
possible multi-plant solution to solve this problem. The DEIS acknowledges that a development
of this size will be constructed in a number of phases. A look at the layout and topography of
the site indicates that it may be possible to separately collect and treat sewage at different
locations around the site. The more southerly portions might connect to the adjacent Rock Hill
Sewer District's collection system. The central and northern portions of the site are more
problematic and need more study to fully assess and compare the impacts of either a separate
private plant or connection to the nearby municipal plant. It is also not clear why the first phases
of construction are so far from the more accessible Rock Hill Sewer District collection system.
Please explain what standards and goals were used in establishing the phasing of construction.
Response 3.9-14: Please refer to Response 3.9-13. The only “nearby” municipal
wastewater treatment plant is the Emerald Green plant as previously mentioned. Due
the constraints with the available capacity and the area that the plant could be expanded
upon at that plant the Applicant, along with the Town’s support, is pursuing a privately
owned on-site treatment plant. The phasing of the project site has no correlation to the
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Rock Hill Sewer District collection system. The initial construction phase begins at the
main site access off of Rock Hill Road and progresses into the site and terminating
adjacent to Glen Wild Road.
Comment 3.9-15 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Please also
note however, that staff has a serious problem with the location of residential units near the
proposed on-site sewage treatment plant. It appears to be just over 100 feet from the nearest
proposed residential units, which is far less than the Department's recommended 500 foot
setback. With a development of this size, every effort must be made to make sure that the new
residents are able to enjoy their surroundings without unacceptable noise, visual or odor
impacts.
Response 3.9-15: Proposed residential units are sited beyond the 500 recommended
setback around the waste water treatment plant. Existing residences to the north and
south of the proposed WWTP would be located within that recommended setback
distance.
To offset the potential impacts associated with the location of the WWTP, the proposed
sewage treatment plant will incorporate covered tanks and odor control equipment to
lessen the noise and odor from the facility. The plant façade will incorporate walls to
hide equipment; it will be aesthetically pleasing. Landscaping, such as fencing and
evergreens, along the road and between the plant and the existing residences will be
provided to screen and lessen the visual and noise impacts associated with the
operation of the plant. The Applicant will work with the NYSDEC as part of the permitting
process to refine the mitigation plan.
Comment 3.9-16 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Please also
include a discussion of the assimilative capacity of both Fowlwood Brook (Class B) and McKee
Brook (Class B-t) to assimilate effluent from some or all of this development.
Response 3.9-16: The anticipated level of treatment will be equal to the existing
Emerald Green Treatment Plant.
Table 3.9-1
SPDES Permit Effluent Limitations
Flow
CBOD5
Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
Settleable Solids, daily maximum
Ammonia (as NH3)
June 1 – October 31
November 1 – May 31
Total Phosphorus (as P)
Dissolved Oxygen
pH
Effluent Disinfection
Total Residual Chlorine

Effluent Limitation
0.42 MGD
5 mg/l
10 mg/l
0.1 ml/l
1.1 mg/l
2.2 mg/l

Basis
30 day arithmetic mean
Daily Maximum
Daily Maximum
Daily Maximum
30 day average
30 day average

0.5 mg/l
30 day average
7.0 mg/l
Daily Minimum
6.5-8.5 SU
Range
Required from May 15 to October 15
0.1 mg/l
Daily Maximum

Source: Keystone Associates; 2009
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An assimilation study was performed on June 5th, 2009 based on current flows in Fowl
Wood Brook. The depth of water in the brook was 6 inches which equated to a flow of
32.71 cubic feet per second. The estimated discharge from the proposed plant will be
0.69 cubic feet per second. This dilution ratio then is 1:47.
No more units will be constructed than can be supported by the proposed STP or the
alternate NYSDEC approved sewage treatment method.
Comment 3.9-17 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Lastly the
Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) has jurisdiction over large discharges of sanitary
waste within the Delaware River Basin which includes the Neversink River Basin. They
appeared to be missing from the listing under "Permits and Approvals" in Section 1.4.
Response 3.9-17: Response 3.9-17: Comment noted. The DRBC regulates both
wastewater discharge and potable water withdrawal in the Delaware River Basin. As
such, the DRBC has been added to the “Permits and Approvals” section of Chapter 1.0
and the approvals noted.
The Applicant understands that the DRBC initiates their review of a project's plans after
the environmental review is complete and when preliminary plans have been vetted by
the Town during the site plan review process. The project will comply with the Delaware
River Basin Commission (DRBC) guidelines and the Applicant will seek a docket from
the Commission as required.
Please note, the DRBC was provided a copy of the DEIS for their information. The
Applicant will work with the Commission as well as the State to develop sewage
treatment plant and water supply designs that comply with all regulatory requirements.
Comment 3.9-18 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): The
Department has reviewed the Water Supply section of the DEIS and Appendix I, the
"Preliminary Water Supply Report." Although the site appears to have sufficient groundwater to
serve the full buildout of this development, the Department does have several concerns about
the details of this proposed water supply system.
1. There should be no development (buildings, roads, buried utilities, etc.) within 200 feet of any
well used to serve water to this water supply system. This protection is needed in order to
prevent present and future sources of pollution in that wellhead area.
2. The Department recommends that all future pump testing and any retesting of previously
pumped wells be done in accordance with the Department's recommended "Pump Test
Protocols" which are available on our website: http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/5003.html. This will
ensure greater compliance with the requirements of this Department's Public Water Supply
permit regulations. There appears to be a brief but passing mention of these protocols on Page
3-4 of the Appendix.
3. The Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC)
for water supply purposes within the Delaware
Neversink River Basin. There appeared to be only
4-3 of the appendix, and they are not listed under
page 1-36 or 1-37.

has jurisdiction over large takings of water
River Basin (DRBC) which includes the
a passing reference to the DRBC on page
"Permits and Approvals" in Section 1.4 on
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Response 3.9-18:
1. Both the NYSDEC Water Well Program and the NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test
Procedures for Water Supply Applications (contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in
the Public Water Supply Permit Program Application Processing) refer to the NYSDOH
Subpart 5-1 standards, specifically Appendix 5D for Public Water Systems. Part of this
standard states:
“a. Wells serving public water systems shall be located such that the owner of
the water system possesses legal title to lands within 100’ of the well and the
owner controls by ownership, lease, easement or other legally enforceable
arrangement the land use activities within 200’ of the well. Hydrogeologic
evaluations and source water assessments should be used to determine
appropriate separation from potential contaminant sources. Where no
evaluations are available, the minimum separation distance shall be those
specified for public water system wells in Table 1.”
As shown on the site plan for the proposed development Well TCW-1, located off Glen
Wild Road, is sited within approximately 150 feet of a proposed roadway. In regards to
the above standard, the homeowners association will have legal ownership of both the
well and the proposed utilities within the roadway. Development of buildings, roads, and
buried utilities are not specifically listed as having a minimum separation distance from
wells (Table 1). However, to protect the well head area from potential leaks, the buried
sewer line will be contained in a watertight conduit.
2. GeoLogic has completed a 72-hour pump test at the property. Prior to completion of
the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was submitted to the NYSDEC for their approval. The
Pump Test Plan was prepared in accordance with NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test
Procedures for Water Supply Applications.
3. In addition, the Project lies within the jurisdiction of the Delaware River Basin
Commission (DRBC). The DRBC is responsible for managing and developing water
resources within the Delaware River Basin and has permitting requirements for the
withdrawal of groundwater or surface water within the basin. The proposed pump test
activities following the NYSDEC protocol addressed the pump test requirement of the
DRBC as well. Refer also to Response 3.9-17.
Comment 3.9-19 (Letter #18: William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management, December 19, 2008): The groundwater recharge
calculations seem to rely heavily on the surrounding parcels remaining undeveloped.
Meanwhile, with storm water runoff and a groundwater usage of 410,000 gallons a day -- with
417,445 gallons per day piping into a creek — any property to which groundwater currently
flows from the project site will eventually experience changes in its water table.
Response 3.9-19: Future changes in the use of lands surrounding the project area are
unknown. To assume conditions aside from the current condition would be speculative.
The groundwater recharge calculations were based on rainfall on-site only. Refer also to
response 3.9-7.
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Comment 3.9-20 (Letter #20: Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31,
2008): The DEIS/DGEIS indicates that test wells have been drilled to evaluate adequacy of
water on the property, but that evaluation of nearby off-site wells during testing has not been
carried out and would be performed after the conclusion of the SEQR process. This is not
consistent with the requirement that a "hard look" be taken of potential environmental impacts.
The loss of potable water of adequate pressure and quality in existing wells serving off site be
carried out prior to the completion of the FEIS/FGEIS. We are not commenting at this time on
water and sewer issues as we have not seen the report of the Town Engineer.
Response 3.9-20: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment. Refer also to
the Geologic Pump Test Report in Appendix H.
Comment 3.9-21 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Of course, water is the
most widely distributed stuff we got in the world. But our potable water is, throughout the world,
is decreasing very fast. Now, I'm not thinking about tomorrow or the next day, but I'm thinking
five years, 10 years, 30 years from now. With this development, we're going to lose potable
water.
Response 3.9-21: GeoLogic has completed a groundwater availability analysis and
presented the findings in the Hydrogeologic Evaluation included in the Pump Test
Report (Appendix H).
Comment 3.9-22 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And as the gentleman
there was speaking, where they did some test wells in this area, if I remember right, and I might
be a little bit wrong, it was right in here, this area where they did the test wells. And I'm down
over in here. Last spring, when I came back from Florida, I had the power come back to return
water into my house because I drain the water when I'm away in the wintertime. Came back to
turn the water back on. I had to call him back five times to put filters, filters, filters in because
the filters were plugged up. And I finally got a filter in and the water cleared up. Now, I don't
know how many other people suffered from that, but it's thinking that it could well have been, or
maybe somebody didn't notice it or whatever.
Response 3.9-22: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-23 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Now, I don't know how
they determined their test wells and how much water they're going to get from there, but
actually, that land up there, there's no water, a river, spring or anything. It only gets its water
from rainfall. When rain falls on concrete, falls on blacktop, falls on houses, and well, all that
kind of stuff, it has to draw it away. It don't go in the ground, that don't permeate down the rock
formations. Where are they going to get the water?
Response 3.9-23: The characteristics of the bedrock aquifer at the property is
addressed in GeoLogic’s Hydrogeologic Report in Appendix H.
Comment 3.9-24 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And are we, in the
Town of Thompson, going be taxed in the future for a big thing about providing us with fresh
water?
Response 3.9-24: Refer to response 3.9-7.
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Comment 3.9-25 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And is there -- when
they had went to all this extent, have they had a geologist to check the underlying strata to see
where all this strata is going to run off.
Response 3.9-25: It should be noted that strata does not runoff. It is a term used to
describe a sequence of discrete rock layers. Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this
comment.
Comment 3.9-26 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Prior to the finalization
of the permitted uses, a well test should be performed that concludes monitoring of neighboring
private wells. When I read the hydrological report that was submitted, it didn't contain any
evidence that surrounding wells were monitored. And at least one member believed that his well
has been affected by the pump tests that have been conducted as of this date.
Response 3.9-26: GeoLogic has completed a 72-hour pump test at the property. Prior
to completion of the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was submitted to the NYSDEC for
their approval. The Pump Test Plan was prepared in accordance with NYSDEC
Recommended Pump Test Procedures for Water Supply Applications (contained as
Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit Program Application
Processing). One component of the Pump Test Plan included completing a residential
well survey for the surrounding properties and requesting permission to collect data from
the private wells during the pump test.
Comment 3.9-27 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Also, the report
indicated that more study needed to be undertaken in order to confirm the yield of both wells.
And there's no discussion of backup wells that are required to be put into service in case there's
well failure on the site for the potable water use at the site, and there was no discussion.
Response 3.9-27: Responses to 3.9-3 and 3.9-9 apply to this comment, refer to the
Geologic pump test report in Appendix H.
Comment 3.9-28 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Another thing that
there wasn't is that there's no discussion the time of the tests in relation to the rainfall events
which can significantly impact the testing of wells. So therefore, before the 72-hour pump test is
conducted, if it hasn't been conducted already, it should include a survey of the surrounding
wells and participation of those well owners that are willing to have their wells monitored to
ensure that those new wells aren't going to affect the old wells.
Response 3.9-28: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-9 apply to this comment, refer to the
Geologic pump test report in Appendix H.
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3.10 FISCAL ANALYSIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.10-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The second
paragraph of the discussion of Schools on page 1-26 of the Executive Summary estimates that
the Rock Hill Town Center would generate annual property tax revenues of $4,183,245 at the
end of the fifteen year build-out. The third paragraph estimates that the student population to be
derived from Phases 1A and 1 of the project would result in increased costs to the school
district of $1,496,638. The DEIS then deducts the cost to the school district of Phases 1A and 1
and subtracts that amount from the revenues at full build-out to claim a net annual benefit of
$2,686,607. It is inconsistent to compare revenues at full build-out with costs associated with
Phases 1 A and 1.
Response 3.10-1: At the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential
Alternative assesses the townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the
projected assessed valuation and results in increased taxes to be paid by future
townhouse residents. At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school district is
estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312. If 100
percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may result. The
total assessed value of property in the Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The
potential deficit of $369,826 would result in an increase of the tax rate of less than $
0.25 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. For home valued at $200,000 in the Monticello
District, this increase would equate to a worse case increase of approximately $36.00
per household, per year. This projection does not take into account any increase in
commercial development in Rock Hill to support the needs of the new residents, nor
does it take into account any seasonal or senior citizen residents who would have a
reduced need for school district services. The impact of these additional factors would
be to reduce the amount of money to be raised through property taxes. In light of these
additional factors, it is not expected that the worse case scenario will ever be realized.
Based upon the project modifications to build the as-of-right project, including fee simple
Townhouse units, the projected tax revenue to the school district is estimated at $
4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312 if all of the units are
year round units resulting in a deficit of $369,826.
Under the existing demographic scenario where 70 percent of the units are permanent
year round use, the projected cost to the school district would be reduced to $3,160,732,
resulting in a net annual surplus to the school district of $990,754.
Comment 3.10-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Furthermore,
funding of the $369,465 deficit estimated at full build-out must be addressed in the context of
Gov. David Paterson's proposed cuts in state aid to education, which will be announced next
week after he releases his budget proposals.
Response 3.10-2: Future tax projections are made based upon existing conditions as
this is the best source of factual information. The state has restored a significant
percentage of the proposed cuts to state aid in education for the 2009-2010 school year.
Comment 3.10-3 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008):
With respect to the increased costs of providing fire protection, most costs would be covered by
an increase in fire tax and therefore minimize the overall burden on taxpayers. However, by
changing the plan to a 4 phase build-out, there are numerous costs that would have to be paid
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up front and a portion of those costs should be borne by the developer so that the current
residents of the District do not see a drastic tax increase due to a partially built development.
Response 3.10-3: The current plan is divided into Phases 1, 2 and 3. The projected
revenue to the Rock Hill Fire District upon completion of Phase 1 would be an increase of
approximately is $88,187 annually. The need for any increase in fire protection will be
proportional to the increase in tax revenue as construction is completed.
Comment 3.10-4 (Letter #7: John Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, undated):
Our third concern is in regard to the effects that this project will have on our community and the
Hamlet of Rock Hill. While development and change are important for progress, it is important that
the impacts on all parties be considered and that the long-term effects on taxpayers and existing
businesses are taken into account. Changing the location of the Rock Hill business district to
another area called Rock Hill Town Center, attracting large scale retailers that our local businesses
would have difficulty competing with and erecting housing prematurely seems ill conceived.
Response 3.10-4: The project plan has been modified in part in response to comments
of this nature. Commercial development has been reduced from 480,000 square feet of
regional retail to 60,000 square feet of neighborhood retail to accommodate the local
retail needs of the residential population residing at Rock Hill and in the town.
Comment 3.10-5 (Letter #7: John Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, undated):
Every taxpayer has a stake in the success of the commercial aspect of this venture. If it fails all
residents of the town and county will face an increase in school taxes to bear the burden of the
residential portion of the development. Therefore, it is clear that the commercial component of
the Rock Hill Town Center development needs to be established prior to development of the
residential component, thereby balancing out the school tax burden of this new community. The
increased tax burden should the business venture fail, is a huge risk to take with a community
like ours that is already suffering economically.
Response 3.10-5: The proposed plan for as-of-right development includes construction of
the proposed 60,000 square feet of neighborhood retail as part of Phase 1 of the project.
The project has also been modified to build the townhouse units on fee simple lots, which
affects the assessed value of the property. At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the
school district is estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is
$4,521,312. If 100 percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826
may result. However, under the existing demographic scenario where only 70 percent of
the units are expected to be in permanent year round use, the projected cost to the school
district would be reduced to $3,160,732, resulting in a net annual surplus to the school
district of $990,754. Given the nature of home ownership in the area it is reasonable to
project that a good portion of the units will be occupied by seasonal residents.
The Proposed Action presented in the FEIS will provide 420,000 square feet less
commercial development than proposed in the DEIS plan. This decrease in on-site
commercial development will result in reduced tax revenues generated for the various
taxing jurisdictions as compared to the DEIS plan. However this may be partially offset
by anticipated expansion of existing businesses and establishment of new businesses in
the Rock Hill hamlet to accommodate the increased population residing in the project
that will require goods and services.
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The proposed project has an increased number of residential units including a total of
1,012 townhouse units compared to 508 townhouse units as proposed in the DEIS. At
the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential Alternative assesses
the townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the projected assessed
valuation and results in increased taxes to be paid by future townhouse residents.
A revised fiscal analysis of the proposed as-of-right Residential Alternative development
plan indicates the Rock Hill Residential Development would result in the conversion of
vacant land to a mixed use residential and commercial development. The increased
market value of the project site with these improvements would result in an increase in
property tax revenues. In order to estimate the property tax revenues that would be
generated by the Proposed Action, the market value and the assessed value for the
proposed housing development must be estimated.
The market value of the project site, with these improvements, would result in an
increase in property tax revenues when compared to the revenues generated presently
by the project site.
The Table below summarizes the projected tax revenues for the Rock Hill Town Center
project.
Rockhill Town Center
Projected Tax Revenues
Rate
(per $1,000 AV*)

Total Property Tax Revenues

Taxing Jurisdiction

Sullivan County
Town General Fund (Outside Village)
Town Highway
Highway (Outside Village)
Library
Rock Hill Fire District
Rock Hill Ambulance
Monticello Central School District
TOTAL

$6.496040
$0.031860
$1.390969
$1.508657
$0.270344
$1.233522
$0.222591
$17.2200

$1,566,099
$7,681
$335,342
$363,715
$65,176
$297,384
$53,663
$4,151,486
$6,840,546

Source: Town of Thompson, Tax Receiver’s Office; Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
* Assessed Value. Values rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note: The total projected property tax revenue does not include Rock Hill Light Tax for parcels: 32.-1-7 & 32.-1-10,

Sullivan County would receive $1,566,099 annually in property tax revenues.
The Table above estimates the annual property tax generated by the proposed Rock Hill
Town Center residential and commercial development. The Town of Thompson General
Fund would receive $7,681 annually. The Thompson Highway Department is anticipated
to receive an estimated $699,057 in taxes from the proposed development.
Rock Hill Town Center would generate $65,176 annually in revenues to the E.B.
Crawford Memorial Library.
The Monticello School District would receive $4,151,486 annually in property tax
revenues.
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Comment 3.10-6 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And as such, the
commercial tax benefit generated by the new commercial center would be offset by a loss of
the neighborhood businesses and existing development areas, existing development on Rock
Hill Drive.
Response 3.10-6: First of all there was no evidence that new retail would cause
vacancies in existing retail. However, that matter is moot. Commercial development in
the as-of-right proposal has reduced the 480,000 square feet of regional retail originally
proposed to 60,000 square feet of local retail. The new residents of the project site will
bring a significant increase in disposable income.The proposed Rock Hill project could
act as a catalyst for filling existing commercial space and may lead to expansion
opportunities for existing local businesses.
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Cliff Schwartz letter dated June 24, 2009
A. Unit Count Calculation
1. The FEIS is internally inconsistent with respect to the total unit count cited. Some
sections refer to a total count of 1,613 (pages 1-2, 1-9 and 8.1). Others refer to a
total unit count of 1,673 (Response 2-1 and Table 2-1 on page 2-1 and Table 2-3
and Page 2-7). The Planning Board needs to establish the actual unit count being
requested by the applicant.
Response: The proposed plan for the as-of-right development presented in the FEIS
includes 1,613 residential units. The difference in the unit counts cited relates to the
move of the proposed wastewater treatment plant from the east side of Glen Wild
Road to the west side of the road, and the elimination of 60 townhouse units at that
location to accommodate the plant. The unit count of 1,673 originally proposed under
the as-of-right plan less 60 units displaced by the relocation of the WWTP results in
1,613 units. Inconsistencies have been corrected throughout the FEIS.
2. Response 2-9, Table 2-4, does not provide the calculations requested in support of
the project’s total unit count, as requested by Susan Roth in the letter documented in
Comment 2-9. A full reconciliation should show the number of units allowed on each
parcel by the Zoning Code, and the total unit count for each parcel should add up to
the total unit count proposed. If the applicant requires a permit to achieve a higher
unit count than would be permitted without permits, that fact should be disclosed as
part of the reconciliation. For example, for the S.R. Parcels - Residential Multifamily,
the analysis should show the unit count allowed before any special permits are taken
into account. That should be followed by a detailed description of the special permits
required, which agency is responsible for granting them, and whether the issuing
agencies have any discretion regarding the issuance of such permits.
Response: The density for each area of the site corresponding to the several town
zoning districts is clearly listed in Table 2.4. Calculation of density is a process of
deducting steep slopes and wetlands from gross lot area to arrive at net lot area,
then applying the appropriate density multiplier for the zone. This has been done in
Table 2.4.
In response to this comment and the following comments 3 and 4: The discussion of
unit count for an action that requires site plan and special permit approvals is
irrelevant as it is not the proposed action. The idea that because site plan and
special permits are required an action is not as of right is not logical in that any
development requires some sort of approval whether it is subdivision, site plan,
special permit or other approval. See Table 2-4 in the FEIS.
3. The effect each permit has on the unit count should be clearly noted. If the special
permits are based on square footage requirements rather than on unit counts, the
analysis should show how the applicant converts the square footage back into units
to obtain the final unit count.
Response: See response to comment 2 above.
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4. I am not satisfied with the explanation that “The allowed development density on the
site for the proposed development has been reviewed by the Town Engineer and the
Town’s Planner.” Such assurance is not a valid substitute for a full analysis in table
format that permits verification of the total unit count by adding up the unit counts
permitted for each parcel. Furthermore, I believe it is misleading to describe a unit
count as being ‘as of right” if the permits required are not automatically issued ‘as of
right.” If permits enter into the determination of the total unit count, I also would
expect disclosure in a verifiable table format of the total unit count both before and
after the granting of those permits.
Response: See response to comment 2 above.
B. Smart Land Development Principles
1. According to Chapter 4.7 of the Model Smart Land Development Regulations
developed by the American Planning Association, residential cluster development is
a form of land development in which principle buildings and structures are grouped
together on a site, thus saving the remaining land are for common open space,
conservation agriculture, recreation and public and semi public uses. A well-planned
cluster development concentrates dwelling units on the most buildable portion of the
site and preserves natural drainage systems, vegetation, open space, and other
significant natural features that help control storm water runoff and soil erosion.
The FEIS includes housing forms typically associated with cluster development, such
as townhouses and multi-family buildings. However, the applicant appears to ignore
the other half of the equation - the part in which open space is conserved. It seems
counterintuitive that the Planning Board should grant special permits for the applicant
to apply the tools of cluster development without demanding the corresponding
protection of open space.
Response: We concur with the interpretation of the cluster development utility in the
most generic sense. However those features that might be preserved are highly
variable from one site to another. For this development preservation of steep slopes
and wetlands has been prioritized. Other benefits are that swaths of woods between
groups of homes are planned to be preserved. Also a reduction in impervious
surfaces from reduced road length and consequently reduced lengths of utilities are
achieved by the clustering of units. No change to the FEIS.
C. Unnecessary Restriction of Commercial Development
1. The extension to Rock Hill Drive of the residential development proposed along the
southwest corner of the site takes away space that could be allocated to commercial
development. The Planning Board should require the applicant to expand the
commercial strip by eliminating the residential structures on Rock Hill Drive.
Response: In responding to concerns raised about traffic and retail competition with
regard to the DEIS plan for extensive commercial development, the applicant
reduced the scale of the proposed commercial/retail to a size that, in the applicant’s
opinion, can be supported by the development and surrounding area. No change to
the FEIS.
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D. Impact on the School District
1. Based on statements made by the applicant in the DEIS, the increase in the
residential unit count from 1,340 to 1,613 or 1,673 may pose a serious problem for
the school district. Page 1028 of the October 15, 2008 DEIS states:
In order to address the potential impact of the proposed development on
the School District, the number of residential units has been reduced by
10 percent . . . [to] the total 1,340 units proposed . . . “
The Applicant should provide the Planning Board with the analysis that led to the
initial 10 percent reduction referred to in the DEIS, and the applicant should be
required to provide a detailed numeric analysis to show why the School District now
can handle the additional units proposed.
Response: The project considered in the DEIS included a total of 1,340 residences,
including 448 single family units, 508 townhouse units and 384 multifamily condo
units. The proposed project now includes 217 single family units, 1,012 townhouse
units and 384 multifamily condo units. Based upon an increase in the number of
townhouses being proposed and the commensurate decrease in the number of
single family homes, and based upon the reduced number of students per household
anticipated to live in a townhouse compared to a single family home (based on
accepted multipliers), the total number of students is similar to the number of
students projected in the DEIS, 432 compared to 435. See page 3.8-3 of the FEIS.
2. As noted by Mr. Geneslaw in his May 2009 Preliminary FEIS Completeness Review:
[T]he school analysis claims that there would be “a net annual surplus to the
school district of $1,028,983…”
Under normal circumstances, I would expect a densely populated “affordable”
residential community to attract families with school-aged children, which would
produce a deficit for the school system. It is likely that the purported surplus results
from the applicant’s use of incorrect assumptions in the analysis of impacts to the
school district. As noted by Mr. Geneslaw;
For all impacts the analysis should be based on year round occupancy of all
units. Rock Hill Town Center is dissimilar to other residential development in
Thompson, so taking a 30% credit for seasonal occupancy of dissimilar
development is not easily supportable.
Response: At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school district is
estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312. If
100 percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may
result. According to the Tax receiver of the Monticello School District, the total
assessed value of property in the Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The
potential deficit of $369,826 would result in an increase to the tax rate of less than
$0.25 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. For a home valued at $200,000 in the
Monticello School District, this increase would equate to a worse case tax increase of
approximately $36.00 per household per year. This projection does not take into
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account any increase in commercial development in Rock Hill to support the needs
of the new residents, nor does it take into account any seasonal or senior residents
who would have no need for school district services. In light of these additional
factors, it is not expected that the worse case scenario will ever be realized. See
page 3.8-4 of the FEIS.
E. Road Network Issues
1.

At a meeting held on February 17, 2009, the applicant met with representatives of
the NYSDOT and FHWA…At the meeting the FHWA representative stated with
respect to the westbound ramps of Route 17 Exit 109:
[A] partial diamond interchange may be necessary…[T]he agreement to retain
the existing ramp locations was based on the very low traffic volumes. With the
Rock Hill project, the volumes are projected to increase substantially over current
volumes
[A]s noted by the FHWA official, the project’s overall size challenges the underlying
assumption that the westbound ramp of Exit 109 will be retained as currently
configured. The Planning Board needs to meet formally with FHWA and State DOT
officials to find out the maximum development size that can be accommodated by
the current proposes for westbound Exit 109…The Planning Board should not allow
the maximum unit count to exceed what the FHWA determines can be
accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
Response: Following the February 17, 2009 meeting, the Applicant submitted
revised capacity analyses to the NYSDOT. In its most recent correspondence on the
matter (May 13, 2009), which arose out of a second meeting with NYSDOT and
FHWA (via phone) on May 6 2009, the NYSDOT noted that “based on the
information in the revised Traffic Impact Study and the revised Synchro files for the
above-referenced project, it appears that an acceptable Level of Service will be
provided along the NYS Route 17 Interchange 109 ramps during Phase 1 of the
project.” The NYSDOT requested and the Applicant has agreed that “a new traffic
impact study be prepared at the completion of Phase 1 and prior to the
commencement of any Phase 2 development.” The extensive monitoring program
proposed will ensure that each stage of the development will only go forward if traffic
operating conditions can be maintained at the acceptable levels indicated in the
FEIS. See page 3.5.7 of the FEIS.

F. Impact on Support Services
1. In Section 3.8, the applicant continues to rely on Urban Land Institute statistics to
estimate the impacts of the proposed development on community services, despite
the fact that Steven Gottlieb, chairman of the Rock Hill Fire Department Board of fire
Commissions, states in Comment 3.8-5 that the conclusions drawn from applying
those standards are not true and that “Basing a rural fire departments needs on a
report from the Urban Land institute is not reliable.” Robert Geneslaw made the
same point in his June 5, 2008 Completeness Review of the DEIS when he said that
“It is clear that the ULI-listed standard is not appropriate to Rock Hill and to Rural
areas in general.” He repeats that view in his May 2009 Preliminary FEIS
Completeness review:
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The fiscal impact for each of the community services should be re-evaluated for
Phase 1, using local information rather than a 15 year old standard. The analysis
should also discuss the fiscal impact during the course of the first phase, not just the
total costs and tax receipts at the end of Phase 1.
Response: In its letter dated November 18, 2006, the Rock Hill Fire District indicates
that a volunteer staff of 67 fire fighters serves a population of 1,600 persons. At this
rate the ratio of fire personnel to residents is four per 100. The anticipated population
increase at full buildout is projected to be 3,825 persons. At the existing ratio, this
would indicate the need for a significant number of additional fire fighters. However
the multifamily condominium units are anticipated to include sprinkler systems which
would reduce this need. The anticipated growth in population should provide a new
resource for volunteer fire fighters to come forward, particularly since the Applicant
has agreed to pursue affordable housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers,
service personnel, and high school and college graduates. The Applicant will include
marketing efforts in their homebuyer prospectus material to encourage community
service volunteers. The New York State Division of Fire Safety conducts fire training
for all levels of fire fighters. This fire training is available in Sullivan County and is
available without charge to either the fire personnel or the Fire Company. In addition
to the anticipated increase in available tax revenue, the Applicant will continue to
actively support the fund raising activities of the Rock Hill Fire District to meet its
future needs. See Page 3.8-6 of the FEIS.
2. The applicant has not adequately responded to Comment 3.8-6 in the letter from Mr.
Gottlieb, which states that a ladder truck and building to house it will be required. The
Planning Board should impose the acquisition of the ladder truck with a building to
house it as a pre-condition for giving any further consideration to the multi-story unit.
Response: Refer to the previous response.
3. I find it unacceptable that in Response 3.8-1 the applicant continues to state at this
late stage in the planning process that “a response was not received from the
Sullivan County Sheriff Department.”
Response: The planning standards ratio for police personnel provided by the ULI in
the 1994 Development Impact Assessment Handbook is two police per population of
1,000. Currently, the Sheriff’s office employs 43 sworn members of the Patrol
Division. The New York State Police are also present in the County. While the
number of patrolmen assigned from the New York State Police is considered
sensitive information, as stated in a letter from the State Police on March 2, 2008
“[t]he New York State Police anticipates adapting and adjusting to any increase in
calls for service or response times [that] this project, or any other project, may
create.” The letter received from Eric J. Chatboty, Undersheriff for the Office of the
Sullivan County Sheriff, dated June 26, 2009 and attached in Appendix D of the
revised FEIS, states that “[t]his project alone would not require expansion of the
current equipment or staffing levels of the Sheriff’s Office.” According to the ULI
standards mentioned above the project would result in the need for an additional 2.3
police personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1 and 7.7 at full
build out. See page 3.8-2 of the FEIS.
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G. Impact on Visual Resources
1. A visual analysis with graphic overlays of the proposed development superimposed
over the photographs of current conditions should be included in the FEIS/FGEIS.
Response: Cross sections were prepared as part of the DEIS visual assessment to
provide for to-scale evaluation of potential sight lines after the project is built,
following the NYSDEC methodology for such assessments. The illustrative cross
section figures are then described in detail in narrative format. The DEIS analysis is
supplemented in the FEIS. This method allows for a sufficient level of detail to
identify potential impacts and mitigation specific to the Phase 1 development and
provides a generic evaluation of subsequent phase(s), in accordance with the
adopted EIS scope and the SEQR regulations. No change to the FEIS.
H. Wastewater Treatment Facility
1. The letter [from the Town Supervisor to the NYSDEC] also states that “the closest
access point to the [existing sewer] district is 1.3 miles away for Phase 1 of the
project.” However, a drive down Rock Hill Drive from the Rock Hill diner to the
applicant’s property indicates a distance of approximately 0.5 miles. As I recall, the
sewer district may even extend slightly beyond the Exit 109 interchange. When
analyzing the burden of connecting to the existing district, the operative distance
should be the distance between the closest access point to the district and the
applicant’s property line. If the 1.3 mile estimate includes the distance between the
property line and interior portions of the applicant’s site, those distances should be
dismissed as irrelevant to the matter at hand. Conduit will have to be laid to span the
entire site regardless of whether there is a private plant or a connection on Rock Hill
Drive to the existing facility in Emerald Green. Support in the form of scale maps
should be provided to show the distance between the closest access point to the
district and the closest potential access point on the applicant’s property line.
Response: The nearest point of connection to an existing town sewer line is
approximately 1,400 feet. The existing 8" sanitary sewer line, existing R.H.S.D.
Pump Station and existing 6" sanitary force main would have to be analyzed for
capacity and age with the possibility of the need to replace or upgrade the system.
Should all of this be cost effective and the potential changes could be implemented,
the Town would have to accept the development into the sewer district.
Regardless of the distance between any portion of the project site and the existing
wastewater facility, as stated in the subject letter submitted by the Town to NYSDEC,
the Emerald Green WWTP does not have the capacity to handle the additional
wastewater to be generated by the Rock Hill Town Center project. Refer to a copy of
the letter from Supervisor Cellini to Mr. John Sansalone, dated 02/09/09, included in
Appendix D of the FEIS. No change to the FEIS.
2. I am greatly concerned that so much of the substantive discussion pertaining to the
wastewater treatment options is occurring outside the formal planning process, as
evidenced by the absence of any of the above-referenced minutes and letters in the
FEIS [March 31, 2009 letter from the Town Engineer to the NYSDEC, April 2009
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Technical Review Comments/FEIS memorandum from the Town Engineer to the
Town Planning Board]. The wastewater treatment facilities are of paramount concern
to the community and much of the what is currently being addressed outside of the
formal planning process should have been included in the DEIS/DGEIS and FEIS.
Response: As evidenced by the letter from Supervisor Cellini to the NYSDEC
regarding wastewater treatment as well as the multiple letters from the Town in
which comments on the same were documented, this issue is not taking place
outside of the planning process. The intent of the environmental review of a project
under state law is to require the Lead Agency to take a hard look at all potentially
significant impacts on environmental, social and economic resources as well as to
involve the public in that review. The review of the project under SEQR including the
subject of wastewater treatment has been and will continue to be a public process as
required under SEQR. No change to the FEIS.
I. Water Availability Studies
1. It is unclear whether the water studies submitted at the June 10 Planning Board
meeting had been properly incorporated in the volumes on file with the town clerk’s
office when I performed my review on June 23 or in the files made available online
on June 18, 2009.
Response: The preliminary findings from the pump tests were provided to the Town
for incorporation into the document on file. The preliminary findings from the two
pump tests completed at the site indicate that the wells are capable of providing the
proposed demand of 91 gallons per minute. See page 3.9-1of the FEIS.
Pamela Zaitchick letter dated June 30, 2009.
1. The STP – other wise known as a Sewage Treatment Plant, has got to be one of the
most outrageous things that you can do to us. It is an absolutely unacceptable place
for a sewage treatment plant to be. How dare you even think that such an atrocity
should be put on a road so busily traveled and so near to those of us who have been
living here for so many years, keeping up the area, paying our taxes and voting?
Even Mr. Merriman from the DEC, commented about the noise and odors that come
from such plants. Do you know about the odors coming from Davies Lake which
harbors the Emerald Green Plant? Have you entirely investigated what the impact of
a release as large as this (from what I understand, as large or larger than the
Emerald Green Plant) at full buildout, would be on the Fowlwood Brook and other
waterways all the way to the Delaware River?
Response: The location of the proposed STP was carefully thought out and
analyzed for impacts to the surrounding environment. Upon review, and based on
comments from the Planning Board and the State, the wastewater treatment facility
has been located to the west side of Glen Wild Road.
As noted in the FEIS, the STP will be designed to comply with the requirements set
forth by NYSDEC for community water systems and sanitary sewer system and will
be permitted, which will require review by the NYSDEC. The sanitary collection
system and treatment facilities would be designed by licensed professional
engineers and reviewed by the appropriate Town, County and State agencies for
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approval and permitting. Further, the construction of the sanitary system would be
overseen by those approving authorities and not permitted to operate until all
conditions and regulation have been met. All effluent discharges from the plant will
meet NYSDEC standards and will be evaluated on a regular basis to protect the
Fowlwood Brook and Delaware River. See pages 3.9-2 and 3.9-3 of the FEIS.
2. Whenever one questions why you would bring a development of this size to an
otherwise rural area, the answer is we need tax money…For every dollar ($) we get,
it will cost us (presently) $1.39.
Response: Refer to Table 1-6, Projected Tax Revenues, on Page 1-18 of the FEIS
for information on the project related tax revenues. Refer to Chapter 3.10, Fiscal
Analysis of the FEIS for additional information related to projected taxes from the
Proposed Action. Note that the basis for and the calculations of the $1.39 noted in
the comment are not provided so a specific response can not be provided. No
change to the FEIS.
3. Obviously with a new development this size we will have to have a larger firehouse
maybe even a paid department. The fire department has written letters making all of
you aware of the negative issues relating to them. Are you reading them?
Response: The commenter’s opinion related to the size and staffing of the Fire
Department is noted. The letters from the Fire Department have been read and
incorporated into the environmental review record as a part of the DEIS appendices.
The Department’s comments and concerns have been reviewed and responses
provided in both the FEIS and the letters generated in response to public comments
that came out of the public hearing and from written public comments such as this.
Refer to Responses 3.8-1 and 3.8-4 through 3.8-8 in the FEIS and Response G.1.
herein. No change to the FEIS.
4. Do you understand what a development of this size is going to do to our waters, our
wells, and our air?
Response: As documented in the FEIS, a Pump Test was conducted in accordance
with NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test Procedures for Water Supply Applications
(contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit Program
Application Processing). Prior to completing the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was
submitted to the NYSDEC for its approval. The purpose of the 72-hour pump test
was to evaluate the ability of the pumping well to meet the needs of the proposed
development without adversely affecting others who may rely on the same aquifer.
The preliminary findings (Appendix H of the FEIS) document the results of the pump
tests and conclude that there is sufficient water for Phase 1 of the Proposed Action.
The proposed action must demonstrate that there is adequate potable water on-site
without causing any degradation in service to existing wellheads off-site in the
vicinity. As noted above in Response I. 1. and in the FEIS, the preliminary findings
from the pump tests were provided to the Town for incorporation into the document
on file. The preliminary findings from the two pump tests completed at the site
indicate that the wells are capable of providing the proposed demand of 91 gallons
per minute. The FEIS includes the following in Response 3.9-1 relating to the
impacts on neighboring wells: “The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a
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connection to the project's water supply system should the draw from the project's
wells result in the well impacts on a neighboring property.”
With regard to the other impacts noted, through the SEQR process, the Lead Agency
(Town of Thompson Planning Board) has taken a hard look at potential significant
impacts related to the Proposed Action (refer to page i of the FEIS for additional
information on the SEQR review). Where significant impacts were identified, the
project was modified to eliminate or reduce the impact. Where impacts remain,
mitigation was proposed to offset those impacts. No change to the FEIS.
5. There have been people coming forward with information about the wild life in this
area. I hope you are well-versed in matters of the species that are being lost to our
environmental issues. The fact that some of these may have been missing from
some of your studies done at inappropriate times does not mean that there are no
endangered or threatened species existing, as was demonstrated in the case of
Kittredge vs. Liberty Planning Board. I believe that this Planning Board, in granting
conditional approval in the R.H. Town Center FEIS (Final Environmental Impact
Statement), has acted prematurely and arbitrarily and has not exercised due
diligence in its capacity as lead agency for the project, with so many aspects of the
project not yet properly explored.
Response: The court case of Kittredge vs. Liberty Planning Board was based on the
absence of any ecological surveys performed on the property proposed for
development. In this court case, the applicant relied on a letter from the NYSDEC's
Natural Heritage Program (NHP) stating their records showed no threatened or
endangered species were known to occur on or near the property proposed for
development in place of actual ecological surveys. For the Rock Hill Development, a
similar letter from the NYSDEC NHP was the foundation for the process in
determining the presence of threatened or endangered species on the Rock
Hill Development property as it disclosed that two threatened or endangered species,
the bald eagle and brook floater, are known to occur within the vicinity of the
property. With the NYSDEC NHP letter as a basis, TMA not only searched the
property for signs of eagle usage and appropriate brook floater habitat, but
also performed on-site wildlife and vegetative surveys to search for other flora and
fauna, both non-protected and threatened or endangered, that may occur on the
property. Biologists from TMA visited the property on multiple occasions to assess
the habitat types found on or adjacent to the property and to observe the wildlife
species utilizing them. While some species may not be observed due to seasonal
activity, inferences can be made on what wildlife may inhabit the site based upon the
habitat types available. It is impossible to conclusively state that no threatened or
endangered species occur on a project site as it is impossible to prove a negative
statement. What is possible, however, is to diligently search historical records and
have trained biologists survey the property to confidently assess the potential for
protected species. For the Rock Hill Town Center development, this process satisfies
the intent of SEQR in taking a "hard look" at the potential impacts regarding
threatened or endangered species. No change to the FEIS.
6. Finally,…why [does] the whole look of a town like Rock Hill need to be ruined; why
[does] the beauty of the ridge need to be destroyed; why [do] we need to be
inundated with people, cars & even light pollution, and why [do] we need to put our
precious natural resources on the line.
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Response: Regarding visual impacts refer to Response G. 1. herein. With regard to
the other impacts noted, refer to the last paragraph of the response to your Comment
4. No change to the FEIS.
Bogursky letters dated July 1 and July 2, 2009

1. I am concerned about the excessive traffic that will result from this proposed housing
development.
Response: A Revised Traffic Study, dated February 27, 2009, has been submitted
with this document which demonstrates a sizeable reduction in project-generated
peak-hour traffic volumes of up to 60 percent. Traffic has been analysed for each
proposed development phase and mitigation measures have been developed
accordingly. In addition the applicant has committed to undertake traffic monitoring
and a subsequent Traffic Impact Study, if required, after the first phase of the
development is complete to insure that the proposed mitigation measures result in
acceptable traffic operating conditions. See pages 1-11, 1-12 and 1-13 of the FEIS.

2. The STP is likely to generate excessive noise and foul odors, and in addition to this,
could present health risks to some residents of our community. We could expect
considerable air and water pollution, and treated sewage will flow into Fowlwood
Brook and then on to the Neversink River where you will find that people swim, fish
and enjoy other water activities.
Response: As noted in the FEIS, the STP will be designed to comply with the
requirements set forth by NYSDEC for community water systems and sanitary sewer
system and will be permitted, which will require review by the NYSDEC. The sanitary
collection system and treatment facilities would be designed by licensed professional
engineers and reviewed by the appropriate Town, County and State agencies for
approval and permitting. Further, the construction of the sanitary system would be
overseen by those approving authorities and not permitted to operate until all
conditions and regulation have been met. All effluent discharges from the plant will
meet NYSDEC standards and will be evaluated on a regular basis to protect the
Fowlwood Brook and Delaware River. See pages 3.9-2 and 3.9-3 of the FEIS.

3. By having the proposed Sewage Treatment Plant located on the west side of Glen
Wild Road, and transferring treated sewage to Fowlwood Brook on the east side of
Glen Wild Road (north of Adams Road), the treated sewage will run into our Brook
and then north into the Neversink River. The residents of our Brookside Cottages
Community have been utilizing our Brook for water activities all these years.
Response: The location of the proposed STP was carefully thought out and
analyzed for impacts to the surrounding environment. Upon review, the wastewater
treatment facility has been located to the west side of Glen Wild Road, per
discussions with the Town of Thompson Planning Board. See page 3.9-2 of the
FEIS.

4. It is critical that the Rock Hill Town Center relocate its Sewage Treatment Plant to
another site on its property. The Sewage Treatment Plant is not appropriate for a
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residential zone and would be more appropriate for the HC-2 portion of its property
along Rock Hill Drive.
Response: As discussed above the wastewater treatment facility has been located
to the west side of Glen Wild Road, per discussions with the Town of Thompson
Planning Board. See previous responses herein.
Cliff Schwartz letter dated July 3, 2009
1. Upon review of the June 5, 2009 FEIS and the Town Code, I have concluded that the
applicant is incorrect in describing their proposal for the multiple dwellings included in
their 1,673 unit count as being “as of right”. Section 250-28(A) of the Code states:
Multiple dwellings . . . shall not be approved by the Planning Board without first
determining that the location of the proposed uses and the structures proposed
and the general character or development are compatible with their surroundings
and such other requirements . . . as may apply.
The Planning Board, therefore, is obligated to review the unit count in the context of
the surrounding community, and the Code does not require the Board to grant the
applicant permission to build to the maximum potential unit count.
In addition, Section 250-298(C)(i) Footnote 3 goes on to suggest that permission to
construct 3-story multiple dwellings is not granted “as of right” even in situations in
which the Planning Board may find that 2-story multiple dwellings are acceptable:
The Planning Board may give special consideration to allowing three stores
subject to the Planning Board review of fire-fighting capability and character of
the neighborhood.
Section 250-52 of the Code makes consideration of the community’s concerns a
paramount obligation of the Planning Board with respect to any use requiring its
authorization:
In authorizing any use, the Planning Board shall take into consideration the
public health, safety and general welfare and the comfort and convenience of the
public in general and of the residents of the immediate neighborhood in particular
and may attach reasonable conditions and safeguards as a condition to its
approval . . . The proposed use shall be of such location, size and character that,
in general, it will be in harmony with the appropriate and orderly development of
the district in which it is proposed to be situated and will not be detrimental to the
orderly development of adjacent properties in accordance with the zoning
classification of such properties.
Response: The Planning Board is not granting any approvals to the applicant. The
board is considering accepting as complete the responses to concerns expressed in
the SEQR review process. The Planning Board will review more specific parameters
relevant to site plan, subdivision and special permit review during those application
processes. No change to the FEIS.
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2. Since I submitted my letter of June 24, I have reviewed Table 2-4 of the FEIS in
more detail. I now realize that the applicant has provided sufficient information to
verify the 1,673 maximum unit count. Nevertheless, even though the calculation
appears to be correct based on the square footage information provided, that still
does not mean the applicant is entitled to build all of those units” as-of-right”. The
Planning Board has the right and the obligation to verify that the location of the
proposed uses and the structures proposed and the general character of
development are compatible with their surroundings. In my opinion, the development
described in the FEIS does not demonstrate such compatibility, as indicated by the
issues I raised at the June 24 Public Hearing and in my June 24 letter.
Response: The Planning Board will have the opportunity for continued review of the
application during site plan, subdivision, and special permit stages when these
issues will be examined in their appropriate context. No change to the FEIS.
3. My initial confusion about Table 2-4 resulted from the way in which the table is
formatted. Specifically, the right-hand column under “SR Parcels - Residential
Multifamily” reconciles to the size of the parcel rather than to the unit counts. A closer
reading revealed that the maximum unit counts were calculated based on Section
250-28(C)(i) Footnote 2, which calls for dividing the Net Lot Area by the Minimum
Required square feet for each type of dwelling unit.
Under the Code, a parcel consisting of 10,762,435 square feet - or 247 acres - is
viewed as being capable of accommodating 469 single family homes at a multiple of
1.9 units per acre. It does not make sense that the same parcel should be viewed as
being capable of accommodating more than three times the number of multifamily
homes, or 1,456 units. This becomes apparent when one considers the resources
needed by residences, including water, sewage, household waste, parking,
recreational space, and community services. It is almost as if someone took an
illustrative table with footnotes from a large urban area’s code book and pasted it
intact into the town Code without fully considering the content of the footnotes. This
is a zoning issue that needs to be addressed by the Town Board, but the anomalous
results of applying the calculations for multiple dwellings can and should enter into
the Planning Board’s consideration of the project’s compatibility and harmony with
the surrounding community. Fortunately, other provisions in the code mean that the
maximum unit calculation is only suggestive rather than binding on the Planning
Board.
Response: Comment noted. See response to comment 1 above. No change to the
FEIS.
4. The Code does not specifically address the need for open space when multiple
dwellings are constructed outside of a PUD. The discretion granted to the Planning
Board in Section 250-28(A) and 250-52 would allow for application of principles
similar to the 35% open space rule set forth in Section 250-27(C) and to make other
changes deemed necessary in order to create a more desirable community
environmental through the preservation and enhancement of community natural
resources such as water bodies, wetlands, forests, significant topographic and
geological features and other areas of scenic and ecological value.
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Response: Comment noted. See response to comment 1 above. No change to the
FEIS.
5. The Planning Board should consider requiring that building permits be restricted to a
certain number in a year, so that the residences are sold and occupied in a manner
that can be absorbed and served more easily by community services. In addition, as
a condition of approving the FEIS, the Planning Board should retain the right to
reduce the scope of future project phases if the actual environmental impacts prove
to be inconsistent with what has been set for the in the FEIS.
Response: The Planning Board cannot predict with any greater certainty than the
applicant what the absorption rate of units will be. This is a market based decision
making process that the builder will need to assess on an ongoing basis with sales
and inventory predicating the decision. No change to the FEIS. See page ii of the
FEIS for information on thresholds and limiting of future development.
6. I would like to address an environmental issue that I do not believe has received
adequate attention. At a time when the county faces capacity issues in its landfill and
recycling has become so much more important, I believe it is essential to have a
facility on site for collecting and pre-sorting household waste before it enters into the
public waste management system. The Planning Board should consider requiring the
applicant to create such a facility to ensure that the new community’s waste is not
dumped raw and unsorted into a waist management system that is already highly
stressed.
Response: This is an issue more appropriate for consideration at the site plan
phase. No change to the FEIS.
7. The Planning Board is uniquely empowered to require the applicant to make the
changes necessary to transform this proposal into something that will yield positive
benefits for the hamlet of Rock Hill and the Town of Thompson for generations to
come. If the Planning Board adopts the FEIS, and the Findings Statement permits
the unit count without any restriction, it will be very difficult to subsequently scale
back the project, because the applicant will already have approval of an acceptable
level of impact based on the unit count specified. Unless the Planning board takes
decisive action to scale back the applicant’s proposal now, I fear the FEIS ultimately
will prove to be a recipe for disaster.
Response: Comment noted. No change to the FEIS.
Naomi Jaffe letter dated July 6, 2009
1. The proposed development abuts my farm and home on Glen Wild Road on two
sides, with a narrow strip of property separating it on the third side. My family has
owned, lived on, and farmed this property since 1919. I am writing to join the great
majority of my neighbors in objecting to the plan as currently conceived, and on my
own behalf as well as that of my neighbors, to object in particular to the proposed
sewage treatment plant.
The Sewage Treatment Plant for 1600+ residential units is proposed to be located
apparently less than 100 feet from my property line. Is it my understanding that this is
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not a permitted use in the existing zoning and would require a special permit. The
developer has repeated dozens of times in the FEIS that the plan in this proposal is
“of right”. There is no existing right to build a Sewage Treatment Plant in a residential
zone. The proposed plant would destroy both the use value and the resale value of
my home. No one would buy, or want to live in, a home that abuts on a sewage
treatment plant. I believe that you are required to consider the impact on owners of
adjoining property before granting special use permits. Considering this requirement,
you can not under the law or in good conscience grant a permit for a sewage
treatment plant in a Suburban Residential Zone adjoining an existing home. The
other side of the narrow strip on which the Sewage Treatment Plant is proposed to
be located is occupied by a not-for-profit residence for children with disabilities.
There is not a person on this board who would approve a Sewage Treatment Plant
100 feet from your own home. Do not approve it next to mine.
Response: See response to Bogursky letters, comment 2. The letter from Mike
Merriman states the 500 feet is a recommendation. The proposed STP is
approximately 250 feet from the home to the south and 150 feet from the home to
the north. The STP will be designed to comply with the requirements set forth by
NYSDEC and permitted per the requirements set forth by NYSDEC and Delaware
River Basin Commission. The applicant will work with NYSDEC to incorporate
covered tanks and odor control equipment to lessen the noise and odor impacts to
the neighboring properties. The plan façade will incorporate walls to hide equipment;
it will be aesthetically pleasing. Landscaping, such as fencing and evergreens, along
the road and property lines will also be provided to screen and lessen the visual and
noise impacts associated with the operation of the plant. See page 3.9-6 of the FEIS.
2. My remaining objections have already been voiced by many in our community: the
impacts on our rural way of life, on natural beauty and the environment, on wildlife
and forest. I would like to note the ways in which the FEIS has failed to answer them
adequately - and cannot answer them, because the problems are inherent in the
inappropriate scale of the project. The forested ridge overlooking the Neversink that
the proposed development will destroy is habitat to every species of animal, bird,
tree, and plant that occurs naturally in our region. It is a priceless treasure that can
never be restored. The FEIS statement that “there may be opportunities to preserve
some stands of trees” makes a mockery of the destruction of this unique resource.
“Most wildlife would move out” to more suitable locations is a grossly insensitive
response to the issue of the loss of wildlife habitat. The inappropriate, massive scale
of the proposed development, destructive of wildlife habitat, natural beauty, and our
rural way of life, is what I and my neighbors object to. The law requires that the
project be “of such size, location, and character as to ensure it will be in harmony
with appropriate and orderly development of the local community.” You are obligated
to listen to the voices of the overwhelming majority of community members who
continue to tell you that this project as currently conceived does not meet that
requirement.
Response: The proposed development has been designed in accordance with
existing zoning. Inherent in new development is impact on existing natural features.
These impacts and proposed mitigations have been discussed in the DEIS/DGEIS
for this project. No change to the FEIS.

14 of 19

Rock Hill Town Center FEIS Written Comments and Responses

July 6, 2009

Toby Lee Boritz letter dated July 5, 2009
1. Most Glen Wild residents were not originally opposed to a Rock Hill subdivision with
a residential component and modest amount of commercial space. The reduction of
commercial space to 60,000 sf is a definite improvement over the earlier plan.
However, RHTC has no viable open space component, and the sheer density of
proposed residential units combined with the indignity of a sewage treatment plant at
our doorstep renders this entire project unacceptable. We are relying on the planning
board to substantially reduce its density to forestall wide-ranging negative
environmental impacts to our community and the region.
If this sprawling project is allowed to go forward in its present form, it would be the
fault not of the applicant, but rather of the planning board for failing to exercise due
diligence. The board's June 24 vote granting conditional approval for Rock Hill Town
Center's final EIS before the start of the 10 day public comment period calls into
question the board's fairness and impartiality.
Response: The Planning Board has exercised the hard look requirement of SEQR
through its adherence to the SEQR regulations for procedure and review. The 10 day
public comment period refers to a public hearing which is not required under SEQR,
but which the Planning Board nonetheless held to give the community additional
opportunity for comment. No change to the FEIS.
2. The applicant is exploiting a loophole in our zoning code which, for multiple dwellings
outside of PUD zones, sets no maximum allowable density units per acre and does
not enforce a "smart growth" open space component (despite the well-intentioned
guidelines of our comprehensive plan) thereby relying on the good will of developers
and vigilance of the planning board. "As-of-right" developments such as RHTC are
breezing through the approval process in the Town of Thompson, allowing
developers to build as densely as possible without being required to dedicate usable
open space to the community or even preserving land in its natural state for
residents of the subdivision (other than unbuildable DEC wetlands and buffers).
This unfortunate situation is contributing to rapid habitat fragmentation, impacts to
wildlife, air and water pollution, as well as depletion of our once plentiful aquifers
which, as per anecdotal reports of neighbors', is already happening. Without
repeating much of what has already been said in the voluminous record, let me
stress a few issues of utmost concern and offer some alternatives:
Response: See response to letter of Jack Youngs, comment 2. No change to the
FEIS.
3. During the public hearing on the final EIS for Rock Hill Town Center, it was
mentioned that the applicant risked losing financial backing for the project if approval
was not granted by July 1. The planning board acknowledged that all pertinent
information and approvals had not yet been received and that SEQR regulations
required a 10-day public comment period ending on July 6. During the hearing, a
resident asked the board whether the members planned to take a vote that evening.
As I recall, the response was in the negative. I left the meeting after the public
hearing portion was over and later learned from a neighbor that the planning board
did, in fact, take a vote granting conditional approval for the FEIS.
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How can the planning board as lead agency for a project of this magnitude render a
judgment before the start of the 10-day public comment period, implying that nothing
we have to say makes any difference in the final outcome? This arbitrary, premature
approval of the FEIS is contrary to the intent of SEQRA and undercuts the planning
board's credibility as a fair-minded, unbiased decision-making body.
Response: See response to comment 1 above. No change to the FEIS.
4. Locating the STP on the west side of Glen Wild Road near the intersection of Adams
Road with a plan to transmit treated sewage northward via Fowlwood Brook (a class
B protected stream) through my neighbors' streams and ponds in Glen Wild and on
to the Neversink is an affront to all of us in the community. In his January 23 letter to
the planning board earlier this year, Michael Merriman of the NYSDEC stated that
the STP should not be located within 500 ft of RHTC residents' homes out of concern
about noise and odors emanating from the facility. Well, if that's the case, the STP-proposed for 150-200 ft from the road-- should not be within 500 ft of any residents,
including neighbors and those of us driving down Glen Wild Road. Fencing,
landscaping and walls are inadequate to mitigate its negative impacts.
In the same letter, Mr. Merriman raises questions about the viability and location of
the sewage treatment plan:
A look at the layout and topography of the site indicates that it may be possible to
separately collect and treat sewage at different locations around the site. The more
southerly portions might connect to the adjacent Rock Hill Sewer District's collection
system. The central and northern portions of the site are more problematic and need
more study to fully assess and compare the impacts of either a separate private plant
or connection to the nearby municipal plant. It is also not clear why the first phases of
construction are so far from the more accessible Rock Rill Sewer District collection
system. Please explain what standards and goals were used in establishing the
phasing of construction. (1-23-09, page 3)
This STP does not belong in our residential neighborhood on Glen Wild Road and
must be relocated— most appropriately to the HC-2 portion of the property.
The FEIS also attempts to minimize the matter of the Delaware River Basin
Commission's jurisdiction over the project, which monitors discharge of pollutants
into an important 120-mile stretch of the Delaware known as SPW (Special
Protection Waters) into which RHTC's treated sewage will flow.
Response: See response to Bogursky letters comment 2 and Jaffe letter comment
1. No change to the FEIS. See page 3.9-7 of the FEIS for information on the DRBC.
5. I do not take issue with the applicant's entire calculation of density. Most sections of
the project including the commercial space, and much of the residential acreage-the RR-1 parcel west of Glen Wild Road, and HC-2 lots are acceptable in that they
abide by allowable maximum allowable density units per acre of their zoning districts
for single and two-family houses (0.9 and 1.9, respectively).
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When the 2005 rezoning was done and maximum allowable dwelling per acre was
determined for various types of dwellings in different zones, a curious thing
happened: Multiple dwellings in planned unit development (PUD) and formal cluster
zones had to abide by maximum density units per acre in the zone where their
project was located, but a different formula was used for "as-of-right" subdivisions.
An applicant proposing as-of-right multi-family units simply has to subtract wetlands,
steep slopes, easements and rights-of-way, then take the remaining square footage
and subtract 5400 sf per 2-bedrm dwelling unit and 7200 sf per 3-bedroom DU to
arrive at total # of units.
This loophole combined with the planning board's unwillingness to require a
meaningful open space plan from the applicant has resulted in the absurdity of more
than 1456 dwelling units - or 6.48 dwelling units per acre being proposed on a mere
224.79 net acres in the SR zone (10,762,435 sf) in the midst of a rural residential
neighborhood with maximum allowable density of 1.9 DU per acre.
Glen Wild has always been a rural area. William Rice bought his farm on East Glen
Wild Road in 1847 and sold his brother Morris 50 acres of it the following year which
my grandfather eventually purchased from the Rumseys in 1911. Then in the '50's
and '60's I remember Sam Fine's and 'Caplan's Egg Corp, and the Jaffe and
Bogursky chicken farms. And there was the shul, Anshei Glen Wild, along with a
number of small bungalow colonies scattered along Glen Wild Road.
The RHTC property was apparently spot zoned prior to the 2005 rezoning-- from RR
to SR. Had this not occurred, we wouldn't be facing this unfortunate as-of-right
multiple dwelling situation, which is not an option in the RR-1 zoning district. Ours
was never a suburban residential area. The maps in Attachments A and B speak for
themselves. Compare the rural areas (RR) along Glen Wild Road in the 1984 zoning
map to the odd configuration of RHTC's SR property in the 2005 map and draw your
own conclusion.
Response: Local zoning is enacted by a Town Board after considering not only past
development patterns in a community but future development options as well.
Outreach to the community is typically through public hearings to elicit from the
public comments on recommendations for future land use proposals prior to enacting
rezoning. The current town zoning is a result of that process. Zoning is a forward
looking tool, recognizing the past but also recognizing that communities are not
frozen in time. No change to the FEIS.
6. Uncontrolled and unfocused growth may lead to urban sprawl which is undesirable
and very evident in nearby areas. - From Introduction to Thompson-Monticello
Comprehensive Plan, 1999.
Believe it or not, Thompson does have an open space plan, but the problem is that
developers seeking to maximize profits by increasing density are flocking to our
town, employing the clustering aspect of the equation in name only, without being
required to preserve usable open space. Nor is the board requiring any such plans of
applicants, who prefer building "as-of-right." Whose right? And for whose benefit? No
large subdivision which purports to use smart growth principles should be approved
without a significant conservation component. The proposal before you is devoid of
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an open space plan but for a couple of squares called commons along with some
wetlands, steep slopes and buffers already protected by the DEC.
Where is RHTC's open space plan? Where are the conservation easements to
preserve the high ridge and its viewshed in perpetuity (visible on your left when
driving east on Rte 17 from Monticello towards Rock Hill)? Precisely how are the
property's important topographic features to be preserved and its wildlife to survive,
much less thrive (as was intended by the comprehensive plan) with 1613 residential
units looming on the horizon? And why is the planning board in a hurry to .approve
such a massive project along with a sewage treatment plant in rural Glen Wild that
will foul our air and water? All this is provoking outrage in the most sensible among
us.
Response: The above comment refers to several issues that have been addressed
in responses to other comments. Regarding concerns related to cluster
development, the applicant is no longer proposing cluster development. With regard
to open space see response to comment 2 above. With regard to the sewage
treatment plant see response to Bogursky letters comment 2. See previous
responses herein.
7. Prior to granting approval for this project, the planning board needs to determine
what the applicant's plans are for the 50-60+ acres of SBL# 25-1-21.2 on the east
side of Glen Wild Road by the cemetery. Part 617.3 of SEQR requires the lead
agency to consider environmental impacts of an entire project, in order to guard
against a segmented, piecemeal review.
Response: There are currently no plans for the parcel referred to on the east side of
Glen Wild Road. It is largely constrained from development by wetlands. No change
to the FEIS.
8. I respectfully request that the planning board rescind conditional approval of Rock
Hill Town Center's FEIS and take a re-vote to ensure that all public comment has
been carefully considered. Doing so might help restore public confidence in the
review process.
Response: The Planning Board will be voting on completeness prior to final
acceptance. Therefore rescinding the past vote in not necessary. No change to the
FEIS.
9. Prior to granting any approvals, require applicant to present development plan for
eastern portion of SBL# 25-1-21.2 to avoid segmenting the project.
Response: See response to comment 7 above. No change to the FEIS.
10. The following changes to Rock Hill Town Center's Master Plan are also
recommended:
•

Reduce unacceptably high density of 1456 multifamily units on some 250 SR
acres— to be compatible with surrounding rural area in accordance with our
zoning ordinance and comprehensive plan
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•

Relocate STP away from Glen Wild Road and Fowlwood Brook to Highway
Commercial (HC-2) portion of the site along Rock Hill Drive

•

Require a viable open space component to the project in which the developer
would dedicate a percentage of usable land through a conservation easement. It
is cynical for developers to claim to be implementing an open space plan by
protecting wetlands, 100 ft buffers and other unbuildable areas of their property.
Why not ask applicants to give back something significant to the community, eg.
in the case of RHTC perhaps by dedicating the 50-60 acre portion of SBL# 25-121.2 on the east side of Glen Wild Rd as a public park for passive recreation?

•

Ensure preservation of entire viewshed along high ridge by relocating homes an
additional 100 ft back. It is not sufficient to preserve only 80% of the ridge, as the
developer has offered. The entire viewshed should be protected.

I hope we can count on the members of the planning board for a fair,- unbiased
review process in this important matter.
Response: These issues have all been addressed in above comment responses.
Ron Hiatt, Attorney for Brookwood Gunners & Anglers Association - 7-6-09
1. My client owns the parcel located at 9 Rock Hill Drive, tax map 32-1-1. The
organization has owned the property for many years and uses it extensively for club
activities including, but are not limited to, hunting, target shooting (rifle and pistol)
and similar activities. The property is used on a regular basis. On weekends
members are often at the site engaged in target practice.
The Club takes no position regarding potential development on adjoining lands. The
Club is aware of the buffer/set-back respecting the use of firearms and particularly
from residences which may be constructed on the adjoining property.
The use of firearms is a noisy proposition and anticipate that after approval and
construction noise may become a concern to the new neighbors. Since the Club has
engaged in activities at this location for at least 50 years it is appropriate any adjoiner
seeking to use the property abutting the Club which may be disturbed by its property
use be advised in advance so it can, as part of the planning process address the
issue of noise, and perhaps as a condition of approval by the Planning Board, erect
such sound barriers or other barriers as may be required so the Club's ongoing
activities predating the requested development will not become disturbing.
It is neither fair, nor appropriate, that the Club be penalized or restricted in the use
and enjoyment of its property.
Response: Comment noted. No change to the FEIS.
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Dale Sheeley
1. I am concerned about the wetlands off of Rock Hill Drive.
Response: The wetlands have been delineated using the appropriate State and Federal
guidelines. That delineation has been presented in the EIS and is depicted on the project
plan set. Under Phase 1 of the development, neither regulated nor non-regulated
wetlands will be impacted. Potential impacts would result from the layout of future
phases. For future development, the regulatory authorities will be notified and permits
sought as required. This will be a condition of the Town’s Findings Statement. See page
3.3-6 of the FEIS.
2. The project wells won’t supply enough water at 100 gpm/household.
Response: GeoLogic, the project hydrogeologist, was provided with a proposed
demand of 91 gallons per minute (gpm) to supply water to the planned number of
dwellings for Phase 1. See page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
Two separate 72-hour pump tests were completed to assess the available well yield.
Well PTCW-2 was pumped at a rate of 125 gpm and well TCW-1 was pumped at a rate
of 110 gpm. The preliminary findings from the two pump tests completed at the site
indicate that the wells are capable of providing the proposed demand of 91 gpm. See
page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
3. Only one of my four wells was monitored; more wells (mine and others in the area)
should have been monitored. The one well tested was drawn down over 50 feet.
Response: GeoLogic viewed the tax map for the Town of Thompson, Sullivan County,
New York at the http://www.co.sullivan.ny.us web site. The web site was used to obtain
tax map parcel identification numbers, the name of the property owner associated with
the tax map identification number, and the property address.
Residential well surveys were sent to property owners care of the property street
address via certified mail. The residential well surveys were sent to property owners
located within an approximate radius of 1,000 feet of the pumping wells (Well PTCW-2
and TCW-1).
Mr. Dale Sheeley was the only person to return a completed Residential Well Survey
form to GeoLogic and the only person to request monitoring during the pump test
activities.
In response to GeoLogic’s well survey, Mr. Dale Sheeley telephoned GeoLogic on May
28, 2009 and mailed in a completed Residential Well Survey form to GeoLogic (received
by GeoLogic on June 1, 2009). Mr. Sheeley indicated he owns three properties on
Sheeley Lane (8 Sheeley Lane [Sullivan County identifies this parcel as 8 Glen Wild
Road], 30 Sheeley Lane and 44 Sheeley Lane) and one at 106 Glen Wild Road and
provided information on the well yields for the wells at these properties.
GeoLogic met with Mr. Sheeley on his property at 8 Sheeley Lane on Monday, June 1,
2009. GeoLogic discussed gauging the wells on his other properties and the need to
maintain a Water Use Log before, during and after the pump test. Both GeoLogic and
Mr. Sheeley did not believe that installation of data loggers would be possible in the
wells that were in use at his remaining three properties because of the presence of piless adapters and submersible water pumps. Mr. Sheeley gave GeoLogic permission to
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install a data logger in the well at 8 Sheeley Lane. This well was chosen to be monitored
because there was no pump in the well and it was not in use at the time of the pump
test.
The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a connection to the project’s water
supply system should the draw from the project’s wells result in a well impacts. See
page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
4. Water in upper veins will run out the bottom of the vein into lower veins.
Response: GeoLogic has prepared preliminary findings documenting the results of the
pump tests and concluded that there is sufficient water for Phase 1 of the Proposed
Action. These preliminary findings were included in Appendix H of the June 5, 2009
FEIS.
GeoLogic is in the process of preparing a complete Hydrogeologic Report that will
summarize the findings of the two, 72-hour pump tests completed at wells PTCW-2 and
TCW-1. The report will contain the well logs completed by David H. Tompkins & Sons,
Inc. (drilling contractor) and will discuss the impacts, if any, of dewatering fractures in the
“upper” zones of the pumping wells. No change to the FEIS.
5. The pump test was not conducted properly. Both test wells should have been pumped at
the same time to obtain true readings of the water available and the potential impact on
neighboring wells.
Response: GeoLogic submitted a Pump Test Plan to the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Bureau of Water Permits and to the New York
State Department of Health (NYSDOH). The Pump Test Plan was prepared in
accordance with the NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test Procedures of Water Supply
Applications (contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit
Program Application Processing). GeoLogic’s Pump Test Plan was approved by both the
NYSDEC and NYSDOH. The pump tests were completed in accordance with the
approved Pump Test Plan.
Wells PTCW-2 and TCW-1 were not pumped simultaneously because the planned use
for these wells is to pump Well PTCW-2 as the primary water supply well. Well TCW-1 is
to be used as a back-up well. These wells will not be pumped simultaneously to provide
water to the development. See pages 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 of the FEIS.
6. Traffic will backup to Wanaksink trying to get off the exit.
Response: The extensive analysis submitted as part of the FEIS indicates that traffic
back ups will be tolerable and will not cause congestion. The Applicant will be required
to conduct extensive monitoring and implement mitigation measures if warranted to
ensure that this is the case. No change to the FEIS. See pages 1-11, 1-12 and 1-13 of
the FEIS.
7. The sewer was moved due to the lack of property.
Response: The wastewater treatment plant was relocated to the west side of Rock Hill
Drive per the Town’s request and to keep the facility outside of Wanaksink Lake Dam
inundation zone. No change to the FEIS. See Response 3.9-11.
8. We need to drill ever deeper wells to obtain the desired/required yield.
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Response: Well PTCW-2 was installed in April 2009 to a depth of 600 feet. This well
has not been deepened from the original drilling depth of 600 feet.
Well TCW-1 was installed in November 2006 to a depth of 532 feet with a reported
stabilized discharge rate of 100 gpm. GeoLogic attempted to complete a pump test at
Well TCW-1 on June 8, 2009. The pump test was started with a pumping rate of 130
gpm. The water level in Well TCW-1 dropped below the data logger. The pump test was
terminated due to the conditions encountered.
David H. Tompkins & Sons, Inc. (drilling contractor) extended the depth of well TCW-1 to
700 feet. The pump test was completed on well TCW-1 between June 15 and 18, 2009
at a pumping rate of 110 gpm. The preliminary findings from the pump test indicate that
the well is capable of providing the proposed demand of 91 gpm (refer to Appendix H of
the June 5, 2009 FEIS). See page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
Dennis Sheeley
1. Neither I nor my neighbor received a letter regarding the well pump test.
Response: GeoLogic viewed the tax map for the Town of Thompson, Sullivan County,
New York at the http://www.co.sullivan.ny.us web site. The web site was used to obtain
tax map parcel identification numbers, the name of the property owner associated with
the tax map identification number and the property address.
Residential well surveys were sent to property owners care of the property street
address via certified mail. The residential well surveys were sent to property owners
located within an approximate radius of 1,000 feet of the pumping wells (Well PTCW-2
and TCW-1). In addition, included in the mailing were parcels that are close to, but
greater than 1,000 feet from the pumping wells. See page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
2. Better well testing protocol is required.
Response: Refer to the response to Dale Sheeley’s comment 5. See pages 3.9-1 and
3.9-2 of the FEIS.
3. My well water was clouded for two days after the pump test.
Response: It is not unusual to have temporary cloudy water observations during or
following a pump test. See page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
4. The pump test was not conducted for the full 72 hours.
Response: Refer to the responses to Dale Sheeley’s comments 3 and 8.
Cliff Schwartz
1. The FEIS does not adequately address the comments presented on the DEIS.
Response: It is noted that this statement is the opinion on the commenter. The Planning
Board as Lead Agency has and will continue to conduct the environmental review of the
Proposed Action in compliance with the SEQRA. Response to specific comments on the
Proposed Action and the related FEIS are offered below. No change to the FEIS.
2. The project is still a detriment to the community and natural resources.
Response: Refer to Response 2-1 in the June 5, 2009 FEIS. No change to the FEIS.
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3. How did the applicant arrive at unit count? The FEIS does not include a full reconciliation
in tabular format.
Response: A tabular format is included in the FEIS, Table 2-4, which provides a
detailed calculation by zoning district of the allowable number of units for the project. No
change to the FEIS.
4. The unit count is inconsistent through the FEIS 1,613 vs. 1,673.
Response: The proposed plan for the as-of-right development presented in the FEIS
includes 1,613 residential units. The difference in the unit counts cited relates to the
move of the proposed wastewater treatment plant from the east side of Glen Wild Road
to the west side of the road, and the elimination of 60 townhouse units at that location to
accommodate the move. The unit count of 1,673 originally proposed under the as-ofright plan less 60 units associated with the relocation of the WWTP results in 1,613
units. Inconsistencies have been corrected throughout the FEIS.
5. Smart land development layouts have not been used. Cluster development should
concentrate buildings on the most buildable areas saving the remaining land for open
space, conservation, agriculture, recreation and public and semi-public uses. The
second part of the equation is ignored. The plan applies cluster development without
providing open space.
Response: We concur with the interpretation of the cluster development utility in the
most generic sense. However those features that might be preserved are highly variable
from one site to another. For this development preservation of steep slopes and
wetlands have been prioritized. Other benefits are that swaths of woods between groups
of homes are planned to be preserved. Also a reduction in impervious surfaces from
reduced road length and consequently reduced lengths of utilities are achieved by the
clustering of units. No change to the FEIS.
6. Vernal pools outside of wetlands should be protected along with the hardwood forest.
Response: Vernal pools are considered to be forested mineral soil wetlands by the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) document "The
Ecological Communities of New York State". All wetlands on the project site have been
delineated and mapped per the adopted scope, including all vernal pools. While no
specific vernal pools were identified or mapped on the Rock Hill Development project
site, several wetlands were identified as having characteristics similar to those found in
vernal pool communities, i.e. those that have habitat favorable to flora and fauna that are
known to occur within vernal pools. Of the five on-site wetlands identified in Table 3.3-10
of the DEIS as having potential vernal pool habitat, only Wetland D is a regulated
wetland. Wetland D is regulated by both the Army Corps of Engineers and the NYSDEC.
The remaining four wetlands identified as having potential vernal pool characteristics
(Wetlands C, J, K1, and L) are not regulated at the State nor Federal level.
It is important to note that neither regulated nor non-regulated wetlands will be disturbed
as part of the Phase 1 development. It is also important to note that these habitat types,
in and of themselves, are not provided specific protection at the municipal, state or
federal levels. In other words, a permit is not required from a regulatory agency to
disturb these habitat types unless the vernal pool meets the definition of a regulated
wetland under the NYSDEC or USACE purview.
This text has been used to update Response 3.3-4 of the FEIS. See page 3.3-2 of the
FEIS.
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7. In the DEIS, unit count was reduced to the 1,340 to address impacts and concerns
expressed at that time. In the FEIS, why is the unit count over 1,613 or 1,673.
Response: The unit count in the previous plan was the result of negotiations with a
480,000 square foot commercial development also under consideration. The current
plan has only 60,000 square feet of commercial development which is a significant
difference in project scope and frees up a large area for new residential development.
No change to the FEIS.
8. No analysis was performed to show how the school district will support the greater
number of children.
Response: At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school district is estimated at
$4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312. If 100 percent of the
units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may result. The total assessed
value of property in the Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The potential deficit
of $369,826 would result in an increase of the tax rate of less than $ 0.25 per $1,000 of
assessed valuation. For home valued at $200,000 in the Monticello District, this increase
would equate to a worse case increase of approximately $36.00 per household, per year.
This projection does not take into account any increase in commercial development in
Rock Hill to support the needs of the new residents, nor does it take into account any
seasonal or senior citizen residents who would have a reduced need for school district
services. In light of these additional factors, it is not expected that the worse case scenario
will ever be realized. See page 3.8-4 of the FEIS.
9. The EIS presents a net annual surplus to the school district of $1,028,983, this should be
a deficit.
Response: The proposed plan for the as-of-right development includes construction of
60,000 square feet of neighborhood retail as part of Phase 1 of the project. The project
has also been modified to build the townhouse units on fee simple lots, which affects the
assessed value of the property. At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school
district is estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312.
If 100 percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may result.
See page 3.8-4 of the FEIS.
10. The Applicant takes a 30 percent credit for part-time residents. This is flawed and
therefore I believe there may be other flaws.
Response: All analysis of future conditions has been conducted assuming 100 percent
of the residents are year round. A review of the US Census data indicates that existing
local population includes 30 percent seasonal residents. As is stated in the FEIS, this
language has been included for comparison purposes only. No change to the FEIS.
11. At a February 17, 2009 meeting between the Applicant, the FHWA and the NYSDOT,
the FHWA representative stated that a partial diamond interchange may be necessary at
the Route 17 Exit 109 ramp. The decision to leave the interchange where it is was based
on the low traffic volume. The project’s high traffic volumes may negate this decision.
Response: Following the February 17, 2009 meeting, the Applicant submitted revised
capacity analyses to the NYSDOT. In its most recent correspondence on the matter
(May 13, 2009), which arose out of a second meeting with NYSDOT and FHWA (via
phone) on May 6, 2009, the NYSDOT noted that “based on the information in the revised
Traffic Impact Study and the revised Synchro files for the above-referenced project, it
appears that an acceptable Level of Service will be provided along the NYS Route 17
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Interchange 109 ramps during Phase 1 of the project.” The DOT requested and the
Applicant has agreed that “a new traffic impact study be prepared at the completion of
Phase 1 and prior to the commencement of any Phase 2 development.” The extensive
monitoring program proposed will ensure that each stage of the development will only go
forward if traffic operating conditions can be maintained at the acceptable levels
indicated in the FEIS. See page 3.5-7 of the FEIS.
12. The Planning Board should meet formally with the FHWA and the DOT to determine the
maximum traffic volume that can be accommodated by the ramps as proposed. It was
further requested that the Planning Board then decide which developments should be
approved so as not to allow the maximum unit count to exceed what the FHWA
determines can be accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
Response: The Town Engineer, Town Attorney, the Town’s traffic consultant and a
representative from the Sullivan County Department of Planning were all present at the
May 6, 2009 meeting with the Applicant, the NYSDOT and the FHWA.
Further, the FHWA and the NYSDOT will continue to have jurisdiction through the Site
Plan approval process and the extensive monitoring program proposed by the Applicant
will ensure that the maximum unit count will not exceed what the FHWA determines can
be accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed. See pages 3.5-7
and 3.5-8 of the FEIS.
13. This development will impact other property owners’ development rights.
Response: The traffic impact study conducted for the FEIS took into account extensive
development by other property owners, as well as non-property-specific increases in
traffic volumes. The improvements proposed will accommodate this additional traffic
along with the traffic generated by the Rock Hill Development. No change to the FEIS.
14. The Applicant continues to rely on ULI statistics to estimate impacts of the project on
community services despite the fact that the Rock Hill Fire Dept. states conclusion
drawn from applying these standards are not true and unreliable in a rural area. Mr.
Geneslaw agrees. Statistics custom tailored to Rock Hill must be used; to do otherwise
is dangerous and unfair to the community.
Response: In their letter dated November 18, 2006 the Rock Hill Fire District indicates
that a volunteer staff of 67 fire fighters serves a population of 1,600 persons. At this rate
the ratio of fire personnel to residents is four per 100. The anticipated population
increase at full buildout is projected to be 3,825 persons. At the existing ratio, this would
indicate the need for a significant number of additional fire fighters. However the
multifamily condominium units are anticipated to include sprinkler systems which would
reduce this need. The anticipated growth in population should provide a new resource
for volunteer fire fighters to come forward, particularly since the Applicant has agreed to
pursue affordable housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers, service personnel,
and high school and college graduates. The Applicant will include marketing efforts in
their homebuyer prospectus material to encourage community service volunteers. The
New York State Division of Fire Safety conducts fire training for all levels of fire fighters.
This fire training is available in Sullivan County and is available with out charge to either
the fire personnel or the Fire Company. In addition to the anticipated increase in
available tax revenue, the Applicant will continue to actively support the fund raising
activities of the Rock Hill Fire District to meet their future needs. See page 3.8-6 of the
FEIS.
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15. The FEIS Response 3.8-1 stating that input from the County Sheriff’s Dept. has not been
received is unacceptable. A response must be obtained and provided.
Response: The planning standards ratio for police personnel provided by the ULI in
their 1994 Development Impact Assessment Handbook is two police per population of
1,000. Currently, the Sheriff’s office employs 43 sworn members of the Patrol Division.
The New York State Police are also present in the County. While the number of
patrolmen assigned from the New York State Police is considered sensitive information,
as stated in a letter from the State Police on March 2, 2008 “[t]he New York State Police
anticipates adapting and adjusting to any increase in calls for service or response times
[that] this project, or any other project, may create.” The letter received from Eric J.
Chatboty, Undersheriff for the Office of the Sullivan County Sheriff, dated June 26, 2009
and attached in Appendix D of the revised FEIS, states that “[t]his project alone would
not require expansion of the current equipment or staffing levels of the Sheriff’s Office.”
According to the ULI standards mentioned above the project would result in the need for
an additional 2.3 police personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1
and 7.7 at full build out. See page 3.8-2 of the FEIS.
16. Substantive conversations pertaining to wastewater treatment options are taking place
outside of the formal planning process; all matters should be in front of the Planning
Board. Therefore the public and the Planning Board cannot monitor the process. The
Planning Board should initiate interactions with the agencies; there should be no private
negotiations with state officials.
Response: As evidenced by the letter from Supervisor Cellini to the NYSDEC regarding
wastewater treatment as well as the multiple letters from the Town in which comments
on the same were documented, this issue is not taking place outside of the planning
process. The intent of the environmental review of a project under state law is to require
the Lead Agency to take a hard look at all potentially significant impacts on
environmental, social and economic resources as well as to involve the public in that
review. The public review of the project under SEQR including the subject of wastewater
treatment has been and will continue to be met as required under SEQR. No change to
the FEIS.
17. The July 1st financing deadline for applicant’s funding should have no bearing on the
Planning Board’s consideration of the EIS.
Response: The FEIS is the Lead Agency’s (Planning Board’s) document. As such, the
Planning Board will not accept the FEIS as complete until all comments and concerns
raised by the public, interested and involved agencies, Town staff, Town consultants and
the Board’s members are addressed to the satisfaction of the Board. The Applicant’s
financial deadlines cannot and will not have influence over the Board’s acceptance as
complete of the FEIS. No change to the FEIS.
Krissy Gallet
1. How much of Dutch’s Tavern property will be taken by DOT? How will Dutch’s business
be impacted? Can more detail be provided on the traffic?
Response: Neither the NYSDOT nor the Applicant proposes to take any property from
Dutch’s Tavern. The Town’s traffic consultant has recommended that access from the
parking lot to Dutch’s Tavern be reconfigured to define the entry/exit and that a buffer be
provided between the street and commercial parking on the south side of the street.
While a drop-curb could be constructed across the front of the property to preserve
access, the proposed improvements (attached) have been revised to reflect the

7 of 13

Rock Hill Town Center FEIS Public Hearing Comments and Responses

July 6, 2009

NYSDOT’s proposal to reduce access to the neighboring properties, as well as the
Town’s recommendation to reconfigure access to Dutch’s Tavern. It is expected that any
loss of business associated with the recommended driveway configuration will be more
than offset by the additional business generated by the increase in population in the
community associated with the Rock Hill development. See page 3.5-2 of the FEIS.
2. The Planning Board should not approve the FEIS based on the Applicant’s financial
deadline of July 1st.
Response: The FEIS is the Lead Agency’s (Planning Board’s) document. As such, the
Planning Board will not accept the FEIS as complete until all comments and concerns
raised by the public, interested and involved agencies, Town staff, Town consultants and
the Board’s members are addressed to the satisfaction of the Board. The Applicant’s
financial deadlines cannot and will not have influence over the Board’s acceptance as
complete of the FEIS. No change to the FEIS.
3. Is this the same developer that we’re dealing with here at Davos?
Response: This Applicant is not involved with the Davos project. No change to the
FEIS.
Andy Cannella
1. What is the distance from the center line (in feet) that the DOT will take? How much
parking will be taken?
Response: The DOT is not proposing to move the right-of-way or take property, just to
take the right of access across all but 25 feet of the front of each of the effected
properties. Because there is an approximately 9-foot wide shoulder on the south side of
Rock Hill Drive, the roadway is proposed to be widened by approximately one (1) foot
from the edge of pavement on the south side of the road. Because there is an
approximately 5-foot wide shoulder on the north side of Rock Hill Drive, the roadway is
proposed to be widened and by approximately five (5) feet from the edge of pavement
on the north side of the road. See also the response to Chrissy Gallet’s Public Hearing
comments. See page 3.5-1 of the FEIS.
2. How will the applicant rectify problems like water supply and well failure? The developer
needs to be on the hook to address these issues.
Response: The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a connection to the
project’s water supply system should the draw from the project’s wells result in a well
impacts. See page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
3. I also have concerns regarding the traffic generated by the project.
Response: The Planning Board, as Lead Agency responsible for the environmental
review of the project under SEQRA, along with Town staff, Town Consultants the
NYSDOT and FHWA have all reviewed and taken a hard look at the potential for the
project to result in significant traffic related impacts. This hard look is documented in the
project DEIS and FEIS and includes an analysis of the existing, future no build (future
without the project) and future build (future with the project) conditions. Based on the
results of the analyses, impacts were identified. Through the environmental review
process the project was substantially modified thereby minimizing impacts to the
maximum extent practicable and where impacts remain, the appropriate level of
mitigation was proposed to offset those impacts. No change to the FEIS.
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Judy Cutler
1. I am concerned about the tenanting of the commercial space and the commercial taxes.
There is less commercial floor space in the FEIS plan than in the DEIS therefore there
will be less tax revenues. Where will the taxes come from to support the residential
portion of the development and the related increase in the schools, community services,
etc? Financially, what will support the development?
Response: The Proposed Action presented in the FEIS will provide 420,000 square feet
less commercial development than proposed in the DEIS plan. This decrease in on-site
commercial development will result in reduced tax revenues generated for the various
taxing jurisdictions as compared to the DEIS plan. However this may be partially offset
by anticipated expansion of existing businesses and establishment of new businesses in
the Rock Hill hamlet to accommodate the increased population residing in the project
that will require goods and services.
The proposed project has an increased number of residential units including a total of
1,012 townhouse units compared to 508 townhouse units as proposed in the DEIS. At
the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential Alternative assesses
the townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the projected assessed
valuation and results in increased taxes to be paid by future townhouse residents.
A revised fiscal analysis of the proposed as-of-right Residential Alternative development
plan indicates the Rock Hill Residential Development would result in the conversion of
vacant land to a mixed use residential and commercial development. The increased
market value of the project site with these improvements would result in an increase in
property tax revenues. In order to estimate the property tax revenues that would be
generated by the Proposed Action, the market value and the assessed value for the
proposed housing development must be estimated.
The market value of the project site, with these improvements, would result in an
increase in property tax revenues when compared to the revenues generated presently
by the project site.
The Table below summarizes the projected tax revenues for the Rock Hill Town Center
project.
Rockhill Town Center
Projected Tax Revenues
Rate
(per
Total Property Tax Revenues
$1,000 AV*)
Taxing Jurisdiction

Sullivan County
Town General Fund (Outside Village)
Town Highway
Highway (Outside Village)
Library
Rock Hill Fire District
Rock Hill Ambulance
Monticello Central School District
TOTAL

$6.496040
$0.031860
$1.390969
$1.508657
$0.270344
$1.233522
$0.222591
$17.2200

$1,566,099
$7,681
$335,342
$363,715
$65,176
$297,384
$53,663
$4,151,486
$6,840,546

Source: Town of Thompson, Tax Receiver’s Office; Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
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* Assessed Value. Values rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note: The total projected property tax revenue does not include the Rock Hill Light Tax for parcels: 32.-17 and 32.-1-10,

Sullivan County would receive $1,566,099 annually in property tax revenues.
The Table above estimates the annual property tax generated by the proposed Rock Hill
Town Center residential and commercial development. The Town of Thompson General
Fund would receive $7,681 annually. The Thompson Highway Department is anticipated
to receive an estimated $699,057 in taxes from the proposed development.
Rock Hill Town Center would also generate $65,176 annually in revenues to the E.B.
Crawford Memorial Library.
The Monticello School District would receive $4,151,486 annually in property tax
revenues. See pages 3.10-2 and 3.10-3 of the FEIS.
Ali Nassar
1. I have the same concerns as expressed by the previous commenter.
Response: Refer to the previous response. No change to the FEIS.
Jodi Tedaldi
1. Will there be a homeowner’s association (HOA)?
Response: There will be a HOA for each of the proposed neighborhoods, five in total. In
addition, it is expected that an umbrella or parent HOA will be established to manage the
development’s services and infrastructure. See page 3.9-2 of the FEIS.
2. Local developments without an HOA have gone down in the dumps; units look different,
feel different, and are falling apart at different rates.
Response: Refer to the previous response regarding Rock Hill Town Center HOAs. See
previous response herein.
3. The project should be single family homes on lots with private sewer and water.
Response: The existing zoning allows only single family homes on a portion of the
property; that is what has been proposed in these locations. In other locations the zoning
allows multiple family housing and that is what is shown on those portions of the site.
The project will be served with private water and sewer. However, it is doubtful that the
Department of Health would accept a portion of the site with septic while other portions
had public sewer. No change to the FEIS.
4. Will the development get finished? There are other developments that remain unfinished
or unoccupied. What happens with all of the defunct, unfinished projects in Town?
Response: The Applicant would not propose the project if the project were not expected
to be completed let alone successful. Completion of other projects not under ownership
and management of the Applicant have little or no bearing on the ability of this Applicant
to complete the project and build a successful residential and commercial development.
No change to the FEIS.
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5. What happens if these condos go in at 50 percent taxes, the kids don’t get 50 percent
less of an education.
Response: At the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential
Alternative assesses the townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the
projected assessed valuation and results in increased taxes to be paid by future
townhouse residents. The projection of taxes for this project does not take into account
any increase in commercial development in Rock Hill to support the needs of the new
residents, nor does it take into account any seasonal or senior citizen residents who
would have a reduced need for school district services. The impact of these additional
factors would be to reduce the amount of money to be raised through property taxes.
See page 3.10-1 of the FEIS.
Jack Youngs
1. If the project could support 1,300 units in the DEIS, then how can it now support 1600
units?
Response: There are two reasons. First there is now considerably more land area for
residential development with the reduced commercial component. Second, the SR zone
allows multi family development which is now being taken fuller advantage of with the
current plan. No change to the FEIS.
2. There is no green space provided.
Response: There is considerable green space located throughout the site which is
highlighted on the landscape plan where existing wooded areas are planned to remain
and newly landscaped open space are graphically shown. No change to the FEIS.
3. Scale the project back to 1300 DUs and start over.
Response: The project has been designed with the development densities allowable
under current town zoning. No change to the FEIS.
Paul Walsh
1. The Planning Board should put in as much effort and do as much homework as the
public has (Cliff Schwartz in particular).
Response: The Planning Board, Town staff and Town consultants have been intimately
involved in the environmental review of the Proposed Action. Refer to Response 2-2 of
the June 5, 2009 FEIS for details regarding the level of effort put forth by the Planning
Board, Town Staff and Town Consultants in reviewing the Proposed Action. No change
to the FEIS.
Elliot Karp
1. Response time to Emerald Green is 30-35 minutes from the Sheriff’s Department.
Response: The letter received from the Office of the Sullivan County Sheriff on June 26,
2009 states “[o]ur typical average response time to the geographic center of your
proposed project would be 5 minutes.” The letter is supplied in Appendix D of the revised
FEIS document. See page 3.8-3 of the FEIS.
2. Who is going to pay for the development and the impact on the uniform services?
Response: Refer to the response to Judy Cutler’s comment herein. No change to the
FEIS.
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3. Emerald Green and Davos have many units vacant and in disrepair.
Response: Comment noted. Refer to the Jodi Tedaldi comments herein. The Applicant
would not propose the project if the project were not expected to be successful and
ultimately fully occupied. Vacancies at other projects not under ownership and
management of the Applicant have little or no bearing on the ability of this Applicant to
build a successful residential and commercial development. No change to the FEIS.
4. The project should be put off for five years then reconsidered when the economy has
returned.
Response: Refer to Response 2-13 of the June 5, 2009 FEIS. No change to the FEIS.
Jim Gollner
1. The location of stormwater ponds on down-hill side of the project is a concern with
regard to runoff. There are currently flooding issues and the runoff from the site could
complicate this matter further.
Response: This comment was addressed in the previous FEIS submittal dated June 5,
2009. Refer to Responses 3.2-8 and 3.2-9. No change to the FEIS.
2. The removal of trees and shrubs during construction results in increased runoff. The
stormwater ponds can get overwhelmed resulting in serious problems including
increased flooding and well water volume and quality impacts.
Response: This comment was addressed in the previous FEIS submittal dated June 5,
2009. Refer to Responses 3.2-8 and 3.2-9. No change to the FEIS.
3. The multi-family homes proposed don’t fit in with this area. The development should be a
reduced number of single family homes.
Response: The inclusion of multifamily homes in the development is the result of market
studies which definitively underscore the need and demand for this form of housing. It
would provide housing for a wide range of people in the community including starter
families, seniors, empty nesters, and others. See page 1-1 of the FEIS.
Christina Wallace
1. Orange County has problems with water and sewer.
Response: The Rock Hill Town Center water and sewage systems will be designed to
comply with the requirements set forth by NYSDEC for community water systems and
sanitary sewer systems. Refer to Responses 3.9-2 and 3.9-6 of the June 5, 2009 FEIS.
No change to the FEIS.
2. Don’t let Rock Hill turn into Scotchtown.
Response: Through proper planning and the thorough review of the Proposed Action
under SEQR, the Planning Board intends that future development in Rock Hill will
balance the needs of the community with the rights of its property owners. No change to
the FEIS.
Diana Sorano
1. Who will move into these homes?
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Response: It is anticipated that residents at the Rock Hill Town Center will be a
combination of current Town of Thompson residents, current Sullivan County residents
and others relocating to the area. No change to the FEIS.
2. Where are current residents to go if they can no longer afford to live in their own
community?
Response: Construction of the Rock Hill Town Center will not significantly affect the
ability of existing residents to live in the community. As previously noted, the worse case
scenario impact on school taxes may result in an annual increase of approximately $36
per household. This projection does not take into account any increase in commercial
development in Rock Hill to support the needs of the new residents, nor does it take into
account any seasonal or senior citizen residents who would have a reduced need for
school district services. In light of these additional factors, it is not expected that the worse
case scenario will ever be realized. No change to the FEIS. See page 3.9-4 for
information on annual increase in school taxes.
3. There are eagles on Edwards Road. I and my neighbors have seen them perched on
trees across from our homes.
Response: The Applicant and the Town Planning Board do not deny that bald eagles
may use the Neversink River corridor located approximately 700 feet west of the project
site at its closest and the surrounding areas. It is important to note that the focus of the
regulatory agencies charged with the protection of this delisted species is on the bird’s
nest and nest trees. No nests/nest trees are located on or in close proximity to the
project site. For additional information on the bald eagle refer to Response 3.3-21 of the
June 5, 2009 FEIS. No change to the FEIS.
Richard McGoey (Town Engineer)
1. Provide mitigation for impacted neighboring wells.
Response: The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a connection to the
project’s water supply system should the draw from the project’s wells result in a well
impact on a neighboring property. This text has been added to the revised FEIS (refer to
response 3.9-1). See page 3.9-1 of the FEIS.
2. Provide a cross section of the proposed road improvements?
Response: Refer to the attached letter from the project traffic engineer generated in
response to the Town’s traffic consultant (CHA) which contains the requested road
improvement cross section. No change to the FEIS.
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Rock Hill Town Center FEIS/FGEIS change and insertion page instructions.
All new pages are dated as “Revised July 6, 2009” and are provided in edit mode to allow
for ease of comparison.
VOLUME I
• Replace page 2 of the Volume I Title Pages with the attached page 2.
• Replace page 2 of the Volume I Table of Contents with the attached page 2.
• Replace pages 1-1 and 1-16 of the Revised Project Description chapter with the attached
pages 1-1 and 1-16.
• Replace pages 2-1, 2-6 and 2-7 of the Project Description chapter with the attached page 21, 2-6 and 2-7.
• Replace page 3.4-5 of the Land Use and Zoning chapter with the attached page 3.4-5.
• Replace pages 3.8-1 through 3.8-11, the entire Community Services chapter, with the
attached pages 3.8-1 through 3.8-12.
• Replace pages 3.9-1 through 3.9-10, the entire Utilities chapter, with the attached pages
3.9-1 through 3.9-10.
• Replace pages 3.10-1 and 3.10-2, the entire Fiscal Analysis chapter, with the attached
pages 3.10- 1 and 3.10-2.
VOLUME II
• Replace page 2 of the Volume II Title Pages with the attached page 2.
• Insert the letter from the Sullivan County Sheriff’s Department at the end of Appendix D,
Correspondence.
• Insert “Intersection of the Rock Hill Drive and Glen Wild Road/Katrina Falls Road” (Figures 1
of 2 and 2 of 2) at the end of Appendix E, Traffic Report and Related Information. These
figures supersede Figures 35 and 36 of the Traffic Impact Study.
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1.0 REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Modified Project Plans
Since December 2008, the Applicant has modified its application by making the as-of-right
Residential Alternative plan presented and evaluated in the DEIS/DGEIS (Section 5.2) the
proposed project plan. This plan is primarily a residential, "as-of-right" subdivision plan
designed in accordance with existing zoning. Therefore, this FEIS/FGEIS (referred to
hereinafter as the FEIS) presents further description of the current proposed plan and its
potential environmental impacts where they differ from DEIS/DGEIS (referred to hereinafter as
the DEIS).
Revised project plans accompany this FEIS. See Figure 1-1 for the current concept plan. The
Phase 1/Phase 1A areas in the DEIS plan have been modified, with Phase 1, 2 and 3 areas
identified in the current proposed plan (Figure 1-2). The subdivision of the project, based on
neighborhoods, is presented in Figure 1-3.
Site Area Context
The project site is primarily vacant and wooded, an irregularly shaped property located in the
northwest portion of the hamlet of Rock Hill, in close proximity to Exit 109 on NYS Route 17.
The site is not presently served by municipal sewer or water utilities, nor is it located within an
established sewer or water district.
The existing roadway network within the project vicinity consists of the following major roads:
Glen Wild Road (C.R. 58), Rock Hill Drive, Katrina Falls Road, and NYS Route 17 (the
Quickway). Access to the project site would be from existing frontage on Glen Wild Road and
Rock Hill Drive.
The hamlet of Rock Hill is a small commercial hub of the community, consisting largely of a
variety of small commercial businesses that are located mostly on the local streets (Glen Wild
Road and Rock Hill Drive). As part of the rural community, the local streets provide significant
accessibility to the greater community of Thompson and Fallsburg from Route 17, while passing
directly past the project site frontage in several locations.
1.1 Brief Description of the Proposed Action
As-of-Right Residential Plan
As stated in the DEIS, it is the purpose and objective of the project sponsor to construct a
high-quality development that would provide varied and affordable1 (worker) housing
opportunities in Sullivan County through the construction of single-family residences,
townhomes and multifamily dwellings. The site is well suited for medium density residential
development due to proximity to major transportation corridors and the existing Rock Hill hamlet
center.
Partially in response to comments received on the original site plan, particularly with regard to
potential impacts on the local transportation network and on local commercial businesses, the
1

As used in this document, the term “affordable” means housing that will be affordable to median income
persons and refer to new resident owners, not existing residents.
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A revised fiscal analysis of the proposed as-of-right Residential Alternative development plan
(Proposed Action) has been prepared. The tax rates used remained constant to the rates used
in the DEIS in order to allow a direct comparison between the current proposal and the previous
plan. Assessment methodologies used are consistent with those used in the DEIS. However,
per the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential Alternative assesses the
Townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the projected assessed valuation,
and results in increased taxes to be paid by future townhouse residents.
Potential Fiscal Impacts
Projected annual property tax revenues were calculated by estimating the future assessed
value of the Proposed Action and multiplying that by the tax rate applicable to each taxing
jurisdiction.
To determine costs, the various service providers were contacted and interviewed to determine
what demand, if any, would be created by the new development. Impacts associated with
community services and facilities are summarized in DEIS Section 3.8.
The development’s projected tax revenues are then compared to anticipated costs to determine
the net fiscal effect that would result from construction of the Residential Alternative.
Projected Assessed Value
Table 1-5 provides a summary of the assessed value data for the proposed project. The
dwellings would have a market value that ranges between $179,000 for the one-bedroom
multifamily dwellings to $269,000 for the four-bedroom single-family detached dwellings. The
assessed value of each dwelling was determined by multiplying the market value by the Town
equalization rate. The 2008 equalization rate for the Town of Thompson is 72.4 percent. Tables
1-2, 1-3, 1-4 provide the assessed value for the various land use components of Rock Hill
Residential Development.
Table 1-2
Total Market Value and Assessed Value
(Single Family and Townhomes)*
Number of Units
Market Value
Assessed Value per
Dwelling Unit

Type of Unit
Single Family
Detached, 4-BR
Single Family
Detached, 2/3-BR
Townhome, 2/3-BR
Total

54

$269,000/DU

$194,756

163

$249,000/DU

$180,276

1,012

$219,000/DU

$158,556

$277,831,000

$201,149,644

1,229

* The assessed value for the fee simple single family homes and fee simple townhomes was
determined based on the proposed sales value of the dwellings multiplied by the Town’s 2008
equalization rate. Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 2-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am concerned that the large scale of the proposed
development will have a detrimental effect on my quality of life and on the overall well-being of
my community.
Response 2-1: The analysis of potential adverse impacts on community services
included in the DEIS/DGEIS was based upon the adopted Scope and disclosed that
either no significant adverse impacts on police protection, fire protection, emergency
medial services, or schools were anticipated from the then proposed action, or that the
impacts would be mitigated.
In response to comments received on the DEIS/DGEIS, among other things, the
Applicant has chosen to move forward with the As-of-Right, Residential and
Convenience Retail Alternative presented in the DEIS/DGEIS. Under this development
plan, as indicated in Table 2-1, the commercial component of the project would be
reduced from 480,000 square feet to 60,000 square feet (87.5 percent) while the
number of residential units would be increased from 1,340 to 1,6713 households
(20.44.8 percent). As documented in the Alternatives Chapter of the DEIS/DGEIS, the
As-of-Right Residential and Convenience Retail Alternative would result in impacts
similar to or less than those that would result from the Proposed Action presented in that
document. As indicated in DEIS/DGEIS Table 5-1, reproduced in part below as Table
2-2, the anticipated impacts on community services associated with the As-of-Right Plan
would be similar to, or less than, those disclosed in the DEIS/DGEIS for the previously
proposed plan.
Table 2-1
Rock Hill Town Center Development Alternatives
Dwelling Units

Commercial
Square
Footage

Alternative

Previously Proposed
Action
Currently Proposed
As-of-Right Plan

Single
Family
448

Townhouse
Quad
508

Multifamily
384

Total
1,340

480,000

217197

1,0192

384

1,6713

60,000

Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., 2008
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of the project and the proposed density would be harmful to their quality of life in many areas of
environmental concern addressed in the DEIS.
Response 2-8: The configuration of the Proposed Action is different from that presented
in the DEIS/DGEIS based on comments received on the original plan, among other
things. Significant impacts would not result from the As-of-Right development assessed
in the DEIS/DGEIS and here in the FEIS. Also refer to Response 2-1.
Comment 2-9 (Letter #10 Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Recommendation 1: The development of the property should be reduced to
the as-of-right provided in the code for single family units as a maximum number of units
permitted for the site, without regard to the placement of the units. It should be noted that any
acreage allocated for commercial development would need to be deducted from the acreage
available for residential construction when calculating the residential development allowed as of right.
1. Table 3.4-2 in the DEIS provides an analysis to justify the requested number of units as an
as of right calculation." An "as of right" calculation is normally based upon the number of
dwelling units that could be permitted without the application of a special use permit, and prior to
the application of any requested zoning changes. This analysis does not deduct for land
constraints as required by the code, and includes the HC zoning code in the analysis since
single family homes are permitted by right at a rate of 1.9 units per acre. This Alternative zoning
density analysis would allow for a more acceptable unit count from the Association's
perspective.
Alternate Zoning Density Analysis
Lot
24-1-9
24-1-10
24-1-11
24-1-12
25-1-9
25-1-10
25-1-16
25-1-17
25-1-21.2
32-1-6
32-1-7
32-1-10
34.9-9.2
TOTAL

Gross Acres

Current zoning

50.5
0.4

SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR
RR-1
HC-2
HC-2
HC-2
SR

60.0
25.3
50.5
48.8
17.0
4.4
105.0
44.8
49.7
38.2
25.7
561.3

As of right
du/acre
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
0.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9

As of right
maximum
95.95
78.66
114.00
48.07
95.95
92.72
32.30
8.36
94.50
85.12
94.43
72.58
48.83
961.47

Note: 25-1-24 and 25-1-15.2 were included in the description of the parcels in the beginning of the
DEIS but were not included in Table 3.4-2 of the DEIS.
Source: Town of Thompson Zoning Code.

Response 2-9: Net parcel area has been arrived at through the required deductions of
steep slopes, watercourses and wetlands from gross parcel area. No areas proposed for
commercial development were used to calculate residential density. The allowable
development density on the site for the proposed development has been reviewed by
the Town Engineer and the Town’s Planner. Their review comments regarding the
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language of the local zoning code and the methodology used in calculating allowable
uses and density have been incorporated in the development calculations.
The mathematical calculation of unit count for single family homes in the SR-1 district
and the HC -2 district as required in the code is a simple division of the net parcel area
by the allowable maximum density of 1.9 dwelling units per acre. The reason for
proposing rezoning HC-2 to SR-1 in the original proposal was to take advantage of the
allowable cluster provision with a special permit which would not increase density but
simply allow for a more environmentally friendly development. Multiple dwellings, as
defined in the code and referenced in the SR-1 Schedule, are calculated as lot area in
square feet per bedroom. This is a different density calculation density than that for
single family homes.
The as-of-right Residential Alternative does not propose any zone changes. In this plan
the development density is based on the existing zones and, as with the original
proposal, no commercial development area is used for the residential density
calculations.
Table 2-3
2009 As-of-Right Plan
Rock Hill Town Center - Zoning Yield
Summary
Commercial
Allowed
127,469 sf
Proposed
60,000 sf
Residential
Allowed
1,776 units
Proposed
1,6713 units
Source: Tim Miller Associates, 2009.
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3.3 ECOLOGY AND WETLAND RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.3-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2009): I also would like to
see better documentation of the natural communities in and around the site and greater sensitivity
to their needs.
Response 3.3-1: Documentation of the natural communities that exist on the project
site was performed in accordance with the Final Scoping Document as adopted by the
Lead Agency. A description of natural communities that exist outside of the project site
was not included as part of the Final Scoping Document.
There may be opportunities to preserve stands of trees within the overall development
area as the site plan is advanced and refined. Where these tree stands are identified,
there should be no disturbance of any kind within the projected root zone of these trees
or within the drip line of the tree foliage. Snow fencing or other highly visible means of
marking should be placed around the maximum area of the root system to prevent the
destruction of roots by exposure or through the compaction of soils. Construction crews
would be notified to exclude all equipment from these protected areas. If necessary,
trees would be protected by tree wells in fill areas, and retaining walls in cut areas.
Refer to Response 3.3-19 for a breakdown of disturbance (changes in surface
coverage) by vegetation type.
Comment 3.3-2 (Letter #4: Sheldon Bellovin, December 2, 2009): In my opinion this project
has such potential impacts to all the nearby rivers and tributaries both regional and statewide.
Response 3.3-2: A site specific stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) has
been prepared to comply with the NYSDEC State Pollution Discharge Elimination
System General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity 0-08-001
and certified by the Applicant’s licensed professional engineer to mitigate the potential
adverse impacts on water resources associated with development of the site.
Temporary and permanent erosion control facilities are proposed, as well, to aid in
mitigating any impacts creating by development of the project site.
Comment 3.3-3 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The plan should more effectively preserve the upland Hemlock Forest
through avoidance to the greatest extent practicable of the areas that are most densely forested
(See Map 1). Future layouts should utilize more of the previously developed lands, as a way to
also protect the viewshed from 17 driving towards Rock Hill from Monticello.
The Hemlock Northern Hardwood Forest is described by the NYS Heritage Program, available
online at http://www.acris.nynhp.org/report.php?id=9991. This document also lists several
species that are typically found in this type of forest, many of which are rare and protected, and
many of which are not mentioned in the ecological report starting on page 3.3.1 of the
DEIS/DGEIS.
Response 3.3-3: Revisions to the layout of the Rock Hill Town Center Development
have reduced impacts to natural communities on the project site. The former
development plan (DEIS/DGEIS) disturbed approximately 266 acres of the 449.7 acres
(40.8 percent of its total) of hemlock-northern hardwood forest. The revised
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development plan has reduced the disturbance to the hemlock-northern hardwood forest
community to 75.7 acres (16.8 percent of its total).
The Natural Heritage Program (NHP) list of rare species that may occur within the
hemlock-northern hardwood forest were taken into consideration during ecological
surveys of the project site, during which, none of the listed species were observed to
occur on the Rock Hill parcel. Correspondence with the NYSDEC NHP indicated only
two threatened species, the bald eagle and brook floater, as occurring in the Neversink
River corridor, located over 700 feet west of the project site. An assessment of impacts
to these species was conducted as part of the DEIS/DGEIS. It was concluded that no
significant impacts to either species would result from the development of the Proposed
Action.
Comment 3.3-4 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Hemlock Northern Hardwood forests are described in the NYS Heritage
Program as likely to have productive vernal pools, which are essential to the cycle of many
protected species. These pools often slip through the cracks of current regulations because
they can be very small (as illustrated in Table 3.3-10), and unnoticeable during certain times of
the year. Emerging research on vernal pools suggests that they are also an important
component of the water filtering system, and without them, water quality would eventually
decline. A more sensitive development layout would provide better protection of the vernal pool
resources within the forested area that are not located adjacent to wetlands.
Response 3.3-4: Vernal pools are considered to be forested mineral soil wetlands by
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) document
"The Ecological Communities of New York State". All wetlands on the project site have
been delineated and mapped per the adopted scope, including all vernal pools. While no
specific vernal pools were identified or mapped on the Rock Hill Development project
site, several wetlands were identified as having characteristics similar to those found in
vernal pool communities, i.e. those that have habitat favorable to flora and fauna that
are known to occur within vernal pools. Of the five on-site wetlands identified in Table
3.3-10 of the DEIS as having potential vernal pool habitat, only Wetland D is a regulated
wetland. Wetland D is regulated by both the Army Corps of Engineers and the
NYSDEC. The remaining four wetlands identified as having potential vernal pool
characteristics (Wetlands C, J, K1, and L) are not regulated at the State nor Federal
level.
It is important to note that neither regulated nor non-regulated wetlands will be disturbed
as part of the Phase 1 development. It is also important to note that these habitat types,
in and of themselves, are not provided specific protection at the municipal, state or
federal levels. In other words, a permit is not required from a regulatory agency to
disturb these habitat types unless the vernal pool meets the definition of a regulated
wetland under the NYSDEC or USACE purview. All wetlands with potential vernal pool
habitat have been identified as occurring within the on-site wetland communities. No
protected species were observed within these wetlands during on-site wildlife surveys of
the property.
While no citation is given to the reference that vernal pools are an important component
of the water filtering system, the Applicant acknowledges that vernal pools may aid in
the reduction of pollutants and recharge of groundwater, as well as provide habitat for
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wildlife. Impacts to wetlands with potential vernal pool characteristics were avoided to
the fullest extent practicable while still maintaining the goals set forth by the Project
Sponsor and by the Town’s zoning designation of the project site.
Comment 3.3-5 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Page 3.3-20 under Method of Tree Removal/Disposal. The last
sentence in this paragraph indicates that logged trees would be loaded onto trucks for off-site
processing as timber. Given the heavily forested canopy on site, hauling trees off site is likely to
have a significant impact on traffic. With changes in the plan to preserve more of the forested
portion of this site, this impact would be lessened.
Response 3.3-5: Significant Iimpacts on traffic due to the hauling of timber from the
project site are highly unlikely due to the phasing of construction. The project is
proposed to be constructed in a series of at least two phases over the course of 20
years, with each phase broken into sub-phases. The amount of traffic generated by
logging activities associated with clearing of the 126 acres proposed for disturbance for
Phase 1 is projected to have minimal to no impacts on traffic in the area. The remaining
212.8 acres would be developed in multiple phases. Nevertheless, if the remaining
212.8 acres is developed as a second and final construction phase, traffic related
impacts are expected to be minimal. Further, SPEDES permit requirements will likely
limit the clearing of land to no more than 5 acres at a time. Tree removal will be spread
across the 20-year development period. Traffic volumes generated by logging trucks
during clearing of the development site are expected to be far less than those created
by the development upon project completion. Furthermore, traffic improvements will be
installed as part of each phase of the project development.
Comment 3.3-6 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008 and at the Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The development should
establish a forested wildlife corridor between Fowlwood Brook and the Neversink River.
Response 3.3-6: The Applicant’s environmental consultant does not recommend
designating a wildlife corridor between Fowlwood Brook and the Neversink River as the
establishment of such a corridor would create a “bottleneck” that has the potential to
concentrate and force wildlife to cross Glen Wild Road which runs parallel to Fowlwood
Brook. A corridor that would force wildlife movements along the highly trafficked Glen
Wild Road could result in a substantial increase in wildlife mortality, and an increase in
deer-car collisions.
In general, as a site is developed, many wildlife species move out of the areas of
disturbance. Upon project completion, the developed area will function as different
habitat for some of the species of wildlife that previously used the site. Alteration of the
habitat on the project site would result in a decline in wildlife movements into and out of
the project site as it would offer fewer opportunities for food and cover. Most species
would relocate off site and therefore a shift in wildlife movement patterns would occur
with wildlife seeking out habitat that would most benefit their cover and foraging
requirements.
Comment 3.3-7 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Figure 3.1-3 illustrates the proposed disturbance of the site. If this figure is
compared to Figure 3.4-1, it appears that the remaining upland forested habitat will be
Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
3.3-3

Ecology and Wetland Resources
Revised July 6June 5, 2009
fragmented on site. It appears that the densest wooded areas on the property would be
fragmented into strips between home sites and roads, which will be subject to intrusion by
human activity, and overall change in habitat as shrubs begin to invade previously forested
areas.
Response 3.3-7: Existing habitats on the project site will be altered from their original
state but would still provide habitat, for numerous species of native wildlife. Moreover,
there will continue to be 422.6 acres of open space (non-impervious surface area) on
the subject property that will serve as habitat for local species.
Comment 3.3-8 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): In addition to human activity, the characteristics of these areas would most
likely encourage wildlife "pest" behavior by more opportunistic animals, such as deer, woodchucks,
moles, raccoons, and mice, browsing on landscapes or in garbage.
Response 3.3-8: In the long term, the composition of the wildlife population in the area
would be altered immediately adjacent to the developed areas, as species able to adapt
to a more suburbanized environment (such as raccoons, opossum, woodchucks, mice,
songbirds, etc.) would have a greater ecological advantage over species that are less
tolerant of human activity; this effect is unavoidable. Edge habitats created by
encroachment of the development footprint on forested areas could favor such species,
but are not expected to substantially increase local populations of “pest” wildlife as these
species (raccoons, skunks, and opossum) would be managed, if necessary, by a
licensed pest control specialist upon the addition of the proposed residential
development.
Comment 3.3-9 (Letter #15: Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): At our last town hall
meeting of 12-10, my husband Harry Scarano - also of Edwards Road, used the wide
expression of - quote " I fear if all their desired development is allowed through the exquisite
little hamlet of Rock Hill and Bridgeville NY will end up a "stinking mess" perfect, because we
don't want our forest behind our property destroyed with your ugly townhomes.
Response 3.3-9: The Proposed Action would be developed consistent with the existing
zoning of the property as defined by the Town. The limits of disturbance would be
staked out on the project site by a licensed land surveyor prior to the start of
construction. All construction activities would be contained within the limits of
disturbance and would not encroach on or disturb trees on any adjacent private lands.
Construction activities would adhere to all state and local laws pertaining to noise,
traffic, dust, and erosion and sedimentation control. After completion of construction, the
development would adhere to all state and local laws concerning noise, traffic, lighting,
and stormwater control, including any conditions placed on the site plan by the Planning
Board.
It must be noted that the property in question is zoned by the Town in a way that allows
it to be developed as proposed by the property owner. In this regard, using the property
as proposed results in the implementation of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. The
parcel will not be destroyed but rather, it’s use will change. Should the Town or other
party(s) believe the property should not be developed, they would have to purchase it
from the owner and manage it as open space. In lieu of such a transaction the parcel is
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the owner’s to do with as he sees fit as long consistent with applicable rules and
regulations.
Comment 3.3-10 (Letter #15: Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): It is so beautiful and quiet
that is how we like it and the number of very old trees destroyed.
Response 3.3-10: Comment noted. Refer to Response 3.3-9 regarding the
development of the project consistent with Town zoning requirements and the removal
of trees.
Comment 3.3-11 (Letter #15: Mrs. Scarano, December 31, 2008): We do not want our
surreal beauty of the views and the birds and the two mating majestic eagles terrified by
bulldozers we don't want to live with this proposed nightmare.
Response 3.3-11: As previously noted, the proposed plan would be developed
consistent with existing development regulations, including zoning for the property as
adopted by the Town, and natural resources protections under the regulatory jurisdiction
of NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, among other regulatory
requirements. The Findings adopted by the Town will include mitigation measures
identified during the environmental review process to be appropriate to minimize or
avoid potential adverse impacts.
Comment 3.3-12 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYS DEC, January 23, 2009): The site
contains two DEC-regulated freshwater wetlands, WO-35 (Class 3) and WO-36 (Class 2).
Together the two wetlands total 42.4 acres some of which is off the developer's property.
However, due to the location of some of the buildings, roads and utilities lines, the developer
has not completely avoided all disturbances to these wetlands or the 100-foot wide adjacent
area (AA) around them.
Response 3.3-12: The updated development plan has been designed to remove all
disturbances to NYSDEC-regulated wetlands. Disturbances to the regulated 100-foot
wide adjacent area have been designed to minimize impacts. Approximately 0.3 acres of
regulated adjacent area would be disturbed for construction of the proposed action. This
disturbance is the result of a trench associated with utility lines and the area proposed
for the disturbance is currently located on an existing access drive that serves as a
right-of-way for an adjoining neighbor. The Applicant has had a preapplication meeting
with the NYSDEC to discuss the project and will seek a permit from the State for
disturbance to this regulated adjacent area.
Comment 3.3-13 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Not all site
wetlands are shown. Wetland "F" (0.91 acre) is missing. This wetland may be isolated, and
appears to be heavily impacted by development. The wetland survey entitled, "Wetland
Boundaries of Glen Wild Land Company, LLC" by George Fulton, LLS (8/06, rev 10/08) should
be incorporated into the DEIS. It is the latest & most accurate depiction of existing conditions
for mapping of wetlands.
Response 3.3-13: The revised site plan incorporates all wetlands as delineated on the
property, including all non-regulated wetlands.
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Comment 3.3-14 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): The
boundary of DEC Wetland WO-36 (shown as Wetland "D" in the DEIS) is not shown correctly.
The boundary was adjusted as the result of field visit by Department staff on September 19,
2008. The adjacent area (AA) of WO-36 would be affected by the proposed road construction.
This wetland disturbance should be avoided. There is also a proposed "temporary" disturbance
to the AA for new water & sewer lines to be constructed within an existing dirt road. This also
would need a permit. It might meet permit issuance standards provided there is no unnecessary
widening of the road.
Response 3.3-14: The site plan has been updated to reflect the revised wetland line for
WO-36. Refer to Response 3.3-12 in regards to disturbance of NYSDEC regulated
wetlands and adjacent areas.
The Applicant has held pre-application meetings with the NYSDEC to discuss the
circumstances in securing the permit necessary for the temporary disturbance
mentioned in the comment. All necessary permits from the NYSDEC will be secured
before any construction beings.
Comment 3.3-15 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): DEC
Wetland WO-35 does not extend onto the site. However, its AA does. This was determined in
the September 2008 site visit, but this is not mentioned in the DEIS. The AA of this wetland
would be affected by construction of a swimming pool & clubhouse. The Department staff
believes this disturbance should also be completely avoided.
Response 3.3-15: The site plan has been amended to show the adjacent area of
Wetland WO-35. Both the swimming pool and the clubhouse have been relocated to a
point outside of the adjacent area; there will be no disturbance to the regulated area.
Comment 3.3-16 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYS DEC, January 23, 2009): According to
DEIS, "1.1 acres of non-regulated wetland (meeting the ACOE definition of 'isolated' wetland)
would be filled for the residential construction." (Note that this permanent impact may be
higher). However, an official jurisdictional determination had not been sought from the Corps as
of the date of the DEIS. Although the preliminary determination that these areas are not likely to
meet ACOE regulatory requirements was made by two Professional Wetland Scientists (PWS),
a formal determination from the Corps must be obtained and included in the DEIS.
Response 3.3-16: A copy of the DEIS was sent to the Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) for review. No comments have been received to date. Based on the plan
presented in the FEIS, isolated wetlands will not be impacted during Phase 1 of the
development. An analysis of wetland impacts will be conducted for each subsequent
phase of the project in accordance with SEQR Evaluation Forms (Appendix I).
Comment 3.3-17 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Staff agrees
with the consultant's description of the type and location of endangered species habitat in or
near the site. We also agree with their analysis of potential use by and impacts to threatened
and endangered species as of 2006 at the project location, in particular the location and lack of
impact to Bald Eagles. However, the analysis in the DEIS needs to be updated with the most
recent information from the NYS Natural Heritage Project (NHP) to ensure no new species
occurrences have been documented since 2006. In addition, the two NYS bald eagle reports
that have been published since 2006 should be referenced in the DEIS and the pertinent parts
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incorporated into it. The DEIS does a good job of describing the National Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines and how the project follows them.
Response 3.3-17: Updated correspondence with the Natural Heritage Program dated
February 13, 2008 reiterates that the bald eagle and brook floater are the only known
reports within its databases of rare or state-listed animals and plants, significant natural
communities, and other significant habitats that may occur on the project site or in the
immediate vicinity of the project site.
Bald eagle reports since 2006 have shown a decline in the total number of wintering
bald eagles within the Mongaup River System area due to the continuing repair of and
subsequent de-watering of the Swinging Bridge Reservoir. The reservoir was refilled in
2007 and hydro-electric operations resumed after a multi-year hiatus that directly
impacted the wintering habitat available to eagles within the area of the Mongaup River
System. The 2007 refilling of the reservoir, however, did not equate to an immediate
increase in the number of wintering bald eagles for the 2008 season due to the
impacted fish populations directly associated with the low water condition of the
reservoir while repairs were made. The total number of eagles within the Mongaup River
System is expected to increase in the years following the 2008 Bald Eagle Report as
fish populations recover to numbers similar to those before the reservoir was drained for
repairs.
Comment 3.3-18 (Letter # 17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Staff also
agrees with the discussion in the DEIS of the absence of any suitable habitat on the site for
Indiana Bat and Bog Turtle. However, the consultant should include and reference copies of
both letters from US Fish And Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Natural Heritage Program
(NHP) in the DEIS to further document it.
Response 3.3-18: Correspondence letters received from the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the NYS Natural Heritage Program (NHP) were included in
Appendix B, Correspondence of the DEIS/DGEIS. While Chapter 3.3 of the DEIS makes
numerous references to these letters, the chapter failed to disclose the location of the
letters within Appendix B. These letters have been included in FEIS Appendix D, along
with an updated letter from the NHP dated February 13, 2008 reiterating that the bald
eagle and brook floater are the only threatened or endangered species known to occur
within the immediate vicinity of the project site.
Comment 3.3-19 (Letter # 18: William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management December 19, 2008): While there were a
substantial number of typographical and grammatical errors, there was one table where DPEM
felt that the facts were mistakenly misrepresented. In Table 3.3-7 the column labeled "%
Reduction of Area" shows the percent of area remaining, not the amount reduced. Additionally,
the last row, "Developed Areas" shows the percentage increase in development, a figure that
perhaps deserves a separate chart.
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Response 3.3-19: Refer to the revised information in the tables below, applicable to the
current project plan.
Table 3.3-1
Changes in Surface Cover (Acres)
Vegetation Type
Hemlock-Northern hardwood forest
Forested wetland
Scrub-Shrub wetland
Emergent wetland
Stream corridor
Pastureland
Developed areas (Impervious Surface)
TOTAL

PreDevelopment
(Acres)

PostDevelopment
(Acres)

449.7
43.1
0.8
0.9
5.2
11.1
16.2
527.0

374.0
42.0
0.7
0.7
5.2
0.0
104.4
527.0

Percent of
Vegetation
Type
Remaining
83.2
97.4
87.5
77.8
100
0
N/A*
N/A

Source: Tim Miller Associates and Keystone Associates, 2009
* See Table 3.3-2

Table 3.3-2
Change in Developed Areas
PrePostDevelopment
Development
Developed areas (Impervious Surface)
16.2 Acres
104.4 Acres

Percent
Increase
644.4

Source: Tim Miller Associates and Keystone Associates, 2009

Comment 3.3-20 (Jim Gollner, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Another concern we
have is that this section of the development here, I think I'm approximating this right, is a
heavily forested area. And this whole area is going to be clear-cut. Now, it's not just us on
Edwards Road, but there are other people, as well. We have, I guess a sort of a, might call it a
symbiotic relationship to the wildlife. We have a certain amount of deer or whatever that come
down. So, you know, we're all okay with it. But I think a lot of them are in this area, as well. And
if this is all clear-cut, rather than that, the animal population sort of being in this area, which is
going to be a lot of development, a lot of activity, I think they're going to take the path of least
resistance and go to the, you know, less populated areas and probably become sort of more of
a nuisance than they are.
Response 3.3-20: As stated in the DEIS, construction activities associated with the
development of the project site would result in disturbances to wildlife movements and
loss of available wildlife habitat. In general, as a project site is developed, some species
would temporarily relocate to similar habitats off-site. Due to the presence of similar
habitat on nearby properties, wildlife dispersal may create higher populations of some
species in areas that were previously less populated by wildlife. In the long term, the
composition of the wildlife population would be altered immediately adjacent to the
developed areas, as species able to adapt to a more suburbanized environment (such
as raccoons, opossum, woodchucks, mice, songbirds, etc.) would have a greater
ecological advantage over species that are less tolerant of human activity and this effect
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is unavoidable. Refer to Response 3.3-8 in regards to measures that would be taken to
mitigate for the presence of increased populations of human-subsidized species.
Comment 3.3-21 (Harry Scarano, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am Jim's neighbor
on Edwards Road. And we live on the Neversink River. And I read in the DGEIS (sic) study
that there were no bald eagle nests on the site of the project. I beg to differ. I've spoken with a
person who was in the woods in this location here, and I can point out the location because I
can see Richard Edward's house on the map, and that's where this person lives, right there.
And they were up in the woods cutting a Christmas tree, and they found an eagle nest that
underneath of which was littered with fish carcasses and eagle feathers. The eagles are there,
and in the GEIS (sic) study and it says they're not. And so that's -- the eagles are going to be
totally impacted. They make their living on the Neversink River, which is off the maps,
conveniently. And if this project is allowed to go through, the eagles, which don't like people, will
move out. I see the eagles every day. I look out the window. They're sitting on a tree. They're
sitting there, they're nice. A pair of eagles are sitting there. Those eagles have been
photographed by Michelle Haskell, a photographer for the Times Herald Record, so it's a point of
record that I can probably prove if I had to.
Response 3.3-21: The Applicant does not deny that the state-threatened bald eagle
may utilize the Neversink River corridor located approximately 700 feet west of the
project site at its closest. At this distance, the river was not able to be included in all of
the mapping and figures included in the submission of the DEIS. However, the
Neversink River can be seen in relation to the project site in Figures 2-1, 3.1-1, 3.2-2,
and 3.4-2 of the DEIS.
From Chapter 3.3 of the DEIS “During discussions with NYSDEC Region 3 NYSDEC
Bureau of Wildlife Endangered Species Program personnel, it was determined that the
bird's habitat in the vicinity of the project site is limited to wintering roost sites on the
Neversink River. This is not to say that bald eagles have never used a tree on the site to
roost during winter or summer months. It must be noted however, that the vast majority
of preferred roost trees are located along the river nearly one mile to the north of the
property and that no nest trees are present on or in close proximity to the project site.”
The Applicant’s environmental consultants revisited the project site and adjacent areas
in March of 2009. Potential nesting and roosting trees (large white pines and large
hemlocks) were observed both on and off the project site. No eagles were observed
during the day long visit. The NYSDEC determination that there are no eagle’s nests in
the area was confirmed.
Comment 3.3-22 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The hemlock forest is
important for several reasons. One is there's growing concern about water quality, as has been
stated. And there's emerging research that suggests that forests of these types really do aid
in the protection of the water quality, and they also help to provide shelter for a lot of the flora
and the fauna in the area. And there is concern about the amount of logging that will actually
need to be accomplished. And if they avoid this area they think that a lot of the concerns about
the grading and development of the site would be mostly addressed.
Response 3.3-22: Though no citation is given to support the claim, herbaceous and
woody vegetation, including hemlock trees, aid in protecting water quality. This
community type does aid in the filtering of pollutants, regulation of water temperatures,
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and recharge of groundwater. While the removal of approximately 75.7 acres of trees
has the potential to impact functions provided by the on-site forested communities, a site
specific stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) has been designed in
accordance with NYSDEC standards that strategically places stormwater facilities
basins throughout the development to mitigate impacts associated with the change in
land use.
As stated previously in Response 3.3-20, flora and fauna within the limits of disturbance
would be removed and/or temporarily or permanently displaced by construction of the
proposed development. Mitigation to offset these impacts has been provided in Chapter
3.3 Ecology and Wetland Resources of the DEIS/DGEIS.
The area of disturbance proposed to develop the Proposed Action has been minimized
to the maximum extent practicable while still achieving the development goals set forth
by the Applicant and by the Town’s zoning designation of the project site. The amount of
trees removed by development of the project site has a direct correlation to the
proposed limits of disturbance. Grading for roads, stormwater ponds, and buildings has
been kept to a minimum and is necessary to ensure all aspects of the development
conform with state, local, and federal regulations.
It must be noted that the property in question is zoned by the Town in a way that allows
it to be developed as proposed by the property owner. As long as the property owner
complies with the requirements of Town Zoning and other relevant portions of the Town
Code, there is nothing to prevent him from removing the vegetation in order to develop
the project as long as the Proposed Action is found to be consistent with the
requirements of SEQRA.
Should the Town or other party(s) believe the property should not be developed, they
would have to purchase it from the owner at fair market value and manage it as open
space. In lieu of such a transaction the parcel is the owner’s to do with as he sees fit as
long as all laws are followed.
Comment 3.3-23 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And what they're
concerned about is the nature of the hemlock forest that's up there would change and allow
more brush to be introduced into it so you would have more pest activity from local wildlife as
they find homes inside the forest but they don't have enough foraging area and they come back
out and they feast in your landscape and the garbage. If the forested area wasn't as
fragmented or if there was an area for the wildlife to get from those two areas easily with maybe
just crossing a road or two, it would be more likely that they would stay in those areas instead of
in our yards.
Response 3.3-23: Refer to Responses 3.3-8 and 3.3-20.
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Comment 3.4-16 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): Starting on page 2.2.3 the DEIS explains that the project
requires the change of the RR-1 zoned parcel to HC-2 in order to accommodate the commercial
development proposed as part of this project. Statements on page 3.4-11 indicate the
applicant's belief that the proposed project and rezoning are consistent with the Town's
Comprehensive Plan. The Association disagrees with this position. The change in zoning will
allow higher densities than are currently permitted, which will result in more traffic on local roads,
and greater impacts on local services. If commercial zoning is to be permitted in this area, it
should be provided at a smaller scale that is more compatible with existing low density business
uses along this strip, with less of the property proposed for the rezoning.
Response 3.4-16: Refer to Response 3.4-13.
Comment 3.4-17 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008 and at the Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): The
reasons why Glen Wild Road was zoned RR-1 are still valid. Rezoning to HC-2 would have the
unintended consequence of increasing the residential density on the rezoned parcel if the
applicant abandoned the commercial development plans and chose instead to build multiple family
units. The zoning change should stand alone as a good decision regardless of whether this
project moves forward. At the time that is was written, the Town Plan indicated that the Rock
Hill area contained a total of 1790 unimproved lots in the four surrounding lakeside communities
of Emerald Green, Lake Louise Marie, Wanaksink Lake, and Wolf Lake, and estimated that the
additional population that might result from fully building out those lots would be one-half of the
current population of Monticello. The existing zoning of the parcel as RR-1 has the effect of
controlling density within this area, and provides the opportunity to preserve more of the natural
beauty of the site.
Response 3.4-17: The project as currently proposed in this FEIS will be developed
as-of-right with no zone changes proposed and no increase in the residential density as
currently permitted along Glen Wild Road; the existing RR-1 zoning will remain intact
The site plan has been designed as a cluster to preserve areas of natural beauty on the
site and to avoid ecologically sensitive areas to the maximum extend practicable. The
curvilinear roadway design is in keeping with the gently rolling nature of the site and in
harmony with the rural character of the Rock Hill area.
As shown in the Table 3.4-1 below, under the existing as-of-right zoning, the applicant
could develop 127,469 square feet of commercial space, but is proposing 60,000 square
feet. There are 1,780 units allowed under the existing zoning, the applicant is proposing
1,6713.
Table 3.4-1
2009 As-of-Right Plan
Rock Hill Town Center - Zoning Yield Summary
Commercial
Allowed
Proposed
Residential
Allowed
Proposed
Source: TMA 2009.

127,469 sf
60,000 sf
1,780 units
1,6713 units

Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
3.4-5

Community Services
Revised July 6,June 5, 2009
3.8 COMMUNITY RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.8-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008 and at the Public
Hearing, December 10, 2008): I am concerned about the enormous impact this large
development will have on our community services, including schools, fire, ambulance, police,
and postal services. I find it incomprehensible that the DEIS was declared complete and ready
for public comment when item 8 on page 1-12 of the September 10 Response to Comments
states that the "Police, Fire, EMS and Schools sections will be revised as suggested." It does
not seem possible that an educated decision about this project can be made without a clearer
understanding of its impact on such fundamental and vital services. It is the obligation of the
applicant to provide us with a clearer picture of those impacts. At this stage in the approval
process, we should be able to comment on a comprehensive analysis of service impacts. I also
wish to note that some of the calculations in the information presented are questionable.
Response 3.8-1: In response to the Town Planner’s completeness review comments
documented in a letter to the Thompson Planning Board dated June 5, 2008, the
Applicant’s team generated the “Response to Comments” document dated September
10, 2008 noted by the commentor. This document identified the actions required to
address the Town Consultant’s comments and the party responsible for that action. The
quoted text in the comment is taken directly from that document.
The Community Services section of the DEIS, which includes Police, Fire, EMS and
Schools sections, was revised subsequent to the September 10, 2008. The Lead
Agency’s review and acceptance of that DEIS/DGEIS as complete indicates that the
original comment from the Town Consultant was adequately addressed in the body of
the DEIS/DGEIS, that the DEIS/DGEIS complies with the adopted scope and that the
revisions provided the Town with a clear understanding of the potential impacts to these
vital services thus allowing the Planning Board the ability to take a hard look at these
impacts and the project as a whole.
The comprehensive analysis of potential adverse impacts on community services
included in the DEIS, based upon the adopted Scope for the DEIS, disclosed that no
significant impacts on police protection are anticipated from the proposed project and
that tax revenues generated by the proposed project would mitigate the increased
demand on fire protection, emergency medical services, and schools.
In response to comments received on the DEIS plan, the Applicant is seeking approval
of the as-of-right Residential Alternative presented in the DEIS. In this alternative, the
commercial component of the project has been reduced from 480,000 square feet to
60,000 square feet, while the number of residential units has been increased from 1,340
to 1,613 households. The increase in households with the As of Right Plan would
generate a population increase of 3,825 rather than the 3,260 increase anticipated from
the previously proposed plan. However, as indicated in the DEIS, the anticipated
impacts on community services associated with the As-of-Right Plan would be similar to
those disclosed in the DEIS for the previously proposed action.
The Applicant notes that the calculations of necessary fire and emergency personnel
included in the DEIS were based upon multipliers from the Urban Land Institute (ULI).
The current national average is 1.59 fire personnel per 1000 population (International
City/County Management Association). Benchmark data from the Southeast Michigan
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Council of Governments (SEMCOG) recommends 1.95 full time employees for fire and
EMS per 1000 population. The ULI multiplier is between these two criteria thus is
considered to present representative multipliers indicative of current conditions. The
calculations of projected school age children were based upon multipliers from the most
recently published work of noted demographic researchers, Burchelle and Listokin, in
the June 2006, Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy. These calculations are
repeated below for the As of Right plan.
Based on planning standards contained in the ULI’s 1994 Development Impact
Handbook (Development Handbook), it is estimated that 1.65 fire personnel per 1,000
population would be required to serve a new population. The anticipated increase in
population of 3,825 persons resulting from development of the As of Right Plan would
generate a demand for 6.3 additional fire personnel over a twenty year development
period. The increase in the Town’s existing population from Phase 1 of the project
(1,149) would create a demand for 1.9 additional fire personnel over a four to five year
period.
The standard for emergency medical services, according to the Development
Handbook, is 4.1 full-time personnel and 1 vehicle per population of 30,000. The
introduction of 3,825 permanent persons to the Town of Thompson would result in the
potential added demand for 0.52 EMS full-time personnel and 0.13 vehicles in a twenty
year period. The increase in the Town’s population from Phase 1 of the project (1,149)
would create a demand for 0.16 additional full-time personnel and 0.04 vehicles over a
four to five year period.
The planning standards ratio for police personnel provided by the ULI in their 1994
Development Impact Assessment Handbook, is two police per population of 1,000.
Currently, the Sheriff’s office employs 43 sworn members of the Patrol Division and the
New York State Police are also present in the County. However, the number of
patrolmen assigned from the New York State Police is considered sensitive information
but as stated in a letter from the state Police on March 2, 2008 “the New York State
Police anticipates adapting and adjusting to any increase in calls for service or response
times [that] this project, or any other project, may create.”. Assuming that the police
departments are staffed to respond to current demand (a response was not received
from the Sullivan County Sheriff Department) the project would result in the need for an
additional 2.3 police personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1 and
7.7 at full build out. The letter received from Eric J. Chatboty, Undersheriff for the Office
of the Sullivan County Sheriff, dated June 26, 2009 and attached in Appendix D of this
document states that “This project alone would not require expansion of the current
equipment or staffing levels of the Sheriff’s Office.”. According to the ULI standards
mentioned above the project would result in the need for an additional 2.3 police
personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1 and 7.7 at full build out.
The total number of school-age children to be generated by the project was calculated
based on student multiplier data available from Rutgers University, Center for Urban
Policy Research, Residential Demographic Multipliers, June 2006. As noted in the
minutes of the meeting held between RH Land and Monticello School District
Superintendent, Dr. Patrick Michel, on February 27, 20081, these multipliers were
1

Minutes of the RH Land Meeting with Monticello School District Superintendent February 27, 2008 are included in
DEIS Appendix B.
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reviewed by the Monticello School District and found to be acceptable. At this same
meeting Dr. Michel also agreed that a projected cost of approximately $10,000 per
student would be a reasonable basis for the analysis. The actual projected cost used in
the fiscal analysis was slightly higher at $10,466 per student. The population of school
age children projected for the Proposed Action would be approximately 432 children
over the twenty year build out period. However, if the project's population would mirror
the Town's population, i.e., 30 percent of all housing units are seasonal, then the school
age children population would be reduced to 302 students over a twenty year build out
period.
As noted, the proposed action would be constructed in phases. The first phase is
planned to be completed by 2014. The population of school age children projected for
Phase 1 would be 139. These children are likely to arrive in the Monticello School
District over a four to five year period, resulting in an annual school age population
increase of approximately 30 new children or three children per grade on average. This
analysis has been conducted based upon 100 percent year round occupancy. However,
for comparison purposes only; If the project's population would mirror the Town's
population, i.e., 30 percent of all housing units are seasonal, then the school age
children population would be reduced to 97 students over a four to five year build out
period.
The Applicant also notes that the proposed project would be constructed in phases over
a twenty year period allowing existing services in the community to gradually adjust to
the elements of the project. The potential increases in demand for community services
would thus be introduced gradually over time. Similarly, tax revenues generated would
also increase as the project is developed. It should be noted that the School District
recently passed the School Budget for the 2009-2010 school year by an overwhelming
majority and the performance of the school district has been on the rise in recent years.
The influx of school children and tax revenue from the proposed project will help to
support these positive trends.
The fiscal analyses presented in Chapter 1.0 herein indicate that, to the extent that the
proposed project results in impacts to community services, tax revenues generated by
the built project can be expected to offset a portion if not all the public costs for those
services. The subsequent phase(s) of the project may need to address any additional
demand that is attributable to future development of the project.
Data is presented herein to assess the potential impacts of the full build out and
conditions projected after the completion of Phase 1, analysis of interim build out
conditions of the project were not called for in the project scope, nor is an analysis of the
project under construction considered relevant.
Comment 3.8-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The school analysis
also should address capacity issues in the existing school buildings.
Response 3.8-2: Refer to Response 3.8-1. The DEIS specifically noted that in
February, 2008, the project team met with the Monticello Central School District’s
Superintendent, Dr. Patrick Michel, to discuss the potential impacts on the Monticello
Central School District from the proposed development. See DEIS Appendix B,
Correspondence, for the minutes of that meeting. With specific respect to the capacity of
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the school system, Dr. Michel also noted that consideration should be taken into building
an elementary school in the area by the project’s completion, although Dr. Michel
indicated that the elementary school is currently not at capacity. The As-of-Right Plan
now proposed would be constructed over a twenty year period and would generate a
similar number of school aged children to the previously proposed alternative.
The projected student population of 432 children will be introduced into the school
district over a twenty year period. In addition, the students introduced into the school
district would be enrolled in various grade levels. The introduction of these students into
various grade levels over a multi-year period would further ameliorate the effect of the
increase in school district enrollment resulting from the project. On average less than
two children per grade will arrive annually. The extended approval and construction
period for the Rock Hill project provides time to allow the district to implement measures
to accommodate the introduction of new students from this and other projects in the
area.
Based upon the currently proposed As-of-Right project, with the fee simple Townhouse
units included, the projected tax revenue to the school district is estimated at
$4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is estimated to be $4,521,312 if all
of the units were year round units. This would result in a deficit of $369,826. However,
under the existing demographic scenario where only 70 percent of the units are
expected be used year round, the projected cost to the school district would be
$3,160,732, resulting in a net annual surplus to the school district of $990,754. A
decision as to the use of these funds would be made by the School Board. If there were
no need for additional funds by the school district, an increase in revenue could serve to
reduce the tax rate throughout the school district. Alternatively, a more likely scenario is
that the funds would be used to augment future school budgets to provide services for
an expanding population, or a capital improvement bond could be proposed to fund
future capital expansion as required.
Comment 3.8-3 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Section 3.8.4
discusses the impact on emergency medical services. An annual cost of $62,400 is calculated
at the top of page 3.8-10, but no conclusions are reached about whether that amount is to be
borne by the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps, by Mobilemedic EMS, or by individual
service recipients. In addition, there is no explanation of why the calculation is based on a
40-hour week when emergency medical services are needed by the community during every
one of the 168 hours in a week. The analysis needs to be expanded to specifically address the
costs to be incurred by the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps as a result of this project. We
also need a more detailed explanation of how the costs of paid EMS professionals will be
charged to the community - whether through taxes or charges per service call.
Response 3.8-3: Section 3.4-8 of the DEIS indicated that an annual cost of $62,400
would be incurred for a two person, twelve hour shift of paid EMTs that might be
necessary to supplement Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps volunteers as a result of
the proposed project. The DEIS also indicated that the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance
Corps would receive $54,074 annually in tax revenues generated by the proposed Rock
Hill Town Center development. Under the currently proposed As of Right Plan, the
projected tax revenues are projected to be $53,663. These funds could be used to offset
the impacts on emergency services were it determined to be necessary to hire the paid
EMTs. A mechanism would be developed to distribute any increased emergency
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medical costs among the community should they arise. Additionally, Mobile Medic, a fee
for service ambulance provider, is available to augment necessary ambulance service
requests for the residents Rock Hill.
Comment 3.8-4 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008): As
of this time, we do not feel that the DEIS in its current form adequately addresses the concerns
of the Rock Hill Fire District.
Response 3.8-4: As discussed in the DEIS, the project site is located in the Rock Hill
Fire District served by the Rock Hill Volunteer Fire Department (RHVFD) which is an
all-volunteer company. At the time the DEIS was prepared, the District had a staff of 67
volunteers that protects a population of approximately 1,600 residents and businesses
in an area of about 16 square miles.
As further discussed, the District’s service ratio is nearly 42 fire personnel per 1,000
population. The response time to the project site is expected to be approximately three
to six minutes. The fire house for the Rock Hill District is located at 61 Glen Wild Road
adjacent to the project site and houses various apparatus to respond to emergencies.
In keeping with Rock Hill Fire Department Chief Sean Rieber’s November 18, 2006
request (included in DEIS Appendix B), fire hydrants would be installed by the Applicant
along proposed private roads to provide water for fire fighting. These hydrants will be
privately owned and maintained.
Based on planning standards contained in the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) 1994
Development Impact Handbook, it is estimated that 1.65 fire personnel per 1,000
population would be required to serve a new population. With the now proposed As of
Right Plan, the anticipated increase in population of 3,825 persons would generate a
demand for 6.3 additional fire personnel over the twenty year development period. The
increase in the Town’s existing population from the first phase of the project (1,149
persons)would create a demand for 1.9 additional fire personnel over a four to five year
period. The national average is 1.59 fire personnel per 1,000 population (International
City/County Management Association). Benchmark data from the Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG) recommends 1.95 employees for Fire and EMS per
1,000 population. The ULI multiplier is between these two criteria.
As discussed above, in their letter dated November 18, 2006 the Rock Hill Fire District
indicates that a volunteer staff of 67 fire fighters serves a population of 1,600 persons.
At this rate the ratio of fire personnel to residents is four per 100. The anticipated
population increase at full buildout is projected to be 3,825 persons. At the existing ratio,
this may indicate the need for a significant number of additional fire fighters. However
the multifamily condominium units are anticipated to include sprinkler systems which
would reduce this need. The anticipated growth in population should provide a new
resource for volunteer fire fighters to come forward, particularly since the Applicant has
agreed to pursue affordable housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers, service
personnel, and high school and college graduates. The Applicant will include marketing
efforts in their homebuyer prospectus material to encourage community service
volunteers. The New York State Division of Fire Safety conducts fire training for all
levels of fire fighters. This fire training is available in Sullivan County and is available
with out charge to either the fire personnel or the Fire Company. In addition to the
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anticipated increase in available tax revenue, the Applicant will continue to actively
support the fund raising activities of the Rockhill Fire District to meet their future needs.
According to Fire Chief Sean Rieber (November 18, 2006 correspondence) if mutual aid
is needed, the Fire District would be assisted by fire fighters from adjoining districts.
Chief Rieber also indicated that the fire district has outgrown its facilities and has begun
planning for future expansion. According to Chief Rieber, the District would require
additional equipment, including aerial apparatus, up to two command vehicles, and a
first response vehicle for EMS responses, in order to provide adequate fire protection
services for the proposed project. Chief Rieber further noted that the new equipment
would be funded with the additional tax revenue received from the proposed
development, and that these funds would become an annual budgetary item. The
projected revenue to the Rock Hill Fire District upon completion of Phase 1 is estimated to
be approximately $89,529 annually. Upon completion of the project these revenues are
estimated to be $297,384. The need for any increase in fire protection could be funded
with these tax revenues.
Comment 3.8-5 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008): The
DEIS has based the potential impacts on the Rock Hill Fire District on the Urban Land Institute's
1994 Development Impact Handbook. Based on this handbook, the statement was made in the
DEIS that the District's current personnel level exceeds the standard for the entire Town of
Thompson even after the projected population increase from the Rock Hill development.
Essentially, the statement is being made that the Rock Hill Fire Department and District would
be able to handle all emergencies in the entire Town of Thompson with its current staffing
levels, including the Monticello Fire District. This statement simply isn't true. Each and every fire
district is distinct and separate and has its own necessary levels of protection that are
necessary. Basing a rural fire departments needs on a report from the Urban Land Institute is
not reliable.
Response 3.8-5: Refer to Response 3.8-4. The analysis of potential adverse impacts
on fire protection services in the DEIS was based not only upon the well recognized
planning standards in the ULI’s 1994 Development Impact Handbook but also upon the
noted discussions with Fire Chief Sean Rieber which disclosed specific information
about the Rock Hill Fire Department. That analysis indicated that the District’s current
personnel level exceeds the ULI standard before the project population increase. Fire
Chief Sean Rieber indicated that additional fire fighting equipment may be necessary in
order to provide fire protection services to the Rock Hill community, the projected tax
revenue anticipated to go to the Rock Hill Fire District can be used to cover the expense
of additional fire equipment as necessary.
Comment 3.8-6 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008):
Most importantly on that list of equipment is the need for a ladder truck and a facility in which to
store it.
Response 3.8-6: Refer to Responses 3.8-4 and 3.8-5. As discussed above, the
projected tax revenue to the Rock Hill Fire District upon completion of Phase 1 is
estimated to be approximately $89,529 annually and $297,384 annually upon completion
of the project. During discussions with Chief Rieber, he noted that new equipment would
be funded with the additional tax revenues received from the proposed development,
and that these funds would become an annual budgetary item. The tax revenues to the
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District could also be used to fund the purchase or construction of a facility to store any
new equipment such as the ladder truck noted in the comment.
Comment 3.8-7 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008):
Other concerns of the Rock Hill Fire District that were not properly addressed are as follows:
1. Who will be responsible for making sure hydrants are tested, flowing, clear of snow in winter,
etc?
2. Will the developer provide adequate training for current members and neighboring mutual aid
departments for the varying types of construction?
3. Will the developer provide funding to the Rock Hill Fire District to subsidize any upfront costs
for additional equipment and apparatus as well as for recruitment and retention? Since
November 2006 the active roles have dropped from 67 to 55, however, the number of very
active firefighters who perform the majority of the duties is significantly lower than that figure.
As it stands now, we are in need of new volunteers. Additional population would further
enhance that need.
Response 3.8-7: 1) In keeping with Rock Hill Fire Department Chief Sean Rieber’s
November 18, 2006 request (included in DEIS Appendix B), fire hydrants would be
installed by the Applicant along proposed private roads to provide water for fire fighting.
The Homeowner’s Association would engage duly qualified professionals to conduct the
necessary hydrant testing and all required maintenance. A steel elevated water storage
tank will be constructed in Phase 1 adjacent to the Commons Area. Preliminary sizing of
the tank is 1,000,000 gallons which will provide storage capacity equal to the average
daily consumption plus fire flow storage requirements.
2) Funds generated from property taxes provided to the District could be used for
training current members and neighboring mutual aid departments for the varying types
of construction as deemed appropriate by the District.
3) As noted above, tax revenues to the District are expected to be approximately
$89,529 after completion of Phase 1. These funds, and subsequent revenues, could be
used to subsidize any upfront costs for additional equipment and apparatus and for
recruitment and retention of volunteers as deemed appropriate by the District.
Comment 3.8-8 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008): The
November 2006 letter requested numerous pieces of information from the developer for a more
informed answer and was written more as a brief overview of the capabilities of the Rock Hill
Fire District. However, many questions remain unanswered or incompletely answered.
Therefore, it is the opinion of the Rock Hill Fire District that our concerns were not adequately
answered in the DEIS. However, representatives from the District wish to meet with the
developer to open up a dialogue in which more information can be obtained about the proposed
project and to discuss its impacts on the Rock Hill Fire District.
Therefore, we respectfully request that the Planning Board keep this public hearing open in
order to facilitate such a meeting and that all comments made as a result of that meeting be
incorporated into the FEIS.
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Response 3.8-8: The Applicant has had unofficial meetings and discussions with
members of the Rock Hill Fire District. The applicant will schedule continued meeting(s)
with representatives of the Fire District to provide additional information about the
proposed project, to discuss impacts it may have on the District and to identify specific
measures to mitigate any impacts. The increased population anticipated to live in the
proposed Rock Hill project will provide the opportunity for the Fire District to recruit new
volunteers. The anticipated tax revenue will provide the ability for the Fire District to fund
additional equipment as necessary. As a condition of site plan approval, the applicant
will work with the Fire District to insure appropriate fire flows and adequate fire hydrant
locations.
Comment 3.8-9 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The Association is concerned that the DEIS does not provide an adequate
analysis of the proposed impacts on the Rock Hill Fire Department. The Association requests
that all comments provided by the Rock Hill Fire Department be addressed in the FEIS and that
a more detailed impact analysis based on local data be incorporated into the Findings
Statement.
Response 3.8-9: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-10 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): As a way to further minimize impacts on community
services and traffic, the developer could create an active over 55 adult community as part of the
unit mix. The impacts of such a development on volunteer ambulance corps services should be
addressed.
Response 3.8-10: Refer to FEIS Section 3.5 (Transportation) concerning impacts on
traffic. Approximately ten percent or 168 of the total dwelling units proposed in the
As-of-Right Plan would be occupied by residents 55 years of age and older. The
Applicant has yet to decide the distribution of the housing units for these residents, but
envisions further discussions and deliberation with respect to the siting of these units as
the site development approval process advances. A final decision in this matter will be
based upon a number of considerations, including reducing any potential adverse
impacts and the housing market.
Further, the Applicant notes that the DEIS included an analysis of potential adverse
impacts on ambulance services and concluded, based upon the standard for
Emergency Medical Services in the Urban Land Institute’s 1994 Development Impact
Handbook, that the introduction of 3,260 permanent persons to the Town of Thompson
would result in the potential added demand for 0.45 EMS full-time personnel and 0.11
vehicles in a twenty year period. Similarly, the additional population of 3,825 persons
resulting from the now proposed As of Right Plan would result in the potential added
demand for 0.54 EMS full-time personnel and 0.13 vehicles in a twenty year period.
Based on the ULI multipliers, the proposed project would not have a measurable impact
on emergency services.
Comment 3.8-11 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): The DEIS indicates that 49 active adult units would be
provided. However, more should be provided as a way of minimizing impacts to local schools.
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More units clustered in an area on the site would provide the critical mass needed to help make
it an identifiable community that better addresses the needs of individuals over the age of 55.
Response 3.8-11: Refer to Response 3.8-10.
Comment 3.8-12 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): Section 3.8.4 of the DEIS indicates that this area is
currently served by the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corp, and provides a discussion of the
impacts, based on a conversation with Mr. Tom Bogursky, who indicated that in times of
shortage, residents can rely on paid ambulance services provided by Mobilemedic EMS. In the
current configuration with the total proposed units, it is clear that more residents in Rock Hill
would have to rely on Mobilemedic EMS services. The ambulance service will not be able to
discriminate against new residents and compel them to be serviced by Mobilmedic EMS, as
suggested on page 3.8-10.
Response 3.8-12: Refer to Responses 3.8-3 and 3.8-10.
Comment 3.8-13 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): On November 26, 2006, the Superintendent of the
Monticello School District, Dr. Patrick Michel, issued a letter (located in Appendix B) stating that
this project would have a significant impact on the district's resources. According to the
superintendent, multipliers used by the school district are based on a ratio of 1.6 new students
per household, which would imply a total of 2144 students to be generated by the proposed
project (1340 units x 1.6) over the 15 year period. However, on page 3.8-3, the DEIS estimates
the number of new students to be approximately 435 over the 15 year period, less than half the
number predicted by the School district's multiplier. Even with allowances for the proposed
senior restricted units and smaller apartments as provided in the current proposal, it does not
seem possible to support the developer's lower estimate. The combination of a reduced density
and the inclusion of an active adult community will result in less impact to our schools.
Response 3.8-13: Refer to Response 3.8-2 concerning Superintendent of Schools, Dr.
Michel’s, concurrence with the projections of new students included in the DEIS and
Response 3.8-10 concerning inclusion of an adult community in the project to further
mitigate adverse impacts on the school system. The Applicant notes that the number of
students anticipated from the now proposed As of Right Plan would change from
approximately 435 to 432 over the twenty year buildout. However, based upon the
seasonal use of the residences, the number of students may be reduced to 302 or
lower. In addition, according to correspondence from Dr. Michels included in the DEIS
(Appendix B), nearly nine percent of the school age children in the school district
currently attend private or home schools. Based upon this percentage, the projected
increase in school enrollment would further decrease.
As discussed in the DEIS, the proposed project includes residential and commercial
components. The fiscal analysis included in Section 3.10 indicated that there will be an
annual net benefit from the proposed action. As noted in Section 3.10, of this FEIS, the
now proposed As-of-Right project, including its fee simple Townhouse units, would
generate tax revenues $4,151,486 for the school district, while the projected cost to the
school district is $4,521,312 if all of the units are year round units, resulting in a deficit of
$369,826. However, under the existing demographic scenario where 70 percent of the
units are permanent year round use, the projected cost to the school district would be
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reduced to $3,160,732, resulting in a net annual surplus to the school district of
$990,754. These funds could be used to offset the effects of any increase in student
enrollment resulting from the proposed project.
Finally, as indicated in the DEIS, the Applicant remains committed to working with the
school district to further examine its operation and refine the fiscal analysis to minimize
potential impacts on the district.
Comment 3.8-14 (Letter #18: William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management, December 19, 2008): DPEM feels there will be
an impact on the school system not reflected in the DEIS. The second homeowners in the
County and in Thompson constitute a significant portion of the population. However, there are
chatacteristics that attract second homeowners that are not present in this proposed
development, which more closely resembles a suburban style subdivision. Therefore, it is
incorrect to assume that such a high percentage of homeowners will not have children in the
school system. DPEM believes that the schools will be financially burdened beyond any
additional tax revenue received if this project is developed as planned, and mitigation should be
proposed.
Response 3.8-14: Refer to Responses 3.8-2 and 3.8-13.
Comment 3.8-15 (Letter #19: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, January 19, 2009): The
Rock Hill Fire District has an additional critical concern regarding the DEIS as submitted by the
developer for the above- referenced project. If Glen Wild Road is widened into four lanes, as
anticipated by the developer, the Rock Hill Fire District, as well as citizens of the Town of
Thompson, will be gravely impacted.
The District uses the property in front of the existing building to clean and pack its trucks and
more importantly, this area in front of the current building serves as a buffer when our trucks
pull out into traffic and return, thus being able to back safely onto the pad. If Glen Wild Road is
widened, the District will completely lose this buffer and the safety of the members of the Fire
Department may be compromised.
Response 3.8-15: The widening of Glen Wild Road specified in Appendix E (Traffic
Impact Analysis) was proposed to be constructed entirely within the existing available
rights-of-way. The widening is proposed to avoid significant impacts on traffic operating
conditions in the study area and to provide adequate capacity to accommodate project
and non-project traffic. The widening, and all proposed traffic related improvements, will
be designed and constructed in accordance with acceptable standards.
A revised Traffic Impact Analysis, dated February 27, 2009, is included with this FEIS as
Appendix E. The analysis demonstrates a significant reduction in project-generated
peak-hour traffic volumes of up to 60 percent resulting from the As-of-Right Plan. As a
result of the reduced traffic volumes, the mitigation measures previously proposed have
been reduced and are no longer expected to require the acquisition of the private
property noted in the comment.
Comment 3.8-16 (Letter #20: Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31,
2008): It is understood from the DEIS/DGEIS that the project sponsor has sent a copy of the
document to the Monticello Central School District for a review of enrollment and fiscal impacts
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but has not yet received a response. The FEIS/FGEIS should include this information. At this
time of uncertainly with respect to state funding for the schools and the economy in general,
projections are difficult to make, but an effort should be made none the less. To the extent
possible, this analysis should include the current plans for the Concord Project, at least within
the time frame of Phases 1 and 1A.
Response 3.8-16: Refer to Response 3.8-2 and 3.8-13. Analyses of anticipated fiscal
impacts that may result from the proposed project are included in Section 3.10 of the
DEIS and Section 3.10 of this FEIS. The Applicant notes that no comments on the DEIS
were received from the school district. Since redevelopment of the Concord site is
currently under review and its final form and outcome are uncertain, the fiscal impacts of
that proposed project were not considered in the analysis of impacts anticipated the
Rock Hill Town Center Development.
Comment 3.8-17 (Letter #20: Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31,
2008): The Rock Hill Fire District has requested an opportunity to meet with the project
sponsors to review their concerns. The FEIS/FGEIS should incorporate steps necessary to
mitigate project impacts. We also note that the Concord DGEIS also included an examination of
Fire District needs that were generally similar with respect to projected equipment needs. There
should be some coordination with respect to equipment and building(s) and training needs,
location and cost distribution.
Response 3.8-17: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-18 (Steve Gottleib, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): I've submitted a
letter to the Town. The Fire District's concerns are basically some wrong information that were in
the original report that we wish to correct.
The other concerns are that we keep the meeting open so we can talk to the developers in the
future about some of our concerns, and that we keep our options open to possibly form a
special taxing district for the new development just in case there is an impact on the Rock Hill
Fire District where we do have to buy additional equipment or an addition. That way there, the
brunt of the tax base of the Rock Hill Fire District doesn't have to, you know, pay for what
they're going to, you know, cause the development, well, the Rock Hill Fire District to absorb. So
that way they're, you know, just they are paying for it. And that's our main concerns.
Response 3.8-18: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-19 (Steve Gottleib, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And, you know, the
height of the building we haven't really seen. And the water supplies, hydrants, who's going to
maintain them? Because we already have a problem in Emerald Green where we have
things that look like fire hydrants that aren't. Like we had a fire the other day. Luckily, they have
a lake, and here there is no lake. So that's one of our big concerns. And basically that's about
it. Just so we can keep an open, you know, dialogue with the Planning Board.
Response 3.8-19: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8.
Comment 3.8-20 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): They're also concerned
about the impacts on the services that are provided in their area, namely the Rock Hill Fire
Department and ambulance corps and some of the other service providers, including the schools.
Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
3.8-11

Community Services
Revised July 6,June 5, 2009
Response 3.8-20: Refer to Responses 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, 3.8-7, and 3.8-8 concerning
potential impacts on the Rock Hill Fire Department. Refer to Responses 3.8-3 and
3.8-10 concerning impacts on the Rock Hill Volunteer Ambulance Corps and Responses
3.8-2 and 3.8-11 concerning impacts on the school system.
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3.9 UTILITIES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.9-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Outside of Lake
Louise Marie/Emerald Green, we in Rock Hill rely on the water that comes from our wells. Page
3-2 of the Schumaker Preliminary Water Supply Report in Appendix I refers to two wells that
have sustainable water availability. On page 3-4 of that report, Schumaker Associates
concludes that one of those wells has iron and arsenic levels that exceed drinking water
standards. They suggest that the problem may be a temporary aberration and indicate that they
will follow up with an addendum to their report. However, the addendum is not provided in the
DEIS, so the applicant must follow up. There is also no indication that tests have been
performed on nearby wells. Kenneth D. Hill, whose property is adjacent to the site, asserts that
after exploratory test wells were drilled, sediment in his well "necessitated frequent calls to the
plumber to change filters with the muck that was stirred up."
Response 3.9-1: GeoLogic NY, Inc. has conducted a Pump Test on the proposed well
field at the property that includes well TCW-1, and a newly (April 2009) installed back-up
well (PTCW-2). The Pump Test was conducteddone in accordance with NYSDEC
Recommended Pump Test Procedures for Water Supply Applications (contained as
Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit Program Application
Processing). The preliminary findings (Appendix H) document the results of the pump
tests and conclude that there is sufficient water for Phase 1 of the Proposed Action.
Refer to Appendix H for a copy of the Pump Test Plan and Report.
A sample of groundwater for laboratory analysis obtained during the last hour of the
72-hour pump tests, as recommended by the NYSDEC will be analyzed for the water
quality parameters established by the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH).
The findings of the laboratory analysis, including the iron and arsenic levels (if present),
are in the Hydrogeologic Report prepared for the regulatory agencies.
GeoLogic completed a residential well survey for the properties located in the vicinity of
the well field. Adjacent property owner’s wells were monitored during the pump test.
Draw-down in an adjacent well was observed. The data gathered for any off-site private
wells will beis included in the Hydrogeologic Report.
The Applicant will deepen failed wells or provide a connection to the project's water
supply system should the draw from the project's wells result in the well failure on a
neighboring property.
Comment 3.9-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The plans for the
treatment of wastewater are so uncertain that it is unclear how the project can be allowed to
move forward at this time. Regardless of where the facility is built, it will create a potential
liability for the community at large in the event that the developer cannot maintain the facility for
whatever reason. The applicant should provide a business plan for the facility that will address
its ability to be financially self-sustaining at each stage of development.
Response 3.9-2: As with most large, multi-phased developments, Proposed Action
plans for the wastewater treatment along with much of the other infrastructure will not be
finalized until the site plan is finalized. It is anticipated that Tthe wastewater treatment
plant and water supply infrastructure will be privately owned and managed by intially by
a transportation corporation. At an appropriate time after the project has been initiated,
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the ownership and management of this infrastructure may be turned over to an umbrella
or parent Home Oweners Assocaition (HOA). This HOA will be responsible for providing
all services to the development.its expected that a transportation corporation will be
established for the water and sewer operation. The ownership and management of this
infrastructureat would be reviewed by applicable agencies and subjected to the review
and approval of the Town Board. The managing entitytransportation wouldcorporation
usually addresses projected costs and fees to be paid by users in the district that will
offset those costs.
Comment 3.9-3 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): The site of this
development is directly on top of an aquifer and would have a detrimental effect on the supply
and quality of water in the community of Rock Hill.
Response 3.9-3: GeoLogic has completed a 72-hour pump test at the property. Prior to
completing the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was submitted to the NYSDEC for its
approval. The purpose of the 72-hour pump test was to evaluate the ability of the
pumping well to meet the needs of the proposed development without adversely
affecting others who may rely on the same aquifer.
Comment 3.9-4 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): After exploratory test wells
were drilled, sediment in my well necessitated frequent calls to the plumber to change filters
with the muck that was stirred up. It also required me to install 4 additional filters- for a total of 5
filters- in order to restore the flow of water. Water shortage/flow issues are just one
environmental impact but quality issues specific to sanitation are also at greater risk of being a
pervasive issue.
Response 3.9-4: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-5 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): Due to the geological
formations of the area and the aquifer itself, disturbances to the area cause a rippling affect to
the area -- the quality of water is affected, the water which this community drinks.
Response 3.9-5: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-6 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): Just one faulty sewer
system can affect almost the entire town of Rock Hill and cause them to become sick. Although
not probable, the impact would be significant.
Response 3.9-6: The sanitary collection system and treatment facilities would be
designed by licensed professional engineers and reviewed by the appropriate Town,
County and State agencies for approval and permitting. Further, the construction of the
sanitary system would be overseen by those approving authorities and not permitted to
operate until all conditions and regulation have been met.
Comment 3.9-7 (Letter #8: Kenneth D. Hill, December 10, 2008): Who is going to pay for the
Rock Hill community to have clean, potable and safe water? Is it the taxpayers' burden? Or the
developers of the construction that are disrupting the natural flow of the aquifer?
Response 3.9-7: The proposed action must demonstrate that there is adequate potable
water on-site without causing any degradation in service to existing wellheads off-site in
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the vicinity. The Applicant will bear the cost associated with obtaining sufficient well
water volume to support the project. As noted previously, a pump test has been
conducted in compliance with all regulatory requirements to validate that impacts will not
result from the proposed withdrawal of water from the aquifer.
Comment 3.9-8 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): Prior to finalization of the permitted uses, a well test should be performed
that includes monitoring of neighboring private wells.
Response 3.9-8: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-9 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and Preservation,
December 9, 2008): The DEIS contains a hydrological report that does not contain any
evidence that surrounding wells were monitored. One neighbor believes that his well has been
affected by the pump tests conducted for this project. The report excluded information on
additional wells that would be developed to provide backup in case of failure, as required by
NYSDEC. There was no discussion of the timing of the test, in relation to rainfall events, which
can significantly impact the results of the well tests. As a result, the number of unknown factors
that could potentially affect the water supply indicates the need to re-evaluate the viability of the
project's unit count.
Response 3.9-9: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
A back-up well, well PTCW-2 was installed approximately 100 feet south of the
proposed pumping well (TCW-1) between April 7 and 8, 2009.
The Pump Test Plan done by GeoLogic includes the acquisition of data, including
pre-pumping depth to water measurements in wells and measurement of precipitation
events, for the seven days prior to the pump test, for the entire period of the pump test,
and for the entire well recovery period (minimum of twelve hours after the termination of
pumping).
Comment 3.9-10 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008): I compared the number and type of proposed households
with the estimated water usage of all the dwelling units as described in section 3.9. The needs
of the residential units are based on a water supply of approximately 75 gallons per bedroom,
which is somewhat low, especially for suburban households. For comparison, the DEIS reports
on page 5-7 that the water district of Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Water Company serves
approximate 684 households and on average uses 460,000 gallons wpd for peak use. This
amounts to approximately 672 gallons per home in this nearby water district.
Response 3.9-10: Based upon the revised layout which increased the number of
residential units, the water usage was recalculated. The daily water usage, including the
commercial area is 426,000442,840 gpd; this usage number was rounded to
430,000445,000 gpd. The peaking factor was calculated to be 3.3 which produces a
peak flow of 1,419,0001,468,500 gpd or 9851,020 gpm. Using the figure of 1,6131,673
units, the peak daily water usage per unit is 880878 gallons.
Comment 3.9-11 (Letter #10: Susan Roth, AICP, Hudson Valley Planning and
Preservation, December 9, 2008 and Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008):
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An alternative location should be discussed for the proposed Wastewater Treatment facility. It is
our understanding that discussions have been held to relocate the plant. Those discussions
should be part of the FEIS.
Response 3.9-11: Upon further review and based on comments from the Planning
Board and the State, the wastewater treatment facility has been relocated to the west
side of Glen Wild Road.
Comment 3.9-12 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): As stated
earlier, the DEIS discusses two possibilities for disposal of sanitary sewage generated at the
site. The first (and a preferred choice by the developer) is for an on-site sewage treatment plant
for all the sewage, with a discharge to Fowlwood Brook. The alternative presented involves
construction of a system of pump stations and force mains to send sewage to the adjacent
Rock Hill Sewer District for treatment at the Emerald Green Sewage Treatment Plant, both of
which are Town owned. Appendix H of the DEIS includes a "Preliminary Wastewater Treatment
Feasibility Report" which explains the basis for the developer's preference for an on-site
sewage treatment plant.
Please note that this Department, for much of its history, has encouraged centralized sewer
systems, when appropriate, that would be owned/operated by municipalities rather than a
scattering of independent private sewage treatment systems. The Department believes this
ensures a more stable financial and administrative structure which can provide the necessary
maintenance and oversight to prevent pollution of streams from poorly maintained, operated or
underfunded private treatment plants.
Response 3.9-12: Comment noted. While the Applicant prefers and the Feasibility
Report identifies the on-site treatment plant as the preferred option, the Applicant is
open to working with the approving agencies to construct a sanitary system in the best
interests of all parties involved.
Comment 3.9-13 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): The DEIS
states that the pump station and force main in the Rock Hill Sewer District do not have sufficient
capacity to accept sewage from the full buildout of this development. It also states that the
Emerald Green Sewage Treatment Plant is already overcapacity during maximum flow days,
and has insufficient land available to expand the "footprint" of the plant to meet the full buildout
of this development. Staff believes that this information needs to be verified and updated before
staff can make a decision on the environmental impacts of each alternative. The DEIS needs to
explain when compared to construction and operational impacts of each alternative.
Response 3.9-13: Upon review of the capacity of the Emerald Green Sewer Plant as
documented in The Preliminary Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Report produced in
November 22, 2006 and revised on May 29, 2007 and April 2, 2008 by Keystone
Associates, along with its expansion ability it is evident that the effluent for this project
can not be accommodated by the plant.
Also, diverting a portion of the effluent to the Emerald Green Sewer Plant is not practical
or cost effective. Furthermore, the Town Board concurs with this assessment. See the
attached correspondence dated February 9, 2009 from Anthony P. Cellini, Supervisor,
to Mr. John Sansalone, PE of the NYSDEC. The letter states “The developers have
proposed to construct a private wastewater treatment facility to support this project. The
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Town has considered this request and authorized me to send you this letter in support of
the developer’s request for a private wastewater treatment facility.”
In addition, as noted in the March 31, 2009 letter from the Town Engineering Consultant
(McGoey, Hauser & Edsall Consulting Engineers P.C.), both scheduling and financing
issues limit the ability to treat the Rock Hill Town Center wastewater at the Emerald
Green Sewer Plant.
Refer to the letters in Appendix D herein for additional information regarding this subject.
Comment 3.9-14 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Staff also
believes that by assuming all sewage must go to only one treatment plant the DEIS avoids a
possible multi-plant solution to solve this problem. The DEIS acknowledges that a development
of this size will be constructed in a number of phases. A look at the layout and topography of
the site indicates that it may be possible to separately collect and treat sewage at different
locations around the site. The more southerly portions might connect to the adjacent Rock Hill
Sewer District's collection system. The central and northern portions of the site are more
problematic and need more study to fully assess and compare the impacts of either a separate
private plant or connection to the nearby municipal plant. It is also not clear why the first phases
of construction are so far from the more accessible Rock Hill Sewer District collection system.
Please explain what standards and goals were used in establishing the phasing of construction.
Response 3.9-14: Please refer to Response 3.9-13. The only “nearby” municipal
wastewater treatment plant is the Emerald Green plant as previously mentioned. Due
the constraints with the available capacity and the area that the plant could be expanded
upon at that plant the Applicant, along with the Town’s support, is pursuing a privately
owned on-site treatment plant. The phasing of the project site has no correlation to the
Rock Hill Sewer District collection system. The initial construction phase begins at the
main site access off of Rock Hill Road and progresses into the site and terminating
adjacent to Glen Wild Road.
Comment 3.9-15 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Please also
note however, that staff has a serious problem with the location of residential units near the
proposed on-site sewage treatment plant. It appears to be just over 100 feet from the nearest
proposed residential units, which is far less than the Department's recommended 500 foot
setback. With a development of this size, every effort must be made to make sure that the new
residents are able to enjoy their surroundings without unacceptable noise, visual or odor
impacts.
Response 3.9-15: Proposed residential units are sited beyond the 500 recommended
setback around the waste water treatment plant. Existing residences to the north and
south of the proposed WWTP would be located within that recommended setback
distance.
To offset the potential impacts associated with the location of the WWTP, the proposed
sewage treatment plant will incorporate covered tanks and odor control equipment to
lessen the noise and odor from the facility. The plant façade will incorporate walls to
hide equipment; it will be aesthetically pleasing. Landscaping, such as fencing and
evergreens, along the road and between the plant and the existing residences will be
provided to screen and lessen the visual and noise impacts associated with the
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operation of the plant. The Applicant will work with the NYSDEC as part of the permitting
process to refine the mitigation plan.
Comment 3.9-16 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Please also
include a discussion of the assimilative capacity of both Fowlwood Brook (Class B) and McKee
Brook (Class B-t) to assimilate effluent from some or all of this development.
Response 3.9-16: The anticipated level of treatment will be equal to the existing
Emerald Green Treatment Plant.
Table 3.9-1
SPDES Permit Effluent Limitations
Flow
CBOD5
Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
Settleable Solids, daily maximum
Ammonia (as NH3)
June 1 – October 31
November 1 – May 31
Total Phosphorus (as P)
Dissolved Oxygen
pH
Effluent Disinfection
Total Residual Chlorine

Effluent Limitation
0.42 MGD
5 mg/l
10 mg/l
0.1 ml/l
1.1 mg/l
2.2 mg/l

Basis
30 day arithmetic mean
Daily Maximum
Daily Maximum
Daily Maximum
30 day average
30 day average

0.5 mg/l
30 day average
7.0 mg/l
Daily Minimum
6.5-8.5 SU
Range
Required from May 15 to October 15
0.1 mg/l
Daily Maximum

Source: Keystone Associates; 2009

An assimilation study was performed on June 5th, 2009 based on current flows in Fowl
Wood Brook. The depth of water in the brook was 6 inches which equated to a flow of
32.71 cubic feet per second. The estimated discharge from the proposed plant will be
0.69 cubic feet per second. This dilution ratio then is 1:47.
No more units will be constructed than can be supported by the proposed STP or the
alternate NYSDEC approved sewage treatment method.
Comment 3.9-17 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): Lastly the
Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) has jurisdiction over large discharges of sanitary
waste within the Delaware River Basin which includes the Neversink River Basin. They
appeared to be missing from the listing under "Permits and Approvals" in Section 1.4.
Response 3.9-17: Response 3.9-17: Comment noted. The DRBC regulates both
wastewater discharge and potable water withdrawal in the Delaware River Basin. As
such, the DRBC has been added to the “Permits and Approvals” section of Chapter 1.0
and the approvals noted.
The Applicant understands that the DRBC initiates their review of a project's plans after
the environmental review is complete and when preliminary plans have been vetted by
the Town during the site plan review process. The project will comply with the Delaware
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River Basin Commission (DRBC) guidelines and the Applicant will seek a docket from
the Commission as required.
Please note, the DRBC was provided a copy of the DEIS for their information. The
Applicant will work with the Commission as well as the State to develop sewage
treatment plant and water supply designs that comply with all regulatory requirements.
Comment 3.9-18 (Letter #17: Michael Merriman, NYSDEC, January 23, 2009): The
Department has reviewed the Water Supply section of the DEIS and Appendix I, the
"Preliminary Water Supply Report." Although the site appears to have sufficient groundwater to
serve the full buildout of this development, the Department does have several concerns about
the details of this proposed water supply system.
1. There should be no development (buildings, roads, buried utilities, etc.) within 200 feet of any
well used to serve water to this water supply system. This protection is needed in order to
prevent present and future sources of pollution in that wellhead area.
2. The Department recommends that all future pump testing and any retesting of previously
pumped wells be done in accordance with the Department's recommended "Pump Test
Protocols" which are available on our website: http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/5003.html. This will
ensure greater compliance with the requirements of this Department's Public Water Supply
permit regulations. There appears to be a brief but passing mention of these protocols on Page
3-4 of the Appendix.
3. The Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC)
for water supply purposes within the Delaware
Neversink River Basin. There appeared to be only
4-3 of the appendix, and they are not listed under
page 1-36 or 1-37.

has jurisdiction over large takings of water
River Basin (DRBC) which includes the
a passing reference to the DRBC on page
"Permits and Approvals" in Section 1.4 on

Response 3.9-18:
1. Both the NYSDEC Water Well Program and the NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test
Procedures for Water Supply Applications (contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in
the Public Water Supply Permit Program Application Processing) refer to the NYSDOH
Subpart 5-1 standards, specifically Appendix 5D for Public Water Systems. Part of this
standard states:
“a. Wells serving public water systems shall be located such that the owner of
the water system possesses legal title to lands within 100’ of the well and the
owner controls by ownership, lease, easement or other legally enforceable
arrangement the land use activities within 200’ of the well. Hydrogeologic
evaluations and source water assessments should be used to determine
appropriate separation from potential contaminant sources. Where no
evaluations are available, the minimum separation distance shall be those
specified for public water system wells in Table 1.”
As shown on the site plan for the proposed development Well TCW-1, located off Glen
Wild Road, is sited within approximately 150 feet of a proposed roadway. In regards to
the above standard, the homeowners association will have legal ownership of both the
well and the proposed utilities within the roadway. Development of buildings, roads, and
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buried utilities are not specifically listed as having a minimum separation distance from
wells (Table 1). However, to protect the well head area from potential leaks, the buried
sewer line will be contained in a watertight conduit.
2. GeoLogic has completed a 72-hour pump test at the property. Prior to completion of
the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was submitted to the NYSDEC for their approval. The
Pump Test Plan was prepared in accordance with NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test
Procedures for Water Supply Applications.
3. In addition, the Project lies within the jurisdiction of the Delaware River Basin
Commission (DRBC). The DRBC is responsible for managing and developing water
resources within the Delaware River Basin and has permitting requirements for the
withdrawal of groundwater or surface water within the basin. The proposed pump test
activities following the NYSDEC protocol addressed the pump test requirement of the
DRBC as well. Refer also to Response 3.9-17.
Comment 3.9-19 (Letter #18: William J. Pammer, Jr., PhD, Sullivan County Division of
Planning and Environmental Management, December 19, 2008): The groundwater recharge
calculations seem to rely heavily on the surrounding parcels remaining undeveloped.
Meanwhile, with storm water runoff and a groundwater usage of 410,000 gallons a day -- with
417,445 gallons per day piping into a creek — any property to which groundwater currently
flows from the project site will eventually experience changes in its water table.
Response 3.9-19: Future changes in the use of lands surrounding the project area are
unknown. To assume conditions aside from the current condition would be speculative.
The groundwater recharge calculations were based on rainfall on-site only. Refer also to
response 3.9-7.
Comment 3.9-20 (Letter #20: Robert Geneslaw, Robert Geneslaw Co, December 31,
2008): The DEIS/DGEIS indicates that test wells have been drilled to evaluate adequacy of
water on the property, but that evaluation of nearby off-site wells during testing has not been
carried out and would be performed after the conclusion of the SEQR process. This is not
consistent with the requirement that a "hard look" be taken of potential environmental impacts.
The loss of potable water of adequate pressure and quality in existing wells serving off site be
carried out prior to the completion of the FEIS/FGEIS. We are not commenting at this time on
water and sewer issues as we have not seen the report of the Town Engineer.
Response 3.9-20: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment. Refer also to
the Geologic Pump Test Report in Appendix H.
Comment 3.9-21 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Of course, water is the
most widely distributed stuff we got in the world. But our potable water is, throughout the world,
is decreasing very fast. Now, I'm not thinking about tomorrow or the next day, but I'm thinking
five years, 10 years, 30 years from now. With this development, we're going to lose potable
water.
Response 3.9-21: GeoLogic has completed a groundwater availability analysis and
presented the findings in the Hydrogeologic Evaluation included in the Pump Test
Report (Appendix H).
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Comment 3.9-22 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And as the gentleman
there was speaking, where they did some test wells in this area, if I remember right, and I might
be a little bit wrong, it was right in here, this area where they did the test wells. And I'm down
over in here. Last spring, when I came back from Florida, I had the power come back to return
water into my house because I drain the water when I'm away in the wintertime. Came back to
turn the water back on. I had to call him back five times to put filters, filters, filters in because
the filters were plugged up. And I finally got a filter in and the water cleared up. Now, I don't
know how many other people suffered from that, but it's thinking that it could well have been, or
maybe somebody didn't notice it or whatever.
Response 3.9-22: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this comment.
Comment 3.9-23 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Now, I don't know how
they determined their test wells and how much water they're going to get from there, but
actually, that land up there, there's no water, a river, spring or anything. It only gets its water
from rainfall. When rain falls on concrete, falls on blacktop, falls on houses, and well, all that
kind of stuff, it has to draw it away. It don't go in the ground, that don't permeate down the rock
formations. Where are they going to get the water?
Response 3.9-23: The characteristics of the bedrock aquifer at the property is
addressed in GeoLogic’s Hydrogeologic Report in Appendix H.
Comment 3.9-24 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And are we, in the
Town of Thompson, going be taxed in the future for a big thing about providing us with fresh
water?
Response 3.9-24: Refer to response 3.9-7.
Comment 3.9-25 (Kenneth Hill, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And is there -- when
they had went to all this extent, have they had a geologist to check the underlying strata to see
where all this strata is going to run off.
Response 3.9-25: It should be noted that strata does not runoff. It is a term used to
describe a sequence of discrete rock layers. Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-3 apply to this
comment.
Comment 3.9-26 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Prior to the finalization
of the permitted uses, a well test should be performed that concludes monitoring of neighboring
private wells. When I read the hydrological report that was submitted, it didn't contain any
evidence that surrounding wells were monitored. And at least one member believed that his well
has been affected by the pump tests that have been conducted as of this date.
Response 3.9-26: GeoLogic has completed a 72-hour pump test at the property. Prior
to completion of the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was submitted to the NYSDEC for
their approval. The Pump Test Plan was prepared in accordance with NYSDEC
Recommended Pump Test Procedures for Water Supply Applications (contained as
Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit Program Application
Processing). One component of the Pump Test Plan included completing a residential
well survey for the surrounding properties and requesting permission to collect data from
the private wells during the pump test.
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Comment 3.9-27 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Also, the report
indicated that more study needed to be undertaken in order to confirm the yield of both wells.
And there's no discussion of backup wells that are required to be put into service in case there's
well failure on the site for the potable water use at the site, and there was no discussion.
Response 3.9-27: Responses to 3.9-3 and 3.9-9 apply to this comment, refer to the
Geologic pump test report in Appendix H.
Comment 3.9-28 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): Another thing that
there wasn't is that there's no discussion the time of the tests in relation to the rainfall events
which can significantly impact the testing of wells. So therefore, before the 72-hour pump test is
conducted, if it hasn't been conducted already, it should include a survey of the surrounding
wells and participation of those well owners that are willing to have their wells monitored to
ensure that those new wells aren't going to affect the old wells.
Response 3.9-28: Responses to 3.9-1 and 3.9-9 apply to this comment, refer to the
Geologic pump test report in Appendix H.
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3.10 FISCAL ANALYSIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Comment 3.10-1 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): The second
paragraph of the discussion of Schools on page 1-26 of the Executive Summary estimates that
the Rock Hill Town Center would generate annual property tax revenues of $4,183,245 at the
end of the fifteen year build-out. The third paragraph estimates that the student population to be
derived from Phases 1A and 1 of the project would result in increased costs to the school
district of $1,496,638. The DEIS then deducts the cost to the school district of Phases 1A and 1
and subtracts that amount from the revenues at full build-out to claim a net annual benefit of
$2,686,607. It is inconsistent to compare revenues at full build-out with costs associated with
Phases 1 A and 1.
Response 3.10-1: Based upon the project modifications to build the as-of-right project,
including fee simple Townhouse units, the projected tax revenue to the school district is
estimated at $ 4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312 if all of
the units are year round units resulting in a deficit of $369,826. at full build out, the
projected tax revenue to the school district is estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost
to the school district is $4,521,312. If 100 percent of the units are year round residents, a
deficit of up to $369,826 may result. The total assessed value of property in the
Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The potential deficit of $369,826 would
result in an increase of the tax rate of less than $ 0.25 per $1,000 of assessed valuation.
For home valued at $200,000 in the Monticello District, this increase would equate to a
worse case increase of approximately $36.00 per household, per year. This projection
does not take into account any increase in commercial development in Rock Hill to
support the needs of the new residents, nor does it take into account any seasonal or
senior citizen residents who would have a reduced need for school district services. In
light of these additional factors, it is not expected that the worse case scenario will ever
be realized.
Under the existing demographic scenario where 70 percent of the units are permanent
year round use, the projected cost to the school district would be reduced to $3,160,732,
resulting in a net annual surplus to the school district of $990,754.
Comment 3.10-2 (Letter #1: Clifford H. Schwartz, December 10, 2008): Furthermore,
funding of the $369,465 deficit estimated at full build-out must be addressed in the context of
Gov. David Paterson's proposed cuts in state aid to education, which will be announced next
week after he releases his budget proposals.
Response 3.10-2: Future tax projections are made based upon existing conditions as
this is the best source of factual information. The state has restored a significant
percentage of the proposed cuts to state aid in education for the 2009-2010 school year.
Comment 3.10-3 (Letter #2: Steve Gottlieb, Rock Hill Fire District, December 10, 2008):
With respect to the increased costs of providing fire protection, most costs would be covered by
an increase in fire tax and therefore minimize the overall burden on taxpayers. However, by
changing the plan to a 4 phase build-out, there are numerous costs that would have to be paid
up front and a portion of those costs should be borne by the developer so that the current
residents of the District do not see a drastic tax increase due to a partially built development.
Response 3.10-3: The current plan is divided into Phases 1 ,2 and 3 The projected
revenue to the Rock Hill Fire District upon completion of Phase 1 would be an increase of
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approximately is $88,187 annually. The need for any increase in fire protection will be
proportional to the increase in tax revenue as construction is completed.
Comment 3.10-4 (Letter #7: John Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, undated):
Our third concern is in regard to the effects that this project will have on our community and the
Hamlet of Rock Hill. While development and change are important for progress, it is important
that the impacts on all parties be considered and that the long-term effects on taxpayers and
existing businesses are taken into account. Changing the location of the Rock Hill business
district to another area called Rock Hill Town Center, attracting large scale retailers that our
local businesses would have difficulty competing with and erecting housing prematurely seems
ill conceived.
Response 3.10-4: The project plan has been modified in part in response to comments
of this nature. Commercial development has been reduced from 480,000 square feet of
regional retail to 60,000 square feet of neighborhood retail to accommodate the local
retail needs of the residential population residing at Rock Hill and in the town.
Comment 3.10-5 (Letter #7: John Konefal, President, Wanaksink Lake Club, undated):
Every taxpayer has a stake in the success of the commercial aspect of this venture. If it fails all
residents of the town and county will face an increase in school taxes to bear the burden of the
residential portion of the development. Therefore, it is clear that the commercial component of
the Rock Hill Town Center development needs to be established prior to development of the
residential component, thereby balancing out the school tax burden of this new community. The
increased tax burden should the business venture fail, is a huge risk to take with a community
like ours that is already suffering economically.
Response 3.10-5: The proposed plan for as-of-right development includes construction of
the proposed 60,000 square feet of neighborhood retail as part of Phase 1 of the project.
The project has also been modified to build the townhouse units on fee simple lots, which
affects the assessed value of the property. At full build out, the projected tax revenue to
the school district is estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is
$4,521,312. If 100 percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to
$369,826 may result. However, under the existing demographic scenario where only 70
percent of the units are expected to be in permanent year round use, the projected cost to
the school district would be reduced to $3,160,732, resulting in a net annual surplus to the
school district of $990,754. Given the nature of home ownership in the area it is
reasonable to project that a good portion of the units will be occupied by seasonal
residents.
Comment 3.10-6 (Susan Roth, Public Hearing, December 10, 2008): And as such, the
commercial tax benefit generated by the new commercial center would be offset by a loss of
the neighborhood businesses and existing development areas, existing development on Rock
Hill Drive.
Response 3.10-6: First of all there was no evidence that new retail would cause
vacancies in existing retail. However, that matter is moot. Commercial development in
the as-of-right proposal has reduced the 480,000 square feet of regional retail originally
proposed to 60,000 square feet of local retail. The new residents of the project site will
bring a significant increase in disposable income.The proposed Rock Hill project could
act as a catalyst for filling existing commercial space and may lead to expansion
opportunities for existing local businesses.
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Cliff Schwartz letter dated June 24, 2009
A. Unit Count Calculation
1. The FEIS is internally inconsistent with respect to the total unit count cited. Some
sections refer to a total count of 1,613 (pages 1-2, 1-9 and 8.1). Others refer to a
total unit count of 1,673 (Response 2-1 and Table 2-1 on page 2-1 and Table 2-3
and Page 2-7). The Planning Board needs to establish the actual unit count being
requested by the applicant.
Response: The proposed plan for the as-of-right development presented in the FEIS
includes 1,613 residential units. The difference in the unit counts cited relates to the
move of the proposed wastewater treatment plant from the east side of Glen Wild
Road to the west side of the road, and the elimination of 60 townhouse units at that
location to accommodate the plant. The unit count of 1,673 originally proposed under
the as-of-right plan less 60 units displaced by the relocation of the WWTP results in
1,613 units. Inconsistencies have been corrected.
2. Response 2-9, Table 2-4, does not provide the calculations requested in support of
the project’s total unit count, as requested by Susan Roth in the letter documented in
Comment 2-9. A full reconciliation should show the number of units allowed on each
parcel by the Zoning Code, and the total unit count for each parcel should add up to
the total unit count proposed. If the applicant requires a permit to achieve a higher
unit count than would be permitted without permits, that fact should be disclosed as
part of the reconciliation. For example, for the S.R. Parcels - Residential Multifamily,
the analysis should show the unit count allowed before any special permits are taken
into account. That should be followed by a detailed description of the special permits
required, which agency is responsible for granting them, and whether the issuing
agencies have any discretion regarding the issuance of such permits.
Response: The density for each area of the site corresponding to the several town
zoning districts is clearly listed in Table 2.4. Calculation of density is a process of
deducting steep slopes and wetlands from gross lot area to arrive at net lot area,
then applying the appropriate density multiplier for the zone. This has been done in
Table 2.4.
In response to this comment and the following comments 3 and 4: The discussion of
unit count for an action that requires site plan and special permit approvals is
irrelevant as it is not the proposed action. The idea that because site plan and
special permits are required an action is not as of right is not logical in that any
development requires some sort of approval whether it is subdivision, site plan,
special permit or other approval.
3. The effect each permit has on the unit count should be clearly noted. If the special
permits are based on square footage requirements rather than on unit counts, the
analysis should show how the applicant converts the square footage back into units
to obtain the final unit count.
Response: See response to comment 2 above.
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4. I am not satisfied with the explanation that “The allowed development density on the
site for the proposed development has been reviewed by the Town Engineer and the
Town’s Planner.” Such assurance is not a valid substitute for a full analysis in table
format that permits verification of the total unit count by adding up the unit counts
permitted for each parcel. Furthermore, I believe it is misleading to describe a unit
count as being ‘as of right” if the permits required are not automatically issued ‘as of
right.” If permits enter into the determination of the total unit count, I also would
expect disclosure in a verifiable table format of the total unit count both before and
after the granting of those permits.
Response: See response to comment 2 above.
B. Smart Land Development Principles
1. According to Chapter 4.7 of the Model Smart Land Development Regulations
developed by the American Planning Association, residential cluster development is
a form of land development in which principle buildings and structures are grouped
together on a site, thus saving the remaining land are for common open space,
conservation agriculture, recreation and public and semi public uses. A well-planned
cluster development concentrates dwelling units on the most buildable portion of the
site and preserves natural drainage systems, vegetation, open space, and other
significant natural features that help control storm water runoff and soil erosion.
The FEIS includes housing forms typically associated with cluster development, such
as townhouses and multi-family buildings. However, the applicant appears to ignore
the other half of the equation - the part in which open space is conserved. It seems
counterintuitive that the Planning Board should grant special permits for the applicant
to apply the tools of cluster development without demanding the corresponding
protection of open space.
Response: We concur with the interpretation of the cluster development utility in the
most generic sense. However those features that might be preserved are highly
variable from one site to another. For this development preservation of steep slopes
and wetlands has been prioritized. Other benefits are that swaths of woods between
groups of homes are planned to be preserved. Also a reduction in impervious
surfaces from reduced road length and consequently reduced lengths of utilities are
achieved by the clustering of units.
C. Unnecessary Restriction of Commercial Development
1. The extension to Rock Hill Drive of the residential development proposed along the
southwest corner of the site takes away space that could be allocated to commercial
development. The Planning Board should require the applicant to expand the
commercial strip by eliminating the residential structures on Rock Hill Drive.
Response: In responding to concerns raised about traffic and retail competition with
regard to the DEIS plan for extensive commercial development, the applicant
reduced the scale of the proposed commercial/retail to a size that, in the applicant’s
opinion, can be supported by the development and surrounding area.
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D. Impact on the School District
1. Based on statements made by the applicant in the DEIS, the increase in the
residential unit count from 1,340 to 1,613 or 1,673 may pose a serious problem for
the school district. Page 1028 of the October 15, 2008 DEIS states:
In order to address the potential impact of the proposed development on
the School District, the number of residential units has been reduced by
10 percent . . . [to] the total 1,340 units proposed . . . “
The Applicant should provide the Planning Board with the analysis that led to the
initial 10 percent reduction referred to in the DEIS, and the applicant should be
required to provide a detailed numeric analysis to show why the School District now
can handle the additional units proposed.
Response: The project considered in the DEIS included a total of 1,340 residences,
including 448 single family units, 508 townhouse units and 384 multifamily condo
units. The proposed project now includes 217 single family units, 1,012 townhouse
units and 384 multifamily condo units. Based upon an increase in the number of
townhouses being proposed and the commensurate decrease in the number of
single family homes, and based upon the reduced number of students per household
anticipated to live in a townhouse compared to a single family home (based on
accepted multipliers), the total number of students is similar to the number of
students projected in the DEIS, 432 compared to 435.
2. As noted by Mr. Geneslaw in his May 2009 Preliminary FEIS Completeness Review:
[T]he school analysis claims that there would be “a net annual surplus to the
school district of $1,028,983…”
Under normal circumstances, I would expect a densely populated “affordable”
residential community to attract families with school-aged children, which would
produce a deficit for the school system. It is likely that the purported surplus results
from the applicant’s use of incorrect assumptions in the analysis of impacts to the
school district. As noted by Mr. Geneslaw;
For all impacts the analysis should be based on year round occupancy of all
units. Rock Hill Town Center is dissimilar to other residential development in
Thompson, so taking a 30% credit for seasonal occupancy of dissimilar
development is not easily supportable.
Response: At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school district is
estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312. If
100 percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may
result. According to the Tax receiver of the Monticello School District, the total
assessed value of property in the Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The
potential deficit of $369,826 would result in an increase to the tax rate of less than
$0.25 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. For a home valued at $200,000 in the
Monticello School District, this increase would equate to a worse case tax increase of
approximately $36.00 per household per year. This projection does not take into
account any increase in commercial development in Rock Hill to support the needs
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of the new residents, nor does it take into account any seasonal or senior residents
who would have no need for school district services. In light of these additional
factors, it is not expected that the worse case scenario will ever be realized.
E. Road Network Issues
1.

At a meeting held on February 17, 2009, the applicant met with representatives of
the NYSDOT and FHWA…At the meeting the FHWA representative stated with
respect to the westbound ramps of Route 17 Exit 109:
[A] partial diamond interchange may be necessary…[T]he agreement to retain
the existing ramp locations was based on the very low traffic volumes. With the
Rock Hill project, the volumes are projected to increase substantially over current
volumes
[A]s noted by the FHWA official, the project’s overall size challenges the underlying
assumption that the westbound ramp of Exit 109 will be retained as currently
configured. The Planning Board needs to meet formally with FHWA and State DOT
officials to find out the maximum development size that can be accommodated by
the current proposes for westbound Exit 109…The Planning Board should not allow
the maximum unit count to exceed what the FHWA determines can be
accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
Response: Following the February 17, 2009 meeting, the Applicant submitted
revised capacity analyses to the NYSDOT. In its most recent correspondence on the
matter (May 13, 2009), which arose out of a second meeting with NYSDOT and
FHWA (via phone) on May 6 2009, the NYSDOT noted that “based on the
information in the revised Traffic Impact Study and the revised Synchro files for the
above-referenced project, it appears that an acceptable Level of Service will be
provided along the NYS Route 17 Interchange 109 ramps during Phase 1 of the
project.” The NYSDOT requested and the Applicant has agreed that “a new traffic
impact study be prepared at the completion of Phase 1 and prior to the
commencement of any Phase 2 development.” The extensive monitoring program
proposed will ensure that each stage of the development will only go forward if traffic
operating conditions can be maintained at the acceptable levels indicated in the
FEIS.

F. Impact on Support Services
1. In Section 3.8, the applicant continues to rely on Urban Land Institute statistics to
estimate the impacts of the proposed development on community services, despite
the fact that Steven Gottlieb, chairman of the Rock Hill Fire Department Board of fire
Commissions, states in Comment 3.8-5 that the conclusions drawn from applying
those standards are not true and that “Basing a rural fire departments needs on a
report from the Urban Land institute is not reliable.” Robert Geneslaw made the
same point in his June 5, 2008 Completeness Review of the DEIS when he said that
“It is clear that the ULI-listed standard is not appropriate to Rock Hill and to Rural
areas in general.” He repeats that view in his May 2009 Preliminary FEIS
Completeness review:
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The fiscal impact for each of the community services should be re-evaluated for
Phase 1, using local information rather than a 15 year old standard. The analysis
should also discuss the fiscal impact during the course of the first phase, not just the
total costs and tax receipts at the end of Phase 1.
Response: In its letter dated November 18, 2006, the Rock Hill Fire District indicates
that a volunteer staff of 67 fire fighters serves a population of 1,600 persons. At this
rate the ratio of fire personnel to residents is four per 100. The anticipated population
increase at full buildout is projected to be 3,825 persons. At the existing ratio, this
would indicate the need for a significant number of additional fire fighters. However
the multifamily condominium units are anticipated to include sprinkler systems which
would reduce this need. The anticipated growth in population should provide a new
resource for volunteer fire fighters to come forward, particularly since the Applicant
has agreed to pursue affordable housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers,
service personnel, and high school and college graduates. The Applicant will include
marketing efforts in their homebuyer prospectus material to encourage community
service volunteers. The New York State Division of Fire Safety conducts fire training
for all levels of fire fighters. This fire training is available in Sullivan County and is
available without charge to either the fire personnel or the Fire Company. In addition
to the anticipated increase in available tax revenue, the Applicant will continue to
actively support the fund raising activities of the Rock Hill Fire District to meet its
future needs.
2. The applicant has not adequately responded to Comment 3.8-6 in the letter from Mr.
Gottlieb, which states that a ladder truck and building to house it will be required. The
Planning Board should impose the acquisition of the ladder truck with a building to
house it as a pre-condition for giving any further consideration to the multi-story unit.
Response: Refer to the previous response.
3. I find it unacceptable that in Response 3.8-1 the applicant continues to state at this
late stage in the planning process that “a response was not received from the
Sullivan County Sheriff Department.”
Response: The planning standards ratio for police personnel provided by the ULI in
the 1994 Development Impact Assessment Handbook is two police per population of
1,000. Currently, the Sheriff’s office employs 43 sworn members of the Patrol
Division. The New York State Police are also present in the County. While the
number of patrolmen assigned from the New York State Police is considered
sensitive information, as stated in a letter from the State Police on March 2, 2008
“[t]he New York State Police anticipates adapting and adjusting to any increase in
calls for service or response times [that] this project, or any other project, may
create.” The letter received from Eric J. Chatboty, Undersheriff for the Office of the
Sullivan County Sheriff, dated June 26, 2009 and attached in Appendix D of the
revised FEIS, states that “[t]his project alone would not require expansion of the
current equipment or staffing levels of the Sheriff’s Office.” According to the ULI
standards mentioned above the project would result in the need for an additional 2.3
police personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1 and 7.7 at full
build out.
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G. Impact on Visual Resources
1. A visual analysis with graphic overlays of the proposed development superimposed
over the photographs of current conditions should be included in the FEIS/FGEIS.
Response: Cross sections were prepared as part of the DEIS visual assessment to
provide for to-scale evaluation of potential sight lines after the project is built,
following the NYSDEC methodology for such assessments. The illustrative cross
section figures are then described in detail in narrative format. The DEIS analysis is
supplemented in the FEIS. This method allows for a sufficient level of detail to
identify potential impacts and mitigation specific to the Phase 1 development and
provides a generic evaluation of subsequent phase(s), in accordance with the
adopted EIS scope and the SEQR regulations.
H. Wastewater Treatment Facility
1. The letter [from the Town Supervisor to the NYSDEC] also states that “the closest
access point to the [existing sewer] district is 1.3 miles away for Phase 1 of the
project.” However, a drive down Rock Hill Drive from the Rock Hill diner to the
applicant’s property indicates a distance of approximately 0.5 miles. As I recall, the
sewer district may even extend slightly beyond the Exit 109 interchange. When
analyzing the burden of connecting to the existing district, the operative distance
should be the distance between the closest access point to the district and the
applicant’s property line. If the 1.3 mile estimate includes the distance between the
property line and interior portions of the applicant’s site, those distances should be
dismissed as irrelevant to the matter at hand. Conduit will have to be laid to span the
entire site regardless of whether there is a private plant or a connection on Rock Hill
Drive to the existing facility in Emerald Green. Support in the form of scale maps
should be provided to show the distance between the closest access point to the
district and the closest potential access point on the applicant’s property line.
Response: The nearest point of connection to an existing town sewer line is
approximately 1,400 feet. The existing 8" sanitary sewer line, existing R.H.S.D.
Pump Station and existing 6" sanitary force main would have to be analyzed for
capacity and age with the possibility of the need to replace or upgrade the system.
Should all of this be cost effective and the potential changes could be implemented,
the Town would have to accept the development into the sewer district.
Regardless of the distance between any portion of the project site and the existing
wastewater facility, as stated in the subject letter submitted by the Town to NYSDEC,
the Emerald Green WWTP does not have the capacity to handle the additional
wastewater to be generated by the Rock Hill Town Center project. Refer to a copy of
the letter from Supervisor Cellini to Mr. John Sansalone, dated 02/09/09, included in
Appendix D of the FEIS.
2. I am greatly concerned that so much of the substantive discussion pertaining to the
wastewater treatment options is occurring outside the formal planning process, as
evidenced by the absence of any of the above-referenced minutes and letters in the
FEIS [March 31, 2009 letter from the Town Engineer to the NYSDEC, April 2009
Technical Review Comments/FEIS memorandum from the Town Engineer to the
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Town Planning Board]. The wastewater treatment facilities are of paramount concern
to the community and much of the what is currently being addressed outside of the
formal planning process should have been included in the DEIS/DGEIS and FEIS.
Response: As evidenced by the letter from Supervisor Cellini to the NYSDEC
regarding wastewater treatment as well as the multiple letters from the Town in
which comments on the same were documented, this issue is not taking place
outside of the planning process. The intent of the environmental review of a project
under state law is to require the Lead Agency to take a hard look at all potentially
significant impacts on environmental, social and economic resources as well as to
involve the public in that review. The review of the project under SEQR including the
subject of wastewater treatment has been and will continue to be a public process as
required under SEQR.
I. Water Availability Studies
1. It is unclear whether the water studies submitted at the June 10 Planning Board
meeting had been properly incorporated in the volumes on file with the town clerk’s
office when I performed my review on June 23 or in the files made available online
on June 18, 2009.
Response: The preliminary findings from the pump tests were provided to the Town
for incorporation into the document on file. The preliminary findings from the two
pump tests completed at the site indicate that the wells are capable of providing the
proposed demand of 91 gallons per minute.
Pamela Zaitchick letter dated June 30, 2009.
1. The STP – other wise known as a Sewage Treatment Plant, has got to be one of the
most outrageous things that you can do to us. It is an absolutely unacceptable place
for a sewage treatment plant to be. How dare you even think that such an atrocity
should be put on a road so busily traveled and so near to those of us who have been
living here for so many years, keeping up the area, paying our taxes and voting?
Even Mr. Merriman from the DEC, commented about the noise and odors that come
from such plants. Do you know about the odors coming from Davies Lake which
harbors the Emerald Green Plant? Have you entirely investigated what the impact of
a release as large as this (from what I understand, as large or larger than the
Emerald Green Plant) at full buildout, would be on the Fowlwood Brook and other
waterways all the way to the Delaware River?
Response: The location of the proposed STP was carefully thought out and
analyzed for impacts to the surrounding environment. Upon review, and based on
comments from the Planning Board and the State, the wastewater treatment facility
has been located to the west side of Glen Wild Road.
As noted in the FEIS, the STP will be designed to comply with the requirements set
forth by NYSDEC for community water systems and sanitary sewer system and will
be permitted, which will require review by the NYSDEC. The sanitary collection
system and treatment facilities would be designed by licensed professional
engineers and reviewed by the appropriate Town, County and State agencies for
approval and permitting. Further, the construction of the sanitary system would be
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overseen by those approving authorities and not permitted to operate until all
conditions and regulation have been met. All effluent discharges from the plant will
meet NYSDEC standards and will be evaluated on a regular basis to protect the
Fowlwood Brook and Delaware River.
2. Whenever one questions why you would bring a development of this size to an
otherwise rural area, the answer is we need tax money…For every dollar ($) we get,
it will cost us (presently) $1.39.
Response: Refer to Table 1-6, Projected Tax Revenues, on Page 1-18 of the FEIS
for information on the project related tax revenues. Refer to Chapter 3.10, Fiscal
Analysis of the FEIS for additional information related to projected taxes from the
Proposed Action. Note that the basis for and the calculations of the $1.39 noted in
the comment are not provided so a specific response can not be provided.
3. Obviously with a new development this size we will have to have a larger firehouse
maybe even a paid department. The fire department has written letters making all of
you aware of the negative issues relating to them. Are you reading them?
Response: The commenter’s opinion related to the size and staffing of the Fire
Department is noted. The letters from the Fire Department have been read and
incorporated into the environmental review record as a part of the DEIS appendices.
The Department’s comments and concerns have been reviewed and responses
provided in both the FEIS and the letters generated in response to public comments
that came out of the public hearing and from written public comments such as this.
Refer to Responses 3.8-1 and 3.8-4 through 3.8-8 in the FEIS and Response G.1.
herein.
4. Do you understand what a development of this size is going to do to our waters, our
wells, and our air?
Response: As documented in the FEIS, a Pump Test was conducted in accordance
with NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test Procedures for Water Supply Applications
(contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit Program
Application Processing). Prior to completing the pump test, a Pump Test Plan was
submitted to the NYSDEC for its approval. The purpose of the 72-hour pump test
was to evaluate the ability of the pumping well to meet the needs of the proposed
development without adversely affecting others who may rely on the same aquifer.
The preliminary findings (Appendix H of the FEIS) document the results of the pump
tests and conclude that there is sufficient water for Phase 1 of the Proposed Action.
The proposed action must demonstrate that there is adequate potable water on-site
without causing any degradation in service to existing wellheads off-site in the
vicinity. As noted above in Response I. 1. and in the FEIS, the preliminary findings
from the pump tests were provided to the Town for incorporation into the document
on file. The preliminary findings from the two pump tests completed at the site
indicate that the wells are capable of providing the proposed demand of 91 gallons
per minute. The FEIS includes the following in Response 3.9-1 relating to the
impacts on neighboring wells: “The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a
connection to the project's water supply system should the draw from the project's
wells result in the well impacts on a neighboring property.”
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With regard to the other impacts noted, through the SEQR process, the Lead Agency
(Town of Thompson Planning Board) has taken a hard look at potential significant
impacts related to the Proposed Action (refer to page i of the FEIS for additional
information on the SEQR review). Where significant impacts were identified, the
project was modified to eliminate or reduce the impact. Where impacts remain,
mitigation was proposed to offset those impacts.
5. There have been people coming forward with information about the wild life in this
area. I hope you are well-versed in matters of the species that are being lost to our
environmental issues. The fact that some of these may have been missing from
some of your studies done at inappropriate times does not mean that there are no
endangered or threatened species existing, as was demonstrated in the case of
Kittredge vs. Liberty Planning Board. I believe that this Planning Board, in granting
conditional approval in the R.H. Town Center FEIS (Final Environmental Impact
Statement), has acted prematurely and arbitrarily and has not exercised due
diligence in its capacity as lead agency for the project, with so many aspects of the
project not yet properly explored.
Response: The court case of Kittredge vs. Liberty Planning Board was based on the
absence of any ecological surveys performed on the property proposed for
development. In this court case, the applicant relied on a letter from the NYSDEC's
Natural Heritage Program (NHP) stating their records showed no threatened or
endangered species were known to occur on or near the property proposed for
development in place of actual ecological surveys. For the Rock Hill Development, a
similar letter from the NYSDEC NHP was the foundation for the process in
determining the presence of threatened or endangered species on the Rock
Hill Development property as it disclosed that two threatened or endangered species,
the bald eagle and brook floater, are known to occur within the vicinity of the
property. With the NYSDEC NHP letter as a basis, TMA not only searched the
property for signs of eagle usage and appropriate brook floater habitat, but
also performed on-site wildlife and vegetative surveys to search for other flora and
fauna, both non-protected and threatened or endangered, that may occur on the
property. Biologists from TMA visited the property on multiple occasions to assess
the habitat types found on or adjacent to the property and to observe the wildlife
species utilizing them. While some species may not be observed due to seasonal
activity, inferences can be made on what wildlife may inhabit the site based upon the
habitat types available. It is impossible to conclusively state that no threatened or
endangered species occur on a project site as it is impossible to prove a negative
statement. What is possible, however, is to diligently search historical records and
have trained biologists survey the property to confidently assess the potential for
protected species. For the Rock Hill Town Center development, this process satisfies
the intent of SEQR in taking a "hard look" at the potential impacts regarding
threatened or endangered species.
6. Finally,…why [does] the whole look of a town like Rock Hill need to be ruined; why
[does] the beauty of the ridge need to be destroyed; why [do] we need to be
inundated with people, cars & even light pollution, and why [do] we need to put our
precious natural resources on the line.
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Response: Regarding visual impacts refer to Response G. 1. herein. With regard to
the other impacts noted, refer to the last paragraph of the response to your Comment
4.
Bogursky letters dated July 1 and July 2, 2009

1. I am concerned about the excessive traffic that will result from this proposed housing
development.
Response: A Revised Traffic Study, dated February 27, 2009, has been submitted
with this document which demonstrates a sizeable reduction in project-generated
peak-hour traffic volumes of up to 60 percent. Traffic has been analysed for each
proposed development phase and mitigation measures have been developed
accordingly. In addition the applicant has committed to undertake traffic monitoring
and a subsequent Traffic Impact Study, if required, after the first phase of the
development is complete to insure that the proposed mitigation measures result in
acceptable traffic operating conditions.

2. The STP is likely to generate excessive noise and foul odors, and in addition to this,
could present health risks to some residents of our community. We could expect
considerable air and water pollution, and treated sewage will flow into Fowlwood
Brook and then on to the Neversink River where you will find that people swim, fish
and enjoy other water activities.
Response: As noted in the FEIS, the STP will be designed to comply with the
requirements set forth by NYSDEC for community water systems and sanitary sewer
system and will be permitted, which will require review by the NYSDEC. The sanitary
collection system and treatment facilities would be designed by licensed professional
engineers and reviewed by the appropriate Town, County and State agencies for
approval and permitting. Further, the construction of the sanitary system would be
overseen by those approving authorities and not permitted to operate until all
conditions and regulation have been met. All effluent discharges from the plant will
meet NYSDEC standards and will be evaluated on a regular basis to protect the
Fowlwood Brook and Delaware River.

3. By having the proposed Sewage Treatment Plant located on the west side of Glen
Wild Road, and transferring treated sewage to Fowlwood Brook on the east side of
Glen Wild Road (north of Adams Road), the treated sewage will run into our Brook
and then north into the Neversink River. The residents of our Brookside Cottages
Community have been utilizing our Brook for water activities all these years.
Response: The location of the proposed STP was carefully thought out and
analyzed for impacts to the surrounding environment. Upon review, the wastewater
treatment facility has been located to the west side of Glen Wild Road, per
discussions with the Town of Thompson Planning Board.

4. It is critical that the Rock Hill Town Center relocate its Sewage Treatment Plant to
another site on its property. The Sewage Treatment Plant is not appropriate for a
residential zone and would be more appropriate for the HC-2 portion of its property
along Rock Hill Drive.
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Response: As discussed above the wastewater treatment facility has been located
to the west side of Glen Wild Road, per discussions with the Town of Thompson
Planning Board.
Cliff Schwartz letter dated July 3, 2009
1. Upon review of the June 5, 2009 FEIS and the Town Code, I have concluded that the
applicant is incorrect in describing their proposal for the multiple dwellings included in
their 1,673 unit count as being “as of right”. Section 250-28(A) of the Code states:
Multiple dwellings . . . shall not be approved by the Planning Board without first
determining that the location of the proposed uses and the structures proposed
and the general character or development are compatible with their surroundings
and such other requirements . . . as may apply.
The Planning Board, therefore, is obligated to review the unit count in the context of
the surrounding community, and the Code does not require the Board to grant the
applicant permission to build to the maximum potential unit count.
In addition, Section 250-298(C)(i) Footnote 3 goes on to suggest that permission to
construct 3-story multiple dwellings is not granted “as of right” even in situations in
which the Planning Board may find that 2-story multiple dwellings are acceptable:
The Planning Board may give special consideration to allowing three stores
subject to the Planning Board review of fire-fighting capability and character of
the neighborhood.
Section 250-52 of the Code makes consideration of the community’s concerns a
paramount obligation of the Planning Board with respect to any use requiring its
authorization:
In authorizing any use, the Planning Board shall take into consideration the
public health, safety and general welfare and the comfort and convenience of the
public in general and of the residents of the immediate neighborhood in particular
and may attach reasonable conditions and safeguards as a condition to its
approval . . . The proposed use shall be of such location, size and character that,
in general, it will be in harmony with the appropriate and orderly development of
the district in which it is proposed to be situated and will not be detrimental to the
orderly development of adjacent properties in accordance with the zoning
classification of such properties.
Response: The Planning Board is not granting any approvals to the applicant. The
board is considering accepting as complete the responses to concerns expressed in
the SEQR review process. The Planning Board will review more specific parameters
relevant to site plan, subdivision and special permit review during those application
processes.
2. Since I submitted my letter of June 24, I have reviewed Table 2-4 of the FEIS in
more detail. I now realize that the applicant has provided sufficient information to
verify the 1,673 maximum unit count. Nevertheless, even though the calculation
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appears to be correct based on the square footage information provided, that still
does not mean the applicant is entitled to build all of those units” as-of-right”. The
Planning Board has the right and the obligation to verify that the location of the
proposed uses and the structures proposed and the general character of
development are compatible with their surroundings. In my opinion, the development
described in the FEIS does not demonstrate such compatibility, as indicated by the
issues I raised at the June 24 Public Hearing and in my June 24 letter.
Response: The Planning Board will have the opportunity for continued review of the
application during site plan, subdivision, and special permit stages when these
issues will be examined in their appropriate context.
3. My initial confusion about Table 2-4 resulted from the way in which the table is
formatted. Specifically, the right-hand column under “SR Parcels - Residential
Multifamily” reconciles to the size of the parcel rather than to the unit counts. A closer
reading revealed that the maximum unit counts were calculated based on Section
250-28(C)(i) Footnote 2, which calls for dividing the Net Lot Area by the Minimum
Required square feet for each type of dwelling unit.
Under the Code, a parcel consisting of 10,762,435 square feet - or 247 acres - is
viewed as being capable of accommodating 469 single family homes at a multiple of
1.9 units per acre. It does not make sense that the same parcel should be viewed as
being capable of accommodating more than three times the number of multifamily
homes, or 1,456 units. This becomes apparent when one considers the resources
needed by residences, including water, sewage, household waste, parking,
recreational space, and community services. It is almost as if someone took an
illustrative table with footnotes from a large urban area’s code book and pasted it
intact into the town Code without fully considering the content of the footnotes. This
is a zoning issue that needs to be addressed by the Town Board, but the anomalous
results of applying the calculations for multiple dwellings can and should enter into
the Planning Board’s consideration of the project’s compatibility and harmony with
the surrounding community. Fortunately, other provisions in the code mean that the
maximum unit calculation is only suggestive rather than binding on the Planning
Board.
Response: Comment noted. See response to comment 1 above.
4. The Code does not specifically address the need for open space when multiple
dwellings are constructed outside of a PUD. The discretion granted to the Planning
Board in Section 250-28(A) and 250-52 would allow for application of principles
similar to the 35% open space rule set forth in Section 250-27(C) and to make other
changes deemed necessary in order to create a more desirable community
environmental through the preservation and enhancement of community natural
resources such as water bodies, wetlands, forests, significant topographic and
geological features and other areas of scenic and ecological value.
Response: Comment noted. See response to comment 1 above.
5. The Planning Board should consider requiring that building permits be restricted to a
certain number in a year, so that the residences are sold and occupied in a manner
that can be absorbed and served more easily by community services. In addition, as
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a condition of approving the FEIS, the Planning Board should retain the right to
reduce the scope of future project phases if the actual environmental impacts prove
to be inconsistent with what has been set for the in the FEIS.
Response: The Planning Board cannot predict with any greater certainty than the
applicant what the absorption rate of units will be. This is a market based decision
making process that the builder will need to assess on an ongoing basis with sales
and inventory predicating the decision.
6. I would like to address an environmental issue that I do not believe has received
adequate attention. At a time when the county faces capacity issues in its landfill and
recycling has become so much more important, I believe it is essential to have a
facility on site for collecting and pre-sorting household waste before it enters into the
public waste management system. The Planning Board should consider requiring the
applicant to create such a facility to ensure that the new community’s waste is not
dumped raw and unsorted into a waist management system that is already highly
stressed.
Response: This is an issue more appropriate for consideration at the site plan
phase.
7. The Planning Board is uniquely empowered to require the applicant to make the
changes necessary to transform this proposal into something that will yield positive
benefits for the hamlet of Rock Hill and the Town of Thompson for generations to
come. If the Planning Board adopts the FEIS, and the Findings Statement permits
the unit count without any restriction, it will be very difficult to subsequently scale
back the project, because the applicant will already have approval of an acceptable
level of impact based on the unit count specified. Unless the Planning board takes
decisive action to scale back the applicant’s proposal now, I fear the FEIS ultimately
will prove to be a recipe for disaster.
Response: Comment noted.
Naomi Jaffe letter dated July 6, 2009
1. The proposed development abuts my farm and home on Glen Wild Road on two
sides, with a narrow strip of property separating it on the third side. My family has
owned, lived on, and farmed this property since 1919. I am writing to join the great
majority of my neighbors in objecting to the plan as currently conceived, and on my
own behalf as well as that of my neighbors, to object in particular to the proposed
sewage treatment plant.
The Sewage Treatment Plant for 1600+ residential units is proposed to be located
apparently less than 100 feet from my property line. Is it my understanding that this is
not a permitted use in the existing zoning and would require a special permit. The
developer has repeated dozens of times in the FEIS that the plan in this proposal is
“of right”. There is no existing right to build a Sewage Treatment Plant in a residential
zone. The proposed plant would destroy both the use value and the resale value of
my home. No one would buy, or want to live in, a home that abuts on a sewage
treatment plant. I believe that you are required to consider the impact on owners of
adjoining property before granting special use permits. Considering this requirement,
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you can not under the law or in good conscience grant a permit for a sewage
treatment plant in a Suburban Residential Zone adjoining an existing home. The
other side of the narrow strip on which the Sewage Treatment Plant is proposed to
be located is occupied by a not-for-profit residence for children with disabilities.
There is not a person on this board who would approve a Sewage Treatment Plant
100 feet from your own home. Do not approve it next to mine.
Response: See response to Bogursky letters, comment 2. The letter from Mike
Merriman states the 500 feet is a recommendation. The proposed STP is
approximately 250 feet from the home to the south and 150 feet from the home to
the north. The STP will be designed to comply with the requirements set forth by
NYSDEC and permitted per the requirements set forth by NYSDEC and Delaware
River Basin Commission. The applicant will work with NYSDEC to incorporate
covered tanks and odor control equipment to lessen the noise and odor impacts to
the neighboring properties. The plan façade will incorporate walls to hide equipment;
it will be aesthetically pleasing. Landscaping, such as fencing and evergreens, along
the road and property lines will also be provided to screen and lessen the visual and
noise impacts associated with the operation of the plant.
2. My remaining objections have already been voiced by many in our community: the
impacts on our rural way of life, on natural beauty and the environment, on wildlife
and forest. I would like to note the ways in which the FEIS has failed to answer them
adequately - and cannot answer them, because the problems are inherent in the
inappropriate scale of the project. The forested ridge overlooking the Neversink that
the proposed development will destroy is habitat to every species of animal, bird,
tree, and plant that occurs naturally in our region. It is a priceless treasure that can
never be restored. The FEIS statement that “there may be opportunities to preserve
some stands of trees” makes a mockery of the destruction of this unique resource.
“Most wildlife would move out” to more suitable locations is a grossly insensitive
response to the issue of the loss of wildlife habitat. The inappropriate, massive scale
of the proposed development, destructive of wildlife habitat, natural beauty, and our
rural way of life, is what I and my neighbors object to. The law requires that the
project be “of such size, location, and character as to ensure it will be in harmony
with appropriate and orderly development of the local community.” You are obligated
to listen to the voices of the overwhelming majority of community members who
continue to tell you that this project as currently conceived does not meet that
requirement.
Response: The proposed development has been designed in accordance with
existing zoning. Inherent in new development is impact on existing natural features.
These impacts and proposed mitigations have been discussed in the DEIS/DGEIS
for this project.
Toby Lee Boritz letter dated July 5, 2009
1. Most Glen Wild residents were not originally opposed to a Rock Hill subdivision with
a residential component and modest amount of commercial space. The reduction of
commercial space to 60,000 sf is a definite improvement over the earlier plan.
However, RHTC has no viable open space component, and the sheer density of
proposed residential units combined with the indignity of a sewage treatment plant at
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our doorstep renders this entire project unacceptable. We are relying on the planning
board to substantially reduce its density to forestall wide-ranging negative
environmental impacts to our community and the region.
If this sprawling project is allowed to go forward in its present form, it would be the
fault not of the applicant, but rather of the planning board for failing to exercise due
diligence. The board's June 24 vote granting conditional approval for Rock Hill Town
Center's final EIS before the start of the 10 day public comment period calls into
question the board's fairness and impartiality.
Response: The Planning Board has exercised the hard look requirement of SEQR
through its adherence to the SEQR regulations for procedure and review. The 10 day
public comment period refers to a public hearing which is not required under SEQR,
but which the Planning Board nonetheless held to give the community additional
opportunity for comment.
2. The applicant is exploiting a loophole in our zoning code which, for multiple dwellings
outside of PUD zones, sets no maximum allowable density units per acre and does
not enforce a "smart growth" open space component (despite the well-intentioned
guidelines of our comprehensive plan) thereby relying on the good will of developers
and vigilance of the planning board. "As-of-right" developments such as RHTC are
breezing through the approval process in the Town of Thompson, allowing
developers to build as densely as possible without being required to dedicate usable
open space to the community or even preserving land in its natural state for
residents of the subdivision (other than unbuildable DEC wetlands and buffers).
This unfortunate situation is contributing to rapid habitat fragmentation, impacts to
wildlife, air and water pollution, as well as depletion of our once plentiful aquifers
which, as per anecdotal reports of neighbors', is already happening. Without
repeating much of what has already been said in the voluminous record, let me
stress a few issues of utmost concern and offer some alternatives:
Response: See response to letter of Jack Youngs, comment 2.
3. During the public hearing on the final EIS for Rock Hill Town Center, it was
mentioned that the applicant risked losing financial backing for the project if approval
was not granted by July 1. The planning board acknowledged that all pertinent
information and approvals had not yet been received and that SEQR regulations
required a 10-day public comment period ending on July 6. During the hearing, a
resident asked the board whether the members planned to take a vote that evening.
As I recall, the response was in the negative. I left the meeting after the public
hearing portion was over and later learned from a neighbor that the planning board
did, in fact, take a vote granting conditional approval for the FEIS.
How can the planning board as lead agency for a project of this magnitude render a
judgment before the start of the 10-day public comment period, implying that nothing
we have to say makes any difference in the final outcome? This arbitrary, premature
approval of the FEIS is contrary to the intent of SEQRA and undercuts the planning
board's credibility as a fair-minded, unbiased decision-making body.
Response: See response to comment 1 above.
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4. Locating the STP on the west side of Glen Wild Road near the intersection of Adams
Road with a plan to transmit treated sewage northward via Fowlwood Brook (a class
B protected stream) through my neighbors' streams and ponds in Glen Wild and on
to the Neversink is an affront to all of us in the community. In his January 23 letter to
the planning board earlier this year, Michael Merriman of the NYSDEC stated that
the STP should not be located within 500 ft of RHTC residents' homes out of concern
about noise and odors emanating from the facility. Well, if that's the case, the STP-proposed for 150-200 ft from the road-- should not be within 500 ft of any residents,
including neighbors and those of us driving down Glen Wild Road. Fencing,
landscaping and walls are inadequate to mitigate its negative impacts.
In the same letter, Mr. Merriman raises questions about the viability and location of
the sewage treatment plan:
A look at the layout and topography of the site indicates that it may be possible to
separately collect and treat sewage at different locations around the site. The more
southerly portions might connect to the adjacent Rock Hill Sewer District's collection
system. The central and northern portions of the site are more problematic and need
more study to fully assess and compare the impacts of either a separate private plant
or connection to the nearby municipal plant. It is also not clear why the first phases of
construction are so far from the more accessible Rock Rill Sewer District collection
system. Please explain what standards and goals were used in establishing the
phasing of construction. (1-23-09, page 3)
This STP does not belong in our residential neighborhood on Glen Wild Road and
must be relocated— most appropriately to the HC-2 portion of the property.
The FEIS also attempts to minimize the matter of the Delaware River Basin
Commission's jurisdiction over the project, which monitors discharge of pollutants
into an important 120-mile stretch of the Delaware known as SPW (Special
Protection Waters) into which RHTC's treated sewage will flow.
Response: See response to Bogursky letters comment 2 and Jaffe letter comment
1.
5. I do not take issue with the applicant's entire calculation of density. Most sections of
the project including the commercial space, and much of the residential acreage-the RR-1 parcel west of Glen Wild Road, and HC-2 lots are acceptable in that they
abide by allowable maximum allowable density units per acre of their zoning districts
for single and two-family houses (0.9 and 1.9, respectively).
When the 2005 rezoning was done and maximum allowable dwelling per acre was
determined for various types of dwellings in different zones, a curious thing
happened: Multiple dwellings in planned unit development (PUD) and formal cluster
zones had to abide by maximum density units per acre in the zone where their
project was located, but a different formula was used for "as-of-right" subdivisions.
An applicant proposing as-of-right multi-family units simply has to subtract wetlands,
steep slopes, easements and rights-of-way, then take the remaining square footage
and subtract 5400 sf per 2-bedrm dwelling unit and 7200 sf per 3-bedroom DU to
arrive at total # of units.
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This loophole combined with the planning board's unwillingness to require a
meaningful open space plan from the applicant has resulted in the absurdity of more
than 1456 dwelling units - or 6.48 dwelling units per acre being proposed on a mere
224.79 net acres in the SR zone (10,762,435 sf) in the midst of a rural residential
neighborhood with maximum allowable density of 1.9 DU per acre.
Glen Wild has always been a rural area. William Rice bought his farm on East Glen
Wild Road in 1847 and sold his brother Morris 50 acres of it the following year which
my grandfather eventually purchased from the Rumseys in 1911. Then in the '50's
and '60's I remember Sam Fine's and 'Caplan's Egg Corp, and the Jaffe and
Bogursky chicken farms. And there was the shul, Anshei Glen Wild, along with a
number of small bungalow colonies scattered along Glen Wild Road.
The RHTC property was apparently spot zoned prior to the 2005 rezoning-- from RR
to SR. Had this not occurred, we wouldn't be facing this unfortunate as-of-right
multiple dwelling situation, which is not an option in the RR-1 zoning district. Ours
was never a suburban residential area. The maps in Attachments A and B speak for
themselves. Compare the rural areas (RR) along Glen Wild Road in the 1984 zoning
map to the odd configuration of RHTC's SR property in the 2005 map and draw your
own conclusion.
Response: Local zoning is enacted by a Town Board after considering not only past
development patterns in a community but future development options as well.
Outreach to the community is typically through public hearings to elicit from the
public comments on recommendations for future land use proposals prior to enacting
rezoning. The current town zoning is a result of that process. Zoning is a forward
looking tool, recognizing the past but also recognizing that communities are not
frozen in time.
6. Uncontrolled and unfocused growth may lead to urban sprawl which is undesirable
and very evident in nearby areas. - From Introduction to Thompson-Monticello
Comprehensive Plan, 1999.
Believe it or not, Thompson does have an open space plan, but the problem is that
developers seeking to maximize profits by increasing density are flocking to our
town, employing the clustering aspect of the equation in name only, without being
required to preserve usable open space. Nor is the board requiring any such plans of
applicants, who prefer building "as-of-right." Whose right? And for whose benefit? No
large subdivision which purports to use smart growth principles should be approved
without a significant conservation component. The proposal before you is devoid of
an open space plan but for a couple of squares called commons along with some
wetlands, steep slopes and buffers already protected by the DEC.
Where is RHTC's open space plan? Where are the conservation easements to
preserve the high ridge and its viewshed in perpetuity (visible on your left when
driving east on Rte 17 from Monticello towards Rock Hill)? Precisely how are the
property's important topographic features to be preserved and its wildlife to survive,
much less thrive (as was intended by the comprehensive plan) with 1613 residential
units looming on the horizon? And why is the planning board in a hurry to .approve
such a massive project along with a sewage treatment plant in rural Glen Wild that
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will foul our air and water? All this is provoking outrage in the most sensible among
us.
Response: The above comment refers to several issues that have been addressed
in responses to other comments. Regarding concerns related to cluster
development, the applicant is no longer proposing cluster development. With regard
to open space see response to comment 2 above. With regard to the sewage
treatment plant see response to Bogursky letters comment 2.
7. Prior to granting approval for this project, the planning board needs to determine
what the applicant's plans are for the 50-60+ acres of SBL# 25-1-21.2 on the east
side of Glen Wild Road by the cemetery. Part 617.3 of SEQR requires the lead
agency to consider environmental impacts of an entire project, in order to guard
against a segmented, piecemeal review.
Response: There are currently no plans for the parcel referred to on the east side of
Glen Wild Road. It is largely constrained from development by wetlands.
8. I respectfully request that the planning board rescind conditional approval of Rock
Hill Town Center's FEIS and take a re-vote to ensure that all public comment has
been carefully considered. Doing so might help restore public confidence in the
review process.
Response: The Planning Board will be voting on completeness prior to final
acceptance. Therefore rescinding the past vote in not necessary.
9. Prior to granting any approvals, require applicant to present development plan for
eastern portion of SBL# 25-1-21.2 to avoid segmenting the project.
Response: See response to comment 7 above.
10. The following changes to Rock Hill Town Center's Master Plan are also
recommended:
•

Reduce unacceptably high density of 1456 multifamily units on some 250 SR
acres— to be compatible with surrounding rural area in accordance with our
zoning ordinance and comprehensive plan

•

Relocate STP away from Glen Wild Road and Fowlwood Brook to Highway
Commercial (HC-2) portion of the site along Rock Hill Drive

•

Require a viable open space component to the project in which the developer
would dedicate a percentage of usable land through a conservation easement. It
is cynical for developers to claim to be implementing an open space plan by
protecting wetlands, 100 ft buffers and other unbuildable areas of their property.
Why not ask applicants to give back something significant to the community, eg.
in the case of RHTC perhaps by dedicating the 50-60 acre portion of SBL# 25-121.2 on the east side of Glen Wild Rd as a public park for passive recreation?
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Ensure preservation of entire viewshed along high ridge by relocating homes an
additional 100 ft back. It is not sufficient to preserve only 80% of the ridge, as the
developer has offered. The entire viewshed should be protected.

I hope we can count on the members of the planning board for a fair,- unbiased
review process in this important matter.
Response: These issues have all been addressed in above comment responses.
Ron Hiatt, Attorney for Brookwood Gunners & Anglers Association - 7-6-09
1. My client owns the parcel located at 9 Rock Hill Drive, tax map 32-1-1. The
organization has owned the property for many years and uses it extensively for club
activities including, but are not limited to, hunting, target shooting (rifle and pistol)
and similar activities. The property is used on a regular basis. On weekends
members are often at the site engaged in target practice.
The Club takes no position regarding potential development on adjoining lands. The
Club is aware of the buffer/set-back respecting the use of firearms and particularly
from residences which may be constructed on the adjoining property.
The use of firearms is a noisy proposition and anticipate that after approval and
construction noise may become a concern to the new neighbors. Since the Club has
engaged in activities at this location for at least 50 years it is appropriate any adjoiner
seeking to use the property abutting the Club which may be disturbed by its property
use be advised in advance so it can, as part of the planning process address the
issue of noise, and perhaps as a condition of approval by the Planning Board, erect
such sound barriers or other barriers as may be required so the Club's ongoing
activities predating the requested development will not become disturbing.
It is neither fair, nor appropriate, that the Club be penalized or restricted in the use
and enjoyment of its property.
Response: Comment noted.
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Dale Sheeley
1. I am concerned about the wetlands off of Rock Hill Drive.
Response: The wetlands have been delineated using the appropriate State and Federal
guidelines. That delineation has been presented in the EIS and is depicted on the project
plan set. Under Phase 1 of the development, neither regulated nor non-regulated
wetlands will be impacted. Potential impacts would result from the layout of future
phases. For future development, the regulatory authorities will be notified and permits
sought as required. This will be a condition of the Town’s Findings Statement.
2. The project wells won’t supply enough water at 100 gpm/household.
Response: GeoLogic, the project hydrogeologist, was provided with a proposed
demand of 91 gallons per minute (gpm) to supply water to the planned number of
dwellings for Phase 1.
Two separate 72-hour pump tests were completed to assess the available well yield.
Well PTCW-2 was pumped at a rate of 125 gpm and well TCW-1 was pumped at a rate
of 110 gpm. The preliminary findings from the two pump tests completed at the site
indicate that the wells are capable of providing the proposed demand of 91 gpm.
3. Only one of my four wells was monitored; more wells (mine and others in the area)
should have been monitored. The one well tested was drawn down over 50 feet.
Response: GeoLogic viewed the tax map for the Town of Thompson, Sullivan County,
New York at the http://www.co.sullivan.ny.us web site. The web site was used to obtain
tax map parcel identification numbers, the name of the property owner associated with
the tax map identification number, and the property address.
Residential well surveys were sent to property owners care of the property street
address via certified mail. The residential well surveys were sent to property owners
located within an approximate radius of 1,000 feet of the pumping wells (Well PTCW-2
and TCW-1).
Mr. Dale Sheeley was the only person to return a completed Residential Well Survey
form to GeoLogic and the only person to request monitoring during the pump test
activities.
In response to GeoLogic’s well survey, Mr. Dale Sheeley telephoned GeoLogic on May
28, 2009 and mailed in a completed Residential Well Survey form to GeoLogic (received
by GeoLogic on June 1, 2009). Mr. Sheeley indicated he owns three properties on
Sheeley Lane (8 Sheeley Lane [Sullivan County identifies this parcel as 8 Glen Wild
Road], 30 Sheeley Lane and 44 Sheeley Lane) and one at 106 Glen Wild Road and
provided information on the well yields for the wells at these properties.
GeoLogic met with Mr. Sheeley on his property at 8 Sheeley Lane on Monday, June 1,
2009. GeoLogic discussed gauging the wells on his other properties and the need to
maintain a Water Use Log before, during and after the pump test. Both GeoLogic and
Mr. Sheeley did not believe that installation of data loggers would be possible in the
wells that were in use at his remaining three properties because of the presence of piless adapters and submersible water pumps. Mr. Sheeley gave GeoLogic permission to
install a data logger in the well at 8 Sheeley Lane. This well was chosen to be monitored
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because there was no pump in the well and it was not in use at the time of the pump
test.
The Applicant will deepen failed wells or provide a connection to the project’s water
supply system should the draw from the project’s wells result in a well impacts.
4. Water in upper veins will run out the bottom of the vein into lower veins.
Response: GeoLogic has prepared preliminary findings documenting the results of the
pump tests and concluded that there is sufficient water for Phase 1 of the Proposed
Action. These preliminary findings were included in Appendix H of the June 5, 2009
FEIS.
GeoLogic is in the process of preparing a complete Hydrogeologic Report that will
summarize the findings of the two, 72-hour pump tests completed at wells PTCW-2 and
TCW-1. The report will contain the well logs completed by David H. Tompkins & Sons,
Inc. (drilling contractor) and will discuss the impacts, if any, of dewatering fractures in the
“upper” zones of the pumping wells.
5. The pump test was not conducted properly. Both test wells should have been pumped at
the same time to obtain true readings of the water available and the potential impact on
neighboring wells.
Response: GeoLogic submitted a Pump Test Plan to the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Bureau of Water Permits and to the New York
State Department of Health (NYSDOH). The Pump Test Plan was prepared in
accordance with the NYSDEC Recommended Pump Test Procedures of Water Supply
Applications (contained as Appendix 10, TOGS 3.2.1 in the Public Water Supply Permit
Program Application Processing). GeoLogic’s Pump Test Plan was approved by both the
NYSDEC and NYSDOH. The pump tests were completed in accordance with the
approved Pump Test Plan.
Wells PTCW-2 and TCW-1 were not pumped simultaneously because the planned use
for these wells is to pump Well PTCW-2 as the primary water supply well. Well TCW-1 is
to be used as a back-up well. These wells will not be pumped simultaneously to provide
water to the development.
6. Traffic will backup to Wanaksink trying to get off the exit.
Response: The extensive analysis submitted as part of the FEIS indicates that traffic
back ups will be tolerable and will not cause congestion. The Applicant will be required
to conduct extensive monitoring and implement mitigation measures if warranted to
ensure that this is the case.
7. The sewer was moved due to the lack of property.
Response: The wastewater treatment plant was relocated to the west side of Rock Hill
Drive per the Town’s request and to keep the facility outside of Wanaksink Lake Dam
inundation zone.
8. We need to drill ever deeper wells to obtain the desired/required yield.
Response: Well PTCW-2 was installed in April 2009 to a depth of 600 feet. This well
has not been deepened from the original drilling depth of 600 feet.
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Well TCW-1 was installed in November 2006 to a depth of 532 feet with a reported
stabilized discharge rate of 100 gpm. GeoLogic attempted to complete a pump test at
Well TCW-1 on June 8, 2009. The pump test was started with a pumping rate of 130
gpm. The water level in Well TCW-1 dropped below the data logger. The pump test was
terminated due to the conditions encountered.
David H. Tompkins & Sons, Inc. (drilling contractor) extended the depth of well TCW-1 to
700 feet. The pump test was completed on well TCW-1 between June 15 and 18, 2009
at a pumping rate of 110 gpm. The preliminary findings from the pump test indicate that
the well is capable of providing the proposed demand of 91 gpm (refer to Appendix H of
the June 5, 2009 FEIS).
Dennis Sheeley
1. Neither I nor my neighbor received a letter regarding the well pump test.
Response: GeoLogic viewed the tax map for the Town of Thompson, Sullivan County,
New York at the http://www.co.sullivan.ny.us web site. The web site was used to obtain
tax map parcel identification numbers, the name of the property owner associated with
the tax map identification number and the property address.
Residential well surveys were sent to property owners care of the property street
address via certified mail. The residential well surveys were sent to property owners
located within an approximate radius of 1,000 feet of the pumping wells (Well PTCW-2
and TCW-1). In addition, included in the mailing were parcels that are close to, but
greater than 1,000 feet from the pumping wells.
2. Better well testing protocol is required.
Response: Refer to the response to Dale Sheeley’s comment 5.
3. My well water was clouded for two days after the pump test.
Response: It is not unusual to have temporary cloudy water observations during or
following a pump test.
4. The pump test was not conducted for the full 72 hours.
Response: Refer to the responses to Dale Sheeley’s comments 3 and 8.
Cliff Schwartz
1. The FEIS does not adequately address the comments presented on the DEIS.
Response: It is noted that this statement is the opinion on the commenter. The Planning
Board as Lead Agency has and will continue to conduct the environmental review of the
Proposed Action in compliance with the SEQRA. Response to specific comments on the
Proposed Action and the related FEIS are offered below.
2. The project is still a detriment to the community and natural resources.
Response: Refer to Response 2-1 in the June 5, 2009 FEIS.
3. How did the applicant arrive at unit count? The FEIS does not include a full reconciliation
in tabular format.
Response: A tabular format is included in the FEIS, Table 2-4, which provides a
detailed calculation by zoning district of the allowable number of units for the project.
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4. The unit count is inconsistent through the FEIS 1,613 vs. 1,673.
Response: The proposed plan for the as-of-right development presented in the FEIS
includes 1,613 residential units. The difference in the unit counts cited relates to the
move of the proposed wastewater treatment plant from the east side of Glen Wild Road
to the west side of the road, and the elimination of 60 townhouse units at that location to
accommodate the move. The unit count of 1,673 originally proposed under the as-ofright plan less 60 units associated with the relocation of the WWTP results in 1,613
units. Inconsistencies have been corrected.
5. Smart land development layouts have not been used. Cluster development should
concentrate buildings on the most buildable areas saving the remaining land for open
space, conservation, agriculture, recreation and public and semi-public uses. The
second part of the equation is ignored. The plan applies cluster development without
providing open space.
Response: We concur with the interpretation of the cluster development utility in the
most generic sense. However those features that might be preserved are highly variable
from one site to another. For this development preservation of steep slopes and
wetlands have been prioritized. Other benefits are that swaths of woods between groups
of homes are planned to be preserved. Also a reduction in impervious surfaces from
reduced road length and consequently reduced lengths of utilities are achieved by the
clustering of units
6. Vernal pools outside of wetlands should be protected along with the hardwood forest.
Response: Vernal pools are considered to be forested mineral soil wetlands by the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) document "The
Ecological Communities of New York State". All wetlands on the project site have been
delineated and mapped per the adopted scope, including all vernal pools. While no
specific vernal pools were identified or mapped on the Rock Hill Development project
site, several wetlands were identified as having characteristics similar to those found in
vernal pool communities, i.e. those that have habitat favorable to flora and fauna that are
known to occur within vernal pools. Of the five on-site wetlands identified in Table 3.3-10
of the DEIS as having potential vernal pool habitat, only Wetland D is a regulated
wetland. Wetland D is regulated by both the Army Corps of Engineers and the NYSDEC.
The remaining four wetlands identified as having potential vernal pool characteristics
(Wetlands C, J, K1, and L) are not regulated at the State nor Federal level.
It is important to note that neither regulated nor non-regulated wetlands will be disturbed
as part of the Phase 1 development. It is also important to note that these habitat types,
in and of themselves, are not provided specific protection at the municipal, state or
federal levels. In other words, a permit is not required from a regulatory agency to
disturb these habitat types unless the vernal pool meets the definition of a regulated
wetland under the NYSDEC or USACE purview.
This text has been used to update Response 3.3-4 of the FEIS.
7. In the DEIS, unit count was reduced to the 1,340 to address impacts and concerns
expressed at that time. In the FEIS, why is the unit count over 1,613 or 1,673.
Response: The unit count in the previous plan was the result of negotiations with a
480,000 square foot commercial development also under consideration. The current
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plan has only 60,000 square feet of commercial development which is a significant
difference in project scope and frees up a large area for new residential development.
8. No analysis was performed to show how the school district will support the greater
number of children.
Response: At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school district is estimated at
$4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312. If 100 percent of the
units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may result. The total assessed
value of property in the Monticello School District is $1,751,356,423. The potential deficit
of $369,826 would result in an increase of the tax rate of less than $ 0.25 per $1,000 of
assessed valuation. For home valued at $200,000 in the Monticello District, this increase
would equate to a worse case increase of approximately $36.00 per household, per year.
This projection does not take into account any increase in commercial development in
Rock Hill to support the needs of the new residents, nor does it take into account any
seasonal or senior citizen residents who would have a reduced need for school district
services. In light of these additional factors, it is not expected that the worse case scenario
will ever be realized.
9. The EIS presents a net annual surplus to the school district of $1,028,983, this should be
a deficit.
Response: The proposed plan for the as-of-right development includes construction of
60,000 square feet of neighborhood retail as part of Phase 1 of the project. The project
has also been modified to build the townhouse units on fee simple lots, which affects the
assessed value of the property. At full build out, the projected tax revenue to the school
district is estimated at $4,151,486. The projected cost to the school district is $4,521,312.
If 100 percent of the units are year round residents, a deficit of up to $369,826 may result.
10. The Applicant takes a 30 percent credit for part-time residents. This is flawed and
therefore I believe there may be other flaws.
Response: All analysis of future conditions has been conducted assuming 100 percent
of the residents are year round. A review of the US Census data indicates that existing
local population includes 30 percent seasonal residents. As is stated in the FEIS, this
language has been included for comparison purposes only.
11. At a February 17, 2009 meeting between the Applicant, the FHWA and the NYSDOT,
the FHWA representative stated that a partial diamond interchange may be necessary at
the Route 17 Exit 109 ramp. The decision to leave the interchange where it is was based
on the low traffic volume. The project’s high traffic volumes may negate this decision.
Response: Following the February 17, 2009 meeting, the Applicant submitted revised
capacity analyses to the NYSDOT. In its most recent correspondence on the matter
(May 13, 2009), which arose out of a second meeting with NYSDOT and FHWA (via
phone) on May 6, 2009, the NYSDOT noted that “based on the information in the revised
Traffic Impact Study and the revised Synchro files for the above-referenced project, it
appears that an acceptable Level of Service will be provided along the NYS Route 17
Interchange 109 ramps during Phase 1 of the project.” The DOT requested and the
Applicant has agreed that “a new traffic impact study be prepared at the completion of
Phase 1 and prior to the commencement of any Phase 2 development.” The extensive
monitoring program proposed will ensure that each stage of the development will only go
forward if traffic operating conditions can be maintained at the acceptable levels
indicated in the FEIS.

5 of 13

Rock Hill Town Center FEIS Public Hearing Comments and Responses

July 6, 2009

12. The Planning Board should meet formally with the FHWA and the DOT to determine the
maximum traffic volume that can be accommodated by the ramps as proposed. It was
further requested that the Planning Board then decide which developments should be
approved so as not to allow the maximum unit count to exceed what the FHWA
determines can be accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
Response: The Town Engineer, Town Attorney, the Town’s traffic consultant and a
representative from the Sullivan County Department of Planning were all present at the
May 6, 2009 meeting with the Applicant, the NYSDOT and the FHWA.
Further, the FHWA and the NYSDOT will continue to have jurisdiction through the Site
Plan approval process and the extensive monitoring program proposed by the Applicant
will ensure that the maximum unit count will not exceed what the FHWA determines can
be accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
13. This development will impact other property owners’ development rights.
Response: The traffic impact study conducted for the FEIS took into account extensive
development by other property owners, as well as non-property-specific increases in
traffic volumes. The improvements proposed will accommodate this additional traffic
along with the traffic generated by the Rock Hill Development.
14. The Applicant continues to rely on ULI statistics to estimate impacts of the project on
community services despite the fact that the Rock Hill Fire Dept. states conclusion
drawn from applying these standards are not true and unreliable in a rural area. Mr.
Geneslaw agrees. Statistics custom tailored to Rock Hill must be used; to do otherwise
is dangerous and unfair to the community.
Response: In their letter dated November 18, 2006 the Rock Hill Fire District indicates
that a volunteer staff of 67 fire fighters serves a population of 1,600 persons. At this rate
the ratio of fire personnel to residents is four per 100. The anticipated population
increase at full buildout is projected to be 3,825 persons. At the existing ratio, this would
indicate the need for a significant number of additional fire fighters. However the
multifamily condominium units are anticipated to include sprinkler systems which would
reduce this need. The anticipated growth in population should provide a new resource
for volunteer fire fighters to come forward, particularly since the Applicant has agreed to
pursue affordable housing to help meet the needs of local volunteers, service personnel,
and high school and college graduates. The Applicant will include marketing efforts in
their homebuyer prospectus material to encourage community service volunteers. The
New York State Division of Fire Safety conducts fire training for all levels of fire fighters.
This fire training is available in Sullivan County and is available with out charge to either
the fire personnel or the Fire Company. In addition to the anticipated increase in
available tax revenue, the Applicant will continue to actively support the fund raising
activities of the Rock Hill Fire District to meet their future needs.
15. The FEIS Response 3.8-1 stating that input from the County Sheriff’s Dept. has not been
received is unacceptable. A response must be obtained and provided.
Response: The planning standards ratio for police personnel provided by the ULI in
their 1994 Development Impact Assessment Handbook is two police per population of
1,000. Currently, the Sheriff’s office employs 43 sworn members of the Patrol Division.
The New York State Police are also present in the County. While the number of
patrolmen assigned from the New York State Police is considered sensitive information,
as stated in a letter from the State Police on March 2, 2008 “[t]he New York State Police
anticipates adapting and adjusting to any increase in calls for service or response times
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[that] this project, or any other project, may create.” The letter received from Eric J.
Chatboty, Undersheriff for the Office of the Sullivan County Sheriff, dated June 26, 2009
and attached in Appendix D of the revised FEIS, states that “[t]his project alone would
not require expansion of the current equipment or staffing levels of the Sheriff’s Office.”
According to the ULI standards mentioned above the project would result in the need for
an additional 2.3 police personnel for the population increase associated with Phase 1
and 7.7 at full build out.
16. Substantive conversations pertaining to wastewater treatment options are taking place
outside of the formal planning process; all matters should be in front of the Planning
Board. Therefore the public and the Planning Board cannot monitor the process. The
Planning Board should initiate interactions with the agencies; there should be no private
negotiations with state officials.
Response: As evidenced by the letter from Supervisor Cellini to the NYSDEC regarding
wastewater treatment as well as the multiple letters from the Town in which comments
on the same were documented, this issue is not taking place outside of the planning
process. The intent of the environmental review of a project under state law is to require
the Lead Agency to take a hard look at all potentially significant impacts on
environmental, social and economic resources as well as to involve the public in that
review. The public review of the project under SEQR including the subject of wastewater
treatment has been and will continue to be met as required under SEQR.
17. The July 1st financing deadline for applicant’s funding should have no bearing on the
Planning Board’s consideration of the EIS.
Response: The FEIS is the Lead Agency’s (Planning Board’s) document. As such, the
Planning Board will not accept the FEIS as complete until all comments and concerns
raised by the public, interested and involved agencies, Town staff, Town consultants and
the Board’s members are addressed to the satisfaction of the Board. The Applicant’s
financial deadlines cannot and will not have influence over the Board’s acceptance as
complete of the FEIS.
Krissy Gallet
1. How much of Dutch’s Tavern property will be taken by DOT? How will Dutch’s business
be impacted? Can more detail be provided on the traffic?
Response: Neither the NYSDOT nor the Applicant proposes to take any property from
Dutch’s Tavern. The Town’s traffic consultant has recommended that access from the
parking lot to Dutch’s Tavern be reconfigured to define the entry/exit and that a buffer be
provided between the street and commercial parking on the south side of the street.
While a drop-curb could be constructed across the front of the property to preserve
access, the proposed improvements (attached) have been revised to reflect the
NYSDOT’s proposal to reduce access to the neighboring properties, as well as the
Town’s recommendation to reconfigure access to Dutch’s Tavern. It is expected that any
loss of business associated with the recommended driveway configuration will be more
than offset by the additional business generated by the increase in population in the
community associated with the Rock Hill development.
2. The Planning Board should not approve the FEIS based on the Applicant’s financial
deadline of July 1st.
Response: The FEIS is the Lead Agency’s (Planning Board’s) document. As such, the
Planning Board will not accept the FEIS as complete until all comments and concerns
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raised by the public, interested and involved agencies, Town staff, Town consultants and
the Board’s members are addressed to the satisfaction of the Board. The Applicant’s
financial deadlines cannot and will not have influence over the Board’s acceptance as
complete of the FEIS.

3. Is this the same developer that we’re dealing with here at Davos?
Response: This Applicant is not involved with the Davos project.
Andy Cannella
1. What is the distance from the center line (in feet) that the DOT will take? How much
parking will be taken?
Response: The DOT is not proposing to move the right-of-way or take property, just to
take the right of access across all but 25 feet of the front of each of the effected
properties. Because there is an approximately 9-foot wide shoulder on the south side of
Rock Hill Drive, the roadway is proposed to be widened by approximately one (1) foot
from the edge of pavement on the south side of the road.
Because there is an
approximately 5-foot wide shoulder on the north side of Rock Hill Drive, the roadway is
proposed to be widened and by approximately five (5) feet from the edge of pavement
on the north side of the road. See also the response to Chrissy Gallet’s Public Hearing
comments.
2. How will the applicant rectify problems like water supply and well failure? The developer
needs to be on the hook to address these issues.
Response: The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a connection to the
project’s water supply system should the draw from the project’s wells result in a well
impacts.
3. I also have concerns regarding the traffic generated by the project.
Response: The Planning Board, as Lead Agency responsible for the environmental
review of the project under SEQRA, along with Town staff, Town Consultants the
NYSDOT and FHWA have all reviewed and taken a hard look at the potential for the
project to result in significant traffic related impacts. This hard look is documented in the
project DEIS and FEIS and includes an analysis of the existing, future no build (future
without the project) and future build (future with the project) conditions. Based on the
results of the analyses, impacts were identified. Through the environmental review
process the project was substantially modified thereby minimizing impacts to the
maximum extent practicable and where impacts remain, the appropriate level of
mitigation was proposed to offset those impacts.
Judy Cutler
1. I am concerned about the tenanting of the commercial space and the commercial taxes.
There is less commercial floor space in the FEIS plan than in the DEIS therefore there
will be less tax revenues. Where will the taxes come from to support the residential
portion of the development and the related increase in the schools, community services,
etc? Financially, what will support the development?
Response: The Proposed Action presented in the FEIS will provide 420,000 square feet
less commercial development than proposed in the DEIS plan. This decrease in on-site
commercial development will result in reduced tax revenues generated for the various
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taxing jurisdictions as compared to the DEIS plan. However this may be partially offset
by anticipated expansion of existing businesses and establishment of new businesses in
the Rock Hill hamlet to accommodate the increased population residing in the project
that will require goods and services.
The proposed project has an increased number of residential units including a total of
1,012 townhouse units compared to 508 townhouse units as proposed in the DEIS. At
the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential Alternative assesses
the townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the projected assessed
valuation and results in increased taxes to be paid by future townhouse residents.
A revised fiscal analysis of the proposed as-of-right Residential Alternative development
plan indicates the Rock Hill Residential Development would result in the conversion of
vacant land to a mixed use residential and commercial development. The increased
market value of the project site with these improvements would result in an increase in
property tax revenues. In order to estimate the property tax revenues that would be
generated by the Proposed Action, the market value and the assessed value for the
proposed housing development must be estimated.
The market value of the project site, with these improvements, would result in an
increase in property tax revenues when compared to the revenues generated presently
by the project site.
The Table below summarizes the projected tax revenues for the Rock Hill Town Center
project.
Rockhill Town Center
Projected Tax Revenues
Rate
(per
Total Property Tax Revenues
$1,000 AV*)
Taxing Jurisdiction

Sullivan County
Town General Fund (Outside Village)
Town Highway
Highway (Outside Village)
Library
Rock Hill Fire District
Rock Hill Ambulance
Monticello Central School District
TOTAL

$6.496040
$0.031860
$1.390969
$1.508657
$0.270344
$1.233522
$0.222591
$17.2200

$1,566,099
$7,681
$335,342
$363,715
$65,176
$297,384
$53,663
$4,151,486
$6,840,546

Source: Town of Thompson, Tax Receiver’s Office; Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
* Assessed Value. Values rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note: The total projected property tax revenue does not include the Rock Hill Light Tax for parcels: 32.-17 and 32.-1-10,

Sullivan County would receive $1,566,099 annually in property tax revenues.
The Table above estimates the annual property tax generated by the proposed Rock Hill
Town Center residential and commercial development. The Town of Thompson General
Fund would receive $7,681 annually. The Thompson Highway Department is anticipated
to receive an estimated $699,057 in taxes from the proposed development.
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Rock Hill Town Center would also generate $65,176 annually in revenues to the E.B.
Crawford Memorial Library.
The Monticello School District would receive $4,151,486 annually in property tax
revenues.
Ali Nassar
1. I have the same concerns as expressed by the previous commenter.
Response: Refer to the previous response.
Jodi Tedaldi
1. Will there be a homeowner’s association (HOA)?
Response: There will be a HOA for each of the proposed neighborhoods, five in total. In
addition, it is expected that an umbrella or parent HOA will be established to manage the
development’s services and infrastructure.
2. Local developments without an HOA have gone down in the dumps; units look different,
feel different, and are falling apart at different rates.
Response: Refer to the previous response regarding Rock Hill Town Center HOAs.
3. The project should be single family homes on lots with private sewer and water.
Response: The existing zoning allows only single family homes on a portion of the
property; that is what has been proposed in these locations. In other locations the zoning
allows multiple family housing and that is what is shown on those portions of the site.
The project will be served with private water and sewer. However, it is doubtful that the
Department of Health would accept a portion of the site with septic while other portions
had public sewer.
4. Will the development get finished? There are other developments that remain unfinished
or unoccupied. What happens with all of the defunct, unfinished projects in Town?
Response: The Applicant would not propose the project if the project were not expected
to be completed let alone successful. Completion of other projects not under ownership
and management of the Applicant have little or no bearing on the ability of this Applicant
to complete the project and build a successful residential and commercial development.
5. What happens if these condos go in at 50 percent taxes, the kids don’t get 50 percent
less of an education.
Response: At the request of the Town of Thompson, the proposed Residential
Alternative assesses the townhouse development on fee simple lots which impacts the
projected assessed valuation and results in increased taxes to be paid by future
townhouse residents. The projection of taxes for this project does not take into account
any increase in commercial development in Rock Hill to support the needs of the new
residents, nor does it take into account any seasonal or senior citizen residents who
would have a reduced need for school district services. The impact of these additional
factors would be to reduce the amount of money to be raised through property taxes.

10 of 13

Rock Hill Town Center FEIS Public Hearing Comments and Responses

July 6, 2009

Jack Youngs
1. If the project could support 1,300 units in the DEIS, then how can it now support 1600
units?
Response: There are two reasons. First there is now considerably more land area for
residential development with the reduced commercial component. Second, the SR zone
allows multi family development which is now being taken fuller advantage of with the
current plan.
2. There is no green space provided.
Response: There is considerable green space located throughout the site which is
highlighted on the landscape plan where existing wooded areas are planned to remain
and newly landscaped open space are graphically shown.
3. Scale the project back to 1300 DUs and start over.
Response: The project has been designed with the development densities allowable
under current town zoning.
Paul Walsh
1. The Planning Board should put in as much effort and do as much homework as the
public has (Cliff Schwartz in particular).
Response: The Planning Board, Town staff and Town consultants have been intimately
involved in the environmental review of the Proposed Action. Refer to Response 2-2 of
the June 5, 2009 FEIS for details regarding the level of effort put forth by the Planning
Board, Town Staff and Town Consultants in reviewing the Proposed Action.
Elliot Karp
1. Response time to Emerald Green is 30-35 minutes from the Sheriff’s Department.
Response: The letter received from the Office of the Sullivan County Sheriff on June 26,
2009 states “[o]ur typical average response time to the geographic center of your
proposed project would be 5 minutes.” The letter is supplied in Appendix D of the revised
FEIS document.
2. Who is going to pay for the development and the impact on the uniform services?
Response: Refer to the response to Judy Cutler’s comment herein.
3. Emerald Green and Davos have many units vacant and in disrepair.
Response: Comment noted. Refer to the Jodi Tedaldi comments herein. The Applicant
would not propose the project if the project were not expected to be successful and
ultimately fully occupied. Vacancies at other projects not under ownership and
management of the Applicant have little or no bearing on the ability of this Applicant to
build a successful residential and commercial development.
4. The project should be put off for five years then reconsidered when the economy has
returned.
Response: Refer to Response 2-13 of the June 5, 2009 FEIS.
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Jim Gollner
1. The location of stormwater ponds on down-hill side of the project is a concern with
regard to runoff. There are currently flooding issues and the runoff from the site could
complicate this matter further.
Response: This comment was addressed in the previous FEIS submittal dated June 5,
2009. Refer to Responses 3.2-8 and 3.2-9.
2. The removal of trees and shrubs during construction results in increased runoff. The
stormwater ponds can get overwhelmed resulting in serious problems including
increased flooding and well water volume and quality impacts.
Response: This comment was addressed in the previous FEIS submittal dated June 5,
2009. Refer to Responses 3.2-8 and 3.2-9.
3. The multi-family homes proposed don’t fit in with this area. The development should be a
reduced number of single family homes.
Response: The inclusion of multifamily homes in the development is the result of market
studies which definitively underscore the need and demand for this form of housing. It
would provide housing for a wide range of people in the community including starter
families, seniors, empty nesters, and others.
Christina Wallace
1. Orange County has problems with water and sewer.
Response: The Rock Hill Town Center water and sewage systems will be designed to
comply with the requirements set forth by NYSDEC for community water systems and
sanitary sewer systems. Refer to Responses 3.9-2 and 3.9-6 of the June 5, 2009 FEIS.
2. Don’t let Rock Hill turn into Scotchtown.
Response: Through proper planning and the thorough review of the Proposed Action
under SEQR, the Planning Board intends that future development in Rock Hill will
balance the needs of the community with the rights of its property owners.
Diana Sorano
1. Who will move into these homes?
Response: It is anticipated that residents at the Rock Hill Town Center will be a
combination of current Town of Thompson residents, current Sullivan County residents
and others relocating to the area.
2. Where are current residents to go if they can no longer afford to live in their own
community?
Response: Construction of the Rock Hill Town Center will not significantly affect the
ability of existing residents to live in the community. As previously noted, the worse case
scenario impact on school taxes may result in an annual increase of approximately $36
per household. This projection does not take into account any increase in commercial
development in Rock Hill to support the needs of the new residents, nor does it take into
account any seasonal or senior citizen residents who would have a reduced need for
school district services. In light of these additional factors, it is not expected that the worse
case scenario will ever be realized.
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3. There are eagles on Edwards Road. I and my neighbors have seen them perched on
trees across from our homes.
Response: The Applicant and the Town Planning Board do not deny that bald eagles
may use the Neversink River corridor located approximately 700 feet west of the project
site at its closest and the surrounding areas. It is important to note that the focus of the
regulatory agencies charged with the protection of this delisted species is on the bird’s
nest and nest trees. No nests/nest trees are located on or in close proximity to the
project site. For additional information on the bald eagle refer to Response 3.3-21 of the
June 5, 2009 FEIS.
Richard McGoey (Town Engineer)
1. Provide mitigation for impacted neighboring wells.
Response: The Applicant will deepen impacted wells or provide a connection to the
project’s water supply system should the draw from the project’s wells result in a well
failure on a neighboring property. This text has been added to the revised FEIS (refer to
response 3.9-1).
2. Provide a cross section of the proposed road improvements?
Response: Refer to the attached letter from the project traffic engineer generated in
response to the Town’s traffic consultant (CHA) which contains the requested road
improvement cross section.

13 of 13

