








EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

p.1-1 It would be helpful if the information in the constructing phasing plans narrative
on p. 3.1-14 were included in the Executive Summary

p.1-4 Narrative refers to offsite transport of excess soil material with 520 trucks. Are
these truck trips, or should the figure be doubled for trips?

p.1-9 There are references to eagles being expected to be present only during the
winter months. However, we have heard anecdotal reports of eagles being seen in
this general part of the county during warmer times of year. Further investigation may
be warranted.

p.1-12 The reference to 488 single family detached dwellings should be 448.
In paragraph beginning “The site falls.... Please clarify the phrase “ Lays zoned HC-
2.

p.1-14 Concept sketches showing the extent of road widening at recommended
locations would be helpful here and/or in the Traffic section.

p.1-19 Visual Resources - Site Design, second paragraph please clarify the sentence
beginning “Between these existing trees would be retained,....”

Architecture and Landscaping — The statement should be supplemented with graphic
material such as building elevations, pedestrian based views, and other illustrations of
the design concepts.

p.1-20 Historic and Archaeological “Services” “(should be Resources)”, Narrative
indicates that a Phase 1B investigation will be made and a summary included in the
FEIS. In order to fully evaluate the study finding and to incorporate any mitigation into
the plan, it is recommended that the results of the 1B study be available prior to the
FEIS stage of the review.

p.1-21 Schools — Can Monticello Central School District buses use private roads?

p.1-21 Community Facilities and Services — This section should indicate that the main
road is being offered for dedication and the Town would then be responsible for
maintenance, snow removal and repair. There should also be reference to the cost to
the Town of providing these services.

p.1-22 Fire Protection — indicates that fire hydrants will be installed. The cost and
maintenance aspects should be included.

p.1-29 Noise — Correct second sentence in paragraph beginning, “Typical, blasting
results....”
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

p.2-3 10% or 140 units of age‘restricted housing — which phase will include these
units; are they contemplated to be market rate ?

p.2-4 Table 2-1a does not indicate any of these units, while p.2-5 Table 2-1b shows
none in Phase 1A and 49 in Phase 3. Where are balance of units and what housing
type is proposed?

p.2-5 The description “mixed-use commercial center” is confusing as is the description
that residential uses will “ring” it. The commercial center is purely commercial and is
located detached (with the exception of a long secondary access) from the rest of the
development. There is not adequate interplay between the various use types
proposed to be characterized as “mixed-use.”

Front doors in most developments are close to the street; this does not increase
neighborhood interaction. The design of residential neighborhoods does not employ
any clearly identifiable design methods to encourage neighborhood discourse, with the
exception of neighborhood recreational uses. Even recreational uses seem to be
specific to each unit type, which discourages interaction between single-family and
multifamily residents. Because the majority of homes have 50-foot setbacks and 75-
foot frontages, the porches will have minimal contribution to neighborly
communication. The length of streets, partitioning of uses and locating recreation in
the corners of single-family neighborhoods (including the locating of the North Side
recreation center across the collector road from all homes served) makes it unlikely
that most residents will have a destination to walk to. We believe that the proposal is
for separate standard developments and should not be construed as “neighborhood
design.”

p.2-6 The description of “integrated neighborhoods” is not descriptive of the plan.
Housing types are partitioned and proposed in homogenous clusters. A conceptual
landscape plan should be provided in the DEIS portion of the document as should
conceptual street designs. It is recognized that the DGEIS portion is more generic and
a sampling of landscape treatment concepts at intersections, along residential streets,
in multifamily parking areas, along the collector, and in the commercial area would be
adequate. Street designs should detail road width, pedestrian lanes, bike lanes (to the
extent proposed), curb types, street trees and street lighting for a sample of the
collector, commercial and residential neighborhoods.

p.2-7 Development Count and Figure 2-3 Concept Plans do not appear to have
consistent identification of the activities in Phase 1A and 1.

p.2-8 Existing Zoning should reference Figure 3.4-2. It is suggested that this section
be expanded to include a general description of the permitted uses and minimum Iot
sizes in each of these sections.

p.2-9 In the Site Plan Regulations section — The statement that “this DEIS/DGEIS and
its findings indicate that the proposed project would be consistent with the objectives
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set forth in the Town’s Zoning Law” is incorrect in that the findings phase has not been
reached. The findings will be made by the Planning Board, not the applicant.

The following sentence indicates that subdivision approval will not be required. If the
single family detached houses are to be on separate lots, or if the commercial area is
to be separately owned, subdivision approval will be necessary. See p.3.4-4. The
statement seems to be a carry over from the prior DEIS.

p.2-9 does not include single family detached dwellings in the housing mix.

The parking requirement of 1 space per 150 square feet of floor area is for retail
commercial only. Hotels, movie theaters and restaurants have higher requirements.
The code has a provision (section 250-22.D(7)) allowing the Planning Board to reduce
the parking requirement when there are several uses having peak parking
requirements at differing times.

p.2-9 Also address any applicable special permit considerations.

p.2-9 Please better characterize the word “affordable.” Is this HUD “low-income” or
some other standard.

p.2-9 Either here or in the Land Use Chapter, please also address sections 2.3.1,
2.2.3, and 2.2.4 of the Town Comprehensive Plan.

p..2-10 More specifically address compatibility with Comprehensive Plan. Specifically
address the need for an employment center in this area and pedestrian oriented
development to reduce trips on local collectors and how this particular project serves
these stated public purposes.

p.2-11 Address strategies 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 3.24 of the County Plan.
Figure 2-2 — Please show the proposed sewage treatment plant location

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, MITIGATION

Section 3 - Please provide an environmental setting map showing the development
overlain on rock outcrop, steep slopes, wetlands, wetland buffers, and other
environmentally sensitive features.

Section 3.1 — Please provide a map showing soil suitability for the development of
roads and structures with the layout shown.

Figure 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 — Topographic survey with two-foot contours was required by
scope, but maps in DEIS show ten foot contours. The larger maps have two-foot
contours for Phases 1 and 1A.

Figure 3.1-2 and Figure 3.1-4 — These two maps should be combined by simply
showing the slopes in and out of the disturbed areas on figure 3.1-4. This will also
give a better idea of the extent to which slopes are avoided.
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Section 3.1 - Please provide a figure showing stonewalls, large boulders, ledges and
rock outcroppings as required by the scope.

Section 3.1 - The grading plan required by the scope does not show grading for the
Glen Wild Neighborhood.

Section 3.1 — An initial evaluation of the ability to reuse excavated materials on-site
should be provided as required by the Scope. General soil types and the general
knowledge of site geology may be a basis for this discussion.

Section 3.1 — Describe mitigation measures to reduce cut and fill activities as required
by the Scope.

Section 3.1 — Please provide a description of how the conceptual phasing plan will
impact or mitigate the effects of site disturbance, as required by the Scope. Could an
adjustment facilitate fewer impacts?

p.3.1-8 — Table 3.1-2 — Please identify hydric soils on this table. Does the table
include the 58 acres east of Glen Wild Road?

p.3.1-10 Please describe how the road layout relates to areas of rock outcrop.
Quantify the percentage of steep slopes disturbed, the deepest road cut and the
highest road fill. Long-term impacts and mitigations of steep slopes should be
addressed. Specifically, what will be the maximum slope of graded land, the extent to
which retaining walls will be employed, anticipated maximum height, and any impacts
and mitigation required.

p.3-1-11 Does the area of disturbance include grading for homesites?
p.3.1-12 Please verify that these are truck-trips and not trucks.

p.3.2-3 Please address whether fecal coliform, pesticides or fertilizer are present in
waters running onto the properties from adjacent agricultural uses. Address also
whether these pollutants may be present on former agricultural lands on the project
site.

p.3.2-3 The description “east side of the project site” may be confusing as there is a
neighborhood described as “east side” that is located west of Glen Wild Road. East
side of Glen Wild Road may be a better description here.

p.3.2-3 Address whether impacts may occur from increased duration of stormwater
discharge at existing rates and methods to mitigate impacts.

p.3.2-4 Please address whether the WWTP may increase flood levels of Fowlwood
Brook.

p.3.2-5 Please verify statement that no adverse effect on floodzones of Fowlwood
Brook are expected based on increased duration of stormwater flows and additional
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flows from WWTP.

p.3.2-7 - Please provide a general description of existing stormwater flows and
discharge locations, and where such discharges reach DEC designated streams. Also
provide a description of how the conceptual SWPPP will propose to change these
flows and the discharge location and how the channels and outfalls from these
discharges will be stabilized if necessary. If possible use graphics to convey this
information.

p.3.2-7,8Please state whether off-site drainage improvements will be required. If so,
please describe them.

P. 3.2-8 — Paragraph 3 — The first sentence is quite a strong statement. Please verify
this statement in light of increased volume and duration of stormwater discharges at
existing rates; possibility of other upstream stormwater flows that would previously
have not reached receiving waters until existing site stormwater discharge had
receded now coinciding with the longer duration of site runoff; and increased base
volumes (if relevant) from additional WWTP flow. It is understood that DEC permitting
criteria require no increased rates for certain storm events, but the statement is
unqualified. Also address measures to mitigate stormwater further including providing
narrower widths of private roads and potentially landbanking parking for the
nonresidential element to the extent that zoning-required parking is expected to be
excessive.

Figure 3.2-1 — There are two large adjacent areas deleted from this figure along Glen
Wild Road. Please add this data to the maps if available. There seems to be a small
unregulated stream or drainage channel near the center of the site that just ends after
100 feet or so. Please verify this. Please provide a legend for the red lines or remove
if unimportant.

p.3.3-1 Please identify any areas of old-growth forest on the site.

p.3.3-1 indicates that’...the site appears to have been principally maintained as
forested land with minimal agricultural or residential usages”, while p.3.3-8
indicates”...numerous stone walls distributed throughout the property. During previous
agricultural use of the property, these marked the boundaries of fields, pastures and
farming roads”. Are these statements inconsistent?

p.3.3-2 It is not clear whether the distribution of tree size is uniform or if there are
areas of generally larger trees. Please clarify. If there are areas of larger trees that
qualify for greater environmental consideration please locate.

p.3.3-5 Vernal pool is a technical term. Please describe these types of features, their
ecological importance and if possible provide approximate locations on the map.

p.3.3-5 The information on the location of WO-36 is important even if not on the
property. If directly adjacent, its “adjacent area” may extend onto the property. It is
known that DEC map information is not reliable at site specific levels of detail and we
understand the need for investigation. Please describe when this information will be
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available and how the process will adjust for the information if it is determined that the
wetland or its adjacent area extends into the area of proposed site disturbance.

p.3.3-5 The stream corridor ecological community description should be presented to
the same level of detail as the other communities. Additionally, this description should
explicitly describe whether this community is present along the site’s identified
drainage channels.

p.3.3-5 Should be preceded by another heading, such as “Vegetation.”

p.3.3-7 Indicates a potential additional habitat for small mammals and snakes.
Describe any protected animals that thrive in the known on-site habitats and describe
what specific investigations were made into their presence.

p.3.3-8 Stone walls habitat is identified here but not shown on figure 3.3-3 or
described in earlier text detailing vegetative communities.

p.3.3-9 Indicates sources besides field observation used to determine the presence of
amphibian, bird and reptile species. Please indicate what alternative source was used
for mammals. There is also indication that known species on nearby sites were
considered. Because of their potential presence on the Concord site, please address
the potential for Indiana Bat and Bog Turtles on site. Also, as they are a high-profile
protected species in the area, and because areas of rock outcrop exist, please
address timber rattlesnakes. .

p.3.3-13 Please provide a statement regarding the potential presence of protected
species given the experience of the professional performing the investigation as well.

p.3.3-14 The statement that the site plan and BMPs would “eliminate” any impacts to
downstream brook floaters needs to be substantiated in more detail. What are some
of the potential impacts? Water quality? Temperature? Sedimentation? Please
elaborate how the site plan and treatment process would “eliminate” the potential.
Please also present a summary of the level of treatment performed at the plant and
whether residual compounds such as pharmaceuticals would affect the stream
ecology.

p.3.3-15 — Table 3.3-7 — This table is confusing. Pre and post development acreages
are given and then the percent of total post-development area is given. The format of
the table, however, gives the impression at first glance that the percentage should be a
measurement of reduction, and indeed this would likely be a more useful
measurement to demonstrate that the development is avoiding sensitive habitat.

p.3.3-16 — Vernal pools were identified as a potential sub-habitat of the northern
hardwood forest. Provide a description of potential impacts to this habitat type and
how impacts will be mitigated.

p.3.3-16 Figure 3.1-4 is referenced here. It would be more useful to put the limits of
disturbance on Figure 3.3-3.
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p.3.3-17 It is stated that a potential impact could occur to Eagles during winter
construction. The potential for the impact is described in highly qualified terms (“they
are expected to only be present” and “would be expected to be distant enough”) as
unlikely. Addressing the worst case that is reasonably likely to occur would seem to
require some sort of mitigation to be considered should Eagles take residence on the
site. Is there a way to adjust the phasing of the project to retain a continuing stock of
areas of the most suitable habitat during the construction process?

p.3.3-17 Describing what may happen and what should be done is not adequate in a
discussion of mitigations. Please address mitigations in more definite terms. Also the
mitigation should not state “if necessary” but address what is necessary.

p.3.3-18 “Where practical” undermines the suitability of this mitigation. Please state in
definite terms where native species will not be used and what non-native species will
be considered.

p.3.3-18 — The analysis of impacts would be greatly enhanced by the presentation of a
sampling of landscape treatments for various parts of the development to get an idea
of the value of this mitigation.

p.3.3-20 While there ié no “regulated setback” to ACOE wetlands, the DEIS should
present a more sensitive treatment to these environmental resources.

p.3.3-21 — The potential for off-site wetlands with adjacent areas extending onto
development parcels should be addressed.

p.3.3-25 The impacts from filling non-regulated wetlands should be addressed and
mitigated. Non-regulated wetlands should be shown on the map, their ecology
considered and alternatives explored if feasible.

p.3.3-25 An alternative utility access should be explored such as access through the
commercial component.

p.3.3-26 — Mitigations should be presented in definite terms.  Omit qualifications such
as “would be” or “to the greatest extent practicable” and identify the criteria under
which mitigations would not be possible.

Figure 3.3-3 — Please put a note on how the wetland community east of Glen Wild
Road was delineated as it was omitted from earlier maps. Also label all wetlands that
are discussed in the text. Overlay areas of disturbance. Make ecological community
categories consistent with text.

Section 3.3 — It should be prominently stated that the wetlands east of Glen Wild Road
were not delineated in conformance with the scope. Measures to preclude
development on that parcel now and in the future should be described. If future
development is possible on that lot, segmentation of review under SEQRA should be
addressed.
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Section 3.3 — The Appendix should be checked for sensitive data that is not supposéd
to be released to the public.

Section 3.4 — A land use map should be included. Existing land use of “outparcels”
along Rock Hill Drive and Glen Wild Road should be specifically addressed.

Section 3.4.1.2 — A discussion of the surrounding land use and zoning should also
include the planned Developments of Emerald Green, Lake Louise Marie, etc. Such
discussions should include a description of net density, unit types, unit sizes, number
of units not yet built and development pattern for reference.

Table 3.4-1 — In some districts, the use of single and two-family dwellings explicitly
states “one per lot” and this should be addressed.

p.3.4-4 — This section should also address special permit criteria.

Section 3.4 - A map of the development should be provided with the Zoning districts
overlaid to determine compliance.

Section 3.4 — Impacts to surrounding land uses are not described as required by the
scope. Effects of the new retail on the existing retail community were not described as
required by the scope.

Section 3.4 — The impact of the proposed zone change was not explored beyond an
incorrect statement on density as required by the scope.

Section 3.4 — A zoning compliance discussion complete with a list of waivers and
variances required has not been provided as required by the scope.

Section 3.4 — A discussion should be provided about whether the parcels east of Glen
Wild Road figure into the density calculation. This is particularly salient to the large
more southerly lot which has not had its wetland delineated, and so which proper lot
area deductions are unknown. It should be discussed if the sewage treatment lot was
figured into the density on the main project parcels.

Figure 3.4-1 — Land use is not shown. This is an aerial photograph, not a land use
map. A larger area should be shown as well. Given that the project site covers an
area of 0.82 square miles, a land use vicinity map would show the land use within a
radius of %2 to 1 mile of the project boundary.

Figure 3.4-2 — It is difficult to distinguish the zoning boundaries under the red site
outline. This map should be reconfigured to be clearer. The base map used would be
adequate for a land use map (3.4-1), but for a zoning map, a 1:1000 or 1:2000 map
would be better. The map should show the layout to check zoning conformance.

Section 3.4.2.3 — Specific sections of the Comprehensive Plan should be directly
quoted and not paraphrased.
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p.3.4-9 Cite entire policy and reason how the project is consistent. Do not paraphra'se
and do not use “to the maximum extent practical.”

p.3.4-9 The statement that “... The overall project development is consistent with the
Town’s adopted Comprehensive Plan is a conclusory statement. It should be
expressed as the applicant’s opinion.

p.3.4-10 The narrative indicates that a variety of housing types are being offered, of
varying sizes, ranging from $180,000 to $360,000. While this is commendable, it
seems to include the 15 year build out, and the longer the time frame the less certain
the projections. We suggest that a description of the units available in Phase 1 and 1A
be provided.

p.3.4-10 — Paragraph 5 — First sentence is confusing. Please rephrase. The project
is not consistent with zoning, for many reasons as cited above in addition to the fact
that a zone change is required. Please rephrase this paragraph.

TRAFFIC

General — We note that traffic counts were not made at two of the peak traffic periods
of the week — Friday afternoon and Sunday afternoon, between July 4 and Labor Day
We suggest that additional counts be made at these times.

We believe the Frontier Insurance Building is almost completely vacant. It is likely to
become occupied before 2023. We suggest traffic levels be estimated based on the
building size and characteristics and included as existing traffic.

Table 3.5-3 — Background growth should also consider the traffic from buildout of the
existing Rock Hill residential developments south of Route 17.

Section 3.5 — A discussion of adequacy of proposed roads in terms of capacity and
number of dwellings served by local streets should be provided. Our understanding is
that the average daily traffic along residential streets should be between 400 and 1500
trips.

Section 3.5 — A discussion on the design of proposed private and public roads should
be provided.

Section 3.5 — Pedestrian and bicycle facilities were not discussed as required by the
scope. Consideration of pedestrian and bicycle facilities should also discuss
Comprehensive Plan recommendations regarding such facilities in either the
Zoning/Land Use or Transportation section as appropriate.

p.3.5-8 The No Build analysis consists of 55 reported approvals or pending projects,
some of which are small in number and miles away. It would be helpful if a general
description were provided of how the distribution of traffic was made.

DRAFT Completeness Review Rock Hill DEIS/DGEIS Robert Geneslaw Co. P.120f 18
Town of Thompson 7/15/2008



p.3.5-10, Table 3.5-3, item 40 Raleigh Hotel should be updated. It now includes a
substantial number of proposed dwelling units. i
ltem 55 Concord Resort Community plans may have been modified.

p.3.5-11 indicates that trip generation rates during peak weekday and Saturday hours
were obtained from available traffic impact studies, or Trip Generation, an ITE
publication. We suggest that trip generation rate information for seasonal religious
oriented residential developments be applied where appropriate, particularly for Friday
and Sunday afternoon periods. See comments above under General.

p.3.5-15 We suggest a brief discussion of trip credits be provided so that the lay
person can have a sense of the concept without reference to the Appendix.

p.3.5-18 It would be helpful if the signal warrant analysis section included a list of
intersections at which traffic signals are recommended.

Very little attention is given to the potential need for property takings to accomplish the
traffic mitigation. We suggest that some description be provided for each, in narrative
and graphic form, and there be an acknowledgment that if no governmental agency is
willing to act on the needed takings that some portion of the development may not be
able to be built.

VISUAL RESOURCES

p.3.6-1 Please identify if the site contains any Visual Units or Visual Character as
described in the Natural Features section of the Comprehensive Plan and describe
impacts and mitigation from these locally identified visual resources.

p.3.6-3 The plan proposes a sewage treatment plant on the east side of Glen Wild
Road. The visual analysis should include this facility.

p.3.6-6 The discussion of proposed architecture would be enhanced with concept
building elevation sketches so that the compatibility in style, scale and detail with
surrounding development and the natural landscape can be evaluated.

Figure 3.6-1 and 3.6-6, project boundary does not include the wetland acreage each of
Glen Wild Road.

P. 3.6-5 Provide more specificity as to design guidelines that will be employed in the
project. What types of materials, styles, etc. Please provide sample renderings.
Provide renderings and sample planting plans to demonstrate how landscaping will be
used to soften scale and bulk of buildings.
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HISTORIC AND ARCHAELOGICAL RESOURCES

p.3.7-2 Based on the Phase 1A on-site field investigation, and the statement “that
there would be a moderate to high potential for prehistoric remains to exist on the
more level and well drained portions of the project area” the document recommends
that the Phase 1B investigation await Town Board direction. We recommend that
since the site has a “high potential” for cultural resources that the Phase 1B study be
undertaken as soon as possible.

COMMUNITY SERVICES

p.3.8-1 and Table 3.8 -1 and 2. Please provide data for the unincorporated Town.
The total Town population may also be included, but when discussing impacts to
community services, the population increase over the unincorporated Town population
is important.

Table 3.8-2 — Column 3 is incorrectly listed as the September 2006 enroliment.
Table 3.8-2 — The computation of the Chase School Deficit seems to be incorrect.

Table 3.8-2 — This table should be supplemented by information received from the
school district indicating that cafeteria and gymnasium facilities are at maximum
capacity.

p.3.8-3 — Provide data for unincorporated Town.

p.3.8-5 It is clear that the ULI-listed standard is not appropriate to Rock Hill and to
Rural areas in general. Under the standards used, the current fire department would
require less than two persons to service 16 square miles. The ULl multipliers are not a
conservative value, as stated, and it is not true that they do not account for existing
service, especially given that the sentence preceding this one accounts for existing
service. A standard should be given based on input from the Fire Chief, and a
comparative standard can be taken from similar area districts.

p.3.8-5 The projected gross revenue is stated. A net revenue after subtraction of per
capita costs should be provided instead. Additionally, any surplus net revenue will
offset capital costs to some extent, but it is not clear if capital costs will be fully offset.
Specifically, an assessment of whether the net revenue can support the necessary
equipment and facilities to service the area as bonded per the District's usual term and
rate should be provided.

The following comment uses the Fire Protection section as an example, but the
comment applies to all community service elements.

p.3.8-8 indicates that the Rock Hill Fire District would receive approximately $303,113
annually from the Rock Hill Town Center. It is not clear whether this amount
represents plans 1A and 1 or full build out; or whether an inflation adjustment is
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included. As written it suggests that the District will receive $303,113 in addition to its
other tax receipts. In actuality the District can only receive taxes in the amount
necessary to meet its costs, so other taxpayers would receive a reduction. It would be
helpful if the latter amount were estimated, for all taxing districts.

p.3.8-8 Please reference schoolchild calculations here. Describe how seasonality was
accounted for or reference location in DEIS.

p.3.8-9 Address whether there is any seasonality to calls for ambulance services.

p.3.8-9 Again, it is clear that UL| nationwide standards are not applicable to Rock Hill.
The Rock Hill Ambulance Corps receives approximately 4 times the calls for service
per capita than the ULI prescribes. A more realistic multiplier should be used based
on local data.

p.3.8-9 The term “full-time health care personnel” should read instead “EMS full-time
personnel.”

p.3.8-9,10 The calculation of Mobile Medic Costs are not adequate as they do not
include costs such as benefits, training, insurance, etc. A contract price including all
costs associated with a paid ambulance should be provided. Additionally, capital costs
to expand the Corps facilities should also be described.

p.3.8-10 The project is a special permit use that cannot be approved if it does not meet
several criteria including criteria regarding public health and safety, affect on the value
of property, proper location with regard to public services, and compatibility with
surroundings. With regard to cluster development, in determining allowable density,
the Planning Board is instructed to determine the maximum units the site is capable of
supporting, “without causing adverse affects on the resources of the Town.” This
being said, a more concrete method of mitigating impacts to community services may
be merited. This may be a “border-line” substantive comment although we feel that
the project sponsor may wish to change the approach to mitigation prior to public
review. Nevertheless, should the project sponsor wish to address it in the course of
the FEIS instead, we feel this would be adequate although it may stir public
controversy.

p.3.8-11,12 The potential impacts should also address costs for bonding of required
facility expansion as the proposed development is anticipated to exceed the capacity
of the existing district facilities.

p.3.8-11 The narrative regarding school impacts does not take into account school
children from other planned or approved developments and assumes the figures for
existing school attendees will remain the same over a period of years, that costs will
not increase, and that school aid formulas will not change, none of which is likely to be
the case. At the very least, the school district should be consulted regarding
enroliment projections over the next few years, particularly how small the “surplus” is in
Table 3.8-4.
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p.3.8-12 Please describe the school district’s policy on picking up students that reside
on private roads. Many districts will not allow their vehicles to drive over private roads.

p.3.8-12 Because of the public controversy that is likely to result, we highly
recommend that a better mitigation be provided prior to public review. It would seem
that when the DEIS/DGEIS is accepted for public review that the fiscal analysis should
be refined, the impact understood and mitigation offered.

UTILITIES
p. 3.9-2 Identify level of treatment of proposed WWTP.

p.3.9-2 |dentify proposed owner and operator of proposed WWTP. If proposed to be
private or a public utility, please identify securities to be posted to insure long-term
operational viability of the plant. If proposed to be operated by the Town, identify the
advantages to the Town of operating another WWTP instead of expanding and
upgrading existing plants.

p.3.9-2 While the DEC will address potential impacts during the permitting process, the
lead agency and Town remain involved agencies for the approval of the WWTP and
impacts of siting and operation must be addressed to their satisfaction as well.

p.3.9-2Consistent with the Generic EIS process, additional environmental review
should be designated for the detailed review by the Town of the WWTP.

p.3.9-3 The DGEIS should describe the source of water for existing surrounding uses.

p.3.9-3 There is no indication that nearby existing wells were tested or observed
during pump tests for new wells. We suggest some discussion be included.

p.3.9-4 Please verify that the water demand will be 410 MGD given that an equal
amount of sewage capacity is proposed and this would not account for infiltration.

p.3.9-4 Please identify the proposed owner and operator of water infrastructure. |If
proposed to be private or a public utility, please identify securities to be posted to
insure long-term operational viability of the plant.

p.3.9-4 Aquifer capacity should be provided if available to identify what share of the
groundwater resources the project will consume. Additionally, existing wells tapping
this aquifer should also be discussed to establish remaining capacity.

p.3.9-4 More than five additional 50 GPM wells will be required to meet the NYS
requirement of providing the required capacity with the highest producing well out of
service.
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FISCAL ANALYSIS

p.3.10-3 The method of asking service providers what their costs will be is a non-
standard method of predicting fiscal impact and is not adequate to a project of this
scale. A cost analysis based on per capita multiplier and proportional valuation or
other standard method should be provided. Costs foreseen by service providers need
to be added to average costs to the extent that they are not already reflected in the
existing departmental budgets (eg. capital improvements and specialized equipment).
Additionally, this information should be presented in an easy to read fashion and not
require cross-referencing with the costs described in two other chapters.

Section 3.10 — All calculations should be provided in the text or in an appendix.

p.3.10-1 We suggest that the Town Tax Assessor and any other appropriate Town
Officials review this section.

p.3.10-6 The statement that school district expansion capital costs are “inherent to the
budget’ cannot be assumed, as often with existing facility expansions for very old
facilities in low-income districts are funded at 90%+ by the State. Please provide the
capital cost share of the existing budget and determine whether the proposed
development would affect this share given added operational and capital costs, versus
new tax revenue. '

CONSTRUCTION RELATED IMPACTS (NOISE AND AIR)

Table 3.11-4 — Please provide information for rock crushing. Also verify that A-
weighting is appropriate for measurement of blasting. Also, some 50-foot
measurements are somewhat lower than indicated by the DEC in their document
Mitigating Noise Impacts.

p.3.11-5 — It is not clear how the short-term impacts were dismissed. Grading
activities and truck deliveries can occur at levels much higher than ambient levels for
surrounding residences.

p.3.11-5 76 to 108 dBA is not consistent with listing in Table 3-11-4 (Blasting)..

p.3.11.1 — Please verify proximity to any religious land uses that may be sensitive on
Fridays and Saturdays.

p. 4 -1 Be more specific as to the impacts to surrounding roads and why these cannot
be mitigated.

p.4 -1 ltemize impacts to community services including traffic and fiscal impacts.
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ALTERNATIVES

The various alternatives except the proposed plan assume that existing water and
sewer facilities would be used, although the narrative indicates that these facilities are
inadequate. What is the basis for not including new facilities, as is the case for the
proposed plan?

Section 5.2 — The as-of-right development needs to be explored further and should

include calculations of residential and nonresidential development based on site
constraints.

GROWTH INDUCING ASPECTS

p.7-1 Calculations of Jobs and Expenditures should be provided.

p.7-2 This conclusion does not follow from a described demand deficit for the
proposed nonresidential uses.
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Robert Geneslaw Co.

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS 368 New Hempstead Rd. #320

New City, NY 10956

Robert Geneslaw, AICP OFFICE (845) 368-1785

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

C:

FAX (845)368-1787

MEMORANDUM

FILE
COPY

THOMPSON PLANNING BOARD
ROBERT GENESLAW, AICP

COMPLETENESS REVIEW OF ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER DEIS/DGEIS
DATED SEPTEMBER 10, 2008

SEPTEMBER 22, 2008 AEN ED

BECEIVE

HONORABLE ANTHONY CELLINI, SUPERVISOR

THOMPSON TOWN BOARD sep 9 2 7008
RICHARD D. MCGOEY, PE, TOWN ENGINEER o THOMPSON
MICHAEL MEDNICK, ESQ., TOWN ATTORNEY T AING G BOPRD__

PAULA KAY, ESQ., DEPUTY TOWN ATTORNEY
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We have reviewed the revised draft based on our comment memo of June 5, 2008, and find
that the issues raised have responses sufficient to bring the document to a stage acceptable
for public review, public hearing, and substantive review. We have three comments at this

time.

1. The Executive Summary indicates that the Planning Board was designated lead agency
(p.1-2), and that a draft DEIS was presented to the Town Board in early 2007 (p.1-3).
This seems inconsistent. If it is not, a brief explanation would be helpful. See also p.2-1.

2. The Response to Comments document dated September 10, 2008, on p.1-4, item 3 at
the top of the page, indicates that “Once the substantive comments are resolved and all
edits in the document are accepted, the document will be organized from general to
specific as suggested by the Town’ consultant (TMA)”. Is the intent that there will be one
more round of revisions? If so, is it intended that these revisions be reviewed by the
Towns’ consultants before the DEIS/DGEIS is released for public review?

3. Figure 3.4-A1 Land Use Survey Map in September DEIS is really a site location map;
and does not indicate land use.
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS
PROJECT NAME: ROCKHILL TOWN CENTER (VISTA)
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25
TAX LOT:
PREPARATION DATE: 31 AUGUST 2006
MEETING DATE: 13 SEPTEMBER 2006
REPRESENTATIVE: GLEN SMITH. TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES

‘ 845 567 3232 P.81-02

_ MAIN UFHICE

33 Airport Center Drive
Suite 202
New Windsor, New York 12553

(845) 567-3100
fax: (845) 567-3232
e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com

1. The applicant will be seeking approval of the Planning Board to accept the Lead Agency role. We
would take no exception to acceptance of Lead Agency if in fact the Planning Board Secretary has
not received any notifications from other agencies seeking to be Lead Agency.

2. The applicant would like to review the scope of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement with
the Planning Board for acceptance. In addition to the Draft Scoping Document which has been
submitted for review by the Planning Board we would request that the following be added.

a. Alternatives available for the water and sewer infrastructure should be studied including
the use of the existing Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Sewage Treatment Plant.

b. Under the Traffic Impacts we should discuss the build year to be utilized in the traffic
study. In addition, the document should indicate that back ground growth will be added to

the traffic counts.

Casinos will have an impact on traffic throughout the area including Route 17. The
impacts that casinos will have should be discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement, particularly, with respect to traffic.

C. The capacity of Route 17 should be discussed and how this project may impact that

capacity.

d) Under Physical Impacts we should discuss the need to evaluate the impacts that the new
retail center will have on the existing retail community in the Rock Hill Business District
as well as the Town of Thompson, Route 42 corridor and the village of Monticello.

REGIONAL OFFICES
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Town of Thompson
ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER

Actions Required by the Planning Board

1. Motion to accept Lead Agency.

2. Motion to adopt scoping as revised.

Respectfully submitted,
McGoey, Hauser & Edyall,
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

ichard D. McGoey, PE
Principal

845 567 3232

31 August 2006

P.g2-p2
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MAIN OFFICE
33 Airport Center Drive

a8 : Suite 202
New Windsor, New York 12553

pe
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL (845) 567-3100
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C, fax; (845) 567-3232

e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com
RICHARD D, MCGOEY, P.E. v & es)
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
DIES COMPLETENESS REVIEW

PROJECT NAME: ROCKHILL TOWN CENTER (VISTA DEVELOPMENT)
PROJECT NUMBER: .
TAX LOT:
PREPARATION DATE: 21 MAY 2007
MEETING DATE: |
REPRESENTATIVE: GLENN SMITH

1. The DIES identifies many moderate to highly erodible soils on site, but does not discuss additional
measures in the Erosion and Sediment Control plan to prevent erosion of these soils. The treatnient of
- possible colloidal soils should also be addressed.

2. The proposed grading for the project discusses an excess cut of 607,500 cubic yards that will need to be
removed from the site by approximately 31,590 loads using 25-ton tri-axle trucks. The traffic study
fails to discuss the impact of the trucks to the area during construction. The impact of the heavy
construction vehicles on the existing road pavement was not addressed.  The applicant’s engineer
should reconsider the proposed grades with the intent on balancing the site to reduce the amount of
excess cut.

3. The grading for the site appears incomplete. Generally only the roads ‘appear to be graded. The
applicant should clarify whether the cut/fill calculation take the entire site into account or only the

roads.
4. Confirmation that road design complies with AASHTO standards should be included the DEIS.

5. The Monticello School Superintendent in a letter date November 26, 2006, stated that the potential
mpact on the school system would be a tremendous drain on district resources. The letter states that
the student population could potentially by 68%. Although the DEIS discusses a seasonal population
and “empty pesters” there are no guarantees that the 1,489 dwelling units will in fact be seasonal and
“empty nesters.” If this will be controlled by deed restrictions and covenants or some other form of
controls they should be clearly discussed n the DEIS. Additional substantial developments are
proposed in the Monticello School District. Cumulative impacts to the school district should be
discussed.

REGIQNAI QFFICES
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6. The location of the proposed sewage treatment plant (STP) is mentioned in the DELS as not mccting the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Design Standards for Wastewater
Treatment Works (1988) minimum separation distances to avoid odorous nuisance. The mitigation of

the separation distance is not discussed.

7. All the alternatives for the STP must be evaluated including the treatment alternatives for the proposed
STP.

8. The DEIS stated that the anticipated watcr demand for the project will be 500,000 gallons per day or
350 gallons per minute (gpm). For a public water system supplied by wells, the system must be able
supply 100% of the average daily demand with the highest producing well out of service. Currently,
two wells have been developed that can supply 170 gpm; one at 140 gpm, the second at 30 gpm. Six
additional wells are proposed with an anticipated yield SO gpm each. Should the 140 gpm well be out
of service, the system would not meet daily demands with the remaining wells.

9. The water sample analyzed and included in the appendices for the DEIS exceeds the maximum
contaminant level for arsenic, iron and turbidity. Applicant must include proposed treatment methods

for water to meet water quality standards.

10. The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is incomplete. Appendices including permit
information, soils, hydrologic and hydraulic calculations, water quality, channel protection, and site
inspection logbook where not included. Applicant should refer to New York State Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
Permit No. GP-02-01for minimum requirements of a SWPPP.

11. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan provided with the DEIS is not sufficient.

12. Neither water nor sanitary sewer lines appear to be shown on the plans.

13. The project description includes the buildings at the commercial center being close to the road and the
use of parallel parking to provide a traditional streetscape, however this does not appear to be included

in the plans for the commercial center.

14. The DEIS proposes filling 1.1 acres of non-regulated wetlands. Applicant to include a discussion of the
Jurisdictional Determination from the Amy Corp of Engineers in the DEIS and include all

correspondence in the appendices.
The DEIS as submitted appears too general for the specific project proposed.
Respectfully submitted,

MCGOEY, HAUSER & EDSALL

John Szarowski, P.E.
Senior Engineer
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS
OF DEIS

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER DEVELOPMENT

FOR COMPLETENESS

PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25
PREPARATION DATE: 14 JUNE 2007
MEETING DATE: 3 JUNE 2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1)

3)

4)

5)

Page 1-1—the next to the last Paragraph on this page represents that playing fields will be
offered to the Town of Thompson for dedication, however, the last paragraph reads that all
common areas as well as recreational complexes will be owned and maintained by the
homeowners association. This should be clarified.

Section 1.2 Page 1-4—indicates that there will be approximately 31, 590 trucks moving off-
site however, we were unable to find a discussion of the potential impacts and mitigation of
these trucks. In addition, it should be determined whether the traffic study included
consideration of the movement of these trucks.

Under 1.2.2 Geology Soils and Topography—there is no discussion of the treatment of
colloidal solids which are common to Sullivan County and may create impacts to the local
wetland areas, tributary streams, and Neversink River.

Under Section 1.2.3 Ecology and Wetland Resources, Page 1-8—represents that the State has
identified the presence of the Bald Eagle and the Brook Floater in the vicinity of the project.
Although the existence of the Bald Eagle was discussed in the DEIS, there was no mention of
the Brook Floater, or impacts of mitigation that may result.

On Page 1-10 under Wetland Mitigation Measure—the DEIS offers mitigation in the way of
replanting of trees, shrubs, etc., in light of the encroachment on the 100 foot buffer area of
wetland D. It should be determined whether the site plans submitted as part of the DEIS
will show where this mitigation will occur. It is recommended that this mitigation occur

on-site vs. off-site.
REGIONAL OFFICES
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Town of Thompson
Rock Hill Town Center 3 June 2007

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

Section 1.2.4 Land Zoning on Page 1-11—indicates that there will be 1, 479 housing units.
This is contrary to 1, 489 shown on Page 1-1.

Under the Section entitled Transportation on Page 1-13 of the Executive Summary—the DEIS
offers to undertake a monitoring program to identify the mitigation measures that will be
needed to implement each subsequent Phase of the project. In our opinion this approach is
unacceptable. Obviously, after review of the transportation section of the DEIS there are
major improvements that are required in the Rock Hill Business District and elsewhere.
Guarantees should therefore, be provided that improvements will be constructed based on a
Phased development plan as part of the DEIS, and guarantees offered in the form of
bonding that these improvements will be completed by the project sponsor, such that the
Town does not find itself in a position of having to negotiate with some other developer of a
subsequent phase or project to complete these improvements.

Under Section 1.2.5 Transportation on Page 1-14—it appears that a major reconstruction of
the intersection of Katrina Falls Road, Rock Hill Drive, and Glen Wild Road will be
required which involves alignment. However, it is not discussed in the DEIS whether this
realignment will require takings of private property. If takings are necessary this should be
discussed in the DEIS as well as the impacts and the ability of the project sponsored to

accomplish these takings.

A resolution to the problem that results from the left turn movement from Lake Louise
Marie Drive onto Katrina Falls Road South should be more clearly defined.

We have a concern that level of service “D” will persist at the many of the intersections even
after mitigation particularly the main commercial driveway at Glen Wild Road with a level
of service “D” prevailing on all movements as represented on pages 1-16 and 1-17.

We would recommend that sight distance evaluations be performed on the basis of
prevailing speed rather than posted speed as represented on Page 1-17.

Under the section entitled Historic Resources, on Pages 1-18 and 1-19—the DEIS indicates
that a Phase I-B investigation will be conducted and included in the FEIS, it should be
determined whether it would be more appropriate to complete the Phase I-B study as part
of the DEIS, and include in the DEIS the mitigation proposed.

Section 1.2.8 under Community Facilities and Services—discusses the use of the Urban Land
Institute Development Impact Assessment Handbook of 1994. We would like to request that
a copy of this be made available for review.

Section 1.2.8 under Community Facilities and Services—represents that there may be a
significant difference between the opinions of the Monticello School District and the author
of the DEIS with respect to the number of school aged children. This must be resolved.

There appears to be a difference of opinion with respect to the number of additional fire
personnel required to support this project under the Fire Protection Section and as

discussed on Page 1-21. In addition, it should be determined whether the numbers provided

2
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16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

include consideration of only the residential section of the project, or whether the demands
include consideration of the 480,00 square foot of retail space.

Section 1.2.9 Utilities Under Water Supply Page 1-25—represents the results of exploratory
test wells. This section should also indicate that the Health Department requirements
stipulate that a standby well must be available to supply the needs of the development in the
event that the largest well is out of service.

Section 1.2.10 Under Fiscal Analysis Page 1-26—represents that all housing units will be
condominium ownership. We questioned the need for condominium ownership for single

family detached dwelling units.

The author of the DEIS should check with the Town Comptroller in regard to the sewer
service charges represented on Page 1-27 as being based on the number of employees on the
commercial development. The sewer service charges for this project will be on the basis of
whatever the private operator or transportation corporation assesses as provided for by the
Public Service Commission or some other regulatory agency.

Section 1.3 Summary of Project Alternatives—in our opinion should include other
alternatives other than the proposed project and the no-build alternative.

Under Section 1.3 Page 1-30 Sewage Treatment Alternatives—represents that the STP at
Emerald Green is at 100% of its permitted hydraulic capacity. This is not true and should
be confirmed and revised in the DEIS.

Section 2.4 Approvals Reviewed and Permits—note that a storm water discharge point permit
will be required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. We understand that this permit
must be obtained from NYSDEC and not the Army Corp.

Appendix C should be reviewed to determine if this appendix in fact proposes a project
specific storm water management plan as represented on Page 3.2-2 Surface Water
Resources.

Under The Surface Water Resources Section of the Deis, Page 3.2-4—a discussion should be
included in regard to the potential need for treatment of colloidal solids. This discussion
should also take place under Section 3.2.3 Under Proposed Mitigation Measures Page 3.2-5
and elsewhere in the document as required.

Under Section 3.3.3 Mitigation Measures Ecology on Page 3.3-17—we would request that
under the methods of tree removal that the limits of disturbance be shown on the approved
site plans and not just be established in the field as represented under this paragraph.

Section 3.4.1.2 Under Zoning—does not represent the uses which are considered site plan
special uses. The tables only refer to permitted uses.

Table 3.5-3 does not include the second Phase Expansion of the Crystal Run Health Care
facility within the corporate park in Rock Hill. These numbers should therefore, be
incorporated in all sections of the DEIS including traffic counts.

2
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27)  The need for taking of private property should be discussed under the transportation
section. Section 3.5.

28)  As discussed previously Section 3.5.16 Sight Distance—should consider sight distance using
prevailing speed not posted speed. Prevailing speed should also be considered for the sight
distance of the access drive to the 60 unit Town House project on Glen Wild Road which
requires structural improvements to obtain acceptable sight distance.

29)  The sketch plans including Figure 3.5-22 under the Transportation Section should represent
how the realignment at Katrina Falls Road and Rock Hill Drive with Glen Wild Road will

be accomplished.

30)  Under The Community Services Section on Page 3.8-5—Chief Reiber represented that
additional apparatus and command vehicles will be required. The DEIS should represent
whether the $257, 391 to be raised annually by the Rock Hill Fire District will be sufficient
to pay for this additional equipment as well as the other needs of the Fire District and

Emergency Services response team.

31) Under section 3.8.5 under schools on Page 3.8-9—the author under Mitigation Measures
represents that the school district must further examine it’s operations in an effort to resolve
the fiscal deficit that will result from this project. We would recommend that a better
explanation and a more in depth mitigation measures be identified to resolve this deficit.
This may require the identification of the need to expand the school district’s facilities to
accommodate the project.

32)  Under Section 3.9 Utilities on Page 3.9-1 Potential Impacts—the “50,000 square feet” should
no doubt read gallons per day rather than square feet.

33)  Under Section 3.9.2 Water Supply—we would recommend that a Phasing Plan including
guarantees in the form of bonding be discussed. This is of particular concern in light of
potential that the phasing of this project may result in different owners and different phases
relying on infrastructure improvements to be constructed as part of the early phases which
must be sized to support future phases, etc. A similar approach must be established for the
sewage needs and transportation services.

34)  Under Section 5.0 Alternatives Page 5-1—as discussed previously additional alternatives
should be investigated in our opinion.

35)  In the opinion of our office the sewage treatment alternatives including consideration of the
expansion of the Town’s Emerald Green/Lake Louise Marie sewage treatment plant have
not been investigated sufficiently including a comparison of the costs.
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36)  Under the alternative section Page 5-6—again represents that the Emerald Green STP is at
100% of its permitted hydraulic capacity which in our opinion is not correct.

Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

g Uchad D M~
Richard D. McGoey, P.E
Town Engineer
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Town Board Members
Town of Thompson

4052 Route 42

Monticello, New York 12701

MAIN OFFICE

33 Airport Center Drive

Suite 202

New Windsor, New York 12553

(845) 567-3100
fax: (845) 567-3232
e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com

Re: Rock Hill Town Center Draft Environmental iImpact Statement dated 13 April 2007

Attention: Jim Lyttle, Chairman

Dear Chairman Lyttle and Members of Town Board,

In line with your request, please find our enclosed comments in regard to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement 13 April 2007. We would request these comments be

addressed prior to a determination of completeness.

in addition, to the above, we are requesting that Clough Harbor Associates and Geneslaw
Associates submit comments in regard to the completeness after which, the document should
be reviewed for further consideration by the Planning Board acting as lead agency.

If you should have any questions in the interim please contact our office.

Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

Qichud > Wi Hoeu,
ichard D. McGoey, P.E0
Principal

Enclosure
Cc: s Tim Miller Associates
RH Land Development LLC.

iz\thompson planning board\2007 correspondence\6-14-07-rock hill deis.doc
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD

RECORD O PEARANCE

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25

DATE:

28 JANUARY 2008

REPRESENTATIVE: STEVE PROYECT-VISTA -Fax a4s 794 5333, MARK WEINBERGER,

TIM MILLER ASSOCIATES-265-4418, GLENN SMITH, MAX & BOB-
GENISLAW OFFICE

TOWN ENGINEER: RICHARD D. McGOEY, PAULA KAY, BILL RIEBER, TONY CELLINI

1.

The applicant is in the process of finalizing their DEIS and will be submitting same near‘r
the end of March.

Tony Cellini indicated that the Town Board had requested a reduction in scope. The
applicant indicated that they have reduced the number of dwelling units from 1790
down to 1340 and reduced the commercial area from 1.6 million square foot to 480,000
square foot.

The applicant indicated that they would be building the project out over 15 years with
approximately 100 dwelling units per year. The dwelling units will predominantly be
for workforce housing.

Phase | will include a small commercial development fronting on Glen Wild Road, Glen
Wild Housing, sewage treatment plant, wells, and will also be providing some multi
family, single family, and condo townhouse units.

Bill Rieber indicated that the sewage treatment plant is too close to the road and
requested that it be relocated so it will not be visible from the road.

Bill Rieber requested that an alternative the use of the Emerald Green Sewage
Treatment Plant be considered, and possibly consider some interim capacity by making
modifications to the sewage treatment plant for the first 3-5 years.

All housing will be either fee simple for single family or condo ownership for the
Townhouse and flat on flat units.

REGIONAL OFFICFS
» 111 Wheatfield Drive « Suite 1 « Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 ¢ 570-296-2765

» 540 Broadway « Monticello, New York 12701 e 845-794-3399 «
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Town of Thompson
Rock Hill Town Center

8. The rezoning has not been accomplished yet and the applicant is }equesting some
revisions to the original proposal.

9. All agreed that a new Public Hearing will have to be held.

10. It was indicated that the Rock Hill concerns include workforce housing and small
footprints.

11. We discussed the potential for separate owners of the various development parcels.
The applicant indicated that this is possible, however a master development agreement
would be entered into, similar to the Concord.

12. It was suggested that a meeting be set up between NYSDEC, Mr, S8ansalone, the
Town and developers.

13.  The developer will establish a budget for recreation and discuss with the Town the
types of recreation for build-out.

14. Alternative uses will be considered including the previous layouts, and alternatives for
sewage treatment alternatives.

15.  Bill Rieber indicated that there needs to be an audit on the escrow fees and fees for
Genislaw, McGoey, and Clough Harbour should be made available.
Respectfully submitted,
McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,

Consulting Engineers, P.C. )
%M (ol © W\J&h{

Richard D. McGoey, P.E.

Principal
CC: A. Cellini
Planning Board
Barbara Garigliano
Steve Priak

TOTAL P.B3
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS
DEIS

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25

MEETING DATE: 15 APRIL 2008

ENGINEER: GLENN SMITH

MAIN OFEICE
33 Airport Center Drive
Suite 202

New Windsor, New York 12553

(845) 567-3100
fax: (845) 867-3232
e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com

The Planning Board should determine the status of the zone change for the commercial
center from RR1\fo HC2 and determine whether this will be accomplished prior to the

adoption of a negative deciaration or staterment of findings for the environmental impact
statement.

Page 1-2 cf the executive summary represents that the developer will be constructing a
wasle water treatment facility with a capacity of 500,000 gailons per day. Further, that
the applicant is studying the feasibility to the town’s sewerage facilities however, we
understand in conversations with the applicant that a smaller sewage treatment facility
was proposed with alternate connection to the town's Emeraid Green waste water
treatment facility.  If this is coirect modifications should be made to the executive
summary.

Page 1-8 of the executive summary notes that “most lengths of any stone walls within the
individual building envelopes are iikely to be removed”. We would request that stone
walls be preserved to the maximum extent practicable within the individual building sites
as weli as elsewhers throughout the 527 acre development site

REGIONAL QFFICES
* 11) Wheatfield Driva » Miiford, Pennsyivenia 18337 « 570-296-2765 »
+ 540 Broadway » Monticello, New York 12701 o 845-794-3391 «
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4,

~J

10.

11.

Page 1-11 of the executive sumimary discusses the need to disturb 1.1 acres of “isolated"
Army Corps wetiands. We should determine whether the Army Corps must be involved
in a determination as to whether these wetlards are isolated or not.

Fage 1-12, Paragraph 6-represents that lands presently zoned HC2 wiil be rezoned SR
to allow for higher residential density. We should discuss with the applicant, the status of
the rezoning with the Town Board.

Pages 1-14 and 1-15 in the executive summary discuss the roadway improvements
required. The roadway construction is tied to Phases of commercial development
referred to as first Phase, second Phase, and final Phase. First of all, there is no
discussion of the requirement for roadway improvements based cn residential
development. In addition, the Phases discussed in the executive summary, and in
Section 2 of the report as shown in Table 2-1B on Page 2-5, represent Phases 1A and
Phase 1 which are not consistent with the first ,second, and final Phases discussed in the
executive summary. The Phases should be clarified as tied to the roadway
improvements. Further it may be necessary 1o tie the improvements to the number of
traffic movements in light of the fact that the Phase development could change with more
residential being developed early on than commercial or vice versa.

We would recommend that a table be established summarizing the roadway
improvemsants required as related to traffic movements and Phases of development.

Page 1-17 under the Paragraph entitled “Sight Distance” notes that sight distance has
been evaluated on the bhasis of posted speed. We would recommend that the sight
distance be established on the basis of prevailing speed for safety purposes.

Under Histeric and Archaeological Services on Page 1-20, the report notes that a Phase
18 study is recommended. The document also notes that the Phase 18 study may not
be completed prior to the completicn of the FEIS. We should discuss the need to
complete the Phase 1B study and include same in the FEIS as a commitment.

We would recommend that the executive summary under schools on Page 1-24, discuss
the fact that many of the roads within the development will be private and that schoo!
district buses will not travel on private roads. The document notes that the proposed
internal roads have been developed for sasy maneuvering of buses. However, does not
mention the fact that buses wili not travel onto private roads. This section should clarify
how far children will have to walk to be picked up by a school bus.

Thie Board should be aware that this project will increase the population of the Town of
Thompson by 22 percent as noted on page 1-21 of the executive summary. This
includes the addition of 3,260 persons ta the Town of Thompsons popuilation with an
estimated 2006 ?7? popuiation of the Town of 14,784 people.

Comments should be received from the schoo! district in regard to the impacts. The
document indicates that positive financial impacts will result. It has been our experience
ihat residential population creates a drain on schoos! district budgets rather than being
financialiy beneficial.

[38]
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13.

14.

15.

17,

18.

18.

N>
amd

23.

24.

Comments from the Fire District and sheriffs department should be received in regard to
the services,

Page 1-26 under Waste Water Treatment, does not discuss the use of the Emerald
Green Lake Louise Maris sewage treatment facility as discussed previously.

Page 1-26, the DEIS represents that Fowl?7Brook will be used as the receiving water
body for the sewage treatment plant discharge. We uncerstand that comespondence has
been received from NYSDEC which indicates that __??__Brook may not be acceptable
receiving water body in light of the amount of flow in the stream vs. the amount of flow
proposed from the waste water treatment facility.

We are recommending on Page 1-32 of the executive summary under Water/waste
Water Treatment Plant Aiternatives that serious consideration be given to expanding the
tmeraid Green Lake Louise Marie sewage treatment plant and adding pumping capacity
in the Rock Hili pump station.

The DEIS on Page 2-8 under "Zoning Compliance” proposes a revision to the zoning
code or variance for parking. The document however, does not verify or demonstrate
that a reduction in parking is warranted. We would recommend that the applicant
compare the commercial development at this facility to other like commercial
developments with respact to their narking needs.

Under Approvals on Page 2-11, a permit will also be required from NYSDEC for the
sewage collection and pumping system.

We should discuss the need to get confirmation in writing from NYSDEC that there is no
nesting or other impacted bald eagle habitat located within the project site. Page 3.3-13
represent that only a telephone call has been utilized for documentation.

The applicant should confirm that Professional Wetlands Scientists are in fact, a qualified
firm for delineating Army Corps and NYSDEC wetlands.

Section 3.5-2-Transportation should be reviewed by the Town's consultant and
comments should be received for completeness of the document prior to acceptance.

With respect to table 3.5-3, the Treasure Lake Project has been reduced from 150 Town
Houses to 22 single family hcmes.

We should discuss whether the Stockbridge Monsey Casino?? shouid continue (o be
included in the traffic evaluation.

It shgu%d be noted that major land takings will be required to construct the improvements
required to sclve the traffic related ssues of the intersection of Katrina Falls Road, Rock
Hili Drive and Glen Wild Road.  Takings will aiso be required at the westbound off ramp



Town of Thompson
Rock Hill Town Center 1S April 2008

and Rock Hill Drive. We should discuss how this project can proceed through the
environmental review process knowing that land takings will be involved and can not be
guaranteed (See Figure 3.5-22).

25.  Land takings will also be required as shown on Figure 3.5-23 at Katrina Falls Road and
the Route 17 eastbound ramps and Katrina Falls Road and Lake Louise Marie Road.

26.  The DEIS does not discuss the impacts of fand takings for roadway improvements.

ACTIONS REQUIRED BY THE PLANNING BOARD

1.
Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

Richard D. McGosy, P.E.
Town Engineer

r\thampson planning board\2¢08 pb cominants\4-15-08 rocknill town center.doc
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TECHNICAL SWPPP REVIEW COMMENTS

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25
PREPARATION DATE: 14 JULY 2008

MEETING DATE:
ENGINEER: GLENN SMITH, KEYSTONE

Our office has reviewed the Draft Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), dated April 2007,
with regard to the subject project. Upon our review of the aforementioned revised SWPPP, we offer the

following comments:

1.

SWPPP should be updated to reflect New York State Department of Envirommental Conservation
for New York State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities Permit No. GP-0-08-001.

Highly erodible soils with an erodibility factor (K) greater than 0.35 are present on site. The
SWPPP must address this soil condition in the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan including mote
a more aggressive approach to ensure the site does not impact the receiving waters.

Applicant proposes using a P-S Pocket Pond as specified from the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation. A Pocket Pond relies on groundwater to maintain the permanent
pool in the pond. Applicant should submit documentation to the depth of groundwater in the
vicinity of the pond.

The 10-year storm year storm for Sullivan County is 5-inches. The number appears to be correct
in the hydrologic model, but incorrectly stated in the text.

A phasing plan, demonstrating the S-acre maximum is not exceeded, Wwill be required. If the
Applicant is seeking a 5-acrc waiver from the NYSDEC, then the waiver request and supporting
documentation must be included in the report.

The grading presented in the drawings does not take building sites and driveways into account.
An accurate presentation of the grading will be required.

The Time of Concentration for many of the Post-developed areas is set to 15-minutes without

REGIONAL OFFICES
« 111 Wheatfield Drive « Miiford, Pennsylvania 18337 ¢ 570-296-2765 «
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justification for the time. Many of the areas include stormwater conveyance that may actually
qualify for the minimum 6-minute (0.1-hour) time of concentration. A more comprehensive
evaluation of the flow paths must be provided by the Applicant.

8. The 2-year storm event, P, in the hydraulic mode] calculation for the Time of Concentration
appears to be 2.7-inches and not the actual 3.5-iuches for Sullivan County.

9. Post-develaped sheet flow in the Time of Concentration is limited to 100-feet.
10.  Stormwater management basins must include the following features:
o Emergency overflow muat be provided for all basins and be shown to be safely conveyed
through the site away from structures and under roads. The emergency overflow should not be

located in a fill embankment.

» Outlets from ponds must be directed ta clearly defined swales. If a swale does not exist at the
outlet, then a level spreader must be provided to disperse the flow.

e Details of all the outlet structures will be required.
o A planting plan for ali the basins will be required.

¢ A minimum freeboard of 1-foot is required for all stormwater management basins. A Yz-foot
freeboard is required for dry swales. _

11.  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan included in the plan set does not adequately address the
site specific concerns. A more comprehensive plan will be required.

When the above comments are addressed, a more complete review of the SWPPP will be completed.
Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,

zarowski, P.E.
Senior Engineer

\nheny 1\documents\thompson planning boardi2008 pb comments\7-14-08 roekhill town center swppp.doc
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD
GCOMMENTS
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
LAST REVISED 22 AUGUST 2008

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25
PREPARATION DATE: 10 SEPTEMBER 2008

MEETING DATE: 10 SEPTEMBER 2008
ENGINEER: GLENN SMITH
1. The executive summary has not been revised to accurately discuss the present proposal-

to handle sewage treatment at the Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater
Treatment Plant as discussed in our comments of 15 April 2008.

Page 1-27 of the Executive Summary under Wastewater Treatment has not been revised
in accordance with our recent discussions. We were to understand that this section
wouid represent that the primary alternative plan would be the utilization of the Emerald
Green Lake Louise Marie Wasiewater Treatment Plant. The aliernative plan would be
the construction of a wastewater treatment plant discharging to Fowl Wood Brook.

2. Page 1-4 of the Executive Summary in regard to balancing the cuts and fills, appears to
be incomplete. Biank spaces representing a number of cubic yards of material to be
balanced has not been presented.

3. In ltem No. 4 of our comments of 15 April we questioned the need for an Army Corps
determination of the wetlands. The expanse and location of the wetlands should be
reviewed more closely to determine if an Army Corp delineation will be required. This
¢an be performed prior to preliminary approval.

4, The applicant has not respondsd to date to our Commerit No. 6 in regard to the phasing
of roadway improvements as discussed on Pages 1-14 and 1-15 of the Executive
Summary under Transporiaticn 1.2.5.

5. Item No. 7 of our 18 April 2008 comments have rot been added fo the DEIS as
requested. We requested that a table showing or summarizing the roadway
REGIONAL OFFICES
¢ 111 Wheatfield Drive « Milford, Pennsvivania 18337 » S70-296-2765 »
o 540 Broadway » Monticelio, New York 12701 » 845-704-3391
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improvements be required as related to traffic movements and phases of deveiopment.

6. ltem Nao. 8 of our 15 April 2008 commenis have not been addressad as same relates ‘o
sight cistance at prevailing speed in lieu of posted speed.

7. in regard to our Comment No. 12 of the 15 April 2008 technica! review, it should be
determined whether commerits nave been received from the school district.

8. Any comments received from the Fire District and Sheriffs Department should be
included in the Final Environmental impact Statement (FEIS).

©

Responses have not yel been submitled to our technica! review issues No. 14, 15, 186,
17, and 18.

10, item No. 14 of the response represents that no permits are required for the sanitary
sewage collection system and pumping station. it is unclear as to why no NYSDEC
permits will be required for these facilities  This should be explained.

11. inregard to Htern No. 21, referencing review by the Town’s traffic consultant Clough
Harbor, we should receive confirmation from Clough Harbor that the traffic sections are in
complete form for Public Comment.

12, We should confirm that inadequate response ras been presented to the Town's traffic
consultant in regard to Comments 22 through 26 of our 15 April 2008 comments and in
addition, that the appropriate responses have been incorporated into the DE!S for
completeness.

Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

Richard D. McGoey, P.E.
Town Engineer

ithompson planning board\2008 pb comments\e-10-08 rockhill town center-1.doc



PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-28

PREPARATION DATE: 22 SEPTEMBER 2008
MEETING DATE:

ENGINEER: GLENN SMITH, KEYSTONE

Our office has reviewed the Draft Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
with regard to the subject project. Upon our review of the aforemention,
following comments:

1.

' BC
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TS

(SWPPP), revised August 2008,
=d revised SWPPP, we offer the

Pre-developed and Post-developed figures depicting the existing and proposed features, drainage

areas and time of concentration flow paths at a sufficient scal
should be included in the report.

Post-developed sheet flow in the Time of Concentration is limite

The storm water model submitted by the applicant uses the b

lowest orifice. As modeled the stormwater management basins
from the bottom of the pond to the first orifice, therefore the model as submitted does not reflect

the correctly reflect the peak flow that will be expected from the development.
Applicant proposes using a P-5 Pocket Pond as specified from

pool in the pond. Applicant should submit documentation to
vicinity of the pond.

Stormwater management basins must include the following featy

d to 100-feet.

e to clearly depict these features

ttom of the pond as the starting
clevation of the pond storage and not the proposed surface of the permanent pool as set by the

incorrectly storing stormwater

¢ New York State Department of

Environmental Conservation. A Pocket Pond relies on groundwater to maintain the permanent
the depth of groundwater in the

Ies:

Outlets from ponds must be directed to clearly defined swalers. If a swale does not exist at the

outlet, then a level spreader must be provided to disperse the flow.

A planting plan for all the basins will be required.

REGI
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* A minimum freeboard of 1-foot is required for all stormwater management basins. A %-foot

freeboard is required for dry swales.

6. Details for the erosion control practices and stormwater management system will be required.

When the above comments are addressed, a more complete review of the SWPPP will be completed.

Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,
Consklting Engineers, P.C.

\\mheny1\documents\thompeon planning board\2008 pd commants\9-22-08 rockhill town center swppp.doc
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TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILLTOWN CENTER
PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25

PREPARATION DATE: 2 OCTOBER 2008
MEETING DATE: 8 OCTOBER 2008
ENGINEER: GLENN SMITH

1. In response to Comment No. 5 of 10 September 2008, although a Table 8 has been
added to the appendix of Volume 2 of the Traffic Study, we would recommend that Table
8 also appear in the Executive Summary.

2. With respect to our Comment No. 6 of 10 September 2008, we were unable to find
reference to the use of prevailing speed in the sight distance evaluation.

3. Completeness review from both Bob Genislaw and Clough Harbor should be received in
acceptable form.

ACTIONS REQUIRED BY THE PLANNING BOARD

1. Motion to accept DEIS as complete for public distribution.

Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall,
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

Richard D. McGoey, P.E.
Town Engineer

i:thompson planning board\2008 pb comments\9-24-08 rockhill town center.doc
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31 March 2009

New York State Department

Of Environmental Conservation
21 South Putts Corners Road
New Paltz, New York 12561

ATTENTION: JOHN SANSALONE

SUBJECT: ROCKHILL TOWN CENTER PROJECT

Dear John,

The developer of subject project has requested that we address several concerns they
have raised with your office in regard to the use of an expanded Emerald Green Lake Louise
Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility for treating wastewater from the proposed Rockhill Town
Center Project. We therefore, offer the following:

As you are aware the Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility
is slowly reaching its design capacity and in line with a commitment on the part of the Town to
prepare a Facility Plan for your office to discuss a future expansion to the Emerald Green Lake
Louise Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility, our office has been authorized by the Town
Board to proceed with this Facility Plan.

The Facility Plan being undertaken considers the planned development of the Rockhill _ .

Town Center as well as the undeveloped lots in Emerald Green, the Parkwood project, Vedat
Rex Hepi condominium project, development at the Holiday Mountain Ski and Fun Park as well
as other development within the vicinity of the Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater
Treatment Facility. In light of the uncertainty of the pace of development and, in the interest of
being able to guarantee financing for an expanded facility, our recommendations in the facility
plan, when issued, will consider a Phased expansion with the first Phase possibly including an
additional 200,000 gallons per day capacity. This will bring the Emerald Green Lake Louise
Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility design flow from 410,000 gallons per day at present, to
610,000 gallons per day.

REGIONAL QFFICES
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Obviously, a Phased expansion of the Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater
Treatment Facility providing for only 200,000 gallons per day capacity would not be satisfactory
to serve the full build-out of the Rockhill Town Center. '

Other uncertainties and problems that could be encountered in the development of an
expanded Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility could include the
inability of the project schedule for expansion to meet the timeframes for the Phase | Rockhill
Town Center project build-out or for that matter, the full build-out of the Rockhill Town Center.
There are presently no guarantees of financing for the Phase | or Phase Il expansion of the
Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility.

For the above reasons, the Town as Lead Agency, has allowed the developer to include
the alternative of building a privately owned wastewater treatment facility, in the DEIS to
support the wastewater treatment needs of the Rockhill Town Center project. The Planning
Board has requested that the expansion potential of the Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie’
Wastewater Treatment Facility also be included as an alternative.

We are hopeful that the above satisfactorily addresses the issues confronting your office
and the Rockhill Town Center project applicants. If you should have any additional questions
please contact our office.

McGoey, Hauser & Edsall
Consulting Engineers, P.C.

) W,

Richard D. McGoey, P.i.

Town Engineer

Cc:  Anthony Cellini, Supervisor
Steve Proyect, Rockhill Town Center
Jim Lyttle, Planning Board Chairman



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources Denise M. Sheehan

New York Natural Heritage Program " Commissioner
625 Broadway, 5™ floor, Albany, New York 12233-4757
Phone: (518) 402-8935 - FAX: (518) 402-8925

Website: www.dec.state.ny.

October 11, 2006

James A Bates

Tim Miller Associates, Inc

10 North Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516 '

Dear. Mr. Bates:

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage
Program database with respect to an Environmental Assessment for the proposed Residential and
Commercial Development, site as indicated on the map you provided, located on Glen Wild
Road, Rock Hill, Town of Thompson, Sullivan County.

Enclosed is a report of rare or state-listed animals and plants, significant natural
communities, and other significant habitats, which our databases indicate occur, or may
occur, on your site or in the immediate vicinity of your site. The information contained in
this report is considered sensitive and may not be released to the public Wlthout
permission from the New York Natural Heritage Program.

The presence of rare species may result in this project requiring additional permits, permit
conditions, or review. For further guidance, and for information regarding other permits that may
be required under state law for regulated areas or activities (e.g., regulated wetlands), please
contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office, Division of Environmental Permits, at the
enclosed address.

For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted; the enclosed report
only includes records from our databases. We cannot provide a definitive statement on presence
or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities. This information
should not be substituted for on-site surveys that may be required for environmental

impact assessment.

Our databases are continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed
project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us again
so that we may update this response with the most current information.

Sincerely, .
T daene g

ara Seoane, Information Services
NY Natural Heritage Program
Enc.
cc: Reg. 3, Wildlife Mgr.
Reg. 3, Fisheries Mgr.
Peter Nye, Endangered Species Unit, Albany



Natural Heritage Report on Rare Speciles and Ecological Communities a
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~Refer to the User's Guide for explanstions of codes, ranks and fleids.

~Location maps for certain species and communities may not be provided if 1) the species is vuinerable to disturbance, 2) the location and/or extent is not
precisely known, and/or 3) the locaion and/or exient is too large to display.
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Natural Heritage Report on Rare Species and Ecological Communities
BIRDS )
Haliaeetus leucocephalus (wintering area)
Office Use
Baid Eagle NY Logal Status: Threatened NYS Rank: $283B8,S2N; Imperiled 5298
Federal Listing: Threatened Global Rank:  G5; Demonstrably secure
Last Report: e EORank: ** ESU
County: smivan. Orange
Town Of Port Jervis, Deerpark, Forestburgh, Thompson, Neversink

General Quality **For information on the population at this location and management considerations, please contact the
and Habitat: NYS DEC Regional Wikilife Manager or NYS DEC Endangered Species Unit at 518-402-8859.

SIVALVE MOLLUSKS
Alasmidonta varicosa
Office Use
Brook Floater 7 NY Legal Status: Threatened NYS$S Rank: S1; Critically imperiled 6255
" Federal Listing: Global Rank:  G3; Vuinerable :
Last Report: bt EORank: ** ESU
County: Orange, Sullivan
Town: Deerpark, City Of Port Jervis, Fallsburg, Forestburgh, Thompson
Location:
Directions:

General Quality  “*For information on the population at this location and management considerations, please contact the
and Habitat: NYSDEGWW“W«NYSDECEM&WSMUMNMWM
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USERS GUIDE TO NY NATURAL HERITAGE DATA
New York Natural Heritage Program, 625 Broadway, 5" Fioor, Albany, NY 12233-4757 phone: (518) 402-8935

NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM: The NY Natural Heritage Program is a partnership between the NYS Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYS DEC) and The Nature Conservancy. Our mission is to enable and enhance conservation of
rare animals, rare plants, and significant communities. We accomplish this mission by combining thorough field inventories,
scientific analyses, expert interpretation, and the most comprehensive database on New York's distinctive biodiversity to deliver
the highest quality information for natural resource planning, protection, and management.

DATA SENSITIVITY: The data provided in the report are ecologically sensitive and should be treated in a sensitive manner.
The report is for your in-house use and should not be released, distributed or incorporated in a public document without prior
permission from the Natural Heritage Program.

EO RANK: A letter code for the quality of the occurrence of the rare species or significant natural community, based on
population size or area, condition, and landscape context.

A-E = Extant: A=Excellent, B=Good, C=Fair, D=Poor, E=Extant but with insufficient data to assign a rank of A-D.

F = Failed to find. Did not locate species during a limited search, but habitat is still there and further field work is justified.
H = Historical. Historical occurrence without any recent field information.

X = Extirpated. Field/other data indicates element/habitat is destroyed and the element no longer exists at this location.
U = Extant/Historical status uncertain.

Blank = Not assigned.

LAST REPORT: The date that the rare species or significant natural community was last observed at this location, as
documented in the Natural Heritage databases. The format is most often YYYY-MM-DD.

NY LEGAL STATUS - Animals:
Categories of Endangered and Threatened species are defined in New York State Environmental Conservation Law section
11-0535. Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern species are listed in regulation 6SNYCRR 182.5.

E - Endangered Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria:
+ Any native species in imminent danger of extirpation or extinction in New York.
- Any species listed as endangered by the United States Department of the Interior, as enumerated in the Code of
Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.

T - Threatened Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria:
- Any native species likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future in NY.
- Any species listed as threatened by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as enumerated in the Code of the Federal
Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.

SC - Special Concern Species: those species which are not yet recognized as endangered or threatened, but for which
documented concem exists for their continued welfare in New York. Unlike the first two categories, species of special
concern receive no additional legal protection under Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0535 (Endangered and
Threatened Species).

P - Protected Wildlife (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): wild game, protected wild birds, and
endangered species of wildlife.

U - Unprotected (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 1 1-0103): the species may be taken at any time without
limit; however a license to take may be required.

G - Game (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): any of a variety of big game or small game species
as stated in the Environmental Conservation Law; many normally have an open season for at least part of the year, and
are protected at other times.

NY LEGAL STATUS - Plants:
The following categories are defined in regulation 6BNYCRR part 193.3 and apply to NYS Environmental Conservation Law section 9-
1503.

E - Endangered Species: listed species are those with:

« 5 or fewer extant sites, or

- fewer than 1,000 individuals, or _

- restricted to fewer than 4 U.S.G.S. 7 2 minute topographical maps, or

- species listed as endangered by U.S. Dept. of Interior, as enumerated in Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.
T - Threatened: listed species are those with:

- 6 to fewer than 20 extant sites, or

» 1,000 to fewer than 3,000 individuals, or

- restricted to not less than 4 or more than 7 U.S.G.S. 7 and ¥ minute topographical maps, or

- listed as threatened by U.S. Department of Interior, as enumerated in Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.



R - Rare: listed species have:
« 20 to 35 extant sites, or
« 3,000 to 5,000 individuals statewide.
V - Exploitably vulnerable: listed species are I|kely to become threatened in the near future throughout all or a significant
portion of
their range within the state if causal factors continue unchecked.
U - Unprotected; no state status.

FEDERAL STATUS (PLANTS and ANIMALS): The categories of federal status are defined by the United States
Department of the Interior as part of the 1974 Endangered Species Act (see Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17). The
species listed under this law are enumerated in the Federal Register vol. 50, no. 188, pp. 39526 - 39527. The codes below
without parentheses are those used in the Federal Register. The codes below in parentheses are created by Heritage to deal
with species which have different listings in different parts of their range, and/or different listings for different subspecies or
varieties.

(blank) = No Federal Endangered Species Act;status.

LE = Formally listed as endangered.
LT = Formally listed as threatened.
C = Candidate for listing.

LELT = Formally listed as endangered in part of its range, and as threatened in the other part; or, one or more subspecies or
varieties is listed as endangered, and the others are listed as threatened.
LT,PDL = Populations of the species in New York are formally listed as threatened, and proposed for delisting.

GLOBAL AND STATE RANKS (animals, plants, ecological communities and others): Each element has a global and state
rank as determined by the NY Natural Heritage Program. These ranks carry no legal weight. The global rank reflects the rarity
of the element throughout the world and the state rank reflects the rarity within New York State. Infraspecific taxa are also
assigned a taxon rank to reflect the infraspecific taxon's rank throughout the world. ? = Indicates a question exists about the
rank. Range ranks, e.g. S1S2, indicate not enough information is available to distinguish between two ranks.

GLOBAL RANK: . '

G1 - Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences), or very few remaining acres, or miles of
stream) or especially vulnerable to extinction because of some factor of its biology.

G2 - Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 - 20 occurrences, or few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or very vulnerable to
extinction throughout its range because of other factors.

G3 - Vuinerable: Either rare and local throughout its range (21 to 100 occurrences), or found locally (even abundantly at some
of its locations) in a restricted range (e.g. a physiographic region), or vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of
other factors.

G4 - Apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts-of its range, especially at the periphery.

G5 - Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery.

GH - Historically known, with the expectation that it might be rediscovered.

GX - Species believed to be extinct.

NYS RANK:

$1 - Critically imperiled: Typically 5 or fewer occurrences, very few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of stream, or some
factor of its biology making it especially vulnerable in New York State.

$2 - Imperiled: Typically 6 to 20 occurrences, few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of stream, or factors demonstrably
making it very vulnerable in New York State.

$3 - Vulnerable: Typically 21 to 100 occurrences, limited acreage, or miles of stream in New York State.

$4 - Apparently secure in New York State.

S5 - Demonstrably secure in New York State.

SH - Historically known from New York State, but not seen in the past 15 years.

SX - Apparently extirpated from New York State.

SxB and SxN, where Sx is one of the codes above, are used for migratory animals, and refer to the rarity within New York
State of the breeding (B)populations and the non-breeding populations (N), respectively, of the species.

TAXON (T) RANK: The T-ranks (T1 - T5) are defined the same way as the Global ranks (G1 - G5), but the T-rank refers only
to the rarity of the subspecific taxon.
T1 through T5 - See Global Rank definitions above.
Q - Indicates a question exists whether or not the taxon is a good taxonomic entity.
Revised April,
2005



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources ‘

New York Natural Heritage Program -

625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-4757

Phone: (518) 402-8935 + FAX: (518) 402-8925 A

www.dec.state.ny.us Alexander B. Grannis
Commissioner

February 13, 2008

Brian C. Bury

Tim Miller Associates, Inc
10 North Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

Dear Mr. Bury:

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage
Program database with respect to an Environmental Assessment for the proposed Mixed Use
Development - Rock Hill Town Center, site as indicated on the map you provided, located in the
Town of Thompson, Sullivan County.

Enclosed is a report of rare or state-listed animals and plants, significant natural
communities, and other significant habitats, which our databases indicate occur, or may
occur, on your site or in the immediate vicinity of your site. The information contained
in this report is considered sensitive and should not be released to the public without
permission from the New York Natural Heritage Program.

The presence of the plants and animals identified in the enclosed report may result in this
project requiring additional review or permit conditions. For further guidance, and for
information regarding other permits that may be required under state law for regulated areas or
activities (e.g., regulated wetlands), please contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office,
Division of Environmental Permits, at the enclosed address.

For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted; the enclosed report
only includes records from our databases. We cannot provide a definitive statement on the
presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities. This
information should not be substituted for on-site surveys that may be required for environment
impact assessment.

Our databases are continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed
project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us again
so that we may update this response with the most current information.

S?'pc{rely,
ara Seoane, Information Servicés

New York Natural Heritage Program
Encs.
cc: Reg. 3, Fisheries Mgr.
Peter Nye, Endangered Species Unit, Albany



Natural Heritage Report on Rare Species and Ecological Communities @

NY Natural Heritage Program, NYS DEC, 625 Broadway, 5th Floor,
Albany, NY 12233-4757
(518) 402-8935

~This report contains SENSITIVE information that should not be released to the public without permission from the NY Natural Heritage Program.

~Refer to the User's Guide for explanations of codes, ranks and fields.

~Location maps for certain species and communities may not be provided 1) if the species is vulnerable to disturbance, 2) if the location and/or extent is not
precisely known, 3) if the location and/or extent is too large to display, and/or 4) if the animal is listed as Endangered or Threatened by New York State.
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BIRDS
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Office Use
Bald Eagle NY Legal Status: Threatened NYS Rank: S2S83B,S2N - Imperiled 5298
Federal Listing: Threatened Global Rank: G5 - Demonstrably secure ESU
Last Report: > EO Rank: ** USFWS
County: Sullivan, Orange
Town: Fallsburg, City Of Port Jervis, Deerpark, Forestburgh, Thompson, Neversink
Location: At, or in the vicinity of, the project site.
Directions: >

General Quality **For information on the population at this location and management considerations, please contact
and Habitat: the NYS DEC Regional Wildlife Manager for the Region where the project is located, or the NYS
DEC Endangered Species Unit at 518-402-8859.

FRESHWATER MUSSELS
. Alasmidonta varicosa
Office Use

Brook Floater NY Legal Status: Threatened NYS Rank: S1 - Critically imperiled 6255
Federal Listing: Global Rank: G3 - Vulnerable ESU
Last Report: * EO Rank: **
County: Orange, Sullivan
Town: Deerpark, City Of Port Jervis, Fallsburg, Forestburgh, Thompson
Location: At, or in the vicinity of, the project site.
Directions: ** :

General Quality **For information on the population at this location and management considerations, please contact
and Habitat: the NYS DEC Regional Wildlife Manager for the Region where the project is located, or the NYS
DEC Endangered Species Unit at 518-402-8859.

2 Records Processed

More detailed information about many of the rare and listed animals and plants in New York, including biology, identification, habitat,
conservation, and management, are available online in Natural Heritage's Conservation Guides at www.acris.nynhp.org, from NatureServe
Explorer at http://www.natureserve.org/explorer, from NYSDEC at http://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/7494.html (for animals), and from USDA's
Plants Database at http://plants.usda.gov/index.html (for plants).

More detailed information about many of the natural community types in New York, including identification, dominant and characteristic
vegetation, distribution, conservation, and management, is available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at
www.acris.nynhp.org. For descriptions of all community types, go to http://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/29384.html and click on DRAFT-
-Ecological Communities of New York State.




United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045

October 25, 2006

Mr. James A. Bates P

Senior Environmental Scientist/Wetland Scientist
Tim Miller Associates, Inc.

10 North Street

Cold Spring, NY 10516

Dear Mr. Bates:

This is in regards to your October 17, 2006, letter requesting information on the presence of
Federally-listed endangered or threatened species in the vicinity of a proposed residential and
commercial development located on Glen Wild Road in the Town of Thompson, Sullivan
County, New York.

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a Federally- and State-listed threatened species
observed wintering less than 1 mile from the proposed project area along the Neversink River.
Please visit our website for more information on bald eagles.*

Except for the potential for the bald eagle and occasional transient individuals, no other
Federally-listed or proposed endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction are known
to exist in the project impact area. In addition, no habitat in the project impact area is currently
designated or proposed “critical habitat” in accordance with provisions of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Should project plans
change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species or critical habitat becomes
available, this determination may be reconsidered. The most recent compilation of
Federally-listed and proposed endangered and threaténed species in New York is available for
your information.* Until the proposed project is complete, we recommend that you check our
website every 90 days from the date of this letter to ensure that listed species presence/absence
information for the proposed project is current.*

The above comments pertaining to endangered species under our jurisdiction are provided as
technical assistance pursuant to the ESA. This response does not preclude additional U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (Service) comments under other legislation.

The bald eagle is listed as threatened by the State of New York. The information requested
above should be coordinated with both this office and with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The NYSDEC contact for the Endangered Species
Program is Mr. Peter Nye, Endangered Species Unit, 625 Broadway, Albany, NY 12233
(telephone: [518] 402-8859).



For additional information on fish and wildlife resources or State-listed species, we suggest you
contact the appropriate NYSDEC regional office(s) and the New York Natural Heritage Program
Information Services.*

Since wetlands, ponds, and/or streams may be present, you may want to utilize the National
Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps as an initial screening tool.* However, they may or may not be
available for the project area. Please note that while the NWI maps are reasonably accurate, they
should not be used in lieu of field surveys for determining the presence of wetlands or delineating
wetland boundaries for Federal regulatory purposes. Online information on the NWI program
and digital data can be downloaded from Wetlands Mapper,
http://wetlands.fws.gov/mapper_tool.htm.

[
Work in certain waters of the United States, including wetlands and streams, may require a
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). If a permit is required, in reviewing the
application pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Service may concur, with or
without recommending additional permit conditions, or recommend denial of the permit
depending upon potential adverse impacts on fish and wildlife resources associated with project
construction or implementation. The need for a Corps permit may be determined by contacting
the appropriate Corps office(s).* In addition, should any part of the proposed project be
authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part, by a Federal agency, such as the Corps,
further consultation between the Service and that Federal agency pursuant to the ESA may be
necessary.

Thank you for your time. If you require additional information please contact Robyn Niver at
(607) 753-9334. Future correspondence with us on this project should reference project file
70056.

Sincerely,

David A. Stilwell
Field Supervisor

* Additional information referred to above may be found on our website at:
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm

cc: NYSDEC, New Paltz, NY (Attn: S. Joule/A. Ciesluk)
NYSDEC, Albany, NY (Endangered Species; Attn: P. Nye)
NYSDEC, Albany, NY (Natural Heritage)
COE, New York, NY



Town or THOMPSON

COUNTY OF SULLIVAN

ANTHONY P. CELLINI, Supervisor
4052 Route 42
Monticello, New York 12701-3221

(845) 794-2500
Fax (845) 794-8600

09 February 2009

John Sansalone, PE

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
21 South Putt Corners

New Paltz, New York 12561

Re: Rock Hill Town Center
Dear Mr. Sansalone:

The above-captioned proposed development consists of approximately 1673 residential
units and approximately 60,000 square feet of commercial space, as is contained in an
alternate site plan currently before our Planning Board.

Clearly, this project is not only significant, but can be vital to the Town to provide much
needed housing within our community, and also would provide a much needed economic
boost to our area. The developers have proposed to construct a private wastewater
treatment facility to accommodate this project. The Town Board has considered this
request and has authorized me to send you this letter in support of the developers’ request
for a private wastewater treatment facility.

At full build-out of this project, it would require approximately 600,000 gallons of sewer
capacity. Presently, the Emerald Green Sewer Plant has a maximum capacity of
approximately 400,000 gallons and is presently at 60% usage. The majority balance of
the capacity is reserved for lots in Emerald Green, with only a limited amount of “non-
reserved” capacity remaining. There is clearly not enough capacity to accommodate this
project presently without significant expansion, even in phases.

The proposed project currently is not within the sewer district boundaries. In fact, the
property is not contiguous to the sewer district, and the closest access point to the district
1s 1.3 miles away for Phase I of the project. Unfortunately, the idea of expanding the
plant to accommodate this project is essentially untenable. Although there is room to
expand the current sewer treatment plant to double its size, that alone, would not
accommodate full build-out of this project and this type of expansion would not provide
additional capacity for other development in the Rock Hill area.
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John Sansalone, PE

09 February 2009

Rock Hill Town Center Project
Page Two

Furthermore, there is currently another project proposing a 200,000-gallon expansion,
which would be more beneficial to the district in providing additional capacity to an
already maximized system that will be available to meet growing needs. Therefore, in
viewing this Rock Hill Town Center project in connection with the other projects coming
to Rock Hill, the Town will be unable to guarantee enough capacity should full build-out
occur.

Accordingly, the Town Board has agreed that in this case allowing a private wastewater
treatment facility would be the better route and would not only have no objection to the
private plant, but would support it to help bring this project closer to fruition.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

ANTHONY P. CELLINI
Supervisor
Town of Thompson

cc: William Culligan, Superintendent Water & Sewer





