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PO Box 760 | PLANNING BOARD
Rock Hill, NY 12775

June 24, 2009

Town of Thompson Plauning Board
Town of Thompson Town Hall
4052 Route 42

Monticello, NY 12701

Re: Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS Comments for 6/24/2009 Public Hearing

After reviewing the Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS, I have concluded that the
applicant has not adequately addressed the concerns raised during the public hearing for the
DEIS. Approval by the Planning Board of the so-called “as-of-ri ght” alternative presented in the
FEIS would have a detrimental impact on the community and on the natural environment. |
present this letter summarizing my concems for the Planning Board’s consideration.

Unit Count Calculation

— The FEIS is intemally inconsistent with respect to the total unit counts cited.(Some sections refer
to a total count of 1,613 (i.e., pages 1-2, 1-9, and 8.1). Others refer to a total unit count of 1,673
(i.c., Response 2-1 and Table 2-1 on page 2-1 and Table 2-3 on and Page 2-7). The Planning
Board needs to establish the actual unit count being requested by the applicant.|

— {Response 2-9, Table 2-4, does not provide the calculations requested in support of the project’s
total unit count, as requested by Susan Roth in the letter documented in Comment 2-9. A full
reconciliation should show the number of units allowed on each parcel by the Zoning Code, and
the total unit count for each parcel should add up to the total unit count proposed. If the applicant
Tequires a permit to achieve a higher unit count than would be permitted without permits, that
fact should be disclosed as part of the reconciliation. For example, for the S.R. Parcels —
Residential Multifamily, the analysis should show the unit count allowed before any special
permits are taken into account. That should be followed by a detailed description of the special
permits required, which agency is responsible for granting them, and whether the issuing
agencies have any discretion regarding the issuance of such permits. |

— The effect each permit bas on the unit count should be clearly noted. If the special permits are
based on squarc footage requirements rather than on unit counts, the analysis should show how
the applicant converts the square footage back into units to obtain the final unit countyI am not
satisfied with the explapation that “The allowed development density on the site for the proposed
development has been reviewed by the Town Engineer and the Town’s Planner.” Such assurance
1s not a valid substitute for a full analysis in table format that permits verification of the total unit

— count by adding up the unit counts permitted for cach parcel. Furthermore, 1 bel:ievefi—t— is
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— misleading to describe a unit count as being “as of right” if the permits required are not
automatically issued “as of right.” If permits enter into the determination of the tota) unit count, [
also would cxpect disclosure in a verifiable table format of the total unit count both before and
after the granting of those permits. |

Failure to Apply Smart Land Development Principles

Comment 3.4-10 from Susan Roth’s letter discusses issues pertaining to cluster development in the
Town Zoning Code. According to Chapter 4.7 of the Model Smart Land Development Regulations,
developed by the American Planning Association, residential cluster development is a form of land
development in which principal buildings and structures are grouped together on a site, thus saving
the remaining land area for common open space, conservation, agriculture, recreation, and public and

~ semipublic uses.[A well-planned cluster development concentrates dwelling units on the most
buildable portion of the site and preserves natural drainage systems, vegetation, open space, and
other significant natural features that help control storm water runoff and soil erosion,

The FEIS includes housing forms typically associated with cluster development, such as
townhouses and multi-family buildings. However, the applicant appears to ignore the other half
of the equation - the part in which open space is conserved. It seems counterintuitive that the
Planning Board should grant special permits for the applicant to apply the tools of cluster
development without demanding the corresponding protection of open space] The net result of

' cluster development should be the protection of the hardwood forests and vernal pools outside
wetland areas discussed in Susan Roth’s letter. The net result should not be the sprawling
development shown in Figure 1-1.

Unnecessary Restriction of Commercial Development on Rock Hill Drive

— ﬁhe extension to Rock Hill Drive of the residential development proposed along the southwest comer
of the site takes away space that could be allocated to commercial development. The Planning Board
should require the applicant to expand the commercial strip by eliminating the residential structures
on Rock Hill Drive.|

Impact on the School District

_ [Based on statements made by the applicant in the DEIS, the increase in the residential unit count
from 1,340 to 1,613 or 1,673 may posc a serious problem for the school district. Page 1-28 of the
October 15, 2008 DEIS states:

In order to address the potential impact of the proposed development on the
School District, the number of residential units has been reduced by 10 percent
- . [to] the total 1,340 units proposed . . .»

The applicant should provide the Planning Board with the analysis that led to the initial 10
percent reduction referred to in the DEIS, and the applicant should be required to provide a
detailed numeric analysis to show why the School District now can handle the additional units
proposecH Anecdotal evidence should not be accepted in place of a detailed numeric analysis.
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As noted by Mr. Geneslaw in his May 2009 Preliminary FEJS Completeness Review:

[T)he school analysis claims that there would be “a net armual surplus to the
school district of $1,028,983. . .”

[f}nder normal circumstances, T would expect a densely populated “affordable” residentia]
community to attract families with school-aged children, which would produce a deficit for the
school system. It is likely that the purported surplus results from the applicant’s use of incorrect
assumptions in the analysis of impacts to the school district. As noted by Mr. Geneslaw:

For all impacts the analysis should be based on year round occupancy of all units.
Rock Hill Town Center is dissimilar to other residential development in
Thompson, so taking a 30% credit for seasonal occupancy of dissimilar
developments is not easily supportable.

I believe the Planning Board should engage the services of an independent consultant to Teview
the analysis provided by the applicant with respect to the impact on the school district.

Road Network Issues

On February 17, 2009, the applicant met with representatives of the New York State Department
of Transportation (DOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to discuss existing
roadways and development in the project vicinity. The minutes from that meeting [Appendix A]
describe the Rock Hill Town Center Development as consisting of 1,670 homes and 60,000
square fect of commercial development, so it is clear that the di scussjons pertain to the version of
the project described in the FEIS. At that meeting, the FHWA representative stated with respect
to the westbound ramps of Route 17 Exit 109:

[A] partial diamond interchange may be necessary . . . [T]he agreement to retain
the existing ramp locations was based on the very low traffic volumes. With the
Rock Hill project, the volumes are projected to increase substantially over current
volumes.

The uncertainty surrounding the FHWA’s position on the interchange is reiterated in a May 13,
2009 letter from the DOT to the Town Engineer [Appendix B].

The FEIS purports to demonstrate how the elimination of the proposed commercial corridor on
— Glen Wild Road would alleviate the traffic issues associated with the earljer DEISJﬁowever, as
noted by the FHWA official, the project’s overall size challenges the underlying assumption that
the westbound ramp of Exit 109 will be retained as currently configured. The Planning Board
needs to meet formally with FHWA and State DOT officials to find out the maximum
development size that can be accommodated by the current proposals for westbound Exit 109,
The Planning Board also needs to consider the development rights of other property owners
served by the exit. The Planning Board should not allow the maximum unit count to exceed what
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the FHWA determines can be accommodated by the ramp configuration as currently proposed.
The planning process for the interchange should be monitored closely by the Planning Board and
the applicant should be strongly advised that further meetings with the DOT and FHWA should
be held only with the participation of Planning Board members.

Impact on Support Services

— [Tn Section 3.8, the applicant continues to rely on Urban Land Institute statistics to estimate the
impacts of the proposed development on community services, despite the fact that Steven
Goitlieb, Chairman of the Rock Hill Fire Department Board of Fire Commissioners, states in
Comment 3.8-5 that the conclusions drawn from applying those standards are not truc and that
“Basing a rural fire departments needs on a report from the Urban Land Institute is not reliable.”
Robert Geneslaw made the same point in his June 5, 2008 Completeness Review of the DEIS
when he said that “It is clear that the ULI-listed standard is not appropriate to Rock Hill and to
Rura] areas in general.” He repeats that view in his May 2009 Preliminary FETS Completeness
Review: |

The fiscal impact for each of the community services should be re-evaluated for
Phase 1, using local information rather than a 15 year old standard. The analysis
should also discuss the fiscal impact during the course of the first phase, not just
the total costs and tax receipts at the end of Phase 1.

The Planning Board needs to take a firm stand with the applicant on this issue before allowing
the project to move forward. It is unfair to the volunteer service providers and the community at
large to allow the applicant to proceed with a project of this size without adequately analyzing
the effects it will have on basic community services,

The multi-story units remain highly problematic, and they arc out of character with the
surrounding community. Existing firefighting equipment is insufficient to protect such large

— residential structures and their occupants. The applicant has not adequately responded to
Comment 3.8-6 in the letter from Mr. Gottlieb, which states that a ladder truck and building to
house it will be required. The Planning Board should impose the acquisition of the ladder truck
with a building to house it as a pre-condition for giving any further consideration to the multi-
story units.|This is not to say that the provision of the truck and building would eliminate the
need for further mitigation measures. A proper evaluation of the impact on fire and ambulance
services, as previously requested by Mr. Geneslaw, further investigation of the impact on the
school system, as mentioned previously in this letter, and additional consid eration of open space
issues, as mentioned above, will likely demonstrate that the Planning Board would not be acting
in the best interests of the community if it permitted the applicant to build such densely
populated multi-story structures.

— [Tfind it unacceptable that in Response 3.8-1 the applicant continues to state at this late stage in
the planning process that “a response was not received from the Sullivan County Sheriff
Department.”| The Planning Board must insist on the involvement of the Sheriff's Department in
developing the analysis of impacts on community security for this development.



B6/24/2889 23:33 184579486680 TOWN OF THOMPSON ‘ PAGE B85

Comments on Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS
Prepared by Clifford Schwartz for Presentation at June 24, 2009 Public Hearing
Page 5 of 7 :

Impact on Visual Resources

The applicant asserts that a visual analysis of the project site from Route 17 eastbound was
undertaken in 2009 in response to comments made during the Public Hearing for the DEIS. As
noted by Mr. Geneslaw in his May 2009 Review, the FEIS provides narrative background
information, and concludes that in the applicant’s opinion the change in the vista would not
significantly affect the viewers’ appreciation of the scenic quality of Sullivan County in any

— scason of the year.[A visual analysis with graphic overlays of the proposed development
superimposed over the photographs of current conditions should be included in the FEIS/FGEIS|
so that the Board may reach its own conclusion.

Wastewater Treatment Facility

A February 9, 2009 letter from the Town Supervisor to the NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation [Appendix C] advocates in favor of allowing the applicant to construct a private
Wwastewater treatment facility instead of connecting to the existing district in order to “help bring
this project closer to fruition.” I do not believe the Town Board should be taking positions based
on issues of expediency rather than on principles of sound environmental management.

— ﬁhe letter also states that “the closest access point to the district is 1.3 miles away for Phase 1 of
the project.” However, a drive down Rock Hill Drive from the Rock Hill Diner to the applicant’s
property indicates a distance of approximately 0.5 miles. As I recall, the sewer district may even
extend slightly beyond the Exit 109 interchange. When analyzing the burden of connecting to the
existing district, the operative distance should be the distance between the closest access point to
the district and the applicant’s property line. If the 1.3 mile estimate includes the distance
between the property line and interior portions of the applicant’s site, those distances should be
dismissed as irrelevant to the matter at hand. Conduit will bave to be laid to span the entire site
regardless of whether there is a private plant or a connection on Rock Hill Drive to the existing
facility in Emerald Green. Support in the form of scale maps should be provided to show the
distance between the closest access point to the district and the closest potential access point on
the applicant’s property line_.,

A letter dated 31 March 2009 from the Town Engineer to the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation [Appendix D] begins:

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 Projcct.

In order to promote maximum transparency and openness, the Planning Board should insist that
all such correspondence be initiated by the Planning Board, not by the “developer.” The Planning
Board should have discussed the need for such correspondence as an agenda item at its regular
meeting and then voted on whether to authorize the Town Engineer to write to the DEC.
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The letter goes on to state:

[T]n the interest of being able to guarantee financing for an expanded facility, our
recommendation in the facility plant, when issued, will consider a Phased
expansion . . . Obviously, a Phased expansion of the Emerald Green Lake Louise
Marie Wastewater Treatment Facility . . . would not be satisfactory to serve the
full build-out of the Rockhill Town Center.”

It is unclear why the focus of the Town Engineer’s letter is based on a matter that appears to
involve funding issues rather than engineering issucs. It is also unclear why the Town Engineer
does not present the alternative of requiring the applicant to fund the expansion of the existing
plant all at once, {vstead of placing the burden for the Phased expansion on the community or on
other applicants.

It is also unclear why the Town Engineer’s Jetter mentions obstacles to connecting to the existing
plant, while failing to mention known issues with respect to the applicant’s proposal for the
private plant. This is in spite of the fact that the April 2009 “Technical Review Comments/
FEIS,” [Appendix E] which was prepared by the Town Engineer for the Planning Board,
contains the following comments with respect to the applicant’s proposal:

We recall a letter from NYSDEC in regard to the ability of Fowl [sic, should be
Fowlwood] Brook to handle the amount of discharge from the sewage treatment
plant. A response to this letter should be provided in the FEIS if one has not
already been provided . . .

Tmpacts related to the need for a waiver or variance from the 500 foot setback
between residential dwelling units and the sewage treatment plant should be
addressed in the FEIS . . . We would strongly recommend that the 500 foot
separation distance be provided. This may require the relocation of either the
sewage treatment plant or dwelling units on the opposite side of Katrina Falls [sic,
should be Glen Wild] Road.

It should be noted that the private plant was relocated to its current location from its previous
location across Glen Wild Road because the previous location was found to be situated inside the
Wanaksink Lake flood plain. The option of moving the plant back across the road to the location
proposed in the DEIS and in the Technical Review Comments/FEIS therefore appears to be
unfeasible. It also would not be advisable to move the dwelling units into the flood plain.

—_ Wam greatly concerned that so much of the substantive discussion pertaining to the wastewater
treatment options is occurring outside the formal planning process, as evidenced by the absence
of any of the above-referenced minutes and letters in the FEIS. The wastewater treatment
facilities are of paramount concem to the community and much of what is currently being
addressed outside of the formal planning process should have been included in the DEIS/DGEIS
and F EI§._(
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I'respectfully request that the Planning Board consider appointing an independent reviewing
engincer to analyze all proposals for treating wastewater associated with the Rock Hjll Town
Center Development and to delay all matters pertaining to the approval of the FEIS until the
independent review has been completed and the findings have been incorporated in the FEIS. A
separate public hearing on the wastewater treatment facility should then be held. To be fully
independent, the reviewing engineer would have to agree in advance not to take on any projects
within the Town of Thompson for a period to be determined by the Planning Board, regardless of
whether the fees for such projects would be paid by the Town or by a private developer. The
reviewing engineer also would have to agree in advance not to accept work on any projects
sponsored by the applicant or the applicant’s affiliates — whether inside or outside the Town of
Thompson — for a period to be determined by the Planning Board.

Water Availability Studies

— ﬁf is unclear whether the water studics submitted at the June 10 Planning Board mecting had been
properly incorporated in the volumes on file with the Town Clerk’s office When I performed my
review on. Junc 12 or in the files made available online on June 18, 2009.|Given the
extraordinary demands that such a large residential development can place on the water table, |
recommend that the Planning Board submit those studies for independent analysis by an
independent reviewing engineer.

Delays in Making Materials Available to the Public

The FEIS was not made available online for public viewing until Thursday, June 18, 2009,
leaving less than a week for the public to develop comments in anticipation of the public hearing,
The two-week window of opportunity for reviewing such a large publication was unreasonably
tight to begin with, and the failure to distribute the materials online on a timely basis as promised

has placed an unreasonable burden on the public.
Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns and comments with you,

Sincerely,

Cli¥ford Schwar
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Meeting Minutes N
Proposed Rock Hill Town Center
Rock Hill Drive, Glén Wild Road, Katring Falls Road,
- & NYS Ronte 17 Interchange 199
- Town of Thompson, Sullivan County
- February 17, 2009; 11:00 a.pm. — 14" Floor Conference Room

Attendees:  P. Eshbaugh, Planning  C. Klein, Planning  B. Miller, Design
- D. Bickford, Design B. Naylor, Design . Zaman, Maintenance
L. Arrow,; RD Office J. Conn, Traffic B. Davies, FHWA |
V. Remezova, FHWA  C. Padilla, FHWA J. Canning, Adler Consulting
3. Proyect, developer C. Douglas, CHA
Via telephone: H. lacksy and J. Mall, Sullivan County Planning & Comm. Dev.

The meeting hepan with a welcome by Chris Klein and brief introductions of meeting attendees.
To familiarize meeting attendees with the Rock Hill area, Chris Klein provided a short
presentation which displayed photographs of the eXisting roadways and development in the
project vicinity. Chris then tumed the meeting over to John Canning from Adler Consulting, the
consulting firm for the project. :

‘light of economic changes, the project has been scaled back. As currently envisioned; it will
consist of approximately 1,670 homes and 60,000 ‘'square feet of commercial development.
Traffic from the scaled back project is projected to be 55% lower than the original project duririg
the peak PM and Saturday volumes. The Synchro analysis was done with the “worst case”
traffic volumes, which incorporated traffic from 56 proposed developments in the vicinity of
Rock Hill. The analysis revealed that all intersections will operate with a level of service D or
better. - All planned mitigation can be accomplished with the existing right-of-way. John noted
that the timing of the potential relocation of the NYS Route 17 eastbound ramps to Holiday
Mountain Road is unknown. ' .

John Canning displayed the most recent site plan and discussed some of the specific components.
The project will contain a mix of single-family Homes, townhouses, and apartment style
buildings. 'Residential collector roads will be constructed off Rock Hill Drive ang Glen Wild
Road. The project is divided into two phases. Phase 1, which will involve the construction of
540 residenitial units and the 60,000 square feet of commercial Space, consists of roughly haif the
project. Phase 2 will build the remainder of the resideritial development.

Steve Proyect, the project developer, briefly mentioned that the larger single family homes will
be constnicted during Phase 1. Minor site plan revisions are currently in progress as the plans
are being refined. The apartment style buildings will Have three stordes. Steve envisions the full

build out of the project to take 15 to 20 years.

Bob Davies from FHWA discussed the current plans for the NYS Route 17/1-86 upgrade in
Sullivan County. Bob indicated that there are concerns with several of the interchanges and that
DOT is addressing each interchange to meet interstate standards.
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Bill Naylor presented the latest plans for NYS Route 17 Intetchange 109. The eastbound on- and
off-ramps will be shifted to the west and will connect into the existing Holiday Mountain Trail
road. Minor alignment changes will be made to the westhound on- and off-ramps. Other
chunges will be made along Rock Hill Drive to control access in front of the existing diner.

Bob Davies explained his concerns with the westbound ramps. Bob said that FHWA agreed as a
compromise to retain the existing ramp configurations because the traffic volumes are very low
and are not projected to increase substantially. The existing ramps are not ideal, and there are
sight distance and queuing issues. '

Bill Naylor discussed his concemed with the Synchro analysis. He questioned the
permissive/protected left turn movements in a few locations. Jamie Conn indicated that DOT
allows the permissive/protected left turn movements only if the approach speeds are within a
certain range. Rill stated that the driveway at the Rock Hill gas station on Rock Hill Drive has to
be closed, thus cteating a T-intersection instead of a four-way intersection. Bill questioned the
four second minimum green times. He said that DOT uses a minimurh value of eight to ten
seconds. Bill discussed the offset intersection with Glen Wild Road and Katrina Falls Road. He
asked if the consultant had considered operating the signals on one controller instead of on
separate controllers. Lastly, Bill felt the focus should be on clearing the Route 17 ramps instead
of clearing traffic in an east-west orientation along Rock Hill Drive.

Bill Naylor explained the access issues for the existing diner on Rock Hill Drijve. Curtently
vehicles are parking on state property which extends in front of the diner. As part of the
proposed itnprovements, guide rail will be extended in front of the diner. Parking for the diner
will heve ta be reconfigured, and patrons will need to park behind the diner. The plans presented
by the developer show the westbound off-ramp shifting closer to the diner property. If this
occurs, the plan to provide parking to the rear of the diner may no longer be feasible.

Bill Naylor asked about the maintenance of the proposed signals. He said the signal at the ramp
on Rock Hill Drive would be maintained by DOT, but the signals at Glen Wild Road and Katrina
Falls Road would be the county or town’s responsibility. Maintenance of the two signals at Glen
Wild Road and Katrina Falls Road will be important, 4nd the signal timings must be compatible
with DOT’s timings. This issue will have to be addressed as the project progresses.

Bob Davies stated that he wants to review the traffic analysis before FHWA signs off on the
Rock Hill project. Bob said that the Washington DC headquarters will have to approve the
traffic analysis.

John Canning believes that it will be between four and seven years before the Rock Hill project
generates any traffic. Steve Proyect agreed with John. He said that it will take another year and
a half to two years before the town approval process is complete. He feels that it will take about
four years before construction can begin on the homes. "

Chris Klein expressed concem about control of access and vehicles backing from the businesses
onto Rock Hill Drive. The buildings are fairly close to the road, and vehicles may cause delay
when they back onto Rock Hill Drive. Chris also said there is no control of access for the
supermarket/hardwate store at the comer of Katrina Falls Road and Rock Hill Drive. She is
concerned that vehicles stacked along Katrina Falls Road and waiting to turn right onto Rock
Hill Drive may cut through the supermarket/hardware property to avoid the quene.

2
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An gltérnative plan to the existing Route 17 westbound ramp configuration was discussed. Bill
Naylot stated there is no “Plan B”. ‘Other locations for the ramp§ were briefly considered but
dismissed due to cost and right-of-way impacts. Bob Davies feels that a partial diamond
interchange may be necessary. He reiterated that the agreernent to retain the existing ramp
locations was based on the very low traffic volumes. With the Rock Hill project, the volumes
are projected to increase substantially over current volumes. Bob said a new ramp configuration
and location would improve storage space and sight distance. He requested that the Synchro
files be revised as soon as possible and then given to FHWA for review.

Christina Douglas, representing Clough Harbour Associates (CHA) on behalf of the Town of
Thompson, stated that she had many of the same concems that were expressed by DOT. She
indicated that she will forwsrd any correspondence from CHA on behalf of the town regarding
the Rock Hill project to Chris Klein. Chris indicated she would provide DOT’s correspondence
to Christing as well. j

Heather Jacksy from Sullivan County Division of Planning & Community Development
mentioned that the Sullivan Renaissance group explored the issue of parking in the Rock Hill
area. She indicated that the businesses were adamant that they do not want any changes from the
existing situation. . :

The meeting concluded at approximately 12:10 pm.

A copy of the meeting sign-in sheet is attached to the minutes.
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. Proposed Rock Hill Town Center project
Rock Hill Drive, Glen Wild Road, & NYS Route 17 Interchange 109
Town of Thompson, Sullivan County
February 17, 2009 11:00 a.m.
Binghamton State Office Building, 14" Floor Conference Room
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Error! Objects cannot be created From editing field codes.
: State of New York
‘ Department of Transportation
Region Nire
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton. New York 13901-3200
‘ www.nysdot.gov
John R. Walliams. P_E. , - Stanley Gee
Regional Director , Acting Commissioner

May 13, 2009

Mr. Richard McGoey, Town Engineer
Town of Thompson

4052 NYS Route 42°

Monticello, New York 12701

Dear Mr. MeGoey:
RE: COMMENTS ON ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER DEVELOPMENT

ROCK HILL DRIVE, TOWN OF THOMPSON
SULLIVAN COUNTY :

NYSDOT CASE #08-011 .

In light of the uncertainty regarding future tdevelopment in the surrounding area, we
request that a new traffic impact study be prepared at the completion of Phase ] and prior to the
commencement of any Phase 2 development. The developer should consult with our department
Prior to starting this study. :

As discussed previously, the ultimate acceptante of Interchange 109 for designation as
part of I-86 will be determined by FHWA. In the event that the mitigation proposed by the
developer #nd their consultant does not result in acceptable traffic operations along the ramps, it
is still possible that FHWA will require NYSDOT to reconfigure or relocate Interchange 109.
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If you have any questions, or need further assistance, please contact Christine Klein,

AICP. of our Regional Planning and Program Management Office at (607) 721-8259.

Sincerely,

Pamela M. Eshbaugh, P.E.
Regional Planning & Program Manager

PME/CEK/dmo

ec:

Site Plan Coramitteé (K. Boothroyd; J. Fitzgetald; C. England; L. Arrow: J. Coun)
W. Naylor, Region 9 Consultant Management

D. Bickford, Region 9 Consultant Management

J. Foglietta, Region 9 Design Engineer :

J. Williams, Regional Director :

S. Zaman, Sullivan County Resident Engineer

D: Smith, Sullivan County Assistant Resident Engineer

J. Mall, Sullivan County Division of Planning and Community Development
A. Cellini, Town of Thompson Supervisor

B. Rieber, Town of Thompson Deputy Supervisor

Dr. W. Pammer Jr., Commissioner, Sullivan County Planning Department

J. Canning. Adler Consulting j

C. Douglas. Clough Harbour Associates LLP

V. Remezova, FHWA

R. Davijes, FHWA

File (Site Plan Review 08-011)

Blue
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Town or TrompsON '

COUNTY OF SULLIVAN

ANTHONY P. CELLINI, Bupervisor
4052 Route 49
Monticallo, New York 12701-8221
(846) 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 &od approximately 60,000 square feet of commercial space, as is contained in an
aliernate 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 & mneh needed economic
boost 1o our area. The developers have proposed to comstruct a private wastewater
treatment facility to eccormnodate this project. The Town Board has considered this
request and has authorized me to send you this Jetter 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 Plaht 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 Emnerald Green, with only a limited amount of “non-
reserved” capacity remeining. There is clearly not enough capacity to accommodate this
project presently without significant expansion, even in phases.

The proposed project curently 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 0
is 1.3 miles away for Phase I of the project. Unfortunately, the idea of expanding the

plant t6 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
accommbdate full build-out of this project and this type of expansion would not provide
ardditional eapacity for other development in the Rock Hill area.

Tm\:\* o
HOMPSON
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John Sansalone, PE

09 February 2009

Rock Hill Towp 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 Reck Hill Town Center project in connection with the other projects coming
to Rock Hill, the Town will be unable to Buarantes cnough capacity should full build-out
oceur,

Accordingly, the Town Board has agreed that in this case allowing 2 Private wastswater
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. CELLINT
Supérvisor
Town of Thompson

ce: William Culligan, Superintendent Water & Sewer
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL (845) 567-3100
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. : fax: (845) 567-323

e-mall: mheny@mhepe.com
RICHARD D, MCGOEY, P.E. gty n py

WILLIAM 3. HAUSER, P.E. (& ny

MARK J, EDSALL, P.E, (AN

JAMES M. FARR, P.E, awwa PA)

31 March 2009

New York State Department

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

ATTENTION: JOHN SANSALONE
SUBJECT:  ROCKHILL TOWN CENTER PROJEGT

Dear John,

The devsloper 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 L ake Louise
Marle Wastewater Treatment Facility for treating wastewater from the proposed Rockhlll Town
Center Project. We thersfore, offer tha following:

The Facility Plan being undertaken considers the planned development of the Rockhill .
Town Center as wall as the undeveloped lots in Emerald Grégen, the Parkwood project, Vedat
Rex Hepi condominium project, development at the Holiday Mountain Ski and Fun Park as wel|
as other development within the vicinity of the Emerald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater |
Treatment Facllity. 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
addttional 200,000 gallons per day capacity. This will bring the Emerald Green Lake Louise
Marie Wastewster Treatment Facility design flow from 410,000 gallons per day at present, to

610,000 gallons per day.

REGION
* 111 Wheatfield Drive « Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 » 570-296-276% .
* 540 Broadway + Monticello, New York 12701 « B45.794-339g »
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Raockhill Town Center

NYSDRC 2 : 31 March 2009

Obviously, a Phased expansion’ of the Emearald Green Lake Louise Marie Wastewater
Treatment Facliity 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 exparision to meet the timeframes for the Phase | Rockhifl
Town Center project build-out or for that matter, the full build-out of the Rockhlll Town Center.
There are presently no guarantees of financing for the Phase | or Phase || expansion of the
Emerald Green Lake Loulse 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 Loulse Marie'
Wastewater Treatment Facility alse 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,

D Wy,
Richard D. McGoey, P.E.
Town Engineer

Cc:  Anthony Cellini, Supervisor
Steve Proyect, Rockhill Town Center
Jim Lyttle, Planning Board Chairman
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MAIN OFFICE
33 Airport Center Drive
Suite 202
o New Windsor, New York 12553
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL (845) 567-3100
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. : fex: (845) 567-3232

e-mail: mheny@mhepc.com
RICHARD D. MCGOEY, P.E. pevarn
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. seranp)
MARK 1. EDSALL, P.E. v, naacpny
JAMES M. FARR, P.E, tvrmpa)

TOWN OF THOMPSON
PLANNING BOARD

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS/FEIS

PROJECT NAME: ROCK HILLTOWN CENTER

PROJECT NUMBER: 06-25
PREPARATION DATE: ,
MEETING DATE: APRIL 2009
ENGINEER: GLENN SMITH

Page I, Introduction

The intraduction indicates that the applicant is seeking preliminary approval and subdivision

13
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approval. The plans in the opinion of our office are not in the form for preliminary approval. We

should therefore, discuss the schedule anticipated by the applicant.
in addition, to date we have not received any subdivision plans.

Page ii

This section indicates that the Finding Statement will conclude the SEQRA process for Phase |
and that subsequent environmental reviews will be established on the basis of thresholds
established for $pecific topics of concem. This section should discuss what topics of concermn,
i.e.. traffic and reference where these thresholds are noted in the FEIS. We were only able to
find vague references to thresholds such as further evaluation after the establishment of a

specified number of residential units on Page 1-5.
Page iif

The table shown does not reference any technical review by McGoey, Hauser and Edsall in

regard to the DEIS. We assume therefore, that the FEIS does not include any reference to our

technical reviews of the DEIS which should be incorporated into both this table and the
responses. :

In addition, we were to understand that comment letters were received from John Sansalone of

NYSDEC in addition to Mike Merriman.

REGIQNAL QFFICES
« 111 Wheatfield Drive » Milford, Pennsylvania 18337 » 570-296-2765
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Town of Thompson
Rock Hill Town Center April 2009’

Page 1-5
The Phasing does not discuss the Phasing of infrastructure and recreational improvements.
Page 1-5

Page 1-5 refers to Figure 1-1 as showing the Phase | development. Although Figure 1-1 shows
a red dotted line there is no legend that refers to that depicting the Phase | project.

Page 1-5

Will the convenience retail store be your typical gas station/convenience store or otherwise a
retail grocery store? The 60,000 square foot size would indicate that it would be more of a
grocery store than a gas station/convenience store.

Page 1-§

This section refers {5 the subdivision plans. We would request that a sketch plan be provided,
as a minimum, of the subdivision plan to depict whether it is the applicant and developers
intention to subdivide out large parcels such as the multi-family sections, town home sections
vs. the smaller lots for the single family homes and sell the larger lots to individual developers.
If so, this should be clearly discussed in the FEIS and provisions made for guaranteeing the
completion of the common infrastructure and recreational facilities.

Page 1-§

Section 1.2 refers to zoning however, there are no bulk tables provided in either the FEIS or on
the site plans which verifies compliance with the various zoning districts. We would recommend
that the bulk tables be shown both in the FEIS and the site plans.

Page 1-8

The applicant should verify that the Phased traffic improvements are in compliance with that
requested by NYSDOT and the town’s traffic consultant Clough Harbour. This is to include the

future traffic studies to monitor impacts by Phases.

Page 1-8, Traffic Phase I

The fourth bullet only refers to a traffic signal at Glen Wild Road and Katrina Falls Road,
however, elsewhere in the document other traffic signals are required.

Page 1-9

The milestones represent that the traffic signals will not be installed until the 200" residential
unit and the balance of the Phase | improvements before the 350" unit. We should discuss the
criteria used to establish these milestones and determine from the town’s traffic consultant and
NYSDOT whether traffic signals and other traffic related improvement should be constructed
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Town of Thompson
Rock Hill Town Center v April 2009

sooner particularly in light of the 60,000 square foot retail center which may, in and of itself,
warrant the installation of the traffic signals.

The letter of 13 May 2008 from NYSDOT notes that the ptanned improvements for Rockhill
Drive, Glen Wild Road, NYS Route 17 Exit 109 ramps :and Katrina Falls Road will be
constructed as part of Phase |. !

This section also refers to “Balance of Phase | Improvéments” which should be explained and
defined.

Page 1-9

References made ta the “Full Build” condition requiring widening of Route 17 West Bound
ramps. We were to understand in conversation with NYSDOT at our last meeting that the
queue length of the west bound ramps was questionable even with Phase |. This should be
confirmed and modifications made to the FEIS if necessary.

Page 1-10

The need for traffic monitoring in this section utilizes the words such as “willing” and
‘suggested”. Ve should discuss with the Ptanning Board Attorney language such as “required”
and “shall” once the milestones are arrived at. The monitoring shall be required and _
improvements will be constructed if found necessary based on the follow-up traffic studies. The
milestones for these additional traffic studies should also be spelled out in the FEIS clearly. We
would recommend that this be put into table form along with the milestones being established
for the construction of the various improvements including traffic signals, lane widening, ramp
modifications, etc. for ease of review at a later date.

Page 1-17

Reference to regulatory agency approval at this location is limited to reference to “NY State” as
same relates to regulatory limits for surface water discharges. This is not the only regulatory
perrit required from NYDEC. We would therefore, request clarification in the FEIS at this
location that NYSDEC approval is also required for the permit to construct the sewage treatment
planit and the design and the approval of the sanitary sewage collection system and pump
stations for the Town Center development.

We recall a letter from NYSDEC in regard to the ability' of Fowl Brook to handle the amount of
discharge from the sewage treatment plant. A response to this letter should be provided in the
FEIS if one has not already been provided.

We would recommend that the anticipated leve! of treatment to be required to meet discharge
starJ,dards for Fowl Brook be discussed in this section.
|

Impacts related to the need for a waiver or variance from the 500 foot setback between
residential dwelling units and the sewage treatment pldnt should be addressed in the FEIS
under this section. This separation distance issue was raised by NYSDEC in their
correspondence. We would strongly recommend that the 500 foot separation distance be

3
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Rock Hill Town Center April 2009

provided. This may require the relocation of either the Sewage treatment plant or dwelling units
on the opposite side of Katrina Falls Road.
Respectfully submitted,

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

Richard D. McGoey, P E.
Town Engineer

Cc:  Anthony Cellini
Steve Proyect
Jim Lyttle
Paula Kay
Tim Miller Associates

¢\documents and seftings'\sljankle\local settings\ternporary Intemet flles\olkd 14-09-rockhiil town canterro.doe
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Town of Thompson .
Rock Hill Town Center ' April 2009

provided. This may require the relocation of either the sewage treatment plant or dwelling units
on the opposite side of Katrina Falls Road. |
Respectfully submitted,

McGoey, Heuser & Edsall,
Consuiting Engineers, P.C,

Richard D. McGoey, P E.
Town Engineer

Cc:  Anthony Cellini
Steve Proyect
Jim Lyttle
Paula Kay
Tim Miller Associates

¢\documents and saftings\eljankietocal setfings\temporary intemet files\olkd114-05-rackhil| town centerro.doc
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riLE
Copy

To:  Chairman James Lyttle, and Thompson Planning Board Members
Chester, Zangla, and Sush

From: Pamela Zaitchick re: Rock Hill Town Center
Date: June 30, 2009

After looking at the map of the huge development that you are planning on bringing to our unfortunate area,

I'need to express the following:

- The STP - otherwise known as a Sewage Treatment Plant, has got to be one of the most outrageous
things that you can do to us. It is an absolutely unacceptable place for a sewage treatment plant to be.
How dare you even think that such an atrocity should be put on a road so busily traveled and so near to
those of us who have been living here for so many years, keeping up the area, paying our taxes and
voting? Even Mr. Merriman from the DEC, commented about the noise and odors that come from such
plants. Do you know about the odors coming from Davies Lake which harbors the Emerald Green Plant?
Have you entirely investigated what the impact of a release as large as this (from what I understand, as
largeor larger than the Emerald Green Plant) at full buildout, would be on the Fowlwood Brook snd
other waterways all the way to the Delaware River?

- Whenever one questions why you would bring a development of this size to an otherwise rural area, the
answer is we need more tax money. Let’s get real please. For every dollar ($) we get, it will cost us
(presently) $1.39. Idon’t see it adding up to savings for those of us that have been bravely eeking out a
living and supporting our community all these years.

- Let’s talk Fire Department. Recently we voted down a new firehouse because of the monumental
expense of it. Obviously with a new development this size we will have to have a larger firchouse maybe
even a paid department. The fire department has written letters making all of you aware of the negative
issues relating to them. Are you reading them?

- How many of you are qualified to be on a planning board and dealing with issues of thls magmtude?
How many of you are willing to have a legacy of ruining an entire community and for what? How many
of you are really knowledgeable about the issues our country is having with its water? Do you
understand what a development of this size is going to do to our waters, our wells, and our air? You are
supposed to be doing the best for your constituents. It is so unfair that our own local people are so
against us, not caring about our best interests, but only as we are experiencing in our larger community,
those that harmed us with greed and self-interests.

- There bave been people coming forward with information about the wild life in this area. I hope you are
weli-versed in matters of the speues that are being lost to our environmental issues. The fact that some
of these may have been missing from-some of your studies done at inappropriate times does.not mean

- that there are no endangered or threatened species existing, as was.demonstrated in the case of Kittredge -
vs Liberty Planning Board. I believe that this Planning Board, in granting conditional approval in the R.
H. Town Center FEIS (Final Environmental Impact Statement), has acted prematurely and arbitrarily and
has not exercised due diligence in its capacity as lead agency for the project, with so many aspects of the
project not yet properly explored.

- Finally, I beg you to reflect as a human being, as one who has taken the time to be a part of important
processes going on in your community, as one person to another, and think of why such a huge
development must be done; why the whole look of a town like Rock Hill needs to be ruined; why the
beauty of the ridge needs to be destroyed; why we need to be inundated with people, cars & even light
pollution, and why we need to put our precious natural resources on the line.

Cc: Anthony Cellini, Supervisor
Paula Kay, Planning Bd. Attorney



Bogursky, J&L
34 E.Glen Wild Road
Glen Wild, N.Y. 12738

lames Lyttle, Chairman

Town of Thompson Planning Board
4052 Route 42

Monticello, N.Y. 12701

July 1, 2009

Re: Rock Hill Town Center

Dear Chairman Lyttle,

With this letter | am writing to express my concern over the proposed ‘ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER”.
My family and | have been permanent residents of Glen Wild since 1974 and have been very distressed
over the news of this project and its density.

I am concerned not only about the excessive traffic that will result from this proposed housing
development, but the fact that the location of the sewage treatment plant will be less than 1,800 feet
from my home. The STP is likely to generate excessive noise and foul odors, and in addition to this,
could present health risks to some residents of our community. We could expect considerable air and
water pollution, and treated sewage will flow into Fowlwood Brook and then on to the Neversink River
where you will find that people swim, fish and enjoy other water activities.

Please consider reducing the size of this project and relocating the Sewage Treatment Plant to an area
where it won’t be hazardous to the environment, our health and our way of life.

Sincerely,

. /

L T mesisl

Lorraine Bogursky
34 E. Glen Wild Road
Glen Wild, N.Y. 12738

Cc: Planning Board Members: Cohen, Kiefer, Chester, Milucky, Zangla, Sush
Planning Board Attorney: Paula Kay
Thompson Supervisor: Anthony Cellini
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Bogursky, Lorraine
Ms. Paula Kay 34 E.Glen Wild
Town of Thompson Planning Board Attorney
4052 Route 42
Monticello, N.Y. 12701

FAX: 845-794-8600
July 2, 2009

Re: Rock Hill Town Center

Dear Chairman Lyttle,

This letter is now being directed to you once again regarding the proposed Sewer Treatment Plant to be
located on the Glen Wild Road. My husband and | have owned this property since 1961 which is located
at the intersection of Glen Wild Road and East Glen Wild Road, encompassing twelve acres of which the
Fowlwood Brook runs through.

After contacting the Cornell Cooperative Extension, we had been informed that the Fowlwood Broak
runs in a northerly direction. By having the proposed Sewage Treatment Plant located on the west side
of Glen Wild Road, and transferring treated sewage to Fowlwood Brook on the east side of Glen Wild
Road (north of Adams Road), the treated sewage will run into our Brook and then north into the
Neversink River. The residents of our Brookside Cottages Community have been utilizing our Brook for
water activitigs all these years.

It is critical that the Rock Hill Town Center relocate its Sewage Treatment Plant to another site on its
property. The Sewage Treatment Plant is not appropriate for a residential zone and would be more
appropriate for the HC-2 portion of its property along Rock Hill Drive.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Q%@M{Zéﬁw”

Lorraine Bogursky



Clifford H. Schwartz
PO Box 760
Rock Hill, NY 12775

July 3, 2009

Town of Thompson Planning Board
Town of Thompson Town Hall
4052 Route 42

Monticello, NY 12701

Re: Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS Follow-up Comments

Upon further review of the June 5, 2009 Rock Hill Town Center Development FEIS and the Town - ==~

Code, I have concluded that the applicant is incorrect in describing their proposal for the multiple
dwellings included in their 1,673 unit count as being “as of right.” Section 250-28(A) of the Code states:

Multiple dwellings . . . shall not be approved by the Planning Board without first
determining that the location of the proposed uses and the structures proposed and the
general character of development are compatible with their surroundings and such other
requirements . . . as may apply.

The Planning Board, therefore, is obligated to review the unit count in the context of the surrounding
community, and the Code does not require the Board to grant the applicant permission to build to the
maximum potential unit count.

In addition, Section 250-28(C)(i) Footnote 3 goes on to suggest that permission to construct 3-story
nultiple dwellings is not granted “as of right” even in situations in which the Planning Board may find
that 2-story multiple dwellings are acceptable:

The Planning Board may give special consideration to allowing three stories subject to
the Planning Board review of fire-fighting capability and character of the neighborhood.

Fuithermore, Section 250-52 of'thé Code makes consideration of the community’s concerns a
paramount obligation of the Planning Board with respect to any use requiring its authorization:

In authorizing any use, the Planning Board shall take into consideration the public health,
safety and general welfare and the comfort and convenience of the public in general and
of the residents of the immediate neighborhood in particular and may attach reasonable
conditions and safeguards as a condition to its approval . .. The proposed use shall be of
such location, size and character that, in general, it will be in harmony with the
appropriate and orderly development of the district in which it is proposed to be situated
and will not be detrimental to the orderly development of adjacent properties in
accordance with the zoning classification of such properties.

Td WYSS:@T 6082 99 "INC ESEIPELSPE: "ON XYd NOSdWOHL :
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Prepared by Clifford Schwartz
Page 2 of 3

Since submitting my letter on June 24, I have reviewed Table 2-4 of the FEIS in more detail. 1 now
realize that the applicant has provided sufficient information to verify the 1,673 maximum unit count.
Nevertheless, even though the calculation appears to be correct based on the square footage information
provided, that still does not mean the applicant is entitled to build all of those units “as-of-right.” The
Planning Board has the right and the obligation to verify that the location of the proposed uses and the
structures proposed and the general character of development are compatible with their surroundings. In
my opinion, the development described in the FEIS does not demonstrate such compatibility, as
indicated by the issues I raised at the June 24 Public Hearing and in my June 24, 2009 letter.

My initial confusion about Table 2-4 resulted from the way in which the table is formatted. Specifically,
the right-hand column under “SR Parcels - Residential Multifamily” reconciles to the size of the parcel
rather than to the unit counts. A closer reading revealed that the maximum unit counts were calculated

based on Section 250-28(C)(i) Footnote 2, which calls for dividing the Net Lot Atea by the Minimum~ -~~~

Required square feet for each type of dwelling unit, as follows:

Gross Lot Area 12,040,065 sf
LESS: Wetland Deduction 326,980 sf
LESS: Steep Slope Deduction - 950,650 sf

Net Lot Area Square Feet to be allocated 10,762,435 sf

——anssnnmasssnmes

Allocation of Net Lot Area Square Feet:

Allocated to Multifamily 2 BR Units 2,073,600 sf
Allocated to Multifamily 3 BR Units 7,718,400 sf
Allocated to Single Family Homes 970,435 st

Total Net Lot Area Square Feet allocated 10,762,435 sf

Calculation of Multifamily Units Based on Allocated Net Lot Area:

Multifamily 2 BR: 2,073,600 s£ /5400 sf= 384 units
Multifamily 3 BR: 7,718,400 sf/ 7200 sf= 1,072 umits

—— i B o e e

Multifamily Subtotal 1,456 units
Single Family Unit Count from all parcels 217 units
Total Unit Count in Table 2-4 1,673 units

Under the Code, a parcel consisting of 10,762,435 square feet - or 247 acres - is viewed as being capable
of accommodating 469 single family homes at a multiple of 1.9 units per acre. It does not make sense
that the same parcel should be viewed as being capable of accommodating more than three times the
number of multifamily homes, or 1,456 units. This becomes apparent when one considers the resources

cd NUSS:BT 60@C 99 “1nr SSE/PELSPB: "ON XB4 ' NOSdWOHL :
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Prepared by Clifford Schwartz
Page 3 of 3

needed by residences, including water, sewage, household waste, parking, recreational space, and
community services. It is almost as if someone took an illustrative table with footnotes from a large -
urban area’s code book and pasted it intact into the Town Code without fully considering the content of
the footnotes. This is a zoning issue that needs to be addressed by the Town Board, but the anomalous
results of applying the calculations for multiple dwellings can and should enter into the Planning.
Board’s consideration of the project’s compatibility and harmony with the surrounding community.
Fortunately, other provisions in the Code mean that the maximum unit calculation is only suggestive
rather than binding on the Planning Board.

It is unfortunate that the Code does not specifically address the need for open space when multiple
dwellings are constructed outside of a PUD. However, the discretion granted to the Planning Board in
Section 25-28(A) and 250-52 would allow for application of principles similar to the 35% open space
rule set forth in Section 250-27(C) and to make other changes deemed necessary in order to create a "
more desirable community environment through the preservation and enhancement of community
natural resources such as water bodies, wetlands, forests, significant topographic and geological features
and other areas of scenic and ecological value.

From the practical standpoint of integrating the development with the surrounding community, the
Planning Board should consider requiring that building permits be restricted to a certain number in a
year, so that the residences are sold and occupied in a manner that can be absorbed and served more
easily by community services. In-addition, as a condition for approving the FEIS, the Planning Board
should retain the right to reduce the scope of future project phases if the actual environmental impacts
prove to be inconsistent with what has been set forth in the FEIS.

Finally, I would like to address an environmental issue that T do not believe has received adequate
attention to date. At a time when the County faces capacity issues in its landfill and recycling has
become so much more important, I believe it is cssential to have a facility on site for collecting and pre-
sorting household waste before it enters into the public waste management system. The Planning Board
should consider requiring the applicant to create such a facility to ensure that the new community’s
waste is not dumped raw and unsorted into a waste management system that is already highly stressed.

The Planning Board is uniquely empowered to require the applicant to make the changes necessary to

transform this proposal into something that will yield positive benefits for the hamlet of Rock Hill and. ..~

the Town of Thompson for generations to come. If the Planning Board adopts the FEIS, and the
Findings Statement permits the unit count without any restriction, it will be very difficult to
subsequently scale back the project, because the applicant will already have approval of an acceptable
level of impact based on the unit count specified. Unless the Planning Board takes decisive action to
scale back the applicant’s proposal now, I fear the FEIS ultimately will prove to be a recipe for disaster.

Sincerely,

£d WUeS:BT 60BC 9@ “Inr £oElPelsSr8: "ON Xdd NOSJWOHL :
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TO: JAMES LYTTLE, CHAIRMAN, THOMPSON PLANNING BOARD 0 74

rT cE
FROM: TOBY LEE BORITZ c o PY S

RE ROCK HILL TOWN CENTER—I‘“EIS-- 1613 residential units, 60,000 sf commercial space
DATE: .JULY 5,2009 |
“Dear Cha.irman Lﬁﬂe and Planning Board Mcmbcrs Cohen, Kiefer, Milucky, Chester, Zangla and Sush,

“Most Glen Wild residents were not originally opposed to a Rock Hill subdivision with a residential
‘component and modest amount of commercial space. The reduction of commercial space to 60,000 sf is a
définite improvement over the earlier plan. However, RHTC has no viable open space component, and the
sheer density of proposed residential units ‘ combined with the indignity of a sewage treatment plant at our
doorstep renders this entire project unacceptable. We are relying on the planning board to substantially
- reduce its density to forestall wide-ranging negative environmental impacts to our community and the region.

If this sprawling project is allowed to go forward in its present form, it would be the fault not of the
applicant, but rather of the planning board for failing to exercise due diligence. The board’s June 24 vote
‘granting conditional approval for Rock Hill Town Center’s final EIS before the start of the 10 day public
comment period calls into question the board’s fairness and impaitiality.

The applicant is exploiting a loophole in our zoning code which, for multiple dwellings outside of PUD
zones, sets no maximum allowable density units per acre and does not enforce a “smart growth” open space
component (despite the well-intentioned guidelines of onr comprehensive plan) thereby relying on the good
will of developers and vigilance of the planning board. “As-of-right” developments such as RHTC are

. breezing through the approval process in the Town of T hompson, allowing developers to build as densely as
possible without being required to dedicate usable open space to the community or even preserving land in
its natural state for residents of the subdivision (other than unbuildable DEQ wetlands and buffers).

This unfortunate situation is contributing to rapid habitat fragmentation, impacts to wildlife, air and water

. pollution, as well as depletion of our once plentiful aquifers which, as per anecdotal reports of neighbors;is
already happening. Without repeating much of what has already been said in the voluminous record, let me

stress a few issues of utmost concem and offer some alternatives:

lead agency’s failure to follow SEQR guidelines in approving FEIS
During the public hearing on the final EIS for Rock Hill Town Center, it was mentioned that the applicant
risked losing financial backing for the project if approval was not granted by July 1. The planning board
acknowledged that all pertinent information and approvals had not yet been received and that SEQR -
regulations required a 10-day public comment period ending on July 6. During the hearing, a resident asked
the board whether the members planned to take a vote that evening. As I recall, the response was in the
~negative. [left the meeting after the public hearing portion was over and larer learned from a neighbor that
the planning board did, in fact, take a vote granting conditional approval for the FES.
How can the planning board as lead agency for a project of this magnitude render a judgment before
_ the start of the 10-day public comment period, implying that nothing we have to say makes any difference in
the final outcome? This arbitrary, premature approval of the FEIS is contrary to the intent of SEQRA and
undercuts the planning board’s credibility as a fair-minded, unbiased decision-making body.

* atthe June 24 public hearing we were informed of applicant’s intention to increase residential units from 1300 + to 1613

Td WdES:18 6882 S@ "1nr » ESELPBLSHE: TON XY4 NOSJWOH.L :

WO 4



The June 24 vote is invalid and needs to be taken again after careful consideration is given to all substantive
public comment.

' ll-conceived location of sewage treatment plant '
Locating the STP on the west side of Glen Wild Road near the intersection of Adams Road with a plan to

transmit treated sewage northward via Fowlwood Brook (a class B protected stream) through my neighbors’
streamns and ponds in Glen Wild and on to the Neversink is an affront to all of us in the community. In his
January 23 letter to the planning board earlier this year, Michael Merriman of the NYS DEC stated that the
STP should not be located within 500 ft of RHTC residents” homes out of concern about noise and odors
emanating from the facility. Well, if that’s the case, the STP-- proposed for 150-200 ft from the road-- should

~not be within 500 ft of any residents, including neighbors and those of us driving down Glen Wild Road.
Fencing, landscaping and walls aré inadequate to mitigate its negative impacts.

In the same letter, Mr. Merriman raises questions about the viability and location of the sewage treatment
-plan: ~

A look a1 the layout and topography of the site indicates shar it may be possible 10 separately collect and treat sewage at different
locations around the site. The more southerly portions might connect to the adjacent Rock Hill Sewer District’s collection system.
The central and northern portions of the site are more problematic and need more study 1o fully assess and compare the impacts
of either a separate private plant or connection to the nearby municipal plant. It is also not clear why the first phases of .
construction are so far from the more.accessible Rock Hill Sewer District collection system. Please explain what standards and

goals were used in establishing the phasing of constryction. (1-23-09, page 3)

" This STP does not bdong in our residential neighborhood on Glen Wild Road and must be relocated— most
appropriately to the HC-2 portion of the property.

The FEIS also attempts to minimize the matter of the Delaware River Basin Commission’s jurisdiction over
. the project, which monitors discharge of pollutants into an important 120-mile stretch of the Delaware
known as SPW (Special Protection Waters) into which RHTC’s treated sewage will flow.

zoning and project density
I do not take issue with the applicant’s entire calculation of density. Most sections of the project including
the commercial space, and much of the residential acreage-- the RR-1 parcel west of Glen Wild Road, and
HC-2 lots are acceptable in that they abide by allowable maximum allowable density units per acre of their

zoning districts for sing]c and two-family houses (0.9 and 1.9, respectively).

When the 2005 rezoning was done and maximum allowable dwelling per acre was determined for varions
types of dwellings in different zones, a curious thing happened: Multiple dwellings in planned unit
development (PUD) and formal cluster zones had to abide by maximum density units per acre in the zone
where their project was located, but a different formula was used for “as-of-right” subdivisions. An
applicant proposing as-of-right multi-family units simply has to subtract wetlands, steep slopes, easements
~ and rights-of-way, then take the remaining square footage and subtract 5400 sf per 2-bedrm dwelling unit
and 7200 sf per 3-bedroom DU to arrive at total # of units.?

This loophole combined with the planning board’s unwillingness to require a meaningful open space plan
from the applicant has resulted in the absurdity of more than 1456 dwelling units—or 6.48 dwelling units
per acre being proposed on a mere 224.79 net acres in the SR zone (10,762,435 sf) in the midst of a rural
residential neighborhood with maximum allowable density of 1.9 DU per acre. |

: multifamily units may not exceed 20% lot coverage, as per zoning regulations
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- “T. Boritz, RE: Rock Hill Town Center FEIS, 7-5-09

- Glen Wild has always been a rural area. William Rice bought his farm on East Glen Wild Road in 1847 and

sold his. brother Morris 50 acres of it the following year which my grandfather eventually purchased from the
* Rumseys in 1911, Then in the ‘50°s and ‘60’s I remember Sam Fine’s and Kaplan’s Egg Corp, and the Jaffe
and Bogursky chicken farms. And there was the shul, Anshei Glen Wild, along with a number of small .
bungalow colonies scattered along Glen Wild Road. o

The RHTC property was apparently spot zoned prior to the 2005 rezoning-- from RR to SR. Had this not
_oceurred, we wouldn't be facing this unfortunate as-of-right multiple dwelling situation, which is not an

- option in the RR-1 zoning district. Ours was never a suburban residential area. The maps in Attachments A
and B speak for themselves. Compare the rural areas (RR) along Glen Wild Road in the 1984 zoning map to
the odd configuration of RHTC’s SR property in the 2005 map and draw your own conclusion.

: smart growth/ protection of open space
Uncontrolled and unfocused growth may lead to urban sprawl which is undesirable and very evident in
nearby areas. . --from Introduction to Thompson-Monticello Comprehensive Plan, 1999

Believe it or not, Thompson does have an open space plan, but the problem is that developers seeking to
maximize profits by increasing density are flocking to.our town, employing the clustering aspect of the
equation in name only, without being required to preserve usable open space. Nor is the board requiring any
such plans of applicants, who prefer building “as-of-right.” Whose ri ght? And for whose benefit? No large
subdivision which purports to use smart growth principles should be approved without a significant
conservation component. The proposal before you is devoid of an open space plan but for a couple of
squares called commons along with some wetlands, steep slopes and buffers already protected by the DEC.

Where is RHTC’s open space plan? Where are the conservation easements [0 preserve the high ridge and its
viewshed in perpetuity (visible on your left when driving east on Rte 17 from Monticello towards Rock
Hill)? Precisely how are the property’s important topographic features to be preservesd and its wildlife to

‘survive, much less thrive (as was intended by the comprehensive plan) with 1613 residential units looming
on the horizon? And why is the planning board in a hurry to approve such a massive project along with a
sewage treatment plant in rural Glen Wild that will foul our air and water? All this is provoking outrage in
the most sensible among us.

segmentation '
Prior to granting approval for this project, the planning board needs to determine what the applicant’s plans
are for the 50-60+ acres of SBL# 25-1-21.2 on the east side of Glen Wild Road by the cemetery. Part 617.3
- of SEQR requires the lead agency to consider environmental impacts of an entire project, in order to guard
against a segmented, piecemeal review.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I respectfilly request that the planning board take the following actions with respect to SEQR guidelines:

: 1) rescind conditional approval of Rock Hill Town Center’s FEIS and take a re-vote to ensure
that all public comment has been carefully considered. Doing so might help restore public
confidence in the review process

2) prior to granting any approvals, require applicant to present development plan for eastern

portion of SBL# 25-1-21.2 to avoid segmenting the project
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The following changes to Rock Hill Town Center’s Master Plan are also recommended:

* reduce unacceptably high density of 1456 multifamily units on some 250 SR acres— to be
compatible with surrounding rural area in accordance with our zoning ordinance and comprehensive. .
plan 4 : :

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

* require a viable open space component to the project in which the developer would dedicate a
percentage of usable land through a conservation easement. It is cynical for developers to claim to be
implementing an open space plan by protecting wetlands, 100 ft buffers and other unbuildable areas

of their property. Why not ask applicants to give back something significant to the community, eg. in
the case of RHTC perhaps by dedicating the 50-60 acre portion of SBL# 25-1-21.2 on the east side of

- Glen Wild Rd as a public park for passive recreation? :
¢ ensure preservation of entire viewshed along high ridge by relocating homes an additional 100 ft

back. It is not sufficient to preserve only 80% of the ridge, as the developer has offered. The entire
viewshed should be protected.

I hope we can count on the members of the Planning board for a faix; unbiased review process in this
important matter.

Sincerely,

———7T ’ . ) . ' -

2y Dep Bn ™ |
Toby Lée Boritz : . '
East Glen Wild Road - '

c:  Paula Kay, Planning Board Attorney
Michael Mednick, Thompson Attorney , :
Anthony Cellini, Supervisor, and Town Board Members Rieber, Briggs, Diaz-Corley and Jankiewicz

James Carnell, Chairman ZBA, and members Motl, Johnston, Ellis, Hoose, Kazansky, Kilgore
Richard D. McGoey, Thompson Engr. ,

Code Enforcement: Brawley, Ottino ,
Dr. William J Pammer, Commissioner DEPM ' . '
-Dr. James Green, Chairman, Thompson Advisory Council and members
Alan Sorensen, Sullivan County Dist. 9 Legislator

Michael D. Merriman, NYS DEC Region 3, Deputy Reg. Permit Admin - ;
John Parker, NYS DEC Region 3 Attomey :
Stephen Walsh, Water Resources Engr., Delaware River Basin Commission

ATTACHMENTS: 4) Section of Town of Thompson Zoning Map, October 2, 1984
- B) Section of Town of Thompson Zoning Map, Adopted June 7, 2005
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Brookwood Gunners & Anglers Association, Inc.
P. O. Box 790177
Middle Village, New York 11379
BROOKWOOD RIFLE, PISTOL, ARCHERY & TRAP RANGES AT ROCK HILL, NEW YORK

Re: Rock Hill Town Center Development
Brookwood Gunners & Anglers Assn.,Inc. v
Town of Thompson - 32-1-1 July 6,2009

Town of Thompson Planning Board

In addition to our previous letter dated February 2009 to - Town Board
of the Town of Thompson and The Planning Board of the Town of
Thompson (copy enclosed)- our Club - would like to request that each
person - buying - leasing or renting - be made aware of our Club
Activities so that in the future - our neighbors do not complain to the
Town Board & try to eliminate our Club.



8457945333
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Line 1 01:26:25 p.m. 07-06-2009

RONALD G. HIATT
Attorney-at-Law
34 North Street, P. 0. Box 1177
Monticello, New York 12701
(845) 7917700 - Tclephoue
(845) 794-1009 « Pax

Planning Board of the Town of Thompson
4052 Route 42
Monticello, New York 12701

Town Boarxrd of the Town of Thompson
4052 Route 42
Monticello, New York 12701

Re: Brookwood Gunners & Anglers Association, Inc.
Town of Thompson 32-1-1
New Development in the Town of Thompson

Gentlemen:

My client owns the parcel located at 9 Rock Hill Drive, tax map
32-1-1. The organization has owned the property for many years and
uses it extensively for club activities including, but are not
limited to, hunting, target shooting (rifle and pistol) and
similar activities. The property is used on a regular basis. On
weekends members axe often at the site engaged in target practice.

The Club takes no position regarding potential development on
adjoining lands. The Club is aware of the buffer/set-back
réspecting the use of firearms and particularly from residences
which may be constructed on the adjoining property.

The use of firearms is a noisy proposition and anticipate that
after approval and construction noise may become a concern to the
new neighbors. Since the Club has engaged in activities at this
location for at least S0 years it is appropriate any adjoiner
seeking to use the property abutting the Club which may be
disturbed by ite property use be advised in advance so it can, as
part of the planning process address the issue of noise, and
perhaps as a condition of approval by the Planning Board, erect
such sound barriers or other barriers as may be required so the
Club’s ongoing activitiea predating the requested development will
not bécome disturbing. _

It is neither fair, nor appropriate, that the Club be penalized or

3/4



81579?5?33 Line 1 01:26:40 p.m. 07-06-2009 4/4

. LQF LU Awde T A= A A L N e ¥ AV e w— T —— -

restricted in the use and enjoyment of ite property.

If there is anything further please give the undersigned a call.

cc: Denis Sheeley
Liaison Officer

Brookwood. 101



Naomi Jaffe
237 Glen Wild Road
Glen Wild, NY 12738

July 6, 2009

Town of Thompson Planning Board
Town Hall, 4052 Routc 42
Monticello, NY 12738

To the Members of the Town of Thompson Planning Board:

The proposed Rock Hill Town Center Development abuts my farm and home on Glen Wild Road on
two sides, with a narrow strip of property separating it on the third side. My family has owned, lived on, and
farmed this property since 1919. T am writing 1o join the great majority of my neighbors in objecting to the plan
as currently conceived, and on my own behalf as well as that of my neighbors, to object in particular to the
proposed Sewage Treatment Plant. ' '

The Sewage Treatment Plant for 1600+ residential units js proposed to be located apparently less than
100 feet from my property line. My understanding is that this is not a permitied use in the existing zoning and
. would require a special permit. The devcloper has repeated dozens of times in the FEIS that the plan in this
proposal is “of right” in relation to existing zoning. This is true of the Sewage Treatment Plant. There is no
existing right to build a Sewage Treatment Plant in a residential zone. The proposed plant would destroy both
the use value and the resale value of my home. No one would buy, or want to live in, a home that abuts on a
sewage treatment plant. I believe that you are required to consider the impact on owners of adjoining property
before granting special use permits. Considering this requirement, you can not under the law or in good
conscience grant a permit for a sewage treatment plant in a Suburban Residential Zone adjoining =n existing
home. The other side of the narrow strip on which the Sewage Treatment Plant is proposed to be located is
occupied by a not-for-profit residence for children with disabilities. There is not a person on this board who
would approve a Sewage Treatment Plant 100 feet from your own horne. Do not approve it next to mine.

My remaining objections have already been voiced by many in our community: the impacts on our rural way of
life, on natural beauty and the environment, on wildlife and forest. I would like to note the ways in which the
FETS has failed to answer them adequately ~ and cannot answer them, because the problems are inherent in the
inappropriate scale of the project. The forested ridge overlooking the Neversink that the proposed development
will destroy is habitat to every specics of animal, bird, tree, and plant that occurs naturally in our region. It is a
priceless treasure that can never be restored. ‘I'he FEIS statement that “there may be opportunities to preserve
some stands of trees” makes a mockery of the destruction of this unique resource. “Most wildlife would move
out” to more suitable locations is a grossly insensitive response to the issue of the loss of wildlife habitat. The
Inappropriate, massive scale of the proposed development, destructive of wildlife habitat, natural beauty, and
our rural way of life, is what I and my neighbors object to. The law requires that the project be “of such size,
location, and character as to ensure it will be in harmony with appropriate and orderly development of the local
community.” You arc obligated to listen to the voices of the vverwhelming majority of community members
who continue to tell you that this project as currently conccived does not meet that requirement.

Sincerely yours,

Naomi Jalfe
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