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Section Section C / Ci Response
Number Resp Number
All General Global The document needs to take an impartial tone and avoid terms such as "only" to qualify the answer. All such qualifiers should be The document was searched for text that could impart an impartial
removed. tone and the text was edited.
All General Global A section denoting the revisions to the program should be included in the Executive Summary to point out changes to open space totals, |An updated and expanded Introduction and Project Description has
revised golf course layout, removal of dry wells, decision not to widen Cooper Avenue, tennis courts in 100-foot buffer etc. Additionally, [been created.
the Executive Summary should provide a summary and discussion of new or additional information provided in the FEIS, for example
information relating to the Preliminary Construction Work Plan (Appendix G), the Supplemental Geotechnical Data Collection (Appendix
N), Flood Extent Diagrams (Appendix R), etc.
1 Executive Summary 11 Comment 1.1 - Refers to the need for a verification by the Army Corps of Engineers and the New York State Department of See updated Response 1.1.
Environmental Conservation ("NYSDEC") of the wetland boundaries of the property. That information has not yet been included in the
FEIS and is necessary before the FEIS can be accepted as complete.
1 Executive Summary 1.2 Response 1.2 - Does not appear to answer the question regarding the basal area of existing trees to be cut versus the basal area of new |See updated Response 1.2.
replacement trees. While there is a reference to a temporary reduction in tree basal area, that reduction is not quantified as requested
. Clarify ownership in addition to maintenance of the various forms of open space and clarify whether there will be conservation easements or [See updated Response 1.3.
1 Executive Summary 1.3 L N
deed restrictions applying to the open space.
1 Executive Summary 1.10 The details in Response 1.10 regarding noise mitigation should be incorporated as conditions in the Findings Statement and any Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.
resolution of approval.
1 Executive Summary 1.11 Clarify whether the development platform will be constructed during the first nine months or for a longer period as indicated in Appendix G.  [See updated Response 1.11.
2 Project Description General Provide a discussion of whether the downsized golf course can be reconfigured to move all holes at least 100' from wetlands. See updated narrative in Section 1-C of the Introduction (Page 1-2)
2 Project Description General Provide a figure showing all areas of ground disturbance. The Ilrmt ofdlsturba?ce is included on Figure 12, Grading and Utility
Plan, in FEIS Appendix C.
. o The EIS should convey all data relating to projects completed since 2010 wherever it is relevant to do so and to the extent such information is |Comment Noted. Information has been provided in the EIS where
2 Project Description General . .
available. relevant and available.
Provide a more detailed discussion of project phasing focusing on construction sequencing. The discussion should start with site preparation |See discussion in updated Introduction
. . and cover all aspects of construction, including means and methods for construction of the platform, utility construction, construction
2 Project Description General . . . . . . o
dewatering, stormwater management, dust suppression, etc. This section should provide a comprehensive and understandable description of
how construction would occur and it should provide a timeline for construction.
Provide a calculation of: Requested calculations are as follows:
> 1. The acreage of wetlands in the R-20 zone, and the acreage of said wetlands plus a 100' buffer. >2.91 acres
2 Project Description General > 2. The acreage of wetlands in the non-golf portion of the R-20 zone, and the acreage of said wetlands plus a 100" buffer. >0
> 3. The acreage of 15-25% and >25% slopes in the R-20 zone. >3.45acand 0 ac
> 4. The acreage of 15-25% and >25% slopes in the non-golf portion of the R-20 zone. >3.3 acand o ac
. . The estimate of fill import excludes foundation areas. Will these be left open after the platform is built? Discuss potential impacts of same if ~ [See discussion in updated Introduction
2 Project Description General _ ) . ) )
true, or modify the fill estimate, if required.
. L Provide a discussion of the impact of Central Hudson's recently announced natural gas service moratorium. How will the project be served with|See updated narrative in Section 1-C of the Introduction under
2 Project Description Energy L . . . e . e
energy utilities if natural gas is not availab;e. Discuss potential impacts. Project Modifications.
2 Project Description Purpose and Need Provide additional financial information justifying the applicant's contention that the No Action Alternative is not financially viable. See updated Response in Chapter 2, Project Description.
2 Project Description 33 Response 3.3 - The certification from Chicago Title Insurance Company (Appendix E) does not address the respective ownership and Forthcoming
easement rights to the roads which are owned in part by the Applicant and in part by neighboring property owners.
2 Project Description 3.4 The response does not address the substance of the comment. See updated Response 3.4.
. - Clarify who the "Applicant" will be responsible for maintenance of the stormwater system and roads. Additionally, who will be responsible for [See updated Response 3.6.
2 Project Description 3.6 .
landscape maintenance?
2 Project Description 3.7 Response 3.7 - Does not address the portion of the comment that inquires as to what would happen if the nine hole golf club fails. See updated Response 3.7.
2 Project Description 3.10 The response should be rewritten in a neutral tone. See updated Response 3.10.
2 Project Description 3.14 The response does not answer the question as it relates to managing and maintaining roads, snow removal, etc See updated Response 3.11.
2 Project Description 3.15 Response 3.15 does not address the public access portion of the question. See updated Response 3.15.
2 Project Description 3.17 If the answer to comment 3.17 is no, the FEIS should so state. See updated Response 3.17.
2 Project Description 3.18 The DEIS did not address the use of golf carts on the roadways. Is this an existing condition? A discussion about potential impacts to See updated Response 3.18.
circulation and necessary safety measures should be included.
2 Project Description 3.20 Response 3.20 - Goes to the viability of the Applicant's proposed tree mitigation plan. See comments to Response K.1 See updated Response 3.30.
2 Project Description 3.24 Last paragraph - end parens is missing. See updated Response 3.24.
2 Project Description 3.25 Response 3.25 does not specifically address what would happen if the flood gates fail. While it states that the Club maintains the flood  |See updated Response 3.25.
gates, it does not say whether the Club owns them.
2 Project Description 3.26 Clarify the meaning of "same access." Will the public be allowed to access privately owned roads. See updated Response 3.26.
2 Project Description 3.28 Response 3.28 - Does not adequately address the question of use of the facilities. See updated Response 3.28.
2 Project Description 3.35 Response 3.35 - Refers to the submission of the LOMR-F for FEMA approval. No details are given as to when that application will be See updated Response 3.35.
submitted. Consideration should be given to making this a condition of any approval.
2 Project Description 3.37 Response 3.37 - Clearly, the PRD will bring more traffic and create other impacts that do not currently exist with the current operation of |See updated Response 3.37.
the Club. The additional level of impact by adding the PRD to the existing Club operation has not been evaluated.
2 Project Description 3.40 Response 3.40 - References Appendix D of the FEIS. It should be noted that the testimony referred to in the comment was made on April |See updated Response 3.40.
11, 2018 and the report is dated July 31, 2018.
2 Project Description 3.44 Response 3.44 - The need for additional bonding should be considered by the Planning Board. N/A
2 Project Description 3.45 Is Response 3.45 a response the Village can endorse? N/A
2 Project Description 3.47 Response 3.47 - In the fourth sentence, delete "It is anticipated" and substitute "The Applicant projects." See updated Response 3.47.
2 Project Description Al Response A.1 - The deed restriction referred to should be incorporated as a condition of any resolution of approval. N/A
3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A2 Response A.2 - Does not address the question in the comment. See updated Response A.2
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3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A5 Response A.5 - The accuracy of the response must be carefully reviewed with the Building Inspector and the Village Engineer and the See updated Response A.5
response revised if necessary.

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A.6 Response A.6 - The scope of the response far exceeds what is necessary to respond to the comment. Further, it incorporates conclusions |See updated Response A.6
ultimately to be made by the Planning Board in its Findings Statement and resolution determining the application. Additionally, it should
be rewritten to adopt a neutral tone. As noted in the comment, the Village's PRD legislation was adopted prior to the enactment of
Village Law §7-703-a.

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A7 Response A. 7 - The accuracy of the response must be reviewed with the Building Inspector and the response revised if and as necessary. |Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A.11 Response A.11 - The response will have to be revised, particularly at the end of the first paragraph. The language "despite receiving See updated Response A.7
petitions requesting such action" should be deleted because the zoning petitions submitted by the Applicant did not coincide with any of
the options discussed in the Comprehensive Plan. The response goes beyond the scope of the comment and incorporates conclusions to
be made by the Planning Board in its Findings Statement and/or resolution.

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A.13 Response A.13 - Does not address the comment to the extent that the proposed action does not implement the zoning changes discussed|See updated Response A.13
in the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan does not address the Applicant's PRD application. Also, the statement in Response
A.13 in the second sentence of the first paragraph concerning Alternative G not being a legally feasible viable alternative to the proposed
action should be revised or deleted.

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A.15 Response A.15 - Does not appear to address the comment. See updated Response A.15

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A 16 Why is it only “anticipated” that natural gas will be used? Is there any other choice? If not, then it should be affirmatively stated. See updated Response A.16

See updated Response A.23. No indirect impacts were specifically

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A17 Add a discussion of potential indirect impacts. xzeedt:z;?;::il;z: :::::I;::r;z:illtal:‘;z:ergtz:g;;:z‘:;lzi?:h:r

information.

3 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy A.23 Response A.23 - There appears to be a conflict between the Applicant and HCZMC as to whether the LWRP policies have been properly ~[Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.
addressed. Ultimately, this is a determination that the HCZMC will have to make. The conclusions expressed should be deleted

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes General Has chemical removal of bedrock been considered? We wou.ldn’t use r{he.mu:al removal of bedrock - not

appropriate for this site.

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.2 Correct the spelling of Mr. Porto's name. See updated Comment C.2

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.8 Response C.8 does not answer the portions of the question related to geotechnical testing and the slope of the roadway. See updated Comment C.8

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes c.9 Response C.9 -Does not adequately respond to all aspects of the comment. As requested by the comment, the cut and fill analysis should |See updated Comment C.9
include a drawing showing the locations and depths that material will be excavated in order to provide verification that none of the
locations are below the groundwater elevations.

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.11 Comment seeks information on stabilization against wave action, but the response discusses flooding. Also, define significant areas of See updated Comment C.11

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.13 The blasting plan should also address soil contamination. See updated Response C.13

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.14 Delete “only” from the response. See updated Response C.14

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes c.21 Response C.21 - Indicates that the basements will be used for storage and mechanical space only. This should be made a condition of any [Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.
resolution of approval.

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.22 Response C.22 Should address the comment regarding discrepancy in the cut and fill calculations. See updated Response C.22

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes C.23 Response C.23 should address the portion of the comment related to the amount of soil to be relocated. See updated Response C.23

3 Geology - Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes c.27 Response C.27 - Makes reference to forwarding the blasting plan to the Town Engineering Department and Building Department for See updated Response C.13 and C.27
review. s this meant to be the Village Engineering Department and the Building Department? See also Response R.3. See also comment

3 Groundwater Resources D.2 The comment does not address the question with regard to groundwater quality. See updated Response D.2

3 Groundwater Resources D.5 The response does not provide the requested groundwater testing results. We disagree that the results are not needed. The See updated Response D.5

|groundwater is and will continue to be used for irrigation purposes and the public is thus exposed to the groundwater.

3 Groundwater Resources D.7 The cut and fill analysis should reference and discuss the supplementary technical data (Appendix N) with regard to encountering See updated Response D.7

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.l Response E.1 - Does not include the jurisdictional determination from the Army Corp of Engineers. The FEIS is not complete without this |See updated Response E.1
determination. See also Responses E.3 and E.10.

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E4 This response reads: “The statement further accurately indicates that, without active management to maintain the stormwater See updated Response E.4
management functions for which these features were historically created or altered, degradation would occur and probability for
property damage as a result of flooding and other hazards would increase significantly.” This sentence is unsubstantiated relative to
“degradation would occur” and “property damage from flooding or other hazards would increase significantly.” Natural wetlands
typically are identified as providing greater functions for floodflow alteration and for sediment/toxicant retention/nutrient removal than
drainage ditches with mowed riparian edges. This sentence either needs substantiation specific to this site or removal.

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.6 The response states that “a water budget analysis of surface water runoff under existing and proposed conditions at the Project Site See updated Response E.6
indicates that the change in water budget for all but one of the ponds and wetlands would be less than 10 percent, with the exception of
Pond 10, where an increase of greater than 10% would occur (See FEIS Appendix I).” The response does not demonstrate that there will
be no impacts to the hydrology of Pond 13 or Pond 18. While Pond 10 is identified as tidal, there has not been a discussion of the relative]
contribution of fresh or brackish water flows into Pond 10 versus tidal flows, and whether the proposed project will significantly change
these ratios and volumes. A review of FEIS Appendix | indicates two figures, existing and proposed drainage areas for the site, with the
peak runoff for the 100-year torm event. These two figures raise a number of question (see comments to Appendix |, Wetland Water
Budget). These two fisures do not demaonstrate that there will not he a chanee in wetland hvdrologv.

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.7 We do not necessarily agree that increasing the volume of the ponds or streams by pulling the sides back, removing rocks and/or placing |See updated Response E.7. Itis the inent of the Applicant to keep
them along new edges would “cause significant and unnecessary disturbance to the ponds and diminish the erosion and flood control  |the walls as they exist now in the ponds.
functions of the existing higher elevation banks.” Provide a figure illustrating the flood storage volume for larger wider and flatter ponds
and versus the storage capacity of the existing pond.

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.8 Response E.8 - States that Village and/or Town wetlands permits will be required. Isn't this inconsistent with previous statements that See updated E.8.
there will be no disturbance of wetlands or wetlands buffers?

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.9 The fact that the FEIS agrees in this response that “the buffer plantings around wetlands and watercourses would also improve overall ~|Comment Noted. No Response Required.
plant and wildlife diversity, stormwater storage/remediation and may also improve water quality” supports the comments on Response

3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.9 Response E.9 - Does this address the last sentence of the comment about marking the areas as out of bounds/no cutting? See updated Response E.9.
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3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.10 See E6. The second sentence in this response is not a complete sentence. Additionally, provide a figure illustrating the existing and See updated Response E.10
proposed drainage system, using different colors to reiterate existing and proposed surface and underground conveyance in relation to
the proposed site plan and wetlands.
3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.11 See E6. Maps present updside down - Attachment D-1. The SWPPP states that the remainder of Eagle Knolls will be converted to a See updated Response E.11
pathway, but in other locations it is called a service road. Clarify materials used.
3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.13 Response E.13 - Jurisdictional determination from NYSDEC has not yet been submitted. The FEIS should not be accepted until that See updated Response E.13.
jurisdictional determination is included.
3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.16 The original comment about the inconsistency between the DEIS Appendix B, Wetland Functional Assessment Section 2.1 (which See updated Response E.16
identifies a number of ecological communities on the site) and DEIS Table 3K-1 (which identifies four items, three of which are not
recognized Ecological Community Types in New York State) both cite to the NYS Ecological Communities, but the DEIS Table 3K-1 does
not use recognized NYS Ecological Communities types (either from the original NYSDEC publication or from the DEIS Appendix B). FEIS
Response E.16 states "tree stands are not properly characterized as wooded habitats." Is the FEIS Response E.16 stating that the DEIS
Appendix B Wetland Functional Assessment is incorrect, given that DEIS Appendix B identified areas of Mowed Lawn with Trees and area
of Successional Southern Hardwoods on the site? In addition, include in this response that, per FEIS Appendix C, Figure 14a and 14b,
there are 10.6 acres of treed areas to be removed. includine two patch areas (X and Y) that are each over one acre in size and a number
3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E.17 As a so-called “native colonizer” to Isolated Wetland A, will Common Reed be allowed to thrive in the 20-foot wide native planting area |See updated Response E.17
around Isolated Wetland A? Would its colonization be part of the successful 85% aerial coverage? Or would it be identified as an
invasive plant within the 20- foot wide buffer of Wetland A? What percentage cover of Common Reed species would be acceptable
within the Wetland A buffer zone? Discuss this exception in Appendix H. Further, will Common Reed be allowed as a “native colonizer” in|
the planted buffer zones around other wetlands or will eradication be attempted? The photos in DEIS Appendix B, show Common Reed
around Pond 10 (see Photograph 9). Are there proposed methods to keep the Common Reed from spreading from Wetland A to other
buffers, for example, through the cleaning and washing of planting machinery after work planting the Wetland A buffer? Or perhaps
Wetland A buffer should be planted last? These considerations should he included in Annendix H. Strike the word “thorough” in the
3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands E18/ Appendix P Include the Attached material, from the NRCS, in Appendix P. This table shows the hydric rating of each soil type on the site. See updated Appendix P.
3 Surface Water Courses and Wetlands F.1 Clarify whether landscaping in the wetlands buffers constitutes a disturbance requiring a Village wetlands permit. See updated Response F.1
3 Stormwater Management F.7 Response F.7 - Appears to be too equivocal. The Planning Board would consider whether to require an IPM as a condition of approval. Comment Noted. No Response Required.
3 Stormwater Management F.14 Part I.F.8 of the SPDES General Permit GP-0-15-002 defines the documentation necessary to demonstrate eligibility for coverage which  |See updated Appendix M.
shall be maintained on site during construction. This documentation should be included in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
3 Stormwater Management F.16 The evaluation referenced in this response should be provided in the FEIS. See updated Response F.6
3 Floodplains Figures How were the figures demonstrating that flood elevations for 10, 25, and 50-year storm events do not change as a result of the project  [All 10-, 25- and 50-year storm event are dictated by tidal
generated? flooding as seen in Table 5 from FEMA flood insurance
study) - much higher than min Eagle Knolls road
elevation of 5'. Therefore, these flood elevations will not
be affected by proposed developments.
3 Floodplains General It is noted that the Proposed Action would provide utilities below roads but at elevations above the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The road [See updated Response General Comment 1.
elevations were previously indicated to be at 14. So that would only allow for 1-2 feet of bury depth of utilities to stay above the flood
elevation of 12 feet.
Discuss the adequacy of this depth.
. During the 100-year tidal flood water is projected to reach within a few feet of the lowest finished floor of structures. Analyze and discuss|See updated Response General Comment 2.
3 Floodplains General - . .
the possibility that water will percolate up through the soil and reach the houses.
3 Floodplains 61 The response should acknowledge the uncertainty with respect to predicting future sea level rise and discuss impacts if sea level rise See updated Response G.1
exceeds current models.
3 Floodplains G.2 Response G.2 - The reference to the Village Code Section 186-5¢ should be 186- 5(a)(3)( ¢ ). The accuracy of this response must be See updated Response G.2
reviewed with the Building Inspector and Village Engineer. See comments on Response A.5. See also Response G.20 and G.21 and
3 Floodplains G.9 Response G.9 speaks of variance criteria while prior responses speak of compliance with Chapter 186. There appears to be an See updated Response G.9
inconsistency. Response G.9 concedes hydraulic equivalency cannot be maintained contrary to previous statements. In any event, the
response does not address 186-6A variance factors. See also comments on Responses A.5. and G.2.
3 Floodplains G.12 Response G.12 should acknowledge that access would be completely restricted in the event of a 2-4’ sea level rise. See updated Response G.12.
3 Floodplains G.13 Response G.13 - States that the Applicant may apply to FEMA for a LOMR-F. Previously in this FEIS, the Applicant stated that they would |See updated Response G.13. No reference to a LOMR was found in
apply for the LOMR. See comments on Response 3.35. this FEIS.
3 Floodplains G.16 The flow does seem to change north of Sylvan Lane off site when you compare the animations. Therefore, the statement saying 'does not|See updated Response G.16
redirect' is inaccurate.
Provide an expanded discussion, here or elsewhere, as to how floodwater are managed during rainfall (as opposed to tidal flooding) See updated Response G.18
3 Floodplains G18 events. Discuss the ongoing use of pumps to clear the site of water during heavy rainfall events. How are sediments and contaminants
filtered from this water.
3 Floodplains G.20 and G.21 Responses G.20 and G.21 should also discuss compliance with Section 186-5(a)(3)(C). See updated Response G.20 and G.21
3 Floodplains G.22 Comment is cut off. G.22is in full. Nothing was cut off.
3 Floodplains G23 Add a discussion of the berms - material, slope, planting, etc. See updated Response G.23
3 Floodplains G.26 Response does not address the structural stability question about the berms. See updated Response G.26
3 Floodplains G.28 Comment G.28 states that the elevation of Cove Road will need to be above the 100 and 500 year flood levels. The response indicates it [See updated Response G.28
will provide site access one foot above the 100-year flood via Cove Rd, however there’s no indication whether access is provided during a
500-year flood event.
3 Floodplains G.33 Response G.33 - Provide an engineer's certification of the condition of the tidal gates and the conclusion stated in the response See updated Response G.33
3 Floodplains G34 The response doesn't answer the question. Are there any other non-structural methods available? See updated Response G.34
3 Floodplains G 35 Make the response neutral w/r/t "easily managed." See updated Response G.35.
3 Water Supply H8 Add the water withdrawl permit to the list of required approvals. See Chapter 3H Water Supply
3 Sanitary Sewage 1.6 Response |.6. Woodard Curran to advise whether something more definative is needed. Forthcoming
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Sanitary Sewage

1.9

What are the costs to the Village of owning and maintaining the force main and pump station?

See updated Response 1.9.

Sanitary Sewage

1.10

Address the portion of the comment related to grease blockages.

See updated Response 1.10.

Sanitary Sewage

.11

Response I.11 - The Village Engineer should review this response in light of the same issue that has arisen in the MBYC FSEIS.

N/A

Sanitary Sewage

.14

Comment .14 - The source of the comment is missing.

See updated Comment .14 with source included.

Sanitary Sewage

General

Sewer flows have been checked and seem appropriate.

Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.

wlw[w[w[w]w

Sanitary Sewage

General

The sanitary force main passes by a bioretention basin which slopes down. The builder would need to ensure 4’ cover on all sides of the
force main, not just the top. If the side of the basin get eroded over time, it could expose the force main depending on how close they

Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.

Sanitary Sewage

General

Due to potentially high groundwater/flooding, anti-flotation collars should be implemented on all manhole structures as a precaution.
Similar precautions shall be taken to ensure the integrity of sewer pipes in the event of a submerge condition.

Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.

Sanitary Sewage

General

Odors from the pump station in close proximity to the houses is a concern. Since this is a dense neighborhood with low flow, the
engineer should consider odor control measures, at the very least a passive odor control system.

See updated Response I.1

Sanitary Sewage

General

An epoxy coating should be considered for manholes receiving force main discharge.

Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.

Sanitary Sewage

General

A low pressure sewer (LPS) system shall be considered for the development.

Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

Response K.1 and the DEIS state that 432 trees will be removed in association with the project. Figure 14a in FEIS Appendix C shows 816
trees being removed. Figure 14b reverts to the 432 number. Clarify the discrepancy. If the larger number of trees is proposed to be
removed, the mitigation plan should be revised.

See updated Response K.1 and updated Figures in Appendix C

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

The response states that an avian survey was completed and states that the snowy egret (Egretta thula) was identified. This species is
not listed in Appendix K; we assume it was observed on site, so Appendix K should be corrected to include this bird

See updated Response K.1

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

The FEIS states that the birds observed were primarily those associated with landscaped and developed area. The Town and Village of
Mamaroneck in general are landscaped and developed areas, so this is to be expected. With the inclusion of the snowy egret, the
two-day avian review on this site identified 42 birds on this site, of which five were new records. This is nearly 50% of the 86 birds listed
in the NYSDEC Breed Bird Atlas block (#6053C) associated with this site. The number of birds supported by this site, and potentially the
diversity of birds supported by this site will be adversely impacted by the removal of 53% of the trees on-site. Based on the Table in
Response K.5, the project will cause the loss of between 91% to 100% of trees in the largest size of 25” to 54” DBH. Cite to FEIS Appendix
C. updated Figures, Fieure 13, Tree Removal Plan and Figures 14a and 14b, Tree Removal Sorted Plan in this Response and also in

See updated Response K.1

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

For FEIS, Appendix C, Figure 13, Tree Removal Plan, it would be helpful if the trees to be removed were differentiated from the trees to
be retained, for example with a bold font. There is a dark dashed line on the plans, which is presumably the development limits; the dark
line should be labeled on the plan. Add to this response and in Appendix K, Tree inventory that the FEIS Appendix C, Figure 14a and 14b,
Tree Removal Sorted Plan illustrate that the largest tree patches on the site are also being removed. Treed areas to be removed total
10.6 acres and include two patch areas (X and Y) are each over one acre in size and a number of other patches that are more than 0.5

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

See updated Response K.1

FEIS Response K.1 states that trees will reach maturity in 15 years. We disagree. It is our opinion that it will likely take 30 years or more
for most of the species listed to reach the same size class as the existing trees being removed. For example, according to the lllinois
Cooperative Extension, red oak stands in lllinois reach financial maturity at 40-60 years, with an optimum around 60-80 years. White
oaks reach financial maturity around 60-80 years. Black walnuts reach merchantable size after 40 years. [Citation, Hayek, Jay. Extension
Specialist, Forestry, Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences. Timber Harvesting and Marketing, Financial and
Biological Maturity. https://web.extension.illinois.edu/askextension/thisQuestion.cfm?ThreadID=11137&cat|D=198&AskSite|D=87].
Hickories begin producing nuts at 40 years and will grow up to 300 years in age. At 20 years, shagbark hickories are still less than 3 inches|
dhh and 8 to 18 feet tall [Citation. httns://homesuides sfeate com/fastest-srowine-hickorv-47166 htmll

See updated Response K.1

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

FEIS Response K.1 states that there will be “significant improvements to plant and wildlife quality” due to installation of 20-foot-wide
native plantings around existing wetlands. There is no documentation to support this assessment. The word “significant” should be
removed from this sentence.

Given that these wetland buffer planting areas are within limits of Golf Operation maintenance, there is the concern, discussed also in
Comments on Appendix H, Wetland Mitigation Plan, whether the wetland buffer plantings will be mowed down and/or trees and shrubs
removed in order to reduce conflict between golf and vegetation after some period of time and after monitoring ceases.

See updated Response K.1

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.1

The DEIS and FEIS are not clear about areas of improved wildlife habitat versus open space preservation areas. Are the 30.6 acres of
improved wildlife habitat from the wetland buffer plantings, or from other activities as well? Appendix H, Wetland Mitigation states that
36 acres of open space is being retained. The FEIS, Appendix C, Figure 5 indicates that there is 37.67 acres of golf, where the wetland
mitigation buffer plantings are located, and

30.67 acres of open space, which do not include the wetland mitigation buffer plantings. What is the area of the wetland mitigation
buffer plantings? What is the nature of improved wildlife habitat? Provide clearer descriptions.

See updated Response K.1

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.2

This response should be rewritten to adopt a neutral tone.

See updated Response K.2

w

Vegetation and Wildlife

See Comments to Response K.1.

See updated Response K.3

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.4

Response K.4 - The overall dbh of trees being cut versus the overall dbh of trees planted should be stated in this portion of the FEIS as
well. This response indicates that 53% of the trees on the site will be cut. Also note in this response that 10.6 acres of trees will cut. See
Response K.1 regarding the length of time for the trees to reach the same size/maturity as existing.

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.5

See updated Response K.4

Include in this table the total number of trees in each DBH range, number of trees to be cut, number of trees to remain and percentage
of total to remain. The FEIS should acknowledge an unavoidable temporal loss (we believe this loss is closer to 25 years) in ecological
value from removing trees that are at maturity. Note in this response that based on the table in Response K.5, the project will cause the
loss of between 91% to 100% of all trees of the largest size, ranging from 25” to 54” DBH. Note in this response that this project will
result in the removal of 10.6 acres of treed area.

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.6

See updated Response K.5

See comments on Response E.16.

See updated Response K.6

Vegetation and Wildlife

The DEIS Appendix B, Wetland Functional Assessment Section 2.1 provided a list of ecological communities observed on site from
Ecological Communities of New York State. These included: Mowed Lawn with Trees. The FEIS acknowledges that the site includes
“Mowed Lawn With Trees.” Why is that ecological community not listed on the table in Response K.7.

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.10

See updated Response K.7

See comments on Response E.6 and Appendix I.

See updated Response K.10

w

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.12

Response K.12 - Does not address the final sentence of the comment regarding the benefits of planting larger native trees.

See updated Response K.12

Vegetation and Wildlife

K.12

See previous comments (especially K.5) on the length of time for trees to reach maturity. Provide documentation that smaller trees
establish faster than larger trees and reach maturity faster than beginning with larger trees.

See updated Response K.12
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3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.13 This response states that 30.6 acres of open space is being created, whereas Appendix H says 36 acres of open space is being created and|Appendix H has been updated.
preserved. This response states that the tree basal area would increase at least 10% each year of its growth; provide a citation

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K. 14 Address incc?nsistencie.s between this response, response 1.3, Appendix H and potentially elsewhere as to what entity will be responsible |See updated Response K.14
for ownership and maintenance of open space.

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.17 Discuss why connections cannot be made between Pond 16 and Pond 13, and between Ponds 5/6 and Pond 18 and 10. It appears that |See updated Response K.17
the design is looking to connect Ditch 1 down to Pond 13.

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.18 Discuss potential impacts to migratory species from loss of habitat on the site. See updated Response K.18

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.19 Response does not address the comment. How will soils, hydrology be made suitable for wetland buffer plantings? See also comments |See updated Response K.19
on Appendix H, Wetland Mitigation Plan discussing photographs and suitability of site conditions to create buffer plantings

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.20 See comments on Response K.1. See updated Response K.20

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.21 See comments on Response K.1 and K.5. See updated Response K.21

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.22 State whether the Village of Mamaroneck Tree Protection Standards (SD-11) was included on the Planting Details & Notes. If it was not |See updated Response K.22
added, add and cite the plans where it is located.

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K.24 This response does not discuss where displaced wildlife will go. The Tree Removal Plan does not specify the species of trees to be See updated Response K.24
removed. See also comments on tree patches within the Appendix K, Bird and Tree Inventory.

3 Vegetation and Wildlife K. 25 Shorebirds are found on the site; revise the response to acknowledge and discuss same. See updated Response K.25

3 Critical Environmental Area L1 It would be helpful to have a copy of the CEA designation for this site as an Appendix to the FEIS, so one could review these comments  |The information was taken from the LWRP. A request was made to
and responses relative to the designation. The response states “The Proposed Action would not impair any of the features associated the Village for them to send us a copy of the CEA designation.
with the Project Site’s designation as a CEA.”

3 Critical Environmental Area L1 Response L.1 - Refers to the use of drywells. However, elsewhere in the FEIS it is stated the drywells have been eliminated. See updated Response in L.1.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.1 The truck calculations cannot be verified because intermediate information is not provided such as how much fill will be brought in per |See updated Response M.1.
phase. With respect to the accompanying Table provided in Chapter M Appendix - Construction Traffic Activity, clarification is needed on
the realtionship between total trucks/autos and max per-hour trips (i.e., how does total of 51.2 trucks/autos equate to 29 max per hour
trips for the 9-month main platform fill phase?).

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.2 With regard to the conclusion of the response, we would normally agree with no impact, but construction activity has only one access See updated Response M.2.
point and increasing the truck percentages may affect the traffic analysis. An analysis of the intersection should be completed

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.3 Remove 2nd sentence - Response to Comment M.38 provides calculation of potential increase in accidents. The M.38 response should be(See updated Response M.3.
presented here.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.5 Change "developer" to "applicant" - Applicant is used elsewhere. See updated Response M.5.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.6 This response should be rewritten in a neutral tone. Second sentence notes 27 accidents but 17 is shown in tables and collision diagram |See updated Response M.6.
in the DEIS. Response to Comment M.38 provides calculation of potential increase in accidents. The M.38 response should be presented

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.11 The responsibility for improving Cove Road should be stated. The entirety of Cove Road will not be realigned so are there limits as to how|See updated Response M.11.
of it will be repaired. Will it be repaired to Orienta?

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.13 Will the location of the cart path conflict or preclude the sidewalk connection between the project site and the sidewalks on Hommocks: [See updated Response M.13.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.15 Remove word "very" from 2nd sentence. See updated Response M.15.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.16 Is Cooper Avenue meant for emergency exit for the residents as well? Does this affect the design? See updated Response M.16.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.18 In the Response Appendix, this comment is labeled incorrectly as M19 - should be M18. Same notes for this response as M.1 above. See updated Response M.18.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.19 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence - remove word "only" from four homes. See updated Response M.19.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.20 Once response M.2 is cleaned up, Response here should refer to M.2 instead of M.18. See updated Response M.20.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.21 2nd paragraph - remove word "just" . See updated Response M.21.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.22 Remove word "only". The response did not address NYSDOT comment about Boston Post Road/Weaver St intersection. See updated Response M.22.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit  |[M.23 Did not address Cove Road repairs comment (would be similar to M.11.). See updated Response M.23.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.24 Delete 2nd sentence. Remove "just" in 3rd sentence. See updated Response M.24.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.25 1st sentence remove "virtually." Last sentence remove "very." See updated Response M.25.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.26 2nd sentence remove "only" and "very." See updated Response M.26.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.27 Cannot verify calculations and appears that different numbers are being presented than earlier truck responses. Provide all See updated Response M.27.
numbers/calculations in response to make it easy for all to check. Also address traffic impact with analysis as in M.2 above

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.30 Response does not discuss alternative routes for truck traffic. See updated Response M.30.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M. 31 Clarify that the commitment to make any necessary repairs to Hommocks Road includes the portion in the Town See updated Response M.31.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit  [M.32 2nd sentence remove "only." See updated Response M.32.

4 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M. 33 See comment M. 25 with respect to school age chldren pedestrians use of Cooper Road. See updated Response M.33.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.38 End of 1st sentence delete "which is, effectively, no accidents." Response notes 9 crashes per year but DEIS tables shows 17 over 3-year |See updated Response M.38.
for 6 per year. Should provide more information on extra accidents of 0.15 and 0.15 were calculated - how determined and used on what

4 Traffl_c, Transportation, Pedestrians and M. 39 See Comments M. 16 and M. 25. See updated Response M.39.

Transit

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit  |M.40 1st sentence notes 6 truck trips - earlier comments note 12 and table in appendix does also. See updated Response M.40.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.42 Remove phrase "if even perceptable" in 3rd sentence. See updated Response M.42.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.44 Comment M.44 - Is not adequately addressed. See comments to Response 3.3. See updated Response M.44.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.45 Response M.45 - Ignores the cumulative impact of the new residential development. See updated Response M.45.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit  |[M.47 Response does not answer comment about making the roads public. See updated Response M.47.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.49 See comment G. 12 with respect to whether off-site flooding would impact the ability of vehcles to egress the site. See updated Response M.49.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.49 Clarify that pedestrian access is extended to Cooper Avenue, but there are no sidewalks proposed? See updated Response M.49.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.51 Last sentence remove word "only." See updated Response M.51.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit M.53 1st paragraph remove word "only" and "by even" at end. 3rd paragraph change "even less of an intersection" to "less of an impact." See updated Response M.53.

3 Traffic, Transportation, Pedestrians and Transit- (M Response to Comment M.1 and M.19 should read M.1 and M.18. Response to Comment M.9, M.42, M.43 should delete M.43 reference. |See updated Appendix V.

FEIS Chapter M Appendix

Response to Comment M.35 should read M.34 and recommend numbering the Vicinity Developments (Exhibit 3\M-8.1) as colors alone
won't be distinguishable for B& W copies. Response to Comment M.36 should read M.35. Response to Comment M.37 should read M.36
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3 Community Demographics, Facilities and Services |N.1 Table N.1-1 first line for Minipark: Minor error in calculation under Proposed Action Generated Need. Should be 0.08 —0.17 acres, not |See updated Table N.1-1
0.08 —0.16 acres. Could be due to rounding.

3 Community Demographics, Facilities and Services |N.1 Response N.1 - Consider impact of this response on the issue of recreation fees. As mentioned in Response N.1, it is the Applicant’s opinion that the
local recreational areas would adequately meet any increase in
demand for recreation from the new development and that
recreation fees would not be required.

3 Community Demographics, Facilities and Services |N.1 FEIS Section 3N.1 Response on page 3N-2: Response indicates that the population of the Village would increase approximately 1.7% See updated Response N.1

based on the Village’s 2016 population of 19,263. This is updated from using 2014 population in the DEIS, which represented increase of
1.8%. However, on page 3N-6, second to last paragraph, the text indicates 1.7% based on the Village’s 2014 population — this should
indicate based on 2016 population, not 2014.
3 Community Demographics, Facilities and Services |N.5 Response N.5 - Does not address the comment. Apparently, no such evaluation has been done by the Village Fire Department. The Would need Village support to get response from Fire Department -
Applicant should obtain substantive responses from the Fire Department, Police Department and Emergency Services. See also Response |as they never responded to multiple follow ups.
3 Community Demographics, Facilities and Services |N.6 FEIS page 3N-6 last paragraph and page 3N-7 under Response N.2: Shared open space is listed as 30.6 acres while in the DEIS, it is listed |As detailed in Chapter 1, Introduction and Project Description, under
as 36 acres. project modifications, an updated Open Space Plan has been
submitted with the FEIS indicating that 30.6 acres of shared open
space would be provided.

3 Community Demographics, Facilities and Services [N.8 Numbering in response is off. See updated Response N.8

. . . Does the fiscal analysis assume that all residences are taxed as single family homes or will some be taxed as condominiums? Update the |See Response 0.9. The analysis assumes all residences would be

4 Fiscal and Economic Conditions General . . R .

analysis, if required. taxed as single family homes.
3 Fiscal and Economic Conditions 0.5 Response 0.5 - Why is there only one comparable in Mamaroneck? It is unclear whether that comparable is in the Village or in the Town |See updated Table 0.1-2. The Applicant pulled appropriate
outside. See also Response 0.11. comparables at the time of PFEIS submission, and believes
Larchmont to represent similar market conditions to the Village of
Mamaroneck. A review of current listings show several comparables
from the Village of Mamaroneck with similar prices per square foot.
3 Fiscal and Economic Conditions 0.8 Response 0.8 on page 30-9: It is not clear as to what the final demand multiplier of 1.6561 was applied to for the calculation of 204 See updated Response 0.8.
indirect jobs in construction phase.

3 Fiscal and Economic Conditions 0.12 There is an increase in jobs. Is the parking adequate? See updated Response 0.12

3 Environmental Contamination Q.1 Groundwater data is based on data collection in July 2018. Address potential change in observed groundwater levels in the Spring. Groundwater data is based on data collection is the Summer of July
2018 and Spring of March 2016. See Response Q.1

3 Environmental Contamination Q.l Response does not address methane concerns. See updated Response Q.1

3 Environmental Contamination Q.7 Response does not address environmental contamination of open space ares. See updated Response Q.7

3 Noise R.3 Response R.3 - There should be specification of the number of days and the daily duration of blasting. See updated Response R.3

3 Noise R.5 Response R.5 - Given the amount of daily proposed truck traffic to and from the site, can it really be treated as de minimus from a noise |Response R.5 does not make a claim that anticipated truck traffic is

standpoint? de minimus, but rather states that the predominant source of
construction noise would be the stationary equipment, since truck
passbys are relatively brief at approximately 10 seconds. However,
the noise study included in Appendix Y does find that construction
would generate noise levels ranging from 49 to 65 dBA, and
therefore, as stated in this response, several noise reduction
measures are proposed to reduce potential noise impacts from truck
traffic.

4 Air Quality S4 This comment may have come from Lou mendes. Check comment and change index if required. The Applicant conﬁrrrTs that this comment is from the testimony of
Lou Mazzo, as stated in the FEIS.

3 Miscellaneous Comments T.10 Response T.10 - Is not accurate since the FEIS contains additional mitigation measures and impact analysis See updated Response T.10.

4 Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives Summary - No dollars and cents documentation has been provided for the conclusion that reducing the project density See updated Alternatives summary.

would result in a development that was not economically viable.

4 Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives - Why in the 75-unit alternative to the proposed action are all the units single family homes? Why wasn't a mix comparable |In the reduced density version of the Proposed Action, the

to the proposed action used? development of 75 single-family homes (as opposed to a mix of
housing types) is the most reasonable alternative as the Applicant
would look to maximize profitability of the site given the smaller
number of units. In addition, any potential impacts associated with
the development of carriage homes is fully analyzed in Alternative F,
the No Fill Alternative.

4 Alternatives Alternatives The FEIS does not explain why the 37.6 acres of preserved golf course for the proposed action is reduced to 36 acres in the three The three proposed action lower density alternatives have been

“proposed action lower density” alternatives. updated to reflect the 37.6 acres of preserved golf course. See
updated Table 4-1.
4 Alternatives Alternatives Include the rates and calculation methods for each of the following and include the calculations in the FEIS: fill and truck trip calculations;|See updated Responses 4.1, 4.5, and 4.17
traffic generation calculations; water/wastewater calculations; population and schoo-age children calculations; and tax generation
4 Alternatives 4.3 Those alternatives that place fill in the floodplain are not in compliance with Chapter 186 unless a variance is granted See updated Response 4.3
4 Alternatives 4.5 Alternatives Response 4.5 - There is no mention and/or quantification of reduced tree disturbance and other environmental impacts. See updated Response 4.5
There is also no discussion of reduction in municipal expenditures from reduced density alternatives.

4 Alternatives 4.12 Alternatives Response 4.12 - The zoning amendment discussed by the Applicant was not proposed or discussed in the Comprehensive See updated Response 4.12

4 Alternatives 4.13 Alternatives Response 4.13 - Statement that Alternative G cannot be considered a viable alternative under SEQRA should be revised or _|See Updated Response 4.13

4 Alternatives 4.13 Alternatives Response 4.13 - Does not include a comparison of visual impacts with the reduced density alternative. See Updated Appendix C

4 Alternatives 4.22 Alternatives Response 4.22 - Is not accurate. Alternative G is not consistent with the zoning changes discussed in the 2012 See updated Response 4.22

4 Alternatives Table 4-1 Table 4-1 is missing significant information quantifying the reduction in environmental impacts from lower density alternatives See updated Table 4-1.
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Appendice [Appendix C N/A FEIS Appendix C, Figures, Figure 5 Open Space Plan shows that the wetland mitigation plantings are within the Golf Operations and are  |See updated Appendix H. Long-term protection of the mitigation
s not identified as Open Space. Elsewhere in this document, it has been stated that these buffer planting areas are going to be allowed to |area will be ensured through a deed restriction, if required by the
proceed through succession, be unmaintained, etc. for habitat and water quality enhancement (Section 1.3 states “Once established, it is |Village of Mamaroneck
anticipated that the wetland mitigation areas will significantly improve the Diversity of Wetland Vegetation and Contribution to
Abundance and Diversity of Wetland Fauna function of the eight wetlands.”). If the wetland mitigation plantings are maintained by the
Golf Operations, per Figure 5, explain how these “significant natural areas in perpetuity” will be maintained in light of the inevitable
oressure of golf course operations to clean vegetation to allow ease of plav. It is suegested that this committment be a condition of
Appendice [Appendix C N/A The layout plan and the subdivision plan are different, tennis courts in different places, movement of lots, etc. The table is not legible on |See updated Appendix C
s one of these plans and the layout table stops at 44 on the other.
Appendice |Appendix G N/A Page 25 or Page 5 cuts off at the end of section 2.3. How is the watered down particulate handled? Who is responsible post-construction |Sentence now states: The Job Hazard Analyses for this project
s for maintaining the clean fill levels required above the orange demarcation level? indicates that Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) and engineering
contracts will maintain work zone conditions actionable level as
stated in Section 3.4 of this CHASP. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: As
stated in the NYSDEC letter dated August 7, 2018, if material
exhibits historical or visual evidence of contamination (including
odors) and will be used in an area with public access, the relocated
fill material will be covered with 12-inches of soil or fill material that
meets the criteria for general fill.
Post construction, this open space site cover will be maintained. The
golf course will be maintained in accordance with Best Management
Practices for NYS Golf Courses. The landscaped areas and pathways
for the residential apartments will be managed by the maintenance
staff of building project.
Appendice [Appendix G N/A Cooper not Copper Avenue. Also, this is not a Township. The error was corrected in Appendix G.
Appendice [Appendix H N/A The introduction of Appendix H should refer to the Figures in Appendix C, specifically Figure 5, Open Space Plan. Kimley to address
Appendice |Appendix H N/A A wetland permit application does not appear to have yet been made to the Village/Town. It is not included in the Appendices of the Kimley to address - will let us know who should prepare this
s DEIS or FEIS. A Wetland Permit Application to the Town/Village should be included in the FEIS.
Appendice |Appendix H N/A Section 1.3 states that native plantings in 20-foot-wide zones will occur. How was this width chosen? Is there room for wider areas of ~ [Kimley to address, VHB to address
s planting, for example within the 100-foot buffers, or following contour lines? Where is this width measured from — edge of water, edge
of rocks, top of bank?
Appendice |Appendix H N/A Has appropriate soils and hydrology been identified in these areas adequate to support wetland plantings? For example, DEIS Appendix |See updated Appendix H.
s B, Photograph 1 shows upland slopes around Pond 16, Photograph 3 shows rocks and grasses around Pond 13, Photograph 4 illustrates
fill around the outlet end of Pond 13, Photograph 6 shows rocks and upland grass around Pond 18; Photograph 9 shows steep slopes
Appendice |Appendix H N/A The Landscaping Plan shows the area of wetland edge around each of the eight features. This plan should identify the area of plantings |See updated Appendix H.Response: Total planting areas were added
s at each location and provide a summary table for the total planting area. It is noted that there are no plantings proposed around the to Appendix H: Wetland Monitoring and Mitigation Plan's Table 1 -
vegetated wetland southeast of Pond 10. Can wetland edge plantings be extended here? Wetland Summary. The area southeast of Pond 10 was previously
shown as proposed Wetland Edge Plantings up to the property line,
unless the comment was intended to read as southwest instead,
which if so, has been extended to the existing managed Phragmites
line. For clarification purposes, the Wetland Edge Planting is
inteded to be a 20-foot zone from the wetland's water's edge
landwards and not from the delineated wetlands line.
Appendice |Appendix H N/A The Landscaping Plan Planting Details & Notes provides a list of plants to be used in these planting areas, which will be similar to the See updated Appendix H.Response: The Wetland Edge Planting and
s Infiltration Basin. Is there a concern about brackish conditions in any of these planting areas? It is not clear that Pink Turtlehead, blue  |Infiltration Basin plant species were selected for the potential
flag iris would do well in brackish areas. encounter of brackish conditions, and per the Wetland / Infiltration
Basin Notes on Figure 6b, the plantings may consist of a combination
of the species specified. For instance, if brackish conditions are later
determined, proposed species exhibiting saline-intolerance will not
be installed, however a high concentration of saline-tolerant
plantings from the species list will be installed instead. Additionally,
based on-site observations, existing plant species immediately
adjacent to the ponds anticipated to be brackish, have observed
some low saline-tolerant plant species (e.g. managed cool-season
turf grasses, phragmites sp., etc.).
Appendice |Appendix H N/A Section 1.3 states that “Once established, it is anticipated that the wetland mitigation areas will significantly improve the Diversity of See updated Appendix H.
s Wetland Vegetation and Contribution to Abundance and Diversity of Wetland Fauna function of the eight wetlands.” This statement is
not currently supported. How was this significant improvement determined? Was a post-establishment scoring using Magee-Holland
completed for an anticipated planting?
Appendice |Appendix H N/A Section 2.2, Monitoring Surveys states that there will be one vegetative plot for each of the eight wetlands? Is this adequate for longer [See updated Appendix H.
s lengths of wetland planting, and to assess the viability and survival rates of the plantings, especially trees and shrubs¥
Appendice |Appendix H N/A Section 2.2, Monitoring, does not provide qualitative determinations that the percent cover or Importance Value is being calculated, and [See updated Appendix H.
s what goals are established. Similarly, the level of appropriate plant survivability is not qualified. One will not be able to calculate
survivability of trees or shrubs with one plot per planting area. The amount of invasive species that is unacceptable is not stated. The
mitigation goals in Section 2.1 of 85% aerial coverage and qualitative improvements in the two targeted Magee-Hollands’ scores does not
identify survivability of trees and shrubs, or rates of invasive species, or dominance of wetland plants. Section 3.2, Invasive Species, does
not define “significant occurrences” that must be corrected
Appendice [Appendix H N/A Section 2.2, Monitoring does not state the duration of annual monitoring of planting areas on the golf course. See updated Appendix H.
Appendice |Appendix H N/A Section 2 is described as Monitoring and Maintenance. However, maintenance is not discussed in this section. Will there be See updated Appendix H.
s monumenting around these buffer plantings? Will they be cut, maintained or left forever wild. Will there be a deed restriction on the

buffer plantings? Give the comment above, the maintenance of these areas needs to be described in greater detail.
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Appendice |Appendix | N/A The Appendix |, “Wetland Water Budget,” is not a wetland water budget. It is an analysis of peak 100-year storm flows into different See updated Response K.1
s drainage points. A water budget examines the volume of water in to a wetland, the size and volume of the wetland, and the volume of
water leaving the wetland to determine the average elevation of the water in the wetland. This will determine if the wetland will change
due to changes in hydrologic inputs or outputs or changes in the basin size. The two figures in Appendix | are not a water budget and do
not prove that there will not be changes in the ponds or wetlands on the site.
Appendice |Appendix | N/A Wetlands are not dependent upon 100-year storm events to determine their annual hydrology. It is the frequency and duration of See updated Response K.1
s inundation and/or saturation that are important to wetlands; these are not the big storm events but the regular storms. While still not a
“water budget” it would be appropriate to show the rates and volumes of pre-and post-construction conditions for a larger range of
storm events, such as the 5, 10, 25, and 50.
Appendice |Appendix | N/A The drainage areas on the two figures do not have specific identification labels, so it is difficult to discuss changes pre- and post See updated Appendix |
Appendice |Appendix | N/A It would be helpful to overlay the Drainage Systems and Wetlands from DEIS Exhibit 3E-1 into the Existing and Proposed figures in FEIS  |See updated Appendix |
s Appendix | to determine impacts from the proposed development on the surficial and underground drainage system and associated
Appendice [Appendix | N/A The existing and proposed conditions figures do not show elevations at inverts under cart paths, or for inlet pipes, so it is difficult to See updated Response K.1. Existing and Proposed Drainage Exhibits
s confirm that the limits of the drainage areas are located correctly. For example, Exhibit 3E-1 shows underground drains flowing north provided to clarify stormwater flow. The drainage areas are defined
into Ponds 5 and 6, and underground drains seemingly flowing south into yellow Ditch 2, which seems to be shown flowing south into based on topo which will dictate overall flow.
Pond 18. However, the exiting Wetland Water Budget Figure shows a Drainage Area boundary to the south of both the underground and
the surficial vellow Ditch 2 flowing south into Pond 18.
Appendice |Appendix | N/A For the drainage system flowing in to Discharge Point A. Currently, there are two ditches, flowing into Pond 13. The first flows from See updated Response K.1.
s Pond 16 through surficial and underground drainage. The second flows into Pond 13 via a drainage ditch from the northeast. -The 4-foot contour is just one of the many contour shown on plan.
o In the proposed water budget, it appears that the 4-foot contour is highlighted in the Proposed Water Budget figure in the 4.99-acre Not highlighted.
drainage area and the 27.15 drainage area. Is there a reason why this contour is highlighted? -Existing and Proposed Drainage figures in APpendix | provide high
o In the proposed condition, the drainage from the Pond 16 to Pond 13 is not shown; will this still be connected underground? ‘evel'_general' flow conditions Yes, Pond_s 13 and 16 are connected
o In the 27.15 drainage area, the drainage area bifurcates the various buildings/lots. Will half the stormwater flow to the rear of these remains und]_anged under Proposed Action.
-Yes, there will be crown on the ground, the front of house flow to
houses? the front and rear of house flow to the rear.
o The existing southeastern drainage into Pond 13 appears to be relocated in the proposed condition to the northwest out of the ~Under Proposed Action, the total 100-year flow to the channel is
development footprint and enters the same surficial channel as the flow from Pond 16. Is the channel large enough for the two flows; | equced. Therefore, no need to be enlarged.
Appendice |Appendix | N/A For the drainage system flowing into to Pond 18. It is not clear that the drainage divide is correctly mapped between the drainage area |See updated Response K.1. Existing and Proposed Drainage figures in
s 29.38 and Appendix | provide high level, general, flow conditions
40.82. For example, the yellow drainage ditch 2 is shown as flowing southward into Pond 18 on DEIS Exhibit 3E-1 whereas it is included in|
Appendice |Appendix | N/A For the drainage system flowing into Pond 18, is there a means to convey flow across the development limits from north to south See updated Response K.1. 4' x 4' box culvert is added to convey the
s towards Pond 18, as seems to occur, per DEIS Exhibit 3E-1, or is that now being cut off? It does not appear that there is piping conveying |flow to Pond 18.
the existing drainage under the development in the Proposed figure.
Appendice |Appendix | N/A The proposed drainage condition as shown in FEIS Appendix | has drainage flow into two infiltration basins within the development. See updated Response K.1. Flow from the infiltration basin will flow
s From here, grading would indicate that flow is discharged from those two basins at elevations 4.5 and 6.0, and flow continues into the  [by gravity naturally to the Pond 18 which is lower elevation
center area between development area. There is no indication that flow will be directed into Pond 18, in the proposed condition as it is
currently in the existing conditions via Ditch 2.
Appendice [Appendix K N/A It would be appropriate to include the Breeding Bird Atlas list for Block 6053C and compare it to birds identified on site. See updated Appendix K.
Appendice |Appendix K N/A The opening paragraph of the Tree Inventory section should cite to the Figures in FEIS Appendix C, Figures 13, 14a, and 14b. See updated Appendix K.
Appendice [Appendix K N/A This listing of trees is inadequate. It does not cross-reference the number of trees of each type to be cut or their sizes. See comments on (See updated Appendix K.
S Response K.5.
Appendice [Appendix K N/A Figure 14a indicates that the largest patches of trees on the site will be removed as they are in the development areas. The area of See updated Appendix C Figure 14a and K.1.
s wooded patch sizes to be removed, as shown on Figure 14b should be added and noted on the summary. It appears that 10.6 acres of
treed patches are being removed, with two patches greater than one acre, and many of the patches over half an acre in size. What is the
Appendice |Appendix O N/A Appendix O — NYS Golf Course Best Management Practices is cited just twice in the FEIS, in Responses D.2 and D.6, both related to The Applicant confirms that the BMPs for golf course irrigation as
s irrigation practices. It is not clear if the Golf Course will comply with the remaining BMPs cited in this document prepared by Cornell outlined in Appendix O have and will continue to be followed at the
University (Turfgrass Extension) with input from the major Golf Course Associations in New York State. project site. Hampshire Country Club does and will continue to
follow BMPs outlined in other sections of this document, including
those related to water quality management, nutrient management,
fertilizers, chemicals and fuel. See updated Responses D.2 and D.6.
Appendice |Appendix U N/A Appendix U, Pest Management Plan is cited once in the FEIS, Response K.16. This document is very generic in its descriptions, and not Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.
H specific to Hampshire Country Club. For example, the Cover of this Report provides a Title of Best Management Practices for New York
State Golf Courses, whereas this is identified as FEIS Appendix U, Pest Management Plan. The Planning Board should consider whether to
require an Integrated Pest Management Plan as a condition of approval.
Appendice |Appendix Q N/A The report to the Corps of Engineers does not discuss the 2015 Waters of the United States Rule that was put into effect for New York Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.
s State in August 2018. We recognize that the Corps is the ultimate arbiter here.
Appendice [Appendix Y N/A Appendix Y — The Planning Board should consider requiring a construction noise mitigation plan as a condition of approval. Comment Noted. No Reponse Required.
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I. Introduction and Description
of Proposed Project

A. State Environmental Quality
Review

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared in accordance with the
requirements of Article 8 of the NYS Conservation Law, the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA), and its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617 to respond to comments received
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Hampshire Country Club
Planned Residential Development (the “Project”). The Lead Agency for review of the proposed Project
pursuant to SEQRA is the Village of Mamaroneck Planning Board. The FEIS is organized as follows:

e This initial chapter of the FEIS includes a summary of the Project, including a timeline of the
environmental review process, Project modifications and additional analyses performed since
the DEIS, and a summary of DEIS areas of concern and the Applicant’s response, including
mitigation measures where appropriate.

e The second chapter of the FEIS contains the indices of comments and responses.

e The third chapter of the FEIS contains all substantive comments regarding the Project received
at the DEIS public hearing and during the DEIS comment period, and a response to each
comment. Comments have been organized by topic area.

e The Appendices include the public hearing transcripts, copies of all written comments received
regarding the DEIS, as well as technical reports and data referenced in the responses.

The accepted DEIS in its entirety is incorporated by reference into this FEIS.
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B. Project History

The DEIS was prepared based on a scoping document that was adopted after a public scoping
session. Chronology of the SEQRA review of the Project (to date) is as follows:

9/30/15 Lead Agency Declared/Positive Declaration Issued
11/18/15 Scoping document adopted
12/13/17 DEIS accepted as adequate and complete for public review

2/14/18 and 4/11/18 DEIS public hearing held
5/14/18 End of Public Comment Period on DEIS

C. Project Description

The Applicant proposes to develop a new Planned Residential Development (“PRD") of single-family
homes and semi-detached carriage houses located on a portion of the existing Hampshire Country
Club golf course in the Village of Mamaroneck, NY. The proposed PRD consists of 105 residential units
(comprising 44 single-family detached housing lots and 61 carriage homes, which consist of 28 two-
family and 33 three-family semi-detached housing lots) on the Project Site (the "Proposed Action”).
The Proposed Action would also include development of seven tennis courts and 30.6 acres of
common open space, which would be kept in a natural state. No development or ground disturbance
from the proposed residential buildings or tennis courts would occur within a minimum of 100 feet of
the wetlands at the Project Site. The existing golf course use would be downsized to a 9-hole course
to facilitate the development of the PRD. The Applicant explored the possibility of reconfiguring all

holes of the downsized golf course at least 100 feet from any wetland, however this was determined

to be infeasible on the Project Site. No development is proposed in the MR-zoned area where the

existing membership club facilities (including a clubhouse, pool and parking areas) are located. These
amenities would remain on the Project Site. Development is limited to the R-20-zoned area in the
Village of Mamaroneck.
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With the proposed grading changes, all proposed buildings would be located outside the 100-year
and 500-year floodplains. All new buildings and roadways would be built with a minimum finished first
floor elevation of 16 feet, which is four feet above the 100 year flood elevation of 12 ft elevation. The
Proposed Action would not increase overall flood elevations on the Project Site, or on neighboring
properties.

Three existing access roads to the Project Site (Cove Road, Eagle Knolls Road and Cooper Avenue)
would be modified as part of the Proposed Action. The privately-owned portion of Cove Road within
the Project site would be relocated and would form the central corridor for the Project. Eagle Knolls
Road would be relocated from its existing location and would intersect with the relocated Cove Road
prior to terminating in a cul-de-sac. Cooper Avenue, which currently extends from Old Boston Post
Road to its terminus at the driveway to an existing golf course maintenance facility, would be extended
into the Project Site and would intersect with Cove Road. A new internal roadway, “Road A", would
intersect with Cove Road and terminate in a cul-de-sac as shown in Figure 2 of Appendix C in the FEIS.

The Proposed Action would realign Cove Road at a mean 14-foot elevation, which is above or at the
100-year and 500-year flood elevations. The realigned Eagle Knolls Road would have a mean 14.5-foot
elevation. Furthermore, Cooper Avenue would be extended to provide emergency access and the
entire length of Cooper Avenue would be higher than the 100-year flood elevation.

A Construction Phasing Plan for the Proposed Action is provided as Figure 3 in FEIS Appendix C. Based

on the size of the Project Site, work must be performed in phases to minimize the area of disturbance

at any given time. Excavation and filling activities would be performed in two steps: establishment of

realigned Cove Road and single-family lots; and establishment of three extensions to realigned Cove

Road including the Cooper Road extension, realigned Eagle Knolls Road and Road A. This approach

establishes the central spine of the project providing the connection between Cove Road and Eagle

Knolls Road and establishment of the core utilities for the project within realigned Cove Road.

Construction activity for the proposed development would be performed by first excavating, grading

and filling to establish development sites for single family and carriage homes. Next utilities would be

installed within the streets followed by placement of road bed and sidewalks. The housing would then

be constructed on finished lots followed by surface treatments including topsoil and seeding, and

driveways. Housing would be constructed when there is a buyer and it is anticipated that about 20

units would be constructed annually. Temporary fill would occupy the basement area for each house

before built. Fill would be removed and relocated to other areas in need of fill when basements are

constructed.

As presented in the Preliminary Construction Work Plan (CWP), activity for the proposed development

would primarily be divided into three stages, grading, structures and finishing. Excavation and filling

activities would be performed in two steps: Step 1). establish realigned Cove Road and single family
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lots, and Step 2). establish three extensions to realigned Cove Road including Cooper Road extension,

realigned Eagle Knolls Road and Road A. This approach establishes the central spine of the project

allowing the connection between Cove Road and Eagle Knolls Road and establishment of the core

utilities for the project within realigned Cove Road to serve the project. Soil disturbance activities will

minimize total area of soil disturbance to 5 acres or less at any given time.

Work will be performed in accordance with New York State New York Stormwater Management Design

Manual, January 2015 edition, which provides guidance for soil erosion measures for a variety of

weather conditions and time of year.

Project Modifications

Certain modifications were made to the proposed Project since the acceptance of the DEIS. Below is a

summary of these modifications.

1.

Cooper Avenue — Cooper Avenue, as described in the DEIS, was being considered to be
improved to permit two-way, full access for development residents as well as emergency
access. The Applicant proposed to widen Cooper Avenue to accommodate the increased two-
way traffic. Since publication of the DEIS, the Project has been modified to maintain Cooper
Avenue as an emergency access route only. The existing Cooper Avenue would not be widened,
or otherwise improved. A gate would be placed on the golf club side of Cooper Avenue
preventing vehicles from using this road. The gate would be opened only to permit emergency
vehicles to access the Hampshire Country Club property. The entire length of Cooper Avenue
would be between 1-2 feet above the 100-year flood elevation.

Open Space — The Project has been refined to provide further clarification of the acreage,
operation and maintenance of the proposed open spaces on the Project Site. The Applicant
has submitted a new Open Space Plan (FEIS Figure 5 in Appendix C) that delineates the
ownership and maintenance of the open space and golf course areas. Based on this refinement
of the open space acreages, the Project would include 37.6 acres of golf course to be
maintained by the golf club, and 30.6 acres of shared open space to be kept in a natural
condition to be maintained by the HOA.

Golf Course Layout — Since the submission of the DEIS, the golf course was revised to include
a layout that allows a golfer easy transition from one hole to another. The proposed layout of
the golf course is included on Figure 2 in FEIS Appendix C. The golf course encircles the
development with pathways for a golf cart to transition from one hole to the next.
Stormwater Management System — Based on comments received on the DEIS, several
modifications were made to the proposed stormwater management infrastructure. The
proposed drywells have been eliminated. Instead, all the roof runoff instead would be drained
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to the two proposed infiltration basins or the bioretention basin for water quality treatment.
Both infiltration basins have been resized to accommodate the roof runoff. Emergency
overflows have been provided for by the infiltration basins and the infiltration basins have been
revised to dewater within 48 hours. Detailed calculations provided in Attachment D2 of the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP, FEIS Appendix M) have been revised to
demonstrate that the flow-through capacities are not exceeded.

5. Estimate of Fill - The Applicant team conducted a more granular analysis and breakdown of

the cut and fill, provided in Figure 8 in FEIS Appendix C. This FEIS concludes that the Project
would require a net of 81,805 cubic yards of fill, which is less than that estimated in the DEIS.

5.6.Energy supply — Given Con Edison’s recently announced natural gas connection moratorium,

the Applicant proposes to use electric and propane energy supply to power the proposed

residential units if natural gas remains unavailable. Propane tanks can be elevated above the

flood elevation and therefore would not be subject to flooding.

Additional Analyses

In response to comments and requests by the Lead Agency and the public after the publication of the

DEIS, the Applicant team conducted a series of additional analyses and assessments, listed below.

Results of these additional analyses and assessments are described in detail below in the outline of

DEIS areas of concern and the Applicant response.

A Preliminary Construction Work Plan (CWP) is provided in FEIS Appendix G. It includes a
detailed description of construction phasing and a Construction Health and Safety Plan
(CHASP) that addresses measures to minimize exposure to impacted soil by contact, inhalation
and ingestion through the establishment of safety protocols, hazard response, and
implementation of active dust monitoring. The CHASP describes a community air monitoring
program (CAMP) that complies with 29 CFR Part 1926 (Safety and Health Regulations for
Construction) and with the requirements of the New York State Department of Health
(NYSDOH) Generic CAMP, Appendix 1A of New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation, (NYSDEC) DER-10 dated May 2010. The CWP also includes a Materials Handling
Plan (MHP) for use by the contractor during the construction of the PRD. The MHP details the
soil handling and stockpiling procedures, on-site soil reuse procedures, demarcation, and
documentation of imported purchased, clean fill from off-site sources.

The Applicant conducted a detailed and quantitative Construction Noise Study, attached as
FEIS Appendix Y, which assesses the potential impacts of construction noise on surrounding
properties and concludes that with the implementation of noise reduction measures, no
significant noise impacts would occur.
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The Applicant has provided a certification from a Title Agency confirming that there are no
deed restrictions prohibiting the realignment and/or use of any roads to safely service a
residential development on the Project Site in FEIS Appendix E.

The Applicant submitted a letter for review to the NYSDEC Division of Materials Management,
which has reviewed the soil and sediment samples that were collected. As confirmed in the
NYSDEC response letter (included as FEIS Appendix L), the project’s cut and fill program meets
the conditional exemption under the 6NYCRR Part 360.13 (C) for material re-use on the Project
Site. The on-site soils containing arsenic, lead and the other materials identified by GZA
GeoEnvironmental of New York (GZA) in its testing that will be disturbed and reused on-site,
therefore, are not regulated by Part 360 and a further Remedial Action Plan is not necessary
under NYSDEC regulations. Instead, the soils will be treated in accordance with the NYSDEC
Division of Materials Management rules and regulations, and a minimum of 12 inches of clean
cover must be placed on top of the excavated on-site fill used to create the soil platform. This
cover ensures that the relocated on-site soil will remain isolated from the proposed
development.

The Applicant added groundwater monitoring points to the Project Site and additional
groundwater surface data was obtained to establish an estimated groundwater surface for the
Project Site. This analysis demonstrated that the groundwater table is below the existing and
proposed Project grade in all locations, and that the Proposed Action would not involve
disturbance within the groundwater table.

An updated SWPPP is provided in FEIS Appendix M. The revised SWPPP includes existing and
proposed drainage maps and a detailed long-term Operations and Maintenance Plan for
stormwater practices in Section VIl and Attachment B and E of the SWPPP. This revised SWPPP
outlines the proposed stormwater system modifications described in the section above
outlining the Project modifications.

The Applicant team conducted an assessment of the three floodgates, located at Delancey
Cove and Hommocks Road which shows that all are in good working order. A full floodgate
assessment is provided in FEIS Appendix J.

The Applicant team prepared additional figures showing the flood extent for the existing and
Proposed Action condition for the 10, 25 and 50-year flood storms. These are included in FEIS
Appendix R, Flood Extent Diagrams. As demonstrated by these figures, the flood elevations for
the 10, 25 and 50-year storms are identical in the existing and Proposed Action since elevations
are dictated by the water surface of the Long Island Sound.

The Applicant provided a Tree Removal Plan that has been organized by size groupings, with
additional detail on trees to remain on the Project Site. The Applicant provided three updated
figures in FEIS Appendix C, including an updated Tree Removal Plan, Tree Removal Sorted Plan,
and Tree Removal Sorted Table.
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- The Applicant team conducted a detailed analysis of the generated need for open space and
recreational facilities based on National Recreation and Park Association guidelines. In
addition, the Applicant team contacted local recreational service providers, including sports
leagues, and provided further analysis of the number of school age children who might be
expected to enroll in sports leagues based on participation rates provided by respondents.

- The Applicant provided a detailed analysis of school children generation based on materials
and multipliers from Econsult Solutions, Inc. (ESI), as requested by the Mamaroneck Union Free
School District.

- This FEIS includes a listing of comparable developments in Appendix X, as substantiation for
the use of the assessed valuations used for the proposed residential buildings that would be
developed as part of the project.

- The Applicant has provided a detailed comparison of nine additional project alternatives,
included in Chapter 4, Alternatives. The analysis included site plans for each of the alternatives
and a comparison by impact area of the alternatives to the Proposed Action. A full comparison
of the 16 project alternatives is included in FEIS Table 4-1.

- The FEIS expanded the construction truck traffic projections to include both truck trips and
construction employee trips for each phase of construction as well as truck access routes and
construction traffic mitigation measures.

- The FEIS revised the intersection capacity analyses to document how traffic operating
conditions would be better along Old Post Road with Cooper Avenue closed.

- The FEIS revised the intersection capacity analyses to document how the project would not
have a traffic impact even if pedestrian activity levels were twice those documented in the DEIS.

DEIS Areas of Concern and Applicant Response

The Applicant team conducted a review of the comments received on the DEIS, and has formulated
the summary below outlining the primary areas of concern related to the proposed Project. Each area
of concern includes a description of the potential impact area of concern as set forth in the adopted
SEQRA Scope for the Proposed Action, an explanation of the assessments undertaken in the DEIS to
assess the impact area, the additional information requested by the Lead Agency and the public in
their comments on the DEIS, and the additional analyses undertaken by the Applicant team in response
to these comments. As detailed below, additional assessments showed either no significant impact, or
that with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures, no significant impacts would occur as
a result of the Proposed Action.
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Financial Feasibility of the Golf Course

Financial feasibility of the golf course was not an impact area of concern identified in the SEQRA Scope,
except as it related to the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. The accepted DEIS described and
provided evidence of the national trends with supporting data on golf rounds, examples of recent
course closures, and business articles indicating the recent trends. The Applicant also disclosed
financial records showing that Hampshire Country Club has been operating at a loss to document that
current economic and financial factors at the Project Site are driving the need for the proposed
development.

Submitted public comments on the DEIS expressed concern about the financial viability and the
configuration of the proposed 9-hole golf course. A revised course layout, included in this FEIS as
Figure 2 in Appendix C, provides for easy transitions from one hole to another. In addition to the
documented economic conditions outlined in the DEIS, the Applicant has submitted a report compiled
by National Golf Course Foundation Consulting (NGF) focused on the economic viability of 9-hole
private golf clubs located in residential communities in the northeast. That report, dated July 31, 2018,
may be found in FEIS Appendix D, and concludes that “the 9-hole courses and clubs in the densely
populated northeast corridor are among the healthiest in the nation,” suggesting that the proposed
9-hole golf course would be financially viable.

Construction Management

The SEQRA Scope required a detailed description and plans covering various aspects of construction
management, including construction process and phasing; an estimate of construction noise impacts
using published data regarding construction equipment and mitigation measures; a qualitative
evaluation of potential air impacts resulting from construction activities and mitigation measures; a
discussion of rock removal and blasting; and a construction soil management plan.

Following the scope, the DEIS provided the following required plans and analyses:

- DEIS Exhibit 2-18, Phasing Plan, detailed the phases and stages of construction. The Applicant
also provided a detailed description of the construction process, the number of daily truck
trips, and truck access routes.

- A detailed description of the Remedial Action Workplan to be developed in accordance with
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) technical guidance,
including the proposed areas of excavation, material handling protocols, worker Health and
Safety Plan, and a Dust Monitoring Program. No contaminated soil excavation or handling
activities at the Project Site would be performed without a finalized Remedial Action Plan,
which would be reviewed and accepted by NYSDEC.
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A Preliminary Geotechnical report included in DEIS Appendix G provides preliminary
information on the subsurface conditions in the vicinity of the proposed development.

A description of anticipated blasting based on the Preliminary Geotechnical report. As detailed,
blasting would be performed in accordance with New York State Department of Transportation
Geotechnical Engineering Manual #22 "Procedures for Blasting” latest edition.

Full analyses of the potential noise and air quality impacts associated with construction of the
Project, provided in DEIS Chapters 3R and 3S. As described, the Project would adhere to the
regulations outlined in the Village's Noise Ordinance, and construction activities would be
performed in accordance with state construction specifications and regulations.

The DEIS found that there would be no significant impacts related to construction of the proposed

development.

Following acceptance of the DEIS, the Lead Agency requested additional construction-related

noise analyses and a draft construction management plan to demonstrate construction sequencing

and procedures to deal with soil contamination. In response, the Applicant has provided the

following additional analyses in this FEIS.

A Preliminary Construction Work Plan (CWP) is provided in FEIS Appendix G. It includes a
detailed description of construction phasing and a Construction Health and Safety Plan
(CHASP) that addresses measures to minimize exposure to impacted soil by contact, inhalation
and ingestion through the establishment of safety protocols, hazard response, and
implementation of active dust monitoring. The CHASP describes a community air monitoring
program (CAMP) that complies with 29 CFR Part 1926 (Safety and Health Regulations for
Construction) and with the requirements of the New York State Department of Health
(NYSDOH) Generic CAMP, Appendix 1A of NYSDEC DER-10 dated May 2010. Under the CHASP,
airborne dust would be monitored downwind of active construction areas with action levels set
to alert the Contractor to the need to implement dust control measures. The soil contaminants
tested for do not show an increase health risk at levels more-stringent than the visible
(nuisance) dust levels. The CWP also includes a Materials Handling Plan (MHP) for use by the
contractor during the construction of the PRD. The MHP details the soil handling and
stockpiling procedures, on-site soil reuse procedures, demarcation, and documentation of
imported purchased, clean fill from off-site sources.

The Applicant conducted a detailed and quantitative Construction Noise Study, attached as
FEIS Appendix Y, which concludes that with the implementation of noise reduction measures
including limitations to certain daytime and weekday hours, adjustment of stationary
construction equipment locations, and use of temporary noise barriers, no significant noise
impacts would occur.
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- The FEIS provides additional details on the steps that would be taken to ensure safety through
any required blasting activities, including the items to be included in a required Blasting Plan.
This plan would be forwarded to the Town Engineering Department and Building Department
for review before blasting activities could occur.

- The FEIS expanded the construction truck traffic projections to include both truck trips and
construction employee trips for each phase of construction as well as truck access routes and
construction traffic mitigation measures. These additional analyses validated the initial
analyses in the DEIS relative to construction truck traffic.

- To further ensure that construction truck traffic would not have a significant traffic impact, the
Applicant has committed to prohibiting truck traffic from accessing the site for one half hour
before or after the beginning and end of the school day at the Hommocks Road School as well
as to equipping construction vehicles with GPS devices to ensure compliance with these
requirements.

The FEIS demonstrates that, with the mitigation measures outlined in these plans, there would be no
significant adverse impacts related to construction of the proposed Project.

Property Ownership and Management

Regarding the topic of property ownership and management, the SEQRA Scope required a description
of present and proposed ownership of the property, including all structures on the Project Site and
evidence of ownership of access points required for the proposed development, and planned
ownership and management or maintenance of the proposed residential development, proposed
roadways, public and private recreational spaces, and utilities. The DEIS was deemed complete in its
response to these required elements.

The Lead Agency and public commenters requested additional details pertaining to the ownership and
management of the proposed Project Site buildings and facilities. Commenters raised concern
regarding the right to use and relocate access points and whether covenants and easements on the
Project Site would allow for the construction of the Project. In response, the Applicant has provided
the following information in this FEIS:

- An updated Open Space Plan, included as Figure 5 in FEIS Appendix C, delineates the areas of
the Project Site that would be owned and maintained by the proposed Homeowner's
Association (HOA) and those that would be owned and maintained by the golf club. As shown
on the Open Space Plan, the Project would include the following uses for the 106 acres:

0 37.6 acres of golf course to be maintained by the golf club;
0 30.6 acres of shared open space to be left in its natural state and maintained by the
HOA;
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0 29.5 acres of new residential development; and
0 8.3 acres of recreational club uses.

Full descriptions of ownership and operations for the golf club are included in the FEIS.

- The Applicant obtained a title agency certification and performed a careful review of all of the
deeds, covenants, plats, maps and related title documents concerning the Project Site and
adjacent properties. As set forth in the DEIS on page 2-11, as well as the opinion of Chicago
Title contained in FEIS Appendix E, there is no language in the various indentures cited by
public commentators that would preclude the development of residential dwellings on the
Project Site as proposed by the Applicant, or otherwise preclude the residents of the PRD units
from using adjacent private streets to access public streets in the neighborhood.

Soil Management

The adopted SEQRA Scope required a detailed analysis of soil management, providing specific
direction to include the estimation of cut and fill and associated impacts; a cut and fill plan including
the Project area of disturbance; the amount, source and structural suitability of fill; and fill slope
stability. In addition, the SEQRA Scope required soils testing at a sampling frequency of 1 sample per
five acres, a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), and a construction soil management plan.

The DEIS was deemed complete in its provision of these required analyses. The DEIS included a Grading
Plan (DEIS Exhibit 2-16), Cut and Fill Plan (DEIS Exhibit 2-17), and a preliminary Soil Erosion and
Sediment Control chapter within the submitted Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
included in DEIS Appendix H. As exhibited in these plans, the Proposed Action was designed to balance
cut and fill on the Project Site to the greatest extent practicable and to provide structural fill where
necessary to minimize overall site impacts. The Project was estimated to require the onsite cut and
relocation of approximately 217,490 cubic yards of soil and the fill of approximately 301,594 cubic
yards of soil requiring an estimated net soil import of approximately 84,000 cubic yards. The imported
soil would be a combination of structural backfill for building foundations, utility trenches, roadways
and other hardscape features and general fill. Sediment and erosion controls are described in the
provided preliminary Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. Landscape material would be selected
and located to assist in fill stabilization.

The DEIS also included the Phase | ESA and Limited Phase Il ESA, providing results from 21 soil and
sediment samples that were collected. Results showed six surface soil samples that exceeded
Residential Soil Cleanup Objectives for pesticides. The DEIS detailed the Applicant’s proposal to bury
the contaminated soil below the development platform.

Lead Agency and public comments related to soil management on the Project Site included inquiries
about the presence of peat and its implication for methane gas generation on the Project Site; concern
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regarding excess runoff from the development platform; and a request that a construction

management plan be provided.

In response, the Applicant undertook the following additional analyses included in this FEIS:

A more granular analysis and breakdown of the cut and fill is provided in Appendix C, Figure
8, confirming that the project would require a net of 81,805 cubic yards of fill.

An updated SWPPP (FEIS Appendix M) detailing specific soil erosion and sediment control
measures, along with NYSDEC standards with which the Project would comply, to stabilize the
proposed development platform. This is shown in Figure 9 of Appendix C.

The preliminary CWP, as described above, which describes the safeguards to be put in place to
protect the environment, adjacent property owners and Village residents during construction.
The CWP includes the Construction Health and Safety Plan which outlines measures to
minimize exposure to impacted soil by contact, inhalation and ingestion through the
establishment of safety protocols, hazard response, and implementation of active dust
monitoring. Under the CHASP, airborne dust would be monitored downwind of active
construction areas with action levels set to alert the Contractor to the need to implement dust
control measures. The CWP also includes the Materials Handling Plan (MHP) for use by the
contractor during the construction of the PRD. The MHP details the soil handling and
stockpiling procedures, on-site soil reuse procedures, demarcation, and documentation of
imported purchased, clean fill from off-site sources.

The Applicant submitted a letter for review to the NYSDEC Division of Materials Management,
which has reviewed the soil and sediment samples that were collected. As confirmed in the
NYSDEC response letter (included as FEIS Appendix L), the Project’s cut and fill program would
meet the conditional exemption under the 6NYCRR Part 360.13 (C) for material re-use. Under
the statute, if there is no visual evidence (including odors) of chemical or physical
contamination discovered during excavation, then no additional sampling or analyses of
reused excavated material is anticipated. To date, no visual evidence (including odors) of
chemical or physical contamination has been observed in the sampling performed at the
Project Site. The on-site soils containing arsenic, lead and the other materials identified by GZA
GeoEnvironmental of New York (GZA) in its testing that will be disturbed and reused on-Site,
therefore, are not regulated by Part 360 and a further Remedial Action Plan is not necessary
under NYSDEC regulations. Instead, the soils will be treated in accordance with the NYSDEC
Division of Materials Management rules and regulations, and a minimum of 12 inches of clean
cover must be placed on top of the excavated on-site fill used to create the soil platform. This
cover ensures the relocated on-site soil will remain isolated from the proposed development.
The Proposed Action would well exceed this cover requirement, as the Applicant is proposing
to create a minimum of 2 feet of clean soil cover.
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In addition, this FEIS details that there have been no reports of methane gas releases, and that the
deposited peat would not be disturbed by the proposed Project, and the proposed Project would not
be likely to contribute to significant methane generation. The FEIS demonstrates that, with the
mitigation measures outlined in the SWPPP and CWP, and considering the approval from NYSDEC for
material re-use, there would be no significant adverse impacts related to soil management.

Groundwater

With regard to groundwater, the SEQRA Scope required information on depth to groundwater and a
discussion of potential for encountering or interacting with groundwater resources as a result of
proposed cut. As detailed in the DEIS, no usage of groundwater or cutting below the groundwater
level is anticipated or proposed for the Proposed Action. Fill associated with the re-grading of the
Project Site to accommodate the proposed development would elevate the development further
above the water table. Erosion control measures, including sediment control measures to collect
stormwater runoff from all construction areas, would be implemented on the Project Site to reduce
any potential impact to groundwater quality during construction.

Submitted Lead Agency and public comments on the DEIS requested additional analyses to confirm
that groundwater would not be encountered during construction. In response, the Applicant added
additional groundwater monitoring points to the Project Site and additional groundwater surface data
was obtained to further refine the estimated groundwater surface for the Project Site. The results are
presented in FEIS Appendix C, Figure 10a. Groundwater elevations were compared to the existing
grade and proposed grade. As demonstrated by the referenced figure, the groundwater table is below
the existing and proposed grade in all locations. The Proposed Action would not involve disturbance
within the groundwater table because, as detailed in the DEIS, the Project includes raising the current
grade and creating a platform rather than excavating into the water table. As demonstrated, there
would be no significant adverse impacts to groundwater as a result of the Proposed Action.

Wetlands

As required by the SEQRA Scope, the DEIS included a full analysis of the Proposed Action’s potential
impacts on surface water courses and wetlands, including details on potential impacts to streams,
wetlands, and wetland buffers, compliance with permitting standards for activities in regulated
resources, and any proposed mitigation measures, as well as the status of any permitting required.
DEIS analyses included a Wetland Functional Assessment (DEIS Appendix B) conducted by VHB, a
Wetland Characterization Assessment prepared by Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC (DEIS Appendix B),
analysis of the Project Site drainage system and wetlands (DEIS Exhibit 3E-1, 2 and 3), and a detailed
Landscaping Plan (DEIS Exhibit 2-14a and b).
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The DEIS concluded that with the implementation of the proposed stormwater management system

as well as other mitigation measures, including the planting of twenty-foot vegetative buffers around

existing wetlands, there would be substantial wetlands improvement over existing conditions of the

Project Site.

Lead Agency and public comments on the DEIS requested a Project Site wetlands jurisdictional

determination from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); additional information on

proposed management and maintenance of proposed buffer plantings; additional analyses on flow

volumes/duration to the wetland features as a result of the proposed Project; and a hydric soils report.

In response to the DEIS comments received, the Applicant team undertook the following additional

analyses:

A Landscape Management Plan and Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is provided in
FEIS Appendix H. These documents include a thorough discussion of the wetland buffer areas,
including their construction and responsible parties, management methods/responsibilities,
and invasive species management. The FEIS analysis finds that installation of the proposed
native plant buffers and implementation of the proposed Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan would improve native plant diversity and limit the potential for non-native/invasive plant
species to colonize and dominate the buffers.

A Natural Resources Conservation Service hydric soil report for the Project Site, included as
FEIS Appendix P.

A Wetland Water Budget Analysis, included in FEIS Appendix |, providing an analysis of surface
water runoff under existing and proposed conditions at the Project Site which indicate that
changes in the water budget for all but one of the ponds and wetlands would be less than 10
percent, with the exception of Pond 10, where an increase of greater than 10 percent would
occur. However, as noted in this FEIS, the hydrology of Pond 10 is tidally influenced and water
levels within the pond are regulated by an existing tide gate. The analysis finds that no
significant changes in the hydrology of the existing drainage system ponds are anticipated as
a result of the Proposed Action.

Jurisdictional determination requests were submitted to the USACE and NYSDEC on September
4, 2018; responses are pending.

The Open Space Plan, described above, is included as Figure 5 in FEIS Appendix C. This plan
delineates the areas of the Project Site, including the wetlands, that would be owned and
maintained by the proposed HOA and the golf club. As shown, all wetland areas would be
maintained by golf club and would adhere to the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.
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Based on the findings of these additional analyses, the FEIS demonstrates that, with the mitigation
measures outlined, there would be no significant adverse impacts related to Project Site surface water
courses and wetlands.

Stormwater Management

As required by the SEQRA Scope, the DEIS provided a preliminary SWPPP (DEIS Appendix H), including
a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control chapter. The SWPPP outlines the proposed drainage system for
the Project Site. Erosion and sediment control measures were designed in accordance with the New
York Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, dated November 2016, and the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Stormwater Management Design Manual,
dated January 2015, as specified in Chapter 294 of the Village of Mamaroneck Code. Summaries of the
SWPPP chapters are provided in DEIS Chapter 3F, Stormwater Management.

Comments on the DEIS included requests for additional analyses and a figure comparing existing and
proposed drainage systems, inclusion of a long-term operations and maintenance plan, and additional
analyses to demonstrate conformance with NYS Stormwater Management Design Manual
requirements.

In response to comments on the DEIS, the Applicant has provided an updated SWPPP, which can be
found in FEIS Appendix M. The revised SWPPP includes existing and proposed drainage maps and a
detailed long-term Operations and Maintenance Plan for stormwater practices, included in Section VI
and Attachment B and E of the SWPPP. As described in the Project Modifications section above, the
proposed stormwater management system was adjusted in response to certain Lead Agency
comments on the DEIS. Modifications included the removal of proposed drywells; the resizing of the
infiltration basins to account for roof runoff and to provide for full dewatering within 48 hours; and
the provision of emergency overflows for the infiltration basins.

With the additional analyses and stormwater management modifications, the FEIS shows that there
would be no significant water quality impacts on receiving wetlands or downstream discharge points.
In addition, the detailed Sediment and Erosion Control program would be implemented to mitigate
the short-term impacts of soil erosion. Erosion and sediment control practices that would be
implemented include inlet protection, installation of a silt fence, straw bale, and erosion blanket. As a
result of the proposed Sediment and Erosion Control program, it is expected that there would be no
significant erosion or sediment impacts on the Project Site nor are there expected to be sedimentation
impacts and induced turbidity in the Long Island Sound or other downstream water courses.

Floodplain Management

The SEQRA Scope required a thorough description of proposed floodplain management on the Project
Site, including methods to be used to ensure fill slope stability during flood events, storage plans for
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displaced floodwater, descriptions of the exiting floodplain management infrastructure, existing
sources and patterns of flooding on the Project Site, and an assessment of the potential changes in
floodplain patterns and levels, including potential for impacts to properties nearby and compliance
with the Village flood damage prevention regulations (Village Code Chapter 186).

Chapter 3G of the DEIS addresses the components required by the SEQRA Scope related to floodplain
management. The DEIS included a Coastal Flooding Hydraulic Analysis (DEIS Appendix J), which
assesses potential changes in existing floodplain patterns and flows due to the Proposed Action. The
flood analysis demonstrates that there would be no impacts to neighboring properties, because wave
runups or water surface fluctuations that would occur during a tidal flood event will have dissipated
by the time the floodwaters reach the property boundaries. In addition, the DEIS details how with the
proposed Project grading changes, all proposed buildings and roadways would be located outside the
100-year and 500-year floodplains. Additionally, the Project has been designed so that the lowest floor
of the proposed homes would be elevated to a minimum of 16 feet, four feet above the 100-year
elevations, in accordance with §186-5-C.1 of the Village Code. The DEIS also provides an evaluation of
applicable Village Regulations and anticipated Sea Level Rise, and details how the Proposed Action
would comply or account for those factors. No significant adverse impacts related to floodplain
management were identified in the DEIS.

Lead Agency and public comments received on the DEIS, as well as associated responses from the
Applicant, are described below.

- The Lead Agency requested additional information on the condition and proposed
maintenance of the Project Site floodgates. In response, the Applicant team conducted an
assessment of the floodgates, which shows that all three are in good working order. A full
floodgate assessment is provided in FEIS Appendix J. The FEIS also provides details on the
proposed management of the floodgates.

- Several comments questioned the Project’'s compliance with Village Code Section 186-
5(A)(3)(c) which provides “whenever any portion of a floodplain is authorized for development,
the volume of space occupied by the authorized fill or structure below the base flood elevation
shall be compensated for and balanced by a hydraulically equivalent volume of excavation
taken from below the base flood elevation at or adjacent to the development site”. The
Applicant believes the Proposed Action is in compliance with Code Section 186-5, as
demonstrated by the hydraulic modeling included in Appendix J of the DEIS which shows no
significant change in water surface elevations as a result of the Project. In Chapter 3G of the
FEIS, however, provides an analysis of the variance criteria under Section 186-6B (4), (5) and (6),
showing that the Proposed Action would comply with all criteria.

- The Lead Agency requested an analysis of water levels on the property during flood events
from the 10, 25, and 50-year storm intervals. The Applicant team prepared additional figures
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showing the flood extent for the existing and Proposed Action condition for the 10, 25 and 50-
year flood storms. These are included in FEIS Appendix R, Flood Extent Diagrams. As
demonstrated by these figures, the flood elevations for the 10, 25 and 50-year storms are
identical in the existing and Proposed Action since elevations are dictated by the water surface
of the Long Island Sound. Therefore, there is no change in impact to adjacent properties.

- The Lead Agency and public comments requested additional analysis on the retention of storm
water on the property during both low and high tides during heavy rain events. To evaluate
the worst-case scenario, an evaluation was performed to model if both sets of floodgates were
closed and rain from a 100-year storm event occurred. The results are shown in FEIS Appendix
C, Figure 11. The figure shows that rain from a 100-year storm can be contained within the golf
course rising only to a maximum elevation of 4.0 feet in the low-lying areas of the proposed
golf course and not reaching any adjacent properties. Therefore, any lesser storm would easily
be accommodated if the floodgates are held closed due to extended high tide or storm events
and would not impact adjacent properties.

- The Lead Agency and the public requested additional information on emergency access via the
Project Site roadways during storm events. As detailed in the project modifications section
above, the Proposed Action has been modified to ensure emergency access along Cooper
Avenue. The portion of Cooper Avenue on the Project Site is proposed to be elevated to a
mean elevation 14-feet dipping to 13-feet at the property exit meeting the existing Cooper
Avenue which would provide access one foot above the current FEMA 100-year flood elevation.
Cooper Avenue would be utilized for emergency access only. The current plan proposes to
increase the width of Cooper Road to 20 feet on the Project Site nearest the golf course where
the road currently narrows down to 15 feet. As detailed in Response G.5 of this FEIS, the
Applicant believes the access is adequate for the emergency access for the project.

As detailed above, the additional analyses undertaken by the Applicant team show that there would
be no significant adverse impacts related to floodplain management resulting from the Proposed
Action.

Tree Removal and Replacement

Regarding tree removal and replacement, the SEQRA Scope required a full description of proposed
tree removal, including a complete inventory of trees larger than 8" diameter measured three feet
above the base of the trunk and a diagram indicating trees over 8" diameter to be removed, along
with proposed mitigation measures. As required, the DEIS provided a tree removal plan (DEIS Exhibit
3K-1), showing a total of approximately 432 trees to be removed, as well as a Landscaping Plan (DEIS
Exhibits 2-14a and b) indicating that trees would be replaced at a 1 to 1 ratio and placed to provide
vegetative buffers between new residential buildings and the existing neighboring properties. The

1-17 Introduction and Project Description



DEIS analysis found that the inclusion in the Project site plan of the private recreational space would

attract a more robust wildlife species assemblage than exists on the Project Site currently.

Lead Agency and public comments received on the DEIS dealing with tree removal and replacement,

as well as associated responses from the Applicant, are described below.

Lead Agency comments requested additional information on the timing of proposed tree
clearing, as well as an analysis of the basal area of existing trees to be cut versus the basal area
of new replacement trees to be planted. In response, this FEIS details no trees would be cut
from April 15th through July 31st to avoid direct taking of migratory birds. The trees that need
to be removed would be limited to the 55.6-acre area of disturbance. The Applicant is
proposing to replant 432 trees to replace those that would be removed. While the Applicant
recognizes that there would be tree basal area loss, the number of trees to be replanted is
equal to the number that are being removed. The trees identified in the Landscaping Plan
(Figure 14a and b in FEIS Appendix C) would near maturity within 15 years. The size chosen for
the plan are common and would typically establish faster than a larger tree. The tree basal area
would increase at least 10% each year of its growth. Once established, the basal area rate of
growth increases as well. For the trees proposed in the Landscape Plan, it is anticipated that
the trees would become established within 2 years. This FEIS finds that the temporary reduction
in tree basal area at the Project Site would be minimized or mitigated by the preservation of
many existing mature trees at the Project Site, as well the installation of native plant buffers
along surface waters and wetlands and preservation of 30.6 acres of shared open space.

The Lead Agency requested additional discussion of the types and sizes of trees to be planted
at the Project Site. The Applicant maintains that the proposed tree sizes are widely accepted
industry-standard sizes for landscape plantings and considered the practical size large enough
as to not set back the trees to the extent they go into a prolonged period of transplant shock,
but also not too small. In addition, the types of trees chosen were based on performance and
ease of sourcing. The proposed landscaping plan for the Project Site was developed in
accordance with the document entitled A Coastal Planting Guide for the Village of Mamaroneck
— May 2014, taking into consideration plant species selection and plant siting per planting
environment (i.e. coastal, upland, wetland, etc.).

The Lead Agency requested that the Tree Removal Plan from the DEIS be organized by size
groupings, with additional detail on trees to remain on the Project Site. The Applicant provided
three updated figures in FEIS Appendix C, including an updated Tree Removal Plan, Tree
Removal Sorted Plan, and Tree Removal Sorted Table, in compliance with this request.
Additional comments called for a survey of existing birds and the Project Site trees to be
removed. The Applicant team conducted field surveys on July 24 and 31, 2018, and the resulting
inventory is provided in FEIS Appendix K.
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The additional analyses conducted at the request of the Lead Agency do not change the conclusion
of the DEIS that the proposed mitigation measures would mitigate any potential adverse impacts.

Traffic

In accordance with the approved Scoping Document, the accepted DEIS provided an inventory of
existing conditions for the required 10 area roadways and evaluated potential traffic impacts of the
Project at the required 7 intersections. In consultation with Village Planning Staff, turning movement
counts were conducted at the study intersections on a weekday during the peak morning and
afternoon periods, which encompassed the peak arrival and departure periods for the Hommocks
Middle School. Counts were also conducted at the same locations during the Saturday midday period.
The traffic surveys included counts of vehicular, pedestrian and cyclist traffic. Automatic Traffic
Recorder (ATR) counts were also conducted for a one-week period on US Route 1, Orienta Avenue
and Hommocks Road. All counts were conducted during periods with scheduled activities at the
Hommocks Park Ice Rink and Hommocks Pool. Observations of vehicular, pedestrian and bicycling
activity were made during the peak arrival and departure periods at Hommocks Middle School. The
DEIS included an accident analysis evaluating the most recent three-years of accident records for the
study intersections.

Summary of Existing Conditions: The AM, PM and Saturday peak hour vehicular traffic volumes are
similar in magnitude. Pedestrian activity was highest at the Boston Post Road intersection with
Hommocks Road and Weaver Street where as many as 245 pedestrians were recorded crossing at the
intersection in the busiest hour (AM) due to students walking to/from the Hommocks Middle School.
Intersection capacity analyses indicate that the Boston Post Road intersection with Hommocks Road
and Weaver Street currently operates at level of service (LOS) “E” during the AM peak hour and at LOS
“D" during the PM and Saturday peak hours. The two other signalized intersections operate at overall
LOS “C" during the peak hours. At the unsignalized intersections, all minor street movements currently
operate at LOS “B" or better during the peak hours. Of the 112 accidents occurring in the study area
for the three-year period evaluated, over 90 percent occurred on Boston Post Road, with the highest
number occurring at the intersection with Old Boston Post Road and Richbell Road (43 crashes).
Overall, a total of 8 crashes involved pedestrians, 4 crashes involved bicyclists, 39 crashes resulted in
injuries and there were no fatalities.

To represent future traffic volume conditions without the Proposed Action (“No-Build”), in consultation
with Village Planning Staff, an annual growth rate of 0.25 percent was applied to the counted volumes
and traffic from 7 proposed vicinity developments was added to the grown volumes. Trip generation
projections for the Proposed Action determined that the Project would add between 61 and 73 trips
in the busiest hours. These trips were divided between Eagle Knolls Road, East Cove Road and Cooper
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Avenue in two configurations: a) with Cooper Avenue closed, except for emergencies and, b) with
Cooper Avenue open for 2-way traffic. The configuration that yielded the highest traffic volume at
each intersection (individually) was chosen for analysis purposes. The resulting project traffic was
added to the No-Build volumes to represent Build volumes.

Summary of Future Conditions: No-Build capacity analyses indicate that, compared to existing
conditions, there would be a slight increase in overall delays at the three signalized intersections and
the level of service would remain at existing levels. Existing to No-Build increases in delay at the
unsignalized intersections would be imperceptible. Capacity analysis of future Build conditions
determined that the Project trips could be accommodated at the studied intersections with minimal
impact regardless of whether Cooper Avenue was open or not, and that the maximum projected
increase in overall intersection delay (compared to the No-Build condition) was 1 second at the three
signalized intersections along Boston Post Road. The maximum projected increase in delay for the
minor street movements at the 4 unsignalized study intersections was 1.1 seconds.

Queuing analyses indicate that the average queues (50th percentile) experienced on the turning
movements at the three signalized study intersections would be at acceptable lengths under Existing,
No-Build and Build conditions. At two of the signalized intersections (Boston Post Road with
Hommocks Road/Weaver Street and Boston Post Road with Richbell Road/Old Boston Post Road)
some of the maximum (95th percentile) queues would exceed the storage lengths. At the intersection
of Boston Post Road with Hommocks Road/Weaver Street, the subject development was projected to
increase the length of the 95th percentile queue by just 1 foot (0.5%). At the intersection of Boston
Post Road with Richbell Road/Old Boston Post Road, the subject development was projected to
increase the length of the 95th percentile queue on the left-turn movement from Old Boston Post
Road to US Route 1 by up to 8 feet (7%). This projection was based on the conservative assumption
for this intersection that Cooper Avenue would be open to 2-way traffic, allowing traffic exiting the
site to be added to this left-turn movement. Now that it has been decided to keep Cooper Avenue
closed (except for emergency access), this condition (and impact) would be eliminated.

The DEIS identified a construction truck route (along US Route 1 to Hommocks Road and Eagle Knolls
Road) as required by the Scoping Document, available public transit was described, traffic and
circulation patterns on and surrounding the site were discussed, pedestrian crossings in and around
the Hommocks Road School were evaluated, emergency vehicle access was discussed, and information
on existing and future parking was provided. Future roadway geometry, sightlines and bicycle
accommodations were also discussed in the DEIS. A section was included in the DEIS on construction
traffic impacts.
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The DEIS determined that the Project would not have a significant adverse impact on area traffic
operating conditions and that mitigation is not required. However, the Project would provide a
number of improvements to operating conditions, including: an improved road surface, alignment and
profile of Cove Road that would be sufficiently wide to accommodate cars and bicyclists; an improved
pedestrian environment with the completion of a sidewalk across the property; and, improved
emergency evacuation routes with the raising of Cove Road above flood elevation and use of Cooper
Avenue as an emergency egress route.

Additional information was provided in the FEIS to address comments from the Board and the public
on the DEIS. The additional information provided for the key comments is summarized below.

Cooper Avenue

Submitted comments to the DEIS expressed concern about impacts on traffic and pedestrian safety
on Old Boston Post Road if Cooper Avenue were to provide two-way access to the Project. Subsequent
to the DEIS preparation, it was determined that Cooper Avenue would be used as an emergency-only
access point. As such, the Project would have virtually no impact on Cooper Avenue or Old Boston
Post Road. Furthermore, the existing access to the golf course maintenance area from Cooper Avenue
would be eliminated, thereby removing maintenance traffic from Cooper Avenue. Appendix V in the
FEIS includes revised intersection analyses for the US Route 1 intersection with Old Boston Post Road
and Richbell Avenue, which indicate that with Cooper Avenue as an emergency-only access, the
intersection would | operate at level of service “C" or better during the peak hours and the Proposed
Action would increase peak hour delays for the intersection by an imperceptible 0.2 seconds or less.
Therefore, the DEIS findings remain unchanged.

Regarding pedestrian safety, as Cooper Avenue is to be for emergency access only and, as such, would
have almost no traffic, there is no need to construct sidewalks along Cooper Avenue. Furthermore,
with virtually no Project traffic added to Old Boston Post Road, there is no need for new sidewalks or
to improve the existing pedestrian path on Old Boston Post Road.

Construction Traffic Impacts

Submitted comments to the DEIS expressed concern about impacts from construction traffic, including
the number of trucks, the access routes taken and impacts on Hommocks Middle School arrival and
departure periods. The FEIS provides further details on the number of trucks, routes and travel
restrictions, as summarized below.

Construction Traffic - A detailed construction schedule is provided in the FEIS Chapter M Appendix V
which includes the anticipated daily and peak hour construction trips by vehicle type. As shown in
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the table, during the busiest period for construction truck activity (Main Platform Fill) 26 trucks and 25
cars/pickup vehicles are projected to visit the site per day. During the busiest hour, it is projected that
12 trucks and 17 cars/pickups would enter or exit the site. The busiest construction period
(Structure/Foundation/ Roads/Utilities/Fitout/Spurs Fill) would see approximately 12.5 truck visits on
a daily basis with a maximum of 8 truck trips in any hour (see responses to Comments M.1 and M.2).

Truck routes — Trucks would only use Hommocks Road to access the site. The Applicant would work
with the Mamaroneck School District to minimize impacts and would anticipate prohibiting trucks
from Hommocks Road for 30 minutes on either side of the school's peak morning arrival period and
for 30 minutes on either side of the afternoon departure period.

Construction Vehicle Travel Restrictions - To minimize potential construction traffic impacts on
Hommocks Road (and to ensure that trucks would only use Hommocks Road to access the site), the
Applicant has committed to including a rider in the contractors’ agreements requiring them to have
GPS tracking devices installed on their vehicles and prohibiting them, under financial penalty, from
having trucks travel on roads other than Hommocks Road and on having trucks use Hommocks Road
prior to 8:30 a.m., between 2:30 and 3:30 p.m. or after 6:00 p.m.

Pedestrian Mobility/Sidewalks

Submitted comments to the DEIS expressed concern about impacts to pedestrian safety on area
roadways. As noted in the FEIS, sidewalks are proposed to be installed along the realigned Cove Road,
traversing the Project Site, and, if permitted, extended to connect to the existing sidewalk infrastructure
at the rear of the Hommocks Middle School. This would be a significant improvement over existing
conditions, in which there are no sidewalks for use by pedestrians walking to and from the
neighborhoods on either side of the Project Site.

Mitigation

To ensure that the proposed development, or its construction, would not have a significant impact on
area traffic operating conditions or safety, the following measures would be incorporated into the
design of the development:

- Cooper Avenue would be used for emergency access only — It would be constructed so that it
is above the 100-year flood elevation to provide a means of emergency egress from the
development and some of the surrounding residences;
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- Cove Road would be realigned and constructed above the 100-year flood elevation to maintain
and improve the connection between the Orienta Avenue neighborhood and the Hommocks
Road School

- A Sidewalk would be constructed along realigned Cove Road to connect the Orienta Avenue
neighborhood to the Hommocks Road School

- Construction trucks would be limited to Hommocks Road and Eagle Knolls Road Route with
no construction trucks permitted to access the site for one half hour before or after the start
or end of the school day at Hommocks Middle School.

Community Services

As required by the SEQRA Scope, the DEIS provides detailed descriptions of existing facilities and
analyzes potential impacts of the Proposed Action on various community resources and services,
including recreational resources; police, fire and emergency services; the Mamaroneck Union Free
School District (MUFSD); and local taxes. As part of the DEIS analysis, the Applicant distributed letters
to community service providers (schools, police, fire, and EMS) to inquire as to current facilities and
services, and potential issues or impacts of the Proposed Action. These letters and the responses
received are included in DEIS Appendix N. Local youth leagues were also contacted, though no
responses were received. The Applicant also provided a detailed analysis of the economic benefits
anticipated to result from the Proposed Action, finding that the Proposed Action would result in a net
positive impact for all taxing jurisdictions, including the MUFSD. Existing conditions and potential
impacts on these community resources and service providers are detailed in DEIS in Chapters 3N and
30.

Lead Agency and public comments received on the DEIS, as well as associated responses from the
Applicant, are described below, organized by community service or resource.

Recreational Fields and Programs

Additional analyses were requested to demonstrate the park and recreation needs generated by the
project, including an assessment of impacts on local youth sports leagues. In response, the Applicant
conducted a detailed analysis of the generated need for open space and recreational facilities based
on National Recreation and Park Association guidelines. In addition, the Applicant contacted local
recreational service providers, including sports leagues, to analyze the number of school age children
who might be expected to enroll in sports leagues based on participation rates provided by
respondents. Based on these analyses, the Applicant believes that the proposed project is unlikely to
create a substantial additional demand for recreational areas. The project’s 105 residential units are
expected to bring approximately 335 residents to the Project Site, an increase of approximately 1.7
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percent based on the Village's 2016 population. With regard to youth leagues, the proposed project
could be expected to increase participation by only 1.4 percent based on existing participation rates.
It is the Applicant’s opinion that the local recreational areas, described in detail in DEIS Chapter 3A,
Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy, would adequately meet any increase in demand for recreation
from the new development.

Fire Department and EMS

Lead Agency comments were submitted requesting proof of approval and review by the Village of
Mamaroneck Fire Department. The Applicant provided all correspondence with service providers in
Appendix N of the DEIS, however no response was received from the Fire Department. The Applicant
maintains that the site plan would be reviewed and finalized, including approval from the Fire
Department, during the site plan review process, per the requirements set forth in Chapter 342, Article
Xl of the Village Code, Site Development Plan Approval. The location and arrangement of fire hydrants
would also be finalized during site plan review, to be approved by the Fire Department and
Westchester County Department of Health.

Police Department

Public comments received conveyed concern that the Village Police services could accommodate the
proposed development. In its email response to the Applicant’s letter inquiries, the Police Department
indicated that the proposed site access would be adequate for the new development, and that the
biggest concern related to police services would be the potential for increase in traffic in the area.
However, the potential impacts of the proposed development are analyzed in detail in Chapter 3M of
the DEIS, and as detailed, no significant adverse impacts on area traffic operating conditions are
anticipated. The FEIS reiterates the findings of the DEIS that no significant impacts to Police services
are anticipated.

School District

The Lead Agency and the public submitted comments requesting additional information on the
Proposed Action’s potential impacts on the MUFSD. The MUFSD also provided comments that
updated multipliers should be used in the school children generation analysis. In response, the
Applicant provided a detailed analysis based on materials and multipliers from Econsult Solutions, Inc.
(ESI) to calculate the school children projections, as requested by the MUFSD in its letter dated August
3, 2018 (included in FEIS Appendix W). This analysis resulted in an estimate of 66 public school age
children to be generated by the Proposed Action. Applying the per student programmatic cost
estimated in Chapter 3N of the DEIS of $15,893 to the 66 new public school students indicates that
the proposed Project could result in an additional cost of $1,048,938 to the MUFSD. As demonstrated
in Chapter 30 of the DEIS, the estimated property tax revenues to the school district is $2,604,098.
Using these figures, the MUFSD would receive an annual surplus of tax revenue of $1,555,160. With an
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annual projected surplus of $1,555,160 to the school district, the proposed Project would provide the
MUFSD funds that could be used towards their existing capital needs and capital improvements that
would result from the projected school children.

Taxes

Comments on the FEIS requested substantiation for the use of the assessed valuations used for the
proposed residential buildings that would be developed as part of the Project. This FEIS includes
listings and other backup materials in FEIS Appendix X, showing comparable developments that were
considered when formulating the assessed valuations.

Consistency with Land Use Policies

As part of the DEIS Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy chapter, the SEQRA Scope required discussion
of the Proposed Action’s compliance with the PRD requirements of Article VII, Section 342-52a of the
Village of Mamaroneck Zoning Ordinance, and the Proposed Action’s compatibility with the Village of
Mamaroneck Comprehensive Plan and the policies in the adopted and current draft Local Waterfront
Revitalization Plans. Detailed assessments of the Proposed Action’s compliance with each of these land
use policies or zoning requirements were provided in Chapter 3A of the DEIS. Specifically, a breakdown
of the various environmental and planning objectives governing density cited in §342-52(C) (the
Village's Planned Residential Development regulations) and how the Proposed Action complies with
those objectives is provided. The DEIS also details how the proposed density calculations comply with
the PRD regulations. DEIS Appendix E contains a listing of all policies in the Comprehensive Plan Action
Plan and the Approved 1985 LWRP and 2016 LWRP update, and provides an explanation of how the
Proposed Action is consistent with all of the applicable policies. As detailed, the Proposed Action
incorporates the development goals for the Project Site contained in the 2012 Comprehensive Plan,
by permitting a combination of residential development and open space preservation. This preserved
open space would provide a significant buffer to both the existing uses that abut the Project Site and
the unique and sensitive environmental features highlighted in both the Comprehensive Plan Update
and the current and updated LWRP. The Applicant has carefully considered the existing planning
documents from the Village and the County in its design of the Project Site.

Comments on the DEIS conveyed disagreement over the permitted density according to the PRD
special permit regulations the proposed Project’s consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and the
LWRP policies. The Applicant’s responses to these comments are provided below, organized by topic
area.

PRD Permitted Density

Reiterating the conclusions of the DEIS, this FEIS provides a detailed analysis of the Proposed Action’s
permissibility under both New York State and the Village of Mamaroneck Law, and demonstrates how
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the proposed density was calculated in accordance with the Village's Planned Residential Development
regulations set forth in Section 342-52 of the Village Code, which calculates the maximum permitted
density by dividing the gross area of the site by the minimum lot size requirements of the underlying
zoning. As stated on FEIS page 3A-8, the Planning Board is permitted to reduce the density where the
empirical data and other objective evidence in the Record demonstrate that a reduced density would
address identified concerns about “environmental limitations, traffic access, the use and character of
adjoining land or other planning considerations” (See Village Zoning Code Section 342-52(C)). The
Applicant demonstrates that the Project proposed 100 units less than the maximum permitted density
on the Project Site, with the purpose of preserving and protecting all of the key environmental features
of the Project Site identified in the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. The project is also consistent with
adjoining land uses, as analyzed in the DEIS land use chapter, and provides enhanced east-west access
through the Project Site, as analyzed in the DEIS traffic analysis.

Village of Mamaroneck Comprehensive Plan

The Applicant disagrees with the comments submitted regarding the Proposed Action’s inconsistency
with the Village of Mamaroneck 2012 Comprehensive Plan, as argued in Chapter 3A of this FEIS. The
Proposed Action is consistent with the Village's current R-20 zoning regulations. The 2012
Comprehensive Plan contemplates considering changing these regulations by adopting various “more
sensitive zoning” techniques. This included options permitting clustered residential redevelopment, as
well as options requiring open space preservation. The density and level of open space preservation
associated with the Proposed Action still achieves the stated planning goals for the Project Site
contained in the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed 105 units would be “clustered” in a location on
the PRD Parcel that would permit a total of 30.6 acres to be preserved as shared open space. In
addition, 37.6 acres of the existing golf course would be maintained on the Project Site, contributing
to the recreational/open space character of the area. Together, this amount of open space is greater
than the amount of open space preservation contemplated for the Project Site under the residential
rezoning options set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, the 105 units proposed is less than
the maximum amount permitted if this site were zoned R-30 (30,000 square feet per acre), which was
identified in the Comprehensive Plan as a potential rezoning option for the Project Site.

Consistency with LWRP Policies

A concern expressed in the comments related to the LWRP policies was the consideration of migratory
birds in the siting of the proposed development. The Applicant maintains that following the
implementation of the Proposed Action, the Project Site would continue to function ecologically as an
area comprised of landscaped habitats with trees interspersed with surface waters and wetlands,
similar to existing conditions. As such, a similar plant and wildlife species assemblage is expected to
inhabit the Project Site following implementation of the Proposed Action, with significant
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improvements to plant and wildlife habitat quality anticipated due to installation of the proposed
native plant wetland buffers. The Proposed Action would result in the removal of 432 existing trees
and replacement with 432 new trees. The removal of existing trees would result in the temporary
displacement of individuals from certain wildlife groups, primarily songbirds and other avian species
that use the trees for nesting, foraging and/or perching, as well as several small mammal species.
However, the Applicant would avoid cutting of trees from April 15th through July 31st to avoid direct
taking of migratory birds. Habitat for migratory birds would be reestablished through the mitigation
measures proposed.

Project Alternatives

The SEQRA Scope required the analysis of reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project, including
specific comparative analyses in terms of areas of disturbance, cut and fill, traffic generation, water
and sewer utilization, drainage and flood storage (including impacts to adjoining and downstream
properties), population, school age children and tax generation. Seven alternatives were required,
including the "No Action" alternative, a conventional subdivision under R-20 zoning, a cluster
subdivision under R-20 zoning, a conventional subdivision under the R-30 zoning, a cluster subdivision
under R-30 zoning, a "No Fill" alternative under R-20 zoning, and a rezoning of the Project Site for a
multi-story condominium and preservation and continuation of the 18-hole golf course. The DEIS
provided a full comparative analysis in Chapter 4, Alternatives, including a comparison table of the
project alternatives that quantified the various comparison areas required by the SEQRA Scope.

Additional information requested by the Lead Agency and the public included the evaluation of sub-
sets of the Proposed Action, Alternative F (the “No Fill" Alternative) and Alternative G (Rezoning for
Condominium and Golf Course) at lower-density iterations of 75, 50 and 25 units. In response, the
Applicant has provided a comparison of the nine additional Project alternatives. The analysis includes
site plans for each of the alternatives and a comparison by impact area of the alternatives to the
Proposed Action. A full comparison of the total set of 16 Project alternatives is included in FEIS Table
4-1. The FEIS analysis notes that reducing the density of the Proposed Action to 75, 50 or 25 units
would render the development financially infeasible. This is because the investment required for
infrastructure, golf course re-design and professional fees and permits would greatly exceed what
could be derived from the sale of significantly fewer units to be built on a property that is large enough
to support a significantly larger development based on current zoning. Accordingly, reducing the
Project density would not be a reasonable or feasible alternative because it would not result in a viable
development that is consistent with the Applicant’s goals. In addition, a reduction in project density is
not a necessary measure to mitigate any identified potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action already incorporates measures to
mitigate each of the identified areas of environmental concern in the SEQRA Scope.
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lll. Comments and Responses

1. Executive Summary

Comment 1.1:

Page 1-10. Last paragraph. States that there are no direct impacts to wetlands (filling, draining,
vegetative clearing) at the project site, and no impacts within 100 feet of wetlands. The wetland
boundaries should be verified by the Corps and the NYSDEC, and the results should be provided in
the EIS.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.1:

A jurisdictional determination request was submitted to the USACE on September 4, 2018 Ar-ageney
respoense-and the NYSDEC on September 5, 2018 requesting an official determination of the NYSDEC's
tidal wetland jurisdiction at the Project Site. The response letter from the NYSDEC can be found in FEIS
Appendix Q. The NYSDEC concurs with the Applicants boundaries. is-pending-

Comment 1.2:

Page 1-14. Vegetation and Wildlife. The Executive Summary should state that there are no federal or
state listed endangered, threatened or rare species identified. The cutting of 432 trees is an impact in
this urban environment, especially if those trees are large (>3" dbh) and able to provide nesting for
migratory birds, albeit common species. The Executive Summary should state if there is a timing
restriction proposed on clearing to protect migratory birds. The summary should state the basal area
of existing trees to be cut versus the basal area of new replacement trees to be planted.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
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Response 1.2:

Comment noted. The Executive Summary should state that there are no federal or state listed
endangered, threatened or rare species identified.

The Applicant would avoid cutting of trees from April 15th through July 31st to avoid direct take of
migratory birds. The trees that need to be removed would be limited to the 55.6-acre area of
disturbance. The Applicant is proposing to replant 432 trees to replace those that have been removed.
The existing basal area of the trees to be removed is 1,575.72 square feet. -The basal area of the

replacement trees would be 132.53 square feet after 10 years of growth (see FEIS Appendix K). While

there would be tree basal area loss, the number of trees to be replanted are equal to the number that
are being removed. The trees identified in the Landscaping Plan (see Figure 14a and b in FEIS Appendix
C) would near maturity within 15 years. The size chosen for the plan are common and would typically
establish faster than a larger tree. The tree basal area would increase at least 10% each year of its
growth. Once established, the basal area rate of growth increases as well. For the tree proposed in
the Landscape Plan, it is anticipated that the trees would become established within 2 years. The
temporary reduction in tree basal area at the Project Site would be minimized or mitigated by the
preservation of many existing mature trees at the Project Site, installation of native plant buffers along
surface waters and wetlands and preservation of 30.6 acres of shared open space.

Comment 1.3:

Page 1-14. Critical Environmental Area — will the 36 acres of preserved area be held in a deed restriction
or conservation easement, or held by an HOA? If so, how will the developer ensure that buffer plantings
etc. around wetland areas for water quality improvements, are managed and maintained as proposed,
and are not cut down to the water’s edge to continue to ensure fast and easy play on the golf course?
Will the rocks around these areas be removed and will the areas be flattened out to provide a more
connected riparian/lacustrine fringe buffer to the waterbody or wetland? Is there a management plan
for these areas, and/or adaptive management plan to ensure that the buffer plantings and other areas
grow in and become the proposed intended buffer. Will they be in a deed restriction or protected area
controlled by another entity? How will the management ensure that Phragmites or other invasives are
not become introduced by equipment constructing or operating in these areas?

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
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Response 1.3:

The open space would-be-maintainedownership and maintenance by the HOA and the golf club based
on land uses and maintenance responsibilities is identified in Figure 5 in FEIS Appendix C. The golf

course would consist of 37.6 acres of recreational space_and would be owned by the golf club. This

area is delineated on the Open Space Plan (Figure 5 in FEIS Appendix C) in green. In addition to this
recreational space, there would be 30.6 acres of open space, which is not used in connection with the
golf course. This area is delineated on the Open Space Plan (Figure 5 in FEIS Appendix C) in red_and
would be owned by the HOA. Long-term protection of the mitigation area would be ensured through

a deed restriction, if required by the Village of Mamaroneck. A portion of this open space would be

maintained by the golf club because it is more readily accessible from the recreational space reserved
for the golf holes (identified as “"GO" on the Open Space Plan). The rest of this open space would be
maintained by the Homeowners' Association (HOA) for the residential development because it is more
readily accessible to the HOA and the residents it serves (identified as “"HOA" on the Open Space Plan).
All open space would be kept in a natural condition. All wetland areas would be maintained by golf
club and would adhere to the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. A thorough discussion of the
wetland buffer areas, including their construction and responsible parties, management
methods/responsibilities, and invasive species management is provided in the Wetland Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (see FEIS Appendix H). The proposed Landscaping Plan (see Figure 14a and b in FEIS
Appendix C), was prepared in accordance with the Coastal Planting Guide for the Village of
Mamaroneck in order to maximize benefits for local habitat. Removal of the walls would be costly and
is not necessary to provide an improve ecological habitat. All wetlands plantings would be installed
te in accordance with standard practice and within the required moisture gradients. Currently, the
ponds on the Project Site do not contain the wetland plantings proposed in the Landscape Plan. The
ecological environment of the wetland perimeters would be improved as a result of this project. See
response E.17 regarding the Phragmites and other invasives.

Comment 1.4:

Page 1-12. Section 1.E.7 — Floodplains. Potential Impacts - “All proposed buildings and roadways would
be located outside the 100-year and 500-year floodplains.” Buildings and road are located within
regulatory floodplain. With the proposed grading changes, all proposed buildings and roadways on
the Project Site will be located ABOVE the 100-year and 500-year floodplain base floodplain elevations.
If the project was constructed and the LOMR-F was not submitted to FEMA to change the regulatory
floodplain boundaries, the proposed buildings and roadways would still be in the floodplain.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
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Response 1.4:

Comment noted. The DEIS should state “With the proposed grading changes, all proposed buildings
and roadways on the Project Site would be located above the 100-year and 500-year floodplain base
floodplain elevations.”

Comment 1.5:

Page 1-7, third paragraph. First sentence implies that the Hampshire Country Club is the land's
custodian, but elsewhere the DEIS indicates the HOA would be the custodian. Clarify.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.5:

As described in the DEIS, the Proposed Actions would permit the Hampshire Country Club to continue
operating the clubhouse along with a downsized golf course, amounting to 37.6 acres and 9-holes of
preserved golf course area. Hampshire Country Club is currently and would continue to be the
custodian on these portions of the Project Site. In addition, the Proposed Action would preserve 30.6
acres of shared open space associated with the proposed residential development. The open space
would be maintained by the HOA and the golf club based on land uses and maintenance
responsibilities identified in Figure 5 in FEIS Appendix C.

Comment 1.6:

Page 1-13. Water Supply and Sanitary Sewage Mitigation Measures. Reference should be made to the
applicable appendix.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.6:

Comment noted. Correspondence with the Village of Mamaroneck Engineer is included in Appendix
Q of the DEIS.
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Comment 1.7:

Page 1-20. Alternative B. "With this alternative, the Village of Mamaroneck would lose a good portion
of the open space/recreation that currently is provided on the R-20 portion of the Project Site." The
private aspect of this space should be noted, as in "open space/private recreation." This clarification
should be made throughout the document.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.7:

Comment noted. The DEIS should state "private open space/recreation,” which is applicable
throughout the document.

Comment 1.8:

Page 1-11. First paragraph. Sentence starting with "Given these.." Replace "measure" with" measures”.
(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)

Response 1.8:

Comment noted. The DEIS should state “measures” instead of “measure” on Page 1-11.

Comment 1.9:
Page 1-12. Mitigation measures. Remove extra period at the end of the first sentence.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.9:

Comment noted.

Comment 1.10:

Page 1-15. The statement that noise impacts would be negligible is not supported by analyses in the
DEIS. This discussion may need to be revised based on the results of additional noise analyses.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
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Response 1.10:

A detailed construction noise study has been conducted and includes existing ambient noise
measurements, predictions of construction noise, an assessment according to applicable state policies
and local ordinances, and recommendations for best management practices to reduce construction
noise effects. The Construction Noise Study is attached as FEIS Appendix Y. As discussed, construction
noise levels would increase existing ambient conditions by more than 10 dBA at certain locations close
to the proposed earthwork construction. Although noise levels would not exceed 65 dBA (Leq), best
management practices to reduce construction noise would be implemented. The predominant source
of construction noise would be the stationary equipment. In efforts to reduce potential noise impacts
during construction, noise reduction measures would include limitations to certain daytime and
weekday hours, locating stationary construction equipment far from noise-sensitive sites, and use of
temporary noise barriers, among others. With the implementation of these noise reduction measures,
no significant noise impacts are anticipated.

Comment 1.11:

Page 1-16. Define the length of the short term period during which construction impacts to air quality
could occur.

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.11:

Under the Proposed Action, the most significant period of construction truck traffic (and associated
noise and air quality effects) would occur in the first nine months when the central development
platform is being prepared. The additional platforms accommodating the relocated portion of Eagle

Knolls Road, the extended Cooper Avenue, and the new internal roadway “"Road A" would be

developed beyond the first nine months.

Comment 1.12:
Page 1-18. Mitigation measures. First paragraph. Last sentence. "Cooper" not "Copper".

(Memo 1, pg. 1, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
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Response 1.12:

Comment noted. The DEIS should state "Cooper" not "Copper,” which is applicable throughout the

document.

Comment 1.13:
Page 1-20. Alternative C. First sentence. Insert "be" after would

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 1.13:

Comment noted. The DEIS should state "In Alternative C, the 106 single-family lots permitted under a
conventional subdivision in the R-20 district, as demonstrated by Alternative B, would be developed
according to a clustered design” on page 1-20.
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2. Project Description

Comment 3.1:

Contrary to the DEIS, the existing Hampshire Club, with its 18-hole golf course, is financially feasible
and that a club with a nine-hole course is not feasible.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 44, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 1, Stephen Kass, 2/14/2018)

Hampshire Country Club, with an 18-hole golf course and operated as a not-for-profit, non-equity
club, is economically viable. This assumes a membership level that's consistent at about 250 golf
members with what has been achieved in recent historical activity at the club.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 52, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 4-5, Gene Krekorian, Pro Forma
Advisors, 2/14/2018)

Hampshire Country Club, with a nine-hole golf course, is not economically viable. The entire
development may be economically viable with the housing component, but the golf course and club,
in our view, is not economically sustainable.

For the nine-hole option, because of the lack of -- the generally less appeal for a nine-hole course
compared to an 18-hole course, we have projected about 50 less golf memberships will be sold
annually.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 53-55, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 4, Gene Krekorian, Pro Forma
Advisors, 2/14/2018)

The project calls for downsizing the golf course from 18 to 9 holes. The expert information discussed
at the February meeting shows that 9-hole golf courses are much more likely to fail than full size golf
courses. And in this case the 9-hole course is ridiculous. It is cut up into 3 or 4 distinct areas of a few
holes each - as space was identified once the development was laid out. This makes it even less
attractive than other already challenged 9-hole courses.

(Public Comment Letter 73, pg. 3, Randi Spatz, 4/3/2018)

(Public Comment Letter 100, pg. 1, George Mgrditchian, President - Orienta Point Association,
4/11/2018)
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The entire premise of the need for the development, that they are -- that they are forced to do this
because the club is not viable. And you have to realize that that statement is made about 40 or 50
times throughout the document, because without the acknowledgment that they are forced to do this,
you don't have the impetus to do it. That -- that underlying premise is false.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 120-121, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 2, Celia Felsher, 2/14/2018)
Response 3.1:

Current economic conditions of owning an 18-hole golf course are driving the need for site
improvement. The cost associated with operating and maintaining the club is increasing which has
made owning, operating, and maintaining a golf club economically challenging, particularly in the
northeast, where golf courses are open for only a portion of the year due to winter weather conditions.
In addition, the country club/golf course market is saturated in the lower Westchester region. Appendix
A of the DEIS contains articles demonstrating the trend of increased golf course closures.

Hampshire Country Club continues to be negatively impacted by these documented economic
conditions. The prior owner of Hampshire Country Club sold the Property due to rising costs and
membership loss. ' In addition, Hampshire Country Club has sustained only operating losses over the
last three years.? Rounds of golf are also declining at the Club, from 9,270 rounds played in 2012 to
fewer than 6,500 in 2016. While the Club is operating now, the Applicant knows that unless changes
are made to its income stream, the Club will not be sustainable in the long run.

Hampshire Country Club proposes to build a 9-hole golf course. A report compiled by National Golf
Course Foundation Consulting (NGF) at Hampshire's request, focused on the economic viability of 9-
hole private golf clubs located in residential communities in the northeast. That report, dated July 31,
2018, may be found in Appendix D, and concludes that “the 9-hole courses and clubs in the densely
populated northeast corridor are among the healthiest in the nation.”

Key statistics on 9-hole supply in the United States (NGF US Golf Facility Database) identified in the
report include:

e 9-hole golf facilities — both public and private - represented ~27% of the total 15,014 golf
facilities in the US as of the end of 2017.

v
1 Appendix A of the DEIS.
2 Copies of Hampshire Club, Inc.’s IRS 990 and 990-T forms have been submitted to the Village as a requirement of its
Special Permit to conduct non-member events. At the request of the Lead Agency, copies of these forms are also
available in Appendix A.
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e Of the 4,000+ 9-hole golf facilities in the country, 14.7% are private; 58% of private 9-hole
facilities are located within associated residential communities.

e Private 9-hole clubs represent 15.6% of all private golf facilities in America.

The proposed layout of the golf course as seen on Figure 2 in Appendix C would start in the southwest
corner of the property and move in a counter clockwise direction. The golf course encircles the
development with pathways for a golf cart to transition from one hole to the next. There are three
areas of the golf cart pathway that would require roadway crossings. As shown on Figure 2, the golf
cart would require taking the cart path adjacent to Eagles Knolls Road from hole 2 to hole 3. At the
6™ and 7" holes, the golf cart would cross Cooper Avenue, a roadway that is meant for emergency
vehicles only. After the completion of the 9™ hole the golf cart pathway runs between lots 41 and 42
and lots 6 and 7 requiring crossing over Cove Road to return the cart. The rest of the golf cart pathway
would be surrounded by open space creating a buffer between the residential uses and the golfers.

Comment 3.2:

The golf course would be owned not by the condominium entity in that case, but, rather, by a shell
entity. They've said that, been very honest about it. Once the developers take the profits out, they
would have no interest in maintaining that course of the club.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 120-121, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 2, Celia Felsher, 2/14/2018)
Response 3.2:

As described in the DEIS, the Club would be owned by a separate entity and would remain operable
as a nine-hole course for the PRD development or an 18-hole course if the condominium alternative
were to be developed. Maintaining the club operations in the long term is in the best interest of the
developer and the community. The golf course and its amenities would be a selling point to many of
the future residents.

Comment 3.3:

Three, the project's ingress and egress is entirely dependent on three private roads, Cove, Cooper, and
Eagles Knolls, for which Hampshire Club has, at best, only an implied easement for its country club
use. Any change of use for those roads to service a large-scale residential subdivision requires a
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consent of the adjacent owners of those roads, which the applicant has not and we are confident will
not secure.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 47-48, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 1, Stephen Kass, 2/14/2018)

The problem is that that doesn't do anything with the Eagle Knolls Road intersection, and it doesn't
do anything with Cove Road. And they can't do anything about that, because those are privately-
owned roads. One is in the town, but Eagle Knolls Road is still privately-owned, half by the residents
of Eagle Knolls Road and half by the golf course. So what they proposed was doing an extension of
Cooper Avenue. There are a couple of problems with that. One is: Cooper Avenue is a private road, so
they really have no authority to change that easement use on Cooper road, just like they don't for
Cove or Eagle Knolls. And what's worse is there would have to be construction done on Cooper which
is indicated in the DEIS, because the back end of Cooper you all should go try to drive on Cooper and
look at it. The extension of it past the last two homes is only 15 feet wide. They have no right to widen
that road, and the village, even if it wanted to, actually has no right do anything unless it wanted to
condemn private property for a private commercial use, which is not legally permitted.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 111-113, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 1-2, Celia Felsher, 2/14/2018)

It's our position that a careful review of the easement and the rights of the private property owners is
needed.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 141, Jack Lusk, 2/14/2018)

Provide an opinion from a title company counsel regarding ownership and rights to use and relocate
access points and to improve and maintain roads. The opinion of title counsel should also address the
covenants and easements on the project site and their impact on the Applicant’s ability to construct
the proposed development.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)

Hampshire assumes it may use Cove Road as a means or access to its proposed 105-unit housing
development and alternatives. However, as Hampshire's application acknowledges, Cove Road is
privately owned, not only by Hampshire, but also by the other property owners along Cove Road.
While Hampshire Club members, personnel and vendors have been using portions of Cove Road that
are exclusively or partially owned by Cove Road homeowners, they have done so only pursuant to an
implied easement or license. It is our understanding that under New York law, an entity like Hampshire
that has an easement or license to cross the lands of others to access property for a specific use has
no right to unilaterally change the use, particularly where doing so would increase the burden on the
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burdened properties without their permission. Hampshire has never requested such permission, let
alone received it.

(Public Comment Letter 54, pg. 1, Cove Road Homeowners Statement, 2/14/2018)
(Public Comment Letter 72, pg. 1, Joel Negrin, 4/1/2018)

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 390, Jen Kronik, 4/11/2018)

(Public Comment Letter 131, pg. 2, Jenn Kronick and Jason Shapiro, 5/8/2018)

Cooper Ave is a private road. The work necessary to create an access point described by the current
proposal /environmental report would be significantly intrusive to both the lives and private properties
of the residents on the street. | concur with the Coalition's assessment that such an idea is unlawful
and reckless to propose. It is one of the many reasons acceptance of this proposal should not be
considered.

(Public Comment Letter 61, pg. 1, Doug Serton, 2/20/2018)

It is true that members of the community routinely use Cove Road as an access road, but they do so
at the discretion of the Cove Road residents. Over the years, the residents of Cove Road have, from
time to time, asserted their rights to restrict access to the road. During that time, only residents of
Cove Road, their guests, and employees and users of the country club were permitted access.

Therefore, Hampshire has already conceded that the Cove Road residents can restrict access to
theroad.

In the April 11" meeting, Hampshire asserted that it is the beneficiary of a constructive easement
(beyond the easement to use the road for club purposes) that has never even been alleged, much less
granted. As noted above, the residents of Cove Road will not grant such an expanded easement, and,
given, among other things, the unchallenged actions by the residents of Cove Road to restrict access
(aided by the club) we firmly believe that such an extension of the easement would not be ordered by
a court of law. Yet Hampshire's entire DEIS and redevelopment plan rests on this assumption that they
have a right to this access.

(Public Comment Letter 105, pg. 1, David Wenstrup, 4/16/2018)

Please note for the record that even though Hampshire's lawyers insist publicly that Cove Road and
its extension through Hampshire are public thoroughfares, the Club has placed perfectly nice signs on
both Eagle Knolls and Cove that state the road is PRIVATE, and only open to local traffic. In fact,
Hampshire has repeatedly supported maintaining the private nature of the road in the past.
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(Public Comment letter 241, pg. 1, Jack Lusk, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.3:

As a general matter, these comments present a potential private legal dispute amongst neighbors
about the scope of an easement right. Such a dispute is not an appropriate subject of a Lead Agency's
review of the potential environmental impacts and preferred mitigation associated with the Project.

From a practical standpoint, Cove Road and Eagle Knolls Road are roads that were created to allow
property owners in the adjacent areas to access the public streets in the Village. While adjacent
property owners possess title “to the center line” of Cove Road and Eagle Knolls Road, the entire
Orienta neighborhood has long enjoyed the right to use these roads for the purpose of access to
public streets in the Village. Several current homeowners on Cove Road are landlocked but for their
right to rely on portions of Cove Road and/or Eagle Knolls Road owned by others to exit the
neighborhood. These homeowners must rely on the portions of Cove Road and/or Eagle Knolls Road
owned by Hampshire Country Club (by virtue of the fact that it owns the property located on either
side of the subject road) to access Hommocks Road and Orienta Avenue. There is also a substantial
amount of residential traffic on the private portions of Cove Road and Eagle Knolls Road on the
Hampshire Property traveling to and from the Hommocks Middle School. Traffic counts indicate that
traffic volumes on Hommocks Road east of the school are 9 times higher from 7:45 to 8:00 a.m. and 5
times higher from 3:00 to 3:15 p.m. than they are for the rest of the daytime hours. Because this
coincides with the start and end of the school day at the Hommock’s Middle Read-School, presumably,
this spike in traffic is parents dropping students off and picking them up. Further, the peak-hour traffic
volumes indicate that almost 85% of this traffic — or 120 vehicles in the busiest hour — travel on Eagle
Knolls Road back and forth across the Project Site to Cove Road. The Proposed Action would not
change the current use of Cove Road and/or Eagle Knolls Road, or otherwise require a modification to
the current access rights to these roads enjoyed by all property owners in the neighborhood. Nor
would the proposed relocation and improvements to the portion of Cove Road on the Hampshire
Property impair adjacent property owners’ ability to continue using Cove Road for ingress into and
egress out of the Orienta neighborhood. All homeowners in the neighborhood (whether living on the
Hampshire Property or elsewhere in Orienta), would continue to be able to rely on Cove Road, as well
as Eagle Knolls Road, to access public roads surrounding the neighborhood.

While the development of new homes on the Project Site would result in additional residential traffic
using Cove Road or Eagle Knolls Road for ingress/egress, the new traffic would not materially increase
the burden on the road system. As shown in Exhibits 3M-13 and 14 of the DEIS, the Proposed Action
would add approximately 1 trip every two minutes to these roadways and, as can be determined by
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comparing the results of the analyses summarized in Tables 3M-9 and 3M-14 of the DEIS, the addition
of these few trips would increase delays to the current users of these roadways by 0.5 seconds or less.

With respect to Cooper Avenue, the owners of the Country Club have long possessed a right to use
Cooper Avenue to access Old Boston Post Road. This right is reflected as far back as 1952 in a deed
for the Country Club property from the Village of Mamaroneck to Estate Appraisal & Valuation, Co.,
Inc. (Hampshire's predecessor-in-interest). This 1952 deed expressly references a Cooper Avenue
easement allowing the owner of the Club Property to use Cooper Avenue “for ingress and egress either
by vehicle or foot” to access Old Boston Post Road. This access right is also reflected in the subsequent
2010 deed from Estate Appraisal & Valuation to Hampshire. These deeds are included in Appendix A
of the DEIS.

Pursuant to this right, Cooper Avenue has always been utilized by the owners of the Project Site for
vehicular access to and from Old Boston Post Road. The use of Cooper Avenue for vehicular access to
Old Boston Post Road would not change upon the completion of the Proposed Action. Hampshire
would rely on Cooper Avenue solely for emergency access_and egress. Cooper Avenue would not be
widened, or otherwise improved. A gate would be placed on the Hampshire side of Cooper Avenue
preventing vehicles from using this road. The gate would be opened only to permit emergency vehicles
to access the Club Property. Limiting the Club’s use of Cooper Avenue to emergency access only would,
in fact, reduce the intensity of use of this road below current levels. Whereas Cooper Avenue is
currently utilized almost on a daily basis by the Club for trucks and other vehicles to access its
maintenance building, vehicular use would be minimal once the road is limited to emergency access
only. In addition, Cooper Avenue would not be utilized as an access point for trucks during the
construction phase of the Proposed Action.

Finally, as requested by the Lead Agency’'s Planning Consultant, a certification from a Title Agency
confirming that there are no deed restrictions prohibiting the realignment and/or use of these roads
to safely service a residential development on the Project Site is included in Appendix E.

Comment 3.4:

The amendment or replacement of the existing Hampshire Club lease for the entire site requires the
consent of the club’s separate not-for-profit corporation so that that corporation can continue to
operate the clubhouse and the truncated nine-hole golf course. That consent is not possible under
New York Law so long as the directors of the non-profit corporation are affiliated with the applicant,
as we believe they are and as they have been for some time.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 48, and Public Comment Letter 67, pg. 1, Stephen Kass, 2/14/2018)
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Response 3.4:

To the extent a new lease agreement is needed, a new lease would! be prepared and ratified applicable
to New York State Lease and Not-for-profit Corporation Law.Commentnoted-

Comment 3.5:

Nine-hole golf course with a couple of holes here, a couple of holes there and spread out throughout
the property. Typically, that's not the kind of golf course that people enjoy playing. So | think it would
be a challenge for that golf course to stay in existence over the long term.

(Public Hearing 1, pg. 172, John Hofstetter, 2/14/2018)
Response 3.5:

See Response 3.1.

Comment 3.6:

| do think if they allow any kind of development, there should be significant reserves made by the
developer to maintain for the stormwater control and the roads and the schools. So you're going to
have these trucks coming in, and they're going to damage the roads. And unless there's some
provision for the developers to repave those roads and have it done and it falls back on the Village,
I'm telling you, it ain't going to get done.

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 330, Jeff Stillman, 4/11/2018)
Response 3.6:

The Applicant_ (i.e., Hampshire Recreation, LLC) as owner of the entire Project Site would_be responsible

for maintaining theits stormwater infrastructure, landscaping and -as-well-as-theprivateroadsall roads
on the Project Site during construction. After construction, a Homeowners Association would be

created to manage the common areas associated with the residential development, including the

stormwater infrastructure, and landscaped areas as shown on Figure 5, Open Space Plan. The Club

would continue to own and be responsible for maintaining the stormwater management infrastructure

and landscaping located within the club portion of the Project Site, as shown on Figure 5.
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With respect to the roads on the Project Site after construction, the Applicant would convey title to

the roads on the residential portion of the Project Site (identified in Figure 5 as vyellow) to the

Homeowner's Association, and the Homeowner's Association would be responsible for maintaining

these portions of the roads. The Applicant would retain title to the portions of the roads located on

the club portion of the Project Site (identified in Figure 5 as blue). The Applicant and Homeowner's

Association would jointly offer all roads on the Project Site for dedication to the Village. Unless and

until the Village accepts dedication of the roads, -the Applicant and the Homeowner's Association

would maintain the roads in accordance with their respective responsibilities illustrated in Fiqure 5:

The stormwater infrastructure would remain either in the ownership of the Homeowner's Association

or the Applicant, depending upon where on the Project Site it is located as illustrated in Figure 5.

The proposed open space areas would be left in a natural state and would be allowed to grow in area

and succession. The HOA would be responsible for the maintenance of those areas if problems arise

or landscaping adjustments are needed in the future. See Appendix H for the Landscape Management

Plan.

All final details regarding the paving of roads, maintenance protocol for the stormwater infrastructure

and landscaping, along with profiles of all-and public utilities, would be finalized during the site plan

approval process, including any potential performance bonds that might be required to ensure the
public infrastructure is installed._The plan shown in Figure 5 would be included within the Site Plan

packet to be maintained in the Village's files so there would be a clear record as to the ownership and

maintenance responsibilities of the roads, stormwater infrastructure and landscaping on the Project

Site. In addition, the ownership and maintenance responsibilities of the Homeowner's Association

would be memorialized in the Offering Plan to be filed with the New York State Attorney General's
Office.

Comment 3.7:

Third thing: More information about club operations. The developers need to provide much more
information about the ownership and operation of the club and expected economic and legal
relationships relating to the club.

First, in the cluster development, how is the club to be owned and managed? What happens if, as | still
believe is likely given the information we have, that the nine-hole golf club fails? Also, who would own
the golf course?

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 360-361, and Public Comment Letter 179, pg. 3-4, Celia Felsher, 4/11/2018)
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Response 3.7:

The golf club and course would continue to be managed by Hampton Golf Clubs, a premier golf course
management firm that manages over 20 clubs throughout the United States. The golf club property
and golf course would continue to be owned by Hampshire Recreation, LLC. —However, if the nine-

hole golf course use weould ever ceases, the club would continue to be able to operate and offer its

tennis and swimming amenities to members. Under such a scenario, Hampshire Recreation, LLC would
continue to maintain _themaintenance—of thecluband-it accessoryrecreational-uses—of tennisand
swimming-would-remainand-thethe golf course itselfwould-becomeas open space.

Comment 3.8:

The DEIS concludes that nothing in the covenant precludes the proposed project. However, based on
our careful review of the covenant and maps, we believe the covenants are designed and intended to
benefit several adjacent property owners and that they clearly prohibit the project.

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 371, Karen Meara, 4/11/2018)

Finally, in the DEIS, the Applicant acknowledges that a substantial portion of its property near Eagle
Knolls Road is subject to a deed restriction contained in a grant from Cecilia Howell to Alvan W. Perry.
The Applicant concludes that nothing in that restriction is inconsistent with the proposed
development. The Applicant is incorrect. The Howell Deed expressly provides that only a "dwelling
house" may be erected on the restricted land. The Applicant argues that such language means both
the singular and the plural and cites to cases in which such language was interpreted to permit a multi-
family dwelling. However not one of those cases supports the notion that a "dwelling house" permits
multiple buildings. The Applicant's proposal to place multiple "dwelling houses" within the restricted
area violates that provision.

(Public Comment Letter 179, pg. 3, Karen Meara, 5/10/2018)
Response 3.8:

The Applicant also performed a careful review of all of the deeds, covenants, plats, maps and related
title documents concerning the Project Site and adjacent properties. As set forth in the DEIS on page
2-11, as well as the opinion of Chicago Title contained in Appendix E, there is no language in the
various indentures cited by this commentator that would preclude the development of residential
dwellings on the Project Site as proposed by the Applicant. Nor is there any language in the
Howell/Perry Indenture indicating that the lot area restrictions on Lots 10 and 11 (neither of which are
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located within the Project Site) should also be applied to adjacent properties, let alone language
indicating that adjacent property owners would have standing to enforce the restrictions in the
Indenture.

More importantly, even if there were any merit to this commentator’s assertion, the commentator is
presenting a potential legal dispute amongst neighbors about the scope of a private agreement. Such
a dispute is not an appropriate subject of a Lead Agency's review of the potential environmental
impacts and preferred mitigation associated with the Project. As the Court of Appeals recognized long
ago, land use approvals may not be denied due to the presence of an alleged restriction appearing in
a private indenture.?

Comment 3.9:

It turns out there is, actually, a little bit of phasing here, because they want to build two of the
roadways, | guess, a little bit later. The problem here though is that the basic infrastructure for this
project can't be phased.

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 376-377, Stephen Kass, 4/11/2018)
Response 3.9:

Based on the Construction Work Plan (see Appendix G), construction activity for the proposed
development would be performed generally by first excavating, grading and filling to establish
development sites for single family and carriage homes. Next utilities would be installed within the
streets followed by placement of road bed and sidewalks. The housing would then be constructed on
finished lots followed by surface treatments including topsoil and seeding, and driveways.

Based on the size of the site, work must be performed in phases to minimize the area of disturbance
at any given time. Excavation and filling activities would be performed in two steps; Step 1). establish
realigned Cove Road and single-family lots, and Step 2). establish three extensions to realigned Cove
Road including Cooper Road extension, realigned Eagle Knolls Road and Road A. This approach
establishes the central spine of the project allowing the connection between Cove Road and Eagle
Knolls Road and establishment of the core utilities for the project within realigned Cove Road. Soil
disturbance activities would minimize total area of soil disturbance to five acres or less at any given

v

3 Copies of the cases setting forth this legal principal are included in Appendix F [Friends of Shawanagunks, Inc. v.
Knowilton, 64 N.Y.2d 387 (1985); Chambers v. Old Stone Hill Assocs., 1 N.Y.3d 424 (2004)].
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time. The five acre increments and the expected progression of work is shown on the Construction
Phasing Plan (See Figure 2 in Appendix C).

Once construction of the proposed development commences, it is estimated for Step 1 that there
would be approximately 24 soil fill trucks per day (on a five-day per week schedule) for the first 9
months of construction to perform excavation and filling to construct realigned Cove Road and
adjacent single-family lots.  After that, the number of soil fill trucks would begin to diminish to 3 or
4 trucks per day as the 105 units are built-out. Housing would be constructed pursuant to pre-sales
and it is anticipated that about 20 units would be constructed yearly. However, the exact construction
schedule is contingent on the build out rate of the homes; therefore, the duration of the construction
period and the final build-out date are unknown at this time.

Comment 3.10:

It means that there is very large infrastructure and construction investment up front before they know
whether they've got this -- this project on viable footing, before they've actually been able to sell all
the homes or a sufficient number of homes to guarantee completion of the project. What this means
is that there is a real risk here of abandonment of this project during the course of construction if the
numbers don't work out.

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 376-377, and Public Comment 179, pg. 2, Stephen Kass, 4/11/2018)
Response 3.10:

The Applicant has determined that downsizing the existing golf-course and associated maintenance
costs, in addition to redeveloping the rest of the Project Site as residential is the best permissible
option to maintaining as much of the current club, tennis, and golfing activities as possible. Market
indicators suggest both a strong demand for the residential products proposed on the Project Site

and a need for diversified housing options in the Village. The Applicant has demonstrated its

confidence in this redevelopment option through the substantial investment that has been made in

the property. The Applicant is confident in the successful completion of this project as proposed. Fhe

A 3 A a-no

for-this-preject—FurthertThe project would not be able to get financing if the proposed project was
not marketable. Finalhy-havingln addition, having an abandoned project would prevent the golf club

from operating and would render the entire operation as not profitable. This would not be in the best
interest of the owners of the property-and-the- Applicant-would-netput-itself-trasituation-where this
would take place.
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Comment 3.11:

There's a whole engineering piece or construction piece that -- have you looked at your schedule,
that when you get to the winter, you might not be able to work there from November to probably
mid-April, which is -- will screw up your whole truck route?

(Public Hearing 2, pg. 400, Lou Mendes, 4/11/2018)
Response 3.11:

The first phase would last nine months and would start and finish before the winter season. The second
phase would be spread out over 42 months and require different construction activities, some of which
can be done consecutively or simultaneously allowing flexibility in the schedule. The schedule has
taken into consideration the period from early December to mid-March, when the average overnight
low temperature in Mamaroneck is 32 degrees or below. There are no anticipated changes to the
proposed truck route or the anticipated number of trucks per day as a result of the winter season.

Comment 3.12:

Existing Conditions Plan. Exhibit 2-6. Is not in color, so doesn't clearly show the wetlands, ponds and
drainage system on the site. Provide the figure in color similar to the wetland figures.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.12:

See Figure 1 in Appendix C.

Comment 3.13:
Provide a subdivision application and preliminary subdivision plat.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.13:

A subdivision application and preliminary subdivision plat was submitted to the Planning Board on
June 26, 2015. An updated version of the preliminary subdivision plat reflecting the Proposed Action
was also provided to the Planning Board and is included in this FEIS as Figure 4 in Appendix C.
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Comment 3.14:

Provide details regarding the establishment of a homeowners association to manage the common
spaces. Will the homeowners association be managing and maintaining the roads and be responsible
for snow removal and other necessary work?

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)

Response 3.14:

Comment 3.15:

Delineate areas of proposed open space on the development plan. How will the open space be
separated from the golf course? Who will have access to the open space and how will it be accessed?
Will there be public access?

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.15:

Figure 5 in Appendix C, Open Space Plan, displays the ownership and maintenance responsibilities of
the open space and golf course areas._Club members and guests would be permitted to access all

areas under the ownership of the golf club and the HOA, homeowners, and guests would be permitted
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to access the shared open spaces under their ownership. The developers are not proposing to install

physical obstacles between the areas, but they would be demarcated through the landscaping of the
property. All of the shared open spaces would be left in a natural condition, and easily distinguishable

from the landscaped areas of the golf course (see Figure 6, Landscaping Plan, in Appendix C). These

open space areas would easily be accessed on foot. —Fhe-epen-space-would-bekept-in-a-natural
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in-Appendix-C). The open space and golf course would not be public recreation or for public use.:

Comment 3.16:

Provide a figure illustrating the buffers between the proposed development and the open space areas.
(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)

Response 3.16:

Figures 5 and 6 in Appendix C depict the open space and the landscaping of the open space areas.
Trees would be planted on the hillside berm areas as a buffer between any private rear yards and the
open space areas. It is anticipated that the residents would also install other vegetation that would
act as natural buffers. The goal of the landscaping plan is to provide a seamless transition from the
fee simple properties to the common open space areas.

Comment 3.17:

Will the backyards of the houses bordering the berms be fenced to avoid accidents? Will residents
have access to the land below, for example, if a ball goes over a fence?

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.17:

As depicted in Figure 6, trees would be planted on the hillside berm areas as a buffer to the open
space areas.- The development would not be constructed with the backyards fenced in. The berms

would be built at a slope that would not cause accidents due to steepness. The berms would be gently

sloped at a maximum 3 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical slope. See Figure 9 in Appendix C for an

illustration of the hillside berm and proposed slope. All residents would have access to all of the open

space areas adjacent to their rear yards (see Figure 5, Open Space Plan in Appendix C). All open space
areas would easily be accessed on foot.
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Comment 3.18:

During the April 11 public hearing a representative of the applicant said that the golf course
configuration shown in the EIS would be revised. The revised course layout should be provided in the
EIS and its attendant impacts analyzed.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.18:

As shown on Figure 2 in Appendix C, the golf course was revised to include a layout that allows a golfer
easy transition from one hole to another. The proposed layout of the golf course as seen on Figure 2
would start in the southwest corner of the property and move in a counter clockwise direction. The
golf course encircles the development with pathways for a golf cart to transition from one hole to the
next. There are three areas of the golf cart pathway that would require roadway crossings. As shown
on Figure 2, the golf cart would require taking a path along side of Eagles Knolls Road from hole 2 to

hole 3. Another road crossing would take place between the 6" and 7" holes on Cooper Avenue,
which is meant for emergency vehicles only. After the completion of the 9™ hole the golf cart pathway
runs between lots 41 and 42 and lots 6 and 7 requiring crossing over Cove Road to return the cart.
The rest of the golf cart pathway would be surrounded by open space creating a buffer between the
residential uses and the golfers. There would be no impacts to the occasional crossing of the cart over

Cove Road or the emergency access of Cooper Avenue.

Comment 3.19:

Provide a figure illustrating the easements required for water and sewer dedication to the Village or
county, including all those required for pipes and pump stations.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.19:

Figure 7 in Appendix C contains the Utility Easement Plan.

Comment 3.20:

A review of Exhibit 2-14A, Landscaping Plan shows that most of the proposed trees are small. Norway
spruce, Colorado spruce, western arborvitae and Leyland cypress are not native evergreens, and these
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are 48 of the 432 trees (11%). Many of the deciduous trees are also hybrids, rather than native trees,
including the sunset red maple, and the autumn blaze red maple, and the heritage river birch, the
Franz Fontaine hornbeam, the Liberty sycamore, the Redmond linden, and the accolade Elm and the
Zelkova serrata. The trees are also 2-2 1/2 inch cal significantly smaller than many of the trees that are
proposed to be replaced. Discuss the use of more native trees and a higher percentage of large trees.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.20:

The proposed tree sizes are widely accepted industry-standard sizes for landscape plantings and
considered the practical size large enough as to not set back the trees to the extent they go into a
prolonged period of transplant shock but also not too small. Per the American Standards for Nursery
Stock ANSI Z60.1, a 2-2.5" caliper tree would range in height from 12 to 16 feet. Trees larger than 2-
2.5" caliper would most likely experience transplant shock for a duration equal 1 year per 1 inch of tree
caliper over 2 inches, i.e. 6" caliper tree could be in transplant shock for up to four years with little to
no growth. In short, small trees recover faster from transplant and are more vigorous than larger caliper
trees.

Norway Spruce, Colorado Spruce, Western Arborvitae, and Leyland Cypress are not native evergreens,
but are adaptive non-invasive evergreens practical for evergreen screen plantings with considerable
to proven deer-resistance. These species are also among the top-performing evergreen screen species.

The proposed deciduous trees are cultivated varieties (also known as cultivars) of native species that
were hybridized to exhibit certain desirable attributes i.e. disease-resistance, improved fall color,
improved form, etc. Generally, for trees, cultivars are selected for practical reasons like disease
resistance, improved tree-form, etc., and are almost exclusively produced in nurseries compared to
straight (no cultivar) native species. Therefore, locating native species trees in commerce at the
specified sizes could pose a challenge, due to the industry demand for cultivars, unless smaller native
species nursery stock (i.e. 1" caliper or less) is specified, which can typically be sourced with ease.

The 432 trees proposed to be removed would grow to a mature size akin to existing conditions over

time. Based on published average growth rates described in the Manual of Woody Landscape Plants,

by Micheal A. Dirr, a projection of 20 years, on average, duration for the specified trees to reach the

average mature height per species. This in part due to the selected cultivated varieties that have been

hybridized for selective genetic traits, including vigor, growth rate, and adaptability over the straight

species. However, projections are largely influenced, either positively or negatively, by various

environmental factors beyond human control consisting of: soil conditions, drainage, water, fertility,

light exposure, etc. Therefore, the above projection is solely a conservative estimate. Considering the
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proposed growing conditions of the proposed trees would be in an open-space environment with

plentiful soil volumes, conducive for tree growth, as opposed to an urban environment (i.e. street tree

planting surrounded by concrete), it is estimated trees would have favorable growing conditions. See

Response K.1 for more detailed information on the vegetation.

Comment 3.21:

Exhibit 2-14A. Will Spartina patens grow around the wetland ponds - is the water brackish enough?
Will the wetland and infiltration areas not use hybrid trees or shrubs? Will the herbaceous be planted
as a seed mix or as individual plugs. Define rate or spacing, respectively.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.21:

Spartina patens will grow around the wetlands ponds so long as their roots are not constantly
inundated. As per the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS), Spartina patens will
tolerate irregular inundations with 0 to 35 parts per thousand salinity; therefore, they are tolerant of
both brackish and freshwater environments.

Per exhibit 2-14b — Landscaping Plan Planting Details & Notes, specifically Wetland/Infiltration Basin
Notes, no hybrids or native cultivars are proposed except for one Chelone lyonia ‘Hot Lips’ — Pink
Turtlehead. Chelone glabra — White Turtlehead can be proposed in lieu of the Pink Turtlehead. The
herbaceous plant species specified in the Wetland/Infiltration Basins would be individual plug material
planted at 12" on-center.

Comment 3.22:

Discuss the consistency of the proposed landscaping plan with A Coastal Planting Guide for the Village
of Mamaroneck, NY.

(Memo 1, pg. 2, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.22:

The proposed landscaping plan for the Project Site, Exhibit 2-14a and 2-14b in the DEIS, was developed
in accordance with the document entitled A Coastal Planting Guide for the Village of Mamaroneck —

May 2014 (the "CPG"), taking into consideration plant species selection and plant siting per planting
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environment (i.e. coastal, upland, wetland, etc.). The proposed landscaping plan does not include any
of the invasive species listed under Appendix 2: Species Avoidance List of the CPG. Specifically, upland
trees and foundation plantings are all native and/or adaptive and have exhibited tolerance of
coastal/upland conditions consistent with Appendix 3: Species Recommendation Lists - Table H of the
CPG. Upland tree and foundation species that are not listed on Table H have been observed off-site,
growing in similar coastal environments. All wetland/infiltration basin plantings specified are all native
species consistent with Appendix 3: Species Recommendation Lists — Tables E, F, and H.

Comment 3.23:

A draft Construction Management Plan demonstrating construction sequencing and means to deal
with contaminated soil and groundwater should be presented. It should focus particularly on
management of contaminated soils, for example during dry and windy conditions, during heavy
rainfalls, during winter conditions including ice and snow, during dewatering activities, and to ensure
material isn't tracked off-site by construction vehicles.

The Construction Management Plan should incorporate the Sediment and Erosion Control Plan
discussed on pages 3F-8 and 9 and required by the SWPPP and it should discuss how dewatering will
be accomplished, including where water will be directed to.

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.23:

A preliminary Construction Work Plan (CWP) is provided in Appendix G. The CWP describes the
contractor responsibilities and expected project execution steps. It also describes the safeguards to be
put in place to protect the environment, adjacent property owners and Village residents during
construction. The CWP includes a Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) that addresses
measures to minimize exposure to impacted soil by contact, inhalation and ingestion through the
establishment of safety protocols, hazard response, and implementation of active dust monitoring.

The CHASP describes a community air monitoring program (CAMP) that complies with 29 CFR Part
1926 (Safety and Health Regulations for Construction) and with the requirements of the New York
State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Generic CAMP, Appendix 1A of NYSDEC DER-10 dated May
2010. Under the CHASP, airborne dust would be monitored downwind of active construction areas
with action levels set to alert the Contractor to the need to implement dust control measures.
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The soil contaminates identified do not show an increased health risk at levels more-stringent than
the visible (nuisance) dust levels. The CWP also includes a Materials Handling Plan (MHP) for use by
the contractor during the construction of the planned residential development. The MHP details the
soil handling and stockpiling procedures, on-site soil reuse procedures, demarcation, and
documentation of imported purchased, clean fill from off-site sources.

The construction project includes raising the current grade and creating a development platform.
Dewatering is not required.

Comment 3.24:
Discuss the provision of an environmental monitor during the construction period.

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.24:

A project-specific Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) has been developed by GZA
GeoEnvironmental of New York (GZA) to establish the procedures necessary for the protection from
potential contaminated materials resulting from the construction activities from the Proposed Project.
The procedures in the plan have been developed based on recent analysis and anticipated operations
to be conducted at the Project Site. See Appendix G for the entire plan.

The CHASP describes a community air monitoring program (CAMP) that complies with 29 CFR Part
1926 (Safety and Health Regulations for Construction) and with the requirements of the New York
State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Generic CAMP, Appendix 1A of NYSDEC DER-10 dated May
2010. The Plan proposes to undertake air monitoring, which includes organic vapor and particulate
matter. Monitoring for organic vapors would be conducted during the first three days of ground
intrusive activity to determine if further monitoring is warranted. If ambient air concentrations of VOCs
at the downwind perimeter are not in excess of background levels over the first three days, then the
air monitoring plan would be modified to include only particulate monitoring. The Project
Superintendent shall be responsible for particulate monitoring and determining when the wetting of
soils is needed and the most appropriate method to use for particulate monitoring. The project
superintendent is intended to be the person in charge of the construction project as designated by
the Contractor. The project superintendent is responsible for all management, but supervisory
personnel from all subcontractors share responsibility for compliance with Health and Safety
programs, policies, procedures and applicable laws and regulations. This includes the need for
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effective oversight and supervision of project staff necessary to control the Health and Safety aspects
of on-site activities.

The Contractor may delegate a “Site Safety Coordinator” or “Site Safety Manager” (SSM) to be
responsible for making sure the safety policies and procedures are being followed on-site. The
Contractor SSM is responsible for day-to-day implementation of the safety program including this
CHASP. The SSM s also responsible for incident investigations, first aid and incident
management. The SSM would report directly to the project superintendent (or designee selected by
the project superintendent).

The project Superintendent must be a "Competent Person", as defined by OSHA 1926.20(b) - Accident
Prevention Responsibilities, is the individual "who is capable of identifying existing and predictable
hazards in surroundings or working conditions which are unsanitary, hazardous, or dangerous to
employees, and who has authorization to take prompt corrective measures to eliminate them. In
general, construction workers would be required to have 10-hour OSHA construction Safety training.
The SSM must be 30-hour OSHA construction safety trained in addition to the 10-hour training”.

Any on-site violations found on-site can cause OSHA to take actions or the Building Department to
issue fines or shut a job down in extreme circumstances.

Comment 3.25:

Provide a more detailed discussion of the condition of the floodgates. Who owns and maintains them?
What would happen if they fail? At what elevation of sea level rise would they be overtopped?

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.25:

An assessment of the floodgates was conducted on August 30, 2018. At Delancey Cove there are three
flood gates, number 1, 2 and 3. All flood gates are hinged flap style gates. Field inspections showed
that the three gates are in good working order. There were no obstructions or evidence of water being
detained on site due to flood gate malfunction. The full floodgate assessment can be found in
Appendix J. The Club currently owns, inspects, and maintains the floodgates regularly. The consistent

operation of the gates is critical to the operation of the golf course and is therefore a priority. If the
Proposed Action is constructed, regular maintenance would be performed by the Home Owners
Association. The gates would be overtopped at approximately the 5-year storm event.
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Comment 3.26:
Will public access to the private roads in the development be allowed?

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.26:

The public would continue to have the-same-access to the private roads within the development as
they do today. In addition, the public would be able to utilize Cooper Avenue to exit the neighborhood
in the event of an emergency.

Comment 3.27:
Page 2-6. Insert space before Village of Mamaroneck Building Department

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.27:

Comment noted. There should be a space before Village of Mamaroneck Building Department on Page
2-6.

Comment 3.28:

The respective rights and obligations of the unit owners and Club members regarding all aspects of
accessibility, use, operation and maintenance of Club property (e.g. pool, tennis courts, etc.) dedicated
to either residential or recreational use should be discussed in the FEIS.

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.28:

Club-Access to the clubhouse and access to the recreational amenities would continue to require a

club membership. All private recreational amenities including the pool, tennis courts, golf course and

the membership club and facilities would be the responsibility of the membership club and not the
Homeowner's Association. Figure 5 in Appendix C displays the maintenance and ownership of the
private recreational amenities and open space. Areas that would be maintained_and operated by the
membership club and Homeowner's Association are delineated on the map.
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Comment 3.29:

Page 2-18. In the stormwater management section, explain why water quality control is not required.
(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)

Response 3.29:

Per Chapter 4 of the New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual (SMDM) from January
2015, given that the Project Site is located within the Long Island Sound tidal area and on-site runoff
is discharging into the tidal water, water quantity controls are not required for new development on
the Project Site. However, water quality would be provided in the stormwater management of the
Project Site through stormwater detention as identified in Chapter 3F, Stormwater Management, of
the DEIS and FEIS.

Comment 3.30:

Page 2-18. Will the entire fill platform be constructed in a single phase at the beginning of the project
or will it be constructed in phases. If in phases, describe them.

(Memo 1, pg. 3, Stuart Mesinger, Consultant to Planning Board, 5/14/2018)
Response 3.30:

Based on the Construction Work Plan (see Appendix G), construction activity for the proposed
development would be performed generally by first excavating, grading and filling to establish
development sites for single family and carriage homes. This would include the development of the
entire platform. Next utilities would be installed within the streets followed by placement of road bed
and sidewalks. The housing would then be constructed on finished lo