Hampshire Country Club
Planned Residential
Development

Village of Mamaroneck, Westchester County,
New York

Village of Mamaroneck Planning Board

169 Mt Pleasant Avenue, Third Floor

Mamaroneck, NY 10543

Contact: Village of Mamaroneck Planning Department
914.825.8758

=vhb.

VHB Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape
Architecture, P.C.

50 Main Street

Suite 360

White Plains, NY 10606

914.617.6600

The Chazen Companies

1 North Broadway, Suite 803
White Plains, New York 10601
845-454-3980



Abrams Fensterman, LLP

81 Main Street, Suite 306
White Plains, New York 10601
914-607-7010

Village of Mamaroneck Planning Board
169 Mount Pleasant Avenue
Mamaroneck, New York 10543
914-825-8757

Date of Adoption April 6, 2020



Lead Agency:
Village of Mamaroneck Planning Board
169 Mount Pleasant Avenue
Mamaroneck, NY 10543
Contact: Betty-Ann Sherer, Land Use Coordinator
(914) 825-8758
Bsherer@vomny.org

Applicant:
Hampshire Recreation, LLC
¢/o New World Realty Advisors, LLC

60 Cutter Mill Road, Ste. 513

Great Neck, NY 11021

Contact: Dan Pfeffer

(646) 723-4750

dpfeffer@nwradvisors.com

Consultants that contributed to this document include:
Project Attorney:
Zarin & Steinmetz
81 Main Street, Suite 415
White Plains, NY 10601
Contact: David J. Cooper, Esq.
(914) 682-7800
Dcooper@zarin-steinmetz.com

Planning/EIS Preparation/Traffic Engineering/Natural Resources/Cultural Resources, Site Engineering,
Architecture Landscape Design:
VHB Engineering, Surveying, and Landscape Architecture, P.C.
50 Main Street, Suite 360
White Plains, NY 10606
Contact: Valerie Monastra, AICP
(914) 467-6600
VMonastra@VHB.com

Site Engineering, Traffic Engineering:
Kimley-Horn
1 North Lexington Avenue, Suite 1575
White Plains, NY 10601
Contact: Michael Junghans, PE
(914) 368-9200
Mike.Junghans@kimley-horn.com



Geotechnical Engineering, Environmental Services:
GZA
104 West 29th Street, 10th Floor
New York, NY 10001
Contact: Stephen M. Kline, P.E.
0: 212-594-8140 ext-8905
stephen.kline@gza.com

Project Architect:
Sullivan Architecture, P.C.
31 Mamaroneck Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601
Contact: John Fry, AIA
(914) 761-6006
jdf@sullivanarch.com



Table of Contents

I. INTRODUCTION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 1-1
1. Purpose of This DOCUMENTt.........ccceirierierieeiesse st sssss s sasssnses -1
2. Overview of SEQRA and NEXt STEPS .....ccvvurrrreereireireiiseiseiseiseeiseeseeissesesssssssssssesssssanes [-2
3. Description of This DOCUMENT ...t ssse e saseseees -2
4. PrOJECT HISTOMY ottt -3
5. ProOJECt DESCIIPTION ...ttt s saesnes [-5

Il. INDEX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES...........cconiimuiiinnninnnennnsssncssaesssasesanssans -1
1 PUDIIC COMMENT LETLEIS ...ttt -1
2. FOrm Letter SIGNAtUIES ...ttt saenaes [1-33
3. Public Hearing COMMENTS ..ot ssseses [1-41
4 Planning Board Memo COMMENTS.......c.ovuiueeneeeneieeirecineesseiseeinessse et sssessseseees [-47

I1l. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES...........cconinniiruinunineicsnecsecssnecssncssseessessssssssessssssssens -1
1. EXECULIVE SUMMAIY oottt sseee -1
2. ProjECt DESCIIPTION ...ttt saeees -9
3. Impact Analyses

A. Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy ... [1-42
B. Community Character and Visual Impacts..........ccooovrveeveeeenrenrirernenn. [11-65
C. Geology — Soils, Topography, and Steep Slopes.........cccccovunecunennne. [11-68
D. GrouNdWater RESOUICES ..o sssesssssesasesssenaes 11-87
E. Surface Water Courses and Wetlands.........c.ccoucveenecenenecenecnecenennne. 11-92
F. Stormwater Management..........ccnenencrreee et [1-108
G. FIOOAPIAINS ..ottt -117
H. WaLEr SUPPIY oottt sasesees [1-150
l. SANITANY SEWAGE ..ottt ss s [1-154
J. Vegetation and Wildlife........o.oneneeeseeeeeeiseeeeenne l-163
K. Critical Environmental Ar@a.........coeneeneeneieereeseeseeeeeseesse s [1-193
L. Traffic, Transit, and Pedestrians. ... [1-198
M. Community Demographics, Facilities and Services..........ccccoveuunecen. [-232
N. Fiscal and ECONOmMIC CONAItIONS......cevueeereemeeerireeireeseeseciseeiseiiseeeeeees [1-251
0. Environmental Contamination ... [-263
P. INOISE..c ettt n-277
Q AT QUATIEY oottt 111-282



R. Miscellaneous COMMENTS.......c.ovururrereeerreineieeire et saseisesesesans -

4. AREINALIVES ...ttt sttt -
TABLES

Table 1.5-1 Facility Ownership and Maintenance SUmMmMary ..........connensessessenenn.

Table 1.5-2 Average Daily and Peak Hour Truck and Non-Truck Visits to the
Hampshire Country Club Site During Construction (With Projected Peak

289
296

HOUT TTIPS) ottt ss st [-28
Table Il1.2-1 Trees Proposed to be Removed by Caliper ... [1-25
Revised Table 3C-1 Proposed Project Site SOilS ... ene -71
Updated DEIS Table 3K-1 EXiSting COVEI TYPES .....vurverreerrinrireeereiineiseisssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes [11-106
Updated DEIS Table 3K-2 Existing and Proposed Cover TYPES.........cowmrrrmeerreenrernrennes 111-106
Revised DEIS Table 2-7 Project Approvals and ReVIeWS...........cc.ccovvnrnrrreernreneeneesnenenns [1-152
Table 111.3.J-1 Trees RemMoved SOrted.........oinneseeeiseseie i ssseenes 1-170
Table 111.3.J-2 EXISTING COVEI TYPES ....vueuieeiriireeireesseieeireesse e esse s sss s sssessssssssssssssnas -173
Table 111.3.J-3 Exisitng and Proposed COVEr TYPES.......wwmureeeneeeneesneesessenssesssessessesane -173
Revised DEIS Table 3K-2 Existing COVEr TYPES ......ovrvuerurremneeneereieseesseieeesesssesssesesssesssssenees -174
Table Ill.M.1-2 Proposed Action Generated Open Space Needs.........cccovvnrenrinrrnnene. 11-233
Table Ill.M.1-2 Proposed Action Generated Sports Facility Needs........ccooccoverrrnrrnnnne. 111-234
Table I11.M.1-3 Summary of Responses From Recreation Service Providers................ 111-235
Table Ill.M.7-1 Projected Public School Children Generated.........ccocovvovrerrrnenrinrrnnenn. [11-245
Tabe 11.M.8-1 Mamaroneck Schools Enrollment History.......c..cccevenrvernrinnicnsisernnionns [11-250
Table 11.N.1-1 Projected Public School Children Generated ..........ccccoovvvrvririnrnrinrinnne. [1-253
Table 111.3.N.5-1 Real EState COMPS......ccvrrirrieeieeereisiese sttt sssssssssssssssssesens [11-258
Table 111.4-1 Comparison of Project AErnatives..........ncenneeneeneeeneriresisseeesessnnne 11-339
APPENDICES
A. Public Hearing Transcripts

Public Hearing #1- Transcript (2/14/18)
169 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, Village of Mamaroneck, NY

Public Hearing #2 Transcript (4/11/18)
Mamaroneck High School, Mamaroneck, NY



B. Letters and Written Comments Received on the DEIS

C. Updated Figures

Figure 1: Existing Conditions Plan

Figure 2: Layout Plan

Figure 3: Construction Phasing Plan

Figure 4: Preliminary Subdivision Plat

Figure 5: Open Space Plan

Figure 6a: Landscaping Plan

Figure 6b:  Landscaping Plan Details

Figure 7: Utility Easement Plan

Figure 8: Cut and Fill

Figure 9: Development Platform Cross Section

Figure 10a: Groundwater Elevation Map

Figure 10b: Bedrock Elevation Map

Figure 11:  Flood Extent Model - 100 Year Storm

Figure 12:  Grading and Utility Plan

Figure 13:  Tree Removal Plan

Figure 14a: Tree Removal Sorted Plan

Figure 14b: Tree Removal Sorted Table

Figure 14c: Trees to be Preserved Sorted Plan

Figure 14d: Trees to be Preserved Sorted Table

Figure 15a: Proposed Action Lower Density Site Plan - 25 Units
Figure 15b: Proposed Action Lower Density Site Plan - 50 Units
Figure 15c: Proposed Action Lower Density Site Plan - 75 Units
Figure 16a: Alternative F Lower Density Site Plan - 25 Units

Figure 16b: Alternative F Lower Density Site Plan - 50 Units

Figure 16¢c: Alternative F Lower Density Site Plan - 75 Units
Figure 17:  Alternative G Photo Simulations

Figure 18:  Cross-Sectional Profile Plan

Figure 19:  FEMA Waive Action (VE) Limit Plan

Figure CP-1 Sidewalk and Cart Path Exhibit
Untitled Draingage Figure
Atlantic Flyway Figure

D. NGF Consulting Report
E. Title Agency Certification



PN Xg<cHAwmpvozIra+--zom

o)
o >

Relevant Cases; Tax Forms

Preliminary Construction Work Plan

Landscape Management Plan and Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Wetland Water Budget Analysis

Flood Gate Assessment

Bird and Tree Inventory; Tree Basal Area Calculations
NYSDEC Material Handling Letter and Response
Preliminary Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Supplemental Geotechnical Data Collection

NYS Golf Course Best Management Practices

Natural Resources Conservation Service Hydric Soil Report
Requests for Jurisdictional Determination and Responses, NYSDEC and USACE
Flood Extent Diagrams; Mamaroneck Evacuation Notices
WIWW Letter

Sewer Flow Calculations

Pest Management Plan

Traffic Analyses and Backup

Community Facility Providers Correspondence

Real Estate Listings and Development Comparables
Construction Noise Study

Wetland Functional Assessment

Tree and Open Space Mitigation Assessment

Fixed Development Costs for PRD



l. Introduction and Description of
Proposed Project

1. Purpose of This Document

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), combined with the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) dated December 2017 prepared by Hampshire Recreation, LLC, (the Applicant),
constitutes the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Hampshire Country Club
Residential Development (the Project) in the Village of Mamaroneck, New York. 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.

This document consists of five sections and 28 appendices, many of which replace or update appendices
contained in the DEIS. However, not all of the DEIS appendices have been replaced or updated and, as with
the rest of the DEIS, all 17 DEIS appendices are also incorporated into this FEIS. Readers should note that
Appendix references are not consistent between the DEIS and the FEIS.

2. Overview of SEQRA and Next Steps

The purpose of the SEQRA process is to incorporate environmental factors into board and agency decision
making processes. Specifically, “...the protection and enhancement of the environment, human and
community resources should be given appropriate weight with social and economic considerations in
determining public policy, and that those factors be considered together in reaching decisions on proposed
activities. Accordingly, it is the intention of this Part that a suitable balance of social, economic and
environmental factors be incorporated into the planning and decision-making processes of state, regional
and local agencies. It is not the intention of SEQR that environmental factors be the sole consideration in
decision-making.” (6NYCRR Part 617.1(d).

The DEIS was prepared by the Applicant in accordance with the Scoping Document adopted by the Village
of Mamaroneck Planning Board, the Lead Agency for the action. The Planning Board reviewed several drafts
of the DEIS and adopted it as complete for public issuance on December 13, 2017. The Planning Board
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then held a public comment period, including a public hearing, that lasted until May 14, 2018. See the
Project History section below for a complete list of dates and actions associated with the SEQRA process.

The Mamaroneck Planning Board, as Lead Agency, has prepared this FEIS with the assistance of its
consultant, The Chazen Companies. The Applicant submitted four prior versions of the FEIS, amending each
version of the document in response to the Planning Board comments. The Planning Board determined
that additional revisions to the Applicant’s fourth draft of the FEIS were required. The Applicant declined
to make further revisions after submission of the fourth draft of the FEIS. The Planning Board then directed
the Chazen Companies to complete the FEIS.

The Planning Board reviewed and made revisions to a fourth draft of the FEIS prepared by The Chazen
Companies on December 3 and December 11 2019. The Planning Board then directed The Chazen
Companies to prepare a fifth draft of the FEIS incorporating its edits and revisions. The Planning Board
reviewed the fifth draft at a meeting on January 22, 2020, a sixth draft at a meeting on February 26, 2020
and a seventh draft at a meeting on March 25, 2020. The Planning Board adopted the FEIS on April 6, 2020.

Following the adoption of the FEIS, the Planning Board will adopt a Findings Statement which will present
the Planning Board's evaluation and decisions with respect to the environmental impacts which have been
examined and the mitigation which has been proposed.

The Findings Statement will represent the Planning Board's final decision with respect to the environmental
impacts of the actions. The Findings Statement will be based upon the record developed during the SEQRA
process. It will set forth the Planning Board's reasons for its SEQRA determinations and identify the social,
economic and environmental considerations that have been weighed in those determinations. Each
Involved Agency may either adopt the Planning Board's Findings or make Findings of its own within its
area of jurisdiction.

"SEQR provides all involved agencies with the authority, following the filing of a final EIS and written
findings statement...to impose substantive conditions upon an action to ensure that the requirements of
this Part have been satisfied. The conditions imposed must be practicable and reasonably related to
impacts identified in the EIS." (NYCRR617.3(b). Therefore, if the Planning Board’s SEQRA determination is
such that the Project can be approved, the Planning Board may impose conditions to mitigate the Project’s
impacts.

3. Description of This Document

The five narrative sections of this document are:

i. Introduction: this short overview of the document.
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Vi.

4,

Executive Summary: a succinct overview of Section Ill, the main part of this document where the
comments to the DEIS are listed and responses thereto.

Description of the Proposed Project: a historical look at the Project Site, a summary of the history
of the Project and a description of the Project as it is proposed by the Applicant in response to DEIS
comments.

Index of Comments and responses: a list of comments received after the DEIS was released,
including source, name of commenter, date, comment reference and comment code response
number that links said comment to the text in Section III.

Comments and Responses: Responses include both the Applicant’'s response to substantive
comments and, where appropriate, the Planning Board's elaboration of an issue.

Appendices: 28 appendices as listed in the Table of Contents, most of which, but not all, replace or
update the corresponding appendix in the DEIS. Many of the appendix identifiers do not
correspond to the ones used in the DEIS

Project History

The DEIS was prepared based on a scoping document that was adopted after a public scoping session.

The Planning Board has engaged in an extensive review of the Project. Chronology of the SEQRA review of

the Project (to date) is as follows:

7/8/2015 Planning Board circulates Notice of Intent to serve as SEQRA Lead Agency

9/9/2015 Planning Board declares itself SEQRA Lead Agency

9/30/2015 Planning Board issues Positive Declaration

10/28/2015 Scoping Meeting Held

11/6/2015 Scoping Closes

11/18/2015 Scoping document adopted

2/10/2016 Planning Board discusses letter from Applicant regarding the DEIS

2/24/2016 Planning Board authorizes Chazen to send letter to applicant’s consultants
regarding the preparation of the DEIS

3/23/2016 Planning Board announces dates of balloon test

3/30/2016 Balloon test held

4/12/2017 Applicant submits preliminary Draft EIS (pDEIS)

Introduction and Description of Proposed Project



4/26/2017 Planning Board reviews pDEIS; adopts resolution declaring it incomplete
and requesting revisions

8/29/2017 Applicant resubmits pDEIS

9/13/2017 Planning Board reviews pDEIS; adopts resolution declaring it incomplete
and requesting revisions

11/10/2017 Applicant resubmits pDEIS

12/13/2017 Planning Boards accepts DEIS as adequate for public review and sets public
comment period

2/14/18 and 4/11/18 DEIS public hearing held

5/9/2018 Planning Board holds work session to review DEIS comments

5/14/2018 End of Public Comment Period on DEIS

10/10/2018 Applicant submits draft FEIS

10/24/2018 Planning Board acknowledges receipt of FEIS; schedules work session

11/7/2018 Planning Board reviews FEIS and agrees to have comments to Chazen by
1/4/2019

12/12/2018 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS

1/4/2019 Applicant submits second draft of FEIS

1/9/2019 Planning Board acknowledges receipt of second draft of FEIS and schedules
work session

1/23/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS

4/10/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS

5/12/2019 Applicant submits third draft of FEIS

5/22/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS

6/12/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS

7/24/2019 Planning Board requests applicant to provide full size sets of plans

8/9/2019 Applicant submits fourth draft of FEIS

9/10/2019 Planning Board directs applicant to provide Word files of the FEIS so that
the Planning Board can complete the document

9/11/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS

I-4
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9/25/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS
11/1/2019 Chazen submits fifth draft of FEIS to Planning Board
12/3/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS
12/11/2019 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS
1/22/2020 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS
2/26/2020 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS
3/25/2020 Planning Board holds work session on FEIS
4/6/2020 Planning Board adopts FEIS

5. 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 Village of Mamaroneck is a low-lying coastal community on western Long Island Sound in Westchester
County, located about 23 miles northeast of New York City at the confluence of the Mamaroneck and
Sheldrake Rivers. The Village encompasses a total area of 6.7 square miles, of which 3.5 square miles (52%)
is under water, leaving 3.2 square miles (48%), or 2,048 acres, of land area. The Village has a diverse mix of
uses along its 9-mile coastline, including water-dependent uses such as boatyards and water-enhanced
uses such as recreational facilities, residential and private club facilities. Much of the Village lies in flood
plains - both coastal and riverine. Mamaroneck's location at the foot of four drainage basins - the
Sheldrake River, Mamaroneck River, Beaver Swamp Brook and Pine Brook - is most directly associated with
many of the area's most serious flooding problems.

According to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau the Village of Mamaroneck is comprised of just under 7,000
households of which 35% have children under the age of 18 and 11% have someone 65 years of age or
older living alone. The average household size was 2.66 and the average family size was 3.28. The median
income for a household was $86,307 and the median income for a family was $97,813.

In the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, four goals and objectives were presented as important to the residents:
Quality of Life, Small-Town Character, Diversity and Environment. The Comprehensive Plan is currently
being updated to include additional environmental and sustainability commitments. The Village also has
a Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) which includes the following goals: to protect fish and
wildlife habitats and protect our fragile marsh and wetland buffer areas; to improve and protect water
quality of the Village's waters; to cope with erosion and flooding hazards, and mitigate dangers to life and
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property from flooding and erosion; and, to protect and enhance green and open space areas throughout
the Village.

Hampshire Country Club is 106 acres, 5% of the Village's land mass, and the largest privately owned parcel
in the Village of Mamaroneck. The next largest privately-owned parcel is approximately 25 acres
(Westchester Day School). The Hampshire property is also the largest parcel of open space and more than
double the total Village-owned parkland (44 acres). Hampshire Country Club is one of the Village's seven
Critical Environmental Areas (CEAs). The property is also largely within a floodplain and contains several
small ponds, tidal and freshwater streams and wetland areas. These aspects, together with Hampshire's
proximity to Long Island Sound, contribute to its environmental significance.

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 is anticipated within a
minimum of 100 feet of the wetlands at the Project Site. The existing members only golf course use would
be downsized to a 9-hole course to accommodate the development of the PRD. The Applicant has stated
that it would be infeasible to locate all holes of the downsized golf course at least 100 feet away from any
wetland on the Project Site because the golf course design requires the holes to be located as it is currently
laid out. 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. There are 2.91 acres of
wetlands in the R-20 zone including the 100-foot buffer in the golf portion of the zone. There are no
wetlands in the non-golf portion of the R-20 zone. The R-20 golf portion of the zone contains 3.45 acres
of 15-25% slopes with no slopes greater than 25% and there are 3.3 acres of 15-25% slopes with no slopes
greater than 25% in the non-golf portion of the R-20.

With the proposed grading changes, all proposed buildings would be located outside the 100-year and
500-year floodplains. All new buildings 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. The technical studies in the DEIS reflect
that 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
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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. A new internal roadway, “Road A,” would intersect with Cove Road and would be elevated to a
mean elevation of 15 feet. Cooper Avenue would be extended to provide emergency access. Cooper
Avenue would have a mean elevation of 14.0 feet and a low point of 13.0 feet, which is higher than the
100-year flood elevation. Assuming a 28.5" sea level rise, which is the mid-range 50-year sea level rise
estimate, a portion of Cooper Avenue would be inundated with 16.5" foot of water during the 100-year
tidal flood. The low points of the other internal roads would experience some level of flooding during the
higher sea level rise scenariosThis issue is discussed in more detail in Section 111.3.G.

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 would 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 Avenue 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 roadbed and sidewalks. The housing would then be constructed
on finished lots followed by surface treatments including topsoil and seeding, and driveways. Because the
residences would be constructed only in response to buyer demand, the Applicant anticipates that about
20 units would be constructed annually. At that rate, the construction period would last 6-7 years. But since
the actual rate of sales is unknown, the construction period could be longer.

Temporary fill would occupy the basement area for each house before it was built. The main development
platform would be first constructed to a rough grade below the final grade. When the foundations are
constructed and the basements dug, the excess soil would be displaced in the vicinity of the residence,
bringing the surrounding area up to grade. Surface materials such as topsoil and asphalt would be placed
after the initial nine months of construction as residences are completed.

The development platforms would be stable during the life-span of the Project. The area of flooding under
the Proposed Action would be similar to the existing area of flooding, the low-lying vegetated areas with
grass and tree cover. The existing golf course has experienced a number of flooding events without
significant erosion issues. In addition, the Project Site is outside the FEMA Wave Action limit, meaning wave

I-7  Introduction and Description of Proposed Project



action would not destabilize the development platforms. The proposed vegetated slopes of the
development platform would be sufficient to resist erosion during flooding events.

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 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. As grading activities progress, areas would be stabilized
with temporary seed to maintain a total disturbed area under five acres at any given time. Disturbed area
is an area without vegetation of other stabilizing method to prevent erosion of soil. Proper management
of disturbed area based on planned construction of residences can be limited to an aggregate of five acres
without impacting development progression.

Work would 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.

1.0 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 course 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. In the event of a 28.5" sea rise, which is the mid-range 50-year sea rise
estimate, a portion of Cooper Avenue would be inundated with 16.5" of water during the 100-year
tidal flood.

2. Open Space — The Project has been modified 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 modification of the open space
acreages, the Project would include 37.6 acres of members only golf course to be maintained by
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Hampshire Recreation, LLC, and 30.6 acres of shared open space to be kept in a natural condition
to be maintained by the HOA and Hampshire Recreation, LLC based on the land uses and
maintenance responsibilities identified in FEIS Apendix C, Figure 5. The open space is split into eight
separate areas, divided by golf holes and the residential development. Portions of the open space
are long, linear sections between golf holes, portions include narrow strips of land bordering
adjoining development, and other portions include the banks of the development platform.

3. Golf Course Layout — Since the submission of the DEIS, the layout of the members only golf course
was revised to include a layout that allows a golfer easy transition from one hole to another. The
proposed layout of the members only golf course is included on Figure 2 in FEIS Appendix C. The
members only golf course would encircle the development with pathways for a golf cart to
transition from one hole to the next. Figure CP-1 in Appendix C illustrates the location of all golf
cart paths as well as all pedestrian paths.

4. 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 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.
An untitled fFigure in Appendix C illustrates the existing and proposed drainage pathways.

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 Applicant concludes that the Project would
require a net of 81,805 cubic yards of fill, which is less than that estimated in the DEIS. The remaining
soil required to construct the development platforms would come from on-site soils.

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. It is anticipated that should natural gas service
become available, the project would use natural gas.

2.0 Additional Analyses

In response to comments and requests by the Lead Agency and the public after the publication of the DEIS,
the Applicant has presented 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.
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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 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.

The Applicant has provided a search of public records with respect to Eagle Knolls Road, Delancey
Cove Road West, Delancey Cove Road North, Delancey Cove Road South and Cooper Avenue by
Chicago Title Insurance Company certified on October 1, 2018. The search reflects that all lots on
the filed maps showing these streets have access over the streets and that “[t]here are no
restrictions on the use or location of the subject streets set forth on any of the above-cited maps
or elsewhere on public record.” The search of the public record conducted by Chicago Title
Insurance Company did not encompass the individual lots on filed subdivision maps. The
certification states that "Chicago Title Insurance Company may not render a legal opinion.” See
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 would 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 would 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 would 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
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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 VIII 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. These figures show that the flood elevations for the 10, 25 and
50-year storms are identical in the existing and Proposed Action.

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.

The Applicant provided an 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 an 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 limited listing of comparable developments in the general area in Appendix X,
as support 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 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 comparison of the 16
project alternatives is included in FEIS Table I11.4-1.

The FEIS provides additional 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.

I-11  Introduction and Description of Proposed Project



- The FEIS revised the intersection capacity analyses to reflect traffic operating conditions along Old
Post Road with Cooper Avenue closed.

- The FEIS revised the intersection capacity analyses to reflect the project’s traffic impact even if
pedestrian activity levels were twice those documented in the DEIS.

3.0 DEIS Areas of Concern and Applicant Response

The Applicant formulated a summary outlining the primary areas of concern related to the proposed
Project and the Applicant’s responses. The Planning Board has included a summary of comments related
to issues where, in its opinion as Lead Agency, there is significant disagreement or uncertainty with respect
to the issue. The Planning Board has not summarized comments for every issue; readers are referred to the
comment and response section of the FEIS for this detail. 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. Where the Planning Board believes it
is clear that there is either no significant impact, or that with the implementation of mitigation measures,
no significant impacts would occur as a result of the project, that conclusion is stated.

4.0 Financial Feasibility of the Golf Course

Financial feasibility of the members only golf course was an impact area of concern identified in the SEQRA
Scope insofar 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 limited
financial records (see DEIS Appendix A and FEIS Appendix F) to show that Hampshire Country Club has
been operating at a loss for the purpose of demonstrating that current economic and financial factors at
the Project Site are driving the need for the proposed development. The Hampshire Country Club is
required by Village Code § 342-3 to be a membership club. Pursuant to this section of the code, a
membership club must be “[a] not-for-profit corporation or organization with its facilities catering
exclusively to members and/or their guests for recreational, athletic or social purposes and where vending
stands, merchandising, commercial or business activities are not conducted, except as required generally
for the membership and purpose of such club. Clubs shall operate without profit or division of any revenues
to its members, except as reasonable compensation for special services actually rendered, devoting all
revenues received to supporting the purposes and objectives of the club or to charitable uses. Club facilities
and property interests shall be owned or leased by the corporation or organization and shall not be owned,
leased, rented, or otherwise encumbered for use by individual members or nonmembers.” The Planning
Board reviewed the financial records supplied by the Applicant and noted a significant difference in
"occupancy costs” before and after ownership of the Club by the current owner. Comments were received
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questioning these records and asserting that the “occupancy costs” shown in the Club’s IRS 990 filing
constitute an inter-company payment and that the club is operating at break-even rather than at a loss.

Submitted public comments on the DEIS expressed concern about the financial viability and the
configuration of the proposed 9-hole members only golf course. In particular, opponents submitted
comments and documents from Pro Forma Advisors, LLC questioning the viability of a 9-hole golf course.
Opponents argue that the Applicant should be required to submit financial statements rather than tax
returns for both the club and the controlling property owner. In response, the Applicant submitted a revised
course layout, included in this FEIS as Figure 2 in Appendix C, which provides for modified 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 members only golf course would be financially viable.

If the members only golf course were to fail. the likely consequence appears to be that a substantial portion
of the site would remain unattended and undeveloped, reverting, ultimately, to a natural state.

5.0 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 in FEIS Appendix V.

- 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.

- A Preliminary Geotechnical report included in DEIS Appendix G provides preliminary information
on the subsurface conditions in the vicinity of the proposed development.
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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.

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. Comments were received questioning whether soils stockpiled on the site might be

transported off the site in the event of a 100-year tidal flood occurring during the construction period. The

Planning Board considers that this is a possibility that cannot be fully analyzed or known.

Following acceptance of the DEIS, the Planning Board 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 long-term noise impacts would occur.
There would be unavoidable short-term noise increases at some nearby properties during portions
of the construction period, which is expected to last six to seven years, assuming construction of 20
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homes/year. It is noted that if homes are not constructed at the rate anticipated by the Applicant,
construction would last for a longer period of time.

- 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 Village 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.

- 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 Middle School as well as to
equipping construction vehicles with GPS devices to ensure compliance with these requirements.

6.0 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 Hampshire Recreation, LLC. As shown on the
Open Space Plan, the Project would include the following uses for the 106 acres:

0 37.6 acres of members only golf course to be maintained by Hampshire Recreation, LLC,
constituting 35.5% of the proposed open space;

0 30.6 acres of shared open space to be left in its natural state and maintained by the HOA
and Hampshire Recreation, LLC based on the land uses and maintenance responsibilities
identified in FEIS Appendix C, Figure 5, constituting 28.9% of the proposed open space. The
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open space is divided into eight areas. separated by the members only golf course and
residential development;

0 29.5 acres of new residential development, constituting 27.8% of the proposed open space;
and

0 8.3 acres of recreational club uses, constituting 7.8% of the proposed open space.

Proposed ownership and maintenance of existing and proposed facilities in summarized in the table below.
Note that Hampshire Recreation, LLC leases operation of the golf club to a golf club operator, Hampshire
Club, Inc. The Mamaroneck Village Code requires that the golf course and other club facilities be organized
and operated as an independent, not-for-profit corporation. Hampshire Golf Club, LLC is the not-for-profit
entity that operates the golf club. Hampshire Golf Club, LLC currently contracts with a management
company, Hampton Golf Club to manage the golf course.This FEIS refers to Hampshire Recreation, LLC as
the responsible party for maintenance of the golf course since, as the owner, maintenance responsibility
ultimately rests with Hampshire rather than the golf club operator or the management corporation.

Table 1.5-1 Facility Ownership and Maintenance Summary

Facility Ownership Maintenance
Golf course Hampshire Recreation, LLC Hampshire Recreation, LLC
Non-golf course open space HOA Hampshire Recreation LLC/HOA
per FEIS Figure 5, Open Space
Plan
Roads in residential area HOA HOA

Roads in non-residential area

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

course open space

Stormwater facilities in HOA HOA

residential area

Stormwater facilities in golf HOA Hampshire Recreation, LLC
course

Stormwater facilities in non-golf HOA Hampshire Recreation, LLC/HOA

per FEIS Figure 5, Open Space
Plan

Flood gates

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

Clubhouse and associated

recreational facilities

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

Wetlands

Hampshire Recreation, LLC

Hampshire Recreation, LLC
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Water and sewer

Sewer Main and Pump Station:
VOM

Sewer Lines and Access
Manholes: HOA

Water Lines: WIWW

Sewer Main and Pump Station:
VOM

Sewer Lines and Access
Manholes: HOA

Water Lines: WJWW

The Applicant has provided a search of public records with respect to Eagle Knolls Road, Delancey Cove
Road West, Delancey Cove Road North, Delancey Cove Road South and Cooper Avenue by Chicago Title
Insurance Company certified on October 1, 2018. The search reflects that all lots on the filed maps showing
these streets have access over the streets and that “[t]here are no restrictions on the use or location of the
subject streets set forth on any of the above-cited maps or elsewhere on public record.” The search of the
public record conducted by Chicago Title Insurance Company did not encompass the individual lots on
filed subdivision maps. The certification states that “Chicago Title Insurance Company may not render a
legal opinion.” See FEIS Appendix E.

The Applicant submits that it has the right to use these roads for access to the Project. There is no express
grant of such a right in the public record that has been brought to the attention of the Planning Board.
Residents who share ownership of these roads assert that the Project would introduce a change in the use
of the roads which is not permissible. Similarly, there is no express prohibition on such access in the public
record that has been brought to the attention of the Planning Board.

The status of private roads is relevant to the environmental impact review only if that status could cause a
potential environmental impact, either directly or indirectly. There might be such a potential impact if
instruments of record either restrict the use of those roads or grant to others the right to restrict the use
of those roads in some way that would prevent the applicant from moving or building the subdivision
roads as proposed or prohibiting or limiting a necessary mitigation measure.

7.0 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
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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 regarding
excess runoff from the development platform; and a request that a construction management plan be
provided. Comments also disputed the amount of fill that would be required to be imported and
questioned how the provision of clean fill could be ensured.

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

- A further analysis and breakdown of the cut and fill is provided in Appendix C, Figure 8. It reflects
that the project would require a net of 81,805 cubic yards of fill. This analysis is disputed by project
opponents who argue that the project would require the import of more than 200,000 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.
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- 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 would 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 would 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 would 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.

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.

8.0 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 reflected 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 disputed the Applicant’s contention that
groundwater would not be encountered during construction. Commenters 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
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presented in FEIS Appendix C, Figure 10a. Groundwater elevations were compared to the existing grade
and proposed grade. The referenced figure shows that 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 appear to
be no significant adverse impacts to groundwater as a result of the Proposed Action.

9.0 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).

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.
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- 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; The DEC's response is found in Appendix Q; the ACOE response is 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 Hampshire Recreation, LLC. As shown, all wetland areas
would be maintained by Hampshire Recreation, LLC and would adhere to the Wetland Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan.

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.

10.0 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 VIII 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
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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.

11.0 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
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 would have dissipated by the time the
floodwaters reach the property boundaries. The Planning Board’s consultant, the Chazen Companies,
reviewed this study and agreed with its conclusions. 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, in the Applicant’s view, 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.
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The Lead Agency requested additional information on the condition and proposed maintenance of
the Project Site floodgates. In response, the Applicant submitted 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 submits that
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. Section 111.3.G of this FEIS provides an analysis of the variance
criteria under Section 186-6B (4), (5) and (6) and sets forth the Applicant’'s argument that the
proposed action would comply with all criteria. This section also summarizes arguments that
contend the project does not comply with the variance criteria. The variance criteria address
considerations in addition to and other than changes in water surface elevations on adjoining
properties.

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 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 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.

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 provide emergency access along Cooper Avenue. The
portion of Cooper Avenue on the Project Site is proposed to be elevated to a mean elevation of
14-feet, dipping to 13-feet at the property exit meeting the existing Cooper Avenue. This would
provide access one foot above the current FEMA 100-year flood elevation. However a portion of
Cooper Avenue would be inundated with 16.5" of water during the 100-year tidal flood assuming
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a 28.5" sea rise, which is the mid-range 50-year sea level rise estimate. Cooper Avenue has a narrow
point of 14" wide. Additionally, under high-range sea level rise estimates, portions of the interior
road system would experience flooding. See Response 111.3.G.1 for a discussion of this issue. Cooper
Avenue would be utilized for emergency access only.

12.0 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 mostly mature 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 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.

- Planning Board 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 Planning Board notes that
resident bird nesting on the property or other bird use of the property could extend before or after
this time. 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. 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 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 Applicant submitted evidence that
the trees identified in the Landscaping Plan (Figure 14a and b in FEIS Appendix C) would near
maturity within 20 years. The size chosen for the plan are common and the Applicant submits that
they 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. Various commenters, including the Planning Board's consultants, submitted evidence
that it may take substantially longer for the new trees to reach maturity and to replicate the value
of the trees they are proposed to replace. For example, one commenter submitted evidence that
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Red Sunset maple would take 17 to 44 years to reach maturity, Sweetgum would take 27 to 49
years to reach maturity and the London Plane Tree would take 37 to 68 years to reach maturity.
This issue is particularly important because the large trees on the project site function in concert
with Hommocks Marsh to provide a resting place for migrating birds which are listed as Species of
Special Concern. The Applicant submits 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
entitted 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.

The Planning Board requested that its consultant review the proposed tree mitigation with respect
to whether the species proposed, upon reaching maturity, would have the same habitat value as
the species being replaced. This assessment is found in Appendix AA. The assessment found that
the replacement trees would not have the same habitat value, primarily because there are fewer
trees such as oak that produce a mast crop, and also because a number of the species are cultivars
that may produce less or smaller food crops. The Applicant notes that cultivars were chosen because
in part because they have greater inherent resistance to disease, bacteria and fungi and because
they create fewer droppings will result in less maintenance, for example of clogged stormwater
systems. The Applicant also notes that, at Mamaroneck’s longitude, the North/South Atlantic Flyway
also stretches East/West from the eastern tip of Long Island to western Ohio (see the Atlantic Flyway
Figure in Appendix C) and therefore argues that the loss of roosting habitat would be temporary
and negligible.

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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13.0 Traffic

In accordance with the approved Scoping Document, the 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 reflect 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 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.
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Summary of Future Conditions: No-Build capacity analyses reflect 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 and that 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 reflect 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. If Cooper
Avenue is kept 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.

The DEIS determined that, upon completion, 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; an 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. See Response 111.3.G.1 for further discussion of the use of Cooper Avenue as an
emergency egress route.
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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
except during a flood event as discussed in Section I11.3.G. 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.

See Response I11.3.G.1 for a discussion of the use of Cooper Avenue for emergency access.

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. This table is reproduced
below.
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Table 1.5-2 Average Daily and Peak Hour Truck and Non-Truck Visits to the Hampshire Country Club Site during Construction

(with projected peak-hour trips)

Mobilization Main Platform Fill Demobilization Structural/Foundation/Roads/Utilities/Fitout/Spurs Fill Demobilization
Initial Period Middle Period Completion Period
Duration 0.5 Months 9 Months 0.25 Months 12 Months 24 Months 6 Months 0.5 Months
Vehicle Type
2 24 2 3.5 Fill 3.5 Fill 0 Fill 1
Misc. Fill Misc. 0.5 Concrete 0.5 Concrete 0 Concrete Misc.
0 Topsoil 0.2 Topsoil 0.2 Topsoil
Single Unit 5-Axle 0 Paving 1 Paving 1 Paving
0 Driveway 0.5 Driveway 0.5 Driveway
0 Tennis/Parking 0 Tennis/Parking 2 Tennis/Parking
Subtotal 4 5.7 3.7
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 General 0.2 General 0.1 General 0.2 Misc.
Tractor Trailer Misc. Misc. Misc. 0.0 Wood 0.6 Wood 0.0 Wood
0.0 Materials/Fitout 0.5 Materials/Fitout 0.5 Materials/Fitout
Subtotal 0.2 1.3 0.6
Over Sized 1 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.75
(carry heavy equipment)
Single Unit 3-Axle 1 2 2 4 0.5 Mechanical/Electrical 0.5 Mechanical/Electrical 2
General General General General Delivery 5 — General Delivery 4 — General Delivery General
Delivery Delivery Delivery Subtotal 4 5.5 4.5 Delivery
Total Trucks 4.2 26.2 4.7 8.2 12.5 8.8 3.95
Total Trucks Trips (5x2) 8 52 9 16 25 18 8
Estimate of % of daily 33% 25% 33% 33% 30% 33% 33%
Truck Trips in the Peak
Hour
Max Truck Trips Per 3 13 3 5 8 6 3
Hours (6*7)
Private Auto/Pickup 15 25 20 40 50 40 15
Vehicles per Day
(employees)
Estimate of % of 67% 67% 67% 67% 67% 67% 67%
Employees In/Out in
Peak Hour
Max Car Trips Per Hour 10 17 13 27 33 27 10
(9*10)
Max Per-Hour Trips
Truck (8) 3 13 3 5 8 6 3
Car (11) 10 17 13 27 33 27 10
Total (12+13) 13 16 16 32 41 33 13
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As shown in the table, during the busiest period for construction truck activity (Main Platform Fill) 24 fill
trucks and two other trucks and 25 cars/pickup vehicles are projected to visit the site per day. Note that
each truck visit is two trips: one entering and one existing, so during the busiest period there would be 52
truck trips and 50 car/vehicle trips. 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 (25 truck trips)
with a maximum of 8 truck trips in any hour (see responses to Comments L.1 and L.2). Construction is
expected to last six to seven years with the busiest period lasting nine months. However, if home sales do
not occur at the rate projected by the Applicant, the construction period could last longer.

Truck routes — Trucks would only use Hommocks Road to access the site. The Applicant has offered to
work with the Mamaroneck School District to minimize impacts and proposes to prohibit 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
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. During the 100-year tidal flood, Cooper Avenue would be
inundated with 16.5" of water, assuming a 28.5" sea rise, which is the mid-range 50-year sea level
rise estimate;
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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.

14.0 Sanitary Sewage

The Applicant has explored several methods of conveying sanitary sewage to existing infrastructure,
including gravity mains and a low-pressure sewer system. All of the methods investigated appear to be
feasible. The Village Engineer has opined that the project should more closely consider the use of a Low
Pressure Sewer System.

15.0 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.

16.0 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
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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 percent based on the Village's 2016
population. With regard to youth leagues, the proposed project could be expected to increase participation
by 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.

17.0 Fire Department and EMS

Lead Agency comments were submitted requesting proof of approval and review by the Village of
Mamaroneck Fire Department and Mamaroneck Emergency Medical Services (EMS). The Applicant
provided all correspondence with service providers in Appendix N of the DEIS, however no response was
received from the Fire Department. The Planning Board independently requested that the Village Planner
and its consultant discuss the project with and request written comments from the Fire Department and
EMS. Such discussions were held but neither the Fire Department nor EMS provided written comments.

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.

18.0 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. The potential
impacts of the proposed development are analyzed in detail in Chapter 3M of the DEIS. The FEIS reiterates
the findings of the DEIS.

19.0 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
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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 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.

20.0 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 nearby properties that were available
and considered when formulating the assessed valuations. Project opponents requested additional
comparables from within the Village of Mamaroneck, but only one was found at the time the search was
conducted.

21.0 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 Applicant's arguments for 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 Applicant
asserts that 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 the Applicant's arguments for how the Proposed Action is consistent with all of the applicable
policies. The Applicant argues that 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. The Applicant submits that the 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 argues that it has carefully considered the existing planning documents from the
Village and the County in its design of the Project Site.
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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.
A summary of the Applicant’s and opponents’ arguments is provided below, organized by topic area.

22.0 PRD Permitted Density

The Village's Planned Residential Development regulations set forth in Section 342-52 of the Village Code,
calculate 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 may, in its
discretion, reduce the maximum permitted density where it determines that, because of environmental
limitations, traffic access, the use and character of adjoining land or other planning considerations, the
maximum permitted density would be innapropriate (See Village Zoning Code Section 342-52(C)).
Opponents assert that areas within the 100-year floodplain must automatically be subtracted from a site’s
developable area. The Applicant argues that the Project’s Proposed Action is 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 Applicant
also believes the Proposed Action is 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.

See Response I11.3.A.6 for further discussion of this issue.

23.0 Village of Mamaroneck Comprehensive Plan

The Village’s Comprehensive Plan recommends preservation of the entire Hampshire property and
recommends rezoning it to a lower density or to a cluster/open space subdivision or to an open
space/recreation classification. Comments were received that the project should be denied because it is
inconsistent with these recommendations and results in a significant loss of open space.

The Applicant disagrees with the comments submitted regarding the Proposed Action’s inconsistency with
the Village of Mamaroneck 2012 Comprehensive Plan, as argued in the Applicant’s responses in Section
[11.3.A 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 Applicant believes 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.
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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. It is less
than if the entire site were preserved as open space, as is also a recommendation of the Comprehensive
Plan. The 105 units proposed is greater than the 85-units calculated by the Applicant in Alternative D,
development of a conventional subdivision under the R-30 alternative (which allows lots of 30,000 square
feet and which was identified as a potential rezoning option in the Comprehensive Plan). . With respect to
the Open Space, (see FEIS Figure 5) the Applicant argues that the 30.6 acres of shared open space provides
an improvement over the existing condition because it would be converted from a heavily managed golf
course to a natural area and because 20’ of wetland buffer plantings are proposed. Opponents argue that
the open space is indistinguishable from the golf course and that it is broken up by the golf course so as
to have little ecological or recreational value. The 30.6 acres of proposed open space is broken up into
eight areas. Portions of the open space are long, linear sections between golf holes, portions include narrow
strips of land bordering adjoining development, and other portions include the banks of the development
platform. Two areas of the open space can only be accessed by crossing the golf course, which is open to
members only.

24.0 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, the Applicant argues that a similar plant and wildlife species assemblage is
expected to inhabit the Project Site following implementation of the Proposed Action, with significant
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 mostly mature 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.
There is disagreement in the record over the time it would take for the replacement trees to grow to the
size that would have value to migratory birds.

Other disagreements with respect to the LWRP relate to Policy 7a, which states: “Significant coastal fish
and wildlife habitats, as identified in the LWRP, shall be protected, preserved, and where practical, restored
so as to maintain their viability as habitats.”
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The Applicant’s argument for maintenance of the site’s habitat is found above. Opponents argue that
because the open space would be disconnected and separated by the golf course and residents, it would
no longer function in the same way. Additionally, there would be less open space and a number of large
trees would be removed. There is disagreement on the time it would take for replacement trees to grow
to the point where they would provide similar habitat values.

- The Planning Board requested that its consultant review the proposed wetland buffer mitigation
plan and the tree mitigation with respect to whether the species proposed, upon reaching maturity,
would have the same habitat value as the species being replaced. This assessment is found in
Appendix AA. The assessment found that the proposed wetland mitigation plantings would
improve habitat on the Project Site. However, the assessment found that the replacement trees
would not have the same habitat value, primarily because there are fewer trees such as oak that
produce a mast crop, and also because a number of the species are cultivars that may produce less
or smaller food crops. The Applicant notes that cultivars were chosen because in part because they
have greater inherent resistance to disease, bacteria and fungi and because they create fewer
droppings will result in less maintenance, for example of clogged stormwater systems. The
Applicant also notes that, at Mamaroneck’s longitude, the North/South Atlantic Flyway also
stretches East/West from the eastern tip of Long Island to western Ohio (see the Atlantic Flyway
Figure in Appendix C) and therefore argues that the loss of roosting habitat would be temporary
and negligible.

25.0 Consistency with Critical Environmental Area (CEA) Designation

The project site is a portion of the Hommocks Conservation Area, a Critical Environmental Area designated
by the Mamaroneck Village Board. The Hommocks Conservation Area encompasses the Hampshire
Country Club property and the adjoining Hommocks Marsh. The characteristics for which the Hommocks
Conservation Area was designated a Critical Environmental Area are:

- Drainage patterns into the marsh

- Presence of various surface water features and tidal and freshwater wetlands
- Proximity to Long Island Sound

- Location within the 100-year floodplain

- Open space and recreation

The Applicant argues that the Proposed Action is consistent with the CEA designation because it maintains
all of the characteristics for which the CEA designation was made. Opponents argue that the action is
inconsistent with the CEA designation because it drastically changes the character of the site by placing fill
and development in the floodplain, by altering drainage patterns and by resulting in a loss of open space
and private recreation (i.e. 9 holes of golf).
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26.0 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 Il.4-1. In general, the reduced
density alternatives would have equal or lesser impacts with respect to area of disturbance, amount of tree
removal, construction traffic, operational traffic, period of construction, amount of fill to be imported,
development in the floodplain, water use and sewage generation, school children generation and demand
on community services. The reduced density alternatives would generate less tax revenue and therefore
have a less positive fiscal impact. The Applicant has stated that reducing the density of the Proposed Action
to 75, 50 or 25 units would render the development financially infeasible 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 and that 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 Applicant further takes the position that the Proposed Action already incorporates
measures to mitigate each of the identified areas of environmental concern in the SEQRA Scope.
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Il. Index of Comments and
Responses

1. Public Comment Letters

Note: Comments with ** were submitted with multiple signatures. The full list of signatures for these comments is provided in the

table on Page 2-33.

Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.0 Environmental
Letter 1 Pe. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 Contamination 0.7
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . i
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.)J Vegetation and Wildlife .17
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . i
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.18
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . _—
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.19
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental
. 1/12/201 JV i Wildlif .2
Letter 1 Pg Consultant to the /12/2018 | 3.J Vegetation and Wildlife ).20
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental .
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.31
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.F Stormwater
. 1/12/2018 F.7
Letter 1 Pe Consultant to the /12/ Management
HCZMC
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
.4 1/12/201 Al
Letter 1 Pg Consultant to the /12/2018 Public Policy >
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.0 Environmental
.4 1/12/201 Vi
Letter 1 P8 Consultant to the /12/2018 Contamination ©
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 1 Pg. 6 Consultant to the 1/12/2018 Public Policy A.16
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 1 Pg. 7 Consultant to the 1/12/2018 Public Policy A7
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment pgs. Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 1 4-7 Consultant to the 1/12/2018 Public Policy A18
HCZMC
Public Comment - 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 2 pg.1 | Julie Zilberberg 1/31/2018 Comments R.5
. . 3.M Community
Public Comment Jeffrey and Melanie . -
Letter 3 pg. 1 Feinbloom 1/31/2018 Dem.ograph|cs, Facilities and | M.8
Services
Public Comment Jeffrey and Melanie 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 3 pg- 1 Feinbloom 1/31/2018 Pedestrians L.22
Public Comment Jeffrey and Melanie 3.N Fiscal and Economic
Letter 3 pg- 1 Feinbloom 1/31/2018 Conditions N-10
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 4 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 4 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 4 .
Services
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 4 pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 Pedestrians L.22
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 4 .
Services
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 5 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 5 .
Services
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
. Martha Siletti 1/31/201 ! ! L.22
Letter 5 Pg artha Siletti /31/2018 Pedestrians
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 5 .
Services
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. Valentina SotoPinto 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 6 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. Susan McGrath 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 7 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen Pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 8 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen Pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 8 .
Services
Public Comment 3.N Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 8 pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 Pedestrians L.22
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublic.ommen pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 8 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. Beth Mullaney 2/1/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 9 .
Services
Public Comment Judy Katzin 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 10 Pe. Zambardino 2/1/2018 Comments R->
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 11 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t . .
ublic.ommen pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 11 .
Services
Public C t 3.L Traffic, T it, and
ublicl.ommen pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 rattic, franstt, an L.22

Letter 11

Pedestrians
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 11 .
Services
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. Doeborah N. Plachta 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 12 .
Services
Public Comment 3.E Surface Water Courses
. Paul R 2/10/201 E.12
Letter 13 Pg auliRyan /10/2018 and Wetlands
Public Comment . .
Letter 13 pg. Paul Ryan 2/10/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.43
Public Comment Tom and Judy Landau | 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 14 Pe. y '
Public Comment Rosanne and Peter 3.R Miscellaneous
. 2/11/201 R.
Letter 15 Pg Aresty /11/2018 Comments >
Public Comment Susan Oakley, Terra . -
. ’ 2/12/201 JV Wildlif 21
Letter 16 Pg Bella Land Design /12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife !
Public Comment Susan Oakley, Terra . -
. ’ 2/12/201 JV Wildlif 22
Letter 16 Pg Bella Land Design /12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife !
Public Comment Petie and Harvey .
Letter 17 pg. Wasserman 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.19
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. Deborah N. Plachta 2/12/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.2
Letter 18 .
Services
Public Comment . .
Letter 19 pg. Dana Norris 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.2
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 20 pg. Lynn Greenberg 2/12/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment Barbara and Anthony .
Letter 71 pg. Brown 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Public Comment Eric Greenber, 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.13
Letter 22 PE- & )
Public Comment . . .
Letter 73 pg. Patricia Doniger 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublictommen pg. Jesse Zolna 2/13/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.8
Letter 24 .
Services
Public Comment .
Letter 25 pg. Pablo Laguarda 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.13
Public Comment Carol and Edwin 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 26 Pe. Greenhaus 2/13/2018 Comments R->
Public Comment . .
Letter 27 pg. Don Levin 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.0 Environmental
. 1/12/201 7
Letter 1 Pg Consultant to the /12/2018 Contamination ©
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . I
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.17
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . -
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.18
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . -
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.19
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental . -
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.20
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental .
Letter 1 pg. Consultant to the 1/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.31
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.F Stormwater
Letter 1 PE- Consultant to the 1/12/2018 Management F.7
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 1 PE- Consultant to the 1/12/2018 Public Policy Al
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.0 Environmental
. 1/12/201 7
Letter 1 Pg Consultant to the /12/2018 Contamination ©
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
. 1/12/201 Al
Letter 1 Pg Consultant to the /12/2018 Public Policy 6
HCZMC
Publi H AL Zoni
ublic Comment og. Sven Hoeger, 1/12/2018 3.A Land Use, Zoning and A17

Letter 1

Environmental

Public Policy
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
Consultant to the
HCZMC
Sven Hoeger,
Public Comment pgs. Environmental 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
1/12/2018 . . A.18
Letter 1 4-7 Consultant to the 12/ Public Policy
HCZMC
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
.1 lie Zil 1/31/201 R.
Letter 2 Pg Julie Zilberberg /31/2018 Comments >
. . 3.M Community
Public Comment Jeffrey and Melanie . -
.1 1/31/201 D h Facil M.
Letter 3 pg Feinbloom /31/2018 em.ograp ics, Facilities and 8
Services
Public Comment Jeffrey and Melanie 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
.1 1/31/201 L.22
Letter 3 P8 Feinbloom /31/2018 Pedestrians
Public Comment Jeffrey and Melanie 3.N Fiscal and Economic
Letter 3 pe. 1 Feinbloom 1/31/2018 Conditions N.10
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 4 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 4 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 4 .
Services
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 4 pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 Pedestrians L.22
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 1 Becky Gray 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 4 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublic-ommen pg. 1 Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 5 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublic-ommen pg. 1 Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 5 .
Services
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 5 pg. 1 Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 Pedestrians L.22
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublic-ommen pg. 1 Martha Siletti 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 5 .
Services
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg.1 | Valentina SotoPinto 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 6 .
Services
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. Susan McGrath 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 7 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 8 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 8 .
Services
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
. 1/31/201 ! ! L.22
Letter 8 Pg Joanna Gross /31/2018 Pedestrians
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. Joanna Gross 1/31/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 8 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublictommen pg. Beth Mullaney 2/1/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 9 .
Services
Public Comment Judy Katzin 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 10 Pe. Zambardino 2/1/2018 Comments R->
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict.ommen Pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 11 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublic.ommen Pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 11 .
Services
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 11 pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Pedestrians L.22
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. Megan Johnson 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 11 .
Services
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. Doeborah N. Plachta 2/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 12 .
Services
Public Comment 3.E Surface Water Courses
Letter 13 Pe- Paul Ryan 2/10/2018 and Wetlands E.12
Public Comment . A
Letter 13 pg. Paul Ryan 2/10/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.43
Public Comment Tom and Judy Landau 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 14 Pe- ¥ )
Public Comment Rosanne and Peter 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 15 Pe. Aresty 2/11/2018 Comments R->
Public Comment Susan Oakley, Terra . -
Letter 16 pg. Bella Land Design 2/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife 1.21
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Comment/
Comment Source/Page Commenter Date FEIS Subsection Response
Number
Public Comment Susan Oakley, Terra . -
Letter 16 pg. Bella Land Design 2/12/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife 1.22
Public Comment Petie and Harvey .
. 2/12/201 4 Al 4.1
Letter 17 Pg Wasserman /12/2018 ternatives 9
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. Deborah N. Plachta 2/12/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.2
Letter 18 :
Services
Public Comment . .
Letter 19 pg. Dana Norris 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.2
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 20 pg. Lynn Greenberg 2/12/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment Barbara and Anthony .
Letter 21 pg. Brown 2/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Public Comment Eric Greenber 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.13
Letter 22 Pe. g ’
Public Comment - . .
Letter 23 pg. Patricia Doniger 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
. 3.M Community
Public C t . _
ublic-ommen pg. Jesse Zolna 2/13/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 24 .
Services
Public Comment .
Letter 75 pg. Pablo Laguarda 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.13
Public Comment Carol and Edwin 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 26 Pe- Greenhaus 2/13/2018 Comments R-5
Public Comment . .
Letter 27 pg. Don Levin 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 28 pg. Jeff Chapski 2/13/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 29 pg. Emily Greenberg 2/13/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 30 pg. Robin Nichinsky 2/13/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment . .
Letter 30 pg. Robin Nichinsky 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Public Comment Debbie Bunder 2/13/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 31 Pe- )
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 32 pg. Ivonne Levin 2/13/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment 3.M Community
Pg. Sam and Lauren Porat 2/13/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 33 .
Services
Public C t 3.L Traffic, T it d
ublictommen pg. Sam and Lauren Porat 2/13/2018 rattic, 1ransit, an L.23

Letter 33

Pedestrians
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Number
Public Comment 1 Sam and Lauren Porat 2/13/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.15
Letter 33 PE- ' P )
Public Comment Larchmont 3.M Community
pg. 1 Mamaroneck Football 2/13/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.3
Letter 34 . .
Club Board of Directors Services
Public Comment . .
Letter 35 pg. 1 Robert Lieber 2/13/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.15
Public Comment . .
Letter 35 pg. 1 Robert Lieber 2/13/2018 | 3.P Noise P.7
Public Comment 3.N Traffic, Transit, and
.1 R Li 2/13/201 ! ! N.24
Letter 35 Pg obert Lieber /13/2018 Pedestrians
Public Comment Marshall and Terry .
.1 2/13/201 4 Al 4.1
Letter 36 Pg Steinberg /13/2018 ternatives 8
A R B f
Public Comment bby. obertsf .oard © 3.B Community Character
pg.1 | Traffic Commissioners | 2/14/2018 . B.4
Letter 37 . and Visual Impacts
Chair
Public Comment 1 'Ar‘gk;:‘/icRgzs:stic;anr:rgf 2/14/2018 3.L Traffic, Transit, and L5
Letter 37 PE- . Pedestrians '
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Robertsf B.oard of 3.K Critical Environmental
pg. 1 Traffic Commissioners | 2/14/2018 K.1
Letter 37 . Area
Chair
Public Comment Abby Roberts, Board of
pg.2 | Traffic Commissioners | 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Letter 37 .
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Robertsf B.oard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 2 Traffic Commissioners | 2/14/2018 . L.26
Letter 37 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Roberts{ B.Oard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 2 Traffic Commissioners | 2/14/2018 . L.27
Letter 37 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 38 pg.1 | Anonymous 2/14/2018 Comments R.6
Public Comment .
Letter 39 pg. 1 Robert A. Menell 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Public Comment 1 Todd Kurtis 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 40 PE- )
Sarah Pawliczak,
Public Comment pgs. Department of 3.E Surface Water Courses
Letter 41 1-2 Environmental 2/14/2018 and Wetlands E.13
Conservation
Public Comment Sarah Pawliczak, . -
Letter 41 pg. 2 Department of 2/14/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife 1.23
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Number
Environmental
Conservation
Sarah Pawliczak,
Public Comment Department of . .
Letter 41 pg. 2 Environmental 2/14/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.5
Conservation
Sarah Pawliczak,
Public Comment Department of
Letter 41 pg. 3 Environmental 2/14/2018 | 3.H Water Supply H.8
Conservation
Sarah Pawliczak,
Public Comment Department of 3.F Stormwater
Letter 41 Pg- 3 Environmental 2/14/2018 Management F.8
Conservation
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. 1 Randy and Amy Kessler | 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.7
Letter 42 .
Services
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. 1 Randy and Amy Kessler | 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 42 .
Services
Public Comment Catriona Runcie & 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 43 pg. 1 Dimitri Sirota 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L.28
. . . 3.M Community
Public Comment Catriona Runcie & . I
Letter 43 pg. 1 Dimitri Sirota 2/14/2018 Dem.ograph|cs, Facilities and | M.8
Services
Public Comment .
Letter 44 pg. 1 Randall Kessler 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Public Comment 1 Tom Secker-Walker 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 45 Pe- )
Public Comment 1 Neil Sandler 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.17
Letter 46 Pe- ' P )
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 46 pg. 1 Neil Sandler 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L.23
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 46 pg. 1 Neil Sandler 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L.29
. 3.L Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 1 Neil Sandler 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.4
Letter 46 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t . . .
ublict-ommen pg. 1 Neil Sandler 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 46 .
Services
Public Comment 1 | Seth B. Schafler 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 47 PE- ' )
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Number
Public Comment 1 | David and May Finstad | 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 48 PE- ¥ '
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
.1 li | 2/14/201 R.
Letter 49 Pg Julie Serte /14/2018 Comments >
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
.1 i 2/12/201 R.
Letter 50 Pg Jamie Gordon /12/2018 Comments >
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. 1 Oscar Fernandez 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 51 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t . sk
ublictommen pg.1 | Jesse Zolna 2/15/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.3
Letter 53 .
Services
Public Comment Cove Road
pg. 1 Homeowners 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.3
Letter 54 %
Statement
Public Comment 1 | Paul Ryan 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Letter 55 Pe. y ' P )
Public Comment Stephen V. Altieri,
pg.1 | Town of Mamaroneck | 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.43
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
. Stephen V. Altieri
Public C t !
ublic .ommen pg. 2 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.18
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
. Stephen V. Altieri
Public C t !
ublic .ommen pg. 2 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.19
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
. Stephen V. Altieri, . .
Public Comment og. 2 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 3.L Traﬁflc, Transit, and L30
Letter 56 . Pedestrians
Town Administrator
, Stephen V. Altieri, ) .
Public Comment og. 3 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 3.L Trafflc, Transit, and L31
Letter 56 . Pedestrians
Town Administrator
Public Comment Stephen V. Altieri,
pg. 3 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife J.24
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
. Stephen V. Altieri
Public C t ! 3.F St t
ublic Lommen pg. 3 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 ormwater F.9
Letter 56 . Management
Town Administrator
Public Comment Stephen V. Altieri, 3.M Community
pg.3 | Town of Mamaroneck | 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.7
Letter 56 L. .
Town Administrator Services
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Number
Public Comment Stephen V. Altieri,
pg. 3 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.20
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
Public Comment Stephen V. Altieri,
pg.3 | Town of Mamaroneck | 2/14/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.6
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
. Stephen V. Altieri
Publ !
ublic Comment pg. 5 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 | 3.P Noise P.8
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
Public Comment Stephen V. Altieri,
pg. 5 Town of Mamaroneck 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.44
Letter 56 .
Town Administrator
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 llene Strauss 2/15/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 57 .
Services
Sven Hoeger, .
Public Comment Environmental 3.M Community
Letter 58 pg. 1 Consultant to the 2/17/2018 SD:rr\r/li:(gagaphms, Facilities and | J.17
HCZMC
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg.1 | Anna and Mike Divney | 2/20/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.7
Letter 59 .
Services
Public Comment 1 E/l:rzr':ﬂrr?s:llzrgh' NYS 2/9/2018 3.L Traffic, Transit, and L22
Letter 60 Pe- P . Pedestrians '
Transportation
Public Comment 1 Doug Serton 2/20/2018 | 3 Project Description 2.3
Letter 61 Pe- g J P )
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 61 pg. 1 Doug Serton 2/20/2018 Pedestrians L.32
Public Comment .
Letter 62 pg. 1 Jane E. Herzog 3/2/2018 3.G Floodplains G.16
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 63 pg. 1 Barbara Gessler 3/5/2018 Comments R.7
. Norma V. Drummond, .
Public Comment pg.2 | Westchester County 3/12/2018 3-A L‘and L'Jse, Zoning and A4
Letter 64 . Public Policy
Planning Board
Public Comment Norma V. Drummond,
pg.2 | Westchester County 3/12/2018 | 3.l Sanitary Sewage .12
Letter 64 .
Planning Board
Public Comment Norma V. Drummond,
pg.2 | Westchester County 3/12/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.21
Letter 64 .
Planning Board
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Norma V. Drummond
Public Comment ! 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
.2 W h 12/201 ! ! L.
Letter 64 Pg estcf ester County 3/12/2018 Pedestrians 33
Planning Board
Public Comment Norma V. Drummond,
pg.3 | Westchester County 3/12/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.45
Letter 64 .
Planning Board
Public Comment Norma V. Drummond,
pg.3 | Westchester County 3/12/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.46
Letter 64 .
Planning Board
Public Comment 3.M Community
pg. 1 Elene Spanakos Weis 3/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 65 .
Services
Public Comment 2 | Elene Spanakos Weis | 3/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.17
Letter 65 Pe- P ) P )
Public Comment 2 | Elene Spanakos Weis | 3/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.22
Letter 65 Pe- P ) P )
Public Comment 2 | Elene Spanakos Weis | 3/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.23
Letter 65 Pe- P ) P )
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 66 pg. 1 Marc Karell 3/19/2018 Comments R.8
Public Comment .
Letter 66 pg. 1 Marc Karell 3/19/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.2
Public Comment 1 Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.1
Letter 67 Pe- P ) J P ’
Public Comment 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 Public Policy A.5
Public Comment 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 Contamination 0.1
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep c1
Letter 67
Slopes
Public Comment .
Letter 67 pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.1
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | Demographics, Facilities, and | M.8
Letter 67 .
Services
Public Comment 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 Public Policy A1l
Public Comment . .
Letter 67 pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.3
Public Comment 1 Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.4
Letter 67 Pe- P ) J P '
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Number
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 67 pg.1 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L1
Public Comment 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
.2 hen L. K 2/14/201 ! A.
Letter 67 P8 Stephen ass /14/2018 Public Policy 6
Public Comment .
Letter 67 pg.2 | Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.2
Public Comment pg. 2- .
Letter 67 3 Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.3
Public Comment pg. 2- .
Letter 67 3 Stephen L. Kass 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.7
Public Comment 4 Gene Krekorian 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.48
Letter 67 Pe- J P '
Public Comment pg. 4- . . .
Letter 67 5 Gene Krekorian 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.1
Public Comment 28 | Gene Krekorian 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.1
Letter 67 Pe- J P '
Public Comment . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
.2 Lisa L 2/14/201 A.12
Letter 67 P8 15a Hquorl /14/2018 Public Policy
Public Comment pg. 2- . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Lisa L 2/14/201 A.
Letter 67 3 15a Hiquorl /14/2018 Public Policy 6
Public Comment pg. 3- . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Lisa L 2/14/201 Al
Letter 67 4 15a Hiquorl /14/2018 Public Policy
Public Comment . . . -
Letter 67 pg. 4 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife 11
Public Comment . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
.4 Lisa L 2/14/201 A.
Letter 67 P8 15a Hquorl /14/2018 Public Policy 6
Public Comment pg. 4- . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 c Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 Public Policy A.24
Public Comment . . . -
Letter 67 pg. 5 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.) Vegetation and Wildlife 1
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t
ublicommen pg. 5 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.14
Letter 67
Slopes
Public Comment . . .
Letter 67 pg. 5 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.3
Public Comment pg. 5- . . 3.E Surface Water Courses
Letter 67 6 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 and Wetlands E.15
Public Comment . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 pg. 6 | Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 Public Policy A.11
Public Comment 6 | Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.P Noise P.9
Letter 67 PE- g ) )
Public Comment . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 pg.7 | Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 Public Policy A.19
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Public Comment pg. 7- . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 3 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 Public Policy A.20
Public Comment . . 3.B Community Character
. Lisa L 2/14/201 B.1
Letter 67 Pg- 8 15a Hguont /14/2018 and Visual Impacts
Public Comment P88 | |ica Liquori 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.22
Letter 67 9 g '
Public Comment pg. 9- . . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Lisa L 2/14/201 A.21
Letter 67 10 15a Hiquorl /14/2018 Public Policy
Public Comment pg. . . . -
Letter 67 10-11 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3). Vegetation and Wildlife J
Public Comment | P8 | ;e iuori 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.3
Letter 67 10-11 g ‘ P '
Public Comment pg. . . 3.K Critical Environmental
Letter 67 10-11 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 Area K.1
Public Comment . . .
Letter 67 pg. 12 | Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.24
Public Comment pg. . . .
Letter 67 17-13 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.25
Public Comment 13 | Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.Q Air Qualit Q.7
Letter 67 Pe- q ' ¥ '
Public Comment . . .
Letter 67 pg. 14 | Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.N Fiscal N.1
Public Comment PE- Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 | 3.N Fiscal N.11
Letter 67 14-17 g ‘ '
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. . . . -
Letter 67 14-17 Lisa Liquori 2/14/2018 Dem.ograph|cs, Facilities, and | M.7
Services
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t
ublicommen pg.4 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.2
Letter 67
Slopes
Public Comment . .
Letter 67 pg. 5 Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | 3.l Sanitary Sewage 1.1
Public Comment pg. 6- . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 67 7 Neil Porto 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L35
Public Comment pg. 7- . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 67 8 Neil Porto 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L.36
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 67 pg. 10 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L.37
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 67 pg. 10 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 Pedestrians L.38
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t
ublicommen pg. 10 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.13
Letter 67
Slopes
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. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public Comment pg. 11 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.14
Letter 67
Slopes
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t .
ublic-ommen pg. 11 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.15
Letter 67
Slopes
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t .
ublic-ommen pg. 11 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.16
Letter 67
Slopes
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 11 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 Contamination 0.2
Public Comment .
Letter 67 pg. 11 | Neil Porto 2/14/2018 | 3.F Stormwater F.1
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 2 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.2
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 2 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.1
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 2 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.4
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 3 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.2
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 4 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.5
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 4 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.6
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 4 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.7
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 5 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.8
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 67 pg. 5 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 Contamination 0.9
Public Comment pg. 5 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | 3.D Groundwater Resources | D.1
Letter 67
Public Comment .
pg. 5 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | 3.D Groundwater Resources | D.2
Letter 67
Public Comment .
pg. 6 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | 3.D Groundwater Resources | D.6
Letter 67
Public Comment .
pg. 6 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | 3.D Groundwater Resources | D.7
Letter 67
. 3.C Geology — Soils
Public C t !
ublict-ommen pg.7 | Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | Topography, and Steep Cc3
Letter 67
Slopes
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. 3.C Geology — Sails,
Public Comment pg.7 | Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.17
Letter 67
Slopes
. 3.C Geology — Soils
Public C t . .
ublic-ommen pg.8 | Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.17
Letter 67
Slopes
. 3.C Geology- Soils
Public C t .
ublic-ommen pg. 8 Charles Rich 2/14/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.18
Letter 67
Slopes
. 3.C Geology — Soils
Public C t . .
ublict-ommen pg.9 | Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.19
Letter 67
Slopes
Public Comment . . .
Letter 67 pg.9 | Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.1
. 3.C Geology — Soils
Public Comment pg. 9- . !
Letter 67 10 Charles Rich 3/19/2018 | Topography, and Steep C.20
Slopes
Public Comment . . .
Letter 67 pg. 1 Chris Fazio 2/14/2018 | 3.P Noise P.1
Public Comment pg. 1- . . . .
Letter 67 5 Chris Fazio 2/14/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.3
Public Comment 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 67 pg. 3 Karen Meara 2/14/2018 Public Policy A.6
Public Comment pe. 1- Celia Felsher 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.3
Letter 67 2 J P '
Public Comment pg. 1- . .
Letter 67 5 Celia Felsher 2/14/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.5
Public Comment 2 Celia Felsher 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.1
Letter 67 Pe- J P ’
Public Comment 2 Celia Felsher 2/14/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.2
Letter 67 Pe- J P ’
Public Comment 5 | Celia Felsher 2/14/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.13
Letter 67 Pe- )
Public Comment Abby. Roberts{ B.Oard of 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
pg. 1 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . . A.22
Letter 68 . Public Policy
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Robertsf BQard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 1 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . L.25
Letter 68 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Robertsf BQard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 1 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . L.26
Letter 68 . Pedestrians
Chair
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Public Comment 1 '/I_'\gk;mz/icRglc::s:Zsi:)anr:rgf 3/29/2018 3.L Traffic, Transit, and L 27
Letter 68 Pe- . Pedestrians '
Chair
Public Comment 1 _Ar‘gt;}/icRgzg:j;szc;anr:rgf 3/29/2018 3.L Traffic, Transit, and L 39
Letter 68 Pe- . Pedestrians '
Chair
Public Comment 1 _Ar‘gt;}/icRgzg:j;szc;anr:rgf 3/29/2018 3.L Traffic, Transit, and L42
Letter 68 Pe- . Pedestrians '
Chair
Public Comment 1 _Ar‘gt;}/icRgzg:j;szc;anr:rgf 3/29/2018 3.L Traffic, Transit, and L43
Letter 68 Pe- . Pedestrians '
Chair
Public Comment Abb\( Robertsf B.oard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 2 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . L.40
Letter 68 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Roberts{ B.oard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 2 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . L.41
Letter 68 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Roberts{ B.oard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 2 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . L.44
Letter 68 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment Abby. Roberts{ B.Oard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 2 Traffic Commissioners | 3/29/2018 . L.45
Letter 68 . Pedestrians
Chair
Public Comment Gloria and Arthur 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 69 pg. 1 Goldstein 4/2/2018 Comments R-5
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg.1 | Anonymous 4/2/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 70 .
Services
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 70 pg.1 | Anonymous 4/2/2018 Pedestrians L.32
Public Comment Carol and Edwin 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 71 pg. 1 Greenhaus 3/29/2018 Comments R-5
Public Comment . .
Letter 72 pg.1 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 72 pg.1 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 Pedestrians L.22
Public Comment . . I
Letter 72 pg.1 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 2 Project Description 2.3
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg.2 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.2

Letter 72

Services
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Public Comment . . I
Letter 72 pg.2 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 2 Project Description 2.47
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg.3 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 72 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg.3 | Joel Negrin 4/1/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 72 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. 1 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 73 .
Services
Public Comment . . .
Letter 73 pg. 1 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 3.Q Air Quality Q.6
Public Comment . . .
Letter 73 pg. 1 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 3.Q Air Quality Q.8
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 2 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.1
Letter 73 .
Services
Public Comment . .
Letter 73 pg. 2 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 3.G Floodplains G.9
Public Comment . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 73 pg. 2 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 Public Policy A.6
Public Comment . .
Letter 73 pg. 2 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 3.G Floodplains G.17
Public Comment . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 73 pg. 2 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 Public Policy A.11
Public Comment . . L.
Letter 73 pg. 3 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 2 Project Description 2.1
Public Comment . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 73 pg. 3 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 Public Policy Al
Public Comment . 3.N Fiscal and Economic
Letter 73 pg. 3 Randi Spatz 4/3/2018 Conditions N.11
Public Comment . .
Letter 74 pg.1 | Sarah Robbins Evans 4/4/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.17
Public Comment 1 Marjorie Weschler 4/2/2018 3.G Floodplains G.17
Letter 75 PE- J ) P )
Public Comment - 3.F Stormwater
Letter 75 pg. 1 Marjorie Weschler 4/2/2018 Management F.10
Public Comment Jean Meyerowitz and .
Letter 76 pg. 1 Steve Giove 4/7/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.17
. . 3.M Community
Public Comment Jean Meyerowitz and . -
Letter 76 pg. 1 Steve Giove 4/7/2018 Dem.ograph|cs, Facilities and | M.2
Services
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Public Comment 3.0 Environmental
Letter 77 pg. 1 Nova Cutler 4/8/2018 Contamination 0.1
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 77 pg. 1 Nova Cutler 4/8/2018 Pedestrians L.46
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. 1 Nova Cutler 4/8/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 77 .
Services
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 78 pg. 1 Edie Roth 4/9/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 79 pg.1 | Stephanie Sklar 4/9/2018 Pedestrians L.23
Public Comment . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 79 pg.1 | Stephanie Sklar 4/9/2018 Contamination 0.3
Public Comment . . .
Letter 79 pg.1 | Stephanie Sklar 4/9/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.8
Public Comment 3.0 Environmental
Letter 80 pg.1 | Todd Larsen 4/9/2018 Contamination 0.3
Public Comment .
Letter 80 pg.1 | Todd Larsen 4/9/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Public Comment . .
Letter 81 pg. 1 Kim Larsen 4/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 81 pg. 1 Kim Larsen 4/10/2018 Pedestrians N.23
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 81 pg. 1 Kim Larsen 4/10/2018 Pedestrians N.46
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 82 pg. 1 Kerry Stein 4/10/2018 Comments R.7
. Peggy Jackson, Flood
Public Comment pg.1 | Mitigation Advisory 4/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.26
Letter 83 .
Council
. Peggy Jackson, Flood
Public C t
ublic-ommen pg.1 | Mitigation Advisory 4/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.27
Letter 83 .
Council
. Peggy Jackson, Flood
Public C t
ublic-ommen pe.1 | Mitigation Advisory 4/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.28
Letter 83 .
Council
. Peggy Jackson, Flood
Public C t
ublic-ommen pg. 1 Mitigation Advisory 4/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.29
Letter 83 .
Council
. Peggy Jackson, Flood
Public Comment O . 3.F Stormwater
Letter 83 pg. 2 Mltlga'tlon Advisory 4/10/2018 Management F.11
Council
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. Peggy Jackson, Flood
Public Comment pg. 2 Mitigation Advisory 4/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.30
Letter 83 .
Council
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
.1 hristine B 4/10/201 R.
Letter 84 pg Christine Bennett /10/2018 Comments 5
Public Comment 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
.1 P Wolff 4/11/201 ! A1l
Letter 85 PE atty Wo /11/2018 Public Policy
. 3.M Community
Publ
ublic Comment pg. 1 Patty Wolff 4/11/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.8
Letter 85 .
Services
hris Glinski, Presi
Public Comment -CLarIrScl?nI:JSntl' resident 3.M Community
.1 4/11/201 D hics, Faciliti M.1
Letter 86 Pg Mamaroneck Youth /11/2018 em.ograp ics, Facilities and
Services
Lacrosse
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Joan Vollero 4/11/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.8
Letter 87 .
Services
Public Comment Elrltlesl\ilj(::?-gigrchmont— 3.M Community
Letter 88 pg. 1 Mamaroneck Little 4/11/2018 Dem.ograph|cs, Facilitiesand | M.1
Services
League
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublic .ommen pg. 1 Jennifer Swartley 4/11/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.8
Letter 89 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public Comment pg. 1 Adam Gross 4/11/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.7
Letter 90 .
Services
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 90 pg. 1 Adam Gross 4/11/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment .
Letter 91 pg.1 | Jane Herzog 4/12/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.17
Public Comment Abby. Robertsf Bpard of 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
pg. 1 Traffic Commissioners | 4/12/2018 . L.47
Letter 92 . Pedestrians
Chair
. 3.M Community
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 1 Ronald Eligator 4/12/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.8
Letter 93 .
Services
. 3.M Community
Public C t . . .
ublic ~.ommen pg. 1 Jack Romita 4/12/2018 | Demographics, Facilitiesand | M.8
Letter 94 .
Services
Public Comment . 3.L Traffic, Transit, and
Letter 94 pg. 1 Jack Romita 4/12/2018 Pedestrians L.23
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Public Comment David Smith, Manager -
pg. 1 Hampshire Country 4/12/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.2
Letter 95
Club
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
.1 K Romi 4/13/201 R.
Letter 96 Pg aty Romita /13/2018 Comments >
Public Comment . .
Letter 97 pg. 1 Katherine E. Desmond | 4/15/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.38
Public Comment David & Carla . .
Letter 98 pg. 1 Henderson 4/15/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.6
Public Comment David & Carla . .
Letter 98 pg. 1 Henderson 4/15/2018 | 3.Q Air Quality Q.8
Public Comment David & Carla
.1 4/15/201 .G FI lai A
Letter 98 Pg Henderson /15/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.10
Public Comment David & Carla 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
.1 4/15/201 A1l
Letter 98 P8 Henderson /15/2018 Public Policy
Public Comment David & Carla
.1 4/15/201 .G FI lai 17
Letter 98 Pg Henderson /15/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G
Public Comment . .
Letter 99 pg. 1 Katherine E. Desmond | 4/16/2018 | 3.1 Sanitary Sewage 1.13
. George Mgrditchian, .
Public Comment . . 3.0 Environmental
Letter 100 pg. 1 Pr(?5|dent - er.enta 4/11/2018 Contamination 0.1
Point Association
. George Mgrditchian,
Public Comment pg. 1 President - Orienta 4/11/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Letter 100 . ..
Point Association
. George Mgrditchian, .
Public Comment pg. 1 President - Orienta 4/11/2018 3.0 EnV|.ron'mentaI 0.3
Letter 100 . . L. Contamination
Point Association
. George Mgrditchian,
Public C t
ublict-ommen pg. 1 President - Orienta 4/11/2018 | 2 Project Description 21
Letter 100 . ..
Point Association
Public Comment The Residences at NO RESPONSE TO THIS CALL
Letter 101 P8-1 | lampshire Team 4/11/2018 | 0 SUPPORT LETTER
Public Comment , % 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 102 pg. 1 Various Senders 4/11/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment .
Letter 103 pg. 1 Jane E. Herzog 4/16/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Public Comment 1 David Wenstru 4/16/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.31
Letter 104 Pe. P ) P )
Public Comment 1 David Wenstru 4/16/2018 | 2 Project Description 2.3
Letter 105 Pe- P J P '
Public Comment Cindy Goldstein, Chair - 3.E Surface Water Courses
Letter 106 pe. 1 HCZMC 4/23/2018 and Wetlands E.14
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eer 06 P81 | aame o [arzsons | 20 OERe 01
eer 06| PEL | aime o [ajzspons | 20 e 02
eer 106 PEL | aame o [agzspons | 20 W 07
E;Jtt;!(; fg;nment og. 1 E?;I\\;I(Cioldstein, Chair - 4/23/2018 i;ﬁ):_iinptihl(:sf, Zoning and A3
E:E!: fgg’me"t pg. 1 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair - | 4 123/2018 | 3. Vegetation and Wildiife | .25
E:E!: fgg’me"t pg. 1 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair - | 4 123/2018 | 3.J Vegetation and Wildiife | .27
E:E!: fgg’me"t pg. 2 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair- | 4 123/2018 | 3. Vegetation and Wildlife | .16
E:E!: fgg’me"t pg. 2 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair- | 4 123/2018 | 3. Vegetation and Wildlife | .20
E:E!: fgg’me"t pg. 2 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair - | 4 123/2018 | 3. Vegetation and Wildlife | .26
E;Jtt;!(; fg;nment og. 2 E?;I\\;I(Cioldstein, Chair - 4/23/2018 iéLd'I(;r;ﬁ;cr,];l'ransit, and L48
E:E!: fgg’me”t pg. 2 Sg;l\‘;lgmdsmi”' Chair- | 4 123/2018 | 3.6 Floodplains G.32
E:E!: fgg’me"t pg. 3 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair -\ 4 123/2018 | 3.6 Floodplains G.33
E;Jtt;!(; fg;nment og. 3 E?;I\\;I(Cioldstein, Chair - 4/23/2018 iéLd'I(;r;ﬁ;cr,];l'ransit, and L49
E:Eg: fgg’me"t pg. 3 E@;&gowsmi”' Chair -\ 4 123/2018 | 3.6 Floodplains G.34
E;JEZ: Eggnment og. 3 E?;I\\;I(Cioldstein, Chair - 4/23/2018 i;ﬁ):_iinptihlcsi, Zoning and A1
E;’E':; ig;“me”t pg.1 | Jeremy Arfield 4/22/2018 i'oRm'\:'rizcnetlslaneous R.4
E:Eg‘; ig;nme”t pg. 1 | Jeremy Arfield 4/22/2018 z'oNn;::icjr'lj”d Economic N.3
E:Eg‘; ig;nme”t pg. 1 | Jeremy Arfield 4/22/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.10
E:Eg‘; ig;nme”t pg. 1 | Jeremy Arfield 4/22/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.2
E::[g(; Eg;nment pg.1 | Andrew Kirwin 4/23/2018 ?I;.(le\:lngcg)grghui::\::acilities and | M.1
Services
E:Eg‘; ig;nme”t pg. 1 | Kathy Weeks 4/27/2018 2'0Rm'\:'riicnetlsla”e°”5 R.9
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Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 110 pg.1 | Gary Monitto 4/29/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment . .
Letter 111 pg.1 | Claire Wolkoff 5/1/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.10
. 3.M Community

Publ

ublic Comment pg.1 | Claire Wolkoff 5/1/2018 Demographics, Facilities and | M.8
Letter 111 .

Services
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 112 pg.1 | Stewart Ault 5/3/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment . . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 113 pg. 1 Nicholas Venice 5/3/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 114 pg.1 | Steven Palmiottto 5/3/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment Andres Bermudez 3.R Miscellaneous
.1 7/201 R.
Letter 115 Pg Hallstrom 5/7/2018 Comments ?
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 116 pg. 1 Rob Sutton 5/7/2018 Comments R.9
. 3.C Geology — Soils

Public C t . !

ublich-ommen pg. 1 Michael Allen 5/8/2018 | Topography, and Steep Cc.21
Letter 117

Slopes
Public Comment 1 | Christine Hofstedt 5/8/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.18
Letter 118 PE- '
Public Comment Flood Mitigation 3.F Stormwater
.1 5/8/2018 F.12
Letter 119 Pe Advisory Council /8/ Management
Public Comment Flood Mitigation .
Letter 119 pg. 1 Advisory Council 5/8/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.33
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 120 pg.1 | Gretel Goldberger 5/8/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment - - 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 121 pg. 1 Philip Phillips 5/9/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 123 pg. 1 Andrew Newman 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 124 pg. 1 Eric Marcus 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 125 pg. 1 Dave Finstad 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 126 pg. 1 Donna Samuel 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 127 pg. 1 Mark Samuel 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 129 pg. 1 Don Levin 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
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Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 130 pg. 1 Rachel Ault 5/9/2018 Comments R.9
Public Comment Jenn Kronick and Jason 3.A Land Use, Zoning and

.1 201 A.
Letter 131 P8 Shapiro 5/8/2018 Public Policy 6
Public Comment Jenn Kronick and Jason 3.K Critical Environmental

.1 201 K.1
Letter 131 Pg Shapiro 5/8/2018 Area
Public Comment Jenn Kronick and Jason

.2 201 .G FI lai .
Letter 131 Pg Shapiro 5/8/2018 3.G Floodplains G.9
Public Comment Jenn Kronick and Jason 3.F Stormwater

.2 201 F.1
Letter 131 P8 Shapiro 5/8/2018 Management 3
Public Comment Jenn Kronick and Jason

.2 201 2 Proj D ipti .
Letter 131 pg Shapiro 5/8/2018 roject Description 3.3
Public Comment Jenn Kronick and Jason

. 201 4 Al i 4.1
Letter 131 pg. 3 Shapiro 5/8/2018 ternatives 3
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous

.1 M kril 201 R.
Letter 132 Pg aureen Skrilow 5/9/2018 Comments ?
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous

.1 Id Zei 201 R.
Letter 133 Pg Gerald Zeidner 5/9/2018 Comments ?
Public Comment Jane Herzog and Jack .

.1 10/201 .G FI | 17
Letter 134 pg Lusk 5/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G
Public Comment 1 Lawrence Zingesser 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 135 Pe- g ‘
Public Comment 1 | Jamie Gordon 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 136 Pe- ‘
Public Comment 1 Mary McLarnon 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 137 Pe: y ’
Public Comment 1 | Sam Katen 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 138 PE- ‘
Public Comment 1 | Adam Cutler 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 139 PE- '
Public Comment 1 | Ellen Biblowitz 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 140 PE- '
Public Comment 1 Lorraine Katen 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 141 PE- '
Public Comment 1 | lan Sigalow 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 142 PE- & '
Public Comment . .
Letter 143 pg. 1 Matt Popoli 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment .
Letter 144 pg.1 | Steve Kalt 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment . 3.A Land Use, Zoning and
Letter 145 pg. 1 Beth Rudich 5/10/2018 Public Policy A1l
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Public Comment . . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 146 pg. 1 Eric Rudich 5/10/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment I .
Letter 147 pg. 1 Phillip Silver 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment 1 | Paul Cantwell 5/10/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.16
Letter 148 Pe. ’ P )
Public Comment 1 | John Farris 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 149 Pe. '
Public Comment . .
Letter 150 pg.1 | Jill Parry 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment Norman and Ruth .
Letter 151 pg. 1 Hinerfeld 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment . .
Letter 152 pg.1 | Gary Monitto 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment 1 | Jessica Sigalow 5/10/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 153 Pe- 8 ‘
Public Comment 3.L Traffic, Transit, and

A A . 11/201 ! ! L.
Letter 154 Pg ndrea J. Grant 5/11/2018 Pedestrians >0
Public Comment 3.B Visual Resources and

A A . 11/201 B.
Letter 154 P8 ndrea J. Grant 5/11/2018 Community Character >
Public Comment . .
Letter 155 pg.1 | Jason Shapiro 5/11/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment . 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 156 pg.1 | Joachim Beer 5/11/2018 Comments R.5
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous

.1 ff Falk 201 R.1
Letter 157 Pg Jefirey Fa 5/9/2018 Comments 0
Public Comment .
Letter 158 pg. 1 Ben Sawyer 5/11/2018 | 3.G Floodplains G.10
Public Comment 1 | Bill and Joan Kell 5/11/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 159 PE- y '
Public Comment . 3.N Fiscal and Economic
Letter 160 pg. 1 Judy Santamaria 5/11/2018 Conditions N.12
Public Comment .
Letter 161 pg.1 | Carol Metcalfe 5/11/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment 1 | Joe DePietro 5/11/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 162 PE- ‘
Public Comment 1 | Harry Fremont 5/11/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Letter 163 PE- ¥ '
Public Comment .
Letter 164 pg. 1 Don Walker 5/11/2018 | 4 Alternatives 4.23
Public Comment 3.R Miscellaneous
Letter 165 pg. 1 Barbara Gessler 5/11/2018 Comments R.7
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