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1.0  SUMMARY

This document is a Final Environmental Impact Statement ("FEIS") prepared in accordance with
the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act ("SEQRA") and its implementing
regulations, 6 NYCRR Part 617. The FEIS consists of this volume, including appendices, and
accompanying maps, and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"), which is hereby
incorporated by reference into this FEIS.

The SEQRA documents have been prepared in support of the application of Furnace Dock,
Inc., (the "Applicant") to develop a realty subdivision on 42.435 acres of land, now proposed as
18 lots with several open space lots, known as “Furnace Dock Subdivision”. The project is
located on the north side of Furnace Dock Road approximately one-quarter mile north of NYS
Route 9A (Albany Post Road) in the Town of Cortlandt, Westchester County, New York. Figure
1-1 at the end of this section depicts the proposed subdivision layout. The lead agency for this
action is the Town of Cortlandt Planning Board.  SEQRA prescribes that the lead agency is
responsible for the adequacy and accuracy of the FEIS. At the end of the SEQRA process the
Planning Board will adopt a Findings Statement which may or may not agree with the
responses expressed in this FEIS. 

The Applicant is requesting preliminary subdivision approval based on the findings of the lead
agency that result from the SEQRA process. Subsequent to preliminary approval, a fully
detailed set of site development drawings will be provided to the permitting agencies for review.
For final approval, all conditions of the preliminary approval must be satisfied. Other approvals
that are necessary for the development of this subdivision plan are identified in the DEIS
Project Description.

The applicant prepared the DEIS for this application based on a written DEIS Scope accepted
by the lead agency on October 10, 2002. The lead agency reviewed the DEIS, dated
September 3, 2003, for adequacy with respect to its scope and content for the purpose of public
review, and issued a Notice of Completion and Public Hearing on September 3, 2003.  The lead
agency held a public hearing on the DEIS, beginning October 7, 2003, and adjourned to
November 5, 2003, at which time the hearing was closed. The lead agency received written
comments during the public comment period, which extended for an additional fifteen (15) days
following the close of the public hearing.  Complete copies of all written comments received by
the lead agency are included in FEIS Appendix B. Transcripts of the public hearing are included
in FEIS Appendix C.

Public and agency comments received by the lead agency on the DEIS, together with
responses to all substantive comments as required by SEQRA, are provided in this FEIS in
comment/response format and organized by subject matter. In some cases, an author's
comment may be summarized or paraphrased to clarify its context, and some responses for
comments that have been previously addressed in this document refer to the prior response.  In
Appendices B and C, a reference to the location of the response that addresses each
substantive comment is provided in the right hand margin.

A set of preliminary site plan drawings accompany this document, as revised in response to
comments received on the DEIS submission. The plan revisions are outlined below.
Additionally, a preliminary site plan design of a loop road alternative accompanies this
document, with further explanatory description below.
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This FEIS document includes additional information regarding archaeological investigations at
the site (Appendix D) and plans for the preservation of historic resources described in an
Avoidance Plan and Site Interpretive Plan that have been accepted by OPRHP (Appendix E),
and a rock excavation specification (Appendix F). Documentation received from NYS Office of
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation regarding acceptance of additional archaeological
investigations and plans is included in Appendix A.

The applicant retained the services of Dr. Michael Klemens to assist in review of wetland and
wildlife issues and to obtain his recommendations.  Dr. Klemens’ review included a site visit and
several reviews of the project plans. The current plan reflects various revisions made at the
recommendation of Dr. Klemens regarding small animal circulation (e.g., the proposed  wildlife
crossing culvert), the use of mountable curbs to avoid trapping small animals on the roadway,
the provision of multiple culverts in the Furnace Brook bridge, and provision of permanently
restricted areas to preserve native habitat. These recommendations and related comments on
the current plan with regard to ecological resources are outlined in a letter by Dr. Klemens
included in FEIS Appendix A.

This FEIS and its attachments have been prepared with the assistance of Ralph G.
Mastromonaco, PE, PC, the project engineer, Linda Whitehead, of McCullough, Goldberger &
Staudt, LLP, project attorney; City/Scape: Cultural Resource Consultants; and Tim Miller
Associates, Inc., the planning consultant to the applicant, based on input and guidance
provided by the Cortlandt Planning Board, town staff and town advisors.

1.1 Plan Revisions

The applicant has significantly modified the proposed subdivision plan since the DEIS public
hearing in response to comments on the application. These revisions have resulted in reduc-
tions to the number of lots proposed, reduced the areas of potential disturbance by the project,
and increased the amount of existing woods to be preserved in the project. These plan changes
are listed below:

v Reduced number of proposed residential lots from 24 to 18 lots.

v Reduced area of disturbance on all lots; from 15.0 to 12.0 acres on the overall site,
particularly in areas of steep slopes (1.6 acres less than in the DEIS plan).

v Refined proposed house locations to minimize disturbances to wetland buffers and a
1.6 acre reduction in steep slopes disturbance from the DEIS plan.

v Delineated conservation easement areas on portions of each house lot containing
portions of the wetlands, wetland buffers, and steep slopes on each lot, thereby
expanding the permanent open space areas on the site. 

v Enlarged the open space lot that encompasses the old mill foundation. This lot will
be offered for dedication to the Town for the purpose of preservation of the historic
site and for public education and will include a conservation easement to further
protect its natural resources. 

v Prepared an Avoidance Plan for protecting the historic site during and after project
construction.
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v Prepared a Site Interpretive Plan identifying a concept for developing an interpretive
trail with informational placards about the historic activities at the site based on
documentation of historic activities at the site.

v Received acceptance of the Avoidance Plan and Site Interpretive Plan by the NYS
Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation.  

v Reduced steep slope disturbances and length of Road “B”.

v Created landscaped islands within the roadway turnarounds. 

v Relocated the proposed stormwater basin (“water quality basin 1”) out of the wetland
buffer. 

v Revised wetland mitigation area to reduce buffer disturbance and provide 2:1
replacement.

v Added a special culvert design that entails a box culvert with a natural substrate
base and “skylights” in the center of the site, as recommended by Dr. Michael
Klemens, to provide unencumbered small animal passage in the wetland corridor. 

The applicant is willing to contribute its fair share toward the following off-site improvements
based on the proportionate impacts to public roads and utilities from the approved project:

Contribute funds towards the cost of a new water storage tank to be constructed in
the project area to address pressure and storage capacity deficiencies in this area.

Contribute funds towards the cost of future signalization of the Furnace Dock
Road/Route 9A intersection.

Improve sight lines and traffic safety controls including additional signage on
Furnace Dock Road in the vicinity of the proposed subdivision.

Contribute to traffic improvements at the Mount Airy Road/Furnace Dock Road
intersection.

Contribute funds towards the cost of an extension of the water main along Mount
Airy Road near Furnace Dock Road.

Biodiversity and the Proposed Plan

Dr. Michael Klemens conducted an in-field review of the site conditions and provided input on
the project design in relation habitat connections and preservation of wetland functions, and
substantiated the wetland and wetland buffer protection measures that are now integrated into
the project design. Particular elements of the current plan reflect specific comments of Dr.
Klemens with regard to preserving biodiversity and limiting fragmentation of wildlife habitat,
especially as relate to reptiles and amphibians which may inhabit or frequent the wetland area
in the center of the site. These elements are listed below:

Maximizes protection of the central vernal pool.

Maximizes protection of a 100’ vernal pool envelope (except for the road crossing
that cannot be avoided).
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Expands the central wetland area.

Provides for amphibian movement under the road.

Provisions to exclude amphibian travel across the road (“exclusion rims”) and directs
amphibians to the road underpasses.

Appropriate design of amphibian underpasses per Dr. Klemens’ requirements for
size and details, including square sides, openings for light, and exclusion rims.

Minimizes steep slope disturbances (areas favored by amphibians).

Loop road plan also provides a one-acre habitat island.  

Avoids use of hydro-dynamic separators (such as Vortex units) in the stormwater
system that are hazards for amphibians.

Proposes low impact infiltration devices, such as rain gardens, grassy swales, and
drywells for roof water treatment.

Like the DEIS proposal, the current plan would include low impact development practices to
reduce dependence on constructed stormwater basins.  Additionally, the developer will provide
each homeowner with an information package describing all restrictions and obligations of the
conservation easements, along with management guidelines about the low impact devices, and
advocating use of bio-rational pesticides (e.g., natural oils and soaps) to control insects in the
landscape. 

Length of Road

Concern about the length of the subdivision roadway (a cul-de-sac) proposed for access to the
new lots was raised during the DEIS review. While the proposed site access has been designed
in substantial conformance with current engineering standards and Town of Cortlandt road
specifications applicable to the project and the site conditions, the single exception is the road
length. Access to the developable portions of the property from Furnace Dock Road with a road
meeting Town standards (for sight distances, grades, and horizontal alignment) necessitates a
crossing of Furnace Brook and some 480 feet of road to reach the first driveway on the
opposite side of the Brook. The proposed bridge crossing has been designed to accommodate
potential flood conditions of Furnace Brook and is designed to accommodate all road vehicles.
The subdivision road is proposed to be built to the Town’s standard width with mountable curbs
throughout and stabilized shoulder sections at Stations 3+50 and 11+00 to allow extra room for
emergency vehicles to pass. The proposed cul-de-sac roads are designed with
teardrop-shaped landscaped islands within the turnarounds to minimize pavement surfaces
while providing adequate turnaround space for road maintenance vehicles. 

The applicant believes the existing limitations of the site (in large part a result of the irregular
configuration of the property) present exceptional circumstances that necessitate a longer
cul-de-sac road to access the developable portions of the property. The project site lacks any
other road frontage for access into the parcel other than from Furnace Dock Road. The
locations of existing steep slopes and wetlands are scattered in various parts of the project site,
however the proposed subdivision layout has been designed to avoid the majority of these
sensitive areas to the greatest extent practicable. Since the stream corridor crosses its entire
frontage (with exception of the southwestern corner where road access would not meet Town
standards), a stream crossing is unavoidable to gain access to developable land. This property
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is particularly narrow and deep with the largest area of developable land located toward the rear
of the site. The applicant believes the current proposed plan improves dramatically on the DEIS
plan. The current plan has been designed to reduce the overall number of homes on the
property, decrease the density of homes at the interior end of the road, and modify the road
configuration to address concerns regarding the length of the roadway. 

Given the unique features of this site, the applicant believes that the Planning Board will
consider this an exceptional situation. Road lengths of greater than 500 feet are allowed by the
Town of Cortlandt Code (Chapter 265-17.F) given the existence of exceptional circumstances.
In fact, a number of dead end roads have been approved and built in the Town of Cortlandt that
exceed 500 feet in length. A list of 47 existing roads is tabulated at the end of this section,
including ten streets that exceed 2000 feet. There have been no documented problems with
emergency access on any of these roads. 

It is noted that only two roads (Kent Drive and Flanders Lane) shown on the list of roads were
approved by the Planning Board since 1990. It is also noted that granting of prior approvals for
dead end roads that exceeded 500 feet does not justify the same action in all applications.
Pursuant to Chapter 265-13.B of the Subdivision Regulations, the Planning Board may vary,
subject to appropriate conditions, such requirements of the foregoing regulations as, in its
judgment of the special circumstances and conditions relating to a particular plat, are not
requisite in the interest of the public health, safety and general welfare.

Additionally, since the property has no other road frontage for a second means of access, the
applicant has proposed a right-of-way which could provide future secondary emergency access
via an existing driveway to Route 9A. 
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Lot Numbers

Due to the expansion of the open space, the lot numbers of the subdivision have changed from
the DEIS plan to the current FEIS plan, as listed below.  References in the comments received
on the DEIS refer to the prior lot number designations.

Lot 18Lot 24
Lot 17Lot 23
Lot 16Lot 22

--Lot 21
Lot 15Lot 20
Lot 14Lot 19
Lot 13Lot 18

--Lot 17
Lot 12Lot 16

--Lot 15
Lot 11Lot 14
Lot 10Lot 13
Lot 9Lot 12
Lot 8Lot 11

--Lot 10
Lot 7Lot 9

--Lot 8
Lot 6Lot 7
Lot 5Lot 6
Lot 4Lot 5
Lot 3Lot 4
Lot 2Lot 3
Lot 1Lot 2

---Lot 1
FEIS PlanDEIS Plan

1.2 Alternative Loop Road Plan

An alternative to the proposed plan has been developed by the applicant that incorporates a
loop road configuration in response to comments regarding the length of the public access
roads in the DEIS plan. Like the proposed plan, the subdivision road would be built to the
Town’s standard width with mountable curbs throughout and stabilized shoulder sections at
Stations 3+50 and 11+00 to allow extra room for emergency vehicles to pass.

An initial 18-lot loop road plan was reviewed by Mr. Stephen Coleman, the Town’s wetland
consultant and was amended in response to comments received from Mr. Coleman with regard
to natural connections between wetlands.  This 17-lot Alternative Loop Road Plan is presented
in Chapter 9.0 of this FEIS in response to several DEIS comments and is evaluated herein to
allow comparisons with the current proposed plan.  The plan is depicted in FEIS Figure 9-1.

Like the proposed subdivision plan, the alternative loop road plan would disturb approximately
0.22 acres of wetlands (in two road crossing areas) and approximately 1.46 acres of wetlands
buffer for road construction. The wetlands mitigation proposal, which would result in the
creation of approximately twice the acreage of wetlands as would be disturbed, is also a
component of the loop road plan. Like the proposed plan, this plan would require a wetland
permit to be granted by the Planning Board for disturbances within wetlands and wetland
buffers.
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Particular elements of the loop road plan reflect specific recommendations of Mr. Coleman with
regard to preserving wildlife corridors and limiting fragmentation of regional habitat. These
elements are listed below. This plan would include wetland mitigation as in the proposed plan.
The loop road plan however, by its nature, would create a habitat island that is separated from
the natural corridors by the roadway. 

Provides physical land connections of natural, open space between the brook and
interior wetlands, including corridors within conservation easements along both the
eastern and western property lines, by reconfiguring various lots. 

Includes permanently protected natural corridors on or behind individual lots with
permanent demarcation of the open space boundaries by stone cairn monuments
every 50 feet (rather than stone walls) to allow easy wildlife movement. Each
monument will be approximately 3 feet high and labeled with a permanent marking
indicating the conservation easement.

Eliminates one lot between Lots 6 and 10 and reconfigures these lots to place the
houses closer to the road, thus allowing an uninterrupted corridor and connection
between open space / wetland areas in the center and far interior of the site and
reducing upland habitat disturbance.

Expanded conservation easement areas on Lots 4, 5 and 6 with the easement line
located a minimum dimension of 50 feet from the edge of existing and created
wetlands.

Provides two compact areas of development while preserving open space on the
remaining portions of the site for wildlife.

Provides low impact development practices, including rain gardens and infiltration
trenches, to reduce dependence on constructed stormwater basins.

1.3  Adherence to the Master Plan

The Town of Cortlandt Master Plan, updated July 9, 2004, identifies specific objectives with
regard to open space that the applicant believes are addressed in the proposed plan: 

OBJECTIVE - Complete and adopt an Open Space Plan. 

As outlined in the Master Plan, the Open Space Plan should include, among others, the
following goals:

1.  Identify small parcels of land (less than 5 acres) which may offer strategic
connections to link open space areas.  This is now possible through the use of detailed
land use and environmental maps and data bases as available through the Town of
Cortlandt's Geographic Information System (GIS).

2.  Preserve historic and archaeological resources that protect and perpetuate the
historic character of the Town.

3.  Encourage private property owners to provide for conservation easements to protect
environmentally sensitive lands and open space.  
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4. Encourage cluster open space design elements, where appropriate to further protect
environmentally sensitive areas and preserve open space.  

Each of these goals has been met by the Furnace Dock proposed project.

Deed restrictions or conservation easements have been included on adjoining parcels in order
to provide continuous open space, including the dedicated Open Space lots in conjunction with
all of the proposed house lots. Open space provided as part of this plan also provides
continuous open space with the adjacent Con Edison property. 

The historic iron furnace and grist mill operation are the subject of the interpretive trail located in
the Open Space lot. Construction of this trail includes installation of a small parking lot, trails
circulating the historic site, in addition to interpretive signs and benches. These measures
illustrate the importance of this historic and archeological resource.

While the proposed subdivison design is not a cluster development authorized by the Town
Board as required by the Town of Cortlandt Zoning Code § 307-19, the overall design of the
Furnace Dock subdivision is a clustered open space design, which avoids environmentally
sensitive lands to the greatest extent practical.

OBJECTIVE - Acquire open space throughout the Town through a variety of mechanisms,
including: land donations, partnerships, support of land trust efforts, fee simple acquisition,
conservation easements and cluster development.

The Furnace Dock subdivision meets these criteria through dedication of the Open Space lots,
and through deed restrictions or conservation easements.

OBJECTIVE - Protect open space with appropriate land use regulations.

The Furnace Dock subdivision meets this criterion through the open space design to protect
environmentally sensitive areas and preserve open space.

OBJECTIVE - Improve access and monitoring for Open Space areas. 

Construction of the interpretive trail, including parking areas, will allow for public access to the
largest Open Space lot that contains the historic site. Access to all of the open space areas is
made possible either by direct road frontage or an access easement that will facilitate
monitoring of the areas.  
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Name Location
Approximate 

Length in Miles
Approximate 

Length in Feet
Hollis Lane Off Mount Airy Road 0.31 1900
Hale Hollow Road Off Mount Airy Road 0.30 1800
Woody Brook Lane Off Mount Airy Road 0.34 2040
Dream Lake Road Off Mount Airy Road 0.24 1480
Joesph Wallace Drive Off Mount Airy Road 0.25 1490
Chester Court (fr Harrison Ct) Off Washington Street 0.39 2400
Inwood Lane Off Furnace Dock Road 0.39 2380
Oak Lane Off Furnace Dock Road 0.16 1000
Hillside Drive Off Furnace Dock Road 0.21 1260
Woodlake Drive Off Colabaugh Road 0.19 1160
Rockledge Drive Off Mount Airy Road 0.19 1180
Valerie Lane Off Jack Wood Road 0.35 2150
Mountain Side Trail Off Watch Hill Road 0.25 1550
John Cava Lane Off Watch Hill Road 0.26 1560
ADA Lane Off Watch Hill Road 0.18 1070
John Alexendra Drive Off Watch Hill Road 0.20 1190
Antonio Court Off Washington Street 0.21 1300
Veronica Court Off Furnace Wood Road 0.18 1070
Amanda Court Off Furnace Wood Road 0.16 960
Rocky Ridge Off Watch Hill Road 0.13 800
Roberta Drive Off Watch Hill Road 0.32 1965
Flanders Lane Off Watch Hill Road 0.43 2270
Lake Road Off Lakeview Ave W 0.12 750
Peter A Beet Drive Off Lakeview Ave W 0.17 1010
Maple Moor Lane Off Maple Avenue 0.24 1470
Maple Court Off Maple Avenue 0.13 780
Powder Horn Drive Off Maple Avenue 0.22 1335
Dickerson Road Off Furnace Dock Road 0.32 1970
William Puckery Drive Off Furnace Dock Road 0.35 2100
Rosalind Drive Off Cross Road 0.12 740
Mountain View Drive Off Corton Avenue 0.24 1460
Kent Drive Off Maple Avenue 0.37 2234
South Gate Drive Off Croton Avenue 0.12 750
Nathalie Court Off Croton Avenue 0.13 810
Hoyle Drive Maple Avenue 0.10 620
Buttonwood Ave Off US Route 202/ Compound Road 0.49 2980
Tamarack Drive Off US Route 202/ Compound Road 0.39 2350
North Ridge Road Off US Route 202/ Compound Road 0.30 1820
Chardonnary Road Off US Route 202/ Compound Road 0.74 4500
Granite Road Off Buttonwood Road 0.19 1160
Fairgreen Court Off Maple Avenue 0.12 630
Bethea Drive Off Spring Valley Road 0.28 1480
Henning Drive Off Montrose Point Road 0.28 1710
Bonny Hollow Lane Off Bonny Hollow Road 0.20 1200
Glenwood Drive Off Kings Ferry Road 0.19 1160
College Hill Road Off Montrose Station Road 0.21 1260
Travis Lane Off Montrose Station Road 0.20 1210

Source: Ralph G. Mastromonaco, PE, PC 2004.

Dead End Roads in Town of Cortlandt Longer than 500 Feet

Table 1-1
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 2-1 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): Since the applicant stated
these areas of open space at the rear of lots 1-8 and 11-19 are anticipated, then the DEIS
report stating the acreage of open space is erroneous and bogus (see page 3.4-17). I
respectfully ask that the Board not accept this response from the Applicant. This answer
indicates to me that the developer has not addressed this concern, nor has any intention of
placing restrictions on individual lots so they can maximize their sales. A homeowner having a
view of water or a stream is considered a luxury and is considered prime land - please don't
think a homeowner will not tear down trees on their property to view it. I live in a "Hudson River"
town, and anyone can see how much a homeowner fells just to have a "view".

Response 2-1: The open space lots will be restricted from future development and
offered for dedication to the Town or an entity designated by the Town to provide for
control and management of these lands by a third party to insure they are preserved as
undeveloped open space. The open space lots will therefore be owned by either the
Town or an entity designated by the Town, or if not accepted by the Town, by the
homeowners association. Where a wetland mitigation area is located on the open space
lot, the management of that area would also be under control of such third party entity.

The applicant will also restrict large portions of individual lots from further development
to provide larger areas of restricted open space, particularly in areas of steep slopes
and wetlands and buffers. These areas will be specifically outlined and designated on
the filed subdivision map, with notes referencing the specific restrictions. 

Two alternative mechanisms are being proposed for recording and enforcement of the
restrictions in addition to placing them on the filed map. The first alternative is that the
applicant will place deed restrictions on the portions of the lots restricting the area from
future development and requiring the area to be maintained in accordance with specified
management practices, including prohibitions on tree removal and the use of chemicals.
The deed restrictions can be recorded on their own or be part of a recorded Declaration
of Easements, Covenants and Restrictions. The recorded restriction will provide
enforcement powers to a homeowners association and to the Town, such that if an
owner acts in violation of a restriction or management practices, action can be taken by
the association or the Town to remediate any damage and charge back the homeowner
for such cost. The homeowners association and the Town will both also be given the
power to obtain injunctive relief in Court. Alternatively, conservation easements could be
placed on the restricted portions of each of the lots, which easements could run to the
benefit of the Town or a conservation entity such as a land trust, giving them
enforcement and oversight powers over the restricted areas.

By placing the restrictions on the filed map and in recorded documents, the owner’s
obligations and restrictions will be clearly set forth in the chain of title. In addition, the
developer will provide each initial homeowner with an information package describing all
restrictions and obligations of the homeowner.

A portion of every lot on the proposed plan has a conservation easement.

Comment 2-2 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): The report says the privately
owned homes "will provide permanent protection of these significant historic resources", but the
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applicant's response in the memo addressing the open space issue from Clark Associates
states the protection of open space is only "anticipated", therefore, permanent protection is not
guaranteed.

Response 2-2:  The historic house and mill site will exist on a separate lot that will be
dedicated open space. The open space lot will encompass the stone foundation remains
of buildings and facilities in their immediate vicinity associated with the operation of the
furnace/mill site. The proposed project plan includes installation of a small parking area
adjacent to the subdivision road, wood chip or gravel pedestrian trails circulating the
historic site, and interpretive signage and benches.  

The remains of the “industrial area” on the property, which have negligible remaining
features of historic value, were documented by the project archeologist in a Stage 2
Archaeological Investigation report that was done under the auspices of the NY Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP). OPRHP requested further
on-site investigations for specific locations, which were conducted in March and April of
2004 and documented in a Supplemental Stage 2 Archaeological Investigation report.
The extensive archaeological investigations at the site ascertained that the remains of
the “industrial area” on the property did not represent a significant historic feature. The
applicant prepared an Avoidance Plan that outlines the measures for protection of the
historic iron furnace and grist mill sites during construction of the project and permanent
protection following construction. An “area of potential effect” or “APE”, was delineated
as part of the Avoidance Plan to define the limits of site disturbance. In a letter dated
August 26, 2004, OPRHP determined that the project will have no adverse impact on
historic resources. (See FEIS Appendix A.)

The land in the proposed open space lots will receive permanent protection, as
described in Response 2-1. Documentation of the historical activities on the site,
including the results of the professional archeologist’s investigation of the “industrial
area”, will be filed with permanent State and County historical records for the benefit of
future generations.

Comment 2-3 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): The applicant has also stated
they will "offer for dedication to the Town" (p. 2-2) the proposed 2,604' long, 24' wide road they
will be building through this development (not make it private). That is very generous of them as
then it will be the Town's responsibility - not the homeowners - to maintain, and since this will be
a one way in, one way out development, the only ones using this road will be the homeowners
and their guests. Again, where's the benefit?

Response 2-3:  The subdivision roads will be offered for dedication to the Town similar
to practically all subdivision projects in the county and consistent with Town Law and
policy. New homeowners will pay taxes to the Town, a substantial portion of which will
be directed to the Town Highway Department. 

Comment 2-4 (Letter #2, Jeanne Romeu, October 25, 2003):  I believe since the applicant
has stated these open spaces are anticipated, the acreage on the report indicating open space
left undeveloped is false. The applicant would not want any restrictions on their properties which
hinder the potential sales of individual lots. Ever more, once these lots are sold, an individual
homeowner having the possibility of a water view - stream pond, whatever - will down any trees
necessary to have it, or to put in a pool, etc.
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Response 2-4: The open space acreage proposed for this project includes restricted,
undeveloped areas. The conservation easements or deed restrictions will prohibit
disturbance of wooded areas on private house lots. Land on individual lots not included
within restricted areas may be cleared by future homeowners within limitations of the
Town’s regulations. 

The applicant’s revised project plan delineates sizable areas of undisturbed open space
at the rear of lots 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 that will be placed into deed
restrictions or conservation easements. The site acreage in restricted areas on house
lots will total 6.4 acres. These areas in conjunction with the sizable open space lots in
the project, 16.1 acres, will provide guaranteed undisturbed buffers between adjacent
residences, woodlands, and wetlands. Refer to Response 2-1 for additional description
of these guarantees. Easement boundaries on private lots will be marked by permanent
physical markers such as planting of shrub hedges or by reconstructing stone walls from
existing walls to be disturbed.

Comment 2-5 (Letter #2, Jeanne Romeu, October 25, 2003): Furthermore, they state the
historic and archeological sites (see p. 1-21 of the DEIS) "will be located on privately owned
house lots will provide permanent protection of these significant historic resources without
adverse and unnecessary disturbance". Here again, since there are no open space easements,
this, too, is false as home owners will have the freedom to build on or clear their property as
they wish. The applicant has already stated they will destroy the industrial staging area for lots
#3 and 4.

Response 2-5: See Response 2-4 and 2-2. The significant historic remains will be
permanently preserved in an open space lot in addition to becoming accessible to the
general public as an interpretive area. 

Comment 2-6 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The plan also includes a
perforated pipe with crushed stone surrounds. This pipe is located 183 feet directly uphill from
my well. Please provide clarification on the purpose and the implications of this pipe on the
quality of sole source of water.

Response 2-6: The pipe structure referred to has been deleted from the current plan
due to the shortening of Road B and thus any concern regarding its proximity to the well
is no longer applicable. There is one water supply well that exists on the nearby
residential property opposite proposed Lot 13. The well is located approximately 125
feet southwest of the common property line in the vicinity of the existing driveway. There
is no drainage from pavement surfaces within the Furnace Dock Subdivision that are
directed toward this well. 

Comment 2-7 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The stone wall running
NE-SW on Lot 18 is not shown on the map and is not included in the list of stone walls to be
removed. However, a proposed sewer line appears to be located in its current location.

Response 2-7: The existing stone wall along the property line and on the rear lot lines
of proposed Lots 13, 14 and 15 is shown on the project grading plans. This wall will
remain untouched by the project development.  The construction of the sewer line in this
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vicinity will require careful excavation so as not to disturb this site feature. If construction
does damage the wall, it will be rebuilt in kind with the dislodged stones.  

It is noted that there are approximately 4,130 lineal feet of existing stone walls on the
subject site. Approximately 970 lineal feet will be removed during construction of the
project and approximately 3,160 lineal feet will be preserved in their present position. As
noted in the DEIS, the stones and boulders from walls that are disturbed by the project
development are proposed to be used in the construction of the project entrance road
feature, as well as for tree wells, low retaining walls, and other house lot features, to
preserve and enhance character of the site and its environs.  

Comment 2-8 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The [wetland] buffers are
located in the yards of many homes. The developer cannot hold the future home owners of the
"9.74 acres of undisturbed acreage in the backyards" to continue to maintain what is claimed
"to mitigate potential fragmentation of existing wildlife habitat in the area after the construction
of the project," (Executive Summary 1-2). Conversions of buffers into lawns does not protect
the buffer. It does not support biodiversity. Landscaping and the use of herbicides and
pesticides are left at the homeowners discretion.

Response 2-8:  The buffers on individual house lots described in the DEIS correspond
to the applicant’s development plan, which depicts specific limits to the area of
disturbance on the lots for house and utility construction. The limit of disturbance lines
shown on the project plans are subject to strict enforcement by the Town during the
construction of this project. With the exception of areas within the proposed restricted
areas and open space lots, the wooded land within 100 feet of the wetland (referred to
as buffers) that is proposed to remain as woods may be subject to clearing and use in
the future by individual homeowners, if permitted by the Town within the limitations of
the Town’s regulations.  Such land will remain within 100 feet of the wetland and thus
continue to provide a buffer to the wetland. The buffers include land of all slope
categories and are largely included within the proposed conservation easements. Each
of the building lots on the current development plan includes, on the outside boundary of
the lot, a conservation easement within which prohibitions on lawns or other
disturbances of the natural conditions will be enforceable.   Refer to Responses 2-1 and
2-4.

Comment 2-9 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): Will the remaining open
space only be available to the subdivision residents?

Response 2-9:  Open space lots, the interpretive trails, and associated parking will be
under the control of the Town, if the Town accepts the applicant’s offer for dedication.
As Town land, it would be available to any Town resident for passive use, subject to any
use restrictions imposed by the Town. Alternatively, the open space lots will be owned
by the homeowner’s association. All of the open space lots will be protected by
conservation easements. 

The proposed plan provides an access easement through Lot 9 from the road to Open
Space Parcel C that would provide pedestrian access.
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Comment 2-10 (DEIS Public Hearing, Jeanne Romeu, October 7, 2003): I know there will be
buffer zones, but I'm not sure that on private property there isn't a guarantee that those buffer
zones will be respected or maintained. 

Response 2-10:  Refer to Response 2-8.  

Comment 2-11 (DEIS Public Hearing, Catherine Marsh, October 7, 2003): The proposed
road is 2,000 linear feet. I believe the Town regulations call for 500 feet as the maximum for a
dead end road. I would like the Board to address the safety and security issues of one road,
one access, one egress for this development. They also mention in the DEIS about a possible
connection to a private drive. I was not able on the map to locate where that private drive is,
and considering it might be mine I would like to see what that is. If someone would please point
that out, I would appreciate that. Has the owner of that property been contacted about that as a
possibility, or is that just something that exists on paper?

Response 2-11:  The proposed subdivision road has been designed in accordance with
the Town’s standard cross section with regard to road width and surfacing, which is
demonstrated to adequately serve as a two way thoroughfare for normal as well as
emergency access. In addition, the road design will incorporate stabilized shoulders at
two locations  and mountable curbs over its entire length that will allow for vehicles to
circulate past a roadway obstruction, if needed in the event of an emergency. The
stabilized road shoulders would consist of a 50-foot long by 12-foot wide strip of
concrete grass pavers along the shoulder of Road ‘A’ at stations 3+50 and 11+00.
These surfaces could be plowed when the road is plowed. It is anticipated that, after
transfer of the roadway to the Town, the Town Department of Public Works will maintain
passable road conditions during and after snow events.

A number of dead end roads have been approved and built in the Town of Cortlandt that
exceed 500 feet in length. A list of 45 such roads is tabulated at the end of FEIS Section
1.0, including nine streets that exceed 2000 feet. Road lengths of greater than 500 feet
are allowed by the Town of Cortlandt Code (Chapter 265-17.F) given the existence of
exceptional circumstances. The applicant believes the existing limitations of the site
(particularly the lack of any other point of access into the parcel, the location of existing
slopes, and the configuration of the property) present exceptional circumstances that
necessitate a longer cul-de-sac road to access the developable portions of the property.
The current proposed plan has been designed to reduce the overall number of homes in
the development, decrease the density of homes at the interior end of the road, and
modify the road configuration to address concerns regarding the length of the roadway.
Also refer to Response 8-3.

A right-of-way is shown on the project plans at about road station 13+50 that connects
the proposed subdivision road right-of-way with the adjoining parcel of land to the west.
Within approximately 80 feet of the property line is an existing driveway that services
several single family residences, with an outlet onto Route 9A. A physical connection
between the subdivision road and the driveway is possible, and could provide a
secondary means of emergency access for the Furnace Dock subdivision and a
secondary means of emergency access for the existing residences on this long
driveway.  
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The applicant has discussed such a connection with the adjacent land owner, who has
ownership of the driveway access along with several other land owners. The owner
indicated no objection to such a connection but recognized no benefit for him to pursue
such a plan, which would require further agreement from other property owners having
access rights to the driveway. At the present time, the applicant has no plan to further
pursue the physical connection without direction from the Planning Board that this is a
desired plan, and the future road connection may not occur for many years after the
completion of the proposed road, if at all. However, with the exception of Furnace Dock
Road, all land surrounding the project site is privately owned and is developed so that
there are no other opportunities for a road connection onto adjoining land possible at the
present time. The proposed connection is proposed should the residents of the
proposed project and the residents presently using the driveway to Route 9A determine
in the future that such a connection would provide a mutual benefit specifically with
regard to safety and accessibility. 

Comment 2-12 (DEIS Public Hearing, Peter Smith, October 7, 2003):  I can shed some light
on the private drive because I'm one of the owners that uses that drive. The drive is owned
collectively by six homeowners. In order to gain access through the drive you would need to
effectively get the consent of the six homeowners who adjoin the drive. 

My question is: what's the point of this road? It hasn't been determined that you have access on
it. Why is it in the DEIS?  But it is not going to be something we can really say is going to
improve the functioning of the cul-de-sac or anything at this point because you don't have the
right of way.

Response 2-12: The proposed right-of-way on the applicant's land would provide for a
future connection of the Furnace Dock subdivision road to the driveway to the west and
an outlet onto Route 9A, which is collectively owned by several homeowners. The
right-of-way to the adjoining parcel is proposed on the applicant's plan as a possible
future means of gaining secondary emergency access for both the Furnace Dock
subdivision and the existing residences on the driveway. Construction of a physical
connection would require consent of the affected land owners. 

Comment 2-13 (DEIS Public Hearing, Thomas Bianchi, October 7, 2003): Page 1-22
indicates that there are some historical monuments at the site: A gristmill foundation, and a
house foundation. How is that going to be protected as the site is developed and then
afterwards?  I'm also thinking that maybe some kind of a historical marker may be appropriate
for this location since it is a pretty significant part of the town and early roots seem to generate
from this area with the boundary, et cetera, to look at that being placed there.

Response 2-13: The proposed plan places the historic house and mill sites within a
dedicated open space lot. The open space lot will encompass the stone foundation
remains of buildings and facilities in their immediate vicinity associated with the
operation of the furnace/mill site.  Refer to Response 2-2 for further description.

Comment 2-14 (DEIS Public Hearing, Steven Kessler, October 7, 2003):  I would like to be
clear what additional studies we are going to be receiving as part of the FEIS. I believe there
was a Phase II Archeological Study. Someone earlier mentioned a seasonal study of the
biodiversity aspects of the site.

Project Description
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS 
2-6

©2006 Tim Miller Associates, Inc.



Response 2-14:  A Stage 2 and Supplemental Stage 2 Archaeological Investigation
report has been completed and submitted to the NYS OPRHP.  FEIS Appendix D
includes the summary abstracts from these two reports. With regard to ecological
resources, a Phase I Biodiversity Study was completed by the Town’s consultant, Mr.
Stephen Coleman, which recommended follow up herpetological and breeding bird
surveys. In July 2003, an herpetological and breeding bird survey report was completed,
which concluded that the site lacks significant biological diversity and that there is no
further need for additional habitat studies. These ecological reports are included in DEIS
Appendix L.

Comment 2-15 (Letter #5, Arthur Rich, November 14, 2003): Destruction of habitat: By not
clustering homes, the developer's plan maximizes the destruction of the natural habitat. The
only land the developer is willing to not use is the wetlands, which, unless drained, could not be
developed. The development requires using the buffers as backyards in order to meet the R40
required lot size.

Response 2-15:  The proposed subdivision plan conforms to applicable zoning, lot and
bulk regulations. Wetlands and wetland buffers may be located on individual lots and
conform to Town regulations, as occurs in many instances throughout the Town. The
plan, moreover, allows that 3.8 acres of wooded wetlands (95 percent of the wetlands
on the site) will remain undisturbed by construction, 0.45 acre of wetland expansion is
proposed, and 22.5 acres (53 percent) of the site will be dedicated to permanent open
space preservation. Significant open space is provided adjacent to Furnace Brook.
Disturbances to wetlands, wetland buffers, and steep slopes require Town permits,
which the applicant has requested for this project. Given the irregular configuration of
this property, and the fact that it has road frontage on only one end, the DEIS shows
how development of the parcel for single family residential use as allowed by current
zoning necessitates disturbance to wetlands to some extent (0.22 acres of the 4.04
acres of on-site wetlands). The project is not expected to alter any wetland or
watercourse located on properties adjacent to the site.  The current plan provides many
pockets of existing vegetation between house lots to preserve the character of the site
as opposed to clearing and grading for a denser cluster development.

For comparison, a cluster alternative plan with the number of house lots allowed by the
Town’s zoning is presented in the DEIS (shown in DEIS Figure 4-1). That plan shows
more lots than the current conventional plan that is proposed, however it conforms to
the Town’s zoning regulations applicable to a cluster plan and provides a reasonable
comparison of development potential on this property. Various comparative numbers are
listed in the table below as relate to the DEIS plan, the cluster alternative, the current
proposed plan, and an alternative loop road plan (the latter discussed in detail in FEIS
Section 9.0). The comparison of impacts shows varying benefits between the proposed
plan and the cluster plan with respect to environmental impacts. The cluster plan entails
some 13.0 acres of clearing and grading disturbance, and 3,100 total lineal feet of
roadway, as compared with 12.0 acres of disturbance, and 2,400 total lineal feet of
roadway in the proposed plan. The cluster plan would disturb some 4.4 acres of steep
slopes as compared with 3.3 acres in the proposed plan, but the cluster plan would
preserve some 24.4 acres of dedicated open space as compared with 16.1 acres in the
proposed plan The cluster plan contains 4.0 acres of impervious surfaces and 10.6
acres of lawns and landscaped areas versus 3.2 acres of impervious surfaces and 8.8 
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acres of lawn/landscaping in the proposed plan. It is noted that no cluster plan showing
a reduced lot count of 17 or 18 lots has been developed so that there are no precise
numbers available for such a plan in the Cluster Alternative column of the table below.
However, a cluster plan for 17 or 18 lots would reduce the numbers presented regarding
developed area, natural resource impacts and community resources, and increase the
areas of open space. Such numbers would be expected to be similar to the 17 Lot
Alternative Loop Road Plan, where the homes are laid out in two compact areas of
development similar to a cluster plan.  

Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
* Includes wetland creation areas.
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Table 2-1
Alternative Impact Comparisons

Comment 2-16 (Letter #6, Gertrude Bush, November 14, 2003): The proposed 2000 foot
road is quadruple the length allowed by Town regulation for a single access road. The road
travels through wetlands and will require extensive blasting to avoid Town of Cortlandt steep
slope restrictions.
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Response 2-16:  According to Section 265-17(F) of the Cortlandt Town Code, dead end
streets that exceed 500 feet in length require consideration as a special exception by
the Planning Board. In this instance, the constraining conditions of this particular site --
the irregular configuration of the property, the existing topographic features of this site
(wetlands, slopes, and the stream corridor that crosses its entire frontage), and the fact
that all land surrounding this property has been developed -- a dead end street design
appears to be the only option for access. Thus the applicant has argued that this is an
exceptional situation that, in combination with the very low density of the site proposal,
is a reasonable approach to site development. As described in Response 2-11 and in
FEIS Section 1.0, the road design will incorporate stabilized shoulders and mountable
curbs to allow for vehicles to circulate past a roadway obstruction, if needed in the event
of an emergency. As described in Responses 2-11 and 2-12, the applicant also
proposes a potential secondary means of access (emergency access) via a right-of-way
to provide for a possible future connection of the subdivision road to Route 9A via an
existing driveway.  Such a connection would require an agreement from all of the
property owners having access rights to the driveway, and may not occur in the
foreseeable future.

Given the site conditions, the applicant requests Town permits to allow small
disturbances to wetlands, subsurface rock and steep slopes that will be necessary to
construct the subdivision road, as described in the DEIS.  A specially designed culvert is
to be constructed to create a wildlife crossing at the central wetland.  The project can
not entirely avoid steep slopes disturbance but will comply with the regulations to the
greatest extent practicable.  

Comment 2-17 (Letter #7, Catherine Marsh, November 13, 2003):  In response to expressed
concerns regarding the buffer area, the developers suggested a revision to the DEIS. I strongly
disagree with the stated solution involving restricted covenants on the homeowners wherein the
homeowners association would be responsible for monitoring and enforcement of governing
regulations. This can only be termed a "quick fix" by a developer whose interest in the land will
disappear as soon as the last home is sold. Their proposed arrangement does not ensure the
long-term preservation of the buffers. While restrictions can be made regarding obvious things
such as construction of building, they will not protect against degradation of the buffers from
their natural purposes to standard suburban backyards. The far corners of these backyards will
become like most backyards - areas for storage, wood piles, dumping areas for grass clippings
or for children to play - and the buffer will cease to exist. Further degradation will occur as
homeowners landscape the area with the help of herbicides, pesticides, fertilizers and
nonnative plants. The homeowners association cannot enforce restrictions.  It is questionable if
they would even want to enforce such restrictions as, by definition, the members will be the very
homeowners on whom the restrictions will need to be applied. Even assuming the best
intentions of the homeowners association, how would the association monitor the individual
practices of each homeowner? Would they be required to do regular water quality assessment
of the wetlands and the brook? How would they determine which homeowners were
responsible?  What actions could they take to remediate?

Response 2-17:  Each lot will include a portion of land protected by conservation
easements. Easement boundaries on private lots will be marked by permanent physical
markers such as planting of shrub hedges or by reconstructing stone walls from existing
walls to be disturbed.  The declaration of easements, covenants and restrictions will
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include a provision whereby if the lot owner fails to maintain the easement area in
accordance with the specified management practices or violates the restrictions, and the
homeowner’s association fails to take action to remediate a situation, the Town will have
the right to enforce the restrictions or perform the necessary management and to recoup
the cost of such management from the lot owner.  Refer to Response 2-1.

Comment 2-18 (DEIS Public Hearing, Jeanne Romeu, November 5, 2003): Looking at the
DEIS in your office and looking at the proposed lots where they are located, this particular map
doesn't show the wetlands that exist, at least by the properties. I do have copies here of the
proposed footprints of those proposed lots with wetlands and the buffer space. It indicates that
there's about a two - there's open space designated areas around the wetlands. The footprints
of the housing lots are in the open space. What I would like to know is since they're saying that
these areas here will remain wooded areas, these lots continue as private property beyond the
houses themselves and I would like to know if - since it exists and it goes deep inside the
wetland buffer space, if these protected woods will be assigned easements?

Response 2-18:  The current subdivision plan shows the proposed areas of open space
preservation easements, which include portions of the wooded buffer areas on the rear
of a number of lots. Refer to Responses 2-1 and 2-4 regarding the protections proposed
for these areas.

Comment 2-19 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): On the historical,
Figure 3.1-2, I know you're preserving the grist mill foundation, but not the industrial complex
area which would be lots 3 and 4, I believe. If I am not mistaken, I guess the grist mill would be
beyond lots 1 and 2. I would like to see the industrial area, if possible, also preserved.

Response 2-19: Historic resources on the site were documented by the project
archeologist in accordance with the standards and policies of the NYS OPRHP.  Based
on that review, a portion of the project site is proposed to be permanently preserved
where there are foundation remains of buildings and features associated with the
furnace/mill site. An historic interpretive area with a small parking area adjacent to the
subdivision road, wood chip or gravel pedestrian trails circulating the historic site, and
interpretive signage and benches will also be provided. The “industrial area” has been
determined to not represent a significant historic feature. This area extends over Lots 2
and 3 in the current plan (Lots 2, 3 and 4 in the DEIS plan). (Omission of the “industrial
area” from the FEIS drawings was done for graphic clarity.) The proposed plan has
been approved by OPRHP. (Refer to Response 2-2.) The applicant has met with a
member of the Town historical society to review the project plans and will continue to
work with the Town in preserving the historic resources of the site. 

Comment 2-20 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): I had a question
about the open space areas being owned by a homeowners association. I don't think that that's
a good strategy. I think it should be owned either by the Town or managed by a land trust. 

Response 2-20: Refer to Response 2-1 for a complete description of the proposed
open space protections. 

Comment 2-21 (DEIS Public Hearing,  Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): You talked about
the reviving or rehabilitating the Baltic Estates sewer treatment plant; what does that mean?
What does that mean to rehabilitate that? What is involved?
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Response 2-21: Rehabilitation of Baltic Estates sewage treatment plant was never
proposed. The additional flows from the proposed project are well within the design
capacity of the existing plant. (As shown in DEIS Appendix G: Furnace Dock subdivision
will increase sewer plant flow by 5.52%, with available capacity at nearly 34.6% of its
permitted flow.) Rehabilitation of the Baltic Estates sewage pumping station is proposed
and will entail installation of new pumps, rehabilitation of the power supply, and
installation of a new emergency generator.

Comment 2-22 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): I had a question
about the water main, the eight-inch water main. At first I had in my notes, does that go through
the brook, but then I hear it goes through the bridge, through an earthen berm in the bridge. I
need more explanation of what that is. Earthen berm, earthen fill, which makes me think that
can get washed away very easily.

Response 2-22:  The proposed bridge structure will consist of a 15-foot-wide concrete
box culvert that will span the existing stream bed, and two 10-foot-wide box culverts on
either side of the main culvert, all of which will be designed to accommodate storm flows
in the stream channel and facilitate movement of wildlife. As described in DEIS
Appendix J, the bridge culverts are designed to safely convey storm flows in excess of
those developed by Hurricane Floyd, the largest storm on record.  Storm flows from the
100-year storm would pass beneath the bridge at mid-culvert depth. The water main for
the project will be placed above the culvert and within the earthen backfill over the
culvert. With the earth fill above the storm flow levels, erosion will be avoided.

The proposed culvert is 34 feet wide. The necessary four feet of cover for the water
main will be provided.

Comment 2-23 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): Air noise; 69 to 90
decibels. Our code specifies nothing above 65 in residential areas. So how are you going to
keep this construction from being too loud?

Response 2-23:  The Town Code specifies a maximum decibel level of 65 dBA
occurring over an extended period of time. While it is expected that there will be
occasional periods of noticeable construction noise, it is not expected that these will
involve extended periods of time and thus will not exceed the Town’s requirement.
Specifically, Section 197-16 of the Town Code prohibits any construction related activity
that is audible to the human ear beyond the property line between the hours of 7:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m., Monday through Saturday, and all day Sunday and national
holidays, with notable exceptions.

Comment 2-24 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): I think the iron
industrial complex is being destroyed, that exists now on lots 2 and 3. We should definitely
consider setting that area aside for open space and for the history of our town. I also don't think
that you really preserved the grist mill, it's just in the wetland buffer. I think all those sites should
be dedicated to the town and maybe our town historical committee can look at this and let us
know whether it could be something that could be open to the public in some way or become a
place people can visit and learn about early pre-Revolutionary ware, iron making.

Response 2-24:   See Responses 2-2 and 2-19.  
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Comment 2-25 (DEIS Public Hearing, Loretta Taylor, November 5, 2003): I support a much
shortened cul-de-sac. I think that all of us feel that the 500 foot limit means something and that
it doesn't make sense for us to approve a subdivision that is dependent on houses with 2,000 to
3,000 foot long roads, and I would much favor a subdivision that is more clustered in the front,
as some of your alternatives are, and I also would like to see it have street lighting, sidewalks
and sidewalks to the A&P hamlet.

Response 2-25:  A number of dead end roads have been approved and built in the
Town of Cortlandt that exceed 500 feet in length (refer to the table of existing road
lengths of dead end roads in the Town of Cortlandt at end of FEIS Section 1.0). The
proposed road will conform in all other respects to Town standards. Given the irregular
configuration of the subject site, the fact that all land surrounding this property has been
developed, and the existence of Furnace Brook along the entire frontage, the proposed
street design appears to be the only option for access into the parcel that allows
utilization to the substantial lands in both the front and rear of the property.  The
applicant believes this to be an exceptional situation (as provided for in §265-17(F) of
the Town Code), that, in combination with the very low density of the site proposal, is a
reasonable approach to site development. As described in Responses 2-11 and 2-12,
the applicant also proposes a potential secondary means of access (emergency access)
via a right-of-way to provide for a possible future connection of the subdivision road to
Route 9A via an existing driveway.  See also Response 2-16.  

The A&P hamlet is one-third mile from the subject site. The likelihood of pedestrian visits
to the A&P from Furnace Dock subdivision is very low. Experience has demonstrated
that most people are unwilling to walk this distance to shop and then carry their
purchases on a return walk to their home. The applicant does not therefore propose
off-site sidewalk improvements. Regarding on-site street lighting and sidewalks, these
improvements are not appropriate for the generally rural setting. 

Comment 2-26 (DEIS Public Hearing, Loretta Taylor, November 5, 2003): Cumulative
Issues: In this case with the Furnace Dock application there are a lot of issues; drainage, the
roadways, the fact that it's single access, the fact that there is a bridge crossing the stream and
wetlands, the fact that there are sight distance problems at that particular location, the need to
protect wetland buffer with easements, which the applicant will at this point consider.

There are certain concerns for public safety when we have these very very long roads and
something happens. I mean, there was a point in our lives here that we kind of think well, it
could happen, but it's not likely. I don't think many of us feel all that sure anymore. Things can
and do happen. 

So you would have to be worried as a board that the subdivision that we're creating would be
built in a way that would keep safety for the residents in mind, and I do have some concerns
about the length of some of the roads that are being requested through these applications.

There are maintenance issues that have to do with the open space, who manages it. And most
of us who live with restrictions that are sometimes imposed by homeowner's associations
understand that these things are pretty much voluntary. I mean, the association has a certain
amount of power, but people do go off doing things that they should not do. I don't know that a
homeowner's association can actually manage all of the things that some of the applicant thinks
that they can manage. 
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There are steep slopes here as well. A whole list of things adding up to cumulative issues that
we have to look at, and I for one am becoming less inclined to sort of go with the flow. There
are things here that really need some looking at, and I think that I would like to impose the
applicant to rethink the project a bit, maybe scale it down, the entrance and the crossing. You
know, there are a number of other issues that I could bring up, but I'm not quite sure that I feel
comfortable with this project as it is. 

Response 2-26:  The project plan includes various measures that minimize or avoid
adverse cumulative impacts to the greatest extent practicable, including the following:

a.) The treatment of stormwater drainage can affect water resources such as wetlands,
wetland buffers and streams. The subdivision includes a variety of accepted stormwater
management measures that minimize the changes in stormwater runoff characteristics
and thereby minimize adverse affects on the water resources. Runoff will be captured
from pavement surfaces and treated prior to discharge to the receiving waters. The
treatment is designed to trap sediments and possible pollutants within the on-site
management facilities as well as control discharge rates to pre-development levels.
This is accepted design practice to minimize effects to water resources.

b.) A single, broad span roadway access has been proposed as a way to minimize
potential effects to the stream, wetlands, and slopes. Alternatively, access into the
property would otherwise require multiple crossings or a culvert style crossing which
would result in greater land disturbance in and around the stream and wetland. The
roadway design minimizes the stream impact by limiting the number of crossings to one,
by providing a construction technique that will span the stream channel without direct
disturbance to the stream, and by providing a permanent means for wildlife to circulate
along the stream corridor through wet and dry culverts. The proposed single roadway
design allows for minimal disturbance to wetland buffer areas and provides for
re-establishment of buffer vegetation along the road embankments. The single access
roadway also minimizes effects on slopes by avoiding direct disturbances to the steeper
slopes on the property to the greatest extent practicable.  

c.) The road access has been proposed in a way that will minimize potential concerns
regarding public safety and sight distances.  A single point of access from Furnace Dock
Road at a point of greatest visibility for traffic on the Town road allows for the greatest
safety and efficient circulation into and past the project site. An area of sight line clearing
is proposed on the plan to provide for public safety at the site access that meets or
exceeds the Town’s standards. The proposed subdivision road will meet the Town’s
established standard cross section for road width and surfacing, which will adequately
serve as a two way thoroughfare for normal as well as emergency access. The road
design will incorporate stabilized shoulders in several sections and mountable curbs
over its length that will allow for vehicles to circulate past a roadway obstruction, if
needed in the event of an emergency. Provision in the project for a future secondary
road access into the center of the site maximizes safety for both the future residents in
this development and the existing homes using the driveway to which this project could
connect. It is noted that the future secondary road development is contingent on
resolution of access agreements since the adjacent property is currently developed with
private access to a public road (Route 9A).
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d.)  Development of a residential subdivision can have potential effects on wetland
buffers and other open space areas.  To minimize such affects, the subdivision includes
open space preservation measures over extensive portions of the project site. These
measures include the designation of permanent open space lots that will incorporate
most of the Furnace Brook corridor and stream/wetland buffers that are on the property,
totaling some 16.1 acres or 38 percent of the site.  Permanent open space lots or areas
restricted as open space will also include the central wetland, the northerly wetland, and
most of their buffers that are within the property boundaries. Open space protections for
this project include provisions for deed restrictions or conservation easements on
individual lots where areas of wooded steep slopes and pocket wetlands exist, thereby
protecting an additional 6.4 acres.  Management of the open space will be provided for
in the documents creating these restrictions, thereby establishing a long term means for
maintaining the open space in perpetuity.  

Comment 2-27 (DEIS Public Hearing, John Bernard, November 5, 2003): The road is too
long for the Town of Cortlandt code, which requires a cul-de-sac road, single entry, to be 500
feet or less. The conservation easements at the back of the lots being part of the lots really is
unacceptable and those back lot borders should be moved over towards the houses and as the
rules suggest, a conservation easement should be part of a homeowner's association which
would be at least a little bit easier to control. And the second point on conservation easements,
I'm not sure of the town's ability to enforce conservation easements over time. I would request
the staff to request of the town board a clarification of just how that enforcement action is done,
how that's accomplished, because oftentimes we're suggesting conservation easements and
yet there is not mechanism that I'm aware of that maintains them.

Response 2-27:  See response to comment 2-25.  

The house lots in this project conform to the Town’s subdivision bulk standards.  Deed
restrictions or conservation easements are proposed on portions of each of the eighteen
individual lots. If deed restrictions are utilized, the declaration of easements, covenants
and restrictions will include a provision whereby if the lot owner fails to maintain the
easement area in accordance with the specified management practices and restrictions,
and the homeowner’s association fails to take action to remediate a situation, the Town
will have the right to enforce the restrictions or perform the necessary management and
to recoup the cost of such management from the lot owner. Refer to Response 2-1 for
additional description of the easement restrictions.

While specific inspections for homeowner compliance of easement restrictions are not
expected, the Town maintains the right to inspect and enforce restrictions either within
homeowner lots or within designated open space areas when non-compliant activities
are reported or observed. 

Comment 2-28 (DEIS Public Hearing, Arthur Rich, November 5, 2003): There is mention of
a gas line that they are planning to bring in, but nowhere can I find where they are going to do
that. I can't find anything that shows where the gas line is going to be, how it's going to be
installed, no specifications at all.

Response 2-28:  As stated in DEIS Section 3.7.10, natural gas service is available in
Scenic Drive, provided by Con Edison, which would be adequate to provide service to
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the proposed project.  The gas main may be extended to the project under Furnace
Dock Road and the new subdivision road to provide service to homes in the project. 

Comment 2-29 (DEIS Public Hearing, John Bernard, November 5, 2003): On the entryway,
right now the entry road to the property, you just have a right-of-way on that road or none of
that existing dirt entry is on your property? Say you didn't have approval from the DEC or
whoever to cross the stream, you would still have an entry to the property?

Response 2-29: The project site has approximately 340’ of road frontage west of
Furnace Brook.  The existing dirt driveway provides access from this area of frontage
onto the site without crossing Furnace Brook but is only 8 feet in width.

Comment 2-30 (Letter #9, Ed Vergano and Ken Verschoor, November 20, 2003): It is
recommended that the industrial complex be preserved as part of the proposed open space as
recommended by the NYS OPRHP May 30, 2003 letter which, among others, recommends that
the entire industrial complex be avoided and that an APE Area of Potential Effect be defined so
that testing can be undertaken for the remaining areas where impacts may occur during
construction.

Response 2-30: Refer to Responses 2-2 and 2-19.  The preservation plan approved by
OPRHP includes a portion of the project site to be permanently preserved where there
are foundation remains of buildings and features associated with the furnace/mill site.
This portion will be entirely within a proposed open space parcel. The “industrial area” is
located on proposed Lots 2 and 3. The extensive archaeological investigations at the
site ascertained that the remains of the “industrial area” did not represent a significant
historic feature to be preserved.

Comment 2-31 (Letter #10, Bob Milano, January 3, 2004): It is also my understanding that a
larger number of the lots are considered wetlands and therefore should require Wetland Buffer
zones. That perhaps as much as 40% of the property falls under Steep Slope rulings and that
the proposed road is 2000+ feet whereas there is a Town Code restriction of 500 feet for a road
leading into a cul-de-sac.

I understand that the property owner has certain rights and reasonable expectations of what
they can do with their property. Those rights, however, have to be balanced against the better
good, especially if certain proposed actions by the property owner would damage other nearby
properties, down stream water sources or the environment and wildlife in general. Such
damages, if they occur are almost certainly irreversible and permanent. I think the owner should
also be aware that there are other ways to make a profit off their land. They can sell their land
to environmentally conscious groups such as The Nature Conservancy, The Saw Mill River
Audubon Society, perhaps the Westchester Land Trust or other land trust organization. Also,
through the use of conservation easements they could reap large tax advantages. By agreeing
to permanently forego the development of 24 houses on this property and preserving it as it is,
they stand to get a tremendous tax benefit through a conservation easement.

Response 2-31:  The purpose of the SEQR review process is to balance the proposed
development project against the various potential impacts to the environment. A land
owner always has the option to sell its land to an interested buyer. In this case the
applicant is not aware of any such interested party and continues to pursue its
application for subdivision approval in accordance with the Town’s regulations.
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Comment 2-32 (Letter #11, Kathleen A. Burleson, January 19, 2004):  Highway vehicles
vary up to 32.5 tons empty, both roads and box culverts must be weight rated to accept this
tonnage at a minimum.

Response 2-32:  The project roads have been designed in accordance with the Town of
Cortlandt road standards. The culvert structure is designed in accordance with the H-20
loading standard for trucks (36,000 lbs. per axle), which is the engineering standard
used for Town and State roads.  No weight restrictions will be necessary for the
proposed bridge crossing. 

Comment 2-33 (Letter #11, Kathleen A. Burleson, January 19, 2004): The proposed site
plan designates Road A and Road B. We request that the site plan be revised for one
continuous road with a loop at the interior end of the site rather than two cul-de-sacs. This
would avoid the necessity of Town vehicles backing up while servicing the homeowners.

Response 2-33: The proposed cul-de-sacs will have 80-foot diameter turnaround areas,
designed in a tear drop configuration at the request of the Town Engineer, which are
sufficient to accommodate a large truck including fire apparatus and municipal service
vehicles.  This design should eliminate the need for municipal service vehicles to back
up. An alternative loop road design, with 17 residential lots, is presented and evaluated
in FEIS Section 9.0. The alternative plan would also eliminate any need for municipal
service vehicles to back up during normal performance of their duties.  

Comment 2-34 (Letter #11, Kathleen A. Burleson, January 19, 2004):  In the current site
plan, the driveway for lot #8 needs to be re-located to the opposite property line due to the need
for snow storage.

Response 2-34:  Snow storage areas are indicated on the current project plans at the
proposed parking area, the proposed right of way stub and in snow easements at the
intersection of Road ’A’ and Road ‘B’ and at the cul-de-sacs.  

Comment 2-35 (Letter #13, Mike Sellazzo, January 14, 2004): The only two concerns that we
have are the weight limit on the bridge over the stream and the sight distance exiting the
development. I could not find the weight rating for the proposed bridge but we would need a
minimum of 25 tons, which would allow our trucks on the road half loaded. If the rating could be
33 tons it would allow any of our vehicles on the road at anytime during its route. Also the sight
distance looking east is only 100 feet, which does not allow much stopping distance for vehicles
when our truck is exiting. The sight distance looking west is 400 feet and should be sufficient.

Response 2-35:  The project roads have been designed in accordance with the Town of
Cortlandt road standards. The culvert structure is designed in accordance with the H-20
loading standard for trucks (36,000 lbs. per axle), which is the engineering standard
used for Town and State roads.  No weight restrictions will be necessary for the
proposed bridge crossing. 

A sight distance easement is proposed on the area adjacent to the proposed subdivision
road that, when implemented, will provide 400 feet of sight distance looking east.
Alterations within the sight easement will be limited to clearing of trees and tall
vegetation to allow a clear line of sight. Vegetation removal will be limited to cutting
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without removal of stumps or grading of earth. Ground disturbance, if any, will be
stabilized with grass seed and mulch after clearing. 

Comment 2-36 (Letter #14, James J. Sullivan/Chas. H. Sells, Inc., August 18, 2003):
(Substantive Comment #3) The applicant states in a footnote to Table 2-1 of the DEIS the
following: “Post-dev’t woods area excludes 0.55 acres utilized for wetlands creation.... Numbers
may not total due to rounding.” The values for “Total/Created” and “Woods (upland)/Post-Dev’t”
appear to be off by 0.55 acres. The applicant should revise DEIS Table 2-1 to indicate how the
footnote applies to this apparent discrepancy, which is clearly independent of the errors
associated with rounding.

Response 2-36:  Since the project plan has been revised since the DEIS, the
referenced table (DEIS Table 2-1) which describes changes in surface cover is revised
below to reflect the current 18-lot plan:

Source: Ralph Mastromonaco, PE, PC; Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
Notes: 
* New wetland created in existing upland woods area.  
Post-dev’t. lawn areas include stormwater basins and utility easements to be maintained as meadow.

42.4311.9911.9942.43Totals
8.848.840.000.00Lawns & Landscaping 
3.183.150.000.03Impervious Pav't. & Bldgs.
4.27+0.45*0.224.04Wetlands and Water
26.14-0.45*11.7738.36Woods (upland)

Post-Dev't.CreatedDisturbedExistingCover Type

Table 2-2
Changes in Surface Cover (Acres)

Furnace Dock Subdivision

Comment 2-37 (Letter #14, James J. Sullivan/Chas. H. Sells, Inc., August 18, 2003):
(Substantive Comment #8) The applicant should revise the following sentence on DEIS page
3.2-3 for clarity: “A review of the Groundwater Resources map contained within the 1990 Town
of Cortlandt Master Plan (See Figure 3.2-1A) shows that the project site is not located in a
‘Fractured Bedrock Area Favorable for Groundwater Development’.”

Response 2-37:  Comment noted. DEIS Figure 3.2-1A shows that the project site is not
located in a fractured bedrock area favorable for groundwater development.

Comment 2-38 (Letter #14, James J. Sullivan/Chas. H. Sells, Inc., August 18, 2003):
(Substantive Comment #30) ... In addition to the narrative description for Design Point 2 offered
within the text of the DEIS, the applicant should also provide Flow results for this Design Point
in DEIS Table 3.2-6 (Design Point Peak Discharges - Existing Condition) and 3.2-9 (Design
Point Peak Discharges - Existing and Proposed Conditions).

Response 2-38:  Design Point 2 is a point located in the interior of the site selected for
use by the project engineer in determining details of the stormwater management
system. As such, existing flow at this location is not used in the drainage analysis and
therefore it is not calculated nor is that number of value to the project analysis. 
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3.0  SOILS  AND GEOLOGY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 3-1 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The DEIS does not contain a
list of areas to be blasted. Instead, in Section 5.0 the developer states "a project blasting
program will be designed prior to commencement of blasting activities in order to identify the
particular needs of this project...". The rock located in the turnaround at the end of Road B
would appear to be a target for blasting. My house, built on a concrete slab and containing
several large plate glass windows, is less than 100 yards from this rock. Can the developer or
this Board assure me that there will be no adverse effect to my home or property?

Response 3-1:  For the purposes of assessment of possible environmental impacts,
areas of rock removal (possibly by blasting) for this project have been identified by the
project engineer in DEIS Figure 3.1-6, based on analysis of expected earth excavation
for the roads, utilities and house lots. These areas of potential rock removal occur where
bedrock is known to be shallow and earth cuts are planned below the depth of soil
overburden. During initial stages of project construction, soil excavation or other
investigation will be conducted to confirm the actual depths to bedrock in the
construction area.  Where rock excavation is necessary, alternative excavation methods
will be evaluated for use, such as cutting, ripping, or chipping, in lieu of blasting.  Given
the extensive costs and time delays associated with blasting operations, blasting would
be selected as the method or removal only as the final alternative. 

The Town of Cortlandt regulates blasting activities through the issuance of a blasting
permit according to §161 of the Town Code. Blasters must be properly insured prior to
issuance of a permit. Such activities must also be planned and conducted in accordance
with State regulations. If blasting is determined to be necessary by the construction
contractor, the applicant has committed to the rock removal procedures specified in
FEIS Appendix F, Rock Excavation Specification, which includes provisions set forth in
the Town Code. All blasting at the site would be conducted in a manner to minimize or
avoid potential impacts to subsurface geology, neighboring properties and buildings.

Comment 3-2 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): Executive Summary 1.2.2
Water Resources "None of the nearby residential properties obtain water from wells." This is
untrue. My property is adjacent to Subdivision 18 and 19. My well is less than 95 yards from the
rock located in the Road B turnaround. Other large rocks are less than 63 yards from my well.
Without a blasting plan how can this Board determine the impact on either my home or my
water supply? Considering the developer either did not know that I had a well or chose to ignore
this fact, how can they indicate there will be no impact?

Response 3-2:  It is acknowledged that one water supply well exists on the nearby
residential property opposite proposed Lot 13. The well is located approximately 125
feet southwest of the common property line in the vicinity of the existing driveway.

Since blasting operations are designed and carried out in a manner intended to fracture
rock near the surface for the purpose of specific construction, there is little potential for
impact to the groundwater aquifer supplying water to local private wells should blasting
be conducted. (Refer to Response 3-1.) If blasting is determined to be necessary by the
construction contractor, any demonstrated impacts to any area private well resulting
from the controlled blasting conducted during construction will be remedied by the
applicant. The applicant will monitor wells within 500 feet of the blasting site during
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blasting operations and will re-drill any affected well or tie the affected property into the
municipal water line. It is noted that adherence to blasting specifications limiting peak
particle velocity to less than 2 inches per second at 100 feet from the source, as
provided in the blasting specification, has been consistently found to avoid structural
damage outside the blasting site area (US Bureau of Mines).  Refer to the blasting
mitigation procedures specified in FEIS Appendix F.

Comment 3-3 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The developer indicates that
"35% of the site must be graded to accommodate the proposed development." This appears to
be a very high percent of the property. It also appears that it can only be accomplished by
blasting and major grading. However, clarification is needed regarding exactly what would be
graded and by what means. They indicate that the houses would be built on the most level
portions of the  property, yet refer to grading for homes and surrounding water gardens.

Response 3-3:  The grading plan submitted to the Planning Board, as well as various
figures in the DEIS, depict the areas of grading proposed for construction of this project.
Grading would be accomplished by the use of bulldozers, excavators and other earth
moving equipment to achieve the finished grades called for on the plan. The DEIS
demonstrates that the majority of earth moving and construction activities would occur
outside of areas of steep slope. 

A revised subdivision layout and grading plan have been designed by the project
engineer that have reduced the total area of site disturbance and the area of steep slope
disturbance. The areas of slopes disturbance in this revised plan are tabulated in FEIS
Table 3-1 at the end of this section in comparison to the DEIS plan and the alternative
loop road plan. Compared to the DEIS plan, the revised 18-lot plan has reduced the
total area of site disturbance by 20% to 12.0 acres, reduced the area of wetland
disturbance to 0.22 acres, and the area of steep slope disturbance by 33% to 3.3 acres
(refer to FEIS Table 2-1). Additional changes made to the proposed site plan by the
applicant include: reduced number of proposed residential lots from 24 to 18 lots;
refined proposed house locations to reduce disturbances to wetland buffers from 2.3
acres to 1.6 acres; reduced the lawns and landscaped areas from 11.6 to 8.8 acres;
delineated conservation easement areas on portions of each house lot; increased the
areas of preserved existing woodland from 23.0 acres to 26.0 acres; enlarged the
dedicated open space lots by 1.3 acres; and shortened Road “B” to reduce steep slope
disturbances.

Comment 3-4 (DEIS Public Hearing, Catherine Marsh, October 7, 2003): The other issue I
have a concern about is the blasting that is proposed on the site. My house, we use well water.
I am concerned about the blasting's impact. My property is quite close to the stone wall where
the sewer line will be coming down. There are a lot of large trees there. There are also rocks. I
am concerned what would blasting do to my house which is built on a slab, as well as my well
where I get my water from. 

Response 3-4: Refer to Responses 3-1 and 3-2.

Comment 3-5 (Letter #6, Gertrude Bush, November 14, 2003): The plan calls for an
unspecified but, according to the plans, massive amount of blasting to both outcropped rock
and bedrock in order to turn this natural landscape into another poorly planned suburban
development. This blasting has the potential to damage my home and that of my neighbors. It
may also change the quality and quantity of water in the area.
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Response 3-5: Refer to Responses 3-1 and 3-2. DEIS Figure 3.1-6 shows discreet
areas where blasting may be necessary primarily for road construction in locations that
are internal to the site and total 0.61 acres of the 42-acre site. 

Comment 3-6 (Letter #7, Catherine Marsh, November 13, 2003): The proposed subdivision
will require, by the developer's own statement, extensive grading and an unspecified amount of
blasting to remove rocks. The DEIS does not specify which rocks will require blasting. The
submitted plans depict only the visible outcropping of large rock formations. presumably, many
of these will be blasted. However, as brought out at the hearing, bedrock is located near the soil
surface. It is therefore probable that blasting will also be required for construction of homes,
driveways, drain fields, catch basins, and sewer lines.

Such massive alteration of the land will affect the geology, hydrology, and the supply of well
water to nearby residences. In addition to our property which is immediately adjacent to the
proposed project, there are other homeowners on Spice Hill who are dependent upon wells for
their water. Since the DEIS incorrectly states there are not wells in the vicinity, it would be
prudent to survey all surrounding properties regarding this issue and potential negative impacts.

Response 3-6: The grading necessary to accomplish the proposed subdivision will
likely be similar to that which occurred to build existing roads and homes in adjoining
neighborhoods. If blasting is determined to be necessary by the construction contractor,
the applicant proposes a blasting protocol that provides for pre-blasting inspections of all
off-site foundations or other sensitive structures located within 500 feet of the blasting
site, if authorized by the property owners.  Refer to Responses 3-1, 3-2 and FEIS
Appendix F.

Comment 3-7 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): The main thing I see
in reading through this is the amount of disturbance and the percentage figures. I won't go
through them all, but it concerns me, and I believe someone just mentioned that 35 percent of
the site being sloped, some 15 acres, the amount of grading you have to do, even if you cut the
fill, and you're saying in the documents that the 32,000 cubic yards would be kept on site,
nothing would be brought in and out. I hope that's true. I think the slopes are a big problem.

Response 3-7: The project site contains approximately 19.5 acres of slopes greater
than 15%, or 45.9 percent of the site. The area of proposed steep slopes disturbance
has been limited in the revised grading plan to approximately 3.3 acres, or 7.8 percent
of the project site. This is a 1.6 acre reduction from the DEIS plan. Due to the
topography of the site, this disturbance is unavoidable to construct the proposed plan.
The applicant has stated in the DEIS that the proposed disturbance and mitigation
would conform to the Town requirements for conservation of steep slopes (§259 of the
Code). The applicant proposes to implement an erosion control plan in accordance with
New York State guidelines to minimize potential adverse impacts associated with steep
slope disturbance.  As part of the proposed plan, certain areas of the project would
create slopes of 15% and greater, which, when stabilized, would provide additional
mitigation for the slope disturbance.

The proposed construction would conform to the Town of Cortlandt requirements for
disturbance to areas on steep slopes (Town Code Section 259-6), as listed in detail in
DEIS Section 3.1.5. The proposed project plan has been developed to minimize direct
effects to the on-site wetlands in conformance with Code Section 179.  As a measure to
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provide further permanent protection to the on-site wetland areas, the current proposal
places the majority of the wetlands within dedicated open space that will remain
undisturbed.  The proposed wetland creation provides for a net increase in total wetland
area on the project site.  

Comment 3-8 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): On the wetlands and
the referenced erosion, the amount of slope disturbance in your plan, you are increasing, as
you have said, the impact's boundary, and I know you will have to follow the soil erosion and
sediment control plans, but I have the concerns about that with the amount of slopes.

Response 3-8: Refer to Response 3-7.

Comment 3-9 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003):  Forty-six percent of
this site is 15 percent slope or greater, that's a lot. The potential blasting, I counted just on the
map, 15 acres of potential blasting to do that subdivision and there is no plan. I think that that's
important that we know more about how much blasting is going to need to be done. It seems
the bedrock in the geology and soils in 3.1.1, the bedrock is about 4 to 6 feet from the surface.
So I would imagine there would be an awful lot of blasting. 

Response 3-9: Areas of potential rock removal have been identified by the project
engineer in DEIS Figure 3.1-6, based on analysis of expected earth excavation for the
roads, utilities and house lots. The subject site is not viewed as particularly unique or
unusual with respect to the construction practices necessary to accomplish the project.
Similar sites have been successfully developed throughout the town. Where rock
excavation is necessary, alternative excavation methods will be evaluated for use, such
as cutting, ripping, or chipping, in lieu of blasting.  Refer to Response 3-1.

Comment 3-10 (Letter #8, Lisa Moir, November 25, 2003): I am not sure if anyone has
brought up the issue of the Millennium Pipeline. The current proposed route is marked to cross
the Furnace Brook Lake adjacent to the Con Ed towers. The right of way will be significant, and
the demolition to complete that project and bury the 36 inch pipe under the lake will be
tremendous. Obviously, there will be blasting - although no one knows how much. In addition,
the proposed housing development is said to need blasting as well. To blast after the pipeline is
in . . . could be risky. And the area around the houses will endure blasting should the pipeline
come after.

Response 3-10: If blasting is determined to be necessary by the construction contractor
at Furnace Dock Subdivision, the applicant has committed to the blasting procedures
specified in FEIS Appendix F, which is designed to minimize or avoid potential impacts
to subsurface geology, neighboring properties and buildings. The DEIS identifies the
impacts associated with blasting, if it is needed, among the short term construction
effects. The closest potential blasting sites within the subdivision are at least 500 feet
from  the Con Ed right-of-way.  

It is expected that the length of time in which rock excavation would be required on the
Pipeline would also be relatively short and precautions against damaging existing
property would be necessary if the Pipeline is built after development of the subdivision. 

According to the Millennium Pipeline web site, “wherever possible, Millennium plans to
use a mechanical rock-trenching machine to excavate its construction trench along the
ConEd Offset/Taconic Alternative in Westchester County. In those areas where the
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trenching machine can be used, no trench blasting will be required. Where the rock
trencher cannot be used, a process may be used to fracture rock [by blasting within the
trench].... Rock removal will be accomplished with a backhoe or other mechanical
means.” (www.millenniumpipeline.com/qanda36.htm)
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4.0  WATER RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 4-1 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): Building Site: This odd-shaped
parcel shows development on every conceivable piece of land, except where there's actual
ponds ("Proposed Stormwater Management Facilities", Figure 3.2-8), including private lots that
will go through areas of designated wetlands according to the Map: Vegetation Community
Types, Figure 3.4-1; such as lots #11, 10, 8, 7, 6, 22, 23 (maybe more); and the proposed
public road going through (over?) part of the southern wetland area "B", as well as over the
Furnace Brook Stream. I'm not an engineer, but building homes in a wetland area doesn't seem
like a good plan as it will most definitely put them in jeopardy of certain flooding during heavy
rains, hurricanes and nor'easters.

Response 4-1: Given the configuration of the parcel of land and of the wetland areas on
the parcel, some individual lots will encompass portions of wetland areas. This is not
unusual in the town. Some 22.5 acres of the project (53 percent of the site) will be
included in conservation easements, of which 16.1 acres (38 percent of the site) will
occur in permanent open space lots. No buildings are proposed in delineated wetland
areas or buffers. The house site selected on each lot is outside flood plains and
upgradient from lowland areas to avoid flooding. The proposed stream crossing will
occur with a bridge designed to allow stormwater flows without obstruction of the
channel during large storms. 

The proposed stormwater drainage system is designed to control flooding from 2-year
through 100-year storm events by maintaining and reducing peak flows through
detention and/or infiltration of large portions of the stormwater runoff.  The runoff from
certain house rooftops is proposed to be diverted to dry wells, and the runoff from
portions of the roadway is proposed to be diverted to subsurface detention/water quality
galleys, thus infiltrating a portion of the stormwater that is collected from impervious
surfaces. A water quality basin located in the southern portion of the project site
captures, detains, and treats the water quality volume of runoff from the roadway in that
portion of the project. A conceptual plan showing the locations of these proposed
stormwater management features was prepared for the DEIS plan (DEIS Figure 3.2-8)
for the purposes of the SEQR review. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that
reflects the final project layout and design will be prepared prior to final project approval
that will delineate the actual locations of the proposed drainage system features that will
address stormwater management in this project. 

Comment 4-2 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): The property is unsuitable for
building the kind of proposed construction that is being planned. I believe the homes will be in
jeopardy of flooding and/or sinking as this is a designated wetland/watershed area. The water
presently flowing through the property will be disturbed, thereby causing unforeseen problems
for the Town, homeowners, environment, as well as the habitat that will be destroyed, not to
mention the potential adverse effects on the marsh downstream by Oscawana Park.

Response 4-2: The applicant has successfully developed homes on land similar to the
subject property. No homes are proposed in areas subject to flooding or in existing
wetland soils. Designated areas of wetland, which can be prone to high water levels and
generally lack bearing soils, have been avoided in the proposed plan with the exception
of the subdivision road where the applicant believes there is no reasonable alternative
for project access. In locations where road construction is necessary within areas of
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soils that are found to be unsuitable for road construction,  incompatible soil material will
be removed and replaced with appropriate fill to provide durable pavement surfaces.
Alternatively, should removal of such soils not be feasible, use of geotextile fabric
manufactured for this purpose may be implemented for structural support. Suitable
conditions will need to be achieved to conform to the Typical Road Section shown on
Detail Sheet 14 of the plan set submitted with the FEIS, which specifies compaction of
the subbase with a 10-ton roller. 

The detailed stormwater management plan that is an integral part of the project design
accounts for both water quality treatment and water quantity controls intended to avoid
adverse affects on downstream waters.  

Comment 4-3 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): Water Resources, Table
3.2-9, Data for Design Point 2 is missing from the Table.

Response 4-3: Design Point 2 is an internal design point used for design of internal
drainage features and therefore was intentionally omitted from the DEIS table. Any
change in flow at this point does not affect any flows actually leaving the property and
therefore does not represent an impact of the project. Peak flow rates at design points
at the property line will not increase by the project.

Comment 4-4 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): Section 3.4.3 Potential
Impacts. The DEIS indicates that "Furnace Dock Lake is located upgradient of the subject site.
Nearly all stormwater runoff from the developed portions of the Furnace Dock site would drain
away from this surface water feature." However, their drawing shows Furnace Dock Lake at a
level of approximately 148'. The eastern property lines of lots 3,4,5,6,7,8,9 vary from 150' to
200', a level that would ensure stormwater drainage, including herbicides and pesticides used
on the proposed lawns, would flow to Furnace Dock Lake and ultimately Brook.

Response 4-4:  Sections 179-3 and 179-4 of the Town Code restrict activities within
regulated areas, defined as "That area which consists of a wetland, water body or
watercourse and its associated buffer area."  These restrictions prohibit the direct or
indirect use of herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers, including during the normal
maintenance of lawns and gardens, within regulated areas unless a permit is obtained
pursuant to § 179-5 of the Code. 

As shown in DEIS Figure 3.2-7, Proposed Watershed Map, nearly all stormwater runoff
from the developed portions of the site drain away from Furnace Brook Lake.  A portion
of Lot 6 and most of Lot 7 (on the current FEIS plan) actually drain toward Furnace
Brook Lake, and very small portions of Conservation Easement A, outside of the area of
development, also drain toward Furnace Brook Lake. The developed area on Lots 6 and
7 where a future homeowner may apply herbicides and pesticides is relatively small with
significant existing woodland cover separating it from Furnace Brook Lake. This area is
outside of any wetland buffer. The intervening forest, which includes conservation
easement land that will remain undisturbed and in its natural condition, can be expected
to mitigate the effect of such chemicals through natural processes should they be
contained in runoff. Additionally, the detailed stormwater management plan that is an
integral part of the project design provides for water quality treatment of runoff from
other developed portions of the project to avoid adverse affects on downstream waters.
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It is noted that in the Alternative Loop Road Plan, the areas of the site that drain toward
Furnace Brook Lake would be undisturbed by construction and would remain within
conservation easements established to protect from any future land disturbance.
Additionally, the Loop Road Plan includes expanded conservation easement areas on
Lots 4, 5 and 6 with the easement line located a minimum dimension of 50 feet from the
edge of existing and created wetlands. Like the proposed plan, the loop road plan would
require a wetland permit to be granted by the Planning Board for disturbances within
wetlands and wetland buffers.

While enforcement of restrictions on homeowners is difficult to ensure, the applicant
proposes to provide each new homeowner with an information package describing all
restrictions and obligations of the conservation easements, along with management
guidelines about the low impact devices, and advocating use of bio-rational pesticides
(e.g., natural oils and soaps) to control insects in the landscape. Restrictions on
chemical use will also be incorporated into the conservation easement documents.

Additionally, conservation easement boundaries on private lots will be marked by
permanent physical markers consisting of a stone cairn with concrete marker every 50
feet along the easement line.

Comment 4-5 (DEIS Public Hearing, Nancy Byrne, October 7, 2003): My property borders
Wetland A, and Design Point 1, which is identified in the report as a stream which exits the
northwest portion of the project site.  Watershed No. 1 is directly adjacent to my property. The
culvert is on the property line between my backyard and the  Furnace Dock, Inc. property. An
easement from the culvert to another culvert near the road goes through my side yard.
According to the existing topography map my property is at the lowest point on the map. My
main concern after reading the report is that there appears to be a conflict between some of the
information that appears in the report and the report's conclusions regarding flooding in the
area. In the water impact section of the report it concludes that "no water quality concerns are
expected" because Wetlands A will not be touched, and the wetland buffer zone will only be
slightly disturbed; that there is "no water quantity info available," and "the wetland and
surrounding areas is generally in a natural condition."

Later in the report it states that "proposed stormwater management plan will maintain storm
water runoff rates for the 2 to 100-year storm events to the pre-development levels. Therefore,
no downstream flooding related impacts are expected to result from the proposed
development."

The report also states however that "areas within the A Zone are located within the 100 year
flood zone and are considered to have the potential for flooding.: Design Point 1 is in the A
Zone. The hydrographs at Design Point 1 show existing 100 year water exceeded the new
proposed runoff water rate. This is particularly disturbing because according to the map Z Zone
goes right up to the back of my garage and along the sidewalk.

The report further states that Design Point 1's existing peak water flow for a 100-year storm is
62. The plan's proposed peak flow is 61. The slight decrease, in and of itself, doesn't concern
me. What does concern me is the fact that this conclusion is based on the assumption that
Design Point 1 can indeed properly handle the water from a 100-year storm. 

The two feet of water in my basement, the submerged side yard where the easement is
located, the water rising above the culvert wall into my backyard all from Tropical Storm Floyd
tells me that Design Point 1 cannot handle or properly accommodate the 100-year storm water
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flow. In fact, Design Point 1 can't even accommodate the water properly from a tropical storm
such as Allison, which again resulted in my basement being flooded and the water rising above
the culvert wall into my backyard.

Based on the findings I read I am baffled as to how the report summarizes the findings to say
"no downstream flooding related impacts are expected to result from the proposed
development."

I am very concerned about potential flooding in this area, especially as it has happened twice
before to me.

Response 4-5: Design Point 1 is located in a flood zone, which periodically floods in
large storms, as reported by the commentor. This is an existing condition that is
accounted for in the project engineer’s calculations. The stormwater detention and
infiltration features of the proposed project are designed to internally mitigate any
increase in peak flow that the project development would otherwise generate before
stormwater leaves the project site at Design Point 1. As shown in DEIS Figure 3.2-8,
proposed stormwater management facilities include infiltration trenches at each house
site to collect and infiltrate impervious surface runoff that is not otherwise treated. The
small portions of Lots 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 that are within the watershed of Design
Point 1 and that will be developed will make an insignificant contribution to the overall
flow at Design Point 1.  Therefore, the DEIS statement, “no downstream flooding related
impacts are expected to result from the proposed development", is correct.  

The commentor properly cites the DEIS report that states that Design Point 1's existing
peak water flow for a 100-year storm is 62 and the plan's proposed peak flow is 61.
However, this conclusion is not based on the assumption that Design Point 1 can
properly handle the water from a 100-year storm as evidenced by the commentor’s
experiences (although Tropical Storm Floyd was reportedly larger than a 100-year
storm). There are certain existing restrictions to drainage flow in the area of Watch Hill
Road so that flooding on the Byrne property will continue to occur with or without the
proposed project unless improvements can be made to the existing drainage facilities in
the area downgradient from the project site.

Comment 4-6 (DEIS Public Hearing, Lisa Moyer, October 7, 2003): My concerns are the
health of the lake and the brook that runs from the lake. I didn't read the DEIS, so I apologize
for not having a lot of information. It is my understanding that that brook within a mile or so runs
into the Hudson River at Lake Oscawana Nature Preserve. The DEC has the blue sign that
denotes the Hudson River estuary program. That is a significant nature preserve, and they are
preserving the marsh land. The brook that actually runs right there -- runs into that marsh land.

My concern is that a mile up the road, the lake and that brook are being disturbed by all this
runoff, and the health of that marsh can only be as healthy as the brook that runs a mile above
it. I am concerned about what is their stormwater plan, and how are they addressing that issue
that one mile down the road it is protected by DEC.

Response 4-6:  The stormwater management plan designed for this project is required
to provide both water quality treatment and water quantity controls in conformance with
NYSDEC regulations and the conditions of the stormwater discharge (SPDES) General
Permit GP-02-01 that will be necessary to build the project. Adherence to the General
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Permit requirements for this development project will minimize or avoid adverse affects
on downstream waters and groundwater as required by NYSDEC. 

A State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit (GP-02-01) is
issued by the NYSDEC for regulating stormwater discharges associated with
construction activity. To comply with the General Permit, a construction phase Erosion
and Sediment Control plan must be developed and implemented in conformance with
the current NYS Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control.  This
includes the selection of erosion and sediment control practices (either structural,
vegetative or biotechnical) that will be employed on the project site as well as
preparation of a construction sequence schedule for the planned management
practices.  Construction activities such as this project also require the development of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes Water Quality and
Quantity Control components for the post-development portion of a project.  These
Water Quality and Quantity Control components of the SWPPP must be developed in
conformance with the current NYS Stormwater Management Design Manual and may
include permanent stormwater management practices that will be installed and
maintained on a site.

As further explained in Response 4-4, nearly all stormwater runoff from the developed
portions of the site drain away from Furnace Brook Lake, thus no significant effects on
water quality in Furnace Dock Lake would be expected. Likewise, given the level of
treatment required by NYSDEC for the project under the General Permit for all runoff
leaving the project site and ultimately flowing in Furnace Brook, no significant effects on
water quality in Furnace Brook would be expected.

Comment 4-7 (Letter #5, Arthur Rich, November 14, 2003): The wetlands and the buffers
will, at the least, be negatively impacted. At worst, they will be destroyed by the downhill
stormwater runoff containing lawn herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers.

Response 4-7:  The project plan minimizes direct disturbances to wetlands and wetland
buffers by avoiding such disturbance as much as possible, although some wetlands and
buffers will be lost due to construction for the proposed roads. The plan provides that for
any areas where wetland buffers are being temporarily disturbed by construction such
as for drainage and utility lines, the hydrology and vegetation will be restored and
stabilized so that those buffers will continue to provide protection to the adjoining
wetlands.  Buffer restoration and stabilization will include fine grading to restore runoff
patterns, seeding and mulching to stabilize the soil, and monitoring and management of
the seeded area to ensure success of the buffer restoration. Disturbed areas proposed
for utility easements will be allowed to revert to meadow with no use of maintenance
chemicals.  Refer to DEIS Table 3.2-7 for a review of anticipated wetland impacts and
the Town of Cortlandt wetland permit criteria, that further describes efforts to minimize
or avoid wetland and buffer impacts. 

In many cases, wetland buffers fall entirely within the open space areas or areas
protected through deed restrictions or conservation easements. On lots where
encroachment into the buffer is possible by the future homeowner, conservation
easements are proposed that will limit such encroachment to a defined area, thereby
preserving a minimum naturally vegetated area of the buffer between the wetland and
the lawn area of the house lot.  The project plan shows the following minimum vegetated
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buffers that will be protected by restrictions or easements: 75 feet on Lot 4, 50 feet on
Lots 5, 6 and 7, 45 feet on Lots 8 and 17, 60 feet on Lot 15, and 40 feet on Lot 16.
These measurements are taken at the points of minimum dimension between the
wetland boundary and the conservation easement line on the respective lots.

Conservation easement boundaries on individual lots will be marked in the field by
permanent physical markers consisting of a stone cairn with concrete marker every 50
feet along the easement line.  Restrictions on chemical use will be incorporated into the
conservation easement documents and in an information package provided by the
developer to each new homeowner (see Response 4-4).

Comment 4-8 (Letter #7, Catherine Marsh, November 13, 2003): I also predict that West Nile
and other mosquito or tick born diseases will prompt nearby homeowners to use insecticides on
their property, including the buffers, and the wetlands.

Response 4-8:  It is not expected that incidental homeowner use of insecticides will
result in significant effects on the wetlands or wetland buffers. Sections 179-3 and 179-4
of the Town Code restrict activities within regulated areas, defined as "That area which
consists of a wetland, water body or watercourse and its associated buffer area."  These
restrictions prohibit the direct or indirect use of herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers,
including during the normal maintenance of lawns and gardens, within regulated areas
unless a permit is obtained pursuant to § 179-5 of the Code. Restrictions on such use
will also be incorporated into the conservation easement documents and in an
information package provided by the developer to each new homeowner (see Response
4-4). 

Comment 4-9 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003):  The DEIS says that
there are no wells on nearby properties, yet this resident has a well. That has to be corrected.

Response 4-9:  It is acknowledged that one water supply well exists on the nearby
residential property opposite proposed Lot 13. The well is located approximately 125
feet southwest of the common property line in the vicinity of the existing driveway.
Protective measures relative to project construction are described in Response 3-2.

Comment 4-10 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): In the storm water
plan, it wasn't entirely clear to me. You're suggesting the Town is to maintain the basin and two
infiltration trenches, yet all the other dry wells are going to be maintained privately. I don't see
how that is a really workable storm water plan for the subdivision.

Response 4-10:  The stormwater management facilities accommodating runoff from the
roads will be offered for dedication to the Town. Ownership and responsibility for
maintenance of the stormwater systems will remain the project developer’s until these
facilities are accepted by the Town. Thereafter, operation and maintenance of facilities
that are located either in the dedicated road rights-of-way or in utility easements will be
the responsibility of the Town, as is typical in almost all major subdivisions in the town.
Such facilities include the proposed water quality basin and two subsurface detention
galleys. The project plans show the right-of-way lines and easement lines within which
these facilities are located to allow Town access and control. The Town may require a
drainage district for the future residents to pay for the maintenance and upkeep of the
proposed drainage systems. Maintenance of dry wells and infiltration devices on
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individual house lots, which will accept runoff from the lot improvements, will be the
responsibility of the individual property owners upon sale of the lot. Generally, these
underground devices rarely require maintenance.

An alternative for maintenance of the water quality basin and two subsurface detention
galleys is a maintenance agreement between the homeowners. 

Comment 4-11 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003):  You said that you
could not test for coliform bacteria in the stream. Why not, that's a test you can buy over the
counter.

Response 4-11: The Scope for the DEIS lists analysis of fecal coliform bacteria as part
of a pollutant loading analysis for the project. This requirement was based on the former
permitting requirements of NYSDEC that necessitated calculating pollutant loading for
particular chemical constituents in runoff from a project as part of its SPDES permit
review (although the NYSDEC’s guidance Reducing the Impacts of Stormwater Runoff
from New Development indicated a lack of data to support its method for estimating
fecal coliform). This methodology was abandoned with the adoption of the new, more
sophisticated stormwater requirements that rely on implementation of practical and
specific stormwater management measures that have proven to be effective in meeting
the Phase II objectives of the Clean Water Act. The new requirements are presented in
the New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual. 

This project is designed to comply with all Phase II requirements for stormwater
management and a SPDES permit will be required from NYSDEC based on its
conformance with the Design Manual.

The Scope does not call for testing for or measuring coliform bacteria in the stream.

Comment 4-12 (Letter #10, Bob Milano, January 3, 2004): The property has a robust stream
running through it which empties into the marshland of Oscawana, which in turn empties into
the Hudson River. It is also my understanding that there are fresh water wells of neighboring
houses located adjacent to the property line of the property in question. Obviously the
wholesale destruction of trees, erosion of soil and use of pesticides for lawns, etc., that
accompany a large housing development will have a negative effect on the surface water and
the water resident in the water table.

Response 4-12: The stormwater management plan designed for this project is required
to provide both water quality treatment and water quantity controls in conformance with
NYSDEC regulations and the conditions of the stormwater discharge (SPDES) General
Permit GP-02-01 that will be necessary to build the project. Adherence to these
requirements will minimize or avoid adverse affects on downstream waters and
groundwater. Low density development of this nature has occurred throughout the
region without adversely impacting groundwater quality. Moreover, there will be no
discharge of domestic sewage on the subject site, further limiting impacts to the
groundwater conditioning. A tree preservation plan will avoid wholesale destruction of
trees on the property.
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5.0  ECOLOGY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Note that lot numbers indicated on the current subdivision plan differ from numbers referred to
in the comments on the DEIS plan. A comparative table is provided in FEIS Section 1.0.

Comment 5-1 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): Wildlife: The DEIS report on p.
3.4-6 mentions the Furnace Dock site is surrounded by a "highly" urbanized landscape", and
therefore "the diversity and abundance of animal species is likely limited". If you read this
paragraph, you will notice ambiguous words such as "animal species is likely limited",
"contiguous blocks of habitat or several unique habitat types are probably uncommon", "The
most abundant species are likely those which utilize relatively smaller patches of habit."  This
section of the report proves assumption was reported, not investigative nor raw scientific data
or effort. How? First, p. 3.4-10 states "Due to the linear nature of the site and the limited
number of access points, a truly random sampling design could not be used effectively."
Secondly, this is proved by the reported sightings of animals. There is an extremely healthy and
diverse population of all kinds of species, many of which were not reported because I do walk
by this areas and I see many different species of birds, and reptiles, including turtles all the time
- none of which were reported in this report. How could you have wetland areas, such as
streams, lakes and ponds, and not see turtles or salamanders?

Response 5-1: The DEIS contains the results of the wildlife studies conducted by the
applicant's environmental consultants and the Town's biodiversity consultant. These
studies provide detailed information about the ecological resources on the project site
and surrounding area available or discovered during the periods of investigation for the
DEIS and scientifically characterize the site's biodiversity conditions. The herpetological
survey conducted by Steve Coleman, this Town's consultant, identified eight species of
amphibians and reptiles, and concluded that the biodiversity for this site was "very low
for the size of this parcel".  

Comment 5-2 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): The bird sighting list only
shows 11 species that were seen at the site. On any given day, I have at least 14 different
species at my bird feeder (I live across the road from the site), so there must be scores of many
different species in that site. The table "Known or Expected Birds and Their Habitat
Associations" on page 3.4-13 doesn't even list some species of birds that I get at my feeder or
that I see walking by, such as red-bellied woodpeckers, cowbirds, Baltimore orioles, and cedar
waxwings.

The DEIS described a "highly urbanized landscape which surrounds the property". The report
downplayed the significant wooded areas nearby to justify the minimalized numbers of species
and wildlife present. Here, again, this report grossly underreports the hundreds of wooded
acres right nearby and adjacent to the site, such as Furnace Brook Lake, Wildlife Sanctuary of
approximately 150 acres across Furnace Dock Road; nearby Graff Wildlife Sanctuary of over
40 acres, and then you have Oscawana Park owned by Westchester County; not to mention the
abundance of wooded areas surrounding this site along Furnace Dock Road, and nearby W.
Mt. Airy. That is why there is more diverse and wildlife in this area.

Response 5-2:  As the commentor notes, there are extended areas of wildlife habitat
areas in the general vicinity of the project site that support a diversity of wildlife species,
while the existing development (the DEIS misnomer “highly urbanized landscape”) in the
project vicinity interrupts continuous blocks of natural habitat. The developed
characteristic of the local landscape results in species being present that include those
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that utilize smaller patches of habitat and are tolerant of nearby human activity.  Based
on the wildlife surveys conducted on the project site by the applicant's environmental
consultants and the Town's biodiversity consultant, the existing habitat at the project site
was found to support a limited diversity of wildlife species. This has generally been
confirmed by Planning Board visits to the subject site. There is a difference between the
conditions that exist naturally on the property and that which exists at a "feeding
station," where an abundant concentrated food source can be found.  It is not
reasonable to assume a correlation between the two. 

Comment 5-3 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): Tree Decimation: Somewhere
in the report an estimated 670± trees will be decimated. I'm not sure if this count is only
pertaining to trees over 12" in diameter, but I wanted to compare that a proposed building of a
3-car garage with driveway in a wooded area nearby may destroy approx. 50-60 trees, overall -
all different diameters (my estimate). The Furnace Dock Road project with the projected homes,
lawns, roads, driveways, etc. will probably destroy thousands of trees of all sizes and widths.

Response 5-3: The DEIS Tree Survey identifies existing trees over 12” trunk diameter
on the project site pursuant to the adopted DEIS scope. The DEIS identifies
approximately 647 of these trees to be removed for the development as proposed.
There will undoubtedly be additional smaller trees removed for the project. 

The Tree Plan for this project has not been finalized to show the limit of construction
disturbance and the exact identification of trees to remain and trees to be removed,
pending the selection of the Planning Board’s preferred plan. The number of trees to be
removed to implement either the 18 lot plan or the 17 lot alternative is expected to be
less than the number identified in the DEIS due to the reduction in disturbed area. The
Tree Plan will be completed for submission as part of the final site plan package and will
be used in the field for staking the limit of disturbance line before construction can
commence.  

Comment 5-4 (Letter #2, Jeanne Romeu, October 25, 2003): I have looked at the DEIS in
the Planning office, and am quite concerned at the number of lots which will be built on wetland
buffer open space which is in an area, I believe, the Town of Cortlandt has recognized in their
biodiversity report as a sensitive ecosystem. If you please refer to the DEIS Report Map Figure
3.2-8 "Proposed Stormwater Management Facilities", you'll see the wetland area and buffer
spaces, with the footprints of the proposed lots. House lot numbers 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 20, 21,
22 and 23 show the homes built right up against the wetland buffer zone open space, and lots
#12, 15, 16, 19, 21 encroaching on it.

Response 5-4: There are no houses or driveways in the current 18-lot plan proposed
for this project located in a wetland or wetland buffer. Additionally, revisions to the plan
provide that lawn areas for all lots will not encroach into regulated 100’ wetland buffers.
There are, however, portions of Lots 5 and 6 that will have temporary buffer disturbance
for utility construction that will be restored with grassy vegetation. The proposed road
and utility lines will cross Furnace Brook and its adjacent wetland and buffer, and the
road will eliminate a portion of wetland and its buffer at the center of the site.  A number
of house lots include area of wetland buffer within their boundaries, although all of these
lots also include conservation easements to provide permanent protection to all or
portions of the buffer. The easement boundaries on private lots will be marked by
permanent physical markers. 
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Several lots include portions of wetland (10% of the on-site wetland area is on house
lots).  This is a fairly common condition in the town.  As this is an open space plan
designed to preserve the most sensitive natural resources of the property, the majority
of the on-site wetlands and buffer is situated within dedicated open space lots.  

Inspection of the large scale plans shows that none of the proposed houses will
encroach on wetlands or 100’ regulated buffers and grading associated with the houses
will not encroach into 100’ regulated wetland buffers. Wetland buffer areas disturbed by
construction and not proposed as road surfaces are to be restored and stabilized with
vegetative cover.

It is noted that the Alternative Loop Road Plan includes expanded conservation
easement areas with the easement line located a minimum dimension of 50 feet from
the edge of existing and created wetlands. The Loop Road Plan also provides
permanent protection for areas of upland outside of the wetland buffers that will connect
the wetland areas as wildlife corridors. Like the proposed plan, the loop road plan would
require a wetland permit to be granted by the Planning Board for disturbances within
wetlands and wetland buffers.

Comment 5-5 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, October 13, 2003): According to the plans the
sewer line will include a 20-foot wide swath.

It will be within 81 feet of my well.

It will cross, and unavoidably alter, Wetland C, a wetland which is described in the DEIS as
"forested with well developed tree cover".

It will be located immediately adjacent to an existing stone wall for approximately 310 feet
along my property line. All trees will have to be removed for the construction and storm
water runoff will further damage the wetland.

Soil will be compacted by trucks and other heavy equipment necessary for the project under
the canopy of trees located on my property. The health of these trees will be adversely
affected by this compaction.

Response 5-5: With redesign of the subdivision plan, the sewer line formerly proposed
at the rear of Lots 13, 14 and 15 is no longer proposed.    

Comment 5-6 (DEIS Public Hearing, Arthur Rich, October 7, 2003): My understanding is
that the biodiversity study is required to be done for all four seasons, and I don't see any
mention of that in the paperwork. It is hard to believe that in an area that has as much wetlands
as this there is only one type of snake that they could find, and it's a gardener snake. A little tiny
one. There's no mention of the foxes, coyotes, and owls that we see regularly. I question the
study in a serious way, not to mention the deer which we all know about.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has criteria for determining
significance to a proposed Type 1 or unlisted action. They say that removal or destruction of
large quantities of vegetation or fauna, substantial interference to the movement of any resident
or migration of fish or wildlife species impact a significant habitat area. It's hard to believe that
there wouldn't be a significant impact in that 54 or whatever it is acres considering the layout
that they are showing here. I don't see how they can get around this state requirement. There is
no mention of it.
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Response 5-6:  A Phase I Biodiversity Study was completed by the Town’s consultant,
Mr. Stephen Coleman, which recommended follow up herpetological and breeding bird
surveys. In July 2003, an herpetological and breeding bird survey report was completed,
which concluded that there is no further need for additional habitat studies. These
ecological reports are included in DEIS Appendix L. All of the above listed species are
identified in Chapter 3.4 of the DEIS.  

In accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the
proposed development was issued a "Positive Declaration" by the Town of Cortlandt
Planning Board, the SEQRA lead agency for this action, which indicates the project has
the potential to create one or more significant adverse impacts on ecological resources
and, thus, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared. A Draft
Environmental Impact Statement was adopted by the lead agency and published for
public review and comment in full accordance with the SEQRA regulations.  This Final
Environmental Impact Statement document provides the public comments and
responses to those comments.

Comment 5-7 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, October 7, 2003): I would like to say
something about the biodiversity study that Steve Coleman did. He's an excellent professional I
believe. I think what he came back with sort of startled him as well.  He didn't find the kind of
high quality biodiversity on the site at present that you might expect bordering on the lake and
everything. What Steve did recommend, which I think is not really successfully done in this
plan, is connections between the different habitats.  I see right here three open spaces that are
very disconnected from each other which doesn't please me. I believe the only way to get more
connections in this area is to really reduce the lot count considerably.

Response 5-7: The three largest proposed open space lots in the project are connected
to significant area of existing open space to the north and east, including Furnace Brook
Lake and the ConEd utility corridor. This wooded connection should not be ignored
because the undeveloped land is protected from future development by existing town
wetland and buffer regulations and the utility use can be expected to remain open space
available for wildlife movement.  

While road access into the property necessitates crossing Furnace Brook near the front
of the property, a specially-designed culvert structure is proposed that will preserve the
wildlife corridor in and near the brook. Additionally, since the road access necessitates a
wetland crossing in the center of the site, another specialized culvert structure is
proposed at about road Station 11+80 that will also allow a wildlife corridor for small
animals between the wetland and land west of the subdivision road.  

In addition to the 16.1 acres of proposed open space areas to be dedicated to the Town,
the project also proposes 6.4 acres of land that is contiguous to the open space lots and
is protected by deed restrictions or conservation easements on private lots that expand
the protections afforded to the wetlands and wetland buffers.   

Comment 5-8 (DEIS Public Hearing, Thomas Bianchi, October 7, 2003): Page 1-17. Under
wetlands it indicates that the applicant proposes to create a total of 0.55 acres of wetlands on
the project site. I know there has been a lot of debate as to whether or not creating wetlands is
an effective route to ameliorate the action or not. I have a concern with creating wetlands to
replace ones that are destroyed.

Response 5-8:  The consultants to the applicant have successfully created wetlands in
the Town of Cortlandt (e.g. Cortlandt Town Center and Hollowbrook Golf Course) as
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well as at many other locations in the region. Consistent with other wetland creation
mitigation projects approved by the Town, the replacement wetlands would be
monitored by the Town and maintained by the applicant at its expense for a period of
five years to ensure that the wetlands are successfully established and function as
designed.  Wetland mitigation is proposed that would replace the impacted wetland area
at a two-to-one ratio.  FEIS Figure 5-2 presents grading and planting details for the
proposed wetland areas, including a list of plants to be naturalized, elevations and
square footage for each planting zone. 

As described in the DEIS, Wetland B occupies a slight depressional basin. Cover from
upper canopy tree species is less than in Wetland A, with the center area of this
community largely open to near-full sun.  Surface water intermittently creates a small
ponded area in this wetland system with maximum water depth of around 6 inches in
early spring.  However, conditions dry out by late summer as was observed during the
fall site visits. Based on its vegetative community and hydrology, major portions of this
wetland can best be classified as a shallow emergent marsh. Common winterberry (Ilex
verticillata) and blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum) shrubs, as well as the herbs
sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis) and royal fern (Osmunda regalis), line the periphery
of this wetland.

The proposed wetland mitigation plan is intended to expand the size of Wetland B by
0.45 acres, as a 2:1 replacement for wetlands lost to construction of the access road.
This will be accomplished by excavating areas adjacent to the delineated wetland so
that topography, hydrology and soil conditions replicate those of the adjacent wetland.
Plant materials have been chosen that are common to the site and are adaptable to the
expected site conditions. 

As mentioned above, the majority of Wetland B is open canopy with some standing
water and emergent vegetation. The mitigation plan uses herbaceous vegetation
species which are known to exist in the transitional zone between the open canopy and
shadier woods adjacent to the wetland. Species include sensitive and cinnamon fern,
skunk cabbage, softstem bulrush and tussock sedge. Then to complete the transition to
the wooded margin, medium and large shrubs are proposed, including viburnum
species, highbush blueberry, and dogwood species. A diverse wetland herb seed mix
will also be broadcast over the area to ensure diversity of species and development of a
plant community that is suited to the ultimate site conditions.

The applicant proposes to monitor the success of the mitigation area for a period of up
to five years to ensure that the necessary hydrology is maintained as expected and the
plant community reaches defined standards and goals. These goals and the procedure
for monitoring of the wetland mitigation area are described in Appendix G, Wetland
Mitigation Specification.

The proximity of the mitigation areas to the proposed residences is shown in FEIS
Figure 5-1. This figure also shows the limits of a 100-foot buffer as it extends from the
boundary of the proposed mitigation areas. As this line does not represent a current
regulatory buffer because the wetland creation areas have neither been approved nor
constructed, it is not shown on the engineer’s site plan.

The expansion of Wetland B will provide additional stormwater storage and flood
control, as well as additional available habitat for wetland dependent species. The
primary potential impact to wetland function as a result of the proposed wetland
crossings is the disruption of surface water flow through the wetland areas, particularly
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at the crossing of Wetland A at Furnace Brook. This impact has been mitigated with the
bridge design proposed by the applicant, which includes a 16-foot three-sided box
culvert spanning the stream channel, and two 10-foot culverts to either side that will
convey high intensity storm flows and also allow wildlife passage along the stream
corridor. The proposed mitigation area at Wetland B does not directly replace the
drainage function of the disturbed wetland areas, but in the applicant's opinion this
impact is offset by the design of the stream crossing and the expansion of Wetland B.
The proposed mitigation results in a net increase in on-site wetland area and
enhancement of habitat function associated with Wetland B.

Comment 5-9 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003):  Back to the bridge,
if you reconfigured an entrance road utilizing the existing bridge, I believe that a certain
percentage of the wetlands would not be disturbed, I think it's about a quarter acre, that
Furnace Brook storm water basin area. That would be improved in my opinion. You did
eliminate lot 11, as I indicated earlier from the wetland A area. Page 1-4, wetlands B and C,
[would be disturbed for] sewer line construction connection. Buffers, again, all concerned about
disturbances.

Response 5-9:  Access to the site at or adjacent to the existing bridge was determined
by the project engineer to be unsafe due to inadequate sight distance on Furnace Dock
Road. Access at the location of the existing driveway into the parcel was studied and
would directly impact at least 0.93 acres of land in or within 100 feet of the streambank
wetland (0.13 acres of wetlands and 0.80 acres of buffer), as compared to 0.60 acres of
land in or within 100 feet of the streambank wetland (0.25 acres of wetlands and 0.35
acres of buffer). In addition, placement of the roadway parallel to the stream along the
alignment of the existing driveway would create indirect impacts of some 360 lineal feet
of impervious surface directly above the stream, as compared to the 48 foot bridge span
proposed for the stream crossing. Utilizing the existing access would clearly have a
greater impact on the stream than the proposed access.

In the proposed plan, installation of sewer lines will cause temporary disturbances to
wetland buffers in two locations. These areas are proposed to be restored with grass
cover once the installation is complete and are expected to revert to meadow, thereby
restoring the functional benefits of the wetland buffer.  

Comment 5-10 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003):  Some of the
backyards and lawn areas become the buffers. I think there's about two and a quarter acres
that go within the hundred foot town regulated wetland buffer areas, roads, driveways, lawns, et
cetera.

With the floodplains about half acre, about a half acre would be possibly disturbed even if you
had a two-year-old flood plain according to your document. That means you have a road
crossing, I believe. With the new impervious surfaces I think the 3.4 acres approximately on the
whole site (inaudible) new surfacing.

Response 5-10: The site contains 4.0 acres of wetland and approximately 15.0 acres of
land within the 100 foot regulated area. In order to gain access to the site at a safe
location as proposed, the access road will disturb 0.6 acres of wetland and wetland
buffer.  

Grading for the houses and driveways on residential lots shown on the current proposed
plan will disturb none of the wetland buffer and no area of wetland. Portions of the utility
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easement that crosses Lots 5 and 6 require temporary disturbances within a wetland
buffer.

Restricted areas will permanently protect 94 percent of the existing wetland and over 90
percent of the wetland buffer.

Upon completion, with 0.45 acres of added wetland (all of which will be in restricted
areas), the site will have 0.23 acres more wetland area than it does at present, along
with some 18 additional acres of protected upland open space.

As noted in the DEIS, the proposed bridge is located above the 100 year flood elevation
and is designed to safely convey flows in excess of the 100 year storm to avoid potential
flooding concerns. Therefore, no significant adverse flood plain impacts are anticipated
from the project. The revised plan would slightly reduce impervious surfaces on the site
from the DEIS plan.   

Comment 5-11 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): At one point you
say that impacting wetland B isn't such a problem because it's just a little appendage of it
sticking out and filling that won't hurt, but then you also go on to say that it's important only
when there's enough water to inundate it and then it starts to fill at that point, which to me is like
saying your hand is not important to your arm because it does serve you at important times
when you need it. 

Response 5-11: The subdivision as proposed necessitates filling of a narrow
appendage of Wetland B, and as mitigation, proposes expanding Wetland B at other
locations at a ratio of greater than two to one.  It is expected that these changes will not
denigrate the functions of Wetland B in any way given that the plant community
structure is to be maintained and the wet area will be expanded in kind by shallow
excavation and adjustments to grades to allow additional area to become wet. The
results of the mitigation plan will be documented until the wetlands are effectively
established during the long-term monitoring program proposed for the project. (Refer to
FEIS Appendix G for the Wetland Mitigation Specification.) FEIS Figure 5-2 presents
grading and planting details for the proposed wetland areas, including a list of plants to
be naturalized, elevations and square footage for each planting zone.

Comment 5-12 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): I think the major
wetlands impact that I object to is the Furnace Brook, 14.6 percent of the on-site wetlands in
that corridor will be disturbed and I find that is too much. This is a FEMA flood plain area, flood
plain disturbance is very common in that area and I've seen that stream myself, way high.
You're proposing putting not only the bridge but a storm water basin within the buffer of that
wetlands area and I object to that and wish that you could find another place or both.

I agree with everyone else that has been talking about moving the bridge and combining it with
the existing bridge. The separate crossing I think does not justify the impact.

Response 5-12: The existing bridge location has inadequate sight distance for traffic on
Furnace Dock Road. Use of the existing access would also result in significant
disturbance over a larger area adjacent to the stream. The project as proposed would
impact a total of 0.22 acres of wetlands. Mitigation is proposed that would replace the
impacted wetland at a greater than two to one ratio. The proposed bridge is located
above the 100 year flood elevation and is designed to safely convey flows in excess of
the 100 year storm to avoid potential flooding concerns. No significant adverse flood
plain impacts are anticipated from the project. A stormwater basin is proposed near the
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bridge location since the proposed stormwater drainage system is a gravity system and
this is a low point on the property that can treat the runoff from the road.  The proposed
design will capture and treat of this runoff in conformance with NYSDEC stormwater
regulations prior to any discharge to surface waters.  

Comment 5-13 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): The ecological
resources section you talk about the clearing of the trees to improve sight distance for the
bridge that you're proposing and that I think is - when I looked at the map - there's a lot of trees
that you're suggesting removing all in the buffer of the brook.

Response 5-13: The proposed easement along Furnace Dock Road would require
removal of trees to provide safe sight lines at the project entrance. Due to the
configuration of Furnace Dock Road, there is no other access point along the site
frontage that would avoid tree clearing for this purpose. The trees will be removed while
leaving low tree stumps in place to avoid erosion in the stream buffer. All tree stumps
will be chipped down to the surrounding ground level so as not to be unsightly. Erosion
control measures will be installed for this work and all soils exposed will be seeded and
mulched to protect the stream buffer.

Comment 5-14 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): There's no
mitigation proposed for 2.27 acres of disturbed wetland buffer. That for me does not qualify as
mitigation.

Response 5-14:  In the current proposed plan, 1.56 acres of wetland buffer would be
disturbed (31% less than the DEIS plan). Of the 1.56, only the portion that would be
converted to roadway or bridge abutments would be permanently impacted (some 0.37
acres).  The applicant has proposed to convey 16.1 acres of open space land to the
Town, as well as create conservation easements on 6.4 additional acres of the project
site (totaling 53 percent of the site). These are permanent protective measures intended
to prevent further intrusions into wetland buffers. In addition, the applicant proposes to
use native plants for landscaping of the disturbed areas within the easements to further
mitigate the buffer disturbance. Much of the buffer disturbance is only temporary and
therefore the buffer function will remain. 

Comment 5-15 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): 3.2.4, created
wetlands are going to be owned by lots 6, 7 and 8, and that to me raises a lot of maintenance
issues. Those are privately owned lots. People can do whatever they want relative to the Town
wetland code. Maybe they don't want to have the plants that you're suggesting would be in
those wetlands. I think those should be part of the community owned lot or in the land trust.

Response 5-15:  Private ownership of wetland areas is common, and property owners
are responsible for adhering to the various federal, state and local laws that regulate use
of such areas. The proposed wetland mitigation (FEIS Figures 5-1 and 5-2) is an
expansion of an existing wetland area (Wetland “B”) and is within areas to be
conservation easements. As part of the project plan, the applicant would maintain the
proposed mitigation area for five years to ensure that it is fully established and
functioning as designed.  Beyond that period, further maintenance should not be
required as it will function as a natural system. A conservation easement is proposed to
protect the created wetlands. The encumbrances created by the conservation easement
and created wetland boundaries will be described on the deed and shown on the
approved plat. In addition, permanent markers will be placed at the site to mark the
conservation easement boundaries to facilitate monitoring of the wetland mitigation area
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by the homeowners association and the Town. The easement boundaries on private lots
will be marked by permanent physical markers.

Comment 5-16 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): You found high pH
in Furnace Dock and in conductivity values suggesting the possibly of anthropogenic pollution,
which I guess means human pollution, and they found a pipe outflow from under Furnace Dock
Road. I would like to go out and look at that pipe. It's pretty clear that there is something going
on in that pipe. I would like more description of the macro-invertebrates that may be found in
the stream. There are a lot of caddis flies, mayflies and hellgrammites. I don't know enough to
know whether that's significant. To me that would seem that the stream is fairly healthy despite
this pollution.

Response 5-16: There is an existing pipe outlet at the stream.  This discharges water
from unknown sources along Furnace Dock Road.  While this outlet may affect stream
water quality to some extent (such a determination was not a subject of the DEIS
studies), the populations of macro invertebrates identified within Furnace Brook are
positive indications of the ecological health and water quality of Furnace Brook.  

Many stream invertebrates are insect larvae. While such macro invertebrates as
dragonflies, mayflies, black flies, stoneflies, and caddis flies spend the adult stage of
their lives on land and in the air, all of these insects spend the larval and some the pupal
stage of their lives totally underwater. They have special adaptations, including gills, as
larvae to help them live underwater. Other stream macro invertebrates live their entire
life underwater. These include crustaceans such as crayfish, scuds, and sowbugs;
arachnids such as water mites; mollusks such as snails, clams, and mussels; and
worms such as leeches, flatworms, and aquatic earthworms.

Certain macro invertebrates are sensitive to pollution and can survive only in clean or
slightly polluted water. Others can live in clean water or water with a moderate level of
pollution. Still others are tolerant of pollution and can live in any water condition, even
heavily polluted water. A clean, healthy stream ecosystem will have many sensitive
organisms as well as somewhat sensitive and tolerant ones. The unpolluted stream
ecosystem will likely exhibit biodiversity, meaning a great variety of organisms will be
found. A stream in fair condition with some pollution will have more tolerant organisms
but also some somewhat sensitive and a few sensitive species. A polluted stream
ecosystem will have mostly tolerant organisms and a few somewhat sensitive ones. The
polluted stream will not exhibit much biodiversity, because fewer organisms are able to
survive in its poor conditions.  

As indicated in the table below, many of the macro invertebrates identified within
Furnace Brook are sensitive to pollution, which are positive indications of the ecological
health and water quality of Furnace Brook. 
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- Eaten by ducks,
fish and
carnivorous stream
macro
invertebrates.

- Lives 1- 3 years.
- In water as egg,
larva, and pupa.

- Adults live on
land/air.

CarnivoreSensitivePlecoptera
(Perlidae)

Stoneflies 

- Eaten by fish,
newts,
salamanders,
snakes and birds.  

- Lives up to 15
years.

- Spends whole life
in water.

- Hibernates in mud
in winter.

CarnivoreTolerantAnnelidaLeech 

- Eaten by fish,
amphibians, and
birds.

- VariableCarnivoreVariableColeopteraWater beetle 

- Eaten by fish,
snakes, raccoons
and people.

- Lives 2-8 years.
- Spends whole life
in water.

OmnivoreSomewhat
Sensitive

DecapodaCrayfish

- Eaten by fish and
crayfish. 

- Lives 1-3 year
- In water as egg
and larva.

- Pupa and adults
live on land.

CarnivoreSensitiveMegaloptera
(Corydalidae)

Hellgrammites 

- Eaten by fish and
carnivorous stream
macro
invertebrates.

- Lives 1 year
- In water as egg,
larva, and pupa.

- Adults live on
land/air.

Herbivore
&
Detritivore

SensitiveEphemeropteraMayflies 

- Adults eaten by
birds.

- Larva eaten by
carnivorous stream
macro
invertebrates.

- Their shredding
helps break things
down and makes
small pieces for
smaller animals.

- Lives 0.5- 2 years
- In water as egg,
larva, and pupa.

- Adults lives on
land/air.

- Female lays up to
800 eggs.

OmnivoreSensitiveTrichoptera
(Hydropsychidae)

Caddisflies 

- Eaten by
invertebrates and
vertebrates.

- Variable life span.
- In water as egg,
larva, and pupa.

- Adults live on
land/air.

OmnivoreSomewhat
Tolerant

IsopodaSow bug 

- Eaten by fish. - Lives a few weeks.
- Spends whole life
in water.

OmnivoreTolerantAnnelidaAquatic worms 

- Eaten by fish,
amphibians, and
birds.

- Variable life span.
- In water as egg,
larva, and pupa.

- Adults live on
land/air.

Highly
Variable

VariableDiptera
(Chironomidae)

True flys 

Importance in
Ecosystem

Life cycle NotesWhat it
eats

Sensitivity
to Pollution

TaxonCommon
Name

Table 5-1
Information about Macro Invertebrates Found in Furnace Brook
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Comment 5-17 (Letter #9, Ed Vergano and Ken Verschoor, November 20, 2003): It is
recommended that the proposed lots be redesigned to remove proposed lawn areas and other
disturbance from wetland buffer areas on the subject property.

Response 5-17:  The applicant has designed the project plan to minimize direct impacts
to wetland buffers by reducing lawn areas, while depicting the tree clearing and site
disturbance that the applicant expects to be necessary to construct each lot. The extent
of grading disturbance necessary to construct the improvements on each lot and the
new lawns established to stabilize the disturbed area is depicted on the engineer’s plans
by a tree line symbol and encompasses the area of disturbance impact represented in
this FEIS. In the current proposed plan, 1.56 acres of wetland buffer would be disturbed
(31% less than the DEIS plan), of which 0.37 acres would be permanently displaced by
paving. The plan provides that any areas where wetland buffers are being disturbed by
construction other than pavement will be restored with permanent vegetation and
stabilized so that those buffers will continue to provide protection to the adjoining
wetlands. House Lots 4, 5, 6, 15 and 16 and open space lots A, B and D will have
grassed areas located within a wetland buffer, all instances of which are associated with
the roadway corridor or utility facility. There are no house lots shown on the revised plan
with lawns associated with the houses located within a buffer. Another revision to the
DEIS plan is that the proposed stormwater basin has been relocated outside of the
stream buffer. On lots where encroachment into the buffer is possible by the future
homeowner, conservation easements are proposed that will limit such encroachment to
a defined area, thereby preserving a minimum naturally vegetated area of the 100’
regulated buffer between the wetland and the lawn area of the house lot.  Refer to
Responses 4-7 and 5-4.

Comment 5-18 (Letter #10, Bob Milano, January 3, 2004): The property in question is an
environmentally sensitive habitat. Just some of the animals that live and nest on this property
are Pileated Woodpeckers, turtles, Wild turkey, Great Horned Owls, Carolina Wrens, and
Red-bellied Woodpeckers just to mention a few, in addition to the more common wildlife.
Coyote and fox have also been seen in the area.

Response 5-18: The ecological resources at the site have been studied by the
applicant's environmental consultant and the Town's biodiversity consultant.  Based on
the results of these studies, the proposed development is not expected to create
significant adverse ecological impacts.  While development of this site will result in the
loss of some wildlife habitat, the areas proposed to remain undisturbed, in connection
with adjoining wooded lands, will continue to provide habitat for these non-endangered
species.

Comment 5-19 (Letter #9, Ed Vergano and Ken Verschoor, November 20, 2003): The Town
Wetland Consultant for this application should review the proposed subdivision to further advise
the Planning Board. 

Response 5-19: Mr. Stephen Coleman has reviewed the proposed 18-lot subdivision
plan, an 18-lot alternative loop road plan, the recommendations of Dr. Klemens, and the
draft responses in the FEIS.  In response to Mr. Coleman’s December 2005 comments
(included in FEIS Appendix A), the applicant has revised its initial 18-lot loop road plan
with regard to natural connections between wetlands.  The revised 17-lot Alternative
Loop Road Plan is presented in Chapter 9.0 of this FEIS. Particular elements of the loop
road plan reflect specific recommendations of Mr. Coleman with regard to preserving
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wildlife corridors and limiting fragmentation of regional habitat. These elements are listed
in FEIS Section 1.2.

Ecology
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS 
5-12

©2006 Tim Miller Associates, Inc.



©2006 Tim Miller Associates, Inc.



©2006 Tim Miller Associates, Inc.



6.0  TRAFFIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 6-1 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): Traffic and traffic signal: I
believe the increased traffic the DEIS report mentions resulting from this subdivision has been
greatly understated, but it states another "benefit" (p. 2-3) will be "helping to mitigate traffic
congestion by contributing to the future signalization of Furnace Dock Road and 9A". There has
never been a traffic congestion problem at that intersection and I was unaware we were having
a problem by not having a signal there.

Response 6.1: Based on actual turning movement counts and level of service
calculations, traffic during the AM peak hour currently operates at a level of service F at
the intersection of Furnace Dock Road and Route 9A. This means the delay for vehicles
waiting to turn from Furnace Dock Road onto Route 9A is longer than the Institute of
Transportation Engineers has identified as an acceptable delay (<35 seconds) for an
unsignalized intersection. This poor level of service condition exists during the AM peak
hour of traffic, although vehicles traveling through this intersection during other times of
the day may be unaware of this condition.

Comment 6-2 (DEIS Public Hearing, Catherine Marsh, October 7, 2003): I had some
concerns about traffic. When I looked at the DEIS, they talked about the number of trips that
would be made in a day, and they talked about how many would come out in the morning - 28
trips during the morning peaks and 32 in the evening.  Checking around with some other towns
and some other projections what I have learned is that the average household makes 12 trips a
day; six in and six out. That seems to be the standard used in many of the other towns in
Westchester. I question the number that they have here for the housing and the number of
people that are going to be living there. If they are saying there are only going to be 21 in
school and the rest are going to be under five or over 18, it seems we have a lot more drivers,
and a lot more cars, and a lot more trips than are accounted for in the DEIS.

Response 6.2: The number of trips generated by single family homes were projected
using the Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip Generation manual, which is the
standard reference for traffic studies based on surveys of actual traffic generation.
While most traffic occurs outside of the two peak hours, the peak hours are evaluated
as a maximum impact situation.  Intersection and signal designs are predicated on peak
hour conditions.  If operating conditions on the area roadways are acceptable during the
peak hours of use, conditions at other times should be acceptable.  

Trip Generation (ITE 7th Ed., 2003) identifies 11.58 trips per unit are made during the
day. This number includes trips made by households as well as by services typically
used by the households, such as delivery, repair and maintenance services.

The 2000 census data for the Town of Cortlandt indicate there is an average of 1.316
commuters per dwelling unit (excludes the unemployed and those working at home).
The census data indicate 35 percent of workers leave in the AM peak hour. Thus, in this
project 11 commuter trips would be expected during the AM peak (23 x 1.316 x 0.35 =
10.59). Over the day commuter trips would account for about 23 percent of all trips.  

Comment 6-3 (Letter #5, Arthur Rich, November 14, 2003): By virtue of a 2000 foot road with
no sidewalks for walking, (constructed through wetlands, rock outcroppings and buffers) the
future residents will be required to drive for every errand. Small children will have to use their
bikes on the sole roadway. Emergency access and egress for the entire development is
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dependent on this single road which can easily become blocked by a woodland fire, downed
tree or flooded stream overflowing its banks onto the roadway.

Response 6.3: The Furnace Dock development has been designed by the project
engineer to comply with all of the provisions of the Town Subdivision Regulations (§265
of the Town Code), except that the proposed plan includes a ±2,000-foot long dead-end
road. The proposed road width is consistent with Town standards for a two-way public
road consistent with practically all other subdivision roads approved by the Planning
Board in the Town of Cortlandt. The standard road width has proven to accommodate
normal traffic flow and access for emergency services without a problem in the Town. In
addition, the road design will incorporate stabilized shoulders in several sections and
mountable curbs over its length that will allow for vehicles to circulate past a roadway
obstruction, if needed in the event of an emergency. The stabilized road shoulder would
consist of a 50 foot long by 12 foot wide strip of concrete grass pavers along the
shoulder of Road ‘A’ at stations 3+50 and 11+00. Given the irregular configuration of the
property and the existing topographic features of this site (wetlands, slopes, and the
stream corridor that crosses its entire frontage), and the fact that all land surrounding
this property has been developed, a dead end street design appears to be the only
option for access to a public street. Thus, the applicant believes that this represents an
exceptional situation as provided for in §265-17(F) of the Cortlandt Town Code.  

A provision for a potential future road connection is shown on the current subdivision
plan in the vicinity of road Station 13+50, which would connect to a private drive. Such a
connection appears to be possible (grade-wise) to the nearby private roadway, and
would then create a second means of emergency access to the interior of the project
site as well as provide the same benefit to the adjoining properties with sole access from
the private drive. It is noted that a future secondary road access may not occur since the
adjacent property is currently developed with private driveway access to Route 9A

Comment 6-4 (Letter #6, Gertrude Bush, November 14, 2003): The plan does not portray a
realistic accounting of the potential traffic entering or leaving Furnace Dock Road. The
proposed entrance, as well as the entrance from Furnace Dock onto 9A, are dangerous.

Response 6.4: The access to the Furnace Dock subdivision is proposed at a point on
Furnace Dock Road that will provide the safest means of access into the site.  Clear
sight lines looking east and west from the new street intersection will be approximately
400 feet in either direction on Furnace Dock Road. A sight distance easement is
proposed to the east to achieve a clear sight line. 

The posted speed limit on Furnace Dock Road in the area of the proposed site access is
30 miles per hour. To assess conditions on Furnace Dock Road, a survey of actual
operating speeds along Furnace Dock Road in the area of the project was conducted on
April 16, 2003. The 85th percentile operating speed was recorded as approximately 42
miles per hour. 
As described in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 2004, each
intersection has the potential for several different types of vehicular conflicts. The
possibility of these conflicts occurring can be greatly reduced through the provision of
proper sight distance and appropriate traffic controls. Sight distance is the length of the
road visible to the vehicle driver.
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According to AASHTO, stopping sight distance is the minimum distance a vehicle needs
to stop to avoid a collision with another vehicle entering or exiting a road. Stopping sight
distance is provided along roadways and at intersection approaches to allow drivers
sufficient time to stop. Stopping sight distance is the minimum amount of sight distance
necessary and as such is fundamental to traffic operations.
AASHTO defines intersection sight distance as the sight distance desirable to enhance
traffic operations. Intersection sight distance provides an additional margin of safety
beyond stopping sight distance. 

AASHTO states “Sight distance is provided at intersections to allow the drivers of
stopped vehicles a sufficient view of the intersection roadway to decide when to enter
the intersecting roadway or to cross it. If the available sight distance for an entering or
crossing vehicle is at least equal to the appropriate stopping sight distance for the major
road, then drivers have sufficient sight distance to anticipate and avoid collisions.
However, in some cases, this may require a major road vehicle to stop or slow to
accommodate the maneuver by a minor road vehicle.  To enhance traffic operations,
intersection sight distances that exceed stopping sight distances are desirable along the
major road.”

Table 6-1 below lists both stopping sight distance and intersection sight distances
recommended by AASHTO for various speeds. The New York State Department of
Transportation relies on the AASHTO standards for their Policy and Standards for
Design of Entrances to State Highways. 

Sight distance is measured from a point a minimum of 14.5 feet from the edge of
pavement and at driver eye level, 3.5 feet off the ground.

A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, 5th ed., 2004.  
New York State Department of Transportation Policy and Standards for the
Design of Entrances to State Highways, November 24, 2003

*Values listed are for left turns at grades of 3 percent or less.

610 Feet495 Feet55
555 Feet425 Feet50
500 Feet360 Feet45
445 Feet305 Feet40
390 Feet250 Feet35
335 Feet200 Feet30
280 Feet155 Feet25

Intersection 
Sight Distance*

Stopping 
Sight Distance

Speed 
(in miles/hour)

Table 6-1
AASHTO Recommended Sight Distances

The recommended intersection sight distance, according to AASHTO, for the posted
speed limit of 30 miles per hour is 335 feet. The recommended stopping sight distance
according to AASHTO, for up to 45 miles per hour is 360 feet. Thus, clear sight lines of
400 feet from the new road in either direction meet the minimum stopping sight distance
for the prevailing operating speed of 42 miles per hour and meet the recommended
intersection sight distance for the posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour. Thus, the
location of the proposed roadway meets the AASHTO recommendations for safe
operating conditions.
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Conditions at the intersection of Furnace Dock Road and Route 9A are not the result of
limited sight distance, but instead are a result of inadequate gaps in the through traffic
during the AM peak hour of traffic. Signalization of this intersection will improve this
situation, as the intersection meets NYSDOT signal warrants. The applicant for Furnace
Dock subdivision proposes to contribute a fair share of the cost of signalization.  The
NYSDOT is responsible for the operation and maintenance of NYS Route 9A, and would
ultimately be responsible for installing a traffic signal at this location if warranted.  Since
future traffic at this location would be affected by other development in addition to this
project, the applicant’s contribution would assist the Town of Cortlandt in its future
coordination with NYSDOT for the signal installation.  

Comment 6-5 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): On the traffic, I also
wondered about the number of trips, 28 peak AM, and 32 peak PM. We have 24 homes with
three or four bedrooms; that number doesn't seem realistic. On page 1-7, you mention about a
problem, in your traffic statistics here, the turning movement problem bringing the level of
service down to F. Existing conditions would be the same even with the building of 24 homes. I
would think it would be possibly more. There is no level below F.

Response 6.5: The trip generation rates are based upon the industry standard ITE
rates, and represent the number of trips during the peak hour only. The published data
in ITE Trip Generation provides the multipliers per household used to project the
number of peak hour trips, based on actual counts conducted at a sampling of
residential developments and is the accepted source for these data by NYSDOT.  

Besides level of service, there are other measures presented in the traffic study to
evaluate intersection operations. These are: vehicle delay, the amount of time a vehicle
has to wait until it can move; and vehicle-to-capacity ratio, the projected number of
vehicles versus the vehicular capacity of the roadway. These are also addressed in the
DEIS traffic study. 

Comment 6-6 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): On the construction
truck traffic; I know you referred to it on page 3.5-17, that the only construction truck traffic
would come from 9A and up Furnace Dock Road, there wouldn't be any movement of
construction vehicles on the rest of Furnace Dock Road or on Mount Airy Road. I would hope
not.

Response 6.6: Based upon the road widths and the horizontal curves in Furnace Dock
Road, it is reasonable to expect that construction traffic would be routed to the site via
Route 9A for safer and more efficient travel.

Comment 6-7 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): What is the sight
distance that you're proposing now?

Response 6.7: The sight distance from the location of the proposed access road onto
Furnace Dock Road is approximately 400 feet looking to the west, and 400 feet looking
east. A sight distance easement is proposed to provide for maintenance of the sight
distance looking east. Refer to Response 6-4.
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7.0  COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 7-1 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003):  7-1a: Tax Revenue: As I
stated at the public hearing, one of the reported "benefits" (p2-3) in this DEIS report the
proposed subdivision will bring is increased tax revenue. I am sure with 24 homes on a 42 acre
parcel, the $77,000 in town tax income will not be sufficient to meet the needs of lighting,
garbage and recycle collection, sewage and street repair, road maintenance, winter sanding,
salting and snow plowing, lighting, police protection, etc. ...

Response 7-1a:  The Furnace Dock Subdivision is projected in the DEIS to increase the
population of Cortlandt by 66 persons. The annual per capita property tax levy for
municipal services is projected to be $598. This figure was adjusted to reflect the portion
of the tax base attributable to residential uses (58%) to arrive at the annual residential
cost per capita property tax levy for municipal services. Thus, residential costs payable
through the property tax which are expected from Furnace Dock Subdivision are
projected to total $22,642 per year. 

The cost to the Town of Cortlandt (without adjusting the per capita cost of $598 by 58%
as above) would be $39,020. Total taxes generated to the Town are projected to be
$41,915, $6,101 of which are paid in general Town of Cortlandt taxes and $35,814 of
which are paid in Town Highway taxes. On balance, the proposed project is likely to
generate revenues to the Town of Cortlandt that exceed the cost to the Town by about
$19,273. Without the adjustment to the percentage attributable to residential uses, there
would still be a surplus in revenue of approximately $2,897. 

Comment 7-1b: The increase in school-age children (where they get only 21, I don't know - 3-5
bedrooms x 24 = approx. 75-150 bedrooms = lots of children), with only $191,000(?) in school
taxes a year will not be enough to cover additional teachers, services such as books, lunches,
supplies, school bus transportation, etc. At present the parcel now brings in a total of over
$19,000 in town and school tax revenue, which the Town gets to keep all of it free and clear
without expenses. Benefit? I believe if this subdivision is built, the Town will be subsidizing this
development.

Response 7-1b: The 2000 US Census data indicates the average household size in the
North Westchester County area is 2.8 persons per household. The 2000 Census also
indicates the average family size in the Town of Cortlandt to be 3.3 persons. 

The population projection for the Furnace Dock subdivision is based on demographic
information for the “single-family” housing type for the northeastern United States
derived from the 1987 American Housing Survey and reported in the Development
Impact Assessment Handbook published by the Urban Land Institute in 1994. This
publication was authored by the most noted practitioners of fiscal impact analysis in the
United States -- Robert W. Burchell, David Listokin, and William R. Dolphin of Rutgers
University’s Center for Urban Policy Research.  In 1994, the demographic multiplier for a
four bedroom house in the northeast region of the United States was 3.63 persons per
household. This is slightly higher than the 2000 US Census data for average family size
for the Town of Cortlandt as used in the DEIS, and thus provides a conservative
multiplier to project a maximum impact scenario. 
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For 18 four-bedroom units in the proposed single family homes, this residential
subdivision is projected to add 66 persons to the Town's population (24% less than
shown in the DEIS for 24 lots), including 16 school age children, 15 of whom can be
expected to attend public schools. 

Upon completion of the Furnace Dock subdivision, the increase in municipal and school
expenses as a result of this project are anticipated to be funded by tax revenues
collected from the new tax lots: a surplus of over $38,000 is expected to be generated,
in excess of $19,000 to the Town and in excess of $19,000 to the School District.

Comment 7-2 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The DEIS does not mention
that in addition to school busses from the Henrick Hudson School District, there are a number
of busses from the Croton School District who make multiple trips on this Road. The DEIS
indicates 21 school age children but only 20 are listed as attending Henrick Hudson School. It is
implied, but not stated, that 1 child will attend private school. This would result in another school
bus missing from the calculation.

Response 7-2:  As discussed in DEIS Section 3.8.2.3, information provided by the
Westchester-Putnam School Boards Association indicates that approximately six
percent (6%) of school age children attend private or parochial schools. Thus, it is
anticipated that a total of 15 school age children will attend the public schools and 1
child will attend private school. 

Vehicle trip generation used in the traffic impact study, which was done at an earlier
stage of the project, was based on a unit count of 26 units and was not reduced to
reflect the current proposed unit count. Nevertheless, trip generation rates for peak
traffic periods are based on actual count data, such data would account for the various
types of vehicles on the road during those periods. 

Comment 7-3 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The DEIS contains the
names of several child care facilities. However, in most communities in Westchester there are
long waiting lists for childcare. The shortage is especially true for infant care. I request
clarification on availability of child care for the proposed community.

After-school care, which is especially important to working parents, is not addressed. The
after-school care in our community is very limited. The situation is exacerbated for middle
school age children for whom after-school programming is almost non-existent.

Response 7-3: Children’s day care and preschool services (both private and public) are
provided at several locations in the Cortlandt area, including Open Day Preschool
(located in the Town of Yorktown), the Flying Goose Nursery School (located on Oregon
Road in north Cortlandt), the Tom Thumb Preschool (located on Route 6 in Mohegan
Lake), the Hansel and Gretel Nursery School (located in Peekskill), the day care center
at the FDR VA Hospital, and the Mother Connection of Cortlandt. Infant care is available
at Bright Beginnings Nursery School in Yorktown and at Our Montessori School in
Yorktown and Carmel. Infant care is also available by referral through the Westchester
Child Care Council.  

Enrollment at each of these facilities varies from year to year, although many are
reported to be operating below but near their current capacity. As demand increases or
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declines in the area, the private facilities are expected to adjust their staffing and
facilities within their means to accommodate such changes.  

The Hendrick Hudson School District provides a wide range of sports programs and
after school activities for middle school students. Additionally the Town of Cortlandt
Youth Center is available to residents and provides a supervised after school program
from 3 PM  to 8:30 PM weekdays and is open from 6:30 PM to 11:00 PM on Saturdays.
The Youth Center is located on Albany Post Road, and is accessible for middle school
students by school district transportation from the Blue Mountain Middle School. 

Most day care facilities in the vicinity are privately owned and funded, while the
operation cost of public facilities are supplemented through revenues received from the
federal, state or local government. The cost to public facility users generally depends on
family income and a variety of other qualification requirements. Tax revenues from this
proposed project paid to the publicly funded services could be used to offset the
potential increases in need for such social services resulting from this project.  DEIS
Section 3.8, Socioeconomics, addresses projected tax revenues.

Comment 7-4 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The developer has produced
numbers that could only have been arrived at by "voodoo mathematics." The developer
proposes 24 single residences with 3 and 4 bedrooms and states that 87 people will live there.
That will leave a lot of empty bedrooms!  According to the DEIS these 24 homes will produce a
maximum of 20 students. This is less than 1 per house. At the same time, the developer
projects only 28 trips during the AM peak traffic hour and 32 during the evening. This is far less
than the 12 per household standard adopted by other towns in Westchester.  This voodoo math
raises serious question to the projected revenue and costs to the town, the traffic study, use of
recreational facilities, social services, and projected school enrollments and related costs. I
respectfully request that the Planning Board recalculate the statistics based on a realistic
expectation of residency. I suggest that instead of calculations utilizing average household size
in Cortlandt which includes numerous apartments and condominiums, the calculation be based
on residency in other 3 and 4 bedroom homes.

Response 7-4:  As is common planning practice, the demographic calculations in the
DEIS are based upon the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) research of population statistics in
the Northeast region of the United States.  Specifically, a multiplier of 3.63 persons per
household for 4-bedroom houses was used.  The ULI multiplier for school aged children
is 0.87 per 4-bedroom household. These multipliers are consistent with 2000 US
Census data for the Cortlandt area and, therefore, the applicant believes that the
projected revenue and costs to the town, use of recreational facilities, social services,
and projected school enrollments and related costs in the DEIS are realistic for the
purpose of assessing potential impacts. 

Trip generation for the project is based on the standard reference: Trip Generation
(ITE).  Refer to Response 6-2 for further discussion of the typical distribution of trips
during the day.  In any tally of trips, the sum of the peak hour trips will be less than the
Westchester standard of 12 trips per household, as some trips are made outside of
peak hour intervals.

Comment 7-5 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): Is the proposed fee of
$4,000 per subdivided lot in line with fees for other equivalent homes paid by other subdivision
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developers? Is this fee based on the number of people in the home? If so, the fee should reflect
a realistic occupancy number.

Response 7-5: When no active recreation area is proposed in a subdivision, the Town
of Cortlandt requires payment of a recreation fee of $4,000 per approved lot.  This fee,
in combination with tax revenues generated to Cortlandt by the proposed development,
will be available for use by the Town toward the continued provision of recreation
services to residents.  

Comment 7-6a (DEIS Public Hearing, Jeanne Romeu, October 7, 2003): I was looking at the
cost of the income that would be generated from this subdivision to the Town. I notice that they
estimate a Town tax generated of about $77,000 a year to the Town in the tax part. 24 houses
at, I guess, over a half million dollars apiece. I find that that's a low amount. A measly amount
for the cost of the services that will be necessary for the subdivision of 24 homes.

Response 7-6a: The projected tax revenue is based upon the Town of Cortlandt’s
municipal tax rates and the residential assessment ratio set by the Town tax assessor’s
office. Based on the discussion in the DEIS Fiscal Section 3.8, municipal expenditures
to cover the cost of the projected population increase resulting from 18 new homes is
anticipated to be $22,642; any additional funds collected would be a surplus to the
Town.

Comment 7-6b: We're talking about a road that's going to go in there that the developer is
willing to give to the Town. So, therefore, we're looking at the maintenance of a road, sanding,
salting, plowing, sewage maintenance, lighting, not to mention garbage pick up of these homes
probably twice a week and recyclables.

I just feel that I'm sure the Town will be generating a lot more in costs to support this
subdivision than what would be generated coming in the tax money. I'm not sure how this would
be a benefit to the Town.

Response 7-6b: Total taxes generated to the Town are projected to be $41,915, $6,101
of which are paid in general Town of Cortlandt taxes and $35,814 of which are paid in
Town Highway taxes. On balance, the proposed project is likely to generate revenues to
the Town of Cortlandt that exceed the cost to the Town by about $19,273. Without the
adjustment to the percentage attributable to residential uses, there would still be a
surplus in revenue of approximately $2,897. Of the town services mentioned, sewer
service is not to be provided by the town at this development and street lighting is not
proposed.

Comment 7-6c: I notice there is also about $191,000 a year for school tax coming in which
they say is also a benefit. The houses, I guess, are three to five bedrooms a piece times 24.
You do the math. 50 to 150 bedrooms. I think there's going to be a lot more than 21 children
according to the DEIS report.

Response 7-6c: The Urban Land Institute Development Assessment Handbook
projects 0.87 students per four-bedroom single-family house, based on actual surveys of
residential occupancy. This multiplier is consistent with the projections used by various
school districts throughout Westchester, Putnam and Orange Counties.
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The Town of Cortlandt Department of Planning, in conjunction with the neighboring
Lakeland School District, conducted a study in 1997, of five single-family residential
developments within the district and the Town.  These developments comprised a total
of 216 units, and included Red Mill Crossing, Apple Hill, Peachwood, Conklin Park, and
Wild Birch Farms. This study found that the Red Mill Crossing subdivision, which
consists of 11 units, produced the highest school children per unit generation rates of
the five subdivisions with 0.91 students per unit. Conklin Park produced the lowest
school children generation rates of the five subdivisions with 0.27 students per unit.  See
also student generation data from Hendrick Hudson Central School District dated Fall
2004 at the end of this section.

The demographic multipliers published by the ULI in the Development Assessment
Handbook are based upon a much larger sample of data. The multiplier of 0.87 students
per housing unit is toward the high end of the range of field data collected in the Town of
Cortlandt. Based upon this information, the projection of 16 students for a development
of 18 single family homes appears reasonable. 

Comment 7-6d: Looking at maybe the school buses going in there as well as the teachers
salaries for these additional children I somehow think that the Town again will be burdened with
something that will be more than $191,000 a year in school taxes. How that is a benefit also to
the Town I'm not quite sure.  I think the town is going to be paying a lot more than what is going
to be generated by this property.

Response 7-6d:  As stated in the DEIS Fiscal Section 3.8, the projected cost per
student is $8,260. Enrollment projections prepared by the School District for the 2002
through 2004 period are summarized in the table below (DEIS Table 3.7-2):

Source: Hendrick Hudson School District

2,9422,9232,901TOTAL

222222Full-time BOCES

414141Ungraded Elementary

8538367919 through 12

6756996926 through 8

1,3511,3251,355K through 5

200420032002Grades

Table 7-1
Enrollment Projections

Hendrick Hudson School District

The enrollment projections take into consideration growth in the area including several
other development projects that are proposed or under construction within the Hendrick
Hudson School District. These include the Valeria, Blue Mountain Estates, Abee Rose
Estates, Red Oak Estates and Hyman Mendelowitz projects. In response to these
projections, the School District is already planning to add ten classrooms to the Blue
Mountain Middle School where the need is the greatest. The Hendrick Hudson High
School is undergoing a 50,000 square foot addition and a major renovation to
accommodate the projected school population.  

Community Services
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS 
7-5

©2006 Tim Miller Associates, Inc.



Even distribution of the enrollment increases over a period of years, in combination with
the projected increase in tax revenue (as further discussed in response to Comment 7-7
below), should allow the school district to accommodate the expected increases.

Comment 7-6e: This is a wetlands area. There's Furnace Brook Pond, the streams that go in
there, and the ponds in there. I'm not sure if these houses are built and their basements get
flooded will they look to the Town as well to help them in their problems of how to get that not to
happen.

Response 7-6e: The proposed storm water management plan is designed to control
storm water for all storms in the 2 year through 100 year frequency of occurrence. The
proposed plan utilizes several measures to maintain and reduce peak flows at the
various design points and is designed in accordance with modern, accepted engineering
standards. The project road design, including the proposed bridge structure, and the
design of the individual lots and foundations, provide for stormwater management to
avoid adverse effects of storm flows. As shown in the DEIS, the proposed plan accounts
for the 100-year flood elevation adjacent to Furnace Brook.   

Based upon the measures to be taken to deal with storm water management, flooding of
structures or basements from surface waters or groundwater is not anticipated in the
Furnace Dock development, and as such it is not expected that this development will be
a burden to the Town of Cortlandt.

Comment 7-7 (DEIS Public Hearing, Thomas Bianchi, October 7, 2003): Concerning taxes
on Page 1-12 where the summary of taxes generated for the town and for the school district
are. It notes here that the project is projected to bring $191,000 in additional property taxes to
the school district. The difference or the increase in taxes is stated at $177,000. I'm not sure
which is the right number. I believe $177,000 would then reduce the surplus down about
$15,000, so it is marginal at that point. I want to verify that the number in the paragraph towards
the bottom of page - whether that is correct or not. It states $191,0000. I also think that the  
projected taxes to the Town seem to be low.

Response 7-7: The total taxes paid to the Hendrick Hudson School district by this
property currently are approximately $13,607. The projected taxes to the Hendrick
Hudson School District are anticipated to total $143,254. The increase in tax paid to the
Hendrick Hudson School District is projected to be $129,647.  

Costs projected to the Hendrick Hudson School District as a result of a 15 student
increase population is projected to be $123,900. Total school tax paid minus the cost to
the school district equals a potential surplus to the school district ($143,254 - 123,900 =
$19,354).

The projected Town tax revenue is based upon the Town of Cortlandt’s municipal tax
rates, and the Residential Assessment Ratio (RAR) of 2.29, set by the Town Tax
assessor’s office.  Based in the DEIS discussion in the Fiscal section 3.8, municipal
expenditures to cover the cost of the projected population increase is anticipated to be
$22,642; any additional funds collected would be a surplus to the Town.

Comment 7-8 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): On the schools and
fiscal impacts, you're showing surpluses both for the town and schools of $25,000, give or take.
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I've always questioned the methodology on some of the ways the applicants have figured out
the school impacts. I wish that could be looked at more carefully, maybe comparing it with other
existing developments and the generation of students of those developments over the recent
years.

Response 7-8:  In an effort to ensure the most accurate and appropriate information
possible is used for the projection of school child population, two additional sources
corroborate the demographic multipliers used to assess school impacts. In 1997, the
Town of Cortlandt Department of Planning, in conjunction with the neighboring Lakeland
School District, conducted a study of five single-family residential developments within
the district and the Town. These developments comprised a total of 216 units, and
included Red Mill Crossing, Apple Hill, Peachwood, Conklin Park, and Wild Birch Farms.
This study found that the Red Mill Crossing subdivision, which consists of 11 units,
produced the highest school children per unit generation rates of the five subdivisions
with 0.91 students per unit.  The Conklin Park produced the lowest school children
generation rates of the five subdivisions with 0.27 students per unit.  

In 2004, the Hendrick Hudson Central School District compiled student generation data
for five residential developments within the school district.  These developments
comprised a total of 454 units, and included Coachlight, Scenic Ridge, Roundtree Lane,
Dickerson Road, and Valeria residential developments.  This study found that the
Dickerson Road subdivision, with 38 units, produced the highest school children per unit
generation rate of the five subdivisions, with 0.84 students per unit.  The Valeria
subdivision produced the lowest generation rate of the five, with 0.06 students per unit.
(Reference student generation data from Hendrick Hudson Central School District dated
Fall 2004 in Table 7-2 at the end of this section.)

The demographic multipliers published by the ULI in the Development Assessment
Handbook are based upon a much larger sample of data. The multiplier of 0.87 students
per housing unit is toward or above the high end of the range of field data collected in
the Town of Cortlandt in 1997 and in 2004. Based upon this information, the projection
of 16 students for a development of 18 single family homes appears conservative. 

Comment 7-9 (Letter #11, Kathleen A. Burleson, January 19, 2004): While the DEIS
contains a letter from Jeff Tkacs (10/02) stating that this proposed subdivision will have no
impact to roads or sanitation services, this subdivision and all other proposed additional
subdivisions are driving the need to create additional Sanitation and Snow Plow routes, thus
adding both personnel (5 F/T - $234,000) and equipment (2 trucks - $287,000) to the Town's
budget process.

Response 7-9:  Total taxes generated to the Town from this development are projected
to be $41,915, $6,101 of which are paid in general Town of Cortlandt taxes and $35,814
of which are paid in Town Highway taxes. On balance, this project is likely to generate
revenues to the Town of Cortlandt that exceed the cost to the Town by about $19,273.  

The costs indicated by the commentor above suggest cumulative impacts from several
developments. Other new developments will likely add to the municipal tax base in a
manner similar to the proposed Furnace Dock development offsetting the necessary
expenditures. Each year the Town revisits its capital and operating requirements when it
votes on budgets and establishes tax rates.  Existing uses and prospective land use
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changes all come into play when assessing future demands and budget requirements of
the Town. 

Comment 7-10 (Letter #12, John Palmiotto, September 29, 2003): I'm responding to the
proposed Furnace Dock subdivision PB 9-99, with potential impacts which would effect
recreation programming. The estimation of 105 people including 35 school-age children of
unknown age/grade levels would have an impact on recreation. Two areas of major concern
would be our youth sport leagues and our summer day camp programs. Our sports leagues
include basketball, soccer, softball, baseball, and roller hockey. Use of school ball fields and
gyms are already at peak numbers due to increasing numbers of school children in the Town of
Cortlandt. The Hendrick Hudson High School is undergoing a 50,000 square foot addition, but
there are not plans to add any ball fields or gyms. The Recreation Dept. looks towards the
school districts in the Town of Cortlandt for the majority of field and gym use. Our summer day
camp which serves kindergarten through eighth grade, fills up very quickly with a wait list of
over 100 campers. Due to a shortage of facilities, and ever larger numbers, we would see a
greater demand on our existing facilities.

Response 7-10:  The proposed Furnace Dock development is expected to increase the
population of the Town of Cortlandt by 66 persons including 16 school age children,
based on the DEIS Section 3.8.1.3, Population Projections and information presented
above (See Response 7-8). 

With construction and occupancy of this project projected over two or more years,  the
population growth will be introduced gradually. The project applicant will pay a
recreation fee of $4,000 per approved lot. This fee, in combination with tax revenues
generated to Cortlandt by the developed lots, will be available for use by the Town
toward the continued provision of recreation services to residents.   

Comment 7-11 (Letter #13, Mike Sellazzo, January 14, 2004): It should take approximately
20 minutes to collect the regular garbage from the 24 homes. The additional time for paper
should be about 10 minutes, commingle 8 minutes, bulk 10 minutes once a month, and organic
15 minutes during November. 

Using 165 pounds, 2½ pails, as a guideline for regular garbage per new home of the proposed
size, the weekly weight would be about 4,200 pounds. The monthly estimate would be 16,800
pounds or 8.4 tons and the annual weight would be 218,400 pounds or an additional 109.2
tons. Weekly paper pick-up would weigh an estimated 15 pounds per household. That comes to
360 pounds per week for the development. Monthly paper would be 1,440 pounds, .72 tons and
the annual total is estimated to be 18,700 pounds or 9.36 tons. Commingle would be less per
week, estimating only about 5 pounds per household or 120 pounds per week for the
development. This estimate indicates a monthly total of 480 pounds, or 0.24 tons, and 6,240
pounds annual or 3.12 tons of commingle for the year. Organic waste in November could be
between 25 and 50 bags. It is difficult to estimate organic since some are done privately and
some are just blown into the woods behind the homes.

Response 7-11: The DEIS estimates the project would generate approximately 4.6 tons
of solid waste per month (55.6 tons per year), which represents 0.7 percent of the total
solid waste generated by the Town of Cortlandt in 2001-2002 and less than 0.009
percent of the total permitted capacity of the Charles Point solid waste facility. (These
projections would be reduced by 25% for the currently proposed 18-unit plan.) Using the
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commentor’s total of 9.6 tons per month (115.5 tons per year), solid waste generated by
the project would represent 1.6 percent of the total solid waste generated by the Town
and less than 0.018 percent of the total permitted capacity of the Charles Point facility.
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8.0  ALTERNATIVES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 8-1 (Letter #1, Jeanne Romeu, October 13, 2003): Location of entrance to
subdivision: The planned entrance to this subdivision is on Furnace Dock Road, is on a curve in
a wooded area over a beautiful stream. Cars go down this road pretty fast - an entrance on a
curve is very dangerous. If this goes forward, the applicant, I'm sure, must destroy all the
roadside trees on their property to give better visual sight to the drivers (which has already been
noted in the drawings). It's a bad place for an entrance, and everyone loses here, the
environment due to loss of trees, the birds and animals, and we lose a precious scenic area
that will never again appear. 

Response 8-1: The location of the proposed entrance road was determined by several
factors.  A near perpendicular stream crossing was selected to avoid stream disturbance
and minimize grading disturbance in the stream buffer. Achieving appropriate sight lines
for drivers based on actual speeds of cars on Furnace Dock Road, and providing road
geometry required by the Town’s road specifications was also part of the design goal.  It
is the applicant’s opinion that the proposed location addresses these factors while
preserving as much of the existing stream corridor scenic value as possible, with
landscaping and stone wall features proposed to emulate scenic features in the project
area.  

DEIS Figures 2-8 and 2-9 illustrate the appearance of the proposed entrance feature to
the subdivision, including stone walls and landscaping that will reflect the existing rural
character of the site area. 

Comment 8-2 (Letter #2, Jeanne Romeu, October 25, 2003): The proposed entrance to this
site is on a curve in the road on Furnace Dock Road.  Page 1-21 of the DEIS states “wooded
rural character of Furnace Woods area will be maintained by the wooded stream corridor
preserved at the front of the site". Committee, how can this be when they are going to build a
road with a 50' wide right of way, with utility easements, etc. as well as bridge over the stream,
right through this area? This is a false statement and contradiction! They will destroy this scenic
area forever, and what's more, there's an old dirt road which went directly to the furnace, or
grist mill, that is still there. They claim a guardrail is blocking it, but that is not so, plus a small
portion of that guardrail, if necessary, can be removed, This would be a much better entrance
way as a bridge will not need to be built over the stream, and the road will not destroy the
woods at this spot. At present, the present proposed entrance on the curve will necessitate the
downing of many roadside trees for sight vision. This old dirt road can be widened and is a
better entrance just south of the stream bridge on Furnace Dock Road. You can see this also
on the site map 3.2-8 referred to above.

Response 8-2: The project engineer studied potential site access taken in the area of
the existing dirt road into the project site (see FEIS Figure 8-1). This alternative access
addresses one of the four design factors cited above in Response 8-1 (road geometry
required by Town road specifications) and avoids a second (stream crossing). This
alternative cannot meet the other two factors (minimized grading disturbance in stream
buffer, and sight lines based on actual speeds of cars on Furnace Dock Road).
Disturbance within the stream corridor would account for approximately 0.9 acres of
land (50 percent more than the proposed plan), including 0.3 acres of impervious
pavement surfaces in close proximity to the stream itself (51 percent more than the
proposed plan). A 400’ sight distance to the east appears to be achievable from this
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location, with some possible tree clearing. Sight distance to the west for the same
distance cannot be achieved due to the existing grade and the vertical and horizontal
alignment of Furnace Dock Road. Clear line of sight to the west would be about 230
feet, which is not adequate for existing traffic speed, is unsafe and unacceptable to the
applicant.  While  reconstruction of a portion of the existing roadway would be required
to lower the road grade to achieve adequate visibility at this location, correction of the
sharp turn in the road is not possible due to its proximity of the stream. For the last
reason alone, the applicant cannot propose access to the project site at this point on
Furnace Dock Road. 

A comprehensive discussion of sight distance considerations is provided in FEIS
Response 6-4. The table below shows the AASHTO recommended sight distances for
various speeds. A sight distance of 230 feet does not meet the minimum stopping sight
distance of 360 feet for the prevailing speed of 42 miles per hour. 

A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, 5th ed., 2004.  
New York State Department of Transportation Policy and Standards for the
Design of Entrances to State Highways, November 24, 2003

*Values listed are for left turns at grades of 3 percent or less.
610 Feet495 Feet55
555 Feet425 Feet50
500 Feet360 Feet45
445 Feet305 Feet40
390 Feet250 Feet35
335 Feet200 Feet30
280 Feet155 Feet25

Intersection 
Sight Distance*

Stopping 
Sight Distance

Speed 
(in miles/hour)

Table 8-1
AASHTO Recommended Sight Distances

Comment 8-3 (Letter #3, Catherine Marsh, November 5, 2003): The developer proposes a
single entry/exit road from the property. The proposed road is 2000 feet, far exceeding the 500'
maximum established by the Town. In addition to the safety concerns raised by entering or
leaving Furnace Dock Road, the Planning Board must evaluate the potential risk to the safety of
the residents and emergency personnel. A storm the size of Hugo, which did not even warrant
hurricane status, flooded Furnace Brook in several areas. The residents of the development
would be stranded without access to emergency services by such a storm or even a single
downed tree.

Response 8-3: The proposed site access has been designed in accordance with
current engineering standards and Town of Cortlandt road specifications applicable to
the project and the site conditions, with the single exception of road length. The design
of the proposed bridge crossing accounts for potential flood conditions of Furnace
Brook. As described in DEIS Appendix J, the bridge culverts are designed to safely
convey storm flows in excess of those developed by Hurricane Floyd, the largest local
storm on record. Storm flows from the 100 year storm would pass beneath the bridge a
mid-culvert depth. Since the proposed bridge is located above the 100 year flood
elevation and is designed to safely convey flows in excess of the 100 year storm to
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avoid potential flooding concerns, no significant adverse flood plain impacts are
anticipated from the project.

Since the property has no other road frontage for a second means of access, the
applicant has proposed a right-of-way which could provide future secondary emergency
access via an existing driveway to Route 9A. (Refer to Response 2-11.) Given the
location of this possible future secondary access at road station 13+50, the subdivision
roads would then exceed the 500’ standard by 356’ for proposed Road A and 273’ for
proposed Road B. As is provided for in §265-17(F) of the Cortlandt Town Code, an
exceptional case may necessitate a dead end street exceeding 500 feet in length.
Given the irregular configuration of the property and the existing topographic features of
this site (wetlands, slopes, and the stream corridor that crosses its entire frontage), and
the fact that all land surrounding this property has been developed, the applicant
believes that the Planning Board will consider this an exceptional situation.

Comment 8-4 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, October 7, 2003): I have difficulties with
the entrance of this site. I drive that Furnace Brook frequently, probably two or three times a
day on my six trips in and out of my house, and I think that is one of the most beautiful spots in
our town; that stream flowing through the rugged valley with the big, tall trees. I would really
hate to see an imposing subdivision entrance wreck that for all of us in this town. I think it is a
very special view shed in our town that should be preserved. I do think there are other areas to
make an entrance to this subdivision. John and I were talking about this after our site visit on
Sunday. We thought that we have already got a bridge that crosses the Furnace Brook on
Furnace Dock. To make a kind of wide connection to that to give you the entrance and exit
safety room that you need is definitely more I think - less impact of that beautiful area, and
makes a lot more sense to me than stuffing that stream into more and more of covered brooks
and pipes. I also think that the crossing point you have selected crosses one of the flood plain
areas of the brook and that floods up quickly in a lot of storms.

Response 8-4:  The design of the proposed bridge crossing accounts for potential flood
conditions of Furnace Brook. See Response 8-3. As described in Response 8-2, the
applicant believes the proposed road location is the best location from which viable
access can be provided to the subject parcel.

Comment 8-5 (DEIS Public Hearing, John Bernard, October 7, 2003): The applicant should
look into the possibility of reusing that existing entrance over the Furnace Dock with an eye to
replacing that existing structure which is too narrow for the stream. It allows no habitat traffic
under the bridge which your new bridge across there does give ample room. You have
addressed that and it is a good looking structure. 

If there is a possibility, install that new structure in two phases at the existing location so that
traffic could be maintained. But the new entrance would be where the existing one is so that we
don't end up with a nice, new, wide structure that works for habitat and then it all funnels into an
old structure that is too narrow already.

Response 8-5: As described in Response 8-2, the applicant believes the proposed road
location is the best location from which viable access can be provided to the subject
parcel. Reconstruction of the Furnace Dock Road bridge would not provide a viable
entrance location for the subject site and would be expected to result in disruption to
local traffic for construction of a new bridge, as well as greater impact to the stream. 
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Comment 8-6 (DEIS Public Hearing, Steven Kessler, October 7, 2003): I don't think the
DEIS discussion of Cluster was an accurate representation of the spirit of what the clustering
alternative should be. I think pretty much the intent was to concentrate the building in one part
of the site. What the cluster did was concentrate it in the same two parts of the site that it
currently is proposed. It seems to me that this extension at the back part of the site, which
seems to be for the purposes of getting the additional buildings, is more disturbance than
perhaps what is reasonable in my mind. 

Response 8-6:  In accordance with §278 of Town Law, a cluster plan was developed
that provided for the preservation of open lands while accommodating the permitted
number of building lots in a plan that would conform to applicable zoning and other laws
regarding lot size and density. This plan accesses the rear portion of the project site to
accommodate the permitted unit count while preserving the significant environmentally
sensitive areas. DEIS Table 4-1 presents a detailed breakdown of various areas of
environmental concern in a table that allows comparison of a conventional plan (the
DEIS proposed plan) and a cluster plan of comparable size. 

The applicant has prepared a reduced density 18-lot plan in response to concerns
raised regarding the DEIS plan. Refer to FEIS Section 1.0, Summary, for a description
of the plan changes made for the current proposal. 

Comment 8-7 (DEIS Public Hearing, Jeanne Romeu, November 5, 2003): The proposed
entrance to the subdivision, it indicates in the DEIS that the applicant proposed to keep the
stream wooded areas preserved and in pristine condition but they will be placing a 50-foot wide
road right where the stream is on a curve on Furnace Dock Road, and also in one of the maps I
have here, there exists right now an unpaved road and I guess it exists from where it used to be
a grist mill and before that, the furnace area. It's a road that's a dirt road and it comes from
Furnace Dock Road and it continues into this parcel. It runs sort of parallel to the stream. It is
accessible from Furnace Dock Road and there's a paved sort of cutout to get to this wooded
dirt road and I was wondering, since that's less invasive and it doesn't blaze right into the
stream and the wetlands, why could that not considered as an entrance to the property?

Response 8-7:  The wooded stream area would of necessity be crossed by an entrance
roadway to access the developable portions of the property, however the visual impact
of this entranceway is proposed to be made compatible with the rural character of the
area and similar entranceways in the community.  Appropriate landscaping and stone
wall abutments made of native stone would be offset from the road sufficient to provide
clear line-of-sight for drivers exiting from or approaching the entrance.  DEIS Figures 2-8
and 2-9 illustrate the appearance of the proposed entrance feature to the subdivision,
including stone walls and landscaping that will reflect the existing rural character of the
site area.

The existing access to the site is an unimproved driveway from a point south of the
Furnace Dock Road bridge over Furnace Brook.  This driveway is presently blocked at
the road by a guide rail. This driveway is accessible from a paved driveway curb cut at
the southwest corner of the property. Neither of these points are proposed to be used
for access to the Furnace Dock development due to the inadequate sight distance
afforded from this location and such a plan would place significantly more impervious
pavement surfaces in close proximity to the stream than the proposed plan.  Refer to
Response 8-2. 
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Comment 8-8 (DEIS Public Hearing, Robert Foley, November 5, 2003): I still see a long
roadway going in, length beyond what I believe the code would allow. I would like to see, as
others have brought up on the board, Susan and John, at the first site visit a while back, that
there was a way to have the entrance road and bridge crossing over Furnace Brook. I would
like to see that using the existing bridge on 9A or in the entranceway next to it in some form or
another.

Response 8-8: The existing access to the site, an unimproved driveway from a point
south of the Furnace Dock Road bridge over Furnace Brook, is not proposed to be used
for access to the Furnace Dock development due to the inadequate sight distance
afforded from this location.  Refer to Response 8-2.

Comment 8-9 (DEIS Public Hearing, Susan Todd, November 5, 2003): You propose that the
initial construction will use the dirt road that everybody has been talking about, the one existing
dirt road and again, my question is why not use it permanently?

Response 8-9:  The existing access drive will provide the only means of vehicle access
to land on the north side of Furnace Brook that is necessary to construct the site access
road and bridge. Due to inadequate sight distances from this location, a flagman will
likely be needed during the construction period. For this reason, however, this location is
not proposed for the permanent subdivision road. Refer to Responses 8-7 and 8-2.

Comment 8-10 (DEIS Public Hearing, John Bernard, November 5, 2003): And the road
crossing, I would very much like to see the existing road crossing redone. I understand from the
applicant's engineer that they had originally looked at that original road crossing and at that
time didn't prove to be a doable entry to the project, but I would request that they look at that
again or at least we be allowed to see the original study of that crossing. The crossing that
exists there now has an undersized culvert. I think that probably floods frequently there, and if
there is going to be a new crossing. I would like to see a new crossing replace that existing
crossing. And that certainly can be done. It's going to be wide enough for two lanes, the new
crossing is, so it would be very good for the Furnace Dock itself if we are going to do another
crossing to replace that undersized one. 

Response 8-10:  Refer to Response 8-2.

Comment 8-11 (DEIS Public Hearing, Steven Kessler, November 5, 2003): I would like to
see, as you have in table 3.1-4, the disturbance on each lot itemized lot by lot of slopes over 15
percent for the alternatives that you proposed here. I believe there are two alternatives: a
conventional subdivision plan with no disturbances to wetlands and buffers, and also a cluster
alternative. So I would like to see that table replicated, because I want to deal with this issue as
to what is an appropriate level of disturbance of slopes over 15 percent on a lot-by-lot basis and
decide in my mind what I think is an appropriate level that I believe I would allow and permit
under the ordinance of this town that grants us that approval authority.

Response 8-11: Tables listing steep slopes disturbance lot by lot for the cluster
subdivision alternative and the Planning Board alternative plans are included at the end
of this section.

Comment 8-12 (Letter #9, Ed Vergano and Ken Verschoor, November 20, 2003): It is
recommended that an alternative site access road from Furnace Dock Road immediately west
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of the existing Furnace Dock Road Bridge be evaluated in the FEIS. This evaluation should
include a schematic plan of the proposed road and sight distance on Furnace Dock Road. This
alternative road will eliminate the need to cross Furnace Brook.

Response 8-12:  Refer to Response 8-2.

Comment 8-13 (Letter #9, Ed Vergano and Ken Verschoor, November 20, 2003): The
minimal wetland crossing alternative is favored since it reduces the length of the proposed road
and results in less site disturbance and less impact on woods, wildlife habitat, steep slopes and
wetlands and preserves more open space. This alternative plan should also include the
alternate access road suggested in [Comment 8-12] above if possible, additional preservation
of the historic resources and potential clustering of the proposed housing units.

Response 8-13: The alternative subdivision plan that minimizes the wetland crossing
and provides safe access to the project site is presented in the DEIS Figure 4-2. As the
commentors’ note, this plan results in lesser impacts to the site than the proposed plan.
As described in Response 8-2, location of the access from a point west of the Furnace
Brook bridge is not shown due to the inadequate sight distance afforded from this
location.  It is noted that the current proposed subdivision plan expands the area of open
space provided around the old house and mill site. Neither a plan that clusters the
houses on small lots (as in the DEIS Cluster Alternative) nor a plan that significantly
reduces the number of lots (as in the DEIS Planning Board Alternative) meet the
objectives of the project sponsor, nor is economically viable for the sponsor, considering
the cost associated with construction of a bridge crossing that provides the safest
access from Furnace Dock Road.  

The applicant has prepared a reduced density 18-lot plan in response to concerns
raised regarding the DEIS plan. Refer to FEIS Section 1.0, Summary, for a description
of the plan changes made for the current proposal.

Alternatives
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Lot
 Number

Area of Disturbance 
(Acres)

Area of Disturbance 
on Slopes Over 15%

(Acres)
1 0.38 0.02
2 0.30 0.05
3 0.27 0.14
4 0.27 0.04
5 0.29 0.01
6 0.29 0.14
7 0.24 0.11
8 0.28 0.04
9 0.34 0.25
10 0.42 0.16
11 0.47 0.20
12 0.31 0.22
13 0.47 0.13
14 0.24 0.17
15 0.29 0.16
16 0.30 0.09
17 0.25 0.05
18 0.26 0.08
19 0.29 0.16
20 0.26 0.18
21 0.28 0.14
22 0.25 0.15
23 0.25 0.11
24 0.26 0.04
25 0.25 0.00
26 0.27 0.02

open space 1.71 0.45
ROW 3.53 1.12
Total 13.04 4.44

Cluster Subdivision Alternative Plan

Table 8-2
Steep Slopes Disturbance by Lot
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Lot
 Number

Area of 
Disturbance 

(Acres)

Area of Disturbance 
on Slopes Over 15%

(Acres)
1 0.36 0.02
2 0.45 0.05
3 0.43 0.17
4 0.48 0.02
5 0.38 0.17
6 0.31 0.17
7 0.51 0.14
8 0.54 0.05

open space 0.51 0.04
ROW 1.07 0.17
Total 5.05 1.00

Planning Board Alternative Plan
Steep Slopes Disturbance by Lot

Table 8-3
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9.0 ALTERNATIVE LOOP ROAD PLAN

An alternative to the proposed plan has been developed by the applicant that incorporates a
loop road configuration in response to comments regarding the length of the public access
roads ending in two turnarounds in the DEIS plan.  An initial 18-lot loop road plan was reviewed
by Mr. Stephen Coleman, the Town’s wetland consultant and was amended in response to
comments received from Mr. Coleman with regard to natural connections between wetlands.
While this Alternative Loop Road Plan, consisting of 17 lots, is not preferred by the applicant, it
is presented here in response to several DEIS comments and is evaluated herein to allow
comparisons with the current proposed plan.  The loop road plan is shown in Figure 9-1.

In this 17-lot alternative, the two cul-de-sacs have been replaced by a “loop” end road. Such a
configuration would address the concern raised regarding the length of the “dead end”
roadways in the DEIS plan as well as the concern about accessibility for Town Public Works
vehicles and school busses.  The road is 1,450 feet in length to the point where it splits in two
directions around the loop. Like the proposed plan, the subdivision road would be built to the
Town’s standard width with mountable curbs throughout and stabilized shoulder sections at
Stations 3+50 and 11+00 to allow extra room for emergency vehicles to pass.

This road configuration would utilize areas that are less constrained by slopes, while preserving
a prominent rock outcropping in the center of the loop.  The lot layout would facilitate locating
seven houses immediately off of the loop and two additional lots that utilize building pads in
areas of lesser slopes. The layout incorporates a range of lots of somewhat smaller sizes than
the proposed plan (0.93 to 1.73 acres) while generally providing lots in conventional shapes .  

Within the development constraints of the wetlands and slopes on the site, the applicant
believes that this plan provides similar protections to the site’s environmental resources as the
current proposed plan. Elements of the loop road plan reflect specific recommendations of Mr.
Coleman with regard to preserving wildlife corridors and limiting fragmentation of regional
habitat. These elements are listed below. This plan would include wetland mitigation as in the
proposed plan. The loop road plan, by its nature however, would create a habitat island that is
separated from the natural corridors by the roadway. 

Provides physical land connections of natural, open space between the brook and
interior wetlands, including corridors within conservation easements along both the
eastern and western property lines, by reconfiguring various lots. 

Includes permanently protected natural corridors on or behind individual lots with
permanent demarcation of the open space boundaries by stone cairn monuments
every 50 feet (rather than stone walls) to allow easy wildlife movement. Each
monument will be approximately 3 feet high and labeled with a permanent marking
indicating the conservation easement.    

Eliminates one lot between Lots 6 and 10 and reconfigures these lots to place the
houses closer to the road, thus allowing an uninterrupted corridor and connection
between open space / wetland areas in the center and far interior of the site and
reducing upland habitat disturbance.

Expanded conservation easement areas on Lots 4, 5 and 6 with the easement line
located a minimum dimension of 50 feet from the edge of existing and created
wetlands.

Alternative Plan
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS
9-1
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Provides two compact areas of development while preserving open space on the
remaining portions of the site for wildlife.

Provides low impact development practices, including rain gardens and infiltration trenches, to
reduce dependence on constructed stormwater basins.

The total acreage of site disturbance required to develop the loop road plan would be
approximately 10.7 acres, or 25% of the total property area.  Over 31 acres of the 42.4 acres of
existing woodlands and wetlands on the property would remain undeveloped.  Of this area,
approximately 20.56 acres (six parcels) would be set aside in perpetuity as open space parcels,
potentially available to Town residents.  As in the proposed plan, one of these protected open
spaces would be the area of the historic remains of the grist mill, which would be preserved and
appropriately developed as an interpretive woodland trail.

Like the proposed subdivision plan, the alternative loop road plan has been designed so that
large areas within the buffer zones of the site’s wetland and stream features and large areas of
steep slopes would remain undisturbed.  The loop road plan would disturb approximately 0.22
acres of wetlands (in two road crossing areas) and approximately 1.46 acres of wetlands buffer
for road construction, where temporary grading disturbance along the road shoulders would be
restored to vegetative cover.  The wetlands mitigation proposal, which would result in the
creation of approximately twice the acreage of wetlands as would be disturbed, is also a
component of the loop road plan. Like the proposed plan, this plan would require a wetland
permit to be granted by the Planning Board for disturbances within wetlands and wetland
buffers.

Areas of grading activity for the alternative loop road plan are shown in Figure 9-2. In
comparison to the DEIS 24-lot plan with approximately 15 acres, or 35 percent of the site, to be
graded, the 17-lot alternative loop road plan reduces this total to under 11 acres.  Table 3-1,
Steep Slopes Disturbance, presents a comparison of the areas of slope disturbance for each
slope class for the DEIS 24-lot plan, the proposed FEIS 18-lot plan and the Alternate Loop
Road plan. Overall, the loop road plan would result in the disturbance of approximately 3.1
acres of slopes greater than 15 percent, representing a disturbance to approximately 16
percent of the steep slopes found on the project site.  

Given the topography of the site, the disturbance of some steep slope areas remains
unavoidable to develop the alternative plan.  However, the alternative development plan is
designed in compliance with the Standards for Approval, Section 259-6 of the Cortlandt Code
on steep slopes.  

The following table describes changes in surface cover in the 17-lot loop road plan:

Alternative Plan
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS
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Source: Ralph Mastromonaco, PE, PC; Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
Notes: 
* New wetland created in existing upland woods area.  
Post-dev’t. lawn areas include stormwater basins and utility easements to be maintained as meadow.

42.4310.7210.7242.43Totals
7.797.790.000.00Lawns & Landscaping 
2.962.930.000.03Impervious Pav't. & Bldgs.
4.27+0.45*0.224.04Wetlands and Water
27.41-0.45*10.5038.36Woods (upland)

Post-Dev't.CreatedDisturbedExistingCover Type

Table 9-1
Changes in Surface Cover (Acres)

17-Lot Alternative Plan

A table listing steep slopes disturbance on a lot-by-lot basis for the 17-lot loop road plan is
provided below. A comparative listing of open space / conservation easements, lawn areas, etc.
for the various plans is set forth in FEIS Section 2.0 that presents the environmental impacts
and benefits of each plan. There is no meaningful use for a list of these areas on a lot by lot
basis as it is the overall impact of a plan that provides the relevant comparisons.

Alternative Plan
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS
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A comparative impact table is provided in FEIS Section 2.0 (Table 2-1) showing various areas
of environmental concern with regard to the DEIS 24-lot plan, the DEIS cluster alternative plan,
the current proposed plan, and the alternative loop road plan. 

Alternative Plan
March 7, 2006

Furnace Dock Subdivision FEIS
9-4

Lot
 Number

Area of 
Disturbance 

(Acres)

Area of Disturbance 
on Slopes Over 15%

(Acres)
1 0.54 0.03
2 0.53 0.21
3 0.37 0.03
4 0.34 0.10
5 0.34 0.08
6 0.30 0.10
7 0.43 0.08
8 0.39 0.09
9 0.32 0.20

10 0.29 0.16
11 0.60 0.15
12 0.52 0.14
13 0.32 0.03
14 0.34 0.18
15 0.41 0.23
16 0.41 0.10
17 0.42 0.03

open space 0.90 0.28
ROW 2.95 0.87
Total 10.72 3.09

Table 9-2
Steep Slopes Disturbance by Lot

17-Lot Alternative Plan
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Appendix G

WETLAND MITIGATION
SPECIFICATION
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Wetland Mitigation Specification
Furnace Dock Subdivision

Furnace Dock Road, Town of Cortlandt, NY

Notes

1. Prior to commencement of site work, silt fence is to be placed at limit of disturbance.

2. Regrade area and spread topsoil prior to seeding and planting. Final grading is to be
generally completed as shown on the mitigation plan. Some field adjustment to achieve
desired microtopography is acceptable.

3. Trees greater than 8” in diameter will be preserved wherever possible; some adjustment to
grading plan is acceptable for tree preservation. These trees will be flagged in the field prior
to the commencement of any clearing or excavation. Leave smaller existing trees in
assumed area of disturbance to the extent practicable.

4. Hay and seed area of wetland expansion with Ernst Conservation Seeds FACW Wetland
Meadow Mix or equivalent. Companion seed with annual ryegrass as per grower’s
recommendations.

5. Trees and shrubs will be planted within the proposed wetland creation area as specified on
the plan and the table below.

Grading Details

The mitigation sites for impacts to regulated wetlands at Furnace Dock Subdivision are upland
areas adjacent to existing wetlands (referred to herein as Wetland B and located within
Conservation Easement “A” identified on the engineer’s drawings). It is proposed to excavate
the areas identified on the Wetland Mitigation plans to expand the existing wetland. This area
will be accessed for purposes of the wetland mitigation construction from the proposed
subdivision road. A total of 0.45 acres will be so treated, resulting in a 2:1 ratio of wetlands
creation to wetlands impacted.

Soil erosion and sediment control fencing will be installed at the outer and down slope limits of
the proposed wetland expansion.  The location of the proposed mitigation will be cleared as
necessary, but with an eye toward preserving any trees or shrubs adjacent to the work area;
some may be removed and stockpiled for re-planting after completion of grading. 

Where available, the upper one foot of topsoil will be stripped from the site and set aside from
other site grading materials.  The temporary storage area will be an upland location either
removed from wetlands by 100 feet or separated from same by a soil erosion and sediment
control fence. 

All excavations will be to finished grade elevations as indicated in the mitigation drawings.  Per
the above, topsoil will be stripped from the site and stockpiled for use in finishing grading.  The
stockpiled topsoil will be returned to the site to create a planting surface for the wetland
mitigation plantings as described above.  Finished soils at the invert of the mitigation sites will
be of landscape quality.

The finished surfaces of the planting area will be smooth within specified tolerances in uniform
levels or slopes between points where elevations are indicated or between such points and
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existing grades.  The accepted grading tolerance will be a smooth and even surface, free of
voids, and within 0.25 feet of the specified elevation. Leaving the surface rough, crating
mounds and kettles for a variable microtopography can be beneficial. During the course of
earthwork, inspections will be schedule at a frequency to be determined by the
engineer/environmental consultant but no less than weekly. Some changes to the grades may
be appropriate to establish flow paths and preserve trees. These determinations will be made
by the wetland specialist supervising the grading.

Planting Details

Plant choices for the wetland expansion were made according to existing site conditions and
locally common species. 

All planting will proceed by hand.  Materials will be brought to the site in good condition (see
below) and then placed in central drop locations.  The materials will then be hand-carried to
their planting locations and in turn, planted by hand.  Only rounded, shallow planting shovels
will be used in this effort. 

Criteria for selecting plant material will include (1) the plant's ability to withstand the expected
light and saturation conditions; (2) its demonstrated survival on this site and other nearby sites;
(3) the plant must be native and non-invasive; and (4) whether the plant material is available at
nurseries in the same region as the site.  See Table 1 for complete plant species list.  Seed mix
was chosen based on the species' ability to survive in moist areas adjacent to the road with
some sun.

Planting will be done in spring or early summer (between April 1 and July 1).  Shrubs may also
be planted in the late summer to early fall (September 1 to October 30).  In all cases, a hole will
be dug twice as deep as the root ball.  The only shovels allowed are rounded, shallow spades.
The hole will then be backfilled with a thin layer of rich, organic topsoil, the plant placed inside,
the hole backfield to the top and then gently tamped down.  

Wetland Mitigation Plan
Furnace Dock Subdivision, Cortlandt NY

Plant List - Furnace Dock Wetland Mitigation

Key Qty Common Name Scientific Name
Lot 5/6 CSe 40 Redosier Dogwood Cornus sericea

CA 23 Summersweet Clethra alnifolia
VT 19 Highbush Cranberry Viburnum trilobum
VC 21 Highbush Blueberry Vaccinium corymbosum
SF 175 Skunk Cabbage Symplocarpus foetidus
CSt 175 Tussock Sedge Carex stricta
ST 175 Softstem Bulrush Scirpus tabernaemontanii

Open Space B CSe 23 Redosier Dogwood Cornus sericea
VT 29 Highbush Cranberry Viburnum trilobum
VC 23 Highbush Blueberry Vaccinium corymbosum
OS 175 Sensitive fern Onoclea sensibilis
OC 175 Cinnamon Fern Osmunda cinnamomea
CA 19 Summersweet Clethra alnifolia
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Container-grown plant material delivered to the job site will be inspected to assure moist
soil/root masses.  Any dry and light weight plants will not be accepted. If not planted
immediately the container will be stored out of the sun and wind and kept moist (i.e., a means
of watering will be provided and watering will occur daily).  When removed from the containers,
the plants will be the size of the specified container.  If in leaf, the plants will appear healthy with
no spots, leaf damage, discoloration, insects or fungus.  If not in leaf, the buds will be firm and
free of damage, discoloration, insects or fungus.  Containers will be a minimum of quart size for
shrubs and gallon size for trees.

Plants not having an abundance of well developed terminal buds on the leaders and branches
will be rejected.  The stems and branches of all plants will be turgid and the cambium healthy or
the plants rejected.

Seeding within wetland areas should not be completed when there is more than two inches of
standing water, or in areas that are likely to be flooded. Seeds should be broadcast by hand or
knapsack seeder using the proper seeding rate (15 pounds per acre), and carefully
proportioning seed for the entire area. Cover with a light layer of straw mulch following seeding.

Monitoring and Maintenance

At least one pre-construction meeting will occur between the chosen grading and/or planting
contractor/subcontractor and the site environmental monitor prior to beginning construction on
site.  The construction monitor will have experience in wetland construction and a Bachelor of
Science degree in Natural and/or Physical Resources.

Monitoring and maintenance efforts for the mitigation plantings will take place over a three year
period following construction. This will include bi-weekly visits for the first growing season, and
then twice a year for the next two years, with additional inspections as required depending on
conditions.  The applicant's environmental monitor will conduct a survey of the site and site
conditions will be noted and adjusted as necessary. An annual report will be provided to the
Town of Cortlandt at the end of the growing season for each of the three years.

Wetland Mitigation Plan
Furnace Dock Subdivision, Cortlandt NY
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18 LOT LAYOUT 
DATED SEPTEMBER 28, 2005
ZONE: R-40 REQUIRED PROPOSED

R-40 (CLUSTER)
LOT NUMBER 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
MINIMUM LOT AREA 40,000 SF 49,687 41,207 40,985 42,162 78,891 58,378 90,987 45,140 45,710 40,656 51,630 110,285 41,776 40,676 53,347 96,741 44,895 43,782
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 150' 155 172 174 162 213 195 325 167 176 214 191 208 174 163 381 346 219 292
LOT DEPTH (No Requirement-Used to Calculate Width) N/A 320 240 236 260 370 300 280 270 260 190 270 530 240 250 140 280 205 150

MINIMUM YARD DIMENTIONS
FRONT 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50'
SIDE 20% WIDTH, 30' (MAX) 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30'
REAR 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30'

MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE 15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15%

MINIMUM LANDSCAPE COVERAGE 60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60%

MAXIMUM HEIGHT
IN STORIES 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2
IN FEET 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35'

OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU

17 LOT ALTERNATE LOOP ROAD PLAN
DATED JANUARY 9, 2006
ZONE: R-40

REQUIRED PROPOSED
R-40 (CLUSTER)

LOT NUMBER 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
MINIMUM LOT AREA 40,000 SF 49,687 41,207 40,985 42,162 52,576 54,141 50,235 40,902 40,891 41,688 75,527 68,668 40,841 47,820 44,226 44,895 43,782
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 150' 155 172 174 162 160 164 183 172 164 160 152 189 235 159 340 219 292
LOT DEPTH (No Requirement-Used to Calculate Width) N/A 320 240 236 260 328 330 274 238 250 260 496 364 174 300 130 205 150

MINIMUM YARD DIMENTIONS
FRONT 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50' 50'
SIDE 20% WIDTH, 30' (MAX) 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30'
REAR 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30'

MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE 15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15% <15%

MINIMUM LANDSCAPE COVERAGE 60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60% >60%

MAXIMUM HEIGHT
IN STORIES 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2 2 1/2
IN FEET 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35' 35'

OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU 2/DU

ZONING COMPLIANCE CHART
FURNACE DOCK, INC.

Ralph G. Mastromonaco, P.E., P.C.
January 27, 2006

©2006 Tim Miller Associates, Inc.
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