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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) has been prepared in accordance
with the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing
regulations, 6 NYCRR Part 617.  The FGEIS provides responses to public comments received
by the lead agency, the Village of Sloatsburg Board of Trustees, on the Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS).  SEQRA prescribes that the lead agency is
responsible for the adequacy and accuracy of this FEIS.

The FGEIS consists of this document, accompanying maps, referenced technical data and the
accepted DGEIS, which is hereby incorporated by reference into this FGEIS.

1.1 SEQRA Process

The Village of Sloatsburg Board of Trustees prepared a Draft Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (DGEIS) in response to a Positive Declaration adopted by it on January 31, 2000. 

The Village Board of Trustees assumed the role of lead agency on January 31, 2000, and
adopted a Positive Declaration on the same date.  The DGEIS reaffirmed the Village Board's
status as Lead Agency for these actions.  As per the regulations implementing the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the Lead Agency determined that the proposed
actions are Type I actions, which are more likely to require preparation of a draft environmental
impact statement:

"the adoption of a municipality's land use plan..."; and
"the adoption of allowable uses within any zoning district, affecting 25 or more acres of the
district".

As the actions are deemed to be Type I actions, the Village Board issued a Positive Declaration,
and required that a draft generic environmental impact statement (DGEIS) be prepared.
Section 617.10 of the regulations implementing SEQRA allows a Lead Agency to prepare a
"generic" environmental impact statement (GEIS).  GEISs are broader and more general that
site or project specific EISs.  They allow a Lead Agency to evaluate the environmental impacts
associated with "an entire program or plan having wide application or restricting the range of
future alternative policies and projects, including new or significant changes to existing land use
plans, development plans, zoning regulations..."   

The DGEIS identified existing conditions, anticipated potential significant impacts from imple-
mentation of the action and proposed mitigation measures where necessary to reduce or elimi-
nate impacts.   

In accordance with SEQRA, this FGEIS provides written responses to substantive and relevant
public and agency comments on the DGEIS received by the lead agency during the public
review period, including oral testimony made at the public hearing.  The public hearing transcript
is included in Appendix A of this document; copies of comment letters are included in Appendix
B.  

1.2 Summary of the Proposed Action

The Village of Sloatsburg is an incorporated village within the Town of Ramapo, Rockland
County, New York. This 2.5 square mile community is located in the northwestern corner of
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Ramapo. Sloatsburg is bounded by the Palisades Interstate Park System to the northeast,
undeveloped areas of the Town of Ramapo to the east and south, and the Town of Tuxedo in
Orange County to the north and west.  Figure 1 of the draft Comprehensive Plan illustrates the
regional location of the Village of Sloatsburg.

The draft Comprehensive Plan was prepared by a Comprehensive Plan Committee (CPC), a
“special board” appointed by the Village Board as intended by Village Law §7-722.4.  The CPC
held over 20 meetings, all of which have been open to the public. Two public workshops were
held, both in the winter 2002, and a public hearing was held in early summer 2002. The draft
Plan document was forwarded to the Village Planning Board who commented on the Plan
document at its February 19, 2002, regular meeting. The CPC, by resolution dated November 6,
2002, agreed to forward the document to the Village Board for their consideration, review, and
adoption. In December 2002, the Village Board also forwarded the draft Plan document to the
Rockland County Department of Planning as required by §239-m of the General Municipal Law.

In 2003 and 2004, the Central Business District Study was prepared as a separate element of
the draft Comprehensive Plan.  In 2005, the Village Board commenced review of proposed
amendments to the Village's Zoning Local Law.  

1.3 Revised Actions

As a result of the public comments received with regard to the proposed comprehensive plan,
central business district study, and the proposed zoning amendments, the following changes
have been made and are evaluated herein.  In most cases, the revisions were made as a result
of public comments made during the SEQRA public hearing.   The changes are as follows:

Allow franchise or "fast food" restaurants in the VC-2 district, subject to design guidelines.
Drive throughs would not be permitted.
The building height requirement will be revised to allow three (3) stories for the residential
uses in the VC-2 district.
A tree survey requirement will be added to the site plan regulations contained in the zoning
law.
The zoning law will be updated to allow the Planning Board, as a condition of site plan
approval or a special use permit, to require that historic or architecturally significant
buildings in the MU-1 and MU-2 be protected and rehabilitated. 

1.4 FGEIS Format

The transcript of the FGEIS public hearing is included as Appendix A.  Substantive comments
were made by the following speakers at the DGEIS public hearing:

Marino Fontana, Resident
Michael Klein, Klein & Klein (including submission)
John Lange, Frederick P. Clarke Associates (including submission)
Lori DeFrancesco, Town of Ramapo resident and Real Estate Broker
Rhoda Naderman, Resident
Mike Spina, Resident
Charles Khourouzian, Hass Realty
Chris Trevisani, Baker Properties
John Kwasnicki, Resident
Larry Weissman, Resident
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Thomas McCarren, Resident
Joseph Izzo, Resident
Dave Veraga, Resident

For those persons who provided a written copy of the oral testimony made at the public hearing,
the written copy is included in Appendix B of this FGEIS.

The following letters and/or submissions on the DGEIS were received (see Appendix B):

November 14, 2006Town of Ramapo,
Building-Planning-Zoning

11

October 20, 2006Rockland Co. Dept. of Planning10

October 20, 2006John Kwasnicki (w/multiple
attachments)

9

October 20, 2006Peter Bush8

October 20, 2006Harrison Bush7

October 20, 2006Marianne Carroll6

October 20, 2006Laurie Smyla5

October 20, 2006Kathy Goldman4

October 19, 2006Charles Khourouzian3

October 17, 2006Brian J. Quinn, Montalbano,
Condon & Frank, P.C.

2

October 17, 2006Gaye Stewart Wakefield1

DateAuthorLetter #

The following submissions and/or attachments accompanied testimony or comment letters
received by the Sloatsburg Village Board of Trustees, and are incorporated herein by reference
- these documents are on file with the Village Clerk of the Village of Sloatsburg:

Sloatsburg Master Plan Commentary, Created for Marcel Amona, Frederick P. Clark
Associates, Inc., undated.
Suggested Revisions to Section 54-20 of Proposed Zoning Law of the Village of
Sloatsburg, submitted by Klein & Klein, P.C. on behalf of Mombasha Development
Corporation.
Multiple Documents in support of public testimony, submitted by John Kwasnicki:

FOIL Request dated September 22, 2006
Letter re: Sloatsburg Municipal Building Conference Room, Closed Door Meeting,
August 16, 2006
EMAIL from Bonnie Franson dated June 20, 2002
Code of the Town of Montgomery, New York
Model Conservation Easement
Transcript by John Kwasnicki re: Sloatsburg Village Board Public Hearing, October
10, 2006
CLG Program in NYS Model Historic Preservation - James A. Coon Local
Government Technical Series, December 1999.
Legal Aspects of Municipal Historic Preservation - James A. Coon Local Government
Technical Series
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Zoning and the Comprehensive Plan -- James A. Coon Local Government Technical
Series, December 1999.
Code of the Village of Airmont, New York
Floodplain Modeling Manual, HEC-RAS Procedures for HEC-2 Modelers, FEMA,
April 2002
Central Business District Parking Study, City of Rye, New York Final Report, July
2001.
Managing Floodplain Development in Approximate Zone A Areas, April 1995.
Highlands Task Force Action Plan, Recommendation to Preserve New Jersey's
Highlands, March 2004.
Madison-Miller Planning area, East Madison Business District Land Use & Zoning
Analysis
Environmental Planning for Small Communities, A Guide for Local Decisionmakers,
September 1994
Federal Register, Part II, Environmental Protection Agency, March 29, 2006
Ordinance No, 0012704 of Klickitat County, Washington
APA Safe Growth America Checklist
A Report by a Panel of the National Academy of Public Administration for the US
EPA, December 2001
Evaluation of State and Regional Water Quality Monitoring Councils, August 2003,
EPA Office of Policy, Economics, and Innovation and EPA Office of Water
Wetlands and Watercourses Ordinance, Croton-on-Hudson, NY DPW
EPA Introduction to Water Quality Standards
Using Local Watershed Plans to Protect Wetlands, June 2006
Measuring the Health Effects of Sprawl, September 2003
Local Open Space Planning Guide
Zoning Practice, APA, June 2006
General Code, Village of Sands Point, NY
General Code, Village of Montebello, NY
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

General 
Comment 2-1 (Letter No. 11):  The Town of Ramapo has no comments at this time, other than
those set forth in the Rockland County Planning Department's letter dated October 20, 2006.

Response 2-1:  Comment noted.

Village Center
Comment 2-2 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  The conceptual
plan for the Village Center 2 district...it's really excellent.  The parcel is well-suited for the
development of traditional mixed use, neighborhood style, with connected buildings on both
sides of a tree-lines and landscaped streetscape.  Mixed retail, residential and office uses in this
particular area of the Village is wise planning, which will have no disruption on the existing
traditionals within the neighborhoods...however, there are some details in the plan as it affects
the VC-2 zone, which I believe are inconsistent and should be addressed before there's a final
adoption.

Response 2-2:  Comment noted. 

Comment 2-3 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  As it is currently
drafted, the Comprehensive Plan in the zoning law contemplates a significant office use, in
addition to retail, as much as 30,000 square feet.  Much of the office space would be above
ground floor retail....The market reality, however, is that there is little need now, and there does
not appear to be a need anticipated in the future, for much office space...the fear is that those
second floor areas which have been constructed above the retail will remain vacant.

Response 2-3:  The draft Comprehensive Plan and the zoning law do not require the
construction of office space - the market will dictate whether or not office uses are feasible. The
draft zoning law does not require the construction of second floor areas - it is anticipated that
second  floor  space  would  only  be  constructed  if  there  is  demand  for  office  space. The
draft zoning law recommends that no more than 10,000 square feet of office use be permitted
on the ground floor, to ensure that retail uses are given priority on the ground level in order to
encourage  shopper  and  pedestrian  activity.    The  draft  Sloatsburg  Comprehensive  Plan 
considers long-term land use policies of the Village, and the region.   With construction of
Baker Companies single family development (up to 90 single-family detached dwellings),
development of other large vacant tracts in the Village, development of Lorterdan active adult
housing (up to 292 dwelling units), and development of Tuxedo Reserve (up to 1,195 dwelling
units), it is anticipated that there would be some demand for the development of office space.
The Village Board has determined nonresidential uses are most appropriate for this site, to be
designed to enhance the Village's existing downtown character.

Comment 2-4 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  There is a need for
a moderate housing inclusion in the VC-2 zone. The zoning should permit either office space or
residential space of up to 30 units to be located above the first floor retail space in these mixed
use buildings.

Response 2-4:  A previous draft of the Comprehensive Plan recommended that
residential uses be allowed in the upper story of buildings constructed in the Village Center
district. The Village Board, at a previous public workshop, determined that residential uses

Project Description
May 31, 2007

Village of Sloatsburg Plan and Zoning FGEIS
2-1



should not be encouraged at this time, with the exception of limited active adult senior housing
that would be located in close proximity to Mill Street. The Village does propose to allow
multifamily and single-family attached housing elsewhere in the Village, within the MU-1 and
MU-2 zoning districts.  This would allow construction of a more diverse range of housing types
for a variety of household types.  Lastly, the proposed Plan and zoning law allow a 10 percent
increase in the total number of dwelling units if said units are set aside for moderate income
senior households (see Section 54-41 of the draft zoning law).  Thus, the Village has
incorporated regulations  in the zoning law to meet the objective of providing housing for
moderate income households in the community.

Comment 2-5 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  The draft zoning
law is too restrictive in permitting only stand-alone residential buildings.

Response 2-5:  See response to Comment 2-4.

Comment 2-6 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  The site is
appropriate for a bit more housing than I believe the plan now calls for.  The site is almost 12
acres, and can readily accommodate 30 housing units dedicated to the residential buildings,
--more than the 30 units, which is now proposed.  We suggest a maximum of 70 units, with the
exact number to be decided by the Planning Board whenever there is a site plan approval.

Response 2-6:  As mentioned previously (see response to Comment 2-4), the Village
has determined that the VC-2 district should be developed with commercial uses only, with the
exception of limited active adult housing in the vicinity of Mill Street.  Limiting the number of resid-
ences alleviates present concerns with introducing uses in the 100-year floodplain, a health
and safety issue;  the active adult housing would be situated within the 500-year floodplain as
shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Map of the Village of Sloatsburg, updated to 1999.  The
Village Board and the public have expressed concern with introducing residential development
in the floodplain because of the potential difficulties of accessing the development for either
emergency or non-emergency purposes during a significant storm event.  As described in the
draft zoning law, an applicant must submit drainage calculations to demonstrate that any
development on the project site can adequately handle stormwater flows given the site's
location within the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. The applicant shall be required to install
stormwater management facilities to assure that flood flows are mitigated. 

Comment 2-7 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  This zone is
currently designed as a restrictive housing unit for only persons 55 and older.  While we should
certainly address the needs of the over 55 community, there are other needs that this particular
one would particularly attract -- young couples and commuters. 

Response 2-7:  Comment noted.  At this time, the Village proposes that multifamily
housing and single-family attached housing be constructed elsewhere along the Route 17
corridor. These Route 17 locations would provide housing for young couples and commuters.

Comment 2-8 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  One requirement in
the current zoning law is that the units that are to be constructed be owner-occupied.  While
zoning laws may address the uses of property, generally, they may not restrict the users of
property.

Response 2-8:  Comment noted.  
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Comment 2-9 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  It's a great idea to
prohibit stand alone fast food restaurants; the outright prohibition of fast food restaurants is too
broad.

Response 2-9:  The draft zoning law allows fast food restaurants (with no drive
throughs) in the VC-1 district.  The Village Board acknowledges that fast food restaurants would
be acceptable in the VC-2 district, with no-drive throughs, and provided the buildings have an
"historic" appearance and not the typical franchise appearance.  The zoning law will be updated
to reflect this recommended revision.

Comment 2-10 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  The zone limits
the height of buildings to 35 feet and the number of stories to 2.5.  For the purpose...of adding
flexibility and design and enabling steep articulated roof designs and higher ceilings, the
maximum height should be increased to 40 feet.

Response 2-10:  The Village Board is of the opinion that the height restriction of 35 feet
is adequate - this is a 5-foot increase over the existing maximum height for this district.The
zoning law defines building height as the "vertical distance measured from the average
elevation of the finished grade on all sides of the building to the highest point of the roof for flat
roofs, to the deck line of mansard roofs, and to the mean height between eaves and ridge for
gable, hip, and gambrel roofs."  Thus, the absolute height is greater than 35 feet, which allows
for different roof designs.

Comment 2-11 (Michael Klein, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  Since the housing
type referred to in the code permits a ground floor dwelling and a two-story duplex above, the
permitted number of stories should logically be 3 stories, not 2.5.

Response 2-11:  The building height requirement will be revised to allow three (3)
stories for the residential portion of the VC-2 district.

Comment 2-12 (John Lange, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  The office use
seems to be the least appropriate use, particularly for second floor uses.  In planning, office
uses are really good for the normal workday - You see a lot of municipalities that try to bring an
office to a downtown area becoming a wasteland, and we certainly don't want that; we want to
have full vitality there throughout the day. So our recommendation is that the office use be
permitted, but not required.

Response 2-12:  There is no requirement that office uses be constructed.  The
maximum amount of nonresidential space that is permitted is 80,000 square feet of gross floor
area.  No single retail use occupant shall be permitted to have a maximum building footprint of
50,000 square feet - there also shall be no fewer than seven (7) tenants.  No more than 10,000
square feet of office space may be constructed at ground level, and no more than 30,000
square feet of office space may be constructed in the VC-2 district.

Comment 2-13 (John Lange, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  Fast foods is a
prohibition you may want to reconsider...if you look at this, it would be very hard to tell whether
this is commercial on the first floor and residential above, and for those in the back, you can
see, it's a very well-architectured building, and this is the drive through.  The drive through is put
where you basically can't see it, in the rear of the building.

Response 2-13: See response to Comment 2-9.
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Comment 2-14 (John Lange, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  The 2002 study by
Good and Clancy suggests that 150 to 200 new housing units within walking distance are
required to sustain a new block of main street retail.  If you want to have a viable center, we
have to have people who are going to be using that center.

Response 2-14:  It is anticipated that sufficient residential development will be occurring
both within the Village and in adjoining communities to sustain the level of nonresidential
development recommended for the VC-2 district.  See response to Comment 2-3.

Comment 2-15 (Lori DeFrancesco, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): The idea of
building an area for additional offices in this section scares me...Area 48, which is Ramapo
through our MLS system for commercial properties, and out of 90 properties, only 8 of them
have been leased in the last 1.5 years, and more than 3 times that number came on and
expired without any leasing.

Response 2-15:  The Village of Sloatsburg is a unique market, in that it is physically
separated from, and does not entirely compete with, other areas of the Town of Ramapo.  With
additional development proposed in the Village and adjoining communities (see response to
Comment 2-3), it is anticipated that market demand will be created for office use.  Regardless,
the VC-2 zoning provisions do not mandate the construction of office use in the VC-2 district.

Comment 2-16 (Lori DeFrancesco, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Our need for
housing, especially reasonable housing - I hate to say it, but in Rockland County reasonable is
around $500,000; its no longer $80,000 - but housing for our community, for our residents, for
our children, for our seniors...is limited...Reconsider in the planning to allow as much housing.  It
does not increase density.

Response 2-16:  See response to Comments 2-4, 2-6, and 2-7.

Comment 2-17 (Rhoda Naderman, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): When you had
mentioned 55 and over, were you considering, instead of office space, this  would be also for 55
and older, or where did you say that they would be able to get living quarters.  Because I am a
senior.

Response 2-17:  The VC-2 district will allow up to 30 dwelling units that would be
restricted to active adult (55 and over) residents.

Comment 2-18 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Number 5, the
Sloatsburg Draft Comprehensive Plan, Page 12, in the updated Comprehensive Plan, Pages
IV-13 have the same wording, stating:  "with future residential development in the Village and
growth in the adjacent Town of Tuxedo, there may be a future demand for commercial service in
the Village center" - same page indicating B-3, residential regional shopping.  A.  Doesn't this
really mean, this proposed Central Business District study plan, for a shopping center to be
located in the 100-year flood plain of the Ramapo Brook and the Ramapo River Watershed
aquifer is to accommodate the townships of Tuxedo and Ramapo developments of Tuxedo
Reserve of 1,195 mixed housing units more than 290 units of active adult housing?

Response 2-18:  Based on the 2000 Public Survey that was conducted, the following
issues were identified:

Local personal service and retail uses have dwindled.
Commercial space in the central business district is vacant.
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The Village's administrative and regulatory system is not business friendly, and
Visitors to the park system have not been captured by the local economy.

It is a goal of the comprehensive plan to "broaden the Village's tax base and employment
opportunities by encouraging the orderly expansion and introduction of nonresidential land uses
in a manner consistent with the Village's small-scale character..."  An objective is to strengthen
the local economy by enhancing the viability of Sloatsburg's central business district.  It is
anticipated that the development of the Lorterdan active adult community and Tuxedo Reserve
will assist in achieving this economic development objective.

Comment 2-19 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): I think one of
the most important things in the Village of Sloatsburg is the Ramapo River.  This is Rockland
County' drinking water.  We should try to protect it as well as we can.  It all sounds nice to build
a shopping center in a FEMA flood plain, but the thing of it is, there's a mysterious C&D landfill
there now of approximately 65,000 square yards, and nobody seems to know where it came
from to even how it came be here. This even is detrimental to the flood plain?

Response 2-19:  The exact origination of the existing fill that the commentator makes
reference to is unknown - it reportedly is fill and construction material from the construction of
the I-287 interchange improvements.   In the late 1990s, a former Village Board supported the
construction of a senior housing complex in the location of the fill - the fill was to be used to
raise the grade of the senior development above the 100-year floodplain - this project was
abandoned.

Comment 2-20 (Joe Izzo, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Mr. Kwasnicki brought
to this Village Board a plan that would move the Village center, okay?  Out, okay?  Out of the
downtown, out of the flood plain area.  May be you need to go back and reconsider that, that it
should, in fact, be moved.

Response 2-20:  It is logical that the Village Center expansion should be located
next to the existing Village Center.  It is acknowledged that the major obstacle to construction
in this location is the 100-year floodplain.  If construction of a Village Center extension cannot
be accommodated on this site due to this environmental constraint, it would be appropriate for
the Village to consider alternative locations in the future.  The objective is to explore the
feasibility of constructing the Village Center in the VC-2 zone first, rather than weakening this
effort by zoning multiple areas of the Village for the same types of uses at this time. 

Comment 2-21 (Dave Veraga, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): I'd like to say I think
the senior housing is very important, and I thought thirty might be a low number.  Possibly, if you
plan that,  I hope there's a plan for an expansion...you may want to consider maybe building
thirty initially, but having a plan for the future to add more..

Response 2-21:  The Village Board can always review a zone amendment in the future,
if it is determined that there is a greater demand for senior housing in the Village.  The 30 units
that can be constructed in the VC-2 district is in addition to senior housing that can be
constructed through incentive zoning.

185 Orange Turnpike - MU-2 Zoning

Comment 2-22 (Charles Khourouzian, Letter of June 7, 2006):.Of concern in the villages
proposed comprehensive plan and its ultimate effect on the H.A.S.S. property. The early draft
indicated that this property would be rezoned and would allow for some type of mixed use.
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Although we share the original concept indicated we would suggest further consideration for
possible expansion of types of retail uses such as coffee shops, deli, bank, professional offices,
etc.  Allowing this type of retail establishments would create and enhance the overall business
corridor.

Response 2-22:  The subject property is presently zoned R-40 which allows primarily
one-family detached dwellings.  The MU-2 zoning would expand uses to include but not be
limited to the following:  one family detached, two family, garden nursery, antique or book retail
shop, farmers stand, arts and crafts studios.  Other uses by special permit approval would
include:  bed and breakfast, country inn, business, medical and professional offices, multifamily
dwellings, minor wholesale business, mixed uses.  The Village Board does not envision further
expansion of uses within the MU-2 district in order to protect the existing residential character 
of the zone. In addition, it is the objective of the Village to allow retail uses in the VC-1 and VC-2
districts; if there is insufficient land area to allow retail uses in these districts, or it is determined
that development of the VC-2 is not feasible given environmental constraints, the Village could
consider rezoning the MU-2 district in the future.

Comment 2-23 (Charles Khourouzian, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): In the
plan, that parcel falls in the proposed MU-2 zoning, which allows -- in your presentation, you
mentioned, it allows for some zoned commercial use.  We're asking the Board to consider some
additional retail uses in the zone, in addition to what's there.  There are some uses which
require a special permit and so forth.  We're asking the Board to consider additional retail uses
in that strip there. 

Response 2-23:  See response to Comment 2-22.

Comment 2-24 (Charles Khourouzian, Letter of October 19, 2006):. I trust you will consider
allowing additional retail opportunities which are not currently mentioned in the current plan the
village has proposed.

Response 2-24: See response to Comment 2-22.

254 Orange Turnpike - MU-1 Zoning

Comment 2-25 (Chris Trevisani, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): As someone
who is building homes in this area, in this community, we think that the density is more
appropriate along the 17 corridor.  So what I would like to suggest to the Board - and this is very
specific recommendation - is that the allowable density that's proposed in the MU-1 and
perhaps the MU-2 zone be reconsidered to one unit for every 8,000 square feet, as opposed to
one unit for every 10,000 square feet.  I think that is a slight modification, and one that's still
within the spirit of the Comp Plan.   

Response 2-25: The area proposed to be rezoned to MU-1 is presently zoned B-2,
which does not permit residential uses. Other existing residential zoning districts along Route 17
in the north end of the Village allow one dwelling per 40,000 square feet or one dwelling per
15,000 square feet.  The MU-1 zone would allow multifamily and one-family attached dwellings  
at a density of one dwelling unit per 10,000 square feet; in addition the applicant is allows a 
10 percent increase in density if the incentive dwellings are set aside for senior citizens. The
Village Board believes that the proposed density for the MU-1 zoning district is adequate.

Comment 2-26 (Gaye Stewart Wakefield, Letter of October 17, 2006):  As one of five present
owners of the eight-acre plus Stewart property on the northwesterly side of Route 17 in
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Sloatsburg, I am writing to request that the MU-1 zoning category (and any other provisions) of
the proposed Zoning Code of the Village be modified to such extent as may be necessary to
permit Baker Company...to erect 32 non-age restricted multi-family dwellings on our land.

Response 2-26:  See response to Comment 2-25.

10 Woodland Road (Ramapo Land Company Property)

Comment 2-27 (Brian Quinn, Letter of October 17, 2006):  The proposed master plan and
rezoning of our client's property would change this tax lot from R-40 to R-80 in the Open Space
Residential District.  This would severely impact the value of this property and severely restrict
the development rights for this lot. 

Response 2-27: This area is proposed to be rezoned to R-80 for a variety of planning
and environmental reasons:

Access to this undeveloped property is through the Pine Grove neighborhood.  Roads are
substandard in width and maintain steep grades in some locations, making emergency 
access difficult. The Pine Grove neighborhood is an older neighborhood that did not
undergo environmental review, and would not meet present day Village standards for roads
and lot development.

Soils in this vicinity consist of Charlton and Chatfield rock outcrop complexes - the
combination of soils are bedrock controlled.  Development of roads and infrastructure would
be difficult without the need for rock blasting.

A Review of the Highlands Regional Information System (HiRIS) mapping indicates that the
property has the "highest" to "moderate" conservation values. The final Conservation Values
Assessment designation is based on a composite of five individual resource assessments: 

• Water Quality resource value 
• Productive Forest resource value 
• Agricultural resource value 
• Biodiversity and Habitat resource value 
• Recreation resource value

The subject site rated especially high for biodiversity and habitat resource values. The property
is part of and located within Torne Valley, which is home to the State-threatened timber
rattlesnake.  On the basis of these various findings, the Village determined that the best use of
the property is open space.  If the property cannot be acquired, it will be developed at a low
residential density of one dwelling unit per 80,000 square feet, with the option of clustering to
preserve as much open space as possible.

Commercial and Residential Uses

Comment 2-28 (Laurie Smyla, Letter of October 20, 2006):  I applaud the improvements
slated for the Commercial area of the village.

Response 2-28:  Comment noted.
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Comment 2-29 (Laurie Smyla, Letter of October 20, 2006):  I am also in favor of a senior
citizens complex planned for the village. 

Response 2-29:  Comment noted.

Process

Comment 2-30 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  Number 1, I
have sent a letter to the Rockland County Attorney's office to question by resolution of the
Sloatsburg Draft Comprehensive Plan of December 2002 and the Updated Comprehensive Plan
of February 2006 and related documents sent to the Rockland County Department of Planning
for their review under the General Municipal Law 239-M.  This entire matter might be in violation
of filing.

Response 2-30:  Comment noted.  There have been no violations associated with the
filing of these documents.

Comment 2-31 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  Number 2, are
there any Sloatsburg Village Board members that own, rent or lease properties within the
Updated Comprehensive Plan "red zone" that is now indicated as VC-1 village center, or the
orange zone, indicated in VC-2?  If so, would this indicate a conflict of interest?

Response 2-31:  As all Village Board members must be residents of the Village, all
Village Board members are affected by the proposed zoning amendments.  This does not
create a conflict of interest.

Comment 2-32 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  When did the
Sloatsburg Planning and Zoning Boards or the Comprehensive Plan Committee review the new
updated Comprehensive Plan for its zoning amendments?  If so, when and where?  Are their
findings rendered to the Village Board? 

Response 2-32:  The Planning Board recently issued comments on January 10, 2007.
Although the Zoning Board of Appeals has received the draft zoning, no comments have been
issued to date.  It is noted that there is no statutory requirement for ZBA review of a
comprehensive plan or zoning law.  The Comprehensive Plan Committee completed their work,
and forward the draft Plan for the Village Board's consideration as per Section 7-722.4 of the
New York State Village Law: "any proposed comprehensive plan or amendment thereto that is
prepared by the village board of trustees or a special board may be referred to the village
planning board for review and recommendation before action by the village board of trustees."
The Comprehensive Plan Committee forwarded the draft Comprehensive Plan to the Village
Board in 2002.  While a procedural question, this is not a SEQRA issue.

Comment 2-33 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  Number 4,
When did the Sloatsburg Village Board, by resolution, have Tim Miller & Associates planners
update the Comprehensive Plan of February 2006? 

Response 2-33:   As per resolution 04-119, the Village resolved to retain Tim Miller
Associates, Inc. to complete and finalize the Comprehensive Plan, prepare a new zoning law,
and assist the Village Board in the SEQRA process.

Comment 2-34 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Number 5, the
Sloatsburg Draft Comprehensive Plan, Page 12, in the updated Comprehensive Plan, Pages
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IV-13 have the same wording, stating:  "with future residential development in the Village and
growth in the adjacent Town of Tuxedo, there may be a future demand for commercial service in
the Village center" - same page indicating B-3, residential regional shopping.

Response 2-34:  Comment noted.  See also response to Comment 2-18.

Annexation

Comment 2-35 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Number 6, With
regards to the Comprehensive Plan on Page V-9 number F. Annexation, is the same as the
Draft Comprehensive Plan on Page 60.  Why, during these last seven years, didn't the
Sloatsburg Village Board petition the Town of Ramapo for annexation of the Lorterdan property
of 30 areas into the Village for open space.

Response 2-35:  This is not a comment directed to the SEQRA review of the
comprehensive plan and zoning amendments and is specifically-related to the Lorterdan
Properties development located in the unincorporated Town of Ramapo.  Regardless, there is
no time limitation within which a community must act to proceed with a proposed annexation.
This implementation measure, documented in the draft Comprehensive Plan, is still relevant
today.  The proposed development of this site for active adult housing was a determination
made by the Town of Ramapo as part of its own comprehensive plan/zoning amendment
process.

Comment 2-36 (Joe Izzo, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): I'm really disappointed
with this Master Plan, okay?  It takes seven years to do a Master Plan?  You know - I mean,
honestly, in New Jersey, I think they update them every five years.  If it wasn't for Mr. Kwasnicki
and myself, the whole downtown revitalization would have been left out of it, okay?  When I take
a look at this, it makes me nauseous.

Response 2-36:  Comment noted.  New York State does not mandate the adoption of
comprehensive plans, nor does it require that same be updated  on a regular time basis.  The
revitalization effort was initiated in 2002-2003 by the then Sloatsburg Village Board of Trustees.

Comment 2-37 (Joe Izzo, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): I know why it took seven
years; it's because you did not want a completed plan, because it was going to ruin or it was
going to affect the overall concept of Tuxedo Reserve...

Response 2-37:  The proposed rezonings and comprehensive plan for the Village of
Sloatsburg have no relationship to, or bearing on, the Tuxedo Reserve project.  Contrary to the
commentator's statement, the draft Comprehensive Plan was completed in 2002 by Robert
Geneslaw Co.  The time period for review and adoption of the Plan was extended to incorporate
a Central Business District Study, prepared by Burgis Associates, which was to become an
element of the draft Comprehensive Plan.  The Village Board of Trustees wanted to ensure that
the CBD Study and Plan did not contradict, or require a revision to, the draft Comprehensive
Plan, by extending this time period.  The CBD Study and Plan was prepared in 2003-2005.  In
August 2004, Tim Miller Associates was retained to prepare comprehensive zoning
amendments, update the draft Comprehensive Plan, as necessary, to incorporate the findings of
the CBD Plan, and prepare a draft generic environmental impact statement.  The zoning
amendment update, comprehensive plan update, and DGEIS were completed and deemed
accepted for public review in 2006.
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Comment 2-38 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Number 7, on
Pages V-8 and V-9, Letter E., SEQRA, is the same as the Draft Comprehensive Plan on Pages
59 and 60.  Both Master Plans are indicating critical environmental areas that could have been
a CEA district located on the Tuxedo Park Associates 40-acre property to safeguard the Park
Avenue stream that discharges in the nearby Ramapo River in the CE district with 500-foot
buffers to protect the entire length of the Ramapo River, but the Village Board did nothing.

Response 2-38:  If the zoning is adopted, the boundaries of the Ramapo River sole
source aquifer would be designated a critical environmental area (CEA).  The Tuxedo Park
Associates property would be within the CEA.  Following designation as per the procedures set
forth in Section 617.14 of the regulations implementing the New York State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the potential impact of any Type I or Unlisted Action on the
environmental characteristics of the CEA on the environmental characteristics of the CEA is a
relevant area of environmental concern and must be evaluated in the determination if
significance (i.e., a Positive Declaration or Negative Declaration) prepared pursuant to Part
617.7 of the regulations.  With regard to this specific property, the designation is moot, since the
Tuxedo Reserve project received a Positive Declaration and was the subject of a draft
environmental impact statement, a draft supplemental environmental impact statement, and a
final environmental impact statement. The Village of Sloatsburg Planning Board and Village
Board were involved agencies in that action.  Contrary to the commentator's statement,
designation of the above mentioned resource as a CEA does not create a 500-foot buffer
adjoining the Ramapo River. 

Comment 2-39 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  And what
bothers me the most is when this Tuxedo Reserve thing was being put together, the findings
statement - the agent here tonight for Tim Miller Associates, she didn't raise one finger in the
seven workshop sessions that put this binding statement together - and it was finalized on
November the 15th, 2004, - to defend her own Draft Master Plan in the Village of Sloatsburg,
and I want that to be on the record.

Response 2-39:  The draft Master Plan is the product of the hard work and findings of a
Comprehensive Plan Committee, and the review and revisions made to it by the Village's
boards - it is not in the "ownership" of a consultant.  At the time the Town of Tuxedo findings
statement was being reviewed, Burgis Associates was retained by the Village to conduct a
development review of the Tuxedo Reserve application applicable to the land in the Village of
Sloatsburg. The Sloatsburg Village Board and Sloatsburg Planning Board, as involved
agencies, can adopt their own findings statement with regard to the Tuxedo Reserve project.  

Nonconforming Lots

Comment 2-40 (Larry Weissman, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  I own, or my
family owns, the trailer next to Sloatsburg Elementary School.  It's on a nonconforming lot.  It
will stay that way forever, unless I can make a change to make that lot a conforming lot, and I
think the Board should take into mind that there are a lot of nonconforming lots in this village.

Response 2-40:  This comment is addressed to the zoning revisions, not the DGEIS.
Comment noted.
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Trailers

Comment 2-40 (Thomas McCarren, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  My
comments really are to address the particular provisions drafting of the new zoning code....most
of them fall into the general categories of the parking of certain vehicles in a residential area.

Response 2-40:  This comment is addressed to the zoning revisions, not the DGEIS.
Comment noted.

Village Character

Comment 2-41 (Rockland Co Dept. of Planning letter, October 20, 2006):   It should also be
acknowledged that the NYS Thruway, a railroad and electric transmission lines run through the
Village presenting unique challenges and physical constraints for future land use planning
efforts.

Response 2-41:   The Department's comment is so noted.

Comment 2-42 (Rockland Co Dept. of Planning letter, October 20, 2006):   In Section 2.72,
the proposed land use plan is outlined.  There is a discussion of cluster development of Page
2-13 that only considers single-family detached dwellings on lots of 10,000 square feet...we
recommend that the Village consider a layout of multiple pods of up to four townhouses....In any
cluster development, a standard layout should be prepared to determine the appropriate lot
count.  Lot area deductions should be calculated to arrive at the net lot area that serves as the
basis for the lot count.

Response 2-42:   The Comprehensive Plan Committee specifically addressed this item,
and desired to maintain the single-family detached neighborhood character of the community
except where single-family attached and multifamily housing is contemplated, i.e,. the MU and
VC districts.  The proposed zoning law requires a standard layout and lot area deductions.

Public Survey

Comment 2-43 (Rockland Co Dept. of Planning letter, October 20, 2006):   Was there an
attempt to verify that the 2000 survey results reflected the opinions of the current Village
population?

Response 2-43:   The 2000 survey was not "verified" - the Village Board has posted the
Comprehensive Plan document on the Village website, held public forums, including the DGEIS
public hearing, as a means of obtaining additional public feedback on the plan.

Involved/Interested Agencies

Comment 2-44 (Rockland Co Dept. of Planning letter, October 20, 2006):   Since this
department does not have permitting authority, it would be more appropriately listed as an
interested agency.  Several of the agencies listed as interested agencies do have permitting
authority over future proposals stemming from the recommendations of both the Plan and
Central Business District Study - this distinction should be noted.  The Rockland County Health
Department and Sewer District No. 1 should also be listed as involved agencies with future
permitting authority?
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Response 2-44:   The Rockland County Health Department and Sewer District No. 1
are interested agencies in the proposed actions which are the subject of this DGEIS, namely the
adoption of the comprehensive plan, the zoning law, and the CBD Study - these agencies may
be involved agencies in future site-specific development applications.  The Planning
Department's role as an interested agency is noted.  We would be concerned to distinguish
agencies such as FEMA, Rockland County Drainage Agency and NYS DOT related to their
involvement with the central business district plan - these agencies would have jurisdiction over
development applications elsewhere in the Village.

Comprehensive Plan and Committee

Comment 2-45 (John Kwasnicki letter, October 20, 2006):   Raises various questions and
comments regarding the Comprehensive Plan Committee.

Response 2-45:  This comment is addressed to the comprehensive plan process, not
the DGEIS.  Comment noted.  The public participation process followed Section 7-722 of the
New York State Village Law.  As per Section 7-722.4, the Village Board of Trustees appointed a
"special board", the Comprehensive Plan Committee, to oversee preparation of the draft
Comprehensive Plan.  The law does not set forth any regulations or procedures for participation,
attendance, public surveys, etc.  The Committee, headed by a Chairman, determined how to
conduct meetings and obtain data, public input, and other such matters.

Comment 2-46 (John Kwasnicki letter, October 20, 2006):   Raises various questions and
comments regarding the use of the previous village comprehensive plans, including the Master
Plan of 1981 and the 1958-1960 Master Plan.

Response 2-46:  This comment is addressed to the comprehensive plan process, not
the DGEIS.  Comment noted.  The Sloatsburg Village Board of Trustees determined that it was
appropriate to prepare a comprehensive plan.  The comprehensive plan does not represent an
"update" of any comprehensive plans prepared prior to this plan - it stands on its own although
recommendations included in previous plans served as background information, to the extent
that said information was still relevant, given the age of those documents.  The CPC considered
any documentation provided to it by members of the public. 

Comment 2-47 (John Kwasnicki letter, October 20, 2006):   Raises various questions and
comments regarding the role of the Comprehensive Plan Committee during the preparation of
the February 2006 update.

Response 2-47:  This comment is addressed to the comprehensive plan process, not
the DGEIS.  Comment noted.  The CPC completed its role in the process when it forwarded the
comprehensive plan after holding a public hearing to the Village Board for its consideration,
since it is the Village Board that may adopt the comprehensive plan by resolution.  The
February 2006 comprehensive plan is substantially the same as the December 2002 plan - the
primary revision to the February 2006 plan addresses revisions to recommended land uses
proposed in the Village Center and makes reference to the Central Business District Study
prepared by Burgis Associates, Inc.  The Village Center was discussed at a Village Board
workshop, at which CPC members were invited to attend.  It also updates any factual
information that may have changed during the approximately three-year time period between
issuance of the two plans, during which time the Central Business District Study and
comprehensive zoning amendments were prepared.
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3.0  GEOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY AND COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 3-1 (Brian Quinn, Letter of October 17, 2006):  It is noted that adjoining property in
the Pine Grove area has been developed on lots of approximately 10,000 square feet in size.
There are steeper slopes where these homes have been built than exist on our client's property.
The proposed R-80 zone (Section 54-11) refers to the existence of steep slopes in this area as
an attempted justification for limiting higher densities.  However, since the Village already
allowed the development of other properties with steeper slopes on much smaller lots in this
area, rezoning of our client's property is arbitrary and capricious.  

Response 3-1:  The Pine Grove Lakes development was originally conceived as a
sportsman's club, according to the Pine Grove Lakes website (www.pinegrovelakes.com).  In
1939, a groundbreaking ceremony was held to allow construction of this new residential
development.  Development of Pine Grove Lakes occurred prior to present environmental
concerns associated with the development of property on challenged terrain.  In addition, as
noted in the response to Comment 2-27, this area is proposed to be rezoned to R-80 for a
variety of planning and environmental reasons:

Access to this undeveloped property is through the Pine Grove neighborhood.  Roads here
are substandard in width and steep grades in some locations, making emergency service
access difficult.  Pine Grove neighborhood is an older neighborhood that did not undergo
environmental review, and would not meet present day Village standards for roads and lot
development.

Soils in this vicinity consist of Charlton and Chatfield rock outcrop complexes - the
combination of soils are bedrock controlled.  Development of roads and infrastructure would
be difficult without the need for rock blasting.

A Review of the Highlands Regional Information System (HiRIS) mapping indicates that the
property has the "highest" to "moderate" conservation values.  On the basis of these various
findings, the Village determined that the best use of the property is open space.  If the
property cannot be acquired for this purpose, it will be developed at a low residential density
of one dwelling unit per 80,000 square feet, with the option of clustering to preserve as
much open space as possible.

Comment 3-2 (Marianne Carroll, Letter of October 20, 2006):  I am proposing that we look at
current real estate developments, like the one at the end of Navajo Trail in The Flats, as a
workshop/study for how we might consider environmental impact on ridgeland development and
determine how to remedy...those problems that are being encountered.  

Response 3-2: As per the proposed zoning law, development on ridgelines will be
regulated in two ways:  through the provisions of Section 54-55, and the creation of the Ridge
Protection Overlay District (Section 54-24). Development on terrain-challenged sites will require
review and approval by the Planning Board, subject to a set of specific conditions to ensure that
development occurs in a manner suitable for its environmentally-sensitive location.  

Comment 3-3 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006): The Plan and
the DGEIS both include a detailed discussion of the geologic and topographic constraints found
in Sloatsburg.  Much of the Village's remaining vacant land is characterized by very rugged
topography. Future development of these parcels will require significant bedrock disturbance,
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cut and fill grading, and large retaining walls.  The Plan recommendations and the revised
zoning  requirements  will  result in  fewer disturbances  to geology, topography and soils than
the existing zoning.  These environmental constraints represent significant impediments to
development.  Blasting regulations, the use of terrain adaptive housing, upzoning, stricter steep
slope provisions, soil erosion and stormwater management techniques will allow for more
appropriate development of environmentally constrained sites.

Response 3-3:  Comment noted.
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4.0 WATER RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 4-1 (Mike Spina, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): We had an issue in
Pine Grove where someone, a homeowner, put a drainage pipe into Mirror Lake..and in my
discussions with the DEC...they assured me that our two lakes in Pine Grove, Mirror Lake and
Pine Grove Lake, are part of that corridor...And on this Figure 6, I don't see the shading
including our two lakes (referring to scenic and recreational river corridor).

Response 4-1: The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) designated the Ramapo River as a "recreational" river.  The jurisdictional
boundaries of lands subject to the regulations governing recreational rivers are shown in Figure
6 of the draft Comprehensive Plan. Mirror Lake is included, but Pine Grove Lake is not within
the recreational river boundary.

Comment 4-2 (Mike Spina, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): My concern is
basically to protect our lakes/streams and to have Pine Grove Lake and Mirror Lake, I think,
included in that umbrella with the Ramapo River Corridor. 

Response 4-2:  The Village would be required to seek a boundary amendment to
address this concern. As per 6 NYCRR Part 666, in recreational river areas, the Department
may designate specific areas as communities that meet the criteria for such areas as specified
in Section 666.3(m) of this Part. Also, any local government partially or wholly within a
designated river corridor may submit to the Department the boundary of a proposed community
designation. Such proposal will include specific boundaries and supporting information relative
to the criteria. The Department will publish a notice in the Environmental Notice Bulletin and in
at least one newspaper having general circulation in the area of any departmental or local
governmental proposal for a community designation and may hold a public hearing prior to
making a decision to adopt, modify or reject such proposal. Boundaries may not exceed a width
of one-half mile from each bank of the river.

Comment 4-3 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): Has Sloatsburg
received the new FEMA flood plain maps for the entire village?  And why isn't there another
shopping center flood-plain free alternative locations to serve the Sloatsburg residents within
the Village, not sprawl the developments, such as Tuxedo Reserve, with additional traffic?

Response 4-2:  Creation of another Village Center could be considered sprawl, as it
would siphon off potential retail demand intended for the Village's historic central business
district to another location along the Route 17 corridor.  However, if development of the Village
Center Extension is determined not to be feasible, and if the Village desires to allow the
creation of another retail center in the Village, it can explore rezoning at a later date.

Comment 4-3 (Joe Izzo, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): ..you should know that
that downtown is in a flood plain, okay?  And what don't you do? You don't build in a flood plain.

Response 4-3:  Historically, before there were automobiles and railroads, water-borne
transportation was relied upon and was an important determinant of community location. Many
older communities and their existing central business districts are located in a floodplain. There
is no prohibition to developing in a floodplain provided potential impacts can be mitigated. The
Village has attempted to limit development outside the 100-year floodplain elsewhere in the
Village.  However, given this site's prime location in the heart of the central business district, the
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historic intent to be developed for retail use, and previous disturbances, the Village has
determined that the creation of a Village Center Extension be explored in this location.
Development would be subject to review and permitting from a variety of county and federal
agencies - development will not proceed if potential impacts to the Ramapo River and flood
plains cannot be mitigated.

Comment 4-4 (Laurie Smyla, Letter of October 20, 2006):  The current plan proposes the
construction of 304 additional dwellings in the area known as Liberty Ridge Residential.  This
section of land between Post Road and Eagle Valley Road would have undergone very
extensive development under Mayor Abate's plan.  The water committee hiked on this property
several times on all types of weather and discovered that the land is perpetually moist with
several small brooks running through.  Marsh-like areas such as this serve to recharge the
aquifer system that the Ramapo Highlands sits atop of.  Every square meter of housing and
asphalt depletes the land available to absorb runoff and recharge the aquifer.  

Response 4-4:  The commentator may not be familiar with the current proposal - Liberty
Ridge is the subject of a court-ordered stipulation which allows up to 90 single-family detached
residential dwellings only.

Comment 4-5 (Laurie Smyla, Letter of October 20, 2006):  It is a further conundrum that the
sewer system soon to be installed in Western Ramapo will also make less water available to
filter through the limestone and recharge the aquifer.

Response 4-5: According to the geology map published in the Rockland County Soil
Survey, underlying geology in the Village of Sloatsburg is "Interlayed Amphibolite and
hornblende granitic gneiss" and "Quartz plagioclase gneiss with associated minerals" not
limestone.

Comment 4-6 (Laurie Smyla, Letter of October 20, 2006):  The Towns of Tuxedo and
Ramapo have plans for up to 1,500 additional dwellings in their unincorporated areas.  This will
be an added burden on an already limited supply of water.  We must remember that we cannot
create new water sources but we can diminish and pollute the ones we have.  Sloatsburg has a
responsibility to its residents and its Municipal neighbors to whom the aquifer provides drinking
water; we must strictly limit additional building to protect the water supply.  The construction of
304 additional dwellings will have a noticeable negative impact on our water resources, and will
in no way serve the current residents of Sloatsburg or our neighbors.

Response 4-6:  See response to Comment  4-4.  The Tuxedo Reserve project is
currently progressing through the application process and the developer has conducted tests on
a proposed system of bedrock wells that would serve the project site.  The project would not
rely on the Ramapo River well fields for its water supply.

Comment 4-7 (Marianne Carroll, Letter of October 20, 2006): ...I was alarmed at the desires
expressed at the recent public hearing by those landowners and realtors who have intention to
develop a shopping/residential area at the heart of the village center, where it is a documented
floodplain.  I feel that the living conditions of Sloatsburg residents will be severely compromised,
not only during the construction phase of the development, but also with inherent traffic
problems that will arise from those eager to load up on the developer's suggested offerings of
Starbucks coffee and Cold Stone Creamery ice cream.  Are an entire village's needs for clean,
drinkable water and roadway access to our homes going to be sold out for commuter coffee
and ice cream?  I am pleased to note that in your Executive Summary you have stated:  "Future
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development of this site will depend on the extent to which any uses can be safeguarded from
flooding and stormwater management can be addressed...If impacts cannot be mitigated,
development cannot proceed."

Response 4-7:  Comment noted.   This will be set forth in the Finding Statement for the
actions that are the subject of this FEIS.

Comment 4-8 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):The importance
of the Ramapo River and the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer System as the primary surface water
and ground water resources in Sloatsburg is duly noted in the Plan.  Protective measures,
including the designation of a Critical Environmental Area (CEA), stricter land use regulations
and buffer requirements as recommended in the Plan, will ensure that these important water
resources are safeguarded.

Response 4-8:  Comment noted.

Comment 4-9 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Floodplains
are also discussed in the water resources section of the DGEIS.  It is noted that the Oakbrook
Shopping Center site is located within the 100-year floodplain.  This site is proposed to be
developed as an extension of the existing Village Center.  This central business district
improvement plan is discussed in great detail in both the Plan and the CBD study.  Both
documents acknowledge that development of this site cannot proceed unless impacts to the
floodplain can be properly mitigated.  Given that this Village Center proposal is such an integral
component of the Plan and is proposed in an area that is known to flood regularly, we believe
that FEMA, the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation and the Rockland County
Drainage Agency should weigh in on its feasibility.

Response 4-9:  Comment noted.  The DGEIS was sent to these agencies for their
comment.  As part of the Findings Statement developed for this SEQRA process, coordination
with FEMA, the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation and the Rockland County
Drainage Agency will be made a requirement of any application for development of the VC-2
district.

Comment 4-10 (John Kwasnicki, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Commentary regarding the
Oak Brook Shopping Center, the 100-year flood plain, and creation of a critical environmental
area overlay district and watershed protection ordinance.

Response 4-10:  The Village Center concept evolved from discussions held by the
Comprehensive Plan Committee. The CPC expressed a vision to develop the Oakbrook
Shopping Center site into an attractive extension of the existing central business district, rather
than allow it to be developed with a strip sprawl shopping center.  The proposed design of the
Village Center Extension evolved from the Central Business District planning process overseen
by Burgis Associates, Inc.  With regard to the model critical environmental overlay district, a
reading of the model law indicates that its intent is to preserve and protect ecosystems in their
entirety to the greatest extent possible, and is not associated with restricting development within
the flood plain.  The model law's objectives are to minimize fragmentation of the landscape,
maintain biodiversity and specifically protect unique environmental features identified as integral
parts of the designated landscape.  The model law includes a section on development
approvals within floodplains.
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5.0  AIR RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 5-1 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  In general, the
Plan recommendations and the zoning amendments will not have a significant impact on air
quality.  Blasting regulations, reduced density and performance standards for light industrial
uses should improve air quality.  While increased use of public transit will result in fewer
vehicular trips in the commuting region, there is the possibility of increased auto emissions in
the Sloatsburg CBD due to idling cars waiting to pick-up commuters at the train station and cold
starts for cars in the commuter lot.  This should be acknowledged in the DGEIS.

Response 5-2:  Comment noted. This FGEIS acknowledges the possibility of increased
auto emissions in the Sloatsburg CBD due to idling cars waiting to pick-up commuters at the
train station and cold starts for cars in the commuter lot.
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6.0  TERRESTRIAL AND AQUATIC ECOLOGY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 6-1 (Mike Spina, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006):  In the 70s, two young
children found a bog turtle in the area right behind Mirror Lake, and I was somewhat surprised
to see the bog turtle was left out of this species list in the plan - I'm referring to pages 4-17 and
4-18, and that's the wetlands at the lower lake that hasn't been mapped out yet by the DEC or
the Army Corps of Engineers, and I was wondering if that -- if the local procedure would be one
avenue to establish that area as a wetlands.

Response 6-1: Local Law No. 3 of 2002, which is now incorporated into the draft zoning
law as Section 54-57, regulates all wetlands and watercourses in the Village of Sloatsburg.
Activities proposed within wetlands and watercourses are subject to the review and approval
requirements of that section.  According to the Bog Turtle Fact Sheet available at the NYSDEC
website, "This is a semi-aquatic species, preferring habitat with cool, shallow, slow-moving
water, deep soft muck soils, and tussock-forming herbaceous vegetation. In New York, the bog
turtle is generally found in open, early successional types of habitats such as wet meadows or
open calcareous boggy areas generally dominated by sedges (Carex spp.) or sphagnum
moss".  It is unlikely that the wetlands referenced by the commentator support bog turtle habitat
- it is likely that another turtle species was found, but misidentified.

Comment 6-2 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Referring to undeveloped area
of R-40 zone in the Pine Grove area, the following is noted: "I believe that R-40 Pine Grove
should be changed to R-80 or OSR. There should be no more development in Pine Grove at all.
There are rattlesnakes."

Response 6-2:  Comment noted. While it is unknown whether timber rattlesnakes have
been observed and documented in the R-40 zoned area in Pine Grove, it is possible given this
area's proximity to the Torne Valley where this species is reportedly present.  Portions of Pine
Grove which have already been subdivided into multiple individual lots are proposed for R-40
zoning, given the difficulties and complexities of creating conforming large, 2-acre lots in this
location.  However, unsubdivided land adjacent to the Pine Grove Lake neighborhood and
adjoining the state park system and Torne Valley, are proposed for R-80 zoning.

Comment 6-3 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006): In addition to
the land use policies and regulations recommended to protect existing vegetation and wildlife in
the Plan and the zoning amendments, we suggest that a tree survey requirement be added to
the subdivision and site plan regulations.  Preserving the existing forested tree canopy is a
critical component in maintaining the Village's rural woodland character.  Proposed clear cutting
and grading on steeply sloped lots must be thoroughly evaluated to minimize its visual impact.
An inventory of the existing vegetation would assist in this effort.

Response 6-3:  Comment noted.  The tree survey requirement will be added to the site
plan regulations.  The subdivision regulations are not being updated at this time, however, the
Findings Statement for this SEQRA process will include a findings that a tree survey be added
to the requirements for the subdivision regulations.
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7.0 WETLANDS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 7-1 (Mike Spina, DGEIS Public Hearing, October 10, 2006):  In your presentation
of wetlands, you mentioned about this, some sort of local wetlands procedure that can be
follows, which I haven't heard about...Pine Grove Lake is the upper lake, which also has some
wetlands.  

Response 7-1:  The draft zoning law incorporates Local Law No. 3 of 2002 which
established local procedures for the protection of wetlands and watercourses, and regulations
applicable to activities proposed therein.  The Village's law has been incorporated into the draft
zoning amendments as Section 54-57.

Comment 7-2 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Referring to marked-up
attachment, Proposed Zoning Map, commentator indicates that "these wetland areas should be
protected", pointing to Pine Grove Lake and end of Pine Grove Lake.

Response 7-2:  Wetlands and watercourses in the Village of Sloatsburg are presently
afforded protection as per Local Law No. 3 of 2002, which is incorporated into the draft zoning
amendments as Section 54-57.

Comment 7-3 (John Kwasnicki, Letter of October 20, 2006): Regarding wetlands law, where
has the Sloatsburg wetlands law been affected as to the Sterling Mine Road, private C&D
Transfer Station's new service garage 20 space parking lot built or near the Nakoma Brook and
FEMA floodplain during 2005-2006.  Has this new Wetland law protection stopped the silting of
the Town of Tuxedo - Sterling Mine Estates 23 unit development that has a planning board
neg/dec?

Response 7-3:  The Village of Sloatsburg wetlands law does not regulate activities in
the Town of Tuxedo.  With regard to any activities in the Village of Sloatsburg, activities that
affect the wetlands in the village must adhere the regulations of Local Law No 3 of 2002.
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8.0 TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 8-1 (Marino Fontana, DGEIS Public hearing, October 10, 2006): The corridor 17
is already jammed up, and it's tough getting in and out of roads as it is.  How are you going to
deal with a new shopping center there?  How are you going to take care of Route 17, to be able
to handle any and all the rest of the traffic going in and out of the shopping, because it's already
tough getting in and out of roads in the morning rush hour.

Response 8-1:  Under the present zoning, the project site is zoned exclusively to allow
a regional shopping center (more than 75,000 square feet of space).  The current law states
that "Shopping Centers of this type have the potential to cause serious traffic problems, and
adverse impacts on neighboring properties.  For these reasons, the regional shopping center
district allows no use by right; it is a district that allows uses by special permit only."  However, it
is noted that according to New York State Village Law, special uses are permitted uses subject
to specific special permit conditions established for the particular use.  In this case, no
conditions have been established for this use, thus, there are no thresholds established to
potentially limit development on this site.

Comment 8-2 (John Lange, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): The proposed design
study for the downtown work didn't go far enough in creating the center that would support the
commercial development, so we would suggest that these focal points be created and that they
be coordinated with private developments all along the CBD.  So what we would recommend is
an integration of round-abouts on Route 17 to control the flow of traffic; one at the intersection
of our property, and the other at the intersections further north on Route 17...we would propose
that there be landscaped islands in Route 17 and turning lanes in conjunction with the two
roundabouts.

Response 8-2:  As a condition of the Findings Statement adopted as part of this
SEQRA process, any applicant proposing development in the VC-2 district will be required to
specifically explore with the NYSDOT the option of creating roundabouts on Route 17.

Comment 8-3 (John Kwasnicki, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): I believe this
plan also is considering three lanes, one lane north, one lane south, and the whole middle lane,
all the way through the Village of Sloatsburg, is the turning lane.  Now just last week, we had
the water main break.  This is what we're going to be facing if that kind of idiotic idea ever goes
through, and that's what it is. The cars have been backed up past Tuxedo, and in the mornings,
you can tell when there's an accident or a fender-bender going onto the Thruway on the stretch
below Sloatsburg.

Response 8-3:  It is unlikely that lane reduction would occur absent the construction of
Interchange 15B on the New York State Thruway.  The Village desires to retain and reclaim
Orange Turnpike as a road with a "main street" appearance rather than the present higher
speed "highway" function that the commentator appears to support.  Various alternatives are
proposed to accomplish this objective and are not limited to lane reduction.

Comment 8-4 (Marianne Carroll, Letter of October 20, 2006): I am aware that any plan for a
village must include a shared vision for future growth and development.  However, the rapid
growth of communities right on our borders, I question how much growth Sloatsburg can
reasonably consider and sustain into the future while shouldering the traffic and environmental
impact of those neighboring communities that are exploding around us.
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Response 8-4:  The Village of Sloatsburg is affected generally by regional growth
occurring in Passaic County, NJ, and Orange County, NY, and specifically by the proposed
Tuxedo Reserve development.  The Special Permit and Findings Statement applicable to the
SEQRA review of Tuxedo Reserve requires that a number of mitigation measures be installed
to address traffic impacts.  The project is also subject to a traffic monitoring program.  Should
Project traffic counts exceed the applicant's traffic projections by the thresholds set forth in the
Findings Statement, the applicant has agreed that the Town of Tuxedo will be required to
withhold any further Project building permits until adequate traffic mitigation measures are
identified and in place.  If these mitigation measures do not address impacts, the project
sponsor may not proceed with construction.  

Any development will generate traffic impacts and the Planning Board, through the
SEQRA process, can require submission of a traffic study analyzing the impacts of same.  The
Planning Board has the authority to reduce the magnitude of a project or disapprove a project
where it finds the traffic impacts cannot be mitigated.  This analysis will be conducted on a
site-specific development application basis.

Comment 8-5 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Calming traffic
on Route 17 and creating a more pedestrian friendly environment in the Village Center are
important objectives in both the Plan and the CBD study.  The proposed traffic calming
measures rely heavily on the creation of an Interchange 15B on the NYS Thruway.  With this
interchange, significant commuter traffic could be diverted from Route 17. The state highway
could then be reduced to two travel lanes with a turning lane in the middle.  The DGEIS notes
that road segments carrying 30,000 vehicles can safely and efficiently operate with two lanes of
traffic.  Traffic counts conducted in 1999 indicated that Route 17 south of Seven Lakes Drive
carried approximately 24, 000 vehicles on a daily basis.  A bigger question is whether the New
York State Thruway is seriously considering the creation of an Interchange 15B.  While
converting Route 17 into a traditional main street in downtown Sloatsburg is great in theory,
bringing this proposal to fruition is subject to factors beyond the Village's control.  Even if 15B is
constructed in the future, the New York State Department of Environmental Transportation
(DOT) would have to approve the proposed lane reductions, traffic calming measures, and
pedestrian improvements along Route 17.  Has DOT given any indication that they would be
willing to do this?

Response 8- 5:  Comment noted. According to the draft Design Approval Document/
Environmental Assessment for Modifications to the Woodbury Toll Barrier (July 2006) prepared
for the New York State Department of Transportation and the New York State Thruway
Authority, the Environmental Assessment includes a list of "abutting highway segments and
future plans for abutting highway segments".  This list includes the following: "(4) Interchange
15B: The NYSTA plans to study constructing a new interchange on the Thruway mainline at MP
38± between Suffern (Interchange 15A) and Woodbury (Interchange 16). However, this project
has yet to be adopted into any Capital Plan."  During preparation of the Comprehensive Plan, a
NYSDOT representative, Mr. Rich Peters, had been present at the meetings so that there was
dialogue with NYSDOT regarding the proposed recommendations.  NYSDOT will continue to be
consulted with as specific projects proceed through the review process.

Comment 8-6 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  The Plan does
not discuss bicycle lanes along local roadways or providing bicycle racks or lockers in the
Village Center or at the railway station. Given the focus on traffic calming and the
recommendations for Route 17, the Village should consider providing these bicycle facilities.
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Response 8-6:  Comment noted.  This language will be added to the Comprehensive
Plan.

Comment 8-7 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  This
department supports the construction of the Ramapo River Trail within the Village of
Sloatsburg.  We recommend that it be connected to the Town of Ramapo's Ramapo River
Greenway Trail.  The Village's trail should also connect the central business district to Eleanor
Burlingham Memorial Park, an open space resource on the edge of the downtown area.

Response 8-7:  Comment noted.  This commentary will be added to the
Comprehensive Plan.
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9.0  COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 9-1 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Recreation
facilities are discussed in Section 3.7.1.7.  Sloatsburg has adequate recreation facilities based
on National Park Association's Recreation, Park and Open Space Standards and Guidelines.
The Plan recommends construction of a trail system to link residential neighborhoods as well as
the Ramapo River Greenway Trail mentioned above.  We concur with these recommendations.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods, the Village Center and recreational facilities
complement the goals and objectives of both the Plan and the CBD Study.  Several
privately-owned parcels along the Ramapo River are recommended for acquisition for open
space or passive parkland uses.  The Village should evaluate whether these properties could
be nominated for the County's Open Space Acquisition Program.

Response 9-1:  Comment noted.  As continued implementation of the goals and
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, the Village will work with the County's programs to
effectuate the plan, including acquiring open space parcels.
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10.0  UTILITIES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 10-1 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Water is a
scarce resource in Rockland County; thus proper planning and phasing of the projects
recommended in this Plan are critical to supplying the current and future residents of the
Villages, Towns and County with an adequate water supply. A letter from the public water
supplier, stamped and signed by a NYS licensed professional engineer, shall be issued to the
Village for each project, certifying that there will be a sufficient water supply during peak
demand periods and in a drought situation.

Response 10-1:  Comment noted.  These procedures will be implemented at the site
plan and subdivision review stage for the various projects that come before the Village.

Comment 10-2 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  If any public
water supply improvements are required to implement the Plan recommendations, engineering
plans and specifications for these improvements shall be reviewed by the Rockland County
Department of Health prior to construction.  In order to complete an application for approval of
plans for public water supply improvements, the water supplier must supply an engineer's report
pursuant to the "Recommended Standards for Water Works, 2003 Edition," that certifies their
ability to serve the proposed project while meeting the criteria contained with the
Recommended Standards for Water Works.  These standards are adopted in their entirety in
10 NYCRR, Subpart 5-1, the New York State regulations governing public water systems.
Further, both the application and supporting engineer's report must be signed and stamped by
a NYS licensed professional engineer and shall be accompanied by a completed NYS
Department of Health Form 348, which must be signed by the public water supplier.

Response 10-2:  Comment noted.  These procedures must be complied with prior to
the initiation of any construction projects in the Village involving water supply improvements.

Comment 10-3 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  The Sanitary
Waste Disposal section should include a discussion of the anticipated completion of the
Western Ramapo Sewer Expansion project.  It is our understanding that the wastewater
treatment facility in Hillburn and the pump stations in Sloatsburg are projected for completion by
the end of 2008.

Response 10-3:  According to the latest schedule posted at the Rockland County
Sewer District No. 1 website, the project as a completion date of 2010.
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11.0  DEMOGRAPHY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

There are no comments on demography.
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12.0  CULTURAL AND VISUAL RESOURCES COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 12-1 (Peter Bush, Email letter of October 4, 2006): My largest concern and
suggestions relate to lack of specific wording regarding the adoption of a Historic Guidelines
Board.  If no CLG is going to be committed to be the Sloatsburg Board then certainly an
individual board overseeing historic sites and issues needs to be in place. It can not be as the
comp plan implies the local Zoning Board of Sloatsburg acting in the capacity of a Historic
Guidelines Board.  Not only acceptable but leaves huge open door to conflict of interest issues
and lacks the inclusion of state recommended HGB members trained in civic planning, history,
etc.

Response 12-1:  The Village Board is not pursuing CLG status at this time.

Comment 12-2 (Peter Bush, Email letter of October 4, 2006): To have already large and
generous parking lot for public library expanded at the expense of keeping the original footprint
of Harmony Hall intact as a designated open space and historic site is short sighted.  There is
already ample parking for the Library.  To extend parking lot to west of Library adjacent to
Harmony Hall historic site lacks vision and respect for the goals of incorporating a vision of a
walking path between Harmony Hall grounds and he Library.  What the library does need is a
new roof which would be far better realistic expenditure for this town property and historic
building.

Response 12-2:  The Comprehensive Plan makes reference to land "already owned by
the library" - not the Harmony Hall grounds.

Comment 12-3 (Peter Bush, Email letter of October 4, 2006): What does the term deferred
maintenance mean? How is said term applied?  And in what context?  Is this simply another
word or version of the Town Board being able to use eminent domain or exercise rezoning
powers at will?  The term "deferred maintenance" is not clearly defined in comp plan.

Response 12-3:  It is not clear why the commentator references the Town Board - we
believe the commentator is referring to the "Village" Board.  It is not clear what reference to
"deferred maintenance" is being cited - Page I-2 of the Plan indicates that one of the issues in
the Village, aesthetically, is "deferred property maintenance". This is the basis for the policies
set forth in H. Aesthetic Resources, of the Plan, including but not limited to:

seek or provide loan assistance or other assistance for facade rehabilitation;
enforce property maintenance law outlining minimum expectations for property
maintenance;
provide letter or handout from Village outlining the important of property
maintenance
sponsor award programs as incentive for improvements;
hire temporary labor to clean up properties where residents are elderly...;
conduct windshield surveys of properties, identify violations, and seek cooperative
corrections.

These policies do not reference eminent domain as a land use policy.

Comment 12-4 (Peter Bush, Email letter of October 4, 2006):  Under cultural and visual
resources Item 3.10, there is no mention made of the context and importance of Jacob Sloat,
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his mill, the Sloat dam or Harmony Hall progress as a historic town center and site. A timely
amendment to include Jacob Sloat History under 3.10 needs to be accomplished ASAP.

Response 12-4: Comment noted.  The Village Board will rely on the Historic
Preservation Committee to provide said narrative.

Comment 12-5 (Peter Bush, Email letter of October 4, 2006):  The color coded map for the
comp plan has no color key code devoted to our present or future designated national register
historic sites.  This must be corrected.  Harmony Hall is soon to be listed on the National
Register to join your house and several other important historic sites in the Village.  To not have
already designated sites color coded and specified as such on comp plan map as significant
historic sites is a huge oversight.  I suggest "Designated National Register Historic Site" on the
map with a dedicated color.

Response 12-5: The status of any listings is provided in Table 2 - there are three
properties identified as National Register sites on the NYS OPRHP website:  Sloat House
(1980), Old Sloatsburg Cemetery (1999), and Sloatsburg Dam and Mill Pond (no listing date).
The information contained on the map and table were provided by Eugene Kuykendall, former
Village Historian.  The Village Board will rely on the Village Historic Committee to provide an
updated report of National Register eligible properties.

Comment 12-6 (Peter Bush, Email letter of October 4, 2006):  I would strongly suggest that
the village board and the designated comp plan firm...seek out local historians and resources
such as the Friends of Harmony Hall to advise on designated historic sites, districts et al.

Response 12-6:  So noted. An addendum will be included in the Comprehensive Plan
that includes additional historic resources identified by members of the Village's Historic
Committee.

Comment 12-7 (Mike Spina, DGEIS public hearing, October 10, 2006): And there was one
other map - Figure 12 which is the scenic resources in the Sloatsburg Comprehensive Plan
Update, and it gives a legend, a symbol key, for bridges, cemeteries, etcetera, and I notice
there's a star for dams.  We have a major issue in our community in Pine Grove with the dam in
the upper lake, Pine Grove Lake.  I don't see that notation listed there, the star, as a lesser
dam; it's an urban dam.  There's a dam of lesser importance at the lower lake, at Mirror Lake,
and I don't see a star there.

Response 12-7:  The map is not intended to identify all dams - it is intended to identify
scenic dams.  The commentator suggests that the dams in Pine Grove are a "major issue", but
does not indicate that they are scenic. 

Comment 12-8 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Regarding Table 3.10-1 and
reference to Jacob Sloat Mansion - Harmony Hall, comprehensive plan should read Being
Restored "and nominated for National Registry".

Response 12-8:  Comment noted.  This revision will be made.

Comment 12-9 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Add a key for property listed
on National Register and Proposed National Registry - Sloat House, Sloatsburg Cemetery,
Sloats Dam, Brown's Gate, Harmony Hall.
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Response 12-9:  Comment noted.  This revision will be made to the text of the
Comprehensive Plan subject to verification as to National Register eligibility status with the
Historic Committee.

Comment 12-10 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  These historic houses on
double lots need protection from building of additions to these - attachment identifies properties
on the west side of Route 17 and north of Post Road. 

Response 12-10:  These structures are located in the MU-1 and MU-2 zoning districts.
The proposed zoning law for both these districts requires as follows:  "In order to preserve the
existing low density,  mixed use residential character of the Route 17 corridor,  and as a
condition of any special use permit, the Planning Board may require that an existing building be
adaptively reused, and may deny an application that would require demolition of an existing
building where it finds that preservation and rehabilitation of same would promote the historic
character of the Village.  The Planning Board may allow additions to any existing building that
are in keeping architecturally with the original building."  This requirement will be expanded to
include permitted uses requiring site plan approval as well. 

Comment 12-11 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Page 3.10-1, the
commentator requests that the following be added after the first sentence of the fourth
paragraph of the DEIS: "In 1792, Isaac Sloat opened a tannery. In 1815, his son, Jacob, built a
mill for the manufacture of cotton cloth.  He led the New York market at one point.  The growth
and development of the mill was an important factor in the emergence of Sloatsburg as a
village."

Response 12-11:  The sentence will be added upon verification with the Historic
Committee.

Comment 12-12 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Referring to Page 3.10-5,
the commentator notes the following:  " take this a step farther and mentioned Certified Local
Government (CLG). Stacey Matson-Zuvic of OPRHP has given the village board much input for
CLG status"  Also commentator takes issue with allowing Planning Board to serve as a historic
preservation commission, and rather, a historic commission should be established separate
from the planning board or zoning board.

Response 12-12:  The Village Board is not pursuing CLG status at this time.

Comment 12-13 (Kathy Goldman, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Referring to Page 3.10-2
regarding Springhouse Indian Rock Shelter, the current condition is noted as "Well preserved".
The commentator notes: "What does this mean?? does the Village own it yet??"

Response 12-13:  According to Table 2, it is a candidate for the National Register, but
is not listed.  The reference to "well preserved" is from the former Village Historian.  The Village
at this time does not own Liberty Rock.

Comment 12-14 (Harrison Bush, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Parking lot on the north side
of library would block an access pathway from Harmony Hall to the library (do we need any
more parking lots in Sloatsburg?

Response 12-14:  See response to Comment 12-2.
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Comment 12-15 (Harrison Bush, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Lack of Certified Government
makes many areas of historic note vulnerable to demolition or improper usage.

Response 12-15:  The Village Board may adopt a Historic Preservation Law without
providing a Historic Committee CLG status - the designation of historic structures by local law
would be equally protective.

Comment 12-16 (Harrison Bush, Letter of October 20, 2006): Dubious use of the Zoning
Board rather than an Historical Board of Review to judge the merit of historical preservation.

Response 12-16:  The Comprehensive Plan does not reference the Zoning Board as an
Historical Board - it references the Planning Board as an alternative to a landmark or
preservation commission.  At the time the draft Comprehensive Plan was written, the
Comprehensive Plan Committee expressed that some consideration be given to establishing
procedures whereby various applications for approval could be reviewed by single agency to
expedite the review process.  Ultimately, the Village Board will determine the best method for
effectuating this Plan policy.

Comment 12-17 (Harrison Bush, Letter of October 20, 2006): Harmony Hall not designated
as an open space area.

Response 12-17:  Harmony Hall is referenced as a historical building in the
Comprehensive Plan.  It is also referenced as a community facility in the Existing Land Use
Map.

Comment 12-18 (Harrison Bush, Letter of October 20, 2006): No mention of Jacob Sloat
House (aside from reference to Dator's Crossing the document is too light on historical
matters).

Response 12-18:  This section of the Comprehensive Plan was prepared with the
assistance of the former Village Historian.  The Comprehensive Plan is not intended to provide
the complete history of the Village - rather, as a land use document, it is intended to identify
those historic locations and buildings which should be given consideration during any planning
or land development review process.  Jacob Sloat House is referenced in Table 2 of the
Comprehensive Plan.   

Comment 12-19 (Harrison Bush, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Need of another color in map
to indicate places of historic merit.

Response 12-19: Table 2 provides said listings.

Comment 12-20 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  This
Department supports the Plan recommendations to preserve and protect the Village's historic
and visual resources.  Adopting a local historic preservation law, permitting adaptive reuse of
historic buildings and developing a voluntary recognition programs are provided successes in
this effort.  As noted in our 2003 GML review, parking requirements must be addressed for
adaptive reuse requiring a special permit.

Response 12-20:  Comment noted. The special permit requires that parking demand be
considered in making a determination on the special permit.
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Comment 12-21 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Sloatsburg's
rural woodland character is an important visual resource.  The Ridge Protection Overlay District
should contain a provision to ensure that viewsheds from hiking trails and vistas of Harriman
State Park are protected.  As noted above, the tree preservation regulations should include a
tree survey requirement.  This list of visual resources on page 3.10-4 should include views of
the Ramapo River from Seven Lakes Drive, a scenic road within the Village.

Response 12-21:  Comment noted. These changes will be made to the comprehensive
plan and incorporated as a Finding in the Findings Statement.

Comment 12-22 (Rockland Co. Dept of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  The CBD
Study outlines design guidelines for the expanded Village Center and recommends a facade
improvement program and property maintenance law as a means of upgrading the downtown
area.  We support these concepts and the recommendation to require that utilities be
underground for all new developments.

Response 12-22:  Comment noted.
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13.0  GROWTH INDUCING ASPECTS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 13-1 (Rockland Co. Dept. of Planning, Letter of October 20, 2006):  Completion
of the Western Ramapo Sewer Expansion project has the potential to induce growth within the
Village of Sloatsburg.  The Plan recommendations ad the zoning amendments serve to limit this
potential by upzoning specific areas of the Village and eliminating the density bonus provision
of their zoning code.  Adoption of the Plan and zoning amendments will not result in greatly
increased residential density.  Commercial sector growth is anticipated and desired as indicated
in the CBD Study.

Response 13-1:  Comment noted.
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