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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) has been prepared pursuant to the
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR) and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part
617). Under those regulations, the FGEIS serves as the basis for the Lead Agency Findings; the City
of New Rochelle City Council is the Lead Agency for this environmental review. This FGEIS has
been prepared to respond to all substantive environmental comments made on the Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS). In accordance with Section 617.9(b)(7) of the SEQR
regulations, this FGEIS incorporates by reference the DGEIS. The proposed action analyzed in the
DGEIS is the adoption the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update (“Comprehensive Plan”) and related
amendments to the City’s Zoning Code (hereinafter referred to as the “Proposed Action”).

The following steps have been or will be undertaken during this SEQR review process:

] Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) — a Full EAF was prepared and submitted to the City
Council in March 2016. The EAF provided preliminary analysis of the potential impacts
associated with the Proposed Action. After review, the City Council determined that the
Proposed Action had the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts and would
require the preparation of GEIS. Pursuant to this determination, the City Council (SEQR lead
agency) issued a positive declaration for the Proposed Action.

] DGEIS — a draft document accepted by the City Council and released for public and agency
review and comment. On July 12, 2016, the City of New Rochelle City Council accepted the
DGEIS dated July 12, 2016, as adequate and complete for the purpose of commencing public
review and comment regarding issues addressed in the Final Scope of Work for the Proposed
Action.

=  Public review of at least 30 days, including a public hearing at which any individual, group or
agency may comment on the DGEIS. A public hearing regarding the DGEIS was held and
adjourned on September 12, 2016, and, then, closed following public comment. Written
comments regarding the DGEIS were accepted for a total of 73 days, from July 13, 2016 to
September 23, 2016, including a 10-day period following the public hearing.

L] Final GEIS (FGEIS) — acceptance and publication by the City Council as Lead Agency, which
incorporates relevant comments and responses, if any, made during public review of the
DGEIS.

L] Findings Statement — adopted and passed by the City Council as Lead Agency no sooner than
10 days, nor more than 30 days after publication of the FGEIS. The Findings Statement must:
1) consider the relevant environmental impacts, facts and conclusions presented in the GEIS;
2) provide a rationale for the agency’s decision; 3) certify that SEQR’s requirements have
been met; and 4) certify that consistent with social, economic and other essential
considerations, from among the reasonable alternatives available, the action is one that
avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable, and

NEw RocHELLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ZONING FGEIS 1
October 6, 2016



that the adverse environmental impacts will be avoided or minimized to the maximum
extent practicable.

This FGEIS is organized into three sections: Section 1.0 describes the purpose of the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement, summarizes the Proposed Action and identifies the project
location and environmental setting; Section 2.0 describes changes that have been made to the
Proposed Action in response to concerns raised during the public comment period; Section 3.0
contains a summary of all written comments and comments received at the public hearing and
provides responses to each of those comments (public hearing transcripts and public comment
letters are located in Appendix A).

1.1 Generic Environmental Impact Statement

This environmental impact statement for the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan Update and
proposed Zoning Code amendments has been prepared as a Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (GEIS). Importantly, the Proposed Action is legislative and generic in nature, not
project-specific, and does not directly result in physical changes to the environment. The
proposed adoption of the updated Comprehensive Plan and updates to the Zoning Code may
affect the size, type and form of development permitted to be developed in the city. As such,
the Proposed Action is “generic” in nature in that it is not a specific development change, but
rather it constitutes policy and regulatory changes that would alter the range of future
development options for the Project Site.

Under SEQR (§617.10), a “Generic” EIS, or GEIS, is prepared when a proposed action represents a
comprehensive program having wide application and defining the range of future projects in the
affected area. A Generic EIS, according to New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) SEQR handbook, is “...A type of EIS that is more general than a site-specific
EIS, and typically is used to consider broad-based actions or related groups of actions that
agencies are likely to approve, fund, or directly undertake.” As noted in the SEQR handbook, “...
A Generic EIS differs from a site or project specific EIS by being more general or conceptual in
nature.” In addition, Section 617.10(c) of the SEQR regulations requires that a GEIS set forth the
specific conditions under which future actions will be undertaken or approved.

1.2 Environmental Setting

Project Location

The Comprehensive Plan is a plan covering the entire geographic area of the City of New Rochelle.
The City of New Rochelle is located in the southern portion of Westchester County, New York with
nine miles of waterfront on the Long Island Sound. Located approximately 19 miles from Midtown
Manhattan, New Rochelle is bordered by seven other Westchester towns and villages (Pelham
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Manor, Pelham, Mount Vernon, Eastchester, Scarsdale, Mamaroneck and Larchmont). Figures I-1
and I-2 provide regional and project location maps.

Existing Land Use and Zoning

The most common land use in the City of New Rochelle is single-family residential, which accounts
for nearly 48% of the City’s total land area and contributes to an overall character of low-density
suburban neighborhoods in much of the City (see Figure I-3: Existing Land Use Map). The second
largest land use in the City is public open space and recreational uses (13%). New Rochelle’s
location along the Northeast Corridor has led to the development of a higher intensity of
commercial and multi-family residential uses along Interstate-95 (I-95) and the New Rochelle
Transit Center (served by Amtrak and the Metro-North rail systems) in and around the City’s
Downtown. The small area of land dedicated to manufacturing and light industrial uses are also
concentrated along I-95 and rail infrastructure. The City is also home to a number of significant
institutional uses, accounting for the third largest land use in the City (7%), including lona College,
the College of New Rochelle, Monroe College, and Montefiore New Rochelle Hospital.
Descriptions of the existing zoning and land use of areas that would be modified by the proposed
changes are found below and in Section 3.2 of the DGEIS.

The City of New Rochelle Zoning Law, originally adopted in 1955 and amended over the years,
contains 38 zoning districts: 17 residential, of which eight are single family, and 21 non-residential
districts covering institutional, mixed-use, commercial and industrial uses. The City’s current
zoning law was adopted in 2005 with amendments made as recently as 2016. Figure -4 provides
a map of existing Zoning Districts found New Rochelle.

The Proposed Action also includes amendments to the Zoning Code and Map. The proposed
Zoning Code Amendments were prepared in coordination with the Comprehensive Plan update
to ensure that they are fully consistent with the land use recommendations contained in the Plan.
The majority of the proposed Zoning Code Amendments modify existing or create new standards
effecting the five geographic areas shown on Figure I-5: Proposed Zoning Changes. In addition,
several of these recommended zoning changes necessitate amendments to the City’s Zoning Map
(see Figure 1-6).
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2.0 CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Several revisions have been made to the draft Comprehensive Plan and draft Zoning Code and
Map Amendments set forth in the DGEIS as a result of comments received during the public
hearings held on each of these items.

The following summarizes changes made to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code
Amendments in response to comments made during the public hearing period for these
documents. The revised Final Comprehensive Plan with changes shown in underline/strikeeut can
be viewed here: www.newrochelleny.com/EnvisioNR.

Comprehensive Plan

1. Minor revisions have been made to the Comprehensive Plan to correct typographical
errors and to update existing conditions data that may have been incorrect or has
changed since the draft Comprehensive Plan was published in April 2016.

2. Minor text edits to clarify intent and strengthen certain recommendations have been
made. All of these revisions are in line with the overall goals of the Comprehensive Plan.

3. Several recommendations have been deleted from the Plan because they have already
been implemented by the City.

4. Cultural District Extension Overlay Zone - The boundary of the proposed Cultural District
Extension Overlay Zone included in the DGEIS was based on a draft report prepared by
Civic Moxie, the City’s Cultural District consultant. Based on staff review, a revised report
has been prepared that now includes an expansion of the boundaries of the Overlay Zone
to include more of the underlying Light Industrial District. This is in line with the City’s
goals for supporting and expanding the City’s arts and cultural community. Accordingly,
the following figures have been updated to reflect the new boundary: Figure 1.1:
Downtown, Neighborhood Focus Areas, Neighborhood Protection and Enhancement
Areas; Figure 4.4: Arts and Cultural District; 11.3: Future Land Use Plan; 11.4: Zoning
Recommendations has been updated to reflect the new boundary (see Figure 2-1 below
for revised Future Land Use Plan showing the new Cultural District Extension Overlay Zone
Boundary).

Proposed Zoning Code Amendments

1. Water Related (WR) and Water Related 1 (WR-1) —The City received a comment on the
draft Zoning Code Amendments asking that the yard setback within both the existing WR
and proposed WR-1 District be reduced from 30 feet to 20 feet to better accommodate
reuse of the City’s Municipal Marina properties. Accordingly, this change has been made
in the amendments to the WR and WR-1 Districts. This change in setback is not
anticipated to result in any new potentially significant adverse environmental impacts not
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previously analyzed in the DGEIS. It should also be noted that, the amendments to the
WR District contain special criteria to ensure that any new construction of a new building
or replacement or expansion of an existing building will not block any significant existing
water views. Finally, any future site specific development at the Municipal Marina will
require site plan approval and site-specific review under SEQR.

Further, based on comments received during the public hearing on the Zoning Code
Amendments, the City is also considering potential changes to the allowed uses within
the WR. This and other potential changes, while still under review and pending the
outcome of a neighborhood public meeting, would fall within the development envelope
analyzed in the DGEIS and be less intensive in nature than what was previously analyzed.
Therefore, any changes to the WR or WR-1 that result in a reduction in the uses and bulk
analyzed in the DGEIS will not result in any new environmental impacts.

2. Cultural District Extension — As described above, the boundaries of the proposed Cultural
District Extension Overlay Zone are being expanded to include more of the underlying
Light Industrial District. This revision is in line with the City’s goals for supporting and
expanding the City’s arts and cultural community. The revised Cultural District Extension
Overlay Zone boundary is shown in Figure 2-2.

In addition, to counter the increase in land area covered by the Overlay District, the zoning
has been revised to increase the minimum size of an artist work/live unit from 275 square
feet to 400 square feet per living unit. The increase in area balanced by the increase in
minimum unit size will result in approximately 20 additional live work units in the area.
The addition of approximately 20 artist work/live units is not anticipated to result in any
new environmental impacts not previously analyzed in the DGEIS. As outlined in the
DGEIS, the artist work/live units are not anticipated to result in the addition of any new
school children. Further increases in demand for police and fire protection, water and
sewer infrastructure and sanitation services from the additional units would be de
minimus and adequate capacity exists to accommodate such a minor increase. Finally, the
additional artist work/live units will also generate approximately $440,000 in additional
taxes and other government revenue! to offset any increase in the demand for services.
Therefore, the expansion of the Cultural District Extension Overlay Zone boundary is not
anticipated to result in any new significant adverse environmental impacts not previously
addressed in the DGEIS.

! National Association of Home Builders, 2015. “The Economic Impact of Home Building in a Typical Local
Area: Income, Jobs, and Taxes Generated.” Prepared by Housing Policy Department, April 2015.

NEW ROCHELLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ZONING FGEIS 11
October 6, 2016









3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

3.1 Public Hearing and Comment Period Process

The public comment period on the DGEIS opened on July 13, 2015 and extended through
September 23, 2016. Written comments were received from the public during this time and
submitted to the City of New Rochelle City Council. A public hearing on the DGEIS was also held
on September 12, 2016 in the City Council Chambers, New Rochelle City Hall, 515 North Avenue,
New Rochelle, New York. The DGEIS public hearing was undertaken as a joint public hearing on
both the DGEIS and the Zoning Code Amendments. A public hearing was also held on the Draft
Comprehensive Plan on June 14, 2016. No substantive environmental comments were made on
the DGEIS during the September 12, 2016 public hearing. All comments made during the public
hearing pertained to the Zoning Code Amendments. Therefore, this FGEIS does not include any
responses to comments made during the public hearing with respect to the FGEIS. This FGEIS does
include responses to written comments received during the DGEIS comment period.

3.2 Comments and Responses

The following summarizes and responds to substantive comments received on the DGEIS; copies
of all DGEIS comments received are provided in Appendix A. A summary of the substantive
comments made in each of the referenced comment letters is presented in this section, where
applicable, and a response to each substantive comment is also provided.

No substantive comments on the DGEIS were received during the joint public hearing held on the
Zoning Code Amendments and DGEIS.

Table 3-1: Written Comments Received on the DGEIS

Letter Author

Author Affiliation

Date of Letter

1.lvar Hyden

Member, New Rochelle City Council, District 4

July 27, 2016

2.Stephen M. Pappalardo

Village Manager, Village of Scarsdale

September 8, 2016

3.Susan Masi

City of New Rochelle Planning Board

September 19, 2016

4.Edward Buroughs, AICP

Westchester County Planning Board

September 20, 2016

5.Peter Carlin

City of New Rochelle Resident

September 23, 2016

6.Amanda Carlin

City of New Rochelle Resident

September 15, 2016
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Written Comments

1-1

1-2

2-1

2-1

2-2

Ilvar, City of New Rochelle Resident — September 23, 2016 email to City of New
Rochelle.

Comment: The new comprehensive plan does not include Glenwood Lake Park as an
actual City of New Rochelle park even though it has been considered as such for many
years by the neighborhood and is treated as such by the Parks and Recreation Dept. My
constituents and | would like clarification on this issue and information as to how this
affects the park and any other potential ramifications.

Response: Glenwood Lake Park is not an officially-designated City Park and as such has
not been included in the Comprehensive Plan list of “Public Park Facilities.” However, the
park is included on the map of City parks and open spaces. The City is proposing to
undertake a comprehensive master plan of its parks, lakes and open spaces.

Stephen M. Pappalardo, Village Manager, Village of Scarsdale — September 8, 2016
letter to the City of New Rochelle

Comment: The Village of Scarsdale supports the vast majority of the Draft Comprehensive
Plan and DGEIS. The key components of the Comprehensive Plan recognize changes in
local and regional economies, population and sustainability concerns and identify a
number of opportunities to update the current Comprehensive Plan and zoning code. The
proposed changes are reasonable and, with one exception, do not impact Scarsdale's
neighborhood character or function. As such, other than the comments set out below,
the Village supports the entirety of the Draft Comprehensive Plan and DGEIS.

Response: Comments noted.

Comment: The Village is concerned with the proposed rezoning of the Quaker
Ridge/Weaver Street site (the site), from RI-20 Single Family Residential to Neighborhood
Business. Located at the northwestern comer of Quaker Ridge Road and Weaver Street,
the site is currently occupied by a nursery and market and is zoned for single family
residential use. Given its location on the Scarsdale border with New Rochelle, it is
significant for the Scarsdale residents within its vicinity and for those that travel Weaver
Street and Quaker Ridge Road.

Response: Comments noted. The proposed rezoning of the Quaker Ridge/Weaver Street
site from R1-20 Single Family Residential to NB Neighborhood Business is designed to
bring the site’s zoning in line with the current neighborhood business use, allowing the
nursery to operate as a conforming use. It also recognizes that neighborhood businesses
support local residents through provision of services close to home while also reducing
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2-3

2-4:

3-1

vehicle miles traveled. It is expected that the existing nursery will remain on the site with
no change anticipated in the foreseeable future; however, if it were to close and another
business replace it, a traffic study would be required as would assessment of other
impacts including stormwater and visual impacts during site specific review under SEQR.

Comment: The proposed rezoning of the site from R1-20 Single Family Residential to
Neighborhood Business also increases the development capacity of the site. The change
in zoning essentially doubles the potential floor area ratio and site coverage allowance.
The current R1-20 Single Family Residential zone could accommodate approximately
three residential units, each with an estimated 3,000 - 4,000 square feet of floor area. The
proposed Neighborhood Business zoning would accommodate a building with potentially
40,000 square feet of floor area, significantly larger than what is permitted now. This
would allow an intensification of the development of the site, with resulting traffic,
stormwater and visual impacts for the neighboring residents and the Village.

Response: Comments noted. See Response 2-2 above.

Comment: The Village is concerned that the justification for the rezoning is inadequate,
and that the DGEIS fails to analyze the anticipated effects and mitigation opportunities.
Several other rezoning measures proposed under the DGEIS are accompanied by a "build-
out analysis." The equivalent consideration should be given to the rezoning of this site.
Simply stating that the site should be "rezoned to allow the current businesses on the site
to operate as conforming uses" is not adequate justification. Should New Rochelle pursue
the proposed rezoning, the Village requests additional analysis be undertaken to better
understand the potential impacts and any mitigation options, including landscaping and
traffic relief.

Response: Comments noted. See Response 1-2 above. The DGEIS did not include a build-
out analysis of this rezoning site as the existing business use on the site is expected to
remain. The DGEIS only considered vacant or under-developed sites as potential
development sites under the build-out analysis. As this site is neither vacant nor under-
developed, it was not deemed suitable for the build-out analysis. Further, any future
build-out under the proposed NB zoning would be similar in nature to the existing use of
the site, a neighborhood business use in a predominantly residential neighborhood.

Susan Masi, Member, City of New Rochelle Planning Board— September 19, 2016 email
to City of New Rochelle

Comment: The paragraph states there are 10 schools, then fails to list Trinity
Elementary School. This is on page 3.4-3.
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3-1 Response: The paragraph has been revised to include Trinity Elementary School, as
follows:

“The New Rochelle School District includes 10 public schools that provide education for
Kindergarten through 12th grade (see Figure 3.4-2). The New Rochelle School District
includes New Rochelle High School, Albert Leonard Middle School, Isaac Young Middle
School, Columbus Elementary School, Trinity Elementary, George M. Davis Jr.

Elementary School, Jefferson Elementary School, William B. Ward Elementary School,
Daniel Webster Elementary School and Barnard Early Childhood Center.”

3-2 Comment: | think there might need to be more information on how proposed zoning
changes would potentially affect the school enrollments. As you may know, there are
major concerns from residents in the Trinity School area because of all of the
residential that is approved and will be approved, as the school population is already
outgrown its current facilities. Of course other schools also have similar problems, but
a majority of the building will affect schools in this part of town.

3-2 Response: Comment noted. Pages 3.4-10 and 3.4-11 provide an analysis of potential
impacts to the New Rochelle School District, including at Trinity Elementary. Using the
New Rochelle School District-specific student multipliers developed by WXY in the New
Rochelle School Capacity Study (2015), the DGEIS estimated that approximately seven
new public school children would be generated by the proposed Zoning Code
Amendments and of those, approximately four would attend Trinity Elementary. As part
of the School Capacity Study, future capacity needs were projected to accommodate
new students generated by new residential uses associated with the 2015 New Rochelle
Downtown Overlay Zone (DOZ). The School Capacity Study projected that Trinity would
be overcapacity by 2025 and in need of three additional classrooms (one from natural
growth and two from the DOZ). As part of the DOZ amendments a Fair Share Mitigation
Fund was created, in part, to address this overcrowding issue. Approximately $9.3
million in mitigation funds will be given to the School District to address capacity issues
at its schools. Further, the addition of 4 students will increase enrollment at Trinity
Elementary School by 0.37% over the next ten years. With an annual cost to educate
seven public school children (four of which would attend Trinity) estimated at $133,000
per year (519,000/school child), the projected taxes to be paid to the School District
(5732,780) will more than cover the cost to educate any potential new public school
children generated by the Proposed Action. This is in addition to sales tax revenues
generated by the commercial, hotel and indoor recreational uses. Therefore, no
significant adverse impacts to the City’s public schools are anticipated as a result of the
proposed Zoning Code Amendments.

4, Edward Buroughs, AICP, Commissioner, Westchester County Planning Board
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4-1

5-1

5-1

— September 20, 2016 letter to City of New Rochelle

Comment: We have reviewed the Comprehensive Plan, the draft GEIS and the
proposed related zoning amendments under the provisions of Section 239 L, M and N
of the General Municipal Law and Section 277.61 of the County Administrative Code.

Response: Comments noted. All of the comments raised in the Westchester County letter
pertained to the draft Comprehensive Plan. No comments on the DGEIS were provided.

Peter Carlin, City of New Rochelle Resident — September 23, 2016 email to City of New
Rochelle.

Comment: The DGEIS states that the Comprehensive Plan calls for “future higher density
development in New Rochelle” without “directly resulting in physical changes to the
environment.” This is a laudable and potentially realistic goal, but not as it is currently
written. As the Plan pertains to the Waterfront area (referred to in the Plan as WR and
WR-1), it outlines “key steps in rebranding the City of New Rochelle as a major local and
regional coastal destination” through outsized commercial development and rezoning. If
the City is intent on reaching such a “destination” through commercial enhancement of
the proposed scale, it must give equally aggressive consideration to how it will protect
the unique Waterfront environment and its neighborhoods.

Response: The DGEIS states that the Comprehensive Plan aims to “Direct higher density
development to the downtown center, strengthen neighborhood commercial clusters,
and enhance and protect low-density residential neighborhoods.” The Comprehensive
Plan, however, does not state that it will meet this goal without any future physical
changes to the environment. Future development in the City of New Rochelle will need
to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and in compliance with the City’s Zoning
Code. The Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendments set the parameters by
which any and all future development can occur in the City, but do not in and of
themselves result in any physical changes to the environment. Accordingly, and
consistent with SEQR (6 NYCRR Part 617.10), a Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(GEIS) was prepared to analyze the impacts of the Proposed Action. A GEIS is prepared
when a proposed action represents a comprehensive program having wide application
and defining the range of future projects in the affected area. A GEIS, according to the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) SEQR handbook, is
“a type of EIS that is more general than a site-specific EIS, and typically is used to consider
broad-based actions or related groups of actions that agencies are likely to approve, fund,
or directly undertake... A Generic EIS differs from a site or project specific EIS by being

n

more general or conceptual in nature . ...”.
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Specifically, with respect to the Municipal Marina, the Comprehensive Plan states that
“the objective of rezoning the Municipal Marina and surrounding parcels is to encourage
creation of a mixed-use destination that includes a combination of continued water-
dependent uses, residential uses, retail, commercial and/or hotel uses, and improved
programming and concessions in nearby public parks. In implementing these changes, it
is important to preserve existing views of the Long Island Sound, so allowable building
heights may vary depending upon existing views” (April 26, 2016 Draft Comprehensive
Plan, page 172). The proposed amendments to the WR and WR-1 Districts do not
represent a significant change in use or density compared to what is currently allowed
under existing Zoning. The changes in allowable uses in the WR and WR-1 are minor, only
one additional permitted use was added to the WR District (“bed and breakfast, hotel”),
while all other uses in the amended WR District are currently allowed under existing
Zoning. Further, all of these uses are currently allowed at a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.0;
this is not proposed to change under the Zoning Code Amendments. The FAR for special
permit uses was increased from a very modest 0.25 to a still modest 0.40, which is less
than half the density granted to permitted principal uses. Special permit uses are subject
to additional review and approval by the Planning Board and within the WR District,
special criteria has been developed to ensure that any new construction of a new building
or replacement or expansion of an existing building will not block any significant existing
water views.

Within the WR-1 District, which is located adjacent to mixed-use commercial/residential
development along Pelham Road and five and six story multi-family buildings along
Hudson Park Road, similar uses to those that currently exist in the area (i.e. mixed-use,
multifamily residential, retail, recreational, hotel, bed and breakfast) are proposed. These
uses are all currently allowed under existing zoning by special permit. It was determined
that given the location of the WR-1 District, away from the sensitive viewsheds of Sutton
Manor and closer to the higher density residential development along Hudson Park Road,
that these uses were appropriate in this area. Further, there is no change in the allowable
FAR of permitted uses in this area. The existing zoning currently allows an FAR of 1.0 and
an FAR of 1.0 is proposed. Therefore, the proposed rezoning will not result in “outsized
commercial development” as there is no change in the density of permitted uses and only
a minor change in the permitted density of special permit uses in the two districts.

5-2 Comment: The Plan for New Rochelle proposes to allow far-reaching, long-term
commercial development in WR and WR-1, which are designated by NY State as Critical
Environmental Areas (CEA). These sections are also at the heart of one of the heaviest
concentrations of Tidal Wetlands in New Rochelle. There’s no dispute that the area has
been neglected, so an economic resuscitation of that area would be welcome. But as it
reads now, the Plan’s lack of attention and mission to limit its impact, ultimately signals
an overall failure.
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5-2 Response: Comment noted. See Response 5-1 above. The WR/WR-1 Zone is located on
the Long Island Sound, within the Long Island Sound CEA and within the FEMA Flood
Hazard Zone. Future development in these districts will be required to elevate or
floodproof to FEMA standards to ensure that future development is not negatively
impacted by sea level rise or flooding. These requirements are not unique to the rezoning
area and would apply to any development within the WR/WR-1 District under existing
zoning. In addition, while no development plans are currently proposed at the Municipal
Marina site, any future redevelopment of the property, whether under existing zoning or
proposed, will require site plan approval by the Planning Board and site-specific review
under SEQR.

5-3 Comment: While the goals of the pertinent Agency, the City Council, are far reaching and
comprehensive, they don’t appear to allow for alternatives or adjustments. A key concern
is that the only named alternative to the Proposed Action is the Proposed No Action,
which suggests that the City aims to do all that they outlined in the Plan or do nothing.
This is an all-or-nothing vision that is reckless and scary. There should exist the
wherewithal to propose expertly-guided changes to the Comp Plan. Right now, it appears
that one cannot agree to the development of Hudson Park, say, or the Municipal Marina,
for multi-use dwellings, and at the same time also commit to limits on zoning proposals,
or seek to implement studies of adverse environmental impacts. This lacks foresight and
balance.

5-3 Response: SEQR only requires the preparation of a “No Action” alternative, which
considers the impact of what would happen if the Lead Agency (City Council) does not
move forward with adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Code Amendments.
This does not mean; however, that throughout the multi-year public planning process
that has been undertaken by the City with respect to the Comprehensive Plan Update and
Zoning Code Amendments (the planning process began in 2012 — see page 2-8 of the
DGEIS), that the City did not explore many alternative planning and zoning scenarios and
present them to the public. In addition, the City’s waterfront was subject to a separate
planning process in 2015/2016 as it worked to update its Local Waterfront Revitalization
Plan (LWRP). The LWRP also included two public workshops, a public hearing and a SEQR
review process. In addition, due to the concerns expressed by residents on the proposed
WR and WR-1 Zoning, the City is planning to hold a community workshop on the proposed
zoning amendments and may, based on community feedback, further refine the zoning
proposal to address concerns. See Section 2.0 Changes to the Proposed Action for
additional detail. Finally, the DGEIS itself does not obligate the City Council to a future
course of action. They still have the ability to adopt the Comprehensive Plan while further
refining the proposed zoning.

5-4 Comment: Additionally, when the Agency proposes that future building will be allowable,
they can’t realistically state that there will likely be no adverse impact by future buildings
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5-4

5-5

5-6

5-6

6-1

6-1

due to existing codes and regulations. How responsible is it to declare specific building
allowances without also specifying what measures should be taken to limit the
surrounding impact of those buildings? That kind of planning is only “half-baked.”

Response: Comments noted. See Responses 5-1 and 5-2 above.

Comment: There exists a real danger that the Agency is “kicking the can down the road”
with respect to responsibility. If the City Council is allowing development, they must also
order thorough environmental studies now, rather than wait until future building permits
are sought. Then it will be too late. If they are flexing enough authority to permit future
development, they ought to be responsible enough to use the same authority to order
comprehensive ecological surveys and review of potential costs on climate, ocean, bay
and wetland life, etc.

Response: Comments noted. See Responses 5-1 and 5-2 above.

Comment: Whether or not aspects of this Plan are inevitable, adequate time should be
given to allow for neighborhood and environmental protections to be put into place, and
to allow the neighborhoods themselves to become part of the development process.
What’s missing from this proposal is a collaborative spirit and the balance of community
input. Letting the economic forecast of this project be known is admirable and shows
promise for the future of the City. But what is of equal, if not greater, concern is an
accurate reporting of the environmental and community support this project requires.
Regard for the well-being and ecological health of the Waterfront must be evident for the
proposed renewal to be a genuine success.

Response: Comments noted. See Response 5-3 above.

Amanda Carlin, City of New Rochelle Resident — September 15, 2016 letter to City of
New Rochelle.

Comment: The current proposed plan has a very different stated goal, which signals the
destruction of so much that is worth saving. Do you really wish to be the ones who sign
away such a valuable habitat? The birdlife, the sea creatures, all rely on a delicate balance
which will be damaged (perhaps irrevocably) by dredging and massive construction.

Response: As stated above under Response 5-1, the proposed WR/WR-1 zoning does not
represent a significant change in allowed uses or density over what could happen at the
Municipal Marina site today. In addition, the proposed zoning regulates land-side uses
only. Any in-water uses would be required to comply with all state and federal permitting
requirements. Further, no development plans are currently proposed for the Municipal
Marina site; any future redevelopment of the property, whether under existing zoning or
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proposed, will require site plan approval by the Planning Board and site-specific review
under SEQR.

6-2 Comment: There is a species of tiny ducks called Buffleheads, which my parents would set
out to view on their daily walks around the neighborhood in winter. These are cold-water
lovers, and very shy. They tend to disappear at any noise. | can imagine that we would
lose their company for good if their erstwhile home offered neither quiet nor peace.

6-2 Response: See Response 6-1 above.

6-3: Comment: This latest development plan includes a radical change to that frontage again
- but much much worse in scope and HEIGHT, practically in our back yard. There would
go our second floor partial view of the water, (we’ve already lost the lovely clock tower
cupola to Sandy), as well as most sense of privacy and security. The SIX-STORY HEIGHT of
the proposed buildings around Leif Ericsson Park is a monstrous change to the existing
landscape. Construction on that scale would alter a way of life, not just a skyline.

6-4: Response: The proposed amendments to the WR District, which encompasses the existing
Municipal Marina parking garage, has been crafted in such a way to require the
preservation of water views from upland communities. Within the WR District special
criteria has been developed to ensure that any new construction of a new building or
replacement or expansion of an existing building will not block any significant existing
water views. In addition, under the proposed WR-1 District six story building are only
allowed by special permit and then only on property with frontage on Hudson Park Road.
The zoning was designed as such to reflect that the neighborhood along Hudson Park
Road already consists of five and six-story multifamily buildings. Further, the zoning
provides for an additional layer of review of any new six story building by only allowing
the additional height by special permit. Finally, due to the concerns expressed by
residents on the proposed WR and WR-1 Zoning, the City is planning to hold a community
workshop on the proposed zoning amendments and may, based on community feedback,
further refine the zoning proposal to address concerns.

6-5: Comment: Destruction of natural skyline and ecology, obstructed views, exponential
increase in population - bringing almost guaranteed increase in garbage floating into the
cul-de-sac, traffic, noise, security issues, parking challenges.

6-6 Response: Comment noted. These and other concerns were addressed in the DGEIS and
will be further analyzed under SEQR at the time any site-specific redevelopment plans are
submitted to the City for review. No specific redevelopment plans for the Municipal
Marina are proposed at this time. In addition, the amendments to the WR District contain
special criteria to ensure that any new construction of a new building or replacement or
expansion of an existing building will not block any significant existing water views.
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