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Section 1. Introduction
This document summarizes and responds to all substantive comments on the Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) for the 2018 Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Proposed
Zoning Changes made during the public review period. The DGEIS was accepted by the Town Board on
November 28, 2018 with a public hearing held on March 13, 2019 at Town Hall. During this time, public
comments on the DGEIS were solicited at the public hearing as well as during the public comment
period, which closed on March 25, 2019. Several speakers provided comments during the hearing,
which was audio recorded and several written letters were provided to the Town (noted in Appendix A
and B). Section 2 of this document lists the organizations that commented on the DGEIS. Section 3
summarizes and responds to the substance of these comments. These summaries convey the substance
of the comments, but do not necessarily quote the comments verbatim. Comments are organized by
subject matter and grouped together accordingly for ease in disseminating the information contained
within.
This environmental impact statement for the adoption of the updated Comprehensive Plan and
proposed Zoning Code amendment (the “Proposed Action”) has been prepared as a Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). Implementation of the goals expressed in the Comprehensive
Plan would generally take the form of, among other changes:
1. Changes to the purpose and future land use of portions of the State Route 55 corridor between
Town Center and State Route 82 within the Comprehensive Plan; and
2. Re-designating a number of properties in the same area from Town Center-Business (TC-B) or
General Business (GB) to Commercial (C) Zoning Districts.
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 Zoning Code updates may affect the size, type, and form of future
development permitted in the subject areas, but not to a significant level than what already is permitted
in the are under the current zoning structure. As such, the Proposed Action is generic in nature in that it
is not a specific development change, but it involves policy and regulatory changes that would influence
the range of potential development options.
Under SEQRA regulations (6 NYCRR §617.10), a Generic EIS (GEIS) can be prepared when a proposed
action entails a wide application and defines a range of potential projects. A GEIS is “…a type of EIS that
is more general than a site-specific EIS, and typically used to consider broad-based actions of related
groups of actions that agencies are likely to approve, fund, or directly undertake” and as further noted
that “… a [GEIS} differs from a site or project specifc EIS by being more general or conceptual in nature.”
All descriptions, comments, evaluations and recommendations regarding potential environmental
impacts, and their significance, are based on data available at the time this Final GEIS was printed. This
Final GEIS complies with the requirements of SEQRA as to scope, adequacy and content. It addresses
the reasonably anticipated adverse and beneficial environmental impacts that may be generated by the
proposed application. Following acceptance of the Final GEIS and pending any changes to the GEIS, the
Town of LaGrange can, no sooner than 10 days nor more than 30 days after FGEIS publication, issue a
findings statement in accordance with SEQRA regulations.
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Section 2. List of Commenters
Public Hearing*
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Frank Mancuso – Millbrook
Katie – South Cross Road
Nancy Swanson – 356 Freedom Road
Victoria Close – South Cross Road
Tom Robinson – Dr Fink Road
Tom Clements – North Cross Road
Nicole Wavair-Porter – Wildflower Ridge
Nicholas Ward-Willis (attorney with Keene & Beane)
Richard Ryan
Jeff Frederickson – Bud Lane
Nicholas Manicopthius (Daily Planet)

*No sign in sheet was provided. Misspelling of any names is not intentional and transcribed to the best ability.

Written Comments
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Susan Kavy & Tory Klose (two letters)
Nancy Swanson – 356 Freedom Road
Nicholas Ward-Willis (Keene & Beane)
Nathanial J. Parish, PE, AICP (Parish & Weiner, Inc.)
Erik Kiviat, PhD (Hudsonia)
Krishna Patel
Nicole Porter
Jaclyn Sayegh
Jon Holden Adams (Corbally, Gartland and Rappleyea, LLP)
Vikas Munjal
Anonymous email (Ehmer Drive)
Mark Jennings

Section 3. Comments and Responses
3.1 ENVIRONMENT
Comment 3.1-1:

Concerns about the consequences of plastic packaging and microplastics, and how
they affect phytoplankton. He is concerned about the amount of plastic litter that
is thrown out of car windows, and how it could increase in a commercially zoned
area.

Response 3.1-1:

Comment noted. There is no correlation between the frequency of littering and a
specific style or type of zoning. Littering exists anywhere whether it is a rural or
urban environment.

Comment 3.1-2:

Lack of discussion on endangered/threatened species, specifically Blanding’s
Turtle.
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Comment noted. As noted in the DGEIS, the Proposed Action is a legislative action
only involving narrative amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and District
changes to the Town Zoning Code – no development is proposed at this time for
any of the properties subject to this action. Though several species are noted that
may exist in the Town, the extent of and impact to them is done on a case-by-case
basis as site plan applications are brought forth to the Town for consideration and
review with an environmental review undertaken specific to what is being
proposed. With the exception of one (parcel #15), all of the parcels currently are
developed to some extent. The proposed rezoning (to Commercial) would allow
more of a variety of commercial development, but the zoning that exists now
(Town Center-Business and General Business) also allows commercial
development as well. In either case, impacts to any potential endangered or rare
species would be considered as part of the standard site plan review and
environmental review processes undertaken by the Town Planning Board subject
to §240-72 of the Town Code.
As noted in 6 NYCRR 617.10 of the SEQRA regulations, a generic impact analysis is
an applicable use for the adoption of proposed amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Law. As noted in Part 617.10(A)(c) of the SEQRA
regulation, “Generic EISs and their findings should set forth specific conditions or
criteria under which future actions will be undertaken or approved, including
requirements for any subsequent SEQR compliance. This may include thresholds
and criteria for supplemental EISs to reflect specific significant impacts, such as
site-specific impacts, that were not adequately addressed or analyzed in the
generic EIS.” In this case, the Final GEIS acknowledges that a generic analysis
simply cannot explore the full range of impacts associated with the development
of a project on any one site anywhere in the Town of LaGrange, but the Final GEIS
does set forth parameters for review of project specific impacts in light of the land
use policies set forth in the Town Plan and its implementing regulations (i.e. the
Zoning Law). The Final GEIS also makes specific recommendations for further study
of the State Route 55 and 82 corridor and intersections with both these routes and
the Taconic State Parkway. The Final GEIS also acknowledges the role of SEQRA in
assessing the potential impacts of a future site-specific development that may
come before agencies of the Town. (See also Eadie v Town Board of the Town of
North Greenbush, 7 N.Y.3d 306, 854 N.E.2d 464, 821 N.Y.S.2d 142 (2006)).

Comment 3.1-3:
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Blanding’s Turtle• The DGEIS makes no mention of examination of potential impacts to flora,
including rare plants that may occur on or near the subject parcels.
• No examination was made of potential impacts to the wood turtle, a Special
Concern species in New York.
• No examination was made of potential impacts to the spotted turtle, a Special
Concern Species in New York.
• The DGEIS devotes five sentences in Section 3.5 to the topic of Natural
Resources, none of which addresses the potential impacts identified above.
Examination of potential impacts to the natural resources from the rezoning
must be examined for the entire corridor and not on a piecemeal basis so as to
understand the cumulative impacts.
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Response 3.1-3:

Comment noted. See response 3.1-2 above.

Comment 3.1-4:

The DGEIS ignores State and/or Federally endangered or threatened species which
may have habitat in portions of the area to be rezoned or adjacent.

Response 3.1-4:

Comment noted. See response 3.1-2 above.

Comment 3.1-5:

The DGEIS does not adequately study the potential significant adverse
environmental impact from the proposed rezoning to threatened species, their
habitats or natural resources in general as required by SEQRA. Species noted in
the general area include Blanding’s turtle, wood turtle, spotted turtle, five-angled
dodder, and swamp cottonwood. Public databases and past reports and studies
are available that were not consulted with during the development of the DGEIS.

Response 3.1-5:

Comment noted. See response 3.1-2 above.

3.2 TRAFFIC
Comment 3.2-1:

Commenter moved to LaGrange for the “rural character and nature” of the area,
which has been diminishing. Concerned about the safety of pedestrians as Cross
Road is used as a thru-road, people drive at higher speeds. Litter along busy roads
is increasing, leading to increased environmental concerns and erosion of the rural
identity.

Response 3.2-1:

Comment noted. Of the parcels subject to this Proposed Action, only one is
currently undeveloped (parcel #15); the majority of the remaining properties
contain commercial structures and/or businesses. The “rural character” that
currently exists consists of a mix of commercial developments and a few scattered
single-family properties. The existing zoning (GB and TC-B) allows for a wide
range of commercial uses, with the proposed rezoning (C) expanding commercial
opportunities by approximately 18-19 additional uses. The character and design
of any commercial development within the Town remains an important aspect in
the site design process regardless of the zoning district. As such, design standards
exist for the Commercial District (as well as the GB District) whose purpose is to
“provide positive examples of the forms and patterns of development that are
desirable within the C and GB Districts of the Town of LaGrange and consistent
with Greenway Design Principles. They are also intended to encourage
development that is in keeping with the Town's semirural character and its
aesthetic environment.” (§240-39A of the Town Code).
The design principles for the Commercial (C) and General Business (GB) Districts
noted in §240-39B of the Town Code include:
1) Locate buildings close to the sidewalk and street edge.
2) Promote pedestrian activity through a safe and walkable environment.
3) Minimize the visual impact of the automobile by managing curb cuts and the
placement and screening/landscaping of parking areas.
4) Create an interconnected street system for both pedestrian and vehicular
traffic.
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5) Create opportunities for shared and interconnected systems of driveways in
instances where these elements can be designed compatible with the uses
and when it promotes safe vehicular and pedestrian movement.
6) Encourage the development of both on-street parking and shared parking
areas between nearby uses.
7) Protect important natural and historic features.
8) Facilitate transitions and site planning for commercial development so that it
is compatible and in context with adjacent zoning districts and residential
neighborhoods.
Comment 3.2-2:

It is stated that NYSDOT provides review, approval, and permitting for among
other items “changes of volume.” This is unclear. NYSDOT should have been
noted as an involved agency and a new public hearing should be undertaken with
notice provided to NYSDOT.

Response 3.2-2:

Comment noted. As there is no specific development that is proposed under the
Proposed Action, NYSDOT would not be able to provide comments on permitting
or approval outside of the standard processes that are currently in place for any
entity who desires to conduct work on or within any part of the state highway
system, its properties, or right-of-way. This process begins early on with the Initial
Proposal Review phase which is “An early stage review to determine the concept
and scope of a proposed project [emphasis added], to determine what access
options are possible and if a Traffic Impact Study is required, and to resolve any
other questions on the application process before developing detailed construction
plans. Ideally, this review stage is concurrent with the SEQR process being
undertaken by the lead agency such as the town or local planning board.” It is
noted that NYSDOT involvement begins when a proposed project exists – no
development projects are proposed. NYSDOT will be consulted with and included
as an Involved Agency under the site plan review and environmental review
processes set forth under current regulations (see §240-72 of the Town Code).

Comment 3.2-3:

The DGEIS must include a proper traffic analysis, evolution of impacts, and
proposed mitigation. If mitigation requires Route 55 improvements, NYSDOT
would need to be consulted and comments included in this document.
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Response 3.2-3:

Comment noted. See response 3.12-2 above. As noted in Section 4.2, page 30 of
the DGEIS, several potential transportation mitigation improvements are offered
depending on the type of development that is proposed for each of the sites. The
nature of the Proposed Action, with the numerous development options that
could exist with the rezoning, results in an endless level of variation. The traffic
review that was undertaken as part of this generic analysis looked at the “worst
case scenario” of the potential development that could occur given the amount of
land available and other factors such as the combination (resubdivision) of lands
and generalized figures with respect to parking/access to identify the largest,
single potential traffic volume increase. As previously noted, the Final GEIS
acknowledges that a generic analysis simply cannot explore the full range of
impacts associated with the development of a project on any one site anywhere in
the Town of LaGrange. NYSDOT will be consulted with and included as an Involved
Agency under the site plan review and environmental review processes set forth
under current regulations (see §240-72 of the Town Code).

Comment 3.2-4:

The DGEIS traffic analysis relies on daily average trip data which is totally
inadequate and does not provide accurate information as to the traffic to be
generated and what roadway and/or intersections improvements will be
necessary. The conclusion regarding sufficient capacity and Level of Service (LOS)
on Route 55 is a conclusory statement that is not supported by any valid analysis.

Response 3.2-4:

Comment noted. The methodology is appropriate given the variable nature of the
conditions, i.e. not having a specific development proposed for a specific site that
would result in specific traffic volumes. Use of the ITE manual is an industry
standard reference and there is no specific methodology noted for a broad traffic
review such as this; traffic analysis can use either daily average trip data or peak
trip data, dependent on the development that is proposed.
In terms of level of service, it can be reviewed through the context of the corridor
as a whole or individual intersections or both – no exact methodology is outlined
for a generalized analysis and any of these methodologies are a valid form of
traffic impact analysis. For this analysis, the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
was utilized, which is the volume of traffic on the road over the course of the day.
This was compared that to the theoretical maximum for an acceptable Level of
Service for a roadway with the specific, existing lane configuration. Then, looking
at the daily traffic that could be generated by any of multiple potential land uses
and developments, a determination can be made if the roadway could handle the
potential, additional proposed traffic. Based on the data that was collected and
the hypothetical developments of the identified parcels, it was determined that
the corridor could continue to handle the potential traffic loads. If and as the
vacant parcel eventually get built out and the improved parcels are modified or repurposed , a more specific traffic study that looks at peak hour turning movements
at key intersections along the corridor would be appropriate, if the development
was large enough to trigger the need for a traffic study, at the discretion of
NYSDOT, who holds jurisdiction over the roadways. This would be the more
“traditional” way of evaluating traffic impacts when specific developments are
known and appropriate assumptions can be made.
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Comment 3.2-5:

The DGEIS assumption that future development reviews will later consider
improvements is not acceptable. The purpose of the DGEIS is to consider the
impacts to be anticipated, what mitigation will be required if and when more
intensive development is contemplated.

Response 3.2-5:

Comment noted. See response 3.2-2. As noted in 6 NYCRR 617.10 of the SEQRA
regulations, a generic impact analysis is an applicable use for the adoption of
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Law. As noted in
Part 617.10(A)(c) of the SEQRA regulation, “Generic EISs and their findings should
set forth specific conditions or criteria under which future actions will be
undertaken or approved, including requirements for any subsequent SEQR
compliance. This may include thresholds and criteria for supplemental EISs to
reflect specific significant impacts, such as site-specific impacts, that were not
adequately addressed or analyzed in the generic EIS.” In this case, the Final GEIS
acknowledges that a generic analysis simply cannot explore the full range of
impacts associated with the development of a project on any one site anywhere in
the Town of LaGrange, but the Final GEIS does set forth parameters for review of
project specific impacts in light of the land use policies set forth in the Town Plan
and its implementing regulations (i.e. the Zoning Law). The Final GEIS also makes
specific recommendations for further study of the State Route 55 and 82 corridor
and intersections with both these routes and the Taconic State Parkway. The Final
GEIS also acknowledges the role of SEQRA in assessing the potential impacts of a
future site-specific development that may come before agencies of the Town. (See
also Eadie v Town Board of the Town of North Greenbush, 7 N.Y.3d 306, 854
N.E.2d 464, 821 N.Y.S.2d 142 (2006)).

Comment 3.2-6:

The DGEIS must, for each and every parcel, compare the existing condition impact
with those to be expected from redevelopment to the newly permitted use and
then examine the cumulative impacts of the changes to each of the parcels. A
sketch concept plan should be prepared which illustrates the building footprint
and probable auto related use for the full development.
Comment noted. The existing zoning permits a range of uses, including
commercial, totaling approximately 57-58 in total. The proposed rezoning to
Commercial increases this by 18-19 uses. With 75-77 total land uses available The
Final GEIS acknowledges that a generic analysis simply cannot explore the full
range of impacts associated with the development of a project on any one site
anywhere in the Town of LaGrange, but the Final GEIS does set forth parameters
for review of project specific impacts in light of the land use policies set forth in
the Town Plan and its implementing regulations (i.e. the Zoning Law).
The commercial uses that will result from the rezoning will inevitably have
significant negative traffic impact and congestion impacts that will delay my
commute. Drivers will be forced to share the road with an increased number of
commercial vehicles required to service the new establishments. These conditions
pose a danger to drivers, especially young drivers – the road is already crowded
enough.

Response 3.2-6:

Comment 3.2-7:

Response 3.2-7:
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Comment 3.2-8:

Allowing additional types of commercial uses which will result in heavy traffic and
other adverse impacts to existing properties is not compatible with the existing
land use pattern.

Response 3.2-8:

Comment noted. See responses 3.2-2, 3.2-4, 3.2-6, and 3.3-1.

Comment 3.2-9:

The proposed amendment will create an excessive increase in traffic or congestion
will adversely affect public safety will create drainage problems will negatively
impact subsurface water resources will be a deterrent to the development of the
use of the adjacent properties and will harm the existing businesses in the area.

Response 3.2-9:

Comment noted. See responses 3.2-2, 3.2-4, 3.2-6, 3.3-1, 3.3-8, and 3.4-4.

3.3 CHARACTER
Comment 3.3-1:

Concerned that there would be two commercial areas on Route 55 and that
eventually the residential and general business areas in between will seek
commercial zoning as well. Commenter does not want Route 55 to turn into a
busy commercial area like Routes 5 or 9. Traffic is challenging near the Taconic,
and the area is accident prone- making the area commercial could increase
traffic. Why bother re-zoning when the businesses in that area could seek
variances? Concerned that businesses are controlling what is happening in
LaGrange. Commenter also moved there for the rural character.

Response 3.3-1:

Comment noted. The current zoning of the area Route 55 corridor between
Taconic State Parkway and the intersection with Route 82 already consists of
commercial zoning districts (General Business) between residential zoning
districts (Residential Low Density) and the current land uses reflect commercial
businesses as well. The proposed rezoning would not change the character of the
area in a significant fashion compared to what it is now (i.e. the conversion of
agricultural lands to commercial is a significant character change). Commercial
development is already permitted under the current zoning that is in place – the
proposed zoning adds 18-19 additional uses – which would result in an increase in
traffic regardless when compared to the level of development that presently
exists. As noted in the DGEIS and addressed in other responses, the Level of
Service (LOS) of Route 55 is acceptable to transportation engineering standards
and is capable of handling additional traffic volumes while maintaining an
adequate LOS. NYSDOT maintains the roadway and would be consulted with for
any future development that is proposed that would require any changes to
access on the roadway, regardless of whatever zoning is in place.

Comment 3.3-2:

Asked if Stewart’s was the driving factor behind the zoning change (was told no).
Concern that the Hamlet of Lagrangeville would be too commercial.

Response 3.3-2:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-7. The Hamlet of LaGrangeville is located
south of this area at Noxon Road and State Route 82.

Comment 3.3-3:

Concerned about making the area East of the Taconic more commercial. Asked
why bother making it commercial if they are already zoned for general business,
was told that GB limits business owners. Fear of big franchises/chain stores,
would like more “mom & pop” shops.
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Response 3.3-3:

Comment noted. With the exception of one property (parcel #15), all of the
parcels currently are developed to some extent. The proposed rezoning (to
Commercial) would allow more of a variety of commercial development, but the
zoning that exists now (Town Center-Business and General Business) also allows
commercial development as well. The rezoning does not inhibit the development
of “mom & pop” style stores.

Comment 3.3-4:

Concern for big box stores coming in (Lowes, Walmart, etc.). Asked if the current
zoning (GB) could be amended to allow the current business owners to expand
instead of re-zoning.

Response 3.3-4:

Comment noted. Under the current zoning (General Business) and the proposed
rezoning (Commercial), “retail business” and “retail sale of products of
horticulture, as well as hand tools, fertilizer, seeds, bulbs and other materials
customarily used in horticulture on parcels of 5 acres or more” are permitted,
though noting that design standards apply to both. Technically, a “big box” style
store would be permitted by code in either district; however, the land that is
currently available given the other land development restrictions that exist
(wetlands, floodplains, and other overlays) would substantially limit the
developable space unless parcels were combined, which is an option that exists
regardless of which district is in place. The traffic analysis that was provided as
part of the DGEIS looked at this “worst case scenario” (combined of lots and
choosing the highest traffic generator) and though the traffic volumes modestly
increased, the capacity and level of service of Route 55 was still acceptable by
traffic standards.

Comment 3.3-5:

Concern that buildings will be erected, become vacant, and become an eyesore.
Suggested that businesses should be encouraged to use existing spaces. Concern
for the lack of citizenship and increasing litter. Does not see the need to
increase/encourage development when green technologies (electric cars, etc.)
are becoming more popular, and we are more aware of ecological damage.

Response 3.3-5:

Comment noted. The development and marketability of existing or new buildings
cannot be controlled through zoning. Zoning provides the foundation for future
development and expanding the list of potential uses merely provides additional
opportunities, subject to other Town regulations and other agencies for
approval/permitting. See response 3.1-1 regarding litter. Green technologies can
be applied to building and land development to minimize carbon footprints and
increase sustainability.

Comment 3.3-6:

Asked if the new zoning would increase the property value/property tax on
currently vacant parcels. Compared this effort to re-zone and Flint Michigan.
Expressed overall concern for the environment. Believes that there are enough
gas stations in the area.
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Response 3.3-6:

Comment noted. The proposed rezoning will promote commercial development
by providing a wider range of potential uses, help overcome stagnation of
development, promote the public benefit through increased “ratables” and
mitigate the effect of tax caps. It is generally accepted in “Cost of Community
Services” studies that commercial/industrial uses and agricultural/open space
uses provides more in tax revenue than it requires in Town services (expenses)
when compared to residential development. See American Farmland Trust
(https://www.farmlandinfo.org/cost-community-services-studies). The potential
for an increase in tax revenue exists.

Comment 3.3-7:

Concerned about erosion of the character of the neighborhood.

Response 3.3-7:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-11 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-8:

In chapter 240-101 of the town code, some of the things the Board is supposed to
consider before changing the zoning of an area are:
a) “whether the proposed change will adversely influence living conditions in the
neighborhood.” We know this change will adversely influence living conditions
because it will turn 82/55 into another awful route 9 shopping strip.
b) “whether the proposed change will create or excessively increase traffic
congestion or otherwise affect public safety.” South Cross Road, which is already
a cut through from 82 to 55, will become even more heavily trafficked, thereby
jeopardizing the safety of those who live along it.
c) “whether the proposed change will create a drainage problem or negatively
impact subsurface water resources.” If, God forbid, there is ever a leak in a tank
that holds the gas that Stewart’s is going to sell, our groundwater will be gravely
affected. As stated by a fellow citizen in that meeting, the groundwater along 55
is undrinkable now but the town has not seen fit to find out why or to remediate
it. Think Flint, Michigan. It could happen here.
d) “whether the change suggested is out of scale with the needs of the
neighborhood or the town.” Adding another gas station cum mart is not needed
in this neighborhood or by the town. We have more than enough of those as it is.
e) What has the Town’s CAC said?

Response 3.3-8:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-1 and 3.3-3. In regard to potential tank
leaks, gas stations already exist at several of the parcels and overlay districts are
already in place that would apply to protect groundwater and water quality as
much as possible within the Town’s power. NYSDEC regulates underground tanks
and requires regular inspections, monitoring, and maintenance records are part
of their permitting and approval processes. This oversight will continue for any
use that contains under or aboveground petroleum-based storage tanks
regardless of the zoning. There is no requirement for circulation of the DGEIS to
the Town’s Conservation Advisory Committee, though the document was made
publicly available to all interested parties, including any advisory committees or
members within the Town – no comments were provided.

Comment 3.3-9:

Many of us moved to LaGrangeville precisely because it was rural and country
and without too much traffic or roadside pollution. With this change will come
much more traffic and much more roadside garbage. As it is, we can’t clean up
what’s here.
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Response 3.3-9:

Comment noted. See responses 3.1-1, 3.2-11, 3.3-1, and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-10:

Rural character of LaGrange/LaGrangeville is almost lost east of the Taconic. The
rezoning would make it lost forever. Webster’s definition of “hamlet”: a small
village. If this zoning is changed, we will no longer be a small village; we’ll be a
city. With commercial zoning, the area in question could have a Dunkin Donuts,
Midas Muffler, etc. How does this preserve the rural nature of our town?
Perhaps when the master plan was adopted in 2005, the change from C to CT2
(the equivalent of GB) was done in order to keep LaGrangeville small and rural.

Response 3.3-10:

Comment noted. See responses 3.1-1, 3.2-1, 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-11:

Why develop property commercially outside of the town center, thereby
defeating the purpose of having a town center?

Response 3.3-11:

Comment noted. See responses 3.1-1, 3.2-1, 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-12:

There are already three or four gas stations just west of 55 and the Taconic and
one at the four corners of 55/82. How many gas stations do we need?

Response 3.3-12:

Comment noted. See response 1, 6, 15, and 17. 3.1-1, 3.2-1, 3.3-3 and 3.3-5.

Comment 3.3-13:

According to public comments at the March 13, 2019 public hearing, town
residents are not requesting this zoning change. The request appears to be from
property owners in the proposal area with commercial interest. Some of those
owners may live in LaGrange. Non-resident owners may have purchased parcels
with the aim of developing a successful business on a road that is heavily
travelled, extending to the state border with Connecticut. There is an opportunity
for compromise between town residents seeking to keep the zoning as is and
parcel owners seeking to change the zoning from General Business to
Commercial.
Comment noted. See response 3.12-4 and 3.12-6.

Response 3.3-13:
Comment 3.3-14:

Proposed rezoning will allow intense uses such as gas stations, auto services,
major auto repair facilities, fast food restaurants, motels, and warehousing. Such
high intensity commercial uses are not compatible with the existing land use
patterns in this area, will have negative impacts on the environment and will
adversely impact the property values in the area.

Response 3.3-14:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-15:

Converting from General Business to Commercial will permit a wide-open list of
uses, encouraging strip-type development along the Route 55 corridor and divert
commercial interests from Town Center and Hamlet districts. The proposed
rezoning will result in uses that are not aesthetically pleasing or environmentally
friendly.

Response 3.3-15:

Comment noted. See response 3.2-1, 3.3-1, and 3.3-3.
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Comment 3.3-16:

The proposed local law will permit the construction of gas stations and it is
generally undesirable to locate a number of gas stations in close proximity to one
another. This will create a “gasoline alley” along Route 55 and fails to incorporate
any restrictions on the location of gas stations. Many other Towns in the County
require gas stations be separated from one another or separated from residential
areas.

Response 3.3-16:

Comment noted. See response 3.1-1, 3.2-1, 3.3-3, and 3.3-5.

Comment 3.3-17:

There are already five gas stations in the Town of LaGrange along NYS Route 55
between the area of Freedom Road and NYS Route 82 intersection.

Response 3.3-17:

Comment noted. See response 3.1-1, 3.2-1, 3.3-3, and 3.3-5.

Comment 3.3-18:

In 2015, the Town of LaGrange introduced a Local Law amending the Town of
LaGrange Zoning map to change the zoning district designation of certain parcels
of land to Commercial; all sixteen (16) parcels were included in the 2015 local
law. The Dutchess County Dept. of Planning and Development issued an advisory
opinion generally noting that open-ended strip commercial development should
not be encouraged along Route 55 and that the commercial zoning district at the
NY 55/TSP intersection is not appropriate. The DGEIS fails to consider this letter.

Response 3.3-18:

Comment noted. Under §239-m of General Municipal Law, referral to the County
is required for zoning actions, including amendments (§239-m3(a)(i) and (ii)). As
also noted in §239-m, subsection 5, the local municipality may “act contrary to
such recommendation…by a vote of a majority plus one of all the members
thereof.” The County’s recommendations were taken into consideration as part
of the amendment process to the Comprehensive Plan and the subsequent
rezoning that is proposed. While informative and contributing beneficial
comments to the Town, the County’s actions are only recommendations, holding
no authoritative power (i.e. permit, approval, or funding) and the local land use
decisions are subject to the Town of LaGrange under home rule law. While the
comments and recommendations from the County in 2015 did not support the
proposed rezoning at the time and anticipated development style as a result,
though no actual projects were proposed, more recent communication from
them as a result of the 239-m review inherently differ from 2015. In referral No.
18-388 and 18-387, the County’s recommendation indicates that “the Board rely
upon its own study of the facts in the case with due consideration of the
[County’s] comments.” Their current opinion on the action was that other parcels
should be considered for rezoning as well and raised concerns on the level of
non-conformity of a few of the parcels - generally, though, the County took no
issue with the proposed rezoning amendments.
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Comment 3.3-19:

There is no information or analysis in the DGEIS that explains what the changes in
the Comprehensive Plan are. The current plan notes that “commercial
revitalization west and southwest of the Taconic State Parkway, with the
exception of promoting limited new development that is compatible with the
special character that exists within the hamlets and within the C-2 zoning district
east of the Taconic Parkway.” The proposed rezoning clearly and unambiguously
violates the current Plan, encouraging the development of a wide range of auto
related uses, night clubs, and other non-hamlet commercial type uses that will
create a totally different “front door” to the nearby residential areas.

Response 3.3-19:

Comment noted. See response 3.8-7 and page 5 of the DGEIS.

Comment 3.3-20:

Parcels 7, 9, 11, 13, and 16 are noted as containing residential development with
substantial natural landscapes. These constitute more than 1/3 of the parcels to
be rezoned east of the Parkway, clearly changing the character of an existing,
quiet, landscaped, low impact area.

Response 3.3-20:

Comment noted. See response 3.2-1 and 3.3-1.

Comment 3.3-21:

Four (4) of the 19 parcels to be rezoned contain a gas station or auto related uses;
there are a number of others existing auto related uses not proposed to be
rezoned. It is difficult to discern any sound community, public benefit, economic
reason to justify rezoning and the DGEIS has no explanation nor analysis with
respect to the purpose or need to amend the Comprehensive Plan and
subsequently the zoning.

Response 3.3-21:

Comment noted. See response 3.8-7 and page 5 of the DGEIS.

Comment 3.3-22:

The list of purported public benefits (page 6 of DGEIS) is inadequate.

Response 3.3-22:

Comment noted.

Comment 3.3-23:

The proposed rezoning will pave the way for more intense commercial
development that will result in strip-mall development along Route 55, similar to
Route 9 in Poughkeepsie and Wappinger. As proposed this will result in increased
traffic and noise, threaten the water supply, endanger protected waterways,
jeopardize the habitat of protected species, and increase pollution.

Response 3.3-23:

Comment noted. See responses 3.1-1, 3.2-1, 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-24:

The rezoning will allow more intense commercial uses such as gas stations, auto
services, major auto repair facilities, fast food restaurants, motels and nightclubs.

Response 3.3-24:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-25:

The proposed rezoning is not forward-thinking and will cater to fossil fuel burning
cars as well as reflect the failed vision of Poughkeepsie in the 1970’s that resulted
in blight along Route 9.

Response 3.3-25:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-26:

The proposed rezoning would create a de facto extension of Town Center in a
manner inconsistent with the design standards and integrated multiuse
objectives of Town Center.
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Response 3.3-26:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-1 and 3.3-3.

Comment 3.3-27:

While redevelopment is encouraged, the Town Board is more interested in failed
development of the past rather than sustainable development of the future. The
auto depended uses permitted under the new commercial zoning are not lacking
in Dutchess County and have their place – Route 55 and 82 are not that place.

Response 3.3-27:

Comment noted.

3.4 ZONING
Comment 3.4-1:

Asked if it would be possible to limit the number of one type of business in an
area.

Response 3.4-1:

Comment noted. Under certain circumstances and within certain limits this is
possible, but the Town Board does not agree that such limits should or need to be
legislated.

Comment 3.4-2:

Sees the rezoning as an unfair set of rules for everyone (i.e. owners that have
already built their business would be at a disadvantage).

Response 3.4-2:

Comment noted. Prior to 2005, a majority of the 16 parcels were zoned C and
their uses were rendered non-conforming when they were rezoned C-2 (now GB)
in 2005. The proposed rezoning of all 16 parcels to C will expand the
opportunities to revitalize the corridor along Route 52 from Route 82 to just east
of the Taconic Parkway.

Comment 3.4-3:

Accused the Town of segmentation as Stewart’s asked the Town to rezone
parcels near this intersection.
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Comment noted. The application of Stewart’s Shops Corporation (“Stewart’s”) is
an independent application for site plan approval and re-zoning of land from
Residential Low-Density zoning to the Commercial zoning. The Stewart’s
application is not (a) part of the proposed rezoning of 16 other parcels which are
currently zoned GB or TC, (b) more likely to be undertaken on account of the
proposed rezoning of the 16 parcels or (c) dependent upon the proposed
rezoning. The two actions are therefore unrelated. Geographic proximity is
insufficient to render the two actions related actions under SEQRA.
Comments acknowledge that the Town Board did address the cumulative traffic
impacts of the proposed Stewart’s shop on the proposed rezoning.
The DGEIS clearly states the reasons for not combining its review of the proposed
rezoning with the Stewart’s application, noting that Stewart’s application is
“functionally independent” of the Town’s proposed rezoning and that, unlike the
rezoning undertaken by the Town, any rezoning of Stewart’s properties would be
contingent on site plan approval, Comprehensive Plan amendment and Town
Board rezoning. DGEIS at 39. Since “’SEQRA does not change the existing
jurisdiction of agencies’”, the Town exercised is jurisdictional prerogative so as to
“avoid mixing the unconditional rezoning of 16 parcels by including site planning
details of a new Stewart’s Shop in the SEQRA Review.” DGEIS at 39, quoting 6
NYCRR 617.3(b). The Town also noted the impropriety of using the current SEQRA
exercise to break off a piece of the SEQRA review that would be undertaken as
part of the Stewart’s application.
Additionally, and in compliance with 6 NYCRR 617.3(g)(1), the Town clearly
demonstrated that its decision would be no less protective of the environment.
As noted in the DGEIS, the Stewart’s application would still require “full and
complete SEQRA review” as part of the required Plan amendment, rezoning and
site plan approval, separate and distinct from the full review being undertaken by
the Town as part of its planned rezoning. DGEIS, at 39.
The proposed rezoning and the Stewart’s application are separate and distinct
actions under SEQRA, not connected by some long-range plan or in any way
interdependent. Segmentation has not occurred here. Even if these unrelated
actions where someone deemed “related” under SEQRA, the DGEIS clearly sets
forth valid reasons for not incorporating a full review of the Stewart’s application
into the DGEIS, all the while making evident that such decision was no less
protective of the environment.

Comment 3.4-4:
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Response 3.4-4:

Comment noted. The proposed rezoning affects 16 parcels, currently zoned GB or
TC and situated on Route 55 or Route 82, each a State Highway. As specified in
the DGIES, the intended effect of the proposed rezoning of the 16 parcels is to
“expand opportunities” in areas that have otherwise remained “underutilized”
and to permit a greater variety of development to achieve that end. DGEIS at 4.
In assessing the proposed rezoning, the Town has considered, among other
things, (i) potential traffic and environmental impacts, (ii) the potential for
increased tax revenues, (iii) the current uses of the parcels as compared to the
permitted uses under the rezoning, (iv) providing employment opportunities for
town residents upon redevelopment, (v) the provision of necessary and desirable
services to residents and (vi) the need to develop an area abutting two State
Highways and just west of the Taconic Parkway which has largely remained
stagnant despite it being located in a high-traffic corridor. DGEIS at 6. The Town’s
focus, throughout, has been to implement a well-reasoned and deliberate
amendment to the existing 2005 Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”) for the benefit
of the broader community. The proposed rezoning was not undertaken for the
benefit of any specific property owners. The 16 parcels in question are owned by
numerous different individuals and entities.

Comment 3.4-5:

Why can’t the zoning stay the same and the landowners who want to develop
said parcels apply for variances instead?

Response 3.4-5:

Comment noted. See response 3.3-12. The legislative intent behind the proposed
rezoning is to promote the welfare of the community through comprehensive
planning. Comprehensive planning is preferable to a piecemeal approach
dependent upon the granting of individual variances. Furthermore, applicants for
variances, especially use variances, have high burdens of proof which they may
be unable to meet.

Comment 3.4-6:

The Town Board stated that the rezoning initiative began with the Shell station on
55 and the Taconic because it could not expand and so wanted to open another
station at 82/55 but the land would have to be rezoned. Shell withdrew its
initiative but because Stewart’s has interest in developing the site, it has to be
rezoned. (It’s absurd to say that there is no connection between Stewart’s
wanting to put in a gas station/store at Billings and the Board’s wanting to change
the zoning from GB to C.)

Response 3.4-6:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-3. The timing of (a) the beginning of the
“rezoning initiative” referred to in Comment 38 and (b) Stewart’s application
establish that the two actions are not related, interdependent or connected.

Comment 3.4-7:

Another reason the Board presented for changing from GB to C was to be fair to
those landowners who had not had the opportunity to develop those properties.
Which in essence means that those landowners were not interested in starting
companies encompassed in the GB list but only wanted to start companies listed
in the additional businesses that could be developed under C—mainly
automotive-related businesses such as auto body shops, tire retail stores, etc.
Hard to believe. How about being fair to the residents?

Response 3.4-7

Comment noted. See response 3.4-2.
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Comment 3.4-8:

Zoning even handedness should be applied to all businesses east of the Taconic.

Response 3.4-8:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-2.

Comment 3.4-9:

There are two forms of relief currently available to property owners in this area the Town Board changed the zoning code in May 2018 to allow for expansion of
nonconforming uses by 50%. There has been little time to see the result of this
change. The second is the zoning variance. There have been a number of
variances granted by the Town in the past. These two methods could satisfy
existing businesses.

Response 3.4-9:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-4 and 3.4-5.

Comment 3.4-10:

On August 1, 2018, Stewart’s Shops Corporation filed a rezoning application with
the Town and obtain site plan approval for a Stewart’s store and gas station
opposite the parcels subject to the proposed rezoning. The Town has failed to
consider the environmental impacts, though the DGEIS acknowledged the project
and examined the cumulative traffic impacts. The environmental impacts of this
action should be included with this DGEIS to the fullest extent possible.

Response 3.4-10:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-3.

Comment 3.4-11:

The proposed local law constitutes illegal spot zoning. The rezoning is
inconsistent with the existing comprehensive plan and inconsistent with the
surrounding zoning of these parcels. This is done at the benefit of the property
owners and not for the general welfare of the community.

Response 3.4-11:

Comment 52 is factually inaccurate. See response 3.4-4.

Comment 3.4-12:

Section 240-101 of the Town Code is clear as to the criteria to be examined by the
Town Board in deciding whether to amend the Town Zoning Ordinance. The
proposed amendments fail to meet the Town’s criteria to make a zone change.

Response 3.4-12:

Comment noted. Each of the criteria set forth in Section 240-101 of the Town
Code was carefully considered by the Town Board, which made detailed findings
of fact with respect thereto in the resolution of introduction of the zoning
amendments dated November 28, 2018.

Comment 3.4-13:

Parcel 3 is noted as having more land restrictions as a result of environmental
features and limiting developable land. There does not appear to be any
reasonable justification for changing the zoning.

Response 3.4-13:

Comment noted. Ample justification exists. The proposed rezoning will promote
commercial development by providing a wider range of potential uses, help
overcome stagnation of development, promote the public benefit through
increased “ratables” and mitigate the effect of tax caps. Recognition of sitespecific conditions applicable to Parcel 3 is realistic, but such recognition does not
in and of itself justify exclusion of Parcel 3 from the proposed rezoning.
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Comment 3.4-14:

The DGEIS fails to discuss the spot zoning character of the proposed action. Lack
of discussion as to the manner in which the proposed action benefits the parcels
not being rezoned which surround the subject parcels nor explains how this
approach creates a cohesive community as opposed to an irregular land use
pattern.

Response 3.4-14:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-4.

Comment 3.4-15:

The DGEIS notes the application of Stewarts for rezoning but states that it is not
the subject of the DGEIS – a piecemeal approach.

Response 3.4-15:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-3. Though the actions are unrelated, the
cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed Stewart’s shop are considered in the
DGEIS. The Stewart’s project requires site plan approval as well as a zoning
change. It would have been a piecemeal approach to not consider site plan
approval and the zoning change for the Stewart’s parcel as part of the same
action, which is separate from and independent of the rezoning of the 16 parcels.

Comment 3.4-16:

The proposed change will constitute a grant of a special privilege to the owners to
the properties in question while potentially harming other property owners who
are not benefitted by the zone change.

Response 3.4-16:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-2, 3.4-4, 3.4-12, and 3.12-6.

3.5 WATER QUALITY
Comment 3.5-1:

Asked if any of the parcels under this re-zoning are currently greenbelt. Sprout
Creek and well aquifers border/are in these parcels. Commenter has a business
on this road and cannot drink the water because the well is not safe. High level of
concern for petroleum waste from new businesses. Stated that she would feel
better if town water/sewer was going to be provided to this area.

Response 3.5-1:

Comment noted. None of the parcels are currently in the greenbelt. Overlay
protection regulations exist to protect groundwater (§240-31G) and stream
corridors (§240-31B), as well as design standards for Commercial and General
Business Districts. See also response 31. The potential for extension of public
water and sewer is a separate topic subject to Town finances, community
petition, property owner interest, and Department of Health concerns, among
other considerations.

Comment 3.5-2:

Stated a disconnect between potential ability of businesses to profit, and
townspeople’s willingness to sacrifice the rural character. Concern for Sprout
Creek and wells.

Response 3.5-2:

Comment noted. See responses 3.2-1, 3.3-1, 3.3-3 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-3:

Concern for air quality, property values, well water contamination.

Response 3.5-3:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-1, 3.3-3, and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-4:

Commenter owned a marina near a creek like Sprout Creek, it was contaminated
and made his family very sick/death (cancer?). Concern that this would happen to
Sprout Creek.

Page | 18

Town of LaGrange 2018 Comprehensive Plan
& Zoning Map Amendments FGEIS

April 5, 2019

Response 3.5-4:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-5:

Concerned that a situation similar to the old dry cleaners that was a heavy
pollutant would happen again. Town had to put in town water to attempt to
mitigate that situation, might not be able to do it again.

Response 3.5-5:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-6:

Could impact the aquifers and would like to see an aquifer protection zone.

Response 3.5-6:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-7:

Concerned about the contaminated wells on Route 55 and urges the town to
study it. Does not want more potential sources of pollution.

Response 3.5-7:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-8:

Concerned that more development will exacerbate existing drainage issues. Also
mentions concern about spot zoning.

Response 3.5-8:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8, 3.4-4, and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-9:

Ground water pollution - Right now, many businesses on the Rt. 55 corridor have
polluted water. Before jeopardizing the aquifers with this proposed zoning
change, the Board should find out why the water is polluted and fix it.

Response 3.5-9:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-10:

Over half of the area along Route 55 is located over the Sprout Creek/Fishkill
Creek Aquifer, a main source of drinking water. In areas where use of land is
intensive, groundwater is especially vulnerable. Contamination will increase as
the amount of high intensity commercial uses grows. Most importantly, the
impacts to Sprout Creek/Fishkill Creek Aquifer from permitted commercial uses
are not addressed or discussed in the DGEIS.

Response 3.5-10:

Comment noted. See response 3.3-8.

Comment 3.5-11:

The DGEIS overlooks that Parcel 3 and possible Parcel 1 & 2 are over the Sprout
Creek/Fishkill Creek Aquifer. The rezoning will violate the purpose of the existing
groundwater protection overlay zone and the DGEIS is grossly deficient in
identifying potential/adverse impacts to potential chemical/petroleum spills as a
result of the rezoning.

Response 3.5-11:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

Comment 3.5-12:

Our client’s parcel is subject to periodic flooding due to absence of any storm
drain facilities in this area of the Route 55 corridor – no storm drainage facilities
exist for any of the area affected by the proposed rezoning.

Response 3.5-12:

Comment noted. See responses 3.3-8 and 3.5-1.

3.6 PUBLIC HEARING
Comment 3.6-1:
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Response 3.6-1:

Comment noted. The public hearing was closed on March 13, 2019 and there will
be no further public hearing on the proposed actions.

Comment 3.6-2:

In chapter 240-103 of the town code it says “at the public hearing, full
opportunities to be heard shall be given to any citizen and all parties in interest.”
• As far as we can tell, the only public hearing on this zoning change was held on
March 13. Surely, that’s not enough back and forth for the Board to hear what
concerns citizens might have and to deal with any that warrant action (such as
obtaining a more in-depth traffic-flow study or a more extensive groundwaterimpact study). There should be public hearings at every step of the process.
Maps that the public can review and refer to should also be made available at
these meetings.
•

In this modern electronic era, notification of these kinds of meetings/changes
should be made in many more places than the Poughkeepsie Journal, if that is
indeed considered the town newspaper. This is important information that a
citizen should not have to hunt for; it should be easily available to all. What
changes does the Board suggest?

Response 3.6-2:

Comment noted. Numerous citizens and parties in interest spoke fully and freely
at the public hearing on March 13, 2019. In addition, numerous persons provided
additional written comments through March 25, 2019. All proceedings were
conducted, and all notices were given in accordance with applicable law.

Comment 3.6-3:

As it is, the whole process seems much more adversarial than it should be because
of a lack of participation by the public. We’re the ones who live here, and chose to
live here because of LaGrangeville’s uncluttered, unfettered, small-town character,
and we’re the ones who will suffer all the consequences of growth outside the
town center that’s not needed; of rezoning for businesses that already lawfully do
business under the current GB zoning; of aquifers and groundwater that could very
possibly end up polluted forever.
The process should include: immediate notification to the public, other than
agenda and minutes on the town website, of an application for rezoning; providing
at public meetings any visual aids, such as maps for the residents to review and
refer to, or any charts, such as the differences between GB and C businesses, that
pertain to a given issue; the public’s ability to make comments throughout the
process, not just at a meeting called at the discretion of the Town Board.
And how can the Town Board vote before the minutes are presented from the last
meeting and the residents’ comments and the Board’s answers? This couldn’t
possibly be considered due process.

Response 3.6-3:

Comment noted. See response 3.6-2.

Comment 3.6-4:

A lot of people at the March 13th Town Board meeting were convinced that the
Board had already made up its mind. What happens to democracy if a few can
decide for the many without the many even being heard? What’s the hurry? The
Town Board voted on 3.13.19 that public discussion was closed, and they would
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vote at the next Town Board meeting on 3.27.19. The issue is being pushed
through to the detriment of the residents.
Response 3.6-4:

Comment noted. No votes were taken at the meeting on March 27, 2019 to allow
the Town Board time to weigh, consider and respond to the numerous comments
made at the public hearing and during the comment period ending March 25,
2019.

Comment 3.6-5:

Consultants did not provide a presentation of the DGEIS at the outset of the public
hearing.

Response 3.6-5:

Comment noted.

Comment 3.6-6:

The Town Board acted in two capacities – as the entity proposing the actions
(rezoning and comprehensive plan amendment) and as Lead Agency to conduct a
public hearing. Almost every comment that was provided was responded to by
the Board, contrary to conventional practice for such hearings.

Response 3.6-6:

Comment noted. “Conventional practice” is not defined in SEQRA. All
proceedings and actions taken to date have been regular and in accordance with
applicable law.

Comment 3.6-7:

The time period for public comment was short and did not provide time to obtain
a hearing transcript.

Response 3.6-7:

Comment noted. See response 3.6-4. All proceedings have been regular and in
accordance with applicable law.

Comment 3.6-8:

Initially, the it was announced that the public hearing would not be closed and
continued at a later date to be announced; later the hearing was closed by
resolution. This may have resulted in audience members deciding to defer any
questions/comments until the next meeting, only to find out there would be no
next meeting. The Board should reopen the hearing and extend the written
comment period.

Response 3.6-8:

Comment noted. Ample opportunity to comment in person at the public hearing
and in writing during the comment period ending March 25, 2019 was provided.
Clarification of the timing of the closing of the public hearing was made well in
advance of the closing of the public hearing. Multiple persons were given multiple
opportunities to comment.

3.7 PROCESS
Comment 3.7-1:

A lawyer and engineer spoke at the Town Hall meeting and made good points. One
is: Shouldn’t the Board have known that its process was backward—that you have
to change the comprehensive (aka master) plan before you can change the
zoning?

Response 3.7-1:

Comment noted. A resolution proposing amendments to the comprehensive plan
was adopted by the Town Board on November 18, 2018. The proposed
amendments to the comprehensive plan anticipate the proposed rezoning of the
16 parcels. The proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan and the
rezoning of the 16 parcels are under common SEQRA review and were the subject
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of the public hearing on March 13, 2019. Any further action by the Town Board
shall be taken in the proper sequence.

3.8 FORMAT
Comment 3.8-1:

The lead paragraph in the executive summary does not discuss the actions that are
the subject of the DGEIS.

Response 3.8-1:

Comment noted. The actions that are the subject of the DGEIS are concisely
described in the DGEIS. As noted in 6 NYCRR 617.9(b)(5) “The format of the draft
EIS may be flexible [emphasis added]; however, all draft EISs must include the
following elements:
i.
a concise description of the proposed action, its purpose, public need and
benefits, including social and economic considerations;
ii.
a concise description of the environmental setting of the areas to be affected,
sufficient to understand the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives;
iii.
a statement and evaluation of the potential significant adverse
environmental impacts at a level of detail that reflects the severity of the
impacts and the reasonable likelihood of their occurrence. The draft EIS
should identify and discuss the following impacts only where they are
relevant and significant:
a) reasonably related short-term and long-term impacts, cumulative
impacts and other associated environmental impacts;
b) those adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided or
adequately mitigated if the proposed action is implemented;
c) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of environmental
resources that would be associated with the proposed action should it be
implemented;
d) any growth-inducing aspects of the proposed action;
e) impacts of the proposed action on the use and conservation of energy
(for an electric generating facility, the statement must include a
demonstration that the facility will satisfy electric generating capacity
needs or other electric systems needs in a manner reasonably consistent
with the most recent State energy plan);
f) impacts of the proposed action on solid waste management and its
consistency with the State or locally adopted solid waste management
plan;
g) impacts of public acquisitions of land or interests in land or funding for
non-farm development on lands used in agricultural production and
unique and irreplaceable agricultural lands within agricultural districts
pursuant to subdivision (4) of section 305 of article 25-AA of the
Agriculture and Markets Law;
h) if the proposed action is in or involves resources in Nassau or Suffolk
Counties, impacts of the proposed action on, and its consistency with, the
comprehensive management plan for the special groundwater protection
area program as implemented pursuant to article 55 or any plan
subsequently ratified and adopted pursuant to article 57 of the
Environmental Conservation Law for Nassau and Suffolk counties; and
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i)

iv.
v.

measures to avoid or reduce both an action's impacts on climate change
and associated impacts due to the effects of climate change such as sea
level rise and flooding.
a description of the mitigation measures;
a description and evaluation of the range of reasonable alternatives to the
action that are feasible, considering the objectives and capabilities of the
project sponsor. The description and evaluation of each alternative should be
at a level of detail sufficient to permit a comparative assessment of the
alternatives discussed. The range of alternatives must include the no action
alternative. The no action alternative discussion should evaluate the adverse
or beneficial site changes that are likely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future, in the absence of the proposed action. The range of
alternatives may also include, as appropriate, alternative:
a) sites;
b) technology;
c) scale or magnitude;
d) design;
e) timing;
f) use; and
g) (g) types of action.

All of the above elements are included in the DGEIS.
Comment 3.8-2:

It is generalized in the Executive Summary that the DGEIS does not need to
concern itself with adverse environmental impacts and that they will be dealt with
in some unidentified future reviews and that there will be no required mitigation
as a result of the actions being examined. This is later contradicted with later
sections regarding floodplains, potential petroleum spills, and community
character, among others.

Response 3.8-2:

Comment noted. The Executive Summary in the DGEIS speaks for itself. It does
not express of lack of concern with adverse environmental impacts, but refers to
existing regulations in place, the significant level of review of site-specific impacts
and the requirement for compliance with set standards. Identification in the
DGEIS of important elements of the natural resource base, cultural features such
as community character, and other specific impacts are legitimate subjects of a
draft environment impact statement, each of which has been carefully weighed
and considered in the DGEIS.

Comment 3.8-3:

Generally, the Executive Summary fails to clearly inform the Comprehensive Plan
amendment, zoning amendments proposed (with map exhibit), studies
undertaken, major potential impacts which have been found and how they are to
be mitigated.

Response 3.8-3:

Comment noted. The DGEIS complies with 6 CRR-NY 617.9 and 617.10.

Comment 3.8-4:

Either in the Executive Summary or in a subsequent section, conventional practice
requires a clear statement of “Purpose and Need.”

Response 3.8-4:

Comment noted. See responses 3.8-1, 3.8-2, and 3.8-3. The DGEIS contains all
elements required of an EIS or DEIS under SEQRA.
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Comment 3.8-5:

Buried in other sections are purported purpose reasons regarding “economic
stagnation,” certain existing non-conforming uses are inhibited by their zoning
designations, that the proposed rezoning will make other conforming parcels nonconforming, and that the proposed rezoning will produce added tax benefits.

Response 3.8-5:

Comment noted. The DGEIS speaks for itself and reference is hereby made to the
DGEIS for its actual content and import.

Comment 3.8-6:

Lack of alternatives discussion, containing only conclusions and no substantive
discussions.

Response 3.8-6:

Comment noted. Comment 3.8-6 is vague and factually inaccurate. The DGEIS
speaks for itself and reference is hereby made to the DGEIS for its actual content
and import. Part 617.9(b)(5)(v) of the SEQRA regulations requires that the
discussion of alternatives in an EIS include “…a description and evaluation of the
range of reasonable alternatives to the action that are feasible, considering the
objectives and capabilities of the project sponsor. The description and evaluation of
each alternative should be at a level of detail sufficient to permit a comparative
assessment of the alternatives discussed. The range of alternatives must include
the no action alternative. The no action alternative discussion should evaluate the
adverse or beneficial site changes that are likely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future, in the absence of the proposed action.” The discussion of
alternatives in the DGEIS includes all of the required statutory elements and
analysis. The purpose of the discussion of alternatives is to understand if the
implementation of an alternative is preferred as a means to mitigate an adverse
environmental impact that might arise as a result of implementing a proposed
action. In this case, however, the land use policy directions in the Town Plan are
the “preferred plan” as mitigation for the long term and short term adverse
impacts that presently occur as a result of the current Town Plan policies and
Zoning Law regulations.

Comment 3.8-7:

The executive summary of any EIS is supposed to start with a description of the
proposed action(s). There is passing reference to the comprehensive plan
amendment, but nowhere in the DGEIS is there a clear statement of what the
amendment is.

Response 3.8-7:

Comment 3.8-7 is factually inaccurate. See DGEIS page 5.

3.9 FLOODPLAIN
Comment 3.9-1:
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Comment noted. The intent of the GEIS is to examine potential adverse
environmental impacts in a general sense given the number of variables that exist
with respect to the type of and/or intensity of development that could occur on
any of the parcels – the GEIS does not advise land use decisions, this is the purpose
of the Comprehensive Plan. The Town currently has flood damage prevention
regulations (Chapter 120) in place to address development within a floodplain,
regardless of the zoning district in place. See also response 3.5-1.

3.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Comment 3.10-1:

Response 3.10-1:

Besides cursory comments on page 40 [of the DGEIS], insufficient hard look on
result of rezoning with regards to Taconic State Parkway, listed on the National
Register of Historic Places.
Comment noted. See responses 3.1-2 and 3.2-1. In addition to consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Office as part of the standard SEQRA process for
any development that is eligible, within, or contiguous to resources on the State
or National Register or within sensitive archeological areas, the Town also has a
preservation overlay zone that provides another level of protection and standards
for development (§240-31D of the Town Code).

3.11 ECONOMIC
Comment 3.11-1:

How was it arrived at the “stagnant” condition of the commercial properties? It is
not indicated that these parcels are proposed to be rezoned in the executive
summary.

Response 3.11-1:

Comment noted. Records are available at Town Hall indicating permit
applications and site plans as well as assessment information on the properties
subject to the Proposed Action. According to the Town, records show very little,
if any, substantial improvements or changes in the subject properties since the
2005 Comprehensive Plan and subsequent rezoning. In fact, a few of the
businesses on the properties have closed or become vacant over time. See
response 3.8-1 regarding format.

Comment 3.11-2:

A socioeconomic impact of the proposed rezoning that was not addressed was
that this could stimulate redevelopment towards more intensive and
economically valuable land uses which could, in turn, affect some current
commercial tenants who cannot sustain high lease costs and result in job losses.

Response 3.11-2:

Comment noted.

3.12 GENERAL
Comment 3.12-1:
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Response 3.12-1:

Comment noted. The existing areas subject to the rezoning are currently
developed as either a commercial or residential use with the exception of one
parcel (#15).

Comment 3.12-2:

What will the tax revenue brought in from this change be? Will other EIS
documents be provided on a case by case basis?

Response 3.12-2:

Comment noted. The tax revenue for the existing zoning or the proposed
rezoning cannot be accurately determined as there is a wide variation on the
types of uses are that permitted or specially permitted (57-58 existing and 77-78
proposed), each having their own market variation and, in turn, tax impact.
Depending on the type and the intensity of development that is proposed for
each site, the Planning Board or the Town Board will determine the level of
environmental review required (Short Form EAF, Long Form EAF, or
Environmental Impact Statement).

Comment 3.12-3:

Reiterated that any new development would still need Planning Board approval.
Asked if there would be public comments for new projects? Asked if the existing
non-conforming asked for variances.

Response 3.12-3:

Comment noted. Public hearings are still required as part of the regular process
for site plan reviews (§240-72D), special use permits (§240-71H), and variances
(§240-93C). It is unknown if the property owners asked for variances.

Comment 3.12-4:

Rezoning is being done at the behest of outside chains looking to come into the
area.

Response 3.12-4:

Comment noted. No new development for these properties is proposed at this
time and with the exception of one parcel (#15) are already developed to some
level.

Comment 3.12-5:

Concerned that the Town is the lead agency and the advocate (biased). “If it ain’t
broke don’t fix it”. Concerned about the potential combination of parcels. Feels
like the Town Board is shifting responsibility to the Planning Board to prevent
unwanted land uses, but the planning board would be hard pressed to deny
something if it is allowed in the zoning. Described the traffic study as “bogus”.
He does not believe that the GEIS quantifies or analyzes the data, but just
advocated for the change.

Response 3.12-5:

Comment noted. The Town Board is the Lead Agency as the entity having legal
jurisdiction over zoning regulations in the Town in accordance with General
Municipal Law. The combination of parcels for development is a possibility with
the current zoning as much as it is with the proposed zoning, subject to review
by the Planning Board under subdivision procedures under Chapter 203.
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It seems quite obvious that the board, or a majority of its members, had already
made up their minds before the public hearing was held on March 13 and that
we attended.
Since that meeting, we have found out that three property owners have paid
$21,600 to the Town for the Town’s planning consultant to prepare the DGEIS.
Why would they pay that kind of money if they didn’t already expect a positive
outcome of changing the zoning from BG to C? We read this as proof that the
rezoning from GB to C is already a done deal.
Why else would Stewart’s have spent thousands of dollars for architectural
drawings of its proposed gas station cum mart unless it knew of a positive
outcome in advance? Why else would it have paid for a traffic analysis? (An
analysis that was described as inadequate by Nat Parish, the engineer who
attended that meeting.) Stewart’s and the other businesses must have had some
inkling that things would go their way.

Response 3.12-6:

Comment noted. As noted in §240-100A, a rezoning “may from time to time be
amended, supplemented, changed, modified or repealed by the Town Board on
its own initiative, on recommendation of the Planning Board, or on petition. Any
such amendment or change may be adopted by local law after due notice and
public hearing as authorized by New York State law.” The property owners in
the subject area did petition the Town Board for consideration of a zoning
change to some of the parcels. In accordance with 6 NYCRR 617.13(a), “When
an action subject to this Part involves an applicant, the lead agency may charge
a fee to the applicant in order to recover the actual costs of either preparing or
reviewing the draft or final EIS. The fee may include a chargeback to recover a
proportion of the lead agency's actual costs expended for the preparation of a
generic EIS prepared pursuant to section 617.10 of this Part for the geographic
area where the applicant's project is located.” The Town had the right to
request funding from the applicants to prepare a GEIS to offset the additional
manpower and efforts required to develop such a document, with no preconceived views or agreements in place for a desired outcome.

Comment 3.12-7:

It was suggested by the Board that commercial spaces would increase the tax
base and decrease residential taxes. How absurd. In our thirty years here, that
has never happened.

Response 3.12-7:

Comment noted. It is generally accepted in “Cost of Community Services”
studies that residential development requires more in services (Town expenses)
than it provides tax revenues when compared to commercial/industrial and
agricultural/open spaces. See American Farmland Trust
(https://www.farmlandinfo.org/cost-community-services-studies). The potential
for an increase in tax revenue exists, though any changes in the Town tax is
subject to yearly budget discussions, public meetings, and voting.

Comment 3.12-8:

The Town Board’s website is not at all friendly to outsiders.

Response 3.12-8:

Comment noted.
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Comment 3.12-9:

How did the proposed revisions to the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, which is
supposed to reflect the resident’s vision for the future of the Town, come
about? The DGEIS does not represent Town residents or address the concerns
raised by residents.

Response 3.12-9:

Comment noted. The authority to develop and amend the Comprehensive Plan
falls to the Town Board under §272-a4 of Town Law with opportunity for public
participation outlined under §272-a6. See also responses 34, 43, and 59.

Comment 3.12-10:

The proposed Stewart’s Shops project was included as Appendix E in the DGEIS,
yet the project is not yet under consideration or available for public comment.
Are the zoning decisions being “driven” by this proposal?

Response 3.12-10:

Comment noted. See response 3.4-15.

Comment 3.12-11:

The Town needs to grow its commercial economic base in order to shift some of
the excessive tax burden off of residents, but the plan needs to be executed
properly. The Draft GEIS did not fully address traffic concerns, did not make
mention of impacts to endangered species, and there was no specific mention of
benefits (i.e. projected increase in tax revenue or employment.)

Response 3.12-11:

Comment noted. See responses under TRAFFIC and ENVIRONMENT. General
benefits of the proposed rezoning are noted on page 6 of the DGEIS.

Comment 3.12-12:

No developer has expressed any interest to invest in some of the associated
parcels for decades, specifically the former Route 55 & 82 properties (Ryan Oil
Building and adjacent).

Response 3.12-12:

Comment noted.

Comment 3.12-13:

This area lacks water and sewer, making it unsuitable for the more intensive
commercial development allowed in the Commercial Zoning District.

Response 3.12-13:

Comment noted. See response 3.5-1. This is noted in Section 7.3 (page 38) of
the DGEIS – “Currently, these utilities [water and sewer] are limited/unavailable
east of the Taconic State Parkway with the vast majority of the subject properties
relying on private water and septic systems; at present, there are no plans to
extend public water and sewer to these areas. Therefore, the development
potential for parcels east of the Parkway is limited to the extent that the
individual properties can support on-site septic systems and/or provide sufficient
private water, with regulations set forth by the State Departments of Health and
Environmental Conservation for distance separation and water quality. Though
the proposed action will result in opportunities for additional uses above what is
currently permitted, it is not anticipated that the action will result in significantly
higher levels of growth than that which could be expected under the existing
zoning. Over time if development does increase in these areas, a case could be
made for water and sewer extension, thereby increasing more growth potential
at that time; however, an extension of this magnitude would be subject to its
own environmental review, with considerations given to any development that is
actually constructed at that time.”
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Section 4 - Matters to be Decided
Upon acceptance of this Final GEIS as complete a ten-day period for public consideration of this
document will be provided. During this ten-day period the Lead Agency cannot take any action to
approve or adopt any of the proposed Amendments. At the end of the ten-day period, but nor more
than 30 days, the Lead Agency may take up the matter of adoption of a Findings Statement to complete
the environmental impact review process under SEQRA, after which it may take up the matter of
adopting the proposed Amendments themselves.
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To:
From:
RE:
Date:

Town Board, LaGrangeville
Susan Kavy and Tory Klose
Rezoning of 82/55 east of the Taconic, 2nd comment letter
25 March 2019

We consider ourselves reasonable and intelligent people who are not easily given to anger or upset. But
we are both angry and upset, and we submit that any reasonable and intelligent person would be angry
with and upset by the process this request for rezoning has taken.
1. The board was not completely upfront at the public hearing.
It seems quite obvious that the board, or a majority of its members, had already made up their
minds before the public hearing was held on March 13 and that we attended.
Since that meeting, we have found out that three property owners have paid $21,600 to the
Town for the Town’s planning consultant to prepare the DGEIS. Why would they pay that kind of
money if they didn’t already expect a positive outcome of changing the zoning from BG to C?
We read this as proof that the rezoning from GB to C is already a done deal.
Why else would Stewart’s have spent thousands of dollars for architectural drawings of its
proposed gas station cum mart unless it knew of a positive outcome in advance? Why else
would it have paid for a traffic analysis? (An analysis that was described as inadequate by Nat
Parish, the engineer who attended that meeting.) Stewart’s and the other businesses must have
had some inkling that things would go their way.
2. Blandings Turtle
•
•
•
•

The DGEIS makes no mention of examination of potential impacts to flora, including rare plants
that may occur on or near the subject parcels.
No examination was made of potential impacts to the wood turtle, a Special Concern species in
New York.
No examination was made of potential impacts to the spotted turtle, a Special Concern Species
in New York.
The DGEIS devotes five sentences in Section 3.5 to the topic of Natural Resources, none of which
addresses the potential impacts identified above. Examination of potential impacts to the
natural resources from the rezoning must be examined for the entire corridor and not on a
piecemeal basis so as to understand the cumulative impacts.

3. Town Code Chapter 240-101
In chapter 240-101 of the town code, some of the things the Board is supposed to consider
before changing the zoning of an area are:
a) “whether the proposed change will adversely influence living conditions in the
neighborhood.” We know this change will adversely influence living conditions because it will
turn 82/55 into another awful route 9 shopping strip.

b) “whether the proposed change will create or excessively increase traffic congestion or
otherwise affect public safety.” South Cross Road, which is already a cut through from 82 to 55,
will become even more heavily trafficked, thereby jeopardizing the safety of those who live
along it.
c) “whether the proposed change will create a drainage problem or negatively impact
subsurface water resources.” If, God forbid, there is ever a leak in a tank that holds the gas that
Stewart’s is going to sell, our groundwater will be gravely affected. As stated by a fellow citizen
in that meeting, the groundwater along 55 is undrinkable now but the town has not seen fit to
find out why or to remediate it. Think Flint, Michigan. It could happen here.
d) “whether the change suggested is out of scale with the needs of the neighborhood or the
town.” Adding another gas station cum mart is not needed in this neighborhood or by the town.
We have more than enough of those as it is.
e) What has the the Town’s CAC said?
4. Town Code Chapter 240-103
In chapter 240-103 of the town code it says “at the public hearing, full opportunities to be heard
shall be given to any citizen and all parties in interest.”
• As far as we can tell, the only public hearing on this zoning change was held on March 13.
Surely, that’s not enough back and forth for the Board to hear what concerns citizens might
have and to deal with any that warrant action (such as obtaining a more in-depth traffic-flow
study or a more extensive groundwater-impact study). There should be public hearings at every
step of the process. Maps that the public can review and refer to should also be made available
at these meetings.
•

In this modern electronic era, notification of these kinds of meetings/changes should be made in
many more places than the Poughkeepsie Journal, if that is indeed considered the town
newspaper. This is important information that a citizen should not have to hunt for; it should be
easily available to all. What changes does the Board suggest?

5. Overall Process
As it is, the whole process seems much more adversarial than it should be because of a lack of
participation by the public. We’re the ones who live here, and chose to live here because of
LaGrangeville’s uncluttered, unfettered, small-town character, and we’re the ones who will
suffer all the consequences of growth outside the town center that’s not needed; of rezoning for
businesses that already lawfully do business under the current GB zoning; of aquifers and
groundwater that could very possibly end up polluted forever.
The process should include: immediate notification to the public, other than agenda and
minutes on the town website, of an application for rezoning; providing at public meetings any
visual aids, such as maps for the residents to review and refer to, or any charts, such as the
differences between GB and C businesses, that pertain to a given issue; the public’s ability to
make comments throughout the process, not just at a meeting called at the discretion of the
Town Board.

To:
From:

Re:
Date:

LaGrangeville Zoning Board
Susan Kavy and Tory Klose
28 S Cross Road
LaGrangeville
845-223-5348
valleyview28@optonline.net
Rezoning 82/55 east of the Taconic
19 March 2019

•

A lot of people at the March 13th Town Board meeting were convinced that the Board had already made up its
mind. What happens to democracy if a few can decide for the many without the many even being heard?
What’s the hurry? The Town Board voted on 3.13.19 that public discussion was closed and they would vote at
the next Town Board meeting on 3.27.19. The issue is being pushed through to the detriment of the residents.

•

Many of us moved to LaGrangeville precisely because it was rural and country and without too much traffic or
roadside pollution. With this change will come much more traffic and much more roadside garbage. As it is, we
can’t clean up what’s here.

•

Rural character of LaGrange/LaGrangeville is almost lost east of the Taconic. The rezoning would make it lost
forever. Webster’s definition of “hamlet”: a small village. If this zoning is changed, we will no longer be a small
village; we’ll be a city. With commercial zoning, the area in question could have a Dunkin Donuts, Midas Muffler,
etc. How does this preserve the rural nature of our town?
Perhaps when the master plan was adopted in 2005, the change from C to CT2 (the equivalent of GB) was done
in order to keep LaGrangeville small and rural.

•

Why can’t the zoning stay the same and the landowners who want to develop said parcels apply for variances
instead?

•

The businesses currently in the area scheduled for rezoning can expand by 50% under the general business
category. So why change anything?

•

The Town Board stated that the rezoning initiative began with the Shell station on 55 and the Taconic because it
could not expand and so wanted to open another station at 82/55 but the land would have to be rezoned. Shell
withdrew its initiative but because Stewart’s has interest in developing the site, it has to be rezoned. (It’s absurd
to say that there is no connection between Stewart’s wanting to put in a gas station/store at Billings and the
Board’s wanting to change the zoning from GB to C.)

•

Another reason the Board presented for changing from GB to C was to be fair to those landowners who had not
had the opportunity to develop those properties. Which in essence means that those landowners were not
interested in starting companies encompassed in the GB list but only wanted to start companies listed in the
additional businesses that could be developed under C—mainly automotive-related businesses such as auto
body shops, tire retail stores, etc. (see the list below). Hard to believe. How about being fair to the residents?

•

Zoning evenhandedness should be applied to all businesses east of the Taconic.

•

Ground water pollution: Right now, many businesses on the Rt. 55 corridor have polluted water. Before
jeopardizing the aquifers with this proposed zoning change, the Board should find out why the water is polluted
and fix it.

•

It was suggested by the Board that commercial spaces would increase the tax base and decrease residential
taxes. How absurd. In our thirty years here that has never happened.

•

A lawyer and engineer spoke at the Town Hall meeting and made good points. One is: Shouldn’t the Board have
known that its process was backward—that you have to change the comprehensive (aka master) plan before
you can change the zoning?

•

Why develop property commercially outside of the town center, thereby defeating the purpose of having a town
center?

•

There are already three or four gas stations just west of 55 and the Taconic and one at the four corners of 55/82.
How many gas stations do we need?

•

The Town Board’s website is not at all friendly to outsiders.

We are firmly opposed to a change in zoning from GB to C east of the Taconic.

Differences between GB businesses and C (below are those that C can do but GB can’t):
ambulance service
auto brake service
auto car wash, self-serve
auto diagnostic
auto muffler
auto repair (major)
auto state inspection
(no b&b but GB can)
(no clubhouse but GB can)
contractor’s yard
funeral parlor (GB needs SP but C needs only P)
gas mart
indoor theater (GB needs SP but C needs only P)
livery/taxi service
motel
nightclub
(no residential mixed use but GB can)
storage, self-service

36 overall
6 of those, GB needs SP but C needs P only
6 of those, GB can but C cannot

auto audio installation
automated car wash
auto detailing
auto towing
auto quick lube and oil change
auto sales, new cars
auto tire sales and service
child car ctr (GB needs SP but C needs only P)
conference ctr
(no farm stand but GB can)
gas station, fuel dispensing only
hotel (GB needs SP but C needs only P)
light industry (no def of that given)
medical or dental office (GB needs SP but C needs only P)
museum (GB needs SP but C needs only P)
(no single-family dwelling but GB can)
(no stables, clubs, riding establishments but GB can)
warehousing and wholesale goods

And how can the Town Board vote before the minutes are presented from the last meeting and
the residents’ comments and the Board’s answers? This couldn’t possibly be considered due
process.

Parish & Weiner Inc.
297 Knollwood Road, Suite 315
White Plains, New York 10607

PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT AND TRAFFIC CONSULTANTS

(914) 997-7200

(914) 997-7201 (fax)
pwm101@verizon.net

Nathaniel J. Parish, P.E., A.I.C.P.
George M. Raymond. A.I.A., A.I.C.P. (1919-2015)
Michael Weiner, A.I.C.P. (1938-1995)
Bernard Buller, A.P.A.

March 25, 2019
Senior Consultants
Richard Hyman, A.I.C.P.
John Sarna, P.E., I.T.E.

LaGrange Town Board
Town of LaGrange
Town Hall
120 Stringham Road
LaGrangeville, NY 12540
Re:

2018 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
& Proposed Zoning Changes
Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS)

Dear Town Board Members:
I have been retained by Majac Enterprise Inc. to review and comment on the subject DGEIS and
the planning, traffic and environmental impacts of the subject DGEIS and the zoning changes it
examines, as well as to comment on certain aspects of the March 13, 2019 DGEIS public
hearing.
The following supplements comments which I made at the March 13, 2019 DGEIS public
hearing.
I have more than 40 years of experience in providing planning, traffic, environmental impact
consulting services to municipalities, developers and concerned property owners and residents.
Many of the services have been for developments in a number of Dutchess County
municipalities.
I am a licensed professional engineer in the State of New York and a life member of AICP. My
professional resume is attached.
I have for many years travelled along the Route 55 corridor and am well acquainted with its land
use character and highway characteristics.
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My comments on March 13, 2019 DGEIS public hearing:
1. I found the hearing to be unusual and contrary to accepted practice for, among other reasons
that, the consultants who are identified as authors of the DGEIS did not make a presentation
at the outset of the hearing. Since the enactment of SEQRA, I have been at many such
hearings in numerous municipalities and I do not recall any such similar process. I am not
aware of whether any members of that firm were even in the audience during that evening.
2. The Town Board was essentially wearing two hats at this hearing. One hat was its role as the
entity proposing the actions which were under discussion. The other was its responsibility as
the SEQRA Lead Agency to conduct a public hearing for the purposes of receiving public
comments, suggestions and questions…all of which become part of a public record which,
after the close of the public hearing and comment stage, are presented and discussed in the
subsequent Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Instead, the Chairman (Town

Supervisor) in response to virtually every citizen comment, presented an advocacy argument
for the actions under consideration. This turned the hearing into the characteristics of a
public debate except that each citizen could not respond to the Chairman’s arguments. In
addition to its being contrary to conventional practice for such hearings, the process was
likely intimidating to those citizens not experienced in participating in such hearings.
3. The short time period established for written public comment does not provide sufficient
time to obtain a hearing transcript. That document is necessary in order to properly and
carefully examine the numerous opinions that the Chairman advanced in clear and emphatic
support for the actions under consideration.
4. Towards the end of the hearing the Chairman advised the public that the hearing would not
be closed and would be continued at a date to be announced. But without explanation, he
later in the hearing changed that into a resolution to close the hearing and the Board affirmed.
This could very well have resulted in audience members deciding to defer any
questions/comments until a next meeting, only to later find out that there will be no next
meeting
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5. My conclusion is that the only reasonable available remedy for any and all of the deficiencies
cited above is for the Board to decide to reopen the hearing and to extend the period for
written comments. A public notice for the new dates would need to be published.
*

*

*

*

The DGEIS
I have reviewed sections of the DGEIS and other background data.
My conclusions are that this DGEIS does not pass the required “hard look” test and must be
withdrawn and totally rewritten.
My reasons follow:
6. The Executive summary is: a strange mixture of advocacy statements for the proposal; a
discussion of a 2009 DEIS (for a Town Center and Comprehensive Plan Amendment), and
notes that an FEIS was never submitted; a discussion of the Town Center development with
no explanation of its relevance to the proposal which is the subject of this GDEIS.
The lead paragraph of the Executive summary ends with the following sentence:
“The update reflects the Town’s desire to expand opportunities to these areas
which have otherwise remained under-utilized since the 2005 Plan and
subsequent rezoning that occurred thereafter.”
I note that there is no explanation of: which “update” is being referred to; which “areas” they
are talking about; and which rezoning proposal relates to those areas.
But the bottom line is that nothing in the first important lead paragraph talks at all about the
actions which are the subject of this GDEIS review!
7. The Executive Summary of any EIS is supposed to start with a description of the proposed
actions. This one does not. In the second paragraph there is a passing reference to “The
Comprehensive Plan amendment,” but nowhere in this entire GDEIS is there a clear
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statement of what that amendment actually is, i.e., what current text is to be deleted, what
text is to be added, what maps are to be amended, and what new maps are to be substituted.
8. The second paragraph advises: “The stagnant commercial areas, comprised of fourteen (14)
distinct parcels, are all located on State highways…”. But, it does not explain how or why it
arrived at the “stagnant” conclusion, and/or that these are the parcels proposed to be rezoned.
9. The second paragraph in its next to last sentence advises that NYSDOT provides review,
approval and permitting for among other items “any changes of volume”. I do not know of
any such requirement. In fact, since the changes proposed by the proposed rezoning will
result in “changes of volume”, NYSDOT should have been designated as an “involved
agency” and this oversight would need to be corrected by a new public hearing notice to
NYSDOT, and a new public hearing.
But in any event, as further explained below, this GDEIS must include a proper traffic
analysis, evaluation of impacts, and proposed mitigation. And, if that mitigation requires Rt.
55 improvements, the NYSDOT would then need to be consulted and their comments
included in this document.
10. The last paragraph of the Executive Summary reads:
“Overall, the existing regulations that are in place for environmental
protection and traffic provide a process that includes a significant level of
review and approvals that are dependent on compliance with set standards.
Additional mitigation is not anticipated as a result of the Comprehensive
Plan amendment nor the changes to the zoning map.”
Translated, this assumes that the GDEIS does not need to concern itself with adverse
environmental impacts and these will be dealt with in some unidentified future reviews.
And, that there will be no required mitigation as a result of the actions being examined in this
GDEIS.
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These conclusions are totally contradicted by later sections of the GDEIS which clearly
establish that there are flood plains which affect certain of the parcels, among other impacts.
And, ignored in the GDEIS, a major potential adverse impact are the additional petroleum
spills at the auto related uses to be permitted on the rezoned parcels, and the effect of such
spills on the subsurface water aquifer. The change of community character as a result of the
rezoning east of the Taconic Parkway is nowhere examined in this document.
Further, as is explained in the traffic comments below, the additional traffic to be generated
will certainly create potential impacts at driveway and connecting road intersections…which
impacts will require mitigation.
11. The above are comments on the Executive Summary text. But the major problem is that this
entire section is fatally defective in that it fails to clearly inform in summary form:
•

The Comprehensive Plan Amendments proposed.

•

The zoning amendments proposed (with a map exhibit).

•

The studies undertaken to examine impacts.

•

The major potential impacts which have been found and how they are to be mitigated.

12. Either within the Executive Summary, or in a subsequent section, conventional practice
requires a clear statement of “Purpose and Need”. No such section is found here.
13. Buried away in various sections of the text there are some purported purpose reasons
provided:
a. That there has been “economic stagnation” which needs to be addressed.
But, since these are isolated parcels of land, small sections of much larger developed
districts, there is no evidence provided that the areas as a whole can be characterized as
stagnated. While certain individual parcels may not be developed to their maximum
potential, there could be many reasons other than their zoning designation for that
conclusion.

LaGrange Town Board
March 25, 2019
Page 6

b. That certain existing non-conforming uses are inhibited by their zoning designation.
This across the board assumption is contradicted by the Parcel 1 information provided in
the GDEIS. Until 2010 it was an active gas station and then became “legally nonconforming” as a result of a 2005 zoning amendment. Then it was abandoned…and for
the next three years remained abandoned. Certainly it could have been activated if there
was a market demand for its services. But, there is no information on why it was not put
back into active. Then in 2013, it lost its “legal non-conforming status”. No information
is provided about whether over the next five years the property owner discussed a
variance, tried to find other permitted uses, etc. But now, the theory of this proposed
amendment is that, by changing the zoning designation to allow mostly auto related uses,
this parcel will suddenly become an economic asset for the Town. Obviously, the
history makes this assumption dubious at best, and more likely to be faulty.

This

example is equally relevant to the other parcels proposed to be rezoned for the same
reasons.
c. Ignored in the theory that the proposed zoning amendment will help non-conforming
parcels to become more productive if they become conforming is the fact that it will
make some currently conforming parcels become legally non-conforming! That impact
is nowhere examined in this GDEIS.
d. There are several scattered assumptions that the zoning amendment will produce added
Town tax revenues. There is no analysis in this GDEIS that provides even an order of
magnitude estimate of what those increases might be…and what the offsetting increase in
municipal services costs might be. Such analyses are customarily included in any GDEIS
when changes in land use are contemplated.
14. This DGEIS purports to examine the impacts of a rezoning proposal which the DGEIS itself
describes as intended to permit more intensive and higher economic values to be achieved in
the parcels rezoned. Thus, if the basic premise of the proposal is realized either in the short
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either in the short or long term, the current land uses of most of the parcels will change, and
it is the impacts of those changes that must be considered.

15. There is no information or analyses in this GDEIS which in any way, shape or form explain
exactly what changes in the Comprehensive Plan are actually being proposed, nor why
relevant elements in the Plan are to be violated by these rezones proposals.
Notably, the Comprehensive Plan currently establishes that: “It is proposed to concentrate
efforts at commercial revitalization west and southwest of the Taconic Parkway, with the
exception of promoting limited new development that is compatible with the special
character that exists within the hamlets and within C-2 zoning Districts east of the Taconic
Parkway.” (underlining added)
The proposed rezoning east of the Taconic clearly and unambiguously violates the
Comprehensive Plan. There is no information in the GDEIS which examines why this
violation is proposed, and what its impacts will be.
Certainly the differing character to be created by a zoning district which will now encourage
the development of a whole range of auto related uses, night clubs and other non-hamlet
commercial type uses will create a totally different “front door” to the nearby residential
areas and inevitably affect the desirability of the neighborhoods and their property values.
The GDEIS failure to even consider these issues is a serious deficiency that can only be
remedied by either a withdrawal of the proposed zoning amendments, or at the minimum the
withdrawal of the current GDEIS and the preparation of a new document that accurately
considers this and other impacts which I discuss above and below.
16. The DGEIS totally ignores the fact that Parcel 3 and possibly Parcels 1 and/or 2 are over the
Sprout Creek-Fishkill Creek Aquifer. The Town in Section 240-31.G(1) has established a
Groundwater Protection Overlay Zone whose purpose is clearly stated as “…to protect the
public health safely, and general welfare by preserving and maintaining the quality and
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quantity of the Town’s major groundwater resources in order to ensure an adequate and safe
potable water supply for present and future residents, employees and the general public.”
This proposed rezoning will violate the purposes of this protection zone as it encourages the
development of a number of auto related uses which inevitably will result in some petroleum
and/or other chemical spills.

While some mitigation may result in a reduction of the

magnitude of the hazardous substance impacts, it cannot totally protect against those impacts.
Thus, the GDEIS is grossly deficient in its failure to identify this significant potential/adverse
impact, and to consider whether these parcels should be rezoned and the potential for
contamination greatly increased as the result of the new uses.
17. Inevitably, in a commercial corridor such as that which exists and will continue along the
affected section of Route 55, a very significant potential impact is the increased traffic
generation.
18. The DGEIS traffic analysis in Section 4.2 relies on daily average trip data is totally
inadequate and does not in any way shape or form provide your Board and the public with
accurate information as to the traffic to be generated what impacts will result, and what
roadway and intersections improvements will be necessary.
The DGEIS in Section 6.2 states:
“The current configuration of State Route 55 has sufficient capacity to handle additional
volumes on the eastern leg while maintaining an adequate level of service (LOS)”. This
conclusory statement is not supported by any valid analyses included within this DGEIS.
19. An accepted DGEIS traffic impact methodology requires the following:
•

It examines traffic conditions during morning peak hours, afternoon peak hours, and in a
commercial area mid-day Saturday peak hour.
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•

For each of those peak hours it examines the traffic generation for these scenarios:
-

Rezoning parcels (Current Condition)

-

No Build (The existing traffic, plus any known current development
proposals, e.g.

The proposed Stewarts development) plus a background

corridor growth factor.
-

Build, which in this case would be the traffic generated by each of the rezoned
parcels based on their more intensive development.

Using the above data, a Level of Service Analysis needs to be conducted at the
Rt. 55/Taconic ramp intersections, each of the other Route 55 intersections, as well as at
several of the most active Route 55 driveway intersections and at the Route 55/Taconic
Parkway ramp intersections. Of particular concern would be the delay and safety issues
for those making left turns onto, or from Route 55 during the peak hours.
20. The DGEIS assumption that future parcel development reviews will later consider
improvements needed is not acceptable. Such future reviews cannot consider cumulative
impacts, and the very purpose of the current DGEIS review is to consider the impacts to be
anticipated from the rezoning actions, and what mitigation will be required in, if and when,
more intensive development proposals are being actively contemplated.
21. The DGEIS assumption (in its Section 6.2) that the future individual parcel reviews where
land use changes will take place will consider their traffic impacts places both the Town and
NYSDOT in a precarious position. If either were at that time to determine that a change of
use will generate significant adverse traffic impacts, and thus should not be permitted, they
would be subject to the danger of inverse condemnation claims (“taking claims”) by the
property owners.
22. The examination scope that I have outlined above is in fact required for each and every
impact issue. The DGEIS must for each parcel compare the existing condition impact with
those to be expected from redevelopment to the newly permitted use and then must examine
the cumulative impacts of the changes at each of the parcels. In order to conduct a proper
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analysis a sketch concept plan should be prepared which illustrates the building footprint and
probable auto related use for the full development of each parcel as would be permitted under
the rezoning. This concept plan would then be used to evaluate impacts for each of the
environmental subjects.
23. The DGEIS totally fails to examine a serious potential socioeconomic impact. The rezoning
is intended to stimulate redevelopment of most of the parcels to presumably more intensive
and more economically valuable land uses. That will in turn possibly affect some current
commercial tenants who cannot sustain high lease costs. This would result in job losses. This
impact must be examined.
24. With respect to Parcel 3, the GDEIS on page 9 advises:
“compared with other properties subject to this GEIS, this site is the most
constricted due to the presence of floodplains, wetlands, and Sprout Creek
(with Town regulated buffer zone) located on the eastern side of the
property, thereby limiting the amount of developable land – additional
information is found in subsequent sections.” (underlining added)
Given these site conditions, there does not appear to be any reasonable justification for
changing the zoning to permit more intensive development on this site. The GDEIS, while
noting the conditions, totally fails to analyze any relationship between these conditions and
the rezoning proposals which it is examining.
25. With respect to Parcels 7, 9, 11, 13, 16, the GDEIS advises that these parcels contain
residential developments with substantial existing natural landscapes, trees, etc. The five
parcels constitute more than a third of the parcels to be rezoned east of the Taconic Parkway.
Clearly encouraging their redevelopment or subdivision for intensive commercial uses will
have a substantial impact on changing the character of an existing quiet, landscaped, low
impact area. The GDEIS fails to examine the impacts of these changes to the character of the
community.
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26. The GDEIS informs that four (4) of the 19 parcels to be rezoned contain a gas station or auto
related use. There are a number of other existing auto related uses in the Route 55 parcels
not proposed to be rezoned.
It is difficult to discern any sound community, public benefit, economic reason to justify
rezoning which would encourage additional heavy impact auto related uses to the Route 55
area either to the west or east of the Taconic.
The GDEIS has no explanation nor any analyses with respect to the purpose or need to
amend the Comprehensive Plan and subsequently the zoning map to encourage these types of
uses and other more intensive commercial uses.
27. The GDEIS in Section 4.3.1 advises that Parcels 3, 11, 14 and 16 are in varying degrees
within the FEMA designated flood plain adjacent to Sprout Creek. Surely that will constrain
the amount of development that can occur in those parcels. It raises the question as to the
wisdom or rationale for rezoning to allow additional development on flood constrained
parcels particularly when climate change standards are causing changes in engineering
assumptions of the incidence of design storms resulting in likely expansions of flood plain
areas.
The GDEIS fails to examine whether it is advisable to encourage more intensive
development for flood prone parcels, particularly within a flood plain that is likely to be
enlarged in the near future.
28. The GDEIS totally ignores the State and/or Federally endangered threatened species which
may have habitat in portions of the area to be rezoned, or within adjacent areas. Those to be
considered include:
•

Blandings Turtle

•

Indiana Bat

•

Long Eared Bat

•

Dwarf Wedgemussel

The failure to examine the potential impacts to these species is a serious GDEIS deficiency.
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29. Lastly, and basically a summary of the total deficiency of the GDEIS, is its list of purported
public benefits (see page 6 of GDEIS). Many pages could be devoted to demonstrating the
self-serving, purely advocacy, of this summary of assumed reasons for the rezoning proposal.
But briefly:
a. These are “traditional commercial centers?
Clearly they are not, particularly those east of the Taconic Parkway.

The Town’s

Comprehensive Plan totally contradicts this assertion.
b. Existing Businesses “more consistent” with a “Commercial Designation”?
Those businesses which are non-conforming have that designation because they do not fit
within the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance designation for these areas.
c. Changes support comprehensive plan’s goals?
Ridiculous, if that were the case why would there be a concurrent need to amend the
Comprehensive Plan?
d. Encourages revitalization/redevelopment?
There is certainly no evidence or theory presented on how revitalization is encouraged by
this rezoning. Certainly redevelopment could happen, but that is a negative since it
would bring in uses that are not now permitted under the Comprehensive Plan and
existing zoning.
e. Consistent with current land uses?
If so, why did the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance designate as nonconforming most of those proposed to now be rezoned?
f. Will result in a reduction of non-conforming uses?
True, but it is hardly a public benefit to make a use determined to be non-conforming into
a permitted use that can expand what were previously declared to be uses or dimensions
that did not fit within the pattern of the area.
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Further, the rezoning actually creates new non-conforming uses!
The change may be of benefit to some property owners, but it cannot be considered to be
a public benefit.
g. Will increase the variety of permitted commercial uses?
True, but is it a public benefit to permit uses that have not been deemed to be appropriate
for those areas by the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code?
Is it a public benefit to introduce a broad range of auto related uses and night clubs and
other impact uses to a quiet hamlet area?
h. Encourage commercial development?
True, but are these proposed uses for these parcels a public benefit? See g. above.
i. Provide employment opportunities for Town residents?
No analysis provided, nor any information on how in particular the employees would be
Town residents. Further, there could be a net loss of jobs if existing businesses cannot
pay higher rents due to property owners seeking higher value tenants.
j. Broaden the tax base?
There is no data or analysis in the GDEIS re this assertion, nor any analysis of increase in
municipal services needed as a result of more intensive high impact development.
k. Provide necessary and desirable services to Town residents?
There is absolutely no basis provided in this GDEIS for this assertion.
l. Relieves restrictions on operations of non-conforming uses?
The GDEIS provides no information on which operations are restricting whichever
businesses. In any event any business suffering a true hardship can apply for a variance.
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m. No impact on school population or traffic?
True on school population, but current zoning has no relation to school population.
Totally untrue as to traffic. If the very purpose is to spur development, will it not
increase traffic? Of course it will. The only question is to what extent and the GDEIS
has totally failed to do a proper traffic impact analysis. (See comments above)
n. Will not diminish, but will increase property values?
The GDEIS provides no analysis of the estimated asserted increase. It fails to analyze the
decrease in residential property values likely to be experienced east of the Taconic
Parkway by turning the nearby low intensity commercial area to one which will allow a
whole range of high intensity uses.
o. No subsurface water impact?
Totally false. See my earlier comment on this subject.
p. No significant further drain on public facilities or services?
Highly speculative and unsupported. Certainly more intensive uses, e.g., night clubs, will
have police services impacts. Impacts on pavement, fire services, ambulance, etc. are not
examined in the GDEIS.
q. No negative effect on neighborhood living conditions?
Certainly the many residents who spoke against this proposal at the public hearing hardly
agree with this assertion.
See my earlier discussion of the impacts on the neighborhood of a gross change in
character of what is intended by the Comprehensive Plan to be a low key hamlet oriented
commercial services area.
r. No negative impact on public safety?
Totally untrue. Increased entering and exiting left turns from multiple driveways on to a
busy road certainly potentially increases accident rates. Further, worker accidents in high
intensity uses are more likely to occur.
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s. Not detrimental to environmentally sensitive areas?
See previous comments on GDEIS total failure to examine such impacts.
*

*

*

*

I will be happy to meet with your Board to answer any questions or comments.

Respectfully Submitted,

NJP:pd

Nathaniel J. Parish, P.E., AICP
for PARISH & WEINER, INC.

Parish & Weiner Inc.

PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT AND TRAFFIC CONSULTANTS

297 Knollwood Road, Suite 315
White Plains, New York 10607

(914) 997-7200
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pwm101@verizon.net

Nathaniel J. Parish, P.E., A.I.C.P.
George M. Raymond. A.I.A., A.I.C.P. (1919-2015)
Michael Weiner, A.I.C.P. (1938-1995)
Senior Consultants
Richard Hyman, A.I.C.P.
John Sarna, P.E., I.T.E.

NATHANIEL J. PARISH, P.E., AICP, President

Mr. Parish has been a principal of the predecessor firm (Raymond Parish Pine & Weiner, Inc.)
and this firm since 1964. He has supervised and prepared many of the firm’s broad variety of
environmental impact, traffic, land planning, comprehensive planning, zoning, community
development and housing studies. Clients have included public agencies, private developers,
non-profit organizations and concerned neighborhood groups and property owners.
For private clients, Mr. Parish has prepared and processed zoning, subdivision, site plan and
variance applications. He has served as an expert witness in land use, traffic, zoning and
environmental impact litigation for both public and private clients.
Mr. Parish has prepared and supervised a broad range of comprehensive planning, land planning
and environmental impact studies for a broad range of municipal and private clients throughout
the Mid-Hudson area.
For public clients, Mr. Parish has supervised the preparation of comprehensive plans, zoning and
subdivision studies and regulations, and site related planning studies.
For private land development projects, Mr. Parish has supervised and prepared environmental
impact statements under both the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)
and the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). This has included over 50 projects
principally in the various New York Metropolitan Area counties, New York City and extending
into the Hudson Valley Area (Rockland, Orange, Ulster, Dutchess and Putnam Counties). The
projects have included: large office parks of a million square feet or more, major shopping malls,
large planned residential communities as well as residential subdivisions, and special purpose
uses such as a large gaming casino and a variety of public uses.
Mr. Parish currently serves as a consultant to the Builders Institute of Westchester and Putnam
Counties on matters relating to land development, policy and regulations.
Mr. Parish previously held engineering and planning positions with the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, U.S. Corps of Engineers, New York City Planning Department, and several
consulting firms. He also served as an Assistant Base Engineering Officer with the U.S. Air
Force.

Nathaniel J. Parish, P.E., AICP, President

Mr. Parish did his undergraduate work in civil engineering at City College of New York and his
graduate work in planning and housing at the Columbia University School of Architecture. He is
a licensed Professional Engineer (New York State) and a member of the American Institute of
Certified Planners.
Mr. Parish has served as first Vice President of the National Housing Conference, chairman of
the legislative committee of the New York State Association of Renewal and Housing Officials,
Vice President of the Builders Institute of Westchester, and President of the urban planning
division, Metropolitan Section, of the American Society of Civil Engineers. He has served as a
consultant for the Environmental Law Division of the N.Y. State Bar Association and also as a
panelist on environmental and land use issues for the National Association of Home Builders. He
has served as a member of the Multi-Family Committee of the National Association of Home
Builders, the Development and Redevelopment Committee of the National Association of
Renewal and Housing Officials, the Legislative Committee of the New York State Conference of
Mayors, the National Association of Environmental Professionals and the New York State
Association of Environmental Professionals. Mr. Parish has been a lecturer in planning and
housing at Pratt Institute, the University of Connecticut, and the University of Pennsylvania. He
has served as an examiner for the American Institute of Planners and the New York City Civil
Service Commission.
Mr. Parish was a 1975 recipient of the Engineer of the Year Award of the New York State
Society of Professional Engineers, Westchester County.
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25 March 2019

Supervisor Alan Bell and Members of Town Board
Town of LaGrange, New York
Town Hall
120 Stringham Road
LaGrangeville, New York 12540
Dear Supervisor Bell and Members of the Board:
At the request of Maja Enterprises Inc. and Keane & Beane P.C., I reviewed the DGEIS for the re-zoning
of 16 parcels on Routes 55 and 82 in the Town of LaGrange, Dutchess County, New York (Clark
Patterson Lee 2018). Hudsonia does not advocate for or against land use proposals or related matters;
rather, we collect data and observations, review appropriate literature, and make recommendations for
reducing impacts to the environment. Hudsonia particularly focuses on biodiversity issues via study of
habitats and species. As stated below, it is my opinion that the DGEIS does not adequately study the
potential significant adverse environmental impacts from the proposed rezoning to Threatened species,
their habitats or natural resources in general as required by the SEQRA regulations at 6 NYCRR
617.7(c)(1)(ii). The Town Board’s 28 November 2018 issuance of a Positive Declaration does not even
identify that the potential exists for significant adverse environmental impact to Threatened or Special
Concern species, their habitats or natural resources, despite their presence near some of the parcels
proposed to be rezoned.
Hudsonia has been conducting research and providing technical assistance and public education regarding
the Blanding’s turtle since 1983, and I have been studying the species in the county since the 1970s.
Blanding’s turtle is listed legally as a Threatened species in New York. There is population of Blanding’s
turtle in western Dutchess County, including the Town of LaGrange. I do not find mention of Blanding’s
turtle in the DGEIS, despite that SEQRA requires consideration of Endangered and Threatened species.
This is surprising, given the studies of, and conservation actions for, the Blanding’s turtle at Arlington
High School, James Baird State Park, Hannaford’s, the Town transfer station and highway garage, and the
Route 55 roundabouts, some of which actions date back more than 30 years. Moreover, Hudsonia
prepared a detailed report mapping and describing potential Blanding’s turtle habitats and recommending
best management practices for the turtle (Hartwig et al. 2009), and held workshops and a public meeting
in the Town on this subject.
In LaGrange, Blanding’s turtles have “core” wetland habitats where they spend much of their time, and
they also use a variety of other wetlands, ponds, and upland areas for foraging, nesting, overland
movements, and drought refuge (Kiviat 1997). It is not unusual for an individual turtle to move two-thirds
of a mile or more from one habitat to another. This behavior makes the turtles vulnerable to road mortality
1

and other hazards. In addition, Blanding’s turtle habitats are often lost to construction projects and other
land use activities, or polluted by silt and other materials from construction sites. Siltation of wetlands and
water bodies commonly occurs in association with construction projects despite standard siltation barriers
as has been well documented in the professional literature and in Hudsonia’s own observations. All the
subject parcels could contain habitats used by Blanding’s turtles including “corridors” used by the turtles
to move among other habitats; however, the parcels immediately on both sides of the Taconic Parkway
seem most likely to experience turtle use.
Some of the potential adverse impacts to the turtles are briefly clarified here; Kiviat (1997) and Hartwig et
al. (2009) provided detailed habitat and ecology descriptions for the Blanding’s turtle in Dutchess County.
Increasing intensity of vehicle or construction equipment activity on the subject parcels would increase
the injury hazard to turtles. Increases in coverage of impervious surfaces (pavement, roofs, etc.) could
alter stormwater runoff and thus change hydrological conditions in wetlands used by the turtles.
Excavations for buildings, trenches for infrastructure, new window wells and stormwater drains (catch
basins) could create “pitfall” hazards in which turtles could become trapped and die. Existing nesting
habitats could be made unuseable. Existing wetlands, some of which may be small and lack surface water
connections to a stream system thus lack federal or state regulation, could be destroyed or degraded.
Wetland habitats could be degraded by silt and plant nutrients (especially phosphorus and nitrogen) in
stormwater runoff; most or all core Blanding’s turtle wetland habitats in Dutchess County have organic
soils and relatively low nutrient status thus could be damaged by degraded runoff water quality. Lastly,
changes in land use and runoff, as well as increased human activity on the subject parcels, could cause
Blanding’s turtles to become more conspicuous and potentially be collected (illegally) for pets or
blackmarket sale.
In addition to the concerns I have expressed about the Blanding’s turtle, rare plants could occur on the
subject parcels, or nearby where offsite impacts (e.g., siltation) could cause harm. Two rare plants known
from the general area of the subject parcels are five-angled field dodder (Cuscuta pentagona) and swamp
cottonwood (Populus heterophylla). A large population of five-angled field dodder exists on a weedy,
graded area, and two groves of swamp cottonwood are in wetlands, indicating potential occurrence on or
close to the subject parcels. Other rare plant species could occur there as well.
The wood turtle (New York State Special Concern) occurs in Sprout Creek. Wood turtles spend several
months of the year on land, ranging as much as several hundred feet from their home stream to forage and
nest, and they are very vulnerable to mortality caused by vehicles and heavy equipment. The spotted turtle
(also Special Concern) occurs in wetlands in the Town and could be present on or near the subject parcels.
Spotted turtles commonly spend substantial portions of each year on land.
As detailed above, the DGEIS does not adequately evaluate the potential adverse impacts to the
environment as follows:
1. The preparers of the DGEIS apparently did not consult the Hudson Valley Natural Resource
Mapper (http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/112137.html ).
2. The preparers of the DGEIS apparently did not consult the New York Natural Heritage Program
(NYNHP; http://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/29338.html ) regarding file data on rare plants,
animals, and habitats that could occur on or near the subject parcels. An inquiry to NYNHP is
standard for environmental reviews.
3. There was no evaluation of the impact to the Blanding turtle, a Threatened species.
4. The Town, which is presumably aware of Hudsonia’s 2009 Report on the Blanding Turtle, did not
consider that report or appear to examine its Figure 6 showing the likelihood of Blanding’s turtles
being at any particular location.
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5. Almost the entire Town of LaGrange is within the Blanding’s Turtle Area of Concern, as detailed
on Figure 6 (Hartwig et al. 2009), a copy of which is attached to this letter, and a Blanding’s turtle
could appear at any location in the Town.
6. There are Blanding Turtle Conservation Zones along Route 55, East of the Taconic State Parkway.
Most or all of the parcels that are proposed to be rezoned overlap with these Conservation Zones.
7. As stated in our 2009 Report: “The Blanding’s turtle is a mobile species that uses a variety of
wetland and upland habitats in a large area to meet its foraging, basking, nesting, drought refuge,
and overwintering needs, and it provides an important ecological link between wetlands and the
surrounding uplands. Traveling between these habitats increases the turtles’ vulnerability to
human-related hazards such as busy roads, intensely developed areas, agricultural or mowing
equipment, and collection by humans.” These facts are not considered in the Town’s DGEIS.
8. Our 2009 Report also noted: “Blanding’s turtles use a variety of special habitats, many of which
are damaged by human activities in our rapidly suburbanizing region.” This fact is not considered
in the DGEIS.
9. The proposed rezoning appears to allow more intense uses which would increase the development
of impervious surfaces, affecting stormwater runoff and the habitats of Blanding’s turtles on or off
site. Altered quantity, timing, or quality of runoff water could change the duration of standing
water, soil characteristics (via siltation), and nutrient levels (via plant nutrients leached or eroded
from soils and transported in runoff), all of which could degrade wetland habitats.
10. The DGEIS makes no mention of examination of potential impacts to flora, including rare plants
that may occur on or near the subject parcels.
11. No examination was made of potential impacts to the wood turtle, a Special Concern species in
New York.
12. No examination was made of potential impacts to the spotted turtle, a Special Concern Species in
New York.
The DGEIS devotes five sentences in Section 3.5 to the topic of Natural Resources, none of which
addresses the potential impacts identified above. Examination of potential impacts to the natural resources
from the rezoning must be examined for the entire corridor and not on a piecemeal basis so as to
understand the cumulative impacts. I respectfully suggest that the Town require its consultant to examine
these subject areas and reissue a complete DGEIS that takes a hard look at the potential impacts to the
natural resources. Hudsonia would be pleased to meet with the Town and its consultant to explain our
concerns in more detail.

Sincerely,

Erik Kiviat PhD
Executive Director
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ERIK KIVIAT
Recent Professional Experience
Hudsonia Ltd.: Executive Director; 1988- (excepting two years); Ecologist, 1981-1988; Co-founder.
Bard College: Associate Professor then Professor of Environmental Studies; Graduate School of Environmental Studies, 1987-2005; Research Associate, Division of Natural Sciences and Mathematics, 2002-.
Technical assistance to: Non-governmental organizations (land trusts, environmental groups, citizens’
groups); landowners; renewable energy developers; other businesses; planning, law, and engineering
firms; sporting associations; federal, state and local government; in New York, New Jersey, Connecticut,
Massachusetts, Ohio: more than 300 reports prepared, 1975-.
Professional workshops taught or co-taught: Winter Woody Plant Identification; Phragmites Ecology and
Management; Reptile and Amphibian Survey Methods; Reptiles and Amphibians of the Hudson River;
Wetland Habitat Creation and Turtle Conservation; Conservation of Urban Biodiversity; many others.
Fellowships: Cary Summer Research Fellowship 1993, Institute of Ecosystem Studies, Millbrook, NY:
Vegetation and biogeochemistry of Blanding's turtle habitats. Short-term Visitor, 1995, Smithsonian Environmental Research Laboratory, Edgewater, MD: Freshwater-tidal and nontidal wetland studies.
Peer Reviewer: Biological Invasions; Chelonian Conservation and Biology; Ecosphere; Environmental
Monitoring and Assessment; Estuaries; Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science; Journal of Herpetology;
Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the United Kingdom; Mires & Peat; New York State Museum Bulletin; Northeastern Naturalist; Studies in Avian Biology; Urban Habitats; Urban Naturalist;
Wetlands; Wetlands Ecology and Management; Wilson Bulletin; American Museum of Natural History;
Countryman Press; Hudson River Foundation; Long Island Sound License Plate Fund; Marsh Ecology Research Program (Man.); Marsh Ecology Research Program (NJ); Rutgers University Press; San Francisco
Bay-Delta Research Enhancement Program; Connecticut Sea Grant; Rhode Island Sea Grant; State University of New York Press; Nature Conservancy; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; U.S. Geological Survey;
U.S. Office of Technology Assessment.
PhD thesis committees: SUNY Environmental Science & Forestry; Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University (South Africa; external reader). Master’s thesis committees: Bard College; SUNY Albany; SUNY
New Paltz.
Volunteer (selected field biology projects): Turtle research, Jug Bay Wetlands Sanctuary, Maryland,
1990s-2000s; Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas, James Bay - Hudson Bay Lowland, Canada, 1985; Herpetofaunal surveys, Jekyll Island, GA, 1979-2013; Osprey survey and herpetofaunal survey, St. Catherine's
Island, GA, 1973; Reptile and amphibian population studies, Kalbfleisch Field Research Station, Long Island, NY, 1964; Additional reptile and amphibian surveys in New York, Massachusetts, Georgia (Sea Islands), and México (Querétaro), American Museum of Natural History, 1961-1979.
Education
PhD Ecology, Union Institute and University, 1991. Thesis: Wetland human ecology.
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MA Biology, State University at New Paltz, NY, 1979. Thesis: Hudson Estuary shore zone: Ecology and
management.
BS Natural Sciences, Bard College, 1976. Thesis: Snapping turtle ecology in a New York tidemarsh.
Professional courses and workshops taken: Mosses: Structure, Ecology, and Identification (5 days), White
Creek Field School, 2017; Wildlife Study Design (1 day), Wildlife Society, 2002; Spiders: Identification,
Biology, and Ecology (5 days), Eagle Hill Institute, 2001; Mosquito Identification and Surveillance (2
days), New York State Department of Health, 2000; Applied Multivariate Methods (5 days), Institute for
Professional Education, VA, 1995; Control of Mosquitoes and Mosquito-borne Diseases in the U.S. (5
days), International Center for Public Health Research, SC, 1993; Understanding Wetland Soils (2 days),
Cook College, Rutgers University, NJ, 1989; Landscape Preservation: Ecological and Social Issues (1
day), Institute of Ecosystem Studies, Millbrook, NY, 1987; Energy Analysis (1 day), University of Georgia, Athens, 1977; Freshwater Fishes of New York (5 days), American Museum of Natural History, New
York, NY, 1970.
Research Interests
Nonnative weed ecology and management; Wetland ecology and management; Herpetofaunal ecology and
conservation (including estuary, fen, woodland pool, and barrier island faunas); Habitat ecology, assessment, monitoring, creation, restoration; Urban and rural biodiversity, rare or little-known species; Energy
development impacts on biodiversity; Human cultural adaptations to wetlands and vector-borne diseases,
and human interactions with wetlands; Ethnobotany and economic botany.
Current research projects (with staff, interns, and collaborators): Urban biodiversity and its management, a
case study of the New Jersey Meadowlands (includes field surveys of mammals, birds, herpetofauna, butterflies, dragonflies, clam shrimp, land snails, vascular plants, bryophytes, lichens, macrofungi); Longterm response of the threatened Blanding’s turtle to created wetland and upland habitats; An old-growth
forest in the Hudson Valley after 40 years; Two prickly-pear species near their range limits in rocky habitats of the Hudson Valley; Human-disturbed habitats as sentinels for early detection of nonnative weeds in
the Catskill Mountain region; Habitat functions of Phragmites, purple loosestrife, and knotweed for organisms from cryptogams to mammals; Bioenergy and other uses of abundant nonnative plants.
Additional Field Work (much of it focused on invasive plants)
Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington; British
Columbia, Manitoba, Nova Scotia, Ontario, Québec; México; Trinidad; Czech Republic; France; Germany; Romania; England; Scotland; Hungary; Italy; Botswana.
Languages: French and Spanish (reading knowledge).
Professional Certification: Professional Wetland Scientist, Society of Wetland Scientists, 1995-.
Honors
Awarded to Erik Kiviat or to Hudsonia for projects or programs he directed: Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt Hudson Valley Vision Award 2018; John and Samuel Bard Award in Medicine and Science 2016;
Environmental Consortium Great Work Award 2014; Coastal America Spirit Award, New Jersey Marine
Sciences Consortium Habitat Initiative, 2006; Nominations for National Wetlands Award 2002, 20092011; Certificate of Appreciation, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 2000;
Good Land Award, Winnakee Land Trust, 1999, 2008; Project Facilitation Award, Society for Ecological
Restoration, 1997; Marion Thompson Fuller Brown Conservation Award, Garden Clubs of America,
1996; Environmental Award, Museum of the Hudson Highlands, 1996; Award for Environmental Sensi-
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tivity, Mohonk Consultations on the Earth's Environment, 1995; Researcher of the Year Award, Hudson
River Environmental Society, 1994; Service Award, Dutchess County Environmental Management Council, 1982.
Professional Societies
American Bryological and Lichenological Society; Association of Field Ornithologists; Association of
State Wetland Managers; Hudson River Environmental Society; Natural Areas Association; Society for the
Study of Amphibians and Reptiles; Society of Wetland Scientists; Southern Appalachian Botanical Society; Torrey Botanical Society; Wilson Ornithological Society.
Public Service
Citizens’ Advisory Group, Rebuild by Design Meadowlands Flood Protection Project, 2016-2018; Editorial Board, Urban Naturalist 2014- ; Lower Hudson Partnership in Invasive Species Management, 2012(Steering Committee 2013-2015); Invited participant, recovery workshops for bog turtle, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), 20112015; Steering Committee, Northeast Natural History Conference, 2010; Invited participant, recovery
workshops for Blanding’s turtle, timber rattlesnake, northern cricket frog, New England cottontail, DEC,
2009-?; Scientific Advisory Committee, Hudson River Almanac; Advisory Committee for Quadricentennial Exhibit, Albany Institute for History and Art, 2008; co-sponsor, Japanese Knotweed Managers' Workshop, 2005; co-convenor, Hackensack Meadowlands Symposium, 2003; Greene County (NY) Habitat
Management Advisory Committee, 2003-2006; Advisory Committee for Hudson River Estuary Exhibit,
Liberty Science Center, 2002-2007; Scientific Advisory Committee, New York - New Jersey Trail Conference, 2002-2008; Co-sponsor, Phragmites Forum, 2002; Convenor of workshop Purple Loosestrife
and Wildlife in North America, Northeast Fish and Wildlife Conference, 2001; Conservation and Recovery of the Bog Turtle (invited participant), FWS, 1998; Jug Bay Wetlands Sanctuary (MD) Advisory
Committee, 1998-2013; Scientific Advisory Committee, Friends of the Great Swamp, 1998-; New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation Hudson River Biodiversity Committee, DEC, 1997-;
Scientific Advisory Committee, Hudson River Habitat Restoration Program, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1994-95; Editorial Board, Water Ways: New York's Waterfront News, 1990-92; Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve Advisory Committee, 1983-84, Hudson River Fisheries Advisory
Committee, 1979-83, Hudson River Valley Study Advisory Committee, 1978, DEC; Wildlife Society
New York Chapter, Committee on Exotic Plants, 1981-87; Advisory Board of the Trevor Zoo, 1981-94;
Dutchess County Environmental Management Council Significant Areas Committee, 1980-82; Storm
King School Environmental Institute Advisory Board, 1983-85; Convenor of Hudson River Marsh Workshop, Hudson River Environmental Society, 1976; Hudson River Sloop Clearwater Board of Directors
1975-76.
Presentations at Scientific Conferences More than 80 beginning in 1974.
Technical Publications (* Peer reviewed)
(Papers in preparation with various collaborators on Blanding’s turtle habitat restoration, human uses of an
urban-fringe wetland complex, Atlantic Coast leopard frog response to Hurricane Sandy, first records of
the potentially invasive plant Cyperus difformis in New York, bryophytes and loosestrifes, organisms associated with knotweed.)
Caponera, V. & E. Kiviat. Submitted, in revision. Painted turtle ecology in a freshwater tidal marsh: Concluding survey. Final Reports of the Polgar Fellowship Program, Hudson River Foundation.
Kiviat, E. Submitted. Novel ecosystems: Wetland imagery in American fiction. Wetlands. *
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Kiviat, E., L. Stickle & E. Heffernan. Submitted. Re-survey of flora and vegetation after four decades in a
circumneutral bog lake, New York. Castanea. *
Palmeri, J. & E. Kiviat. Submitted. Allelopathic effects of knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) rhizome on
the mosses Atrichum angustatum and Thuidium delicatulum. Journal of Bryology.*
Weis, J.S. & E. Kiviat. Submitted. The invasive marsh plant Phragmites australis provides important ecosystem services. Wetlands Ecology and Management. *
Kiviat, E. & K. MacDonald. Under contract. Conservation of urban biodiversity: A case study of the New
Jersey Meadowlands. Lexington Books, Lanham, Maryland. *
Kiviat, E., L.A. Meyerson, T.J. Mozdzer, W.J. Allen, G. Bhattarai, et al. Submitted, in revision. Evidence
does not support the targeting of cryptic invaders at the subspecies level using classical biological
control. Biological Invasions. *
Kiviat, E. Resubmitted, in review. Organisms using Phragmites australis are diverse and similar on three
continents. Journal of Natural History. *
Schmidt, R.E., E. Kiviat, N. Trigoboff & J. Vanek. In press. New records of clam shrimp (Laevicaudata,
Spinicaudata) from New York. Northeastern Naturalist. *
Bacon, R.J. & E. Kiviat. 2018. Ecology of painted turtles in a freshwater tidal marsh, Tivoli North Bay,
New York. Pages II-1 to II-29 in S.H. Fernald, D.J. Yozzo and H. Andreyko (eds.), Final Reports
of the Tibor T. Polgar Fellowship Program, 2015. Hudson River Foundation.
Schlesinger, M., et al. 2018. Follow-up ecological studies for cryptic species discoveries: Decrypting the
leopard frogs of the eastern U.S. PLOS ONE 13(11):e0205805. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0205805 *
Travis, K.B., I. Haeckel, G. Stevens, J. Tesauro & E. Kiviat. 2018. Bog turtle dispersal corridors and conservation in New York, U.S.A. Herpetological Conservation and Biology 13(1):257–272. *
Travis, K.B., E. Kiviat, J. Tesauro, et al. 2018. Grazing for bog turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergii) habitat
management: Case study of a New York fen. Herpetological Conservation and Biology
13(3):726–742. *
Les, J.C. & E. Kiviat. 2017. The conservation status of goldenclub (Orontium aquaticum) in the freshwater tidal wetlands of the Hudson River. 41 p. in S.H. Fernald, D.J. Yozzo and H. Andreyko (eds.),
Final Reports of the Tibor T. Polgar Fellowship Program, 2014. Hudson River Foundation.
Strayer, D.L., E. Kiviat, S.E.G. Findlay & N. Slowik. 2016. Vegetation of riprapped revetments along the
freshwater tidal Hudson River, New York. Aquatic Sciences 78:605-614. *
Bhattarai, G.P., W.J. Allen, J.T. Cronin, E. Kiviat & L.A. Meyerson. 2016. Response to Blossey and
Casagrande: Ecological and evolutionary processes make host specificity at the subspecies level
exceedingly unlikely. Biological Invasions 18(9): 2757-2758. *
Cronin, J.T., E. Kiviat, L.A. Meyerson, G.P. Bhattarai & W.J. Allen. 2016. Biological control of invasive
Phragmites australis will be detrimental to native P. australis. Biological Invasions 18(9):2749–
2752. *
Kiviat, E. 2014. Adaptation of human cultures to wetland environments. P. 404-415 in P. Gâștescu, W.
Marszelewski & P. Bretcan. 2nd International Conference "Water Resources and Wetlands" Conference Proceedings 11-13 September, 2014 Tulcea (Romania). Romanian Limnogeographical
Association. *
Vaičekonytė, R., E. Kiviat, F. Nsenga & A. Ostfeld. 2014. An exploration of common reed (Phragmites
australis) bioenergy potential in North America. Mires & Peat 13(Article 12):1-9.
http://www.mires-and-peat.net/ *
Kiviat, E. 2013. Risks to biodiversity from hydraulic fracturing for natural gas in the Marcellus and Utica
shales. The Year in Ecology and Conservation Biology 2012, Annals of the New York Academy
of Sciences 1286:1-14. (Invited paper.) *
Kiviat, E. 2013. Ecosystem services of Phragmites in North America with emphasis on habitat functions.
AoB Plants 2013, doi: 10.1093/aobpla/plt008. 29 p. (Invited paper.) *
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Kiviat, E. & E. Johnson. 2013. Biodiversity assessment handbook for New York City. American Museum
of Natural History Center for Biodiversity and Conservation, and Hudsonia.
http://www.amnh.org/our-research/center-for-biodiversity-conservation/publications/forpolicymakers/biodiversity-assessment-handbook-for-new-york-city
Gillen, J. & E. Kiviat. 2012. Hydraulic fracturing threats to species with restricted ranges in the eastern
United States. Environmental Practice 14(4):320-331. *
Kiviat, E. 2011. Frog call surveys in an urban wetland complex, the Hackensack Meadowlands, New Jersey, 2006. Urban Habitats 6 (unpaginated). urbanhabitats.org *
Dowling, Z., T. Hartwig, E. Kiviat & F. Keesing. 2010. Experimental management of nesting habitat for
the Blanding’s turtle (Emys blandingii). Ecological Restoration. 28(2):154-159. *
Kiviat, E. 2010. Phragmites management sourcebook for the tidal Hudson River and the northeastern
states. Hudsonia Ltd., Annandale NY 12504 USA. 74 p. www.hudsonia.org
Kiviat, E., G. Mihocko, G. Stevens, P.M. Groffman & D. Van Hoewyk. 2010. Vegetation, soils, and land
use in fens of eastern New York and adjacent Connecticut. Rhodora 112(952):335-354. *
Kiviat, E. 2009. Human uses of tidal freshwater wetlands on the USA East Coast. P. 21-30 in A. Barendregt, D. Whigham & A. Baldwin, eds. Tidal Freshwater Wetlands. Backhuys Publishers, Leiden, The Netherlands. (Invited chapter.) *
Kiviat, E. 2009. Invasive plants in tidal freshwater wetlands - North American East Coast. P. 106-114 in
A. Barendregt, D. Whigham & A. Baldwin, eds. Tidal Freshwater Wetlands. Backhuys Publishers,
Leiden, The Netherlands. (Invited chapter.) *
Swarth, C. & E. Kiviat. 2009. Animal communities in North American tidal freshwater wetlands. P. 71-88
in A. Barendregt, D. Whigham & A. Baldwin, eds. Tidal Freshwater Wetlands. Backhuys Publishers, Leiden, The Netherlands. (Invited chapter.) *
Schmidt, R.E. & E. Kiviat. 2007 (2008). State records and habitat of clam shrimp, Caenestheriella gynecia (Crustacea: Conchostraca), in New York and New Jersey. Canadian Field-Naturalist 121:128132. *
Hartwig, T. & E. Kiviat. 2007. Microhabitat use by Blanding's turtle in constructed and reference wetlands. Journal of Wildlife Management 71(2):576-582. *
Kiviat, E., S.E.G. Findlay & W.C. Nieder. 2006. Tidal wetlands. P. 279-295 in J.S. Levinton & J.R.
Waldman, eds. The Hudson River Estuary. Cambridge University Press, New York, NY. (Invited
chapter.)
Kiviat, E., guest editor. 2004. The Hackensack Meadowlands: History, ecology, and restoration of a degraded urban wetland. Urban Habitats 2(1):unpaginated. www.urbanhabitats.org *
Kiviat, E. & K. MacDonald. 2004. Biodiversity patterns and conservation in the Hackensack Meadowlands, New Jersey. Urban Habitats 2(1):28-61 (www.urbanhabitats.org). *
Hummel, M. & E. Kiviat. 2004. Review of world literature on water-chestnut (Trapa natans) with implications for management in North America. Journal of Aquatic Plant Management 42(1):17-28. *
Kiviat, E. 2004. Occurrence of Ailanthus altissima on a Maryland freshwater tidal estuary. Castanea
69(2):139-142.*
Kiviat, E. 2004. Concluding remarks. P. 101-103 in C. Swarth, W. Roosenberg & E. Kiviat, eds. Conservation and Ecology of Turtles of the Mid-Atlantic Region; A Symposium. Bibliomania!, Salt Lake
City, Utah.
Kiviat, E., G. Stevens, K.L. Munger, L.T. Heady, S. Hoeger, P.J. Petokas & R. Brauman. 2004. Blanding's turtle response to wetland and upland habitat construction. P. 93-99 in C. Swarth, W. Roosenberg & E. Kiviat, eds. Conservation and Ecology of Turtles of the Mid-Atlantic Region; A
Symposium. Bibliomania!, Salt Lake City, Utah. *
Schmidt, R.E., T.W. Hunsinger, T. Coote, E. Griffin-Noyes & E. Kiviat. 2004. Mudpuppy (Necturus
maculosus) in the tidal Hudson River with comments on its status as native. Northeastern Naturalist 11(2):179-188.*
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Swarth, C., W. Roosenberg & E. Kiviat, eds. 2004. Conservation and ecology of turtles of the MidAtlantic region; A Symposium. Bibliomania!, Salt Lake City, Utah. 121 p. *
Talmage, E. & E. Kiviat. 2004. Japanese knotweed and water quality on the Batavia Kill in Greene County, New York: Background information and literature review. Greene County Soil and Water
Conservation District and New York City Department of Environmental Protection. 27 p.
www.gcswcd.com/stream/knotweed/reports/litreview/JKandwaterquality.pdf
Bannor, B. & E. Kiviat. 2002. Common moorhen (Gallinula chloropus). Birds of North America 685, 27
p. *
Findlay, S.E.G., E. Kiviat, W.C. Nieder & E.A. Blair. 2002. Functional assessment of a reference wetland
set as a tool for science, management and restoration. Aquatic Sciences 64:107-117. *
Kiviat, E. & K. MacDonald. 2002. Hackensack Meadowlands, New Jersey, biodiversity: A review and
synthesis. Hackensack Meadowlands Partnership. 112 p. www.hudsonia.org *
Kiviat, E. & E. Hamilton. 2001. Phragmites use by Native North Americans. Aquatic Botany 69(24):341-357. *
Kiviat, E. & G. Stevens. 2001. Biodiversity assessment manual for the Hudson River estuary corridor.
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz, New York. 508 p. *
Connors, L.M., E. Kiviat, P.M. Groffman & R.S. Ostfeld. 2000. Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus) disturbance to vegetation and potential net nitrogen mineralization and nitrification rates in a fresh-tidal
marsh. American Midland Naturalist 143:53-63. *
Kiviat, E., G. Stevens, R. Brauman, S. Hoeger, P.J. Petokas & G.G. Hollands. 2000. Restoration of wetland and upland habitat for Blanding's turtle. Chelonian Conservation and Biology 3(4):650-657.*
Meyerson, L.A., K. Saltonstall, L. Windham, E. Kiviat & S. Findlay. 2000. A comparison of Phragmites
australis in freshwater and brackish marsh environments in North America. Wetlands Ecology
and Management 8(2-3):89-103. *
van Hoewyk, D., P.M. Groffman, E. Kiviat, G. Mihocko and G. Stevens. 2000. Soil nitrogen dynamics in
organic and mineral soil calcareous wetlands in eastern New York. Soil Science Society of America Journal 64(6):2168-2173. *
Barbour, J.G. & E. Kiviat. 1997. Introduced purple loosestrife as host of native Saturniidae (Lepidoptera).
Great Lakes Entomologist 30(3):115-122. *
Kiviat, E. 1997. The book of swamp and bog; Trees, shrubs, and wildflowers of eastern freshwater wetlands. J. Eastman. Canadian Field-Naturalist 111(4):699. (Book review.)
Kiviat, E. 1997. Blanding's turtle habitat requirements and implications for conservation in Dutchess
County, New York. P. 377-382 in J. Van Abbema, ed. Proceedings: Conservation, Restoration,
and Management of Tortoises and Turtles - an International Conference. New York Turtle and
Tortoise Society and Wildlife Conservation Society Turtle Recovery Program. *
Krause, L.H., C. Rietsma & E. Kiviat. 1997. Terrestrial insects associated with Phragmites australis,
Typha angustifolia, and Lythrum salicaria in a Hudson River tidal marsh. P. V-1 to V-35 in W.C.
Nieder & J.R. Waldman, eds. Final Reports of the Tibor T. Polgar Fellowship Program 1996.
Hudson River Foundation and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve.
Winogrond, H.G. & E. Kiviat. 1997. Invasion of Phragmites australis in the tidal marshes of the Hudson
River. P. VI-1 to VI-29 n W.C. Nieder & J.R. Waldman, eds. Final Reports of the Tibor T. Polgar
Fellowship Program 1996. Hudson River Foundation and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation - Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve.
Kiviat, E. 1996. The Everglades handbook; Understanding the ecosystem. T.E. Lodge. Canadian FieldNaturalist 110(3):567-568. (Book review.)
Rozycki, C. & E. Kiviat. 1996. A low density, tidal marsh, painted turtle population. P. V-1 to V-35 in
E.A. Blair & J.R. Waldman, eds. Final Reports of the Tibor T. Polgar Fellowship Program 1995.
Hudson River Foundation and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve.
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Kiviat, E. 1996. American goldfinch nests in purple loosestrife. Wilson Bulletin 108(1):182-186. *
Kiviat, E. & J.G. Barbour. 1996. Wood turtles in fresh-tidal habitats of the Hudson River. Canadian FieldNaturalist 110(2):341-343. *
Groffman, P.M., Hanson, G.C., E. Kiviat & G. Stevens. 1996. Variation in microbial biomass and activity
in four different wetland types. Soil Science Society of America Journal 60:622-629. *
Sharma, V. & E. Kiviat. 1994. Habitats of the monkeyflowers Mimulus alatus and Mimulus ringens on
the Hudson River. P. V-1 to V-36 in E.A. Blair & J.R. Waldman, eds. Final Reports of the Tibor
T. Polgar Fellowship Program 1992. Hudson River Foundation and New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation - Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve.
Leonardi, L. & E. Kiviat. 1990. Bryophytes of the Tivoli Bays tidal swamps. P. III-1 to III-23 in J.R.
Waldman & E.A. Blair, eds. Final Reports of the Tibor T. Polgar Fellowship Program 1989. Hudson River Foundation and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation - Hudson
River National Estuarine Research Reserve.
Kiviat, E. 1989. The role of wildlife in estuarine ecosystems. P. 437-475 in J.W. Day, et al. Estuarine
Ecology. John Wiley & Sons, New York.
Kiviat, E. 1988. The northern Shawangunk Mountains; An ecological survey. Mohonk Preserve, New
Paltz NY. 107 p.
Kiviat, E. 1987. Common reed (Phragmites australis). P. 22-30 in D. Decker & J. Enck, eds. Exotic
Plants with Identified Detrimental Impacts on Wildlife Habitats in New York State. New York
Chapter, Wildlife Society.
Kiviat, E. 1987. Water chestnut (Trapa natans). P. 31-38 in D. Decker & J. Enck, eds. Exotic Plants with
Identified Detrimental Impacts on Wildlife Habitats in New York State. New York Chapter, Wildlife Society.
Klemens, M.W., E. Kiviat & R.E. Schmidt. 1987. Distribution of the northern leopard frog, Rana pipiens,
in the lower Hudson and Housatonic river valleys. Northeastern Environmental Science 6(2):99101. *
Barbour, S. & E. Kiviat. 1986. A survey of Lepidoptera in Tivoli North Bay (Hudson River Estuary). P.
IV-1 to IV-26 in J.C. Cooper, ed. Polgar Fellowship Reports of the Hudson River National Estuarine Sanctuary Program, 1985. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Hudson River Foundation, and U.S. Department of Commerce.
Westad, K.E. & E. Kiviat. 1986. Flora of freshwater tidal swamps at Tivoli Bays Hudson River National
Estuarine Sanctuary. P. III-1 to III-20 in J.C. Cooper, ed. Polgar Fellowship Reports of the Hudson River National Estuarine Sanctuary Program, 1985. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Hudson River Foundation, and U.S. Department of Commerce.
Kiviat, E., R.E. Schmidt & N. Zeising. 1985. Bank swallow and belted kingfisher nest in dredge spoil on
the tidal Hudson River. Kingbird 35(1):3-6.
Kiviat, E. & J. Stapleton. 1983. Bufo americanus (American Toad): Estuarine habitat. Herpetological Review 14(2):46.
Kiviat, E. 1982. Turtles: perspectives and research. M. Harless & H. Morlock, eds. Herpetological Review
13(3):100. (Book review.)
Kiviat, E. 1982. Eastern bluebird remote natural nest sites. Kingbird 32(1):6-8.
Kiviat, E. 1982. Black-capped chickadees eating giant ragweed seeds. Kingbird 32(1):25-26.
Kiviat, E. 1982. Geographic distribution [Five locality records from Jekyll Island, Georgia]: Rana grylio
(pig frog), Scaphiopus holbrooki holbrooki (eastern spadefoot), Cnemidophorus sexlineatus
sexlineatus (six-lined racerunner), Eumeces inexpectatus (southeastern five-lined skink),
Opheodrys aestivus (rough green snake). Herpetological Review 13(2):51-53.
Kiviat, E. 1981. Hudson River estuary shore zone annotated natural history bibliography with index. Scenic Hudson, Poughkeepsie, NY. 76 p.
Kiviat, E. 1981. A Hudson River fresh-tidal marsh: management planning. Restoration and Management
Notes 1(1):14-15.
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Kiviat, E. 1980. A Hudson River tidemarsh snapping turtle population. Transactions of the Northeast Section, the Wildlife Society 37:158-168. *
Stone, W.B., E. Kiviat & S.A Butkas. 1980. Toxicants in snapping turtles. New York Fish and Game
Journal 27(1):39-50.
Stapleton, J. & E. Kiviat. 1979. Rights of birds and rights of way: Vegetation management on a railroad
causeway and its effect on breeding birds. American Birds 33(1):7-10.
Kiviat, E. 1978. Bog turtle habitat ecology. Bulletin of the Chicago Herpetological Society 13(2):29-42.
Kiviat, E. 1978. Hudson River east bank natural areas, Clermont to Norrie. Nature Conservancy, Arlington, Va. 115 p.
Kiviat, E. 1978. Vertebrate use of muskrat lodges and burrows. Estuaries 1:196-200. *
Kiviat, E. & D.C. Buso. 1977. Geographic distribution: Graptemys geographica (map turtle). Herpetological Review 8 (3):84.
Kiviat, E. 1976. Goldenclub, a threatened plant in the tidal Hudson River. Paper 21, 13 p. in Fourth Symposium on Hudson River Ecology. Hudson River Environmental Society, Bronx, NY.
Kiviat, E. 1976. A symbol for individuals not adult males. American Birds 29(4):818.
Kiviat, E. 1976. Birds and mammals of the Thompson Pond Preserve. Paper 5, 13 p. in P.S. Busch, ed.
The Ecology of Thompson Pond in Dutchess County, New York. Nature Conservancy, Boston,
MA.
Kiviat, E. & N. Zeising. 1976. The wetland flora of Thompson Pond, New York. Paper 4, 28 p. in P.S.
Busch, ed. The Ecology of Thompson Pond in Dutchess County, New York. Nature Conservancy,
Boston, MA.
Kiviat, E. 1974. A fresh-water tidal marsh on the Hudson, Tivoli North Bay. Paper 14, 33 p. in Third
Symposium on Hudson River Ecology. Hudson River Environmental Society, Bronx, NY.
Popular Publications (selected)
Travis, K.B. & E. Kiviat. 2018. Mute swans in the Northeast: A case for evidence-based management.
News from Hudsonia 32(1):1-5, 7.
Kiviat, E. 2018. Some notes on responsible investing. News from Hudsonia 32(1):6-7.
Kiviat, E. 2017. Ecological restoration revisited: Some problems and improvements. News from Hudsonia
31(2):1-5, 8-9.
Kiviat, E. 2017. Are rare biota, habitats, and flood protection compatible? Creation science for the 21st
Century. News from Hudsonia 31(1):4-5.
Kiviat, E. 2016. Shrubland for northeastern biodiversity: A critique of the young forest initiative. News
from Hudsonia 30(2):1-3, 6.
Kiviat, E. 2016. Long distance impacts of cheap gas. News from Hudsonia 30(1):1-1-3, 10.
Kiviat, E. 2016. Two urban gems under threat. News from Hudsonia 30(1):4-5, 9.
Kiviat, E. No date. Conservation of urban biodiversity. Hudsonia. Large format tri-fold color brochure.
Kiviat, E. No date. Amphibians and reptiles of the Hudson River estuary. Hudsonia. Large format tri-fold
color brochure.
Kiviat, E. 2015. In the pipeline: Biodiversity and gas transmission. News from Hudsonia 29(1):1-3, 8-10.
Kiviat, E. No date. Beautiful wildflowers of the Hudson River estuary. Hudsonia. Large format tri-fold
color brochure.
Kiviat, E. 2014. Field stations, research, and the magic well of nature. News from Hudsonia 28(2):1-3, 89.
Kiviat, E. 2014. Three years, two cows, and twenty-five bog turtles. News from Hudsonia 27(2):4-5.
Kiviat, E. 2014. Alice in Meadowlands. News from Hudsonia 27(2):6-8.
Kiviat, E., G. Stevens & P. Harwood. 2014. Irreplaceable archives: The scientific legacy of herbaria.
News from Hudsonia 27(2):4-5.
Kiviat, E. 2012. Urban biodiversity is not an oxymoron. News from Hudsonia 26(1):4-5.
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Kiviat, E. & K. Schneller-McDonald. 2011. Fracking and biodiversity: Unaddressed issues in the New
York debate. News from Hudsonia 25(1-2):1-3, 8-10.
Johnson, L. & E. Kiviat. 2010. Kestrels and centipedes: A biodiversity handbook for New York City.
News from Hudsonia 24(2):4-6.
Kiviat, E. 2009. Non-target impacts of herbicides. News from Hudsonia 23(1):1-3.
Kiviat, E. 2008. Spreading (water-)chestnut revisited. News from Hudsonia 22(2):4-5.
Hartwig, T., G. Stevens, E. Kiviat & K. Munger. 2006. The Blanding’s turtle. New York State Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, and Hudsonia Ltd. Tri-fold color brochure.
Kiviat, E. 2005, 2007. What does reed (Phragmites) ecology tell us about reed management? Parts 1-2.
News from Hudsonia 20(1), 21(1).
Kiviat, E. & K. MacDonald. 2006. The Hackensack Meadowlands, a metropolitan wildlife refuge. Meadowlands Conservation Trust, Lyndhurst, New Jersey. 41 p.
Kiviat, E. 2004. Who lives with you? P. 44, 47 in J. Purinton, ed. Voices of the Land. Chelsea Green Publishing Co., White River Junction, VT.
Hartwig, T. & E. Kiviat. 2003. A second look at invasives. Volunteer Monitor 15(2):13-15.
Kiviat, E. 2003. Have you hugged a taxonomist today? News from Hudsonia 18(2):4, 6.
Kiviat, E. & G. Stevens. 2003. Environmental deterioration of the outwash plains: Necropsy of a landscape. News from Hudsonia 18(1):1, 4-5.
Kiviat, E. & R.E. Schmidt. 2002. A biodiversity anecdote [clam-shrimp]. News from Hudsonia 17(2):6.
Kiviat, E. 2002. A different kind of invasive plant project. News from Hudsonia 17(1):4-5.
Kiviat, E. 2001. "Far from the madding crowd's ignoble strife" [purple loosestrife]. News from Hudsonia
16(2):5-6.
Kiviat, E. 2001. Estuarine reptiles and amphibians revisited. News from Hudsonia 16(1):4-5.
Kiviat, E. 2001. Mountain ecology. P. 27-32 in D.D. Chazin, ed. New York Walk Book. 7th edition. New
York - New Jersey Trail Conference, Mahwah, NJ.
Munger, K. & E. Kiviat. 2001. The Blanding's turtle. New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and
Historic Preservation, Albany. 8 p.
Kiviat, E. 2000. Why natural history is serious science. News from Hudsonia 15(2-3):1-3.
Kiviat, E. 2000. "Humans alter where the wild live." P. 121 in The Hudson Valley; Our Heritage, Our Future. Poughkeepsie Journal, Poughkeepsie, New York.
Heady, L. & E. Kiviat. 2000. Grass carp and aquatic weeds: Treating the symptom instead of the cause.
News from Hudsonia 15(1):1-3.
Kiviat, E. 1999. Loosestrife: Purple peril or purple prose? News from Hudsonia 14(2):1-3.
Kiviat, E. 1998. Mountain ecology. P. 29-34 in J. Daniels, ed. New York Walk Book. 6th edition. New
York - New Jersey Trail Conference, New York, NY.
Kiviat, E. 1997. Errington, Paul L(ester). P. 254-256 in K. Sterling, et al., eds. Biographical Dictionary of
American and Canadian Naturalists and Environmentalists. Greenwood Press, Westport, CT.
Kiviat, E. 1997-98. Where are the reptiles and amphibians of the Hudson River? Parts 1-2. News from
Hudsonia 12(2-3):1, 3-5; 13(3):1-7.
Kiviat, E. 1997. Carbon cycling in the Hudson River. News from Hudsonia 12(2-3):1, 6-7.
Kiviat, E. 1995. Tangled locks: The purple loosestrife invasion and biological diversity. Annandale (Bard
College) 134(5):34-39.
Kiviat, E. 1995. Nearshore environments of the Hudson River: The state of our knowledge of the shallows, wetlands, and shorelines. News from Hudsonia 11(2):1-6.
Kiviat, E. 1995. Marine mammals in the Hudson River estuary. Tidal Exchange 5(1):5, 10.
Kiviat, E. 1994. Muskrat: Manager of the marsh. News from Hudsonia 10(3):1-3.
Kiviat, E. 1994. Reed, sometimes a weed. News from Hudsonia 10(3):4-6.
Kiviat, E. & T. Hartwig. 1994. Marine mammals in the Hudson River. News from Hudsonia 10(2):1-5.
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Kiviat, E. 1994. Mosquito ecology, and management of mosquitoes and people. News from Hudsonia
10(1):1-6.
Kiviat, E. 1993. A tale of two turtles; Conservation of the Blanding's turtle and bog turtle. News from
Hudsonia 9(3):1-6.
Kiviat, E., G. Stevens & S. Barbour. 1993. Blossoms and clay: Landfill siting, wetlands, and biodiversity.
News from Hudsonia 9(2):1-7.
Kiviat, E. 1993. Under the spreading water-chestnut. News from Hudsonia 9(1):1-6.
Stevens, G. & E. Kiviat. 1992. Ecological impacts of mining. News from Hudsonia (March):1-6 and UpRiver/DownRiver (spring):23-28.
Kiviat, E. & G. Stevens. 1991. Regulation and loss of Hudson Valley wetlands. News from Hudsonia
(November):1-6 and UpRiver/DownRiver (Nov.-Dec.):54-59.
Kiviat, E. 1991. Ecology of Bard lands. Revised ed. Bard College, Annandale, NY. 40 p.
Kiviat, E. 1991. How biologists assess special resources: All about Eve's Point. News from Hudsonia (July):1-6 and UpRiver/DownRiver (July-Aug.):48-53.
Kiviat, E. 1991. The Shawangunk Kill, a Hudson Valley natural area. News from Hudsonia (March):1-6
and UpRiver/DownRiver (March-Apr.):46-51.
Kiviat, E. 1990. Golden opportunity: Biological diversity in the Hudson. News from Hudsonia (October):1-6 and UpRiver/DownRiver (Nov.-Dec.):31-36.
Kiviat, E. 1990. Reflections on Hudson River shorefront development. News from Hudsonia (April):1-6.
Kiviat, E., R.E. Schmidt & J.S. Tashiro. 1988. Epibenthic life in the Hudson River. News from Hudsonia
(March):1-2, 5-6.
Kiviat, E. 1987. Mills and minnows; A walk down the Saw Kill. Bard College, Annandale, NY. 22 p.
(Nature trail.)
Kiviat, E. 1987. Iona Island Marsh; A Hudson River National Estuarine Sanctuary & Research Reserve.
Hudson River Sloop Clearwater and Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve. (Brochure.)
Kiviat, E. 1985. Vegetation. P. 101-122, 187 in H. Thomas, ed. Dutchess County, New York Natural Resources. Dutchess County Department of Planning, Poughkeepsie, NY.
Kiviat, E. 1985. Wildlife. P. 123-144 in H. Thomas, ed. Dutchess County, New York Natural Resources.
Dutchess County Department of Planning, Poughkeepsie, NY.
Kiviat, E. 1984. Vegetation of Dutchess County, New York. Hudson Valley Regional Review 1(2):144173.
Kiviat, E. 1984. Landmarks and landscape: the ecology of site works. P. 61-66 in L. Weintraub, ed. Land
Marks; New Site Proposals by Twenty-two Original Pioneers of Environmental Art. Bard College
Center, Annandale-on-Hudson, NY. (Exhibition catalog.)
Roberts, R., J. Stapleton, J. Morreale, E. Kiviat & M. Rosenthal. 1984. Feasibility of utilizing apple processing wastes. International Bio-Energy Directory and Handbook - 1984:315.
Stapleton, J., J. Morreale & E. Kiviat. 1984. No landfill space for apple waste; When a New York town
refused to accept pomace at its landfill, a feasibility study explored alternative, economical options. BioCycle 25(3):46-47.
Kiviat, E. 1983. The river's land; Seeking sanctuary in tidal marshes. Hudson Valley Living 1(1):13-14.
Kiviat, E. & D. Outlaw. 1983. Dutchess County's bobcats. Hudson Valley Studies (June):28-30.
Kiviat, E. 1982. Apple pomace characteristics and uses. Hudsonia, Annandale, NY. 28 p.
Kiviat, E. 1982. Environmental conditions of site. In Nuclear Lake Management Committee. Nuclear
Lake, a Resource in Question. Dutchess County Cooperative Extension, Millbrook NY.
Kiviat, E. & F. Dunwell. 1981. The marshes stand watch. Hudson Valley 10(5):33-37.
Kiviat, E. 1980-81. Profile of the Hudson. Hudson Valley 9(8):39, 9(9):24-28, 9(11):28-31, 9(12):39-41.
Kiviat, E. 1980. Low tides and turtle trails. Hudson Valley 9(5):27-29.
Kiviat, E. 1979. Cattail marshes, birds, good water and people. Dutchess Life 3(8):13.
Kiviat, E. 1978. ...and the wildlands. Conservationist 32(6):26. (Photo essay.)
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Kiviat, E. 1977. Reptiles and amphibians of the Hudson estuary. North River Navigator (Hudson River
Sloop Clearwater) 8(9):4-5.
Kiviat, E. 1976. Directory of Hudson estuary marsh people and literature. Currents (Hudson River Environmental Society), (Oct.):1-8.
Kiviat, E. 1976. Listening to the cry of the wilderness. Hudson Valley 4(9):8-11.
Kiviat, E. 1973. Down along the cove. Bard Review (spring):21-23.
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Justin Steinbach
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Wanda Livigni <wlivigni@lagrangeny.gov>
Tuesday, March 26, 2019 11:46 AM
Justin Steinbach
Greg Bolner
FW: Petition with 50 signatures against the proposed spot zoning of the 16 lots from GB to C
20190322161318661.pdf

Wanda Livigni
Administrator of Planning and Public Works for the Town of LaGrange
120 Stringham Road, LaGrangeville NY 12540
845‐452‐8562
845‐452‐7692 ‐ fax
www.lagrangeny.gov
Please note the email address change! wlivigni@lagrangeny.gov

From: Alan Bell <abell@lagrangeny.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2019 9:58 AM
To: Gerard Comatos <GComatos@VanDeWaterLaw.com>; Wanda Livigni <wlivigni@lagrangeny.gov>; Greg Bolner
<GBolner@CPLteam.com>
Subject: FW: Petition with 50 signatures against the proposed spot zoning of the 16 lots from GB to C

Alan Bell
Town of LaGrange Supervisor
845-452-9064

From: Porter, Nicole B. <NPorter@HoulihanLawrence.com>
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2019 4:58 PM
To: Alan Bell <abell@lagrangeny.gov>
Cc: Rose, Jill L. <JRose@HoulihanLawrence.com>
Subject: Petition with 50 signatures against the proposed spot zoning of the 16 lots from GB to C

Dear LaGrange Town Board,
Please find attached. After the last town meeting, where not
even one person stood up in favor of the rezoning and many stood
up against, it seemed that the board, as a whole, is looking to
push the rezoning through. It's my understanding the board has
1

a duty to listen to the concerns of their constituents and, as
an elected board, institute and advocate for their wishes. Thank
you in advance for your consideration.
Nicole Boisvert Porter

Associate Broker Houlihan Lawrence
Top 1% of Realtors in Dutchess County
Certified Relocation Specialist
Fine Homes Specialist
Real Trends America's Best Realtor Award
Realtor of the Year Award
Emerald Award Recipient
Women's Counsel of Realtors Red Carpet Award
Cell: 845 797‐5300
Office: 845 473‐9770
Fax: 845‐473‐9774

"Making your home dreams a reality..."
Click Here to find your dream home

From: HLscan2Email
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2019 4:19 PM
To: Porter, Nicole B.
Subject: Message from "RNP58387904B465"
This E-mail was sent from "RNP58387904B465" (MP C3504ex).
Scan Date: 03.22.2019 16:13:18 (-0400)
Queries to: HLScan2Email@houlihanlawrence.com
________________________________
Reminder: email is not secure or confidential. Houlihan Lawrence will never request that you send funds or nonpublic
personal information, such as credit card or debit card numbers or bank account and/or routing numbers, by email. If you
receive an email message concerning any transaction involving Houlihan Lawrence, and the email requests that you send
funds or provide nonpublic personal information, do not respond to the email and immediately contact Houlihan
2

Lawrence. To notify Houlihan Lawrence of suspected email fraud, contact: fraudalert@houlihanlawrence.com or call 914273-4357.
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Mark Jennings
41 Guernsey Hill Road
LaGrangeville, NY 12540

Town Board of the Town of LaGrange
120 Stringham Road
LaGrangeville, NY 12540

March 20, 2019

For the attention of Mr. Alan Bell Town Supervisor

Re: Adoption of Amendments to 2005 Comprehensive Plan

Proposed parcel east of the Taconic State Parkway from GB to C
Specifically, the RT 55 & RT 82 parcels. “The old Ryan Oil Building and empty corner lot”

I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans
and know the site well. I lived in the hamlet of Billings on North Cross Road for 40
years and now reside on Guernsey Hill Road. I wish to offer my support to the
proposal, for the reasons outlined below. I have seen the parcels in Billings sit vacant
for decades. Some call it an eyesore. Like you mentioned in the March 13, 2019
hearing. No developer or business has expressed any interest to invest in putting
anything in those sites for decades.

I am aware of the concerns of some in the community that this proposal will enhance
development and in turn will damage the character of the town. The residents are
voicing concerns about the need of another gas station, another Dunkin Donuts, ect.
Some want a mom and pop donut shop. I only wish they would understand that an
owner of a Dunkin Donuts is living out the American Dream. It’s the new mom and

pop have you. They are typically an independent franchise owner. I also wish they
would understand how great of a community partner Stewart’s Shops are. They are
American owned and operated. They offer health benefits, Employee Stock
ownership plans, paid vacations, scholarship programs, paid maternity leave along
with other many benefits. And I believe that LaGrange is a town well suited to
sympathetic and well-planned expansion. The Town Board has done an exemplary job
in the development of the town. Boarding towns should take notice in my opinion.
We all know the Town of LaGrange is a highly desirable place to live. It’s in league of
its own when compared to other towns in the county and the state. This proposed
local law amending the zoning map is welcomed in the section of the community that
knows what’s best.

Sincerely,

Mark Jennings

Justin Steinbach
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wanda Livigni <wlivigni@lagrangeny.gov>
Tuesday, March 26, 2019 11:45 AM
Justin Steinbach; Greg Bolner
FW: Proposed re-zoning plan

I think I sent this the other day – but just in case…. I saw Greg’s name but not Justin’s
Wanda Livigni
Administrator of Planning and Public Works for the Town of LaGrange
120 Stringham Road, LaGrangeville NY 12540
845‐452‐8562
845‐452‐7692 ‐ fax
www.lagrangeny.gov
Please note the email address change! wlivigni@lagrangeny.gov

From: Alan Bell <abell@lagrangeny.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2019 9:57 AM
To: Wanda Livigni <wlivigni@lagrangeny.gov>; Gerard Comatos <GComatos@VanDeWaterLaw.com>; Greg Bolner
<GBolner@CPLteam.com>
Subject: FW: Proposed re‐zoning plan

Alan Bell
Town of LaGrange Supervisor
845-452-9064

From: windstone2013 <windstone2013@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 1:27 PM
To: Alan Bell <abell@lagrangeny.gov>
Subject: Proposed re‐zoning plan

Supervisor Bell Let me start off by commending you on an excellent and informative town meeting on Weds 3/13 regarding the
proposed re-zoning plan. I thought you did a fine job explaining the plan and answering the various questions &
comments that were brought up by residents. Based on those comments, I'm sure you've been receiving
numerous other public comments that are not in support of it.
However, I would like to offer at least one vote in support of the plan. The town needs to grow its commercial
economic base, in order to shift some of the excessive school tax burden off of residents. That said, the plan
needs to be executed properly. And I agree with several of the concerns voiced by the professional engineer
1

during the meeting. The Draft GEIS did not fully address traffic concerns, and did not make mention of impacts
to endangered species (of which there are several in the area). Furthermore, there was no mention by the board
of any potential benefits of the plan. i.e., what is the projected increase in tax revenues or employment in the
area?
I believe if these issues can be addressed, then it would give town residents a clearer picture of the benefits and
risks associated with the re-zoning plan, so they can be well-informed. If there's real potential to benefit the
town residents without too much downside risk, then I would certainly support this plan. And I'm not the only
one.
Thank you,
A Lagrange resident, Ehmer Dr.

2

Town of LaGrange 2018 Comprehensive Plan
& Zoning Map Amendments FGEIS

April 5, 2019

Appendix B:
DGEIS Public Hearing Comments
The public hearing on March 13, 2019, held at LaGrange Town Hall, was audio recorded. This recording
is available upon official request through the Town of LaGrange, subject to the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIL request).

