
Chapter 4.0: ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Introduction

The regulations implementing the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)
require:

“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.”

In addition to the proposed plan, the following alternative development concepts, as set forth in
the Scoping Document, are examined in this DEIS:

No Action Alternative

Reduced Scale Alternative

Alternative Retail Configurations
Alternative 1 has two anchor buildings with 135,000 square feet
Alternative 2 has one anchor building with 135,000 square feet 
Both alternatives have a total of 183,000 square feet of retail space with similar
configurations of smaller buildings. Access and parking are similar.

Permitted Principal Use Alternative

The following sections discuss in detail each of the identified alternatives. Two Alternate Retail
Configurations are considered. The sections provide a narrative description and comparable
analysis of each impact issue for each alternative identified. The comparative analysis is further
summarized in tabular format in Section 4.3.

4.2 Alternatives

The Scope requires that, in addition to the No Action Alternative, other alternatives that address
reduced development scale, alternative development configuration, and alternative principal use
(office park), be examined. These alternatives and their related impacts are discussed below.

4.2.1 No Action Alternative

In accordance with SEQRA regulations, the No Action Alternative must 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 No Action Alternative is the scenario that would occur if no development were to take place
at the site. Under this alternative, the site would remain in its current undeveloped state and no
improvements would occur.
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This alternative is not likely, considering the objectives of the Applicant, the allowable uses
permitted under local zoning, the relative scarcity of developable land that can be readily
accessed by major roadways, and the increasing demand for such land in the market place. In
order for the site to remain vacant, either a government agency, the Town of Southeast with
funding from the NYCDEP, or a conservation organization would need to purchase the property
for permanent open space protection and compensate the property owner accordingly. Such
use of the site would not be consistent with the designated zoning uses at the property.

Pertaining to the land use patterns of the Town of Southeast, the Comprehensive Plan states:

The Town of Southeast is the economic center of Putnam County. The Town’s
access to major transportation corridors, including the Metro-North Railroad and
interstate highways (I-684 and I-84), has made the Town an attractive location
for new economic activity and a major exporter of workers to jobs in Westchester
and Fairfield Counties, and New York City. As more people are choosing to live
in Putnam County, Southeast has grown from a rural to a more suburban
community... As these qualities have been discovered by the growing suburban
market, the balance of different land uses in Southeast has shifted from a
community of agricultural uses, larger estates and horse farms, seasonal homes,
light manufacturing based on natural resources (e.g., timber and mining), and
undeveloped open lands toward increased residential subdivision developments,
commercial retail strips, and local and regional business offices.

--Town of Southeast Comprehensive Plan, June 20, 2002

The Town of Southeast, in the Comprehensive Plan, identifies US Route 6 east of the Village
as a Commercial/Warehouse Growth Focus Area. In addition, future land use along the US
Route 6 corridor east of the Village, including the project site, was designated as Highway
Commercial in the Comprehensive Plan.

This alternative would not support the Comprehensive Plan, which states that the Town
envisions commercial growth to continue along US Route 6 east and west of the Village of
Brewster. The project site is located east of the Village of Brewster. Figure 3.1-2, located in
Section 3.1 - Land Use, Zoning, Public Policy and Community Character, illustrates the Future
Land Uses in the Town based on proposed residential and commercial development patterns,
as noted in the Comprehensive Plan.

Future land use at the site is shown in the Comprehensive Plan as Highway Commercial. The
Stateline Retail Center site is shown in the Comprehensive Plan as a ‘Development Area” on
the Existing/Potential Commercial Areas map. The project site is zoned Gateway Commercial
District (GC-2). Chapter 3.1 of this DEIS contains a discussion of the zoning classification and
the permitted uses. The proposed project as designed meets the Town of Southeast Zoning
Code bulk and area requirements for a GC-2 Zoning District. Should the site remain
undeveloped, it would not meet the Town’s vision for this area as set for in both the
Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Code.

Although the No Action Alternative would apparently be inconsistent with the objectives of the
local government, it would eliminate all of the impacts identified in this report, whether adverse
or beneficial.
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Should the Proposed Action not occur, none of the direct impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the site identified in this report would take place. Impacts of the
No Action Alternative are compared to those of the Proposed Action by subject area below.

Land Use, Zoning, Public Policy, and Community Character: With no improvements to
the site under the No Action Alternative and no construction associated with the proposed
Project, the project site would remain vacant, with no resulting land use, community character
or visual impacts. The No Action Alternative, however, would not take full advantage of the
Gateway Commercial - 2 (GC-2) zoning designation of the projects site. This zoning
designation allows a minimum lot area of 30,000 square feet of various commercial uses as of
right. Refer to Section 3.1 for allowable uses. In regards to Public Policy, this alternative would
not support the Town of Southeast Comprehensive Plan, which ultimately envisions commercial
growth to continue along US Route 6 east and west of the Village of Brewster. The Proposed
Action, with a Special Use Permit, would introduce a 184,800 square-foot retail center with
11,000 square feet of second floor that would include office uses, personal service uses, a
management office and community space and a 14,800 square foot office building to the
project site, therefore, conforming with the GC -2 zoning designation and complying with the
Comprehensive Plan of Southeast.

Community Services: Since a No Action Alternative involves no changes to physical
conditions at the proposed site, impacts to community services would not occur. There would
be no increased demand for emergency services and no improvement to those services as a
result of tax revenues generated through site development.

Economic Conditions: No tax benefits resulting from the retail development would be
realized for the Town of Southeast, the school district, Putnam County or the State. The
anticipated property and sales tax revenues would not occur. No jobs, either short-term
construction related, or long-term operation related, would be created in the area as a result of
the proposed commercial establishments.

The Comprehensive Plan states that “[n]ew commercial activity is seen as a vital source of tax
revenues to allow the community to provide services to its residents without excessive tax
rates.” Loss of the tax revenue associated with the Proposed Development could impact local
property tax rates furthering the current imbalance between property and sales taxes (see
Chapter 3.3, Economic Conditions).

Cultural Resources: There would be no impact to cultural resources under the No Action
Alternative.

Natural Resources (Vegetation and Wildlife): Under the No Action Alternative, the
disturbance or removal of on-site vegetation and the introduction of buildings and parking areas
on the site would not occur thereby avoiding any increases in impervious surfaces where
wooded areas now exist. Without the proposed construction of the Stateline Retail Center, the
site vegetation would remain undisturbed and continue to provide areas of habitat and cover for
local wildlife.

Geology: Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no introduction of buildings,
access roads, parking areas and related infrastructure on the site. There would be no
associated disturbance or removal of on-site vegetation and no increase for potential erosion
due to construction related activities. Changes would not occur at the project site that would
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alter geology, soils, topography or the existing natural resources as a direct result of the this
alternative.

Water Resources and Wetlands: Since no construction would occur at the project site
under this alternative, there would be no direct, grading and/or filling, or indirect, alteration of
surface water flows, impacts to watercourses and wetlands.

Stormwater Management: There would be no change to the existing surface water
drainage patterns or stormwater runoff volume and quality since no construction would occur at
the project site under No Action Alternative.

Traffic and Transportation: The No Action Alternative eliminates the additional
construction traffic that would be generated by the Stateline Retail Center development. This
alternative would not change the traffic patterns that presently occur in the site area. The
additional traffic generated by the retail opportunities at the site would not be added to the local
road network and any potential increases in noise and vehicle emissions from site traffic would
not occur. No new site access roads would be constructed as part of this alternative. Without
the new site access, the new signalized intersection on US Route 6 that would provide site
access would not be implemented by the applicant. Under this alternative, traffic conditions in
the project area would be the same as the “Future No Build” conditions cited in Chapter 3.9,
Traffic and Transportation. Tax revenues would be unavailable to offset state and county road
improvement under the No Action Alternative.

Air Quality: There would be no construction or operational phases and no changes in
traffic volumes as a result of this alternative, therefore no air quality related impacts would
result.

Noise: There would be no construction or operational phases and no changes in traffic
volumes as a result of this alternative, therefore no noise related impacts would result.

Construction: Under the No Action Alternative, the site would remain undeveloped and
therefore construction related impacts would not occur.

Infrastructure and Energy: There would be no additional demand for utilities and no
change to existing utilities under the No Action Alternative.

Cumulative Impacts: The No Action Alternative would not contribute to any cumulative
impacts in the region.

4.2.2 Reduced Scale Alternative

Under the Reduced Scale Alternative, the number of buildings would be reduced from five (four
retail and one office) in the Proposed Action to two retail buildings. The total retail space would
be reduced from 184,800 to 170,000 square feet. The 14,800 square foot office building would
be eliminated as would the 11,000 square feet of second floor community, management office
and office/personal service space. This is a reduction of eight percent in retail space and an
overall reduction of almost 15 percent in floor area. The reduction would be accomplished
through the elimination of the office building and Buildings B and C that are adjuncts to the
Retail Anchor Building in the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, these two buildings
contain 25,000 and 11,000 square feet of retail, respectively as well as the 11,000 square feet
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of second floor community, management office and office/personal service space. The
proposed retail anchor building under the Reduced Scale Alternative, would contain 135,000
square feet (134,000 square feet in the Proposed Action) and Building B would have 35,000
square feet. The requirement for parking spaces would be reduced from 800 total spaces to
680 spaces. The site plan for this alternative is shown in Figure 4-1, Reduced Scale Alternative.

The Reduced Scale Alternative lowers the total impervious surface from 14.0 acres to 13.5
acres by removing three buildings, 120 parking spaces and by eliminating both the midpoint
access roadway and the access roadway proposed for the office building on the western end of
the Property. Neither impervious surface area acreage includes existing rock outcrops to
remain (0.6 acres under the Proposed Action and 1.2 under this alternative). Under the
Reduced Scale Alternative , all access to the site is from the proposed roadway just to the west
of Joe’s Hill Road. All of the stormwater management areas are sited outside the Town wetland
and stream buffer areas. 

Under this alternative, the disturbance of slopes in excess of 15 percent is reduced by
approximately 0.6 acre through the elimination of the buildings, access roadways and related
infrastructure on the western portion of the property. Due to the configuration of the site,
location of the wetland and watercourse buffers, and location of slopes greater than 15 percent,
impacts to slopes that fall within this range could not be avoided entirely without rendering the
project unfeasible (developable land area would be limited to approximately 19.5 noncontiguous
acres within the area of the site proposed for the development of buildings) therefore, areas
with slopes greater than 15 percent were avoided to the maximum extent practicable under this
alternative. The elimination of these buildings, however, reduces the economic vitality of the
development and the ability of the Applicant to provide site and building amenities, including,
but not limited to, building aesthetics and architectural elements, gateway enhancement
elements, and the community use on the second floor of one of the retail buildings.

Under the Reduced Scale Alternative, the estimated annual property taxes generated by the
development would decline from $552,000 (Proposed Action) to $468,000, a loss of $84,000 or
15 percent. Further, the estimated sales taxes generated by the development would drop more
than eight percent, from $4.8 million per annum under the Proposed Action to $4.4 million
under this alternative.

It should be noted that this alternative, by reducing the total area of retail development at the
project site, does not utilize the site to its full potential or provide adequate gross square
footage for ancillary retail and may not provide retail synergy among tenants. This scenario may
result in pressure to develop other sites in the area to provide supporting retail space for
existing market demand. While the impact associated directly with this alternative would be
less, it is the Applicant’s opinion that the development of associated retail and/or services at
other sites would have greater impacts than those associated with the Proposed Action; in
essence, not developing the site to its full potential could engender other off-site development.
These impacts would include those related to traffic, visual resources, noise and air quality.
This alternative, with the associated off-site development anticipated by the Applicant, would
increase traffic, vehicle emissions and vehicle miles traveled on the local roadways thereby
resulting in greater air quality and noise impacts. The reduction in scale of the development
would not only impact off-site development but would curtail the ability of the developer to
provide the types of amenities that are envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan of the Town.
Under the Plan, the development, as a gateway to the Town, is expected to enhance the
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Town’s image and improve the experience of entering the Town. Under the Reduced Scale
Alternative, such enhancements will not be as extensive as those in the Proposed Action. 

Impacts directly related to this alternative are less than or similar to those of the Proposed
Action for all subject areas. There would be less impacts to geology, water resources,
vegetation and wildlife, and cultural resources due to the reduced disturbance. The reduction in
on-site development proposed with this alternative would result in less traffic, noise and air
quality impacts generated by construction and use of the site, but the traffic may experience
minor increases in delay as it is concentrated at one access point rather than spread across
three. The reduction in the size of the development would result in a loss of tax revenues
generated for the taxing districts. The cumulative impacts would be less than that of the
Proposed Development until such time as other retail sites are developed in the vicinity.

Land Use, Zoning, Public Policy, and Community Character: Under this alternative, the
total retail space would be reduced eight percent from 184,800 to 170,000 square feet, and the
14,800 square foot office building and 11,000 square feet of second floor community,
management office and office/personal service space would be eliminated. Overall,
development of this alternative would result in less construction disturbance and associated
impacts to the undeveloped land of the project site. Through the removal of three buildings,
associated parking and access roads, there would be less of a visual change from this
alternative than with the Proposed Action. Under this alternative, impacts to Zoning and Public
Policy would be similar to those of the Proposed Action. There would be somewhat reduced
impacts to Community Character, however, the positive gateway enhancement components
and preferred architectural elements included with the Proposed Action would not be as
extensive under this alternative and it would not provide community benefits.

Community Services: Like the Proposed Development, this commercial alternative
would have a relatively low demand for community services. As a result of the size of the retail
development under this alternative, the number of employees and patrons would be
proportionately less than under the Proposed Action, therefore the potential impacts to
community facilities would be the less than those required for the proposed project.

Economic Conditions: This alternative would generate lower tax revenues in terms of
property taxes and sales taxes and lower levels of employment for permanent jobs than the
proposed project. It would also create fewer construction-related jobs and their duration would
be less. Annual sales and property taxes generated by this development would be
approximately $485,000 less per year than under the Proposed Action. This is a reduction of
approximately eight percent in taxes generated from the Proposed Action.

Cultural Resources: As with the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts to historic
or archeological resources as a result of developing this Alternative, since additional
archaeological investigation (Phase 1A, Phase 1B and Phase 2) concluded that impacts to any
on-site cultural resources would not result.

Natural Resources (Vegetation and Wildlife): By limiting development to central and
eastern portions of the project site, this alternative would result less disturbance to ecological
resources. More vegetation and habitat would remain unaffected on the project site under this
alternative.
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Geology: This alternative would result in reduced impacts on land-related resources by
not developing the westernmost portion of the site. There would be a reduction in the impacts
on slopes in excess of 25 percent. As a result, impacts to geology soils and topography
resulting from this alternative would be less than under the Proposed Action. For both this
alternative and the Proposed Action, soil and rock cuts are proposed along the southern
boundary of the property. This will require retaining walls of similar length and height to stabilize
the exposed surface.

Water Resources and Wetlands: Since this alternative would reduce the area of
disturbance when compared with the Proposed Action, the direct, grading and/or filling, impacts
to watercourses and wetlands and their associated buffers has been eliminated; all stormwater
detention basins would be located outside the Town’s wetland and watercourse buffer areas.

Stormwater Management: The changes to the local drainage patterns and stormwater
runoff associated with this alternative would be generally similar to those described for the
Proposed Development. Under the Proposed Action and this alternative, there would be no
increase in off-site stormwater run-off velocity or associated erosion and siltation.

Traffic and Transportation: Due to the decreased retail floor area associated with this
alternative, there would be less traffic generated. Both weekday p.m. and Saturday peak hour
traffic would be approximately eight percent below those under the Proposed Action. However,
the single access point for all ingress and egress to the site will concentrate the levels of traffic
to such an extent that the impacts to traffic on US Route 6 may be greater than with the
Proposed Action.

Air Quality: With less traffic generated and less construction and operational emissions,
this alternative would have slightly less air-related impacts than the Proposed Development.
The concentration of traffic entering and leaving the development at a single point may create
levels of congestion that would adversely affect air quality at certain times.

Noise: This alternative would produce a minimal change in the amount of noise
generated both during construction and upon completion of the development. The elimination of
the central and western access points would reduce some traffic noise in these areas.
However, the increased traffic at the eastern access would largely offset that reduction as all
traffic in and out of the site would use the single access point.

Construction: Under the Reduced Scale Alternative, construction related impacts would
be less than those documented under the Proposed Action both in duration and scale.

Infrastructure and Energy: Like the Proposed Development, this commercial alternative
would be served by its own water and wastewater systems. This alternative would have a
slightly lower requirement for electricity, due to the elimination of 14,800 square feet of retail
space, 14,800 square feet of office space, and 11,000 square feet of second floor community,
management office an office/personal services space.

Cumulative Impacts: The Reduced Scale Alternative’s contribution to cumulative
impacts would be less than that of the Proposed Development.
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4.2.3 Alternative Retail Configuration

Alternative Retail Configuration 1

Under this alternative the total development square footage is slightly reduced from 184,800
square feet of retail space to 183,000 square feet. In addition, the anchor building is divided
roughly in half to accommodate two smaller tenants and the office building (14,800 square feet)
and the 11,000 square feet of second floor community, management office and office/personal
service space are eliminated with this plan. As with the Proposed Action, there are five buildings
but all five are retail; none are office space. With this alternative, there are two access points
from US Route 6 while there are three under the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action,
the office building is separate from the other development. With the Alternative Retail
Configuration, all the buildings are interconnected by roadways. (See Figure 4-2).

Under this alternative, with the anchor split, Building 1A contains 70,000 square feet and
Building 2A contains 65,000 square feet for a total of 135,000 square feet of retail space. The
number of parking spaces required under this alternative is 732, based on the zoning
requirement of one space for each 250 square feet of retail space. This is 68 fewer spaces than
required under the Proposed Development and 80 fewer than are proposed to be provided.
Building orientation remains the same due to the limiting physical constraints of the project site.
Design details of the buildings proposed under this alternative have not been developed as part
of this DEIS as they could vary widely from the building materials used (concrete block vs.
wood) to the building shape (round vs. rectangle). Tenanting of buildings will impact the costs
related to other aspects of the project. Final building design would be developed later in the
review process should this alternative be chosen.

Under this alternative the implementation of a two story building and/or structured parking
facilities were to be considered. Both multi-level stores and multi-level parking were researched
when this alternative was developed. However, based on initial and operational costs of both
these development alternatives versus considerations including the likely tenants, the type of
market and other initial costs, neither were incorporated into the Alternative Retail Configuration
Plan.

Multilevel “big box” stores are more costly to build and operate because of many factors
including the requirement to provide up to 20 percent more square footage to accommodate
required redundancy on each floor (i.e. storage) and the infrastructure used to convey goods
and patrons between two floors, the purchase and installation of that infrastructure, and
additional personnel to staff each floor (Appendix B, Correspondence). Retailers are willing to
incur these higher costs only in densely populated areas where average incomes are high (e.g.
White Plains, New York and Stamford, CT) so that the higher costs are adequately offset. Even
with its visibility from a major interstate and relatively low land costs, demographics in the
vicinity of the Proposed Action, including population density and average income are below the
threshold that would likely allow tenants to offset the high costs associated with multi-level
parking and/or buildings. As a result, additional retail space would be required to offset the
added construction and operational costs and maintain reasonable rates for all leasable square
footage at the center.

The costs of construction of garage facilities was researched extensively to evaluate the
feasibility of building either multi-level, above or below ground parking facilities to reduce
coverage of impervious surfaces. Several sources of cost data were selected for this analysis.
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The RS Means Costing Information for Parking Garages and Underground Parking, January
2007, was reported in the Building Team Construction Forecast found at
http://www.buildingteamforecast.com/. The costs in this analysis were reported by 25 cities, with
the highest costs being in New York and the lowest costs being in the south. The average cost
among the 25 cities is used in this analysis. For parking garages, the cost per square foot is
$40.52. For underground parking, the cost per square foot is $64.02. With an allowance of 400
square feet per space (actual space, shared lanes, ramps, etc.), the cost per garage space is
$16,200. For an underground parking space, the cost would be $25,600. Using the average
cost of the 25 cities produces a conservative estimate of the per space costs since costs in the
northeast are typically among the highest reported.

Other sources of cost information for garage construction support these estimates. Ohio State
University, Office of the University Architect and Physical Planning (OSU APPO) prepared a
cost per garage space analysis for the years 1998 through 2005. For a garage without a retail
shell, the cost per space in 2005 was $20,227. Using a six percent inflation rate, current costs
would be $22,725 per space. Western Washington University, Bellingham, Washington,
prepared a detailed analysis of the costs of constructing a parking garage in a report dated
March 1, 2006. The report stated: “At an anticipated average cost of $22,500 per space and
assuming parking for 100 vehicles per acre, the construction of a multi-level parking structure
for 400 vehicles on an acre of land would cost about $9 million and result in an additional
capacity of 300 vehicles (100 vehicles could park on the acre without the cost of a building).
The net increase in capacity would thus cost about $30,000 per additional space built above an
acre of existing...parking space.” 

The U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), publishes producer price
index data covering the construction industry. Recent indices show that during 2007, the
construction costs index was 118.9 for the year. The annual index for 2005 was 104.5 and for
2006, it was 112.3. The cost data shown in the paragraphs above have been inflated, using the
BLS indices to arrive at the following estimates of current garage construction costs. Thus even
a relatively small 250 space above ground parking garage would cost between $4.7 and $6.8
million and an equivalent below ground facility would cost $7.6 million at a minimum. To pay for
this, the development would require an increase in leasable floor area as passing these costs
on without such an increase makes it difficult if not impossible to attract tenants. Although a
parking garage would reduce the area of impervious surface by paved parking, the necessary
additional retail buildings would offset this, resulting in little to no overall reduction in impervious
surfaces. Without this additional floor space, the center could not be leased at reasonable
rates. The Applicant believes that the additional risk associated with the added costs which,
compared to the cost of ground level parking, are not practical for this area. The Applicant
discussed the subject with potential tenants and none were willing to absorb the additional cost.

The Applicant believes the cost of this additional construction is unjustified, since the
environmental impacts would ultimately be similar; more construction related with the multi-level
building and/or garage and more traffic associated with additional retail floor space versus a
slight or no decrease in impervious surface. Community impacts would also increase with the
construction of multi-level facilities related to increases in visual impacts and noise and air
pollution related to construction.

Impacts of the Alternative Retail Configuration 1 presented in this DEIS are compared to those
of the Proposed Action by subject area below.
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Land Use, Zoning, Public Policy, and Community Character: Development of this
alternative would result in a similar overall amount of site disturbance. The effect of constructing
two buildings rather than one large structure in the Alternative Retail Configuration will have
little potential to reduce the visual impact of the development. The impacts to land use, zoning,
public policy and community character would be similar to those related to the Proposed Action
under this alternative.

Community Services: Like the Proposed Development, this commercial alternative
would have minimal demand for community services. As this proposal includes similar square
footage of retail space as the Proposed Action, it can be assumed that the number of
employees and patrons would also be similar, resulting in the same level of demand within the
retail sector. The elimination of the office component under this alternative would, however,
reduce the overall demands for community services.

Economic Conditions: Like the Proposed Development, this commercial alternative
would generate a substantial amount of tax revenues in terms of property taxes and sales
taxes, and would generate similar levels of employment for construction-related jobs but slightly
fewer permanent jobs because of the absence of the office component. The office space in the
Proposed Action is expected to create 45 permanent jobs.

Cultural Resources: As with the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts to historic
or archeological resources as a result of developing this Alternative, since additional
archaeological investigation (Phase 1A, Phase 1B and Phase 2) concluded that impacts to any
on-site cultural resources would not result. 

Natural Resources (Vegetation and Wildlife): The area of disturbance for this alternative
is one acre greater than that of the Proposed Development, therefore the impacts to vegetation
and wildlife would be very similar. Geology: Land-related impacts associated with this
development would be comparable to those described for the Proposed Development. Clearing
and grading for the parking areas and buildings would be equal to that necessary for the
Proposed Action. 

Water Resources and Wetlands: Impacts to wetland and watercourse buffers would be
the same under this alternative as under the Proposed Action. Direct impacts to the on-site
wetlands and watercourses would not occur as a result of the development of this alternative or
the Proposed Action. 

Stormwater Management: The changes to the local drainage patterns, runoff and water
resources associated with this alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed
Development. Water detention basins would be provided for both this alternative and the
proposed project, resulting in no increase in off-site stormwater run-off rates or associated
erosion and siltation.

Traffic and Transportation: This alternative would generate the same retail-related traffic
as the Proposed Development, but overall would have a reduced impact as there is no office
component. The impact to local roads and intersections would be similar to the Proposed
Action. There would be less traffic generated by the development under this alternative. Ingress
and egress to the site would be through two access points rather than three with the Proposed
Action. 
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Air Quality: This alternative would involve slightly less impact to air quality with respect
to construction and operational emissions when compared to the Proposed Development.
Traffic related air quality impacts would also be less without the office component included as
part of the Proposed Action. 

Noise: With the buildings and associated loading areas having locations similar to the
Proposed Development, this project would have about the same potential to generate
noise-related impacts. The truck turning area is shown on the plans on the side of the
development closest to Interstate 84, with no receptors of the noise impacts in that area. Traffic
levels and therefore noise related impacts would be less than those documented for the
Proposed Action because of the absence of the office component.

Construction: Under this Retail Configuration Alternative, construction related impacts
would be less both in duration and scale than those resulting from the Proposed Action since
the total number of square feet to be constructed is 16,600 less.

Infrastructure and Energy: Like the Proposed Development, this commercial alternative
would be served by its own water and wastewater systems. Since the square footage for this
alternative is less than that under the Proposed Action, the demand on utilities would be
reduced.

Cumulative Impacts: The Alternative Retail Configuration’s contribution to cumulative
impacts would be the less than that of the Proposed Development because there is no office
component.

Alternative Retail Configuration 2

This alternative is the original Proposed Action presented in an earlier version of the DEIS. The
proposal has a total of 183,000 square feet of retail space in four buildings and 915 proposed
parking spaces (reduced to 732 under the new zoning requirements). Under this concept, there
are two access points, as opposed to three in the current Proposed Action. The traffic
circulation throughout the project is connected under this alternative; under the Proposed
Action, the office access roadway is not connected to the retail roadways. The basic locations
of the buildings under this alternative are similar to the Proposed Development. The size of the
anchor under this alternative is 135,000 square feet with three ancillary buildings containing an
additional 48,000 square feet. The total development square footage is slightly reduced from
184,800 square feet of retail space to 183,000 square feet under this alternative. However, the
office building (14,800 square feet) and the second floor community, management office and
office/personal service space (11,000 square feet) are eliminated under this configuration.
There are four buildings under this alternative (five under the Proposed Action). The site plan
for Alternative Retail Configuration 2 is shown in Figure 4-3.

The number of parking spaces required under this alternative is 732, based upon the new
zoning requirements. This is 80 fewer than provided under the Proposed Development. Building
orientation remains the same due to the limiting physical constraints of the project site. 

The discussion of multi-level stores and parking facilities in the previous section is applicable to
this section and should be so considered. 
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Impacts of the Alternative Retail Configuration 2 presented in this DEIS are compared to those
of the Proposed Action by subject area below.

Land Use, Zoning, Public Policy, and Community Character: Development of this
alternative would result in an area of site disturbance that is one acre greater than the Proposed
Action. The effect of constructing four buildings rather than five structures will have little
potential to reduce the visual impact of the development. The impacts to land use, zoning,
public policy and community character would be similar to those related to the Proposed Action
under this alternative.

Community Services: Like the Proposed Action, this alternative would have minimal
demand for community services. This proposal includes similar square footage of retail space
as the Proposed Action, however, it does not include the office component. The number of
employees and patrons for the retail space would be similar, resulting in the same demands on
community services. However, the office space included in the Proposed Action would create
additional requirements for services not present under this alternative. 

Economic Conditions: Like the Proposed Action, this commercial alternative would
generate a substantial amount of tax revenues in terms of property taxes and sales taxes. It
would generate similar levels of employment for construction-related jobs but fewer permanent
jobs as the office component which is expected to create 45 jobs is not included in this
alternative.

Cultural Resources: As with the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts to historic
or archeological resources as a result of developing this Alternative, since additional
archaeological investigation (Phase 1A, Phase 1B and Phase 2) concluded that impacts to any
on-site cultural resources would not result. 

Natural Resources (Vegetation and Wildlife): The area of disturbance for this alternative
is one acre greater than that of the Proposed Development, therefore the impacts to vegetation
and wildlife would be very similar. 

Geology: Land-related impacts associated with this development would be comparable
to those described for the Proposed Development. Clearing and grading for the parking areas
and buildings would be equal to that required under the Proposed Action. 

Water Resources and Wetlands: Impacts to wetland and watercourse buffers would be
the same under this alternative as under the Proposed Action. Direct impacts to the on-site
wetlands and watercourses would not occur as a result of the development of this alternative or
the Proposed Action.

Stormwater Management: The changes to the local drainage patterns, runoff and water
resources associated with this alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed
Development. Water detention basins would be provided for both this alternative and the
proposed project, resulting in no increase in off-site stormwater run-off rates or associated
erosion and siltation.

Traffic and Transportation: This alternative would generate the same retail-related traffic
as the Proposed Development, but overall would have a reduced impact as there is no office
component. The impact to local roads and intersections would be similar to the Proposed

Alternatives
June 20, 2008

Stateline Retail Center DEIS
4-12



Action. There would be less traffic generated by the development under this alternative but
ingress and egress to the site would be through two access points rather than three as planned
under the Proposed Action.

Air Quality: This alternative would involve slightly less impact to air quality with respect
to construction and operational emissions when compared to the Proposed Development.
Traffic related air quality impacts would also be less without the office component that is
included with the Proposed Action. 

Noise: With the buildings and associated loading areas having locations similar to the
Proposed Development, this project would have about the same potential to generate
noise-related impacts. The truck turning area is shown on the plans on the side of the
development closest to Interstate 84, with no receptors of the noise impacts in that area. Traffic
levels and therefore noise related impacts would be less than those documented for the
Proposed Action because of the absence of the office component.

Construction: Under this Retail Configuration Alternative, construction related impacts
would be less both in duration and scale than those resulting from the Proposed Action. This
alternative has 16,600 fewer square feet of building floor space than does the Proposed
Development with the elimination of the office component and a slight reduction in retail space.

Infrastructure and Energy: Like the Proposed Development, this alternative would be
served by its own water and wastewater systems. Since the square footage for this alternative
is less due to the elimination of the office component, the demand on utilities would be the
reduced. 

Cumulative Impacts: This Alternative Retail Configuration’s contribution to cumulative
impacts would be the less than that of the Proposed Development.

4.2.4 Permitted Principal Alternative Use

An alternative use consistent with the existing site zoning was considered. This alternative
evaluates the development of the site with a two-story office building. The site plan prepared for
this alternative shows a single building with 204,000 square feet of office space. The building
footprint would be 102,000 square feet. For this amount of square footage of office space, 816
parking spaces are provided based upon the parking requirement of one space for each 250
square feet of building. The site plan for the Permitted Principal Use Alternative is shown in
Figure 4-4.

This alternative, with a total of 204,000 square feet of office space, is smaller in total square
footage than the Proposed Development which totals 210,600 (184,800 square feet in retail
space, 14,800 in the office building, and 11,000 in second floor community, management office,
and office/personal service space).

A comparison of impacts on a category by category basis is provided below.

Land Use, Zoning, Public Policy, and Community Character: Development of this
alternative would result in slightly reduced impact to Land Use with the two story building and
expanded SSTS and parking area when compared with the Proposed Action. The overall size
of the impact on aesthetic (visual) resources would be similar to the Proposed Action as there
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would a greater amount of building square footage in a two-story building but there would be a
single building. Under this alternative, there would be less impact to zoning as the office
building is a permitted use in the Gateway Commercial - 2 zoning district and would not require
a special use permit. Impacts to public policy and community character would be similar to the
Proposed Action under this alternative.

Community Services: Like the Proposed Development, this alternative would have
minimal demand for community services. While the number of employees under this alternative
would be greater than with the preferred alternative, there would be no shoppers using the
development. In addition, the hours of use would be shorter likely starting later in the morning
and ending earlier in the evening. As such, the demand on community services would be less
than under the Proposed Action.

Economic Conditions: This alternative would have less economic benefits than the
Proposed Development. Based upon the estimated cost and resultant assessed value of the
property if developed under this office use concept, the total annual property taxes generated
are expected to be $490,000. Estimated taxes generated by the Proposed Action are $552,000
annually, about $60,000 greater than the office alternative. This alternative would also generate
no sales tax revenues. It would, however, create more permanent employment than the
Proposed Development, at 612 jobs (3 jobs per 1000 square feet of space). The number of
construction related jobs is expected to be roughly the same as the Proposed Action.

Cultural Resources: As with the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts to historic
or archeological resources as a result of developing this Alternative, since additional
archaeological investigation (Phase 1A, Phase 1B and Phase 2) concluded that impacts to any
on-site cultural resources would not result.

Natural Resources (Vegetation and Wildlife): Due to the reduction in the amount of
impervious area under the Alternative Use by approximately 2.4 acres and a reduction in the
overall area of disturbance by approximately 0.4 acres, the Alternative Use would involve a
reduced impact to plant and animal resources, as compared to the Proposed Development. 

Geology: While the overall building footprint for this alternative use is smaller than that
proposed for retail development, the number of parking spaces is greater and the area required
for the subsurface sewage treatment system is also larger. The amount of impervious surface
would be less under this alternative, the impacts to slopes in excess of 25 percent and the
overall area of disturbance would also be reduced therefore, the impact to geology would be
less that that under the Proposed Action.

Water Resources and Wetlands: As with the Proposed Action, under this alternative,
there would be no direct impact to wetlands and watercourses on the project site. Impacts to
wetland and watercourse buffers would be less, by 0.8 acres, as the impervious surface for this
alternative would be less, eliminating the need for the two western most stormwater detention
ponds which would be located in the wetland buffer under the Proposed Action. 

Stormwater Management: The Office Alternative would result in similar overall impacts
to surface water as the proposed Stateline Retail Center. Water detention basins would be
provided for both this alternative and the proposed project, resulting in no net increase in the
rate of off-site stormwater run-off or associated erosion and siltation. There is some reduction in
the size and number of detention basins under this alternative use commensurate with the
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reduced area of impervious surface, however, they are still located partially within the Town
wetland control buffer.

Traffic and Transportation: This alternative would generate less traffic than the
Proposed Development. However, distribution of the traffic would be concentrated during the
peak a.m. and p.m. commuter periods as the vast majority of employees working at the office
park would travel to and from work during those hours. The vehicle trips during the weekday
a.m. peak hour (which already experiences a very high peak volume due to commuters
traveling to work and mass transit) would be greater under this alternative but volumes during
the weekday p.m. and Saturday peaks would be less. The overall potential to impact local roads
and intersections would therefore be less than under the Proposed Action. The internal road
system in this alternative would be simplified and the entrance at the western edge of the
property would be eliminated.

Air Quality: Under this alternative, automobile traffic generated would be less, truck
traffic would be less, construction related air quality impacts would be expected to be similar
and operational impacts the same or slightly lower. Therefore, overall, this alternative would
have reduced air quality related impacts as compared to the Proposed Development.

Noise: This alternative would generate less traffic overall than the Proposed
Development. The larger building size may result in increased noise during construction. This
alternative would be expected to generate somewhat lesser amounts of noise when compared
with the Proposed Action.

Construction: Under the Alternative Use scenario, while the impervious surface area and
total building square footage would be less, the building would be two stories, the SSTS would
be larger and more parking spaces would be required. As a result, construction related impacts
are expected to be similar to those identified for the Proposed Action.

Infrastructure and Energy: Like the Proposed Development, the office alternative would
be served by its own water and wastewater systems. Impacts would thus be similar to the
proposed project. The amount of wastewater generated by the employees of the office complex
would be significantly greater than that of the dry retail development proposed, even with the
14,800 square foot office component planned in the Proposed Development. The office
complex would require an SSTS area on the western end of the site that would occupy virtually
all of that portion of the property outside the Town of Southeast wetland control area. (See
Figure 4-4). This area would be required to support the additional wastewater design flow
necessary for this type of development. Under the Proposed Action, there is one small,
separate SSTS area proposed for the western portion of the site to serve the 14,800 square
foot office component. Both this alternative and the Proposed Action would have identical
SSTSs in the eastern portion of the site. The demand on utilities is expected to be similar to the
Proposed Action due to the difference in use and the reduction in hours of operation.

Cumulative Impacts: The Alternative Use’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be
less overall than that of the Proposed Development.

4.3 Comparable Analysis in Tabular Format
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Figure 4-1:  Reduced Scale Alternative
Stateline Retail Center

Town of Southeast, Putnam County, New York
Source: Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
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