








3.3 Cultural Resources

Introduction

Cultural resources were evaluated for the Hillcrest Commons site by Columbia Heritage, Ltd
and by LaPorta & Associates, LLC. according to professional standards and the Standards for
Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archeological Collections in New York
State (1994, New York Archeological Council). Columbia Heritage conducted a Phase 1A
cultural resource investigation in November, 2004 (Columbia Heritage 2004). Columbia
Heritage also conducted Phase IB and Phase II physical testing on the property (February
2007).  As a result of finding evidence of Native American quartz mining activity, the consulting
firm of LaPorta & Associates was retained by the applicant to complete a more extensive Phase
IB and Phase II testing and evaluation (LaPorta Associates 2007 and 2008). These studies are
summarized below, but are provided in full in Appendix D Cultural Resource Studies).

These studies were submitted and reviewed by the New York State Office of Parks Recreation
and Historic Preservation (NYS OPRHP). Correspondence and conditions of the OPRHP are
described below.

3.3.1  Existing Conditions

Phase 1A Investigation

A Phase 1A Cultural Resource Survey was completed for the site in September and October,
2004 by Columbia Heritage, Ltd. The complete report is provided in Appendix D, and is
summarized below. The Phase 1A was carried out to evaluate the potential for the proposed
construction to cause impact to standing or buried European American era and/or Native
American cultural resources.

As part of the Phase 1A study, standing structures adjacent to and within view of the study area
were evaluated with regard to meeting minimum age requirements for inclusion on State and
National Register of Historic Places. Although several historic structures and archeological sites
were identified within Carmel and Kent, none of the known sites were within one mile of the
project site (see Phase 1A, Columbia Heritage, Ltd. November, 1994).

Information provided by NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP)
and NYSM (New York State Museum) indicates that no historic and/or prehistoric sites listed on
the State or National Registers of Historic Places are located on, or within the vicinity of (one
mile), the project area. Furthermore, there are also no structures located on the site, or
adjacent to it, that are currently under consideration for listing on the State or National
Registers of Historic Places.

Based upon known settlement patterns associated with these two occupations, documented
cultural resources in the immediate vicinity of the parcel, and a walkover of the property, the
flatter western portions of the site were considered to have an above average potential for
containing buried Native American cultural remains. The study area is seen as unlikely to
contain structural remains and cultural features related to early European American era
occupation, based upon the apparent use of the property for agricultural and pastoral purposes
since the arrival of settlers to the area.
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Based upon the Phase 1A findings, a Phase 1B site identification survey was recommended for
specific areas identified as having potential for containing archeological remains. The Phase 1B
was conducted to determine whether buried cultural resources might be present within the
proposed limits of disturbance.

Phase 1B/ Phase II Investigations

Initially a Phase 1B investigation was completed for the site by Columbia Heritage, Ltd. This
investigation included testing by means of screened hand-dug shovel test holes systematically
placed in a grid pattern of every 50 feet, over the project's Area of Potential Effect (APE).
Testing was not done in those portions of the site where slopes exceeded 12 percent or areas
that were subject to serious prior disturbance to upper soils, in accordance with procedures of
the NYS OPRHP. The results of testing are described in the Phase IB and Phase II Cultural
Resource Survey, Columbia Heritage, Ltd., February, 2007 (see Appendix D).

According to the Phase 1B Report, quartz tools, cores, reduction flakes and culturally modified
fragments  and chert were encountered in three sub areas of the proposed development site:
south-central portion, northeastern portion, and near the southern limits of the development,
suggesting Native American Activity. This material indicates that at least the processing of lithic
resources and stone tools was being carried out at these locations. No early European
American era cultural material was encountered in the Phase 1B sampling.  Other portions of
the site showed no evidence of cultural remains. Columbia Heritage recommended further
investigation in the three sub areas where cultural material was recovered to clarify the nature
and extent of the deposit.

Following the Phase II investigation and fieldwork conducted by Columbia Heritage, the firm
LaPorta & Associates was retained by the applicant to conduct further detailed evaluation of
these Native American quarry areas that would better enable OPRHP to evaluate significance.

LaPorta & Associates Phase 1B and Phase II Investigations

In the period 2005 through 2008 LaPorta & Associates (LPA) conducted supplemental
geological and archeological investigations of the alleged quarry sites found during the initial
cultural resource studies. Specifically, the LaPorta & Associates studies included: 1) high
resolution geologic mapping, 2) photo-documentation and identification of what needs further
testing and 3) surface sampling prior to removal. The Phase II studies included trenching,
excavation and documentation of artifacts found.

LPA investigators identified forty-two locations of quartz veins, geologic interests and
archeological interest. Twenty of these locations were divided into four clusters (Cluster 1,
Cluster 2, Cluster 3, and Cluster 4) that included locations along north-south trending bedrock
outcrops occupying the edges of the hilltop on the property. The remaining twenty-two locations
were singular locations of thin quartz veins, quartz sub crops, and artifacts in the rest of the
property.

As described in the report, the four clusters include quartz veins and the remnants of Native
American quartz mining including tools, tailings and artifacts (see Appendix D, Phase IB
Supplemental Resource Investigations of the Proposed Hillcrest Commons, LaPorta &
Associates, LLC, with Addendum July, 2008).
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The July, 2008 Addendum indicates that LPA recognized an additional cluster (Cluster 5) based
on Columbia Heritage's positive STP locations, artifact findings and proximity to quartz in
outcrops.  LPA recommends no further work in Cluster 5.

LPA concluded sufficient scientific investigation of prehistoric quarries and other archaeological
resources have been undertaken such that the standards set forth by NYAC (New York
Archaeological Council) are satisfied. Archaeological excavations were conducted not only in
the APE, but also in areas outside the APE, to allow LPA researchers the opportunity to
understand the dataset without constraints imposed by developmental boundaries that have
little or no parallel to the spatial boundaries of prehistoric quarries and/or other archaeological
sites.

LPA concluded that Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 are eligible for placement on the National Register.
Cluster 3 and Cluster 4 were not deemed eligible for placement on the National Register. Due
to the amount and quality of work conducted on this project, LPA recommends no additional
fieldwork.

3.3.2 Potential Impacts

Based upon the extensive cultural resource studies and evaluation, the project will have no
impact to historic structural resources on or in the vicinity of the site. Given the proposed
mitigation, described below, the project will have No Adverse Impact to historic properties in or
eligible for inclusion in the State and National Registers of Historic Places (see September 5,
2008 letter from OPRHP, Appendix D).

3.3.3 Mitigation Measures

The NYS OPRHP reviewed the Phase 1B and Phase II reports for the Hillcrest Commons site
in accordance with the New York State, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law, Section
14.09. The OPRHP concurred that Precontact Quartz Quarry Cluster 1 (A07901.000076) and
Precontact Quartz Quarry Cluster 2 (A07901.000077)  are eligible for inclusion in the State and
National Registers of Historic Places. The Precontact Quartz Quarry Clusters 3 and 4 are not
eligible. The OPRHP recommended that an avoidance plan be prepared for Clusters 1 and 2 so
that they are protected short term during construction and long term through a covenant which
will transfer with the deed (see March 27, 2008 letter). The September 5, 2008 letter from
OPRHP recommended that recently identified Precontact Quartz Cluster 5 (A07901.000080), a
rock shelter and two small quarry related loci be protected as well in the resource Avoidance
Plan.

The applicant has prepared an Avoidance Plan for the Protection of Archeological Resources
(see Figure 3.3-1 and Drawing AP-1). The plan includes fencing to avoid any disturbance to the
identified archeological resources during construction. In addition, the applicant has provided
language and a commitment that the Clusters 1, 2 and 5 will be protected long term through a
deed restriction see Attached letter, Appendix D). Given this proposed mitigation, the project
will have No Adverse Impact to historic properties in or eligible for inclusion in the State and
National Registers of Historic Places.
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Tim Miller Associates, Inc.,10 North Street, Cold Spring, New York 10516 (845) 265-4400 Fax (845) 265-4418

Figure 3.3-1: Avoidance Plan for Archaeological Resources
Hillcrest Commons

Towns of Carmel & Kent
Putnam County, New York

Source: Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C., 03/06/09
Scale: 1” = 170’
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4.0  ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE 
PROPOSED ACTION IS IMPLEMENTED

The development of the Hillcrest Commons project will result in some adverse environmental
impacts which cannot be avoided. Potential adverse impacts which may occur as a result of the
proposed action are discussed in Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of this SDEIS. However, the
implementation of various mitigation measures also discussed in Section 3.0 will limit the extent
of the impacts which prove unavoidable. Some of these impacts will be temporary or short term
impacts associated with the construction of the project, while others will be long term impacts
associated with the occupation and use of the site.
 

Short Term Impacts
 

soil disturbance, steep slopes disturbance, and potential erosion

disturbance to wetlands, wetland buffer, and associated wildlife habitats

increased traffic associated with construction on the site and on local roads

increased local noise from construction

Long Term Impacts

increase in impervious surfaces with concomitant decrease in vegetation land cover

loss of woodland vegetation and associated wildlife habitats

increase in solid waste generation

increase in sewer and water demand

increase in traffic to the area network

increase in local noise levels from traffic
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES

An evaluation of project alternatives was not included in the Scoping Document for this SDEIS,
since the Supreme Court judgment pursuant to the Article 78 focused on the evaluation of the
potential impacts of the project on wetlands and archeological resources. The former DEIS and
FEIS for the Hillcrest Commons project evaluated a range of alternatives, including alternative
access into the property. 

The applicant, BBJ Associates, LLC  has continued to review and consider project alternatives
since the adoption of Findings by the lead agency (August 23, 2006), and since the Supreme
Court judgment pursuant to the Article 78 proceeding (June 19, 2007). Several new senior
housing communities in the area and the current downturn in the real estate economy are
factors that have influenced the applicant's position on the prior residential plans. The applicant
anticipates that the project will be a senior affordable rental housing project. This alternative
plan is similar to the successful Hughson Commons development in Carmel, owned and
operated by the applicant.  This alternative would utilize the same entrance on NYS Route 52
as proposed for the current action. 

This section describes an alternative proposed by the applicant and evaluates the potential
environmental impacts associated with that alternative.

5.1 Affordable Senior Alternative 

The applicant proposes a residential development similar to that proposed in the FEIS, except
that the development would include senior affordable rental units.  In addition, the layout of the
development would change and the overall development impacts would be reduced. This plan
is referred to as the Affordable Senior Alternative in this document. A plan of this alternative is
shown in Figure 5-1 and the building and parking layout is shown in Figure 5-2.

Description of the Alternative

The proposed Affordable Senior Alternative would consist of 150 senior residential units in six
buildings, which is the same number of units as the Revised Site Plan. The residential units
would be senior residential, restricted to residents 55 years of age or older, consistent with the
Town of Carmel Local Law #2. The units would be affordable rental units, as opposed to the
market rate condominium ownership units proposed in the Revised Site Plan. The units would
be affordable as defined by the New York State Division of Housing and Community Renewal
(DHCR).  Currently, the rents for the one-bedroom units would be $771 per month and the rent
for two-bedroom units would be $920. These rents are exclusive of tenant paid utilities.

The Affordable Senior  Alternative would include a mix of 122 one-bedroom units and 28 two
bedroom units. The Revised Site Plan, described in Section 2.0, includes 150 two-bedroom
units. Given that the one bedroom units would be smaller in overall size, the number of
residential buildings would be reduced to six buildings in this Affordable Senior Alternative,
compared to the eight buildings in the Revised Site Plan. This alternative would not include a
separate recreation building and pool. Instead, a recreation area for the development would be
provided on the ground floor of one of the residential buildings.

The six buildings would be  located on both the eastern and western  sides of the Town water
tower and hilltop, similar to the Revised Site Plan, except that two buildings would be eliminated
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from the eastern portion of the site (see Figure 5-2 Alternative Building Layout).  In addition, the
Affordable Senior Alternative would incorporate at grade parking for the entire development and
no under building parking would be provided. This  Alternative would include 225 at grade
parking spaces for residents and visitors, consistent with the Town Code. The Revised Site
Plan includes a total of 220 parking spaces provided under the buildings and 86 outdoor spaces
provided for visitors and for the clubhouse.

The Affordable Senior Alternative would  result in  less site disturbance and impacts to natural
resources, compared to the Revised Site Plan. Impacts to natural resources are summarized in
Table 5-1, below. In summary, the Affordable Senior Alternative would involve total site
disturbance of 21.24  acres and 5.51 acres of impervious surface compared to 23.1 acres of
disturbance and 7.22 acres of impervious surface, for the Revised Site Plan.

Alternatives
July 23, 2009

Hillcrest Commons  SDEIS
5-2



Source: Tim Miller Associates, Inc., Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, LLC.
 * Includes areas of stormwater management basins.
 ** Traffic generation numbers at proposed access drive.
 1 See section 6.0 for details (Based on Insatiate of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th edition,
2008)
Note: Hillcrest Commons site totals 80.85 acres. The Carmel Plaza  and Red House Parcels total 26.90 acres.
Total project site totals 107.75 acres.

Left turn lanes
SB and WB

Left turn lane
SB       None None Traffic Improvements

163/ 191/ 70 40/ 46/ 46 41/ 46/ 46 141/ 46/ 46 1

Traffic Generation **
(Total AM Peak Hour Trips/ 
Total PM Peak Hour Trips/
Total Saturday Peak Hour Trips)

Traffic
$663,625$477,187 $477,187 $206,000Total Project Revenues 
$2,320$2,320$2,320$1,009Revenues to Town of Kent

$248,376$192,236$192,236$82,997 Revenues to Town of Carmel
$35,076$26,583$26,583$11,474Revenues to County
$337,853$256,048$256,048$110,519Revenues to School District

40,720 36,000 36,000 21,600 
Water Demand/Sewage Flow
(gpd)

270270270204Population
Community Resources

12.710.110.218.45 Disturbance to slopes > 15
percent

0.90.90.880.88 Wetland Buffer Disturbance
0.390.390.530.53 Wetland Disturbance 
27.523.522.5620.70 Total Woodland Disturbance
27.923.923.1021.24 Total Construction Disturbance 

Natural Resource Impacts
(acres)

39.7548.75 44.7046.56 Woods (uplands)
13.213.213.0513.05 Wetlands

Open Space Resources
(acres)

18.816.9515.8815.73 Lawn/ Landscaping (acres) *
9.16.957.225.51 Impervious Surfaces (acres)
150150150150Residential Units

69,000 0 00Office Space (sq. feet)
Developed Area

DEIS Plan 
(Office and

Senior
Residential)

FEIS Plan
(Senior

Residential -
 150 units) 

Revised Plan
(SDEIS

Proposed
Layout) 

Affordable
Senior

Alternative  
Impact Category 

Table 5-1
Environmental Impact Comparison Chart

for Affordable Senior Alternative

The following discussion is an evaluation of specific impacts of the Affordable Senior Alternative
plan and a comparison of those impacts to the proposed Revised Site Plan.
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Soils and Topography

The Affordable Senior Alternative would  reduce the overall site disturbance and grading
impacts, compared to the Revised Site Plan. As shown above, the alternative project would
result in total site disturbance of approximately 21.24 acres, compared to the 23.1 acres for the
Revised Plan. Total site disturbance would be reduced by approximately 1.86 acres or a
reduction of 8  percent comparing the Affordable Senior Alternative to the Revised Site Plan.    
The  shifting of the building layout would result in a decrease of approximately 1.76 acres in
disturbance to slopes greater than 15 percent. As provided in the comparison table, the
Affordable Senior Alternative would involve 6.66 acres less site disturbance and grading
compared to the DEIS Plan.

Wetlands

The Affordable Senior Alternative would result in the same wetland impacts as the Proposed
Action, since the project entrance would remain unchanged.  In summary, the entrance drive
would require the filling of 0.53 acres of Wetland A, near Route 52. The project would provide
mitigation for unavoidable wetlands impacts associated with the entrance drive. The applicant
proposes a 0.76 acre expansion of Wetland B located south of the Carmel Plaza shopping
center. Wetland impacts and proposed mitigation are described in Section 3.2 Wetlands.

Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology

As described above, the Affordable Senior Alternative would result in total site disturbance of
approximately 21.24  acres, compared to the 23.1 acres for the Revised Plan, or a reduction of
8  percent.  Therefore, only 21.24  acres of the 80.85 acre project site or approximately 26  
percent of the site would be impacted by the development. Approximately 60  acres of existing
mature woods, wetlands and wetland buffer habitat would remain on the property following
development. The applicant intends to impose formal development restrictions on portions of
the site that will not be disturbed. These restrictions will take the form of a conservation
easement or similar mechanism. Such restrictions will be finalized with the Lead Agency as part
of the SEQR and Site Plan review and approval process.

Similar to the Revised Site Plan the Affordable Senior Alternative would not result in significant
adverse impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitat.

Water Resources

The Affordable Senior Alternative  will result in the disturbance of 21.24  acres (26  percent) of
the site and the introduction of 5.51  acres of new impervious surface. Disturbed area not
covered by buildings or pavement (15.73  acres) would  be graded re-seeded or planted and
will become revegetated road embankments, lawns, and stormwater quality basins.

The project construction and the introduction of impervious surface on the site will result in
increases in the rate of runoff as well as the volume of runoff generated by this site. These
activities are subject to review by the New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP), under the Rules and Regulations for the Protection of the New York City
Watershed.
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This Alternative would require a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) consistent with
the requirements of New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and
NYCDEP.  Given the reduction in total site disturbance and impervious surface involved with
this Alternative,  all necessary stormwater facilities can be  accommodated on the project site.
Preliminary drainage calculations indicate that seven  stormwater facilities would provide for
stormwater management for the development, as shown in Figure 5-1. The location and
configuration of stormwater management facilities for the Affordable Senior Alternative would
be similar to the Revised Site Plan.  Given the  reduction in the area of impervious surface (1.7
acres) the stormwater facilities in the southeastern portion of the site would be reduced in size. 
Changes to the site's stormwater drainage patterns will be mitigated through the construction of
stormwater management facilities to detain and treat the increased stormwater run-off. No
potential significant adverse impacts on the reservoir, or its watershed, are anticipated from the
Alternative. 

Groundwater

This Alternative would not alter the existing groundwater table or flow, nor are impacts related
to the quantity or quality of groundwater resources expected as a result of the this Plan. As
further described in the discussion of utilities, below, the project will utilize municipal water from
the Town of Carmel Water District #2.

Groundwater is not proposed to be extracted for potable water or irrigation purposes. Due to
the developed nature of the region, it is questionable whether the groundwater in the vicinity of
the site is potable.

Zoning and Surrounding Land Uses

The Affordable Senior Alternative is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts to existing
zoning and land use. The project would remain a senior residential project with 150 units. The
project consisting of multi-family dwellings for the elderly (55 years of age and older) is a use
allowed by Special Permit in the Commercial District, and subject to the approval of the
Planning Board. The potential impacts to land use and zoning for the residential project was
fully analyzed in the former DEIS and FEIS and the land use impacts have not changed since
the FEIS was prepared.

Traffic and Transportation

This Alternative would not involve a change in the site entrance, but the layout of the proposed
internal driveways would change, compared to the Revised Site Plan. The Affordable Senior
Alternative would not result in a change in the volume or timing of traffic generated from the
site. Given that the majority of units will be one bedroom units, the estimated project population
has been reduced, as well as the anticipated traffic generated from the site. The ITE Trip
Generation formulas for senior residential developments do not account for one-bedroom units,
and therefore the projected traffic generation analyzed for this SDEIS is conservative. Potential
impacts to traffic on Route 52 and the local traffic network would be the same or somewhat less
for the Affordable Senior Alternative (due to fewer projected residents), than for the Revised
Site Plan.  
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Changes to traffic conditions since the DEIS and FEIS were evaluated as part of this SDEIS
(see Appendix F and the December 2, 2008 letter from Tim Miller Associates, Inc. to the
Planning Board, provided in Appendix C).     

Community Services/Socioeconomics

The Affordable Senior Alternative  would result in the development of 150 senior residential
units. The number of units would be unchanged from that analyzed for the Revised Site Plan,
although the number of bedrooms would be reduced from 300 to  178, total. Therefore the
population, demographics and anticipated demand on community services would be less than
for the Revised Site Plan. The Affordable Senior Alternative is estimated to result in
approximately 204 residents, based upon multipliers provided by Rutgers University, Center for
Urban Policy Research (June 2006).  Water and sewer demand for the project would be
reduced to 21,600  gallons per day, compared to 36,000  gallons per day for the Revised Site
Plan. Water use estimates are based upon 120  gallons per day per bedroom, consistent with
current Putnam County Health Department requirements.  

A primary change in the Affordable Senior Alternative compared to the Revised Site Plan is the
change in projected tax revenues for the Alternative. Since this Alternative would be an
affordable rental project, the taxes generated would be less than for a market rate condominium
development. The total tax revenues generated are estimated to be $206,000, less than the
estimated $477,187 per year under the Revised Site Plan. Nevertheless, this Alternative would
provide positive revenue for the School District, County and Town of Carmel and Town of Kent,
as shown in Table 5-1, above. The Alternative  will not add any fiscal burden to the school
district since no school age children will reside at Hillcrest Commons.

Visual Quality

The potential visual impacts of the Affordable Senior Alternative to motorists on Route 52 and
local residents would be similar to conditions for the Revised Site Plan. As shown in Figure 5-2,
three buildings and associated surface parking would be constructed on the western slope of
the hillside and the buildings would be visible to motorists on Route 52, behind and above the
shopping center. In the summer months trees retained on the hillside would partially obscure
lower portions of the buildings. During late fall, winter and early spring, the buildings would be
more visible.   

Potential visual impacts for the residents of Willow Trail Court would be similar or reduced
compared to those resulting from the Revised Site Plan. Under the Affordable Senior
Alternative, the closest residential building  would be approximately 270 feet from the eastern
property line. A minimum buffer of 100 feet of existing vegetation would be maintained between
any site disturbance or grading and the eastern property line shared with Willow Trail Court
neighbors.

Given the reduced clearing and grading and modification of the layout associated with this
Alternative, the Affordable Senior Alternative  would not result in significant visual impacts.

Cultural Resources

As described in Section 3.3 Cultural Resources, the historic and archeological resources were
fully evaluated for the property by a two qualified cultural resource consulting firms and the
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results of the investigations were provided to the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation
and Historic Preservation (OPRHP). Under the Revised Site Plan, portions of the northwest
corner of the property would be preserved with an cultural resource Avoidance Plan (see
Drawing AP-1 Archeological Resources Avoidance Plan). The Affordable Senior Alternative
would result in no additional disturbance in the northwest portion of the site beyond the limits of
disturbance as provided to the OPRHP in the Archeological Resources Avoidance Plan.
Therefore, the Alternative would allow avoidance of all areas agreed upon with the OPRHP.
The Affordable Senior Alternative would result in no impacts to cultural resources.
  

Air Quality and Noise

Given that the project site use, density and number of units would  not change compared to the
Revised Site Plan, air quality and noise impacts would be similar for the Affordable Senior
Alternative. The  Affordable Senior Alternative project is not expected to result in significant
noise or air quality impacts, consistent with the Revised Site Plan. 
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Figure 5-1: Affordable Senior Alternative
Hillcrest Commons

Towns of Carmel and Kent
Putnam County, New York

Source: Insite Engineering, Surveying &
Landscape Architecture, P.C., 5/29/09

Scale: As shown
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Figure 5-2: Alternative Building Layout
Hillcrest Commons

Towns of Carmel & Kent
Putnam County, New York

Source: Insite Engineering, Surveying & Landscape Architecture, P.C.
Date: 5/29/09
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6.0 Other Issues 

Traffic

Traffic was not raised as an issue to be reanalyzed in the NYS Supreme Court judgment (June
2007). Nevertheless, traffic conditions do change over time and therefore, changes to traffic
conditions since the DEIS and FEIS, were evaluated as part of this SDEIS. Detailed information
is contained in Appendix E and the Tim Miller Associates, Inc. December 2, 2008 letter to the
Planning Board (see Appendix B).

Current Traffic

A traffic count completed in November 2008 at the site access indicated the critical peak hour
(p.m. peak hour) volume is lower than in the DEIS Existing Conditions. The trip generation of
the site was further updated to reflect the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation
(8th edition, 2008) showing the projected site trips remain basically unchanged.  No further
traffic analysis is necessary for the proposed action based upon: 1) the lower NYS Route 52
volumes in combination with other projects already completed, reduced in scope, or dropped,
and 2) estimates of site traffic remain nearly unchanged from the 2006 FEIS. 
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