Appendix B: Written Comments

The written comments contained in this section can be found in the order listed on pages 3.0-2
through 3.0-5 of Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses.” The numbers located in the upper right
hand corner of the page indicate the number of the commenter, as opposed to the letter. Since a
number of commenters did not provide written comments, their respective number is absent
from this section. Please refer to the public hearing transcript in Appendix A for the verbatim
verbal comments.
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ller Associates, Inc.

1

Tm M

In the absence of a rationale for the variations in market values
reported in the Lesser report and those used in the DSEIS, it is
our opinion that the market values used in the fiscal analysis will
overestimate the property tax revenues to be generated by this
project. If there are reasons for increasing the market values in
the report, e.g., larger lots, larger dwellings, these reasons should
be presented in the FSEIS. Otherwise, we believe a more
reasonable evaluation would use average unit prices discounted
for the 2009 market conditions.

We also note that the housing types that have been assigned
values higher than the maximum unit price noted in the Lesser
report are the smaller-sized cottage and carriage units. We are
concerned that smaller units on smaller lots may not hold the
proposed price points when compared to dwellings on larger
lots.

Based on a review of Table 3-13:

a. With regard to the total assessed value of the non-restricted
single family dwellings, we get a value of $129,249,012, not
$129,469,923. The totals for the 3-bedroom cottages and the 3
bedroom cottages (alley) appear to be incorrect. The total, with
the age-restricted single family, is $137,167,914.

b. The total value for the residential component is $173,478,741,
using revised values for the non-restricted single family
component. We estimate that the total project value would be
$177,210,953, not the $177,431,865 presented in the FSEIS.

in Table 3-19, we get a slightly different estimate of total
expenditures using $21,849 as the marginal cost per student. For
429 students, the cost would be $9,373,221, not $9,372,256 - this
difference may be due to rounding.

With a revised market value of $177,210,953 as per Comment “5”
above, and using a tax rate of $62.60 per 1,000 assessed valuation,
the total school district tax revenues at buildout would be
$11,093,406 for the project - this compares with $11,106,702 noted
in Table 3-19. The DSEIS may overestimate the revenue by $13,296
at buildout. The project would still result in a net positive fiscal
impact.

We estimate that the total number of schoolage children to be
generated by the proposed project is 428 children, or one less
student than the 429 students reported in the DSEIS. This difference
is due to rounding. As mentioned previously, the reduction in the
total number of students compared with the 2003 condition is likely
a function of the increase in 3-bedroom dwellings proposed for the
development. The ability of the Town to effectively and realistically
control the number of bedrooms in any dwelling must be considered
and evaluated.



T1m Miller Associates, Inc.

We conducted two separate analyses to get a sense of the “order of
magnitude” change in the property tax revenues that would result
from the following:

Scenario | - Use of the average unit values in the Charles Lesser
report; and

Scenario 2 - Use of the average unit values in the Charles Lesser
report, discounted by (5% to account for the decrease in the
Orange County housing market values from 2008 to 2009.

For purposes of this “order of magnitude” analysis, we used the same
market values for the nonresidential component and did not revise
the market values for the multifamily component. Our analysis
focused on school district costs as these represent the majority of a
household’s tax bill for residents in the Tuxedo Union Free school
district.

The results were as follows:

Scenario | - The school district property tax revenues generated by
Scenario | would be $10,533,530 at buildout.

Scenario 2 - The school district property tax revenues generated by
Scenario | would be $8,988,547 at buildout. The table below
provides a summary comparison of the buildout revenues/costs
identified in Table 3-19.

As is evident from the table, if the average market values identified in
the Lesser report are used, a reduction of approximately $559,876
annually in property tax revenues (where a new high school is
constructed) would result. Discounting the average value by an
additional 15 percent results in an almost “break-even” scenario. At
the bottom of the table, we have estimated the additional number of
schoolage children that could be generated by the Tuxedo Reserve
project, the cost of which would be covered by excess net revenues
to the school district.

As is evident, the assumptions used for market values will have a
significant effect on whether the project will generate net revenues
or costs to the school district.

This will also hold true for the estimates of Town government
revenues and costs,

In summary, we believe it is important for a reasonable and realistic
estimate of market values to be presented, and would recommend
that Town retain a market consultant to review the values used in
the analyses,



Tim Miller Associates, Inc.

DSEIS Analysis]  Scenario 1| Scenario 2
Tuxedo Reserve Students at
Buildout 429 429 429
Total Expenditures Using
Marginal Cost ($21,849) $9,373,221 $9,373,221] $9,373,221
Annual Revenue - State Aid $741,862 $741,862| $741,862
Amt. to be Raised in Taxes $8,631,350| $8,631,359/ 58,631,359
Tax Revenues $11,003,406| $10,533,530| $8,988,547
Net Revenue/Cost $2,462,047; $1,902,171; $357,188
+ Value of Track and Field
Complex $412,500 $412,500| $412,500
Net Revenue/Cost w/o New
High School $2,874,547| $2,314,671| $769,688
Annual Debt Service for New
High School $611,489 $611,489; $611,489
Net Revenue/Cost with New
High School $2,263,058) $1,703,182| $158,199
Marginal Cost of $21,849 per
student - "margin” for
additional schoolage
children 104 78 7







Remarks by James D. Hays at the October 26 Public
Hearing on Tuxedo Reserve’s proposed amendment to
its Special Permit of 2004.

My name is James D. Hays and | am a resident of the Town of Tuxedo and
reside at 4 Cliff Road in the Village of Tuxedo Park. | have been a resident
of the Town for over 20 years and am currently a Trustee of Tuxedo Park
and its Deputy Mayor. | speak this evening, however, not as an official of,
or on behalf of the Village of Tuxedo Park but rather as a resident of the

Town.

Tonight | would like to address two issues.

First as part of the Public Hearing on the grandfathering of the PID
law and changes in the housing mix from the 2004 Special Permit. It is my
understanding that the modifications to the Local Law 4A of 1998
requires SEQRA review. This review should include an analysis of the fiscal
impact of the proposed changes in housing mix from no less than 866
single family detached and semi detached units to no less that 761 single
family detached and semi detached units producing a 41% increase in
multifamily units. There are also 180 rental units proposed but by what
law are purchasers of any of these units restricted from renting them if
they chose to do so? What is the fiscal impact of rentals as compared to
resident owned units? Because age restricted housing is not selling at
this time the fiscal analysis should be run with and without age restricted
units.

Second | would like to ask what the developer’s current intentions
are. On December 3™ 2008 lawyers, acting on behalf of Tuxedo Reserve
Owners LLC and Tuxedo TPA LLC, brought pleadings before the U. S.
Bankruptcy Court, Southern District of New York regarding Lehman
Brothers Holdings Inc. et al. On page 4 of these pleadings is the following
statement.




“ The project timeline approved by the Second Amendment to the Project
and Building Loan Agreements proposed a construction start to “rough
in” the Project’s main spine road in October 2008. This milestone was
critical to the Project’s ability to meet its first bulk land sale scheduled for
the second quarter of 2009. The Debtors’ default in funding the Project
and Building Loans will seriously impede the Project’s ability to proceed on
any foreseeable schedule and may result in the loss of jobs for Tuxedo’s
staff, consultants and contractors.”

The Town Board should know the current intentions of Tuxedo Reserve
and Tuxedo TPA. Is it their intent to proceed quickly to a land sale of part
or all of the property, with minimal infra structure development, or do
they intend to do substantial infrastructure development including a
sewage treatment plant?



A summary of the Mayor of Tuxedo Park’s remarks at the October 26" Public Hearing on Tuxedo
Reserve follows:

Protect Tuxedo Lake from the Impact of Tuxedo Reserve

Our concerns involve protecting the Lake’s water shed and aquifers, and maintaining
the status quo on a continuous basis during the development of Tuxedo Reserve and
thereafter.

In addition, we must safeguard Tuxedo Lake’s substrata aquifer and water quality
from blasting and new sources of pollution before they impact the lake and threaten
the community’s supply of drinking water.

We seek to control storm water flows and avoid outcomes that could give NYSDEC
cause to increase the Tuxedo Lake Dam's classification due to their concern about
increased storm water runoff entering Tuxedo Lake from Tuxedo Reserve.

The Village respectfully requests that new language be added to the Amended Permit
that will establish necessary requirements and conditions to protect Tuxedo Lake.
Specifically, the Amended Permit should:

1. Protect and preserve Tuxedo Lake both quantitatively as a dam during extreme
rain events of 150% of a 100-year storm from adverse storm water run off and
qualitatively as an aquifer and sole source reservoir.

2. Require mutually agreed engineering solutions to nullify storm water run off,
pollution and blasting.

3. Require a comprehensive water shed analysis report to be undertaken now to
establish a pre-development baseline of present conditions.

4. Require monitoring of the project site to determine the effects of the on-going
development and comparisons with the baseline report to determine any
increase in adverse quantitative or qualitative effects on Tuxedo Lake.

5. Mandate that any actual adverse effects on Tuxedo Lake shall be mitigated
promptly and any damages incurred to be fully compensated.

Town Wide Tax Burdens and Tuxedo Reserve’s Economic Benefits

e Residents complain about burdensome taxes. The major contributor to the growth in

taxes over the past ten years has been school taxes.

The Town Board would be well served to engage the services of a specialist firm to
help it make an independent assessment of the many critical issues presented in this
Amended Permit, particularly a fiscal analysis.

The forecasted positive tax benefits of this development should be carefully studied
and protected by the developer in the Amended Permit, for example through
contingent cash payments, since the actual experience of many other communities,
similarly situated to Tuxedo today, has been the realization of a significant Town
wide negative tax impact. ettt PSS P ———
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July 30, 2009

M. fim Hays
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Village of Tuxedo Park — Stormwater Management Report Review

Doar Mt Hays,

Plonse find the following review of the documents that we received on June 17, 2009,
foiwarded to us from the Village of Tuxedo Park regarding the proposed Tuxedo Reserve
subdivision. As the Village is aware, the Tuxedo Reserve project proposes to construct a
number of homes in the Town of Tuxedo that are within the Tuxedo Lake watershed.
Weston & Sampson as the Village Engineer was requested to review the stormwater
management repott as it relates to the Tuxedo Lake watershed. To summarize the review
process, we have listed the documents that were reviewed followed by our comments:

(1) “Tuxedo Reserve — Planned Integrated Development Preliminary Plan”

Prepared by: Lehman & Getz, P.C.
17 River Street
Warwick, NY 10990
Dwg. No. Name Original Date _ Rev. 2 Dale
Figure 5+ Southern T'ract Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan  08-22-08 3-13-09

(2) “Stormwater Management Report — Tuxedo Lake Watershed for Tuxedo

Reserve”
Prepared by:

Lehman & Getz, P.C.
17 River Street
Warwick, NY 10990

Authored by: David A. Getz, PE (#61265)
Original Date: July 28, 2008
Revision Date: March 9, 2009

Figures and appended data reviewed as part of the report include:

Figure ! Tuxedo Lake Watershed Location Map

Figure 2 Existing Drainage Area

Figure 3 Post-Development Drainage Areas

Figure 4 Subarea Sa

Figure 5 Subarea 5b
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Figure 6 Subarea Sc

Figure 7 Subarea 5d

Figure 8 Subarea Se

Figure 9 Stormwater Management Practice Plan
Appendix A Hydologic Data and Calculations
Appendix B Water Quality Calculations

Appendix C  Hydraflow Printouts

Review of the Stoymwater Management Report - Tuxedo Lake Watershed for
Tuxedo Reserve:

1. General Comment — “Figure 1, Tuxedo Lake Watershed Location Map”, shows
generally the limits of the Tuxedo Lake watershed at a small scale (1” = 1250”)
but this information is not clearly shown on a topographic map how it was
determined. Our review indicates the watershed area to be larger than shown.,

2. General Comment— Include a sheet devoted to details and cross-section views for
the level spreaders, check dams, dry swale pretreatment sumps, pocket pond 5a,
bioretention area Sc, bioretention area 5d, and rip-rapped channels,

3. Stormwater Management Report Tuxedo Lake Watershed - Appendix C
Hydraflow Printouts — Hyd. No. 11 row appears to have incorrect figures for
every column accept for the Volume (cuft) columns on pages 1, 2, and 3. Please
clarify,

4. Stormwater Management Report Tuxedo Lake Watershed — Introduction - Under
the heading “Revisions Made for this 3/9/09 Report” response comment No. 1
“The outlet pipes from Bioretention Areas 5S¢ and 5d were re-routed to the south,
so that discharges from these basins will enter the Tuxedo Lake watershed.”
Based on the provided mapping, it appears that the discharges are outside of the
declared watershed area.

5. Stormwater Management Report Tuxedo Lake Watershed - Appendix B Water
Quality Calculations page 1 - Tuxedo Reserve Tuxedo Lake Watershed Pocket
Pond 5a outlet design elevations are inconsistent with the elevations and inverts
shown on Figure 9 Tuxedo Lake Watershed Stormwater Management Practice
Plan.

In general it appears that consideration has been given to the Tuxedo Lake Watershed in
an effort to maintain the quantity and quality of the water entering the watershed based
on pre to post construction although some inconsistencies remain. To allow further
review please request a resubmission that addresses the noted issues.

Weston&Sampson®



If you have any questions or need additional information please do not hesitate to call our
office for assistance.

Very truly yours,
W&S Engineers & Landscape Architects, P.C.
A WeSton & Sampson Affiliate
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Tuxedo Town Board December 31, 2009
Town of Tuxedo

One Temple Drive

Tuxedo, NY 10987

Re: Comments on Tuxedo Reserve DSEIS by Edwin McGowan, Palisades Interstate Park
Commission, October 26, 2009

Dear Board Members:

Below is a sumimary of comments made before the Tuxedo Town Board regarding the
Tuxedo Reserve DSEIS. As my comments were not scripted, this is not intended to be a
full transcript but rather a summary of points made.

1. Inresponse to earlier speakers who alluded to a possible land swap between the
applicant and the PIPC, I read excerpts from a letter dated June 25, 2009 from Jim
Hall, Executive Director of the PIPC, to the Tuxedo Town Board. Specifically, I
read the following: “...the Commission has not reviewed any proposal for a land
swap and indicated we would not undertake any review while they (the applicant)
were seeking various local approvals for their development project.....It seems
premature and inappropriate for the town to be considering the granting of any
development approvals for lands currently owned by the Palisades Interstate Park
Commission for the which the Commission is not a party of said applications.”

2. General comments on the DSEIS:

a. On page 9 the applicant states the development ““ would not be expected to
result in any significant adverse or long-term impacts to the existing
wildlife communities”. This was presented as a general statement about
the overall project and is completely unsupported. The applicant would be
hard-pressed to find an impartial ecologist who would support this claim,
nor would they be able to find a single example of a landscape developed
in this fashion that did not have significant impacts to the local ecology
and wildlife communities.

b. When discussing the costs of fragmentation, the applicant mentions how
few areas of New York still support unfragmented forests, citing only the
Catskills, Adirondacks, and Sterling Forest as examples. They then
review the harmful consequences of habitat fragmentation, including: loss
of area dependent specices and edge effects; disruption of migration routes;
and the introduction of invasive species. However, they gloss over these
issues when discussing design elements of the project and fail to show that
the project would not cause these problems. Clearly, this project by its
scale and scope would fragment one of the few remaining blocks of
unfragmented forest in the New York Highlands with roads, homes, office
space, and other infrastructure. It is misleading to claim otherwise.



3. Specilic issues

a.

Species lists are a standard part of environmental impact statements and
offer a window into both the level of expertise of field crews and the
thoroughness of surveys. In Appendix D of the SDEIS, several species
omissions are notable. For example, the Black Rat Snake (Elaphe
obsoleta) and Northern Copperhead (Agkistrodon contortrix), two
relatively common species known to occur on the property (as reported by
amateur herpetologists familiar with the site), were curiously not found by
the applicant. As these species commonly cohabitate with the State
Threatened Timber Rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) at den sites, the failure
of the applicant to locate these species calls into question the thoroughness
of surveys for the latter state protected species. In fact, it is my
understanding that the consultant charged with conducting the rattlesnake
surveys had extremely limited experience with timber rattlesnakes. This
may explain why the applicant failed to find rat snakes and copperheads,
nor the confirmed copperhead den reported by Geoff Welsh during earlier
testimony.

Consequently, I recommend that the Town request for the applicant to
redo their timber rattlesnake surveys in spring 2010, while using a
qualified survey team recommended by the NYS-DEC and having local
experience.

Another notable omission from the species list is the Golden-winged
warbler (GWW, Vermivora chrysoptera), a declining species of high
conservation status. The greater Sterling Forest ecosystem currently serves
as a critical refugium and stronghold for this species, where it breeds in
early successional habitats, especially red maple swamp/tussock sedge
habitats. Several of the larger Tuxedo Reserve wetlands appear to have
strong potential for this species, especially given the sites proximity to
Sterling Forest. Dr. John Confer of Ithaca College has studied GWW
ecology for the past 15 years at Sterling Forest. The environmental review
in the SDEIS would benefit greatly from Dr. Confer’s evaluation of these
wetland habitats and potential impacts of the project on GWW.

While species omissions may reveal incomplete surveys, some species
included by the applicant in Appendix D either represent
misidentifications or truly significant discoveries. For example, the
applicant lists the Northern Leopard Frog (Rana pipiens) as occurring on
the site. If true, this would represent one of the southernmost records for
this species in New York State, and the only record to my knowledge for
the western Hudson Highlands of New York.

More noteworthy still is the report of the Least Shrew (Cryptotis parva) on
the list of mammals. The Least Shrew is one of New York’s rarest



mammals, currently considered “state historic” because it has not been
reported in the state for many decades. It is currently listed as State
Endangered in PA and CT. Were it discovered again in New York, as
reported by the applicant, it would need to be afforded full protection until
its status and distribution could be further assessed. As such, DEC
Mammal Specialist Alan Hicks (DEC Endangered Species Unit, 525
Broadway, Albany, NY) should be consulted about this record. If we are
to accept the species lists presented in the DSEIS as the work of
competent professionals, then the discovery of the least shrew is truly a
significant find worthy of additional study.

Sincerely,

Ed McGowan, PhD
Director of Science
Palisades Interstate Park Commission






October 26, 2009

Good Evening. Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Tuxedo Reserve
DSEIS.

As you know, this building site is challenging on many levels. One of the most
significant and difficult challenges is the management of stormwater run-off-so that-
it does not degrade water quality. Maintaining water quality-is important for
esthetic reasons - but most importantly, this development proposal peses the threat
of harmful effects on drinking water as this development is in the watershed of the
RariaperRiver and the Tuxedo Lake reservoir.

There is such concern about Tuxedo Lake that specific law exists at the State level
Department of Health expressly stating in the statute Section133.13: “all persons
living on or visiting the watershed shall refrain from any act, though not heretofore
specified, which may resuit in contamination of any portion of the water supply.”

The aims of the stormwater management plan are laudable, and the developer is not
anticipating pollution of our waters. What we need in the special permit is the
requirement of a stringent protocol for regular testing of the water quality of the
streams and lakes before construction, throughout construction, and following
construction to make certain that the developer has actually achieved the goals they
say their system will achieve. 1 remember commenting on Hamilton Estates and
being told that the stormwater management as designed would protect the pond.
Well, those measures didn’t work and now we have a pond that looks awful and
needs special attention. Those who were responsible for the degradation are long
gone.

We need to learn from that mistake. Require the developer to demonstrate that the
stormwater management methods are working. The testing is simple and
straightforward. Problems could be identified and rectified before damage is done.
Over 650 families rely on Tuxedo Lake water for drinking water. This reservoir
serves our schools. The school children deserve your protection. It is so easily
provided by requiring benchmark testing. Once the development has been
completed and the supervision of systems are handed over to the Home Owners'’
Association, similar testing programs should be required. Let those who use the
stormwater system show that it is being maintained properly.

It is reasonable to expect the developer to demonstrate that the systems being
proposed actually work. There are many thousands of people depending upon you
to help maintain a safe drinking water supply. Please do your part to protect the
public and require an appropriate testing protocol that will prove that stormwater
is not polluting drinking water within these two watersheds. Thank you.
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R. Daniel Gladding
102 Ridge Road
Tuxedo Park, NY 10987
Office Phone 845 294-1803
Home Phone 845 351-4653

Email: dangladding@gamail.com

October 29, 2009 o T T e i
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Elaine Laurent R R “’; m
Tuxedo Town Clerk NV =2 e
Tuxedo Town Hall : e
1 Temple Drive { o
Tuxedo, NY 10987 Tait for i

Re:  Comments Made at October 26, 2009 Public Hearing
Tuxedo Reserve Proposed Amendments
Issues Regarding the Library

Dear Elaine:

The following is the statement that I intended to read to the Town Board at the October 26 Public
Hearing. However, because a time limit of only 3 minutes was initially imposed on each speaker
I only summarized these items in my comments that evening. The 3 minute time limit was in-
creased to 5 minutes only after [ completed my comments. Please place these complete com-
ments into the record of the October 26 Public Hearing.

* * #

The original permit which was approved by the Town Board on November 15, 2004 stipulated
that the Developer would give one-half acre of land in the Commons area to the Library for con-
struction of a branch or satellite Library so long as the Library provided proof of financing
within 12 years of the approval date and that construction started within one year of proof of fi-
nancing. Otherwise the land would revert back to the Developer.

Since the time of the November 15, 2004 approval there have been changed circumstances at the
Library, The Library is now being used at record levels, Our circulation has increased by 38
percent in the past four years. Our current facility is now barely adequate for our current popula-
tion, let alone any increased customers as Tuxedo Reserve begins to be built. Another changed
circumstance is that now any increase in tax funds for the Library must be approved by voters.

It is extremely unlikely that Tuxedo voters would approve the funds needed to build a second
Library facility in Tuxedo Reserve until the time that the development is largely built out, the tax
base has substantially increased due to the build out, and there are enough voters within Tuxedo
Resetve to help gain ballot approval of the necessary building funds. That time is well out into
the future,

When the makeup of the Tuxedo Reserve management tcam was changed several years ago Li-
brary representatives met with the new team several times. During those conversations the Tux-
edo Reserve people said that their plans had changed and they now planned to pay to construct a
building for the Library in the Commons area. The Tuxedo Reserve representatives also said



they would transfer that building to the Library if the Library would then provide library services
at that facility. At those meetings the Library representatives said that a 10,000 square foot facil-
ity'would be needed and the Tuxedo Reserve representatives offered only a 5,000 square foot
facility; this difference of opinion was not resolved in those meetings. This plan for Tuxedo Re-
serve to pay to construct a building for the Library was never put into writing.

In March of 2009 1 further discussed the Library situation with Andrew Dance. He said that due
to economic circumstances the Developer could no longer commit to building a Library facility
although they still wanted to leave that option on the table. He said that the forthcoming pro-
posed revised Tuxedo Reserve plans would give the Developer the option of either: 1. building
the facility or 2. transferring the one-half acre to the Library for construction of a Library facility.

In that March 2009 conversation we also discussed the reasonableness of the 12 year “build it or
lose it” time limit which began on November 15, 2004. 1 suggested that this be changed to 10
years from the date of issuance of Tuxedo Reserve’s first Certificate of Occupancy. Andrew said
that this sounded reasonable for both sides and that he planned to incorporate this in the Tuxedo
Reserve amendments, After our conversation I realized that I should have used a Certificate of
Occupancy for a residence as a trigger point but I neglected to do this in our conversation.

Turning specifically to the Applicant’s Version of the “Amended and Restated Resolution Grant-
ing Special Permit and Preliminary Plan Approval to Tuxedo Reserve” which was posted on the
Town web site a few weeks ago, [ have the following comments and requested changes regard-
ing Article XIII:

s Regarding point A, revise the sentence to read as follows: “The Applicant may, at its op-
tion and with Site Plan approval by the Planning Board, construct a library of not less
than 5.000 square feet of usable space in a building in the Commons, which shall be a
branch of the Tuxedo Library.”

e Regarding point B, the time frame for a financing commitment has not been changed
from the November 15, 2004 approved permit. Five years have now passed with no signs
of construction by Tuxedo Reserve. The current draft for point B now says that the fi-
nancing commitment must be provided by November 16, 2016 — only seven years from
now — which is now clearly impractical. The time frame for providing proof of financing
in Point B should be changed to 10 years from the date of issuance of the first Certificate
of Occupancy for a residence in Tuxedo Reserve.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dan Gladding

CC:  Library Board of Trustees
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Subj: Development at Tuxedo o Nov 3
Date: 11/15/2009 1:16:43 P.M. Eastern Standard Time | o
From: th1@nyu.edu

To: UPendi@aol.com

e

Please enter these comments concerning the proposed revision of the Tuxedo Reserve dc%lopment
agreement into the record of the town meeting, which I cannot attend.

The enlargement, spatial changes, and the reconfiguring of the proposed development all threaten the
quality of life in

Tuxedo. We want development that will enhance the current downtown of Tuxedo, while the
commercial space now proposed would seriously weaken what we have rather than enriching it. Modest
levels of development will increase the business of local firms, but this larger development will,
ironically, displace them. We want improvement, not destruction of what we have.

The geometric increase in infrastructure and services that will be required to accommodate such a
construction project and population (and the long term maintenance) is beyond the resource base that the
new development will create. Worse yet, problem is that the development will be a long time in the
making, perhaps decades, but the public investment to accommodate its scale will have to precede the
eventual increase in revenues for the town. That will put tremendous pressure on finances, at a time
when New York State and all its sub-jurisdictions project long-term (and seemingly insoluble) fiscal
challenges.

Finally, there is also no guarantee that promises made by the developer will not be withdrawn, or that
the developer will flip the concessions made by the town, selling them to a developer who has had no
relationship with the town and our various deliberations. Much would be put at risk by caving in to the
sweet talk of the developer; such talk often turns sour after the concessions are made. Peter Regna was
right at the previous meeting in saying that the town has taken on a very high level of risk with the
existing agreement. It would be foolish, at best, to take on yet more risk to the quality of life and fiscal
stability here. The revised plans would represent the wrong development, at the wrong time, in the
wrong place.

Thomas Bender
222 Continental Road
A ten year resident of Tuxedo Park

Thomas Bender .
University Professor of the Humanities
and Professor of History
Department of History
New York University
53 Washington Square South, 7th floor
New York, NY 10012

t: 212.998.8625
£: 212.995.4017

Saturday, November 21, 2009 AOL: UPendl






ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
DaAvib CHURCH, Alcp

124 MAIN STREET

COMMISSIONER GOSHEN, NEW YORK 10924-2124
. TEL: (845) 615-3840
www.orangecountygov,com/planning Fax: (845)291-2533

Edward A. Diana
County Executive

planning@orangecountygov.com

County Reply — Mandatory Review of Local Planning Action
as per NYS General Municipal Law §239-1, m, &n

Local Referring Board: Planning Board, Tuxedo Referral ID #: TXT05-09M
Applicant: Town of Tuxedo Town Board Tax Map #: Town-wide
Project Name: Tuxedo Reserve LL Amendment Local File #: none given

Proposed Action: Amendments to Local Law #4 of 1998 allowing Tuxedo Reserve to be grandfathered
in under the Town’s pre-existing zoning governing PIDS and to change number of required sf detached
and semi-detached units from 866 to 764

Reason for County Review: Local Law Amendment

Date of Full Statement: October 18, 2009

Comments:

The Depa11ment has received the above referenced Local Law has determined that the proposed action
does not have the potential to cause inter-municipal or County-wide impacts.

County Recommendation: Local Determination

Date: 11/19/09 @ CQ Q

Prepared by: Atticus Lanigan, Planner David Church, AICP ™~
Commissioner of Planning
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