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1 Omission of the Hillcrest Census Designated 
Place is considered a serious deficiency.  
Population growth information must be 
provided and evaluated. 

The Town Board notes that the revised 
Comprehensive Plan amendments now 
incorporate data for the Hillcrest CDP, 
which shows that the level of housing need 
in that area is of similar magnitude to the 
Town and County.  The Board notes that 
the CDP is the most granular level of 
Census data, and that the area considered 
in the Comprehensive Plan has historically 
included a larger area of the Town. 

 

2 Site does not comply with goals and 
objectives on Page 4.  Site is not proximate to 
community shopping, facilities and services 
or public transportation. Zoning with 
maximum of six units per acre must be 
implemented.  

The Town Board disagrees. 
As set forth in the Town Board’s SEQRA 
Findings Statement, the site is reasonably 
proximate to community shopping, 
facilities and services in the Village of 
Spring Valley (and along Route 45). 
The Town Board has considered lower 
density zoning for the site studied in the 
EIS, and will retain the R-15 zoning 
designation on a portion of the study area 
considered for MR-12 zoning.  The  Town 
Board notes that the Pascack Ridge 
developer has committed to working with 
the County to incorporate the site into a 
County mass transit route.  In consideration 
of the above, the Town Board does not find 
that the County’s recommendation on 
maximum density zoning is justified. 

 

3 MR-12 designation is inappropriate as it fails 
to meet most of the siting criteria. 
Questionable whether multifamily housing is 
needed in Hillcrest area since Census data 
was not analyzed. Transitional zoning of not 
more than six acres must be considered. 

The Town Board disagrees that the site fails 
to meet the site criteria.  As discussed in 
Section 11.8 of the Findings Statement, on 
consideration of the siting criteria, the 
Pascack Ridge site is appropriate for 
multifamily housing.  The Town Board has 
considered “transitional zoning”: while a 
portion of the overall site will be retained 
in the existing R-15 zoning designation, 
“transitional” zoning densities are not 
necessary, and will not make efficient use 
of the site  to achieve the Town’s housing 
objectives. 

 

4 Differing site and locational characteristics 
should determination as to appropriate 
multifamily district for each property. MR-12 
density is inappropriate for site given 
distance to shopping, public transportation, 
environmental constraints and proximity of 

As noted, the Town disagrees that the site 
does not meet the siting criteria. 
The Town has considered less dense zoning 
designations in its Findings Statement and 
concludes that the MR-12 zoning 
designation on lands west of Pascack is 

 



single family neighborhoods.  CP 
amendments must include less dense 
multifamily zoning designation. 

reasonable and appropriate to meet the 
Town’s housing objectives. 

5 2004 CP recommended specific sites for 
location of multifamily housing.  Number of 
residential units must be provided.  
Consultant must document the number of 
multifamily units added to inventory since 
2004, including in R-15C district.  This 
information must be considered in evaluating 
the need for additional multifamily units. 

Given that the revised Comprehensive Plan  
demonstrates the Town’s continuing need 
for housing, and explains that the sites 
identified in the 2004 Plan have largely 
been developed for that purpose, the  
Town Board sees no value in inventory of 
the units that have been built, as they have 
clearly not met the demonstrated need. 

 

6 Additional information must be provided to 
support statement that the need for 
multifamily housing remains unfulfilled in 
2019.  Town must consider transitional 
zoning for areas bordering single family 
neighborhoods 

See comment above as to housing needs. 
See comment above as to the Town’s 
consideration of  “transitional” zoning and 
the need for such zoning when existing  
multifamily development is now found in 
close proximity to single family 
neighborhoods without significant adverse 
effects on the community character of 
those neighborhoods.  

 

7 2004 CP recommended 3 multifamily zoning 
districts.  Given factors for placement, Town 
must evaluate a lower transitional density of 
six acres for sites bordering singe family 
neighborhoods that were not considered in 
the 2004 CP. 

See comments above.  

8 Disagrees with CP conclusion that 
landscaping will mitigate visual impacts of 
development viewed from Spring Brook 
Road. 

The Town Board has frrespectfully 
considered the Department’s opinion. 
However, the Town Board has aslo 
considered the information provided in the 
EIS, and the evaluation and professional 
recommendation of its planning consultant 
in making its findings.  
The Town Board further notes that the MR-
12 zoning authorizes the Planning Board to 
require robust planting to screen a multi 
family development  to protect adjacent 
properties and to implement architectural 
review recommendations from the CRDC 
for that purpose.o 

 

9 Pascack site is bounded by local roads, at a 
distance from State or County roads, and 
provides no opportunity for public 
transportation.  Pascack site is deficient in 
this factor and therefore proposed density is 
inappropriate. 

The Town Board disagrees.  
The County appears to conclude that the 
ownership of roadways, by itself, is 
conclusive as to their capacity.  While the 
location criteria do specify State and 
County roads as presumptively capable of 
handling the traffic anticipated from 

 



multifamily developments, they do not 
exclude Town highways from 
consideration. The DEIS and FEIS traffic  
studies, prepared by the applicant’s 
consulting traffic engineer and reviewed by 
the Town’s consulting traffic engineers, 
conclude that the Town highway network 
in the vicinity of the site is capable of 
providing access to the anticipated traffic  

10 The total number of units constructed on 
areas identified as locations for multifamily 
housing must be provided, as this is relevant 
to the discussion of need. 
The consultant must explain how it was 
determined that the need for multifamily 
housing remains unfulfilled. 
Other areas proposed for multifamily housing 
in the 2004 Plan has been rezoned and 
multifamily zoning proposal have been 
submitted for two of three sites and the third 
has been developed. The number of 
residential units constructed must be 
provided for each of the site identified in the 
2004 Plan and considered in the analysis of 
need for additional multifamily units.  The 
total number of units must be provided 

The Town Board disagrees, for the reasons 
noted in its response to Comment  

 

11 Transitional zoning must be applied that 
respects the site’s environmental constraints, 
as well as infrastructure capacity, accessibility 
and community character.  MR-12 zoning 
does not meet those standards and must not 
be permitted. 

The Town Board disagrees.  
As demonstrated in the Town Board’s 
Finding Statement, the EIS demonstrates 
that a conceptual plan for multifamily 
development conforming to the MR-12  
regulations can be implemented on the site 
without impacting environmentally 
constrained lands, with adequate access to 
the site, and without adversely affecting 
community character.  The reduction in 
overall density that will result from the 
exclusion of the properties to the east of 
Pascack Brook only reinforces that 
conclusion. 

 

12 Review of the CP Amendments must be 
completed by the RC Drainage Agency and 
any concerns addressed. 

In fact, The Rockland County Drainage 
Agency (RCDA) has asserted that while site 
plan approval would require a permit from 
it, the proposed zoning amendments do 
not.    In any event, no land disturbance or 
development is proposed or anticipated 
within the regulated area of Pascack Brook. 
Any future land use application that does 

 



propose a regulated activity within an area 
regulated by the RCDA  will be referred to 
RCDA for review and any necessary 
approval, at which time any concerns will 
be addressed. 

13 Due to the presence of federal wetlands, 
review of the CP Amendments by the USACE 
must be completed and any concerns 
addressed. 

It is unclear what basis the County has to 
believe that the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers (ACOE) opines on zoning code 
amendments.  In any event,  he Concept 
Plan studied in the Pascack Ridge EIS does 
not proposed or anticipate any regulated 
activities in any regulated wetland area.  In 
the event any future land use application 
does proposed a regulated activity with 
within an area regulated by ACOE,  the 
application will be referred to USACE for 
review and approval of any necessary 
USACE permit, at which time any concerns 
will be addressed. 

 

14 A sanitary sewer capacity analysis must be 
submitted to RCHD, as requested.  The 
capacity analysis must be  provided. 

As discussed in the Findings Statement, a 
sewer capacity analysis was prepared that 
showed that no impacts are projected in 
connection with the sewer service for the 
area subject to the rezoning. As requested 
by RCHD, at such time as any land use 
application requiring sanitary sewer service 
is made for the Pascack Ridge property, the 
sanitary sewer analysis will be provided to 
RCHD for review and any necessary 
approval. 

 

15 The applicant must comply with the 
conditions of RCSD No. 1 letter of August 26, 
2019 and provide the sewer capacity analysis 
to  RCSD No. 1 for their review and approval. 

As discussed in the Findings Statement, to 
address the RCSD’s comment that a sewer 
capacity analysis would be required in 
order to connect to the trunk line, Tam 
Enterprises monitored the flow in the 24” 
pipe every 30 seconds from November 18, 
2019 to November 25, 2019 flow meter. 
These data showed no impacts are 
projected in connection with the sewer 
service for the area subject to the rezoning.   
As noted by RCSD, any application for 
sewer service must address the 
requirements of the Sewer District outlined 
in the referenced letter.  At such time as 
any land use application requiring sanitary 
sewer service is made for the Pascack Ridge 
property, the sanitary sewer analysis will be 
provided to RCSD for review and any 

 



necessary approval. 

16 The Town of Clarkstown is opposed to the 
zoning and the connection to Spring Town 
Road.  The Supervisor and Board members 
have attended public hearings to present 
their views.  These concerns must be 
addressed. 
The Village of Spring Valley must be given 
opportunity to review the proposal and its 
impact on community character, traffic, 
water quantity and quality, drainage, 
stormwater runoff and sanitary sewer 
service. 

Comment noted.  
Both the Town of Clarkstown and the 
Village of Spring Valley were given the 
opportunity to speak at multiple public 
hearings that were held on the Pascack 
Ridge CP and zoning amendments, as well 
as provided opportunity to provide 
comments on the SEQRA documents 
throughout the environmental review of 
those amendments. 
The Town Board has considered the 
concerns of Clarkstown regarding traffic 
impact on the residential area bordering 
Spring Brook Road and the community 
character of that area, as set forth in the 
SEQRA findings statement, which notes 
that the levels of service on Clarkstown 
roads will remain acceptable, that the 
visual impact of multifamily development 
can be addressed by architectural designed 
and robust landscaping along the 
boundary, and that there will not be 
adverse impacts on water, sewer , drainage 
or stormwater. 
The Town Board has provided the Village of 
Spring Valley with opportunity to review 
the proposal and express any concerns 
about impact.  Spring Valley has not 
expressed any concern about the issues 
identified by the County.  In any event, the 
Town Board notes it is unlikely that Spring 
Valley would have concerns about drainage 
and stormwater, since the Village boundary 
is uphill from the Pascack property. 

 

17 Review of the CP Amendments must be 
completed by the RC Office of Fire and 
Emergency Services or the Spring Valley Fire 
District to ensure that emergency access and 
sufficient water pressure for fire fighting 
purposes has been addressed. 

Commented noted.  The Fire Districts that 
serve the Pascack Ridge properties have 
participated in the environmental review 
process as involved agencies. At such time 
as any land use application requiring fire 
protection service is made for the Pascack 
Ridge property, the applicant will be 
required confirm that emergency access for 
emergency service vehicles is acceptable to 
the first responders and that adequate fire 
flows and pressures will be available to the 
property. 

 

18 If any conditions of this GML review are Comment noted.  



overriden, the land use board must file a 
report with the Commissioner of Planning on 
the action taken. 
If the action is contrary to the 
recommendation of the Commissioner, the 
board must state the reasons for such action.  

The Town Board will file this report of the 
action taken with the Commissioner, which 
states the reasons for the Town Board 
action to override the Commissioner’s 
disapproval. 
To the extent that  any of the enumerated 
paragraphs of the Department’s letter are 
considered conditions that must be met 
prior to approval of the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments, the 
Town Board additionally overrides such 
conditions as inappropriate and 
unnecessary conditions to a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, but as it 
is appropriate to require any applicant 
seeking a land use approval in any zoning 
district of the Town to comply with all 
applicable requirements of a County 
regulatory agency with jurisdiction over any 
aspect of that action, it will do so. 

19 County Departments are prohibited from 
issuing permits, licenses or approvals until 
the report is filed. 
The applicant must provide a County agency 
with jurisdiction over the project the 
commissioner report approving the project or 
the Commissioner report disapproving the 
action and a copy of the board statement 
overriding the recommendations and stating 
the reasons for the override. 

Comment noted. 
The Town Board will provide the 
petitioners and file this report of the action 
taken with the Commissioner, which states 
the reasons for the Town Board action to 
override the Commissioner’s disapproval. 

 

20 The report noted in comment 19 is required 
in connection with County approvals.   

Comment noted.  At such time as any land 
use application requiring any County 
agency approval is made for the Pascack 
Ridge property, the applicant will be 
required comply with the County’s 
application requirements. 

 

 






























