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Page Section Comment 

  General Comments 

 3.5.1 The description of plans for water supply to accommodate the proposed Annexation 

and the plan for continued rapid population growth in the Village of Kiryas Joel (VKJ) 

include adding sources of water from within (groundwater) and outside of 

(groundwater and water to be supplied from the Catskill aqueduct) the watershed of 

the Ramapo River. Thus, wastewater generated from all these additional sources 

would be discharged to the Ramapo River at either the Harriman wastewater 

treatment plant (WWTP) or the VKJ WWTP (assuming substantial, expensive upgrades 

to the Harriman WWTP). However, our understanding is that under current 

conditions, the reach of the Ramapo River in our area has little if any remaining waste 

assimilative capacity (WAC). This needs to be clearly described in the DGEIS, along 

with the identification of feasible and affordable approaches for addressing this issue 

(if any) that would be acceptable to all stakeholders, before any of the expansion 

described in the DGEIS can be considered. Similarly, the concerns of stakeholders 

downstream of our area need to be clearly identified and addressed. A substantial 

component of the water supply for Rockland County in New York and Bergen County 

in New Jersey is supplied by well fields that tap aquifers recharged by the Ramapo 

River.   

 3.5.1 From a sustainability aspect, a comparison is needed between:  

• the estimated groundwater recharge to water supply aquifers that are tapped 

in the study area; and 

• the overall projected groundwater usage.  

This assessment needs to include induced infiltration from surface water bodies, and 

the effect on the flow and water levels in these surface water bodies.  

   

Page  Section Specific Comments 

3.5-1 

and 

3.5-2 

3.5.1 Well 28 in the Brenner well field, described as a high capacity well, produces water 

from the Ramapo River valley sand and gravel aquifer. The DGEIS should include 

estimates of the amount of induced surface water infiltration from the Ramapo River 

and its tributaries  due to the operation of Well 28 and other wells in the Brenner well 

field, as well as estimates of the potential reduction in surface water flow in these 

streams resulting from the operation of the this well field, given that: (1) the effluent 

from the VKJ WWTP discharges to a tributary of the Ramapo River upstream of the 

well field and thus this effluent may contribute recharge to the aquifer tapped by the 

well field; and (2) the Harriman WWTP discharges to the river downstream of the 

Brenner well field, and a decrease in river flow will increase the impact from the 

Harriman WWTP effluent on the river water quality. 

3.5-6 3.5.1 In the first paragraph under the header “Mountainville Well Field”, it is stated that “A 

requirement for connection to the Catskill Aqueduct and the New York City water 

supply will be to have a backup supply source in the event that repairs are needed on 

the Aqueduct.”  Will there also be other reasons for the required backup that will be 

included in the agreement between New York City (NYC) and VKJ, such as the 

potential for a reduction or complete cessation of water supply from the Catskill 

Aqueduct as NYC’s water needs continue to expand? 

3.5-6 3.5.1 In the third paragraph under the header “Mountainville Well Field”, it is stated that 

“The aquifer consists of interbeds of well-sorted sand and gravel, silt and clay. The 
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best water-yielding and water-bearing material in the aquifer is the coarse sand and 

gravel deposits”.  Review of the “Town of Monroe, Orange County Groundwater Study 

Map”  

(http://ocgis.orangecountygov.com/Gallery/PDF/LAND_AND_WATER/GWR_TOWN%2

0OF%20MONROE.pdf ) indicates that unconsolidated deposits in the area of the 

Mountainville well field consist of “Stratified clay and silt with no or thin layers of 

sand and gravel at land surface and below the water table”. This description is not 

inconsistent with the description provided above, but it provides further detail and 

indicates that the sand and gravel beds constitute only a small percentage of the 

deposits intersected by the well intakes, with the remainder being low permeability, 

low yielding clay and silt. Were the estimated well yields for this well field based on 

72-hour pumping tests? Given that the beds of gravel and sand are likely thin and 

possibly discontinuous in this type of setting, the minimum required 72-hour pumping 

test would likely overestimate the long term safe yield of wells.      

3.5-9 3.5.1 The last paragraph on this page begins with “The groundwater sources and wells may 

include: …”. This is a clear statement that required water sources are not yet defined 

or resolved. Availability of water resources, and the associated management of 

wastewater produced by use of water from these sources, are some of the most 

significant, critical-path issues that need to be resolved before the feasibility of 

Annexation and major population growth in the annexed area can be fully assessed. 

Since these issues have been ongoing topics of study for some time, and are still far 

from being resolved, the availability of the required water sources cannot be 

considered a forgone conclusion at this point in either the decision-making or the 

assessments being conducted as they relate to the proposed Annexation and related 

topics.  

3.5-

11 

3.5.1 In the last sentence of the fourth paragraph of this page, the sentence reads 

“Therefore, without the annexation, residents in Town of Monroe land are ultimately 

dependent upon available private wells”. Note that this is also the case in much of the 

rest of the Town of Monroe, not just in the area being considered for annexation. 

Also, the water supply would not necessarily be reliant on available private wells; new 

wells could also be installed.  

3.5-

13 

3.5.2 The second paragraph on this page indicates that the per capita water usage in VKJ 

(66 gallons per day [GPD]) is 12 percent greater than the average in Orange County 

(58.9 GPD). Given this greater than average per capita water usage, and that during 

the public comment hearing for the DGEIS on June 10, 2015 it was pointed out that 

the population growth estimates provided in the DGEIS for the VKJ community are 

likely greatly underestimated, the actual projected water needs require re-evaluation 

before the DGEIS can be completed. 

3.5-

14 

3.5.2 What are the plans/assumptions for management of wastewater produced from the 

Vintage Vista and Forest Edge projects? Is there capacity at the VKJ WWTP? 

3.5-

16 

3.5.2 In the last paragraph under “Village and Annexation Territory”, it is stated that “The 

capacity of these water sources to serve new development in the land proposed for 

annexation will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by agencies authorizing 

respective approvals and permits (OCDOH, NYSDEC, and NYSDOH)”. Note that under 

the scenario without annexation (i.e., the existing scenario) they would also be 

reviewed by boards within the Town of Monroe (e.g., Planning Board). The feasibility 

and approval of constructing dwellings on these properties will be partly based on 
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availability of sufficient well yield/water supply. Under existing laws and zoning, lack 

of sufficient water supply, among other considerations, may lead to a determination 

that the property cannot be developed for a dwelling as proposed. 

3.5-

20 

3.5.4 In the second full paragraph on this page, it is stated that “As further discussed below, 

Orange County has recently retained an engineering consultant to develop plans over 

the next year to expand the treatment capacity of the District by up to an additional 3 

mgd.” Our understanding is that this work will be a “study” rather than the 

development of specific plans for plant expansion, and that the study will assess the 

feasibility of approaches to expanding capacity. The study results would be used as 

one consideration to determine whether expansion is feasible.   

3.5-

21 

3.5.4 The third full paragraph on this page states that “Treatment rates at the Harriman 

WWTP have remained relatively stable over the past few years”, and implies that 

there has not been an increase in treatment rates since 2008. This seems reasonable, 

since there has been little growth in Orange County outside of VKJ during this period. 

Note that the impacts of increased wastewater generated as a result of growth in VKJ 

would be reflected in data from the VKJ WWTP, not the Harriman WWTP.    

3.5-

22 

3.5.4 The second paragraph on this page states that the VKJ WWTP “…was initially designed 

to treat up to 500,000 gallons per day and has since been expanded to the current 

capacity of 970,000 gpd.” This expansion provided a capacity increase of 94 percent. 

In consideration of the previous comment above, the date and purpose/basis for this 

large capacity increase in a plant that was constructed fairly recently (in 2000) should 

be described in detail in the DGEIS.     

3.5-

24 

3.5.4 The third paragraph on this page states that “Although somewhat dated, these 

surveys indicate that the Harriman WWTP plant has had minor impacts on water 

quality when operated within capacity, which is it’s current operating condition”. The 

water quality referred to in this sentence is the water in the Ramapo River. The survey 

referenced was conducted in 1998, and bases its conclusion on a comparison to data 

from 1987. The 1998 survey pre-dates the 50 percent capacity upgrade at the 

Harriman WWTP and pre-dates the startup of the VKJ WWTP. Thus, data from the 

1998 survey is not representative of current conditions in the Ramapo River. This 

needs to be addressed in the DGEIS using data representative of current conditions.  

3.5-

27 

3.5.4 The third paragraph on this page indicates that Orange County has commissioned an 

engineering firm to “…prepare a facility plan to study enlarging treatment capacity at 

Harriman WWTP from 6 to 9 mgd”. As mentioned in the comment on page 3.5-20, our 

understanding is that this work will be a study that assesses the feasibility of 

approaches to expanding capacity. The study results would be used as one 

consideration to determine whether expansion is feasible. Basing a near-term 

decision regarding the feasibility of Annexation and population expansion on the 

anticipation that the study will indicate the WWTP expansion is feasible, and that the 

WWTP would ultimately be expanded (funding, permitting, planning, design, public 

acceptance, etc.), is not prudent.  
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Page Section Comment 
 Land 

Use 
What is the impact of the annexation on Orange and Rockland Utility property 
located in the annexation area? What zoning would be applied to this public service 
use? 

 3.6 As a general comment, the DGEIS must acknowledge that the Village of Kiryas Joel 
(VKJ) is located in the New York-New Jersey Hudson Highlands region, a US Fish and 
Wildlife Service significant land habitat complex. The DGEIS fails to examine the 
impacts that would occur to this area of the region. The annexation area is identified 
as one with moderate conservation, biodiversity, and recreational value. 
Development at a high density, urban development intensity, is inconsistent with the 
land’s values.  See: http://na.fs.fed.us/pubs/stewardship/ny_nj_highlands02_lr.pdf  
The annexation lands are clearly within the region, as shown on p. 7 of the report. 

 3.6 The biodiversity values for the annexation parcels can be reviewed here: The DGEIS 
must evaluate and determine the potential impact on biodiversity. 
http://www.crssa.rutgers.edu/projects/hiris/Orange/org_bio.htm Biodiversity 
Resource Value is “moderate” within the annexation areas.  

3.6-1 3.6.1 Given the shallow depth to bedrock for the lands found on the west side of the VKJ, 
it can be anticipated that blasting will be required to construct multifamily dwellings 
at the densities being sought.  The DGEIS does not examine this impact. Areas that 
are bedrock-controlled need to be mapped, and an evaluation of impacts conducted.  

3.6-1 3.6.1 Orange County has two-foot contour data from which slopes could be estimated 
using this readily available source of data. A meaningful generic  analysis of 
topography must be performed.  At a minimum, the DGEIS can estimate slope 
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categories using soil categories which provide slope ranges. The DGEIS needs to 
present meaningful information with regard to topographic patterns within the 
annexation area, and the ability to build high density housing based on slope 
patterns. It does not provide any analysis of the amount of soil and land disturbance 
that would occur, based on those slope patterns. The amount of disturbance to 
accommodate large building footprints on lands containing steep slopes is very 
different than disturbances on lands that are flat.  

3.6-1 3.6.1 Statements such as “the soils in the study area are very common in Orange County 
and have no unusual characteristics that significantly affect their use in modern 
construction” are not meaningful and provide no real information regarding soil 
patterns and characteristics. While Arnot-Lordstown soils may be “common in 
Orange County” they are found in areas that are bedrock controlled, largely within 
the park systems and in areas with very low density development because of the 
constraints they pose to building development. The DGEIS does not offer a 
meaningful analysis of soils, soil patterns, and their development potential for uses 
such as roads, utilities, and large building footprints for buildings typically 
constructed in the VKJ.  This needs to be provided.  

3.6-2 3.6.1 Rather than provide a general discussion of soil capabilities, submit a soil chart with 
each soil type, slope range, and development capabilities and limitations for various 
types of land uses, including large footprint buildings, roads, below ground utilities, 
recreation, and open space.  It is customary practice when preparing a DGEIS to 
include a table of soils and their capabilities. 

3.6-2 3.6.1 With regard to the “SCS identifies some of the soils as prime farmland”, specifically 
identify which soils are prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance, and 
present them on a map – it cannot be determined where these lands are located. 

3.6-2 3.6.1 The DGEIS completely  fails to identify ecological habitats and the likely range of 
species that would inhabit the area. There are numerous secondary resources, 
including previous DEISs conducted in the area, from which the DGEIS can draw 
relevant information. The DGEIS must describe the existing ecological habit and 
values associated with same within the annexation lands. 

3.6-2 3.6.1 It is well-established that the Environmental Resource Mapper only shows those 
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areas where a species has already been identified based on studies conducted on 
other sites. Use of either the NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program (NHP) letters or the 
Environmental Resources Mapper are not a substitute for conducting additional 
secondary source reviews of data, and conducting a field walk of the subject area. 
This conclusion is contained on every NHP letter. The DGEIS must be amended to 
include specific evaluations of species and habitats in the annexation areas.  

3.6-2 3.6 As a general comment, since the preparer of the DGEIS has the consent to represent 
the various Petitioners, the consultant has the ability to conduct site visits to provide 
a general inventory of the habitat and species present, based on actual field review.  
The results of field evaluations need to be provided in the DGEIS.  

3.6-3 3.6 A large area on the west side of the existing VKJ boundaries contains habitat for the 
timber rattlesnake, a  State threatened species . Statements such as “ Incidences of 
Timber Rattlesnake potential habitat have also been reported in the region” are 
insufficient to document the potential impact on this species, especially since specific 
habitat known to be important to this species can be identified using secondary 
resources, as described below. The impact of the annexation on the timber 
rattlesnake must be analyzed.

 3.6 According to data readily available from the National Map, a large portion of the land 
area on the west side of Seven Springs Road within the proposed annexation area is 
identified as “interior cliff and talus” habitat.  Its associations include those in the 
Highlands. Typical species prevalent in this habitat are identified in the following link:   
http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchSystemUid=ELEMENT_G
LOBAL.2.723008 
 
Among the sensitive species found in this ecological habitat are: timber rattlesnake 
(state threatened), American peregrine falcon (State endangered) golden eagle 
(State endangered), and many other animals, as well as plants (some of which are on 
federal protection lists).  The timber rattlesnake has been encountered in numerous 
locations in the project vicinity, within comparable habitats.   
 
The DGEIS must evaluate the potential presence of species likely to inhabit the 
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annexation habitats, and determine the potential for annexation to impact these 
species.  

 3.6 The area on the west side of Seven Springs Road is actually an extension of 
Schunnemunk Mountain. This area shares the same geology and soils. Unlike the 
remainder of the VKJ, which mostly grew on areas with Erie and Mardin gravelly soils 
which were formerly farmed and more conducive to building development,  
remaining lands on the west side of the VKJ are contained in the Arnot-Lordstown 
complex,  the same conditions found on Schunnemunk Mountain. These soils are 
difficult and not conducive to high density building development. The DGEIS fails to 
make any distinction between the soils and their capabilities to accommodate 
development.  The area on the west side of the Village, including the dwellings that 
exist in the Mountain View Drive neighborhood, is constrained for building 
development purposes.  

3.6-3 3.6.1 The DGEIS should also identify the potential presence of wetlands and streams, using 
aerial photography and hydric soil mapping. These secondary resources can readily 
be reviewed to identify the potential presence of these resources in the project area. 
Not all wetland areas have been identified as a result of the limited use of data for 
the identification of wetlands.   

3.6-3 3.6.1 Please identify whether any of the waterbodies or watercourses identified in the 
DGEIS are impaired waterbodies. According to the NYSDEC Waterbody Inventory 
Data Sheets, Highland Brook is identified as having “minor impacts”. Also, the 
watershed locations in the annexation areas and the streams to which these 
watersheds contribute need to be mapped. A map of the streams referenced in the 
DGEIS is not provided.  

3.6-4 3.6.1 The DGEIS does not present any existing water quality data for the streams to which 
high density development would contribute. Please provide water quality data for 
the streams and the potential impact to development that would result. The DGEIS 
indicates that each existing single family parcel within the R-1.0 zoned areas can 
accommodate additional building development. If each lot is redeveloped, would 
they be subject to a SPDES Permit? What regulations exist in the Village to ensure 
that the redevelopment of each lot, and stormwater runoff from each lot, will be 
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mitigated. There are a substantial number of dwellings located here, and the impact 
to stormwater quality and quantity must be evaluated. 

3.6-4 3.6.2 The DGEIS fails to meet the requirements of the scoping outline which requires: 
“Estimate future development disturbance and potential implications for 
natural resources in annexation lands.” No such estimate is provided.  “Estimate” by 
definition, requires a quantification of the land disturbance that will occur under the 
annexation.  None has been provided. An estimate, including mapping and 
methodology, must be included.  

3.6-6 3.6.2 Please identify all stormwater SPDES violations within the Village of Kiryas Joel within 
the past five years, the cause for the violation, and how it is being remedied. 

3.6-6 3.6.2 Out of basin transfer of water is not a “sustainable”  or green building practice, 
according to numerous environmental organizations.  In this instance, the VKJ is 
consuming, or holding for storage, twice the amount of water required to service the 
Village, as agreements with the NYCDEP require that an equivalent amount of water 
that is being used from the NYCDEP systems be developed through its Village 
resources. This is a very unsustainable practice.  

 3.7 With regard to community character, cultural and recreational resources, it is a state 
objective to preserve lands within the Highlands region. Specifically, the NYS Open 
Space Plan states: 
 

“NEW YORK HIGHLANDS {32.} ^ - The Highlands are a unique physiographic region 
running through the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York, and Connecticut. 
The USDA Forest Service has analyzed and documented this area as a high priority for 
conservation efforts, and the federal Highlands Conservation Act of 2004 codifies its 
status as a “nationally significant landscape,” with federal funding authorized for 
further conservation protection. The New York Highlands are characterized by 
forested ridges, rocky outcrops, pristine streams and wetlands, special geologic 
features, and exceptional scenic vistas. They are located in the densely populated 
New York metropolitan area. They provide and protect water for millions of New 
York and New Jersey residents. The Highlands contain numerous state-owned 
historic sites, State Parks, DEC management units and State Forests, and NYC 
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Watershed Lands. These public resources are not only ecological jewels and critical 
habitats, but they are also recreational destinations and economic catalysts. 
Hundreds of thousands enjoy these public resources annually, and they inject funds 
into local economies and support jobs. West of the Hudson River, these public 
resources include Sterling Forest, Harriman, Bear Mountain, Storm King Mountain, 
Goosepond Mountain, and Schunnemunk Mountain State Parks…. The Highlands 
also contain preserves and habitat owned by non-profit organizations and private 
entities, including the Open Space Institute, Hudson Highlands Land Trust, Scenic 
Hudson, and Black Rock Forest Consortium. These lands, many of which are open to 
the public, protect thousands of acres of habitat and numerous important species, 
and provide important connections to state and agency-owned properties. Priority 
will be given to connections of existing protected lands on both sides of the Hudson 
River and to the creation of a corridor comprising State Parks, DEC lands and other 
lands that span the length of the Highlands in New York.” 
 
Schunnemunk Mountain and connections to trails and other open space lands are 
being targeted for open  in open space. The lands on the west side of the VKJ 
boundaries, especially west of Seven Springs Road, are part of the Schunnemunk 
Mountain complex. This area must be conserved in open space, consistent with the 
state’s open space and recreation objectives. 

 3.7 The DGEIS does not evaluate potential impacts on historic and archaeological 
resources. At a minimum and given the magnitude of the annexation, a Phase IA 
cultural resource evaluation must be performed to assess potential impacts on these 
resources. 

 3.7 Please identify any cultural resource investigations that have been done for the 
large-scale housing developments that have been constructed within the existing 
VKJ, as support and an indication that these studies will be conducted after land is 
annexed into the Village. 

3.7-1 3.7.1 This section begins with an arbitrary delineation of “study area” as it pertains to an 
evaluation of cultural resources, which includes visual resources. A viewshed map 
and analysis must be provided which documents locations from which the 
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annexation area will be visible. There is no basis or substantiation that views are 
limited by local topography. Portions of the existing Village of Kiryas Joel are quite 
visible from NYS Route 17 and areas within the Village of Monroe.  The DGEIS must 
document existing historic, scenic and cultural facilities within the project vicinity, 
including outside of the VKJ, document locations from which the annexed areas 
would be visible, and in particular, whether there are any significant historic or 
scenic resources which would be adversely impacted by development of the 
annexation lands.  

3.7-2 3.7.3 The DGEIS incorrectly states that the following: “However, under either development 
scenario described in the Project Description (without or with annexation), 
disturbance of the land would result from development activities to much the same 
degree regardless of the action. Without or with annexation, future development 
could disturb virtually all of the developable land in some fashion, either resulting in 
temporary or permanent removal of vegetation and addition of new buildings and 
other facilities.”  
 
This is not true and an unsupportable statement. The resulting residential and visual 
character of lands that are zoned for a residential density of 1 acre per dwelling unit, 
or 3 acres per dwelling unit, would retain much more significant expanses of 
undeveloped woodland than under a scenario where the realistic buildout of the 
annexed lands, based on VKJ existing development, would be at a density of up to 20 
dwelling units per acre. Existing aerial photos of the VKJ readily demonstrate this 
pattern. The DGEIS also does not realistically consider the additional density 
reduction that results by excluding environmentally constrained lands from the 
calculation of buildout under the “without annexation” alternative, thereby further 
reducing development and the visual impacts that would result. The DGEIS fails 
completely to discuss the significant adverse impact that would result to existing 
rural community character, in part reflected by the type of visual environment 
preserved by lower density development.   

3.7-3 3.7.3 The DGEIS incorrectly states that the without annexation alternative would result in 
“suburban” development. Density which allows one dwelling unit per three acres is 
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not suburban, but rural, consistent with the Town of Monroe Comprehensive Plan. 
3.7-3 3.7.3 The DGEIS continues to state: “Development can be anticipated to include 

contemporary, multi-family housing and neighborhood commercial uses, local roads 
and various pedestrian amenities such as wide sidewalks, shelters at bus stops, and 
fencing around residential yards.” First, this is an indication that the DGEIS has not 
fully examined the real “with annexation” alternative – the DGEIS admits that a 
whole range of uses will occur on the annexation lands, but then only evaluates an 
arbitrary, solely residential, 2025 buildout scenario. This statement is also not true 
for the without annexation alternative, as commercial uses are not allowed in the 
existing Town of Monroe zoning districts within the annexation area.  This is further 
evidence that the DGEIS’s conclusions that visual impacts would be the same under 
either alternative are incorrect, as the character of the development to be 
constructed under the alternatives will be vastly different.  

3.7-3 3.7.3 The DGEIS states: “Development on higher topography, when planned, should be 
evaluated at the site plan review stage to identify opportunities for buffering of 
views that would otherwise be opened from nearby vantage points.”  This analysis 
can and must be performed at this time – that is the purpose of the DGEIS analysis. 
Using standard viewshed analysis methodology, it can be readily determined which 
areas would be visible from surrounding sensitive historic and scenic resources.  

3.7-3 3.7.3 A specific visual impact analysis should be conducted for the Highland Trail/Long 
Path.  At various vantage points along the path, it can be determined, using standard 
visual impact methodology, whether views from the trail will be impacted by the 
introduction of high density, urban development comparable to that which exists 
presently in the VKJ.  Simply stating that the “path was walked” is inappropriate 
methodology and unsupported. 

3.7-4 3.7.3 Standard multipliers exist for the appropriate amount of land which should be set 
aside to accommodate areas for active and passive recreation. The DGEIS fails to 
quantify how much recreational land would be required to meet the demands of the 
population at buildout. The DGEIS fails to quantify the need to set aside land for 
recreational pursuits.  

3.7-4 3.7.3 What will the impact be to hikers and public users who want to travel on the trails 



6/22/15 Supplemental Comments from Town of Monroe Conservation Commission on:
“Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 507-Acre Annexation, Town of Monroe to Village of Kiryas
Joel” dated April 29, 2015

 
 

9 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

within the annexation area, or use the County Park? A portion of Gonzaga Park is 
within the area to be annexed.  It is common for hikers and recreationalists to be 
dressed in shorts, tank tops, and other types of recreational gear in summer months. 
If annexed, these recreational users will be entering a village where signage is posted 
which requires anyone, including visitors, within the Village to wear “long skirts or 
pants”, “covered necklines”, “sleeves past the elbow”, and “maintain gender 
separation in all public areas.” 

3.7-4 3.7.3 The DGEIS fails to compare the amount of recreational land, or fee in lieu of land, 
which would be generated under the with and without annexation alternatives. In 
the without annexation alternative, homeowners in the annexation lands have full 
use of the Town of Monroe recreational properties. The DGEIS does not mention any 
Town of Monroe recreational facilities, and the benefits they offer in this regard. 

  The VKJ practice of not preserving open space (except wetlands where they cannot 
by state regulation) is an unsustainable development practice.  See, for example:  
http://www.asla.org/sustainableurbandevelopment.aspx . The DGEIS argues that 
because the VKJ has sidewalks, it is sustainable. However, sustainable design 
encompasses many other facets of design, including open space set asides for 
passive recreation and health benefits that are immediately accessible to the 
population it serves.  


