
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE: June 18, 2015 

 

TO:  Supervisor Harley Doles III and Members of the Town Board 

  Michael H. Donnelly, Esq., Dickover, Donnelly & Donovan, LLP 

  Mr. Tim Miller, AICP, Tim Miller Associates 

 

FROM: Mr. Richard J. Pearson, PE, PTOE, JMC 

Mr. Robert B. Peake, AICP, JMC 

 

RE:  JMC Project 15095 

Kiryas Joel Annexation 

Town of Monroe & Village of Kiryas Joel, NY 

 

SUBJECT: Comments on Kiryas Joel Annexation Draft Generic Environmental Impact 

Statement (DGEIS) 
 

As requested by the Town of Monroe, we have reviewed the Draft Generic Environmental 

Impact Statement (DGEIS) for the 507.4 (507) acre annexation of a portion of the Town of 

Monroe to the Village of Kiryas Joel, which was accepted by the Village of Kiryas Joel 

Board of Trustees on May 1, 2015 and was the subject of a public hearing on June 10, 2015.  

The DGEIS includes an alternative 164 acre annexation. 

 

Several of our below comments note the DGEIS page number to the left of the comment, 

referring to a specific location in the DGEIS to which the comment is addressed.  Comments 

without a DGEIS page reference are of a non-page specific nature. 

 

Based upon our review of the DGEIS, we offer the following comments: 

 

A. A Supplemental DGEIS Is Required 

 

The Kiryas Joel Annexation DGEIS is based entirely on a 10 year projection of 

population growth of residents within the existing Village of Kiryas Joel, which is 

comprised of approximately 700 acres per the DGEIS.  The 10 year analysis included in 

the DGEIS considers only a portion of the potential future impacts.  Accordingly, a 

supplemental DGEIS needs to be prepared to properly address the buildout potential of 

the entire 1,207 acres and provide the public with an opportunity to comment on the 

anticipated impacts associated with the proposed annexation and resulting/anticipated 
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increase in density and population of the 507 acres of existing Town lands as well as 

the 164 acre alternative annexation.  In order to properly evaluate the full 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed annexation.  A timeframe for when 

such buildouts would occur beyond 2025 should be included.  If several alternative 

buildout scenarios are contemplated as reasonable for the Proposed Action and the 

noted Alternatives, all of these buildout scenarios should be evaluated.    

 

The attached pages from the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC) include the cover page of the SEQR Handbook, 3rd Edition, 

dated 2010 as well as Chapter 7: SEQR and Local Government Development Decision.  

In Chapter 7, Section D 1. Are Municipal Annexations Subject to SEQR, the NYSDEC 

publication states “Municipal decisions on annexation are similar in their consequences 

to rezoning decisions; both decisions have the potential to change land use patterns and 

require a hard look at the consequences of the whole action.” 

 

A buildout analysis is a standard method for evaluating zoning densities in growth 

potential and comparing proposed/anticipated zoning densities to existing zoning 

densities.  For example, as described in the attached American Planning Association's 

March 2006 article "Zoning Practice" "Buildout Analysis", "The basic purpose of 

buildout analysis is to…evaluate potential impacts and…possible alternatives," and is 

part of good planning practice.  For the subject Kiryas Joel annexation DGEIS, buildout 

analyses need to be conducted in order to evaluate longer-term (greater than 10 year) 

impacts from the associated population growth to critical infrastructure, including but 

not limited to water and sanitary sewer demands and evaluating capacities to 

accommodate such demands.   

 

The following Tables JMC-1 through JMC-4 compare the 10 year Hasidic population 

growth analyzed in the DGEIS to anticipated buildout Hasidic population growth 

projected by JMC under various alternatives.  The tables demonstrate that the ultimate 

population growths beyond year 2025 (which are associated with environmental 

impacts) are substantially greater than the 10 year growth analyzed in the DGEIS. 

 

Table JMC-1 includes the 10 year Hasidic population growth of 19,663 persons 

considered in the DGEIS without and with the 507 acre annexation as well as without 

and with the alternative 164 acre annexation, which are identified as Scenarios “A” 

through “D” in the DGEIS.   Table JMC-1 also includes three JMC buildout scenarios 

based on the 507 acre annexation and the 164 acre annexation, as well as the buildout 

based on existing zoning of the three territories.   

 

JMC buildout conditions were evaluated by JMC cumulatively in JMC Buildout 

Scenario “1” for the existing 700 acres of Kiryas Joel as well as the 507 total proposed 

annexation acres, which are comprised of 347 acres of low density (RR-1.0 AC and 

RR-3 AC) zoning within the Town and 164 acres of multi-family (UR-M) zoning 
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within the Town.  JMC Buildout Scenario “1” shows an increase in the Hasidic 

population within the 1,207 acres of approximately 81,361 persons. 

 

JMC Buildout Scenario “2” is based on the 164 acre alternative annexation.  The 

Hasidic population would be expected to grow by approximately 35,007 persons within 

the 1,207 acres under this alternative. 

 

JMC Buildout Scenario “3” is based on the Hasidic population potential increase 

without either annexation.  An increase of 22,377 persons could be accommodated 

based on the projections included in the DGEIS. 

 

Table JMC-2 compares the JMC projected increase in Hasidic populations within the 

annexation areas with and without the 507 and 164 acre annexations.  A net increase of 

approximately 58,984 persons are projected with the 507 acre annexation, compared to 

a net increase of approximately 12,630 persons with the 164 acre annexation.  The 

substantial increase in additional dwelling units and persons in the 507 acre annexation 

is related to the substantial increase in permitted proposed density with annexation as 

compared to existing Town regulations within the 343 lower density acres. 

 

Table JMC-3 shows the minimum anticipated Hasidic population growth based on 

projections included in the DGEIS.  The table considers 20 dwelling units per 

developable acre as included in the DGEIS for the annexed territories.  The table shows 

a buildout Hasidic population growth of approximately 59,237 persons with the 507 

acres annexation and approximately 29,252 persons with the alternative 164 acre 

annexation.  The table shows the additional future increased population not analyzed in 

the DGEIS based on the 507 acre annexation, the 164 acre alternative annexation and 

without annexation. 

 

Table JMC-4 is similar to Table JMC-3, yet projects a development density of 30 

dwelling units per developable acre for the annexed territories, consistent with Tables 

JMC-1 and JMC-2.  We believe a higher rate of 30 units per acre should be used than 

the rate of 20 units per acre based on our review of recent development within Kiryas 

Joel.  Developments with rates of 38.1, 35.7 and 33 units per acre characterize current 

trends.  The Village does not have a regulated maximum number of units per acre and 

the development is limited on a practical basis by the buildings not having elevators.  

The rate of 30 units per acre accounts for mixed residential development types and 

commercial uses.  The current Village construction activity includes redevelopment, 

resulting in higher density buildings.  A 10 unit development was recently razed and a 

30 unit development is being constructed on the same property.  Table JMC-4 shows an 

increase with the 507 acre annexation of approximately 61,698 additional future 

increased Hasidic population which was not analyzed in the DGEIS.  A supplemental 

DGEIS is required to analyze the additional population. 
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TABLE JMC-1 
DGEIS YEAR 2025 HASIDIC GROWTH VERSUS JMC BUILDOUT HASIDIC GROWTH 

 

 
SCENARIO 

TERRITORY 
HASIDIC 

POPULATION 
GROWTH 

DWELLING UNITS PER 
ACRE PERSONS 

PER UNIT DEVELOPABLE GROSS 

DGEIS SCENARIO “A” 
 Without Annexation 
 507 Acre Territory 
 19,663 Persons in 2025 

507 Town Acres 
 (164 & 343) 

7,356 3.82 2.82 5.1 

Kiryas Joel (700 acres) 12,307(1) -(1) 9.26(1) 5.4 

Total (1,207 acres) 19,663  - - 

DGEIS SCENARIO “B” 
 With Annexation 
 507 Acre Territory 
 19,663 Persons in 2025 

507 Annexed Acres  
(164 & 343) 

19,663 20 7.54 5.1 

Kiryas Joel (700 acres) 0(1) -(1) 5.84(1)(2) 5.5 

Total (1,207 acres) 19,663  - - 

DGEIS SCENARIO “C” 
 Without Annexation 
 164 Acre Alternative 
 19,663 Persons in 2025 

164 Town Acres 4,642 9.25(8) 5.51 5.1 

Kiryas Joel (700 Acres) 15,021(1) -(1) 10.01(1) 5.4 

Total (864 Acres) 19,663  - - 

DGEIS SCENARIO “D” 
 With 164 Acre Annexation 
 19,663 Persons in 2025 

164 Annexed Acres 11,517 20 11.92 5.9 
Kiryas Joel (700 Acres) 8,146(1) -(1) 8.51(1) 5.2 

Total (864 Acres) 19,663  -  

JMC BUILDOUT 
SCENARIO “1” 
 With 507 Acre Annexation 

507 Annexed Acres 66,340(3)(6) 30(3) 22.16(3) 5.9(3) 
Kiryas Joel (700 Acres) 15,021(5)(6) -(1) 6.08(5)(6) 5.5(7) 

Kiryas Joel Total 
(1,207 Acres) 

81,361(5)(6)  - - 

JMC BUILDOUT 
SCENARIO “2” 
 With 164 Acre Annexation 

 

164 Annexed Acres 17,272(4)(6) 30(3) 17.85(3) (4)(6) 5.9(4) 

Kiryas Joel (700 Acres) 15,021(5)(6) -(1) 6.08(5)(6) 5.5(7) 

Kiryas Joel Subtotal 
(864 Acres) 

32,293(5)(6) - - - 

343 Town Acres 2,714(9)  1.55(9) 5.1(9) 

Total (1,207 Acres) 35,007  - - 

JMC BUILDOUT 
SCENARIO “3” 
 Without Annexation 

Kiryas Joel (700 Acres) 15,021(5)(6) -(1) 6.08(5)(6) 5.5(7) 

164 Town Acres 4,642(8) 9.25(8) 5.51(8) 5.1(8) 

343 Town Acres 2,714(9) 2.29(9) 1.55(9) 5.1(9) 

Total 22,377    

Notes: 
(1) Projected DGEIS net growth in Kiryas Joel population shown in the existing 700 acres varies from 0 (zero) to 15,021 since 

the DGEIS population is based on projected net dwelling units needed for year 2025 population increase of 19,663 persons 

per DGEIS Tables E-1 and AHE-1.  It is illogical and inconsistent for the DGEIS to not consider any population growth 

within the existing 700 acres under DGEIS Scenario “B” while considering an additional 15,021 persons under DEGIS 

Scenario “C.” 
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(2) Existing density of 5.84 dwelling units per acre shown for the 700 acres within the existing Village is based on total 

acreage, which includes undeveloped and underdeveloped property in Kiryas Joel. 
(3) Based on 374.8 acres of developable land and 507.4 acres of gross land per DGEIS scenario "B" and 97.6 acres of 

developable land of the 164 acres per DGEIS Scenario “D”. JMC Scenarios 1 and 2 are based on recent Kiryas Joel 

projects and consider development of 30 dwelling units per acre of developable land rather than the 20 units per acre 

analyzed in DGEIS Scenarios “B” and “D”, as well as 5.9 persons per unit per DGEIS Scenario “D”. 
(4) Based on DGEIS projected 97.6 acres of developable land of the 164 acre annexed territory. 
(5) Kiryas Joel growth potential may be higher than the 15,021 persons considered in DGEIS Scenario “C” since there is 

undeveloped and underdeveloped property in Kiryas Joel. 
(6) Buildout potential may be higher since Kiryas Joel does not have a regulated maximum permitted residential density.  

Recent Kiryas Joel developments have densities up to 38 units per acre. 
(7) Persons per unit is based on existing density of Kiryas Joel. 
(8) Per DGEIS Scenario “C” and 97.6 acres of developable land of the 164 acres per DGEIS Scenario “D”. 
(9) Subtracting 4,642 persons in 164 acre territory shown without annexation in DGEIS Scenario “C” from 7,356 persons in 

507.4 acre territory shown without annexation in DGEIS Scenario “A” results in 2,714 persons, a density of 1.55 dwelling 

units per acre and 5.1 persons per unit in the 343 acres without annexation. 
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TABLE JMC-2 

PROJECTED JMC BUILDOUT INCREASE IN HASIDIC POPULATION WITHIN 

ANNEXATION AREAS 

 

SCENARIO CONDITION INCREASE  
507 Acres  With Annexation 66,340(1)(3) 

Without Annexation 7,356(2) 

Net Increase With Annexation 58,984(3) 

164 Acres With Annexation 17,272(1)(3) 
Without Annexation 4,642(5) 

Net Increase With Annexation 12,630(3) 

 
Notes: 

 
(1) See Table JMC-1 for supplemental information regarding the projections. 
(2) Based on DGEIS Scenario “A”. 
(3) Buildout potential may be higher since Kiryas Joel does not have a regulated maximum permitted 

residential density.  A density of 30 units per developable acre in the annexation area has been considered 

in the JMC analyses.  Recent Kiryas Joel developments have densities up to 38 units per acre. 
(4) Based on Table 1, DGEIS Scenario “C”. 
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TABLE JMC-3 

JMC MINIMUM BUILDOUT POPULATION GROWTH VERSUS DGEIS YEAR 2025 GROWTH (1) 

 

 

SCENARIO TERRITORY 

BASED ON 20 

DWELLING 

UNITS PER 

DEVELOPABLE 

ACRE 

PERSONS 

PER UNIT 

POPULATION 

GROWTH 

BUILDOUT 

DGEIS 2025 

INCREASED 

POPULATION 

ADDITIONAL 

FUTURE 

INCREASED 

POPULATION 

NOT 

ANALYZED IN 

DGEIS 

 

507 ACRES 

ANNEXATION 

507 Annexed 

Acres 

14.77 5.9 44,216(2) - - 

Kiryas Joel 

(700 Acres) 

- 5.5 15,021(1)(2) - - 

Total  

(1207 Acres) 

- - 59,237(2) 19,663 39,574(2)(3) 

164 ACRES 

ANNEXATION 

164 Annexed 

Acres 

11.92 5.9 11,517(2) - - 

Kiryas Joel 

(700 Acres) 

- 5.5 15,021(1)(2) - - 

343 Town 

Acres 

1.55 5.1 2,714 - - 

Total  

(1207 Acres) 

- - 29,252(2) 19,663 9,589(2)(3) 

WITHOUT 

ANNEXATION 

Kiryas Joel 

(700 Acres) 

- 5.5 15,021(1)(2) - - 

164 Town 

Acres 

5.51 5.1 4,642 - - 

343 Town 

Acres 

1.55 5.1 2,714 - - 

Total  

(1207 Acres) 

- - 22,377(2) 19,663 2,714 

 

Notes: 
(1) The minimum Hasidic population of 15,021 persons in the existing 700 acres is based on the year 2025 

Hasidic growth considered in DGEIS Scenario “C” which is based on dwelling units needed, rather than 

the buildout potential of vacant and underdeveloped land. 
(2) Population growths are based on JMC buildout scenarios described in Table JMC-1, except that a density 

of 20 dwelling units per developable acre is used for the annexation area, which is consistent with the 

DGEIS, rather than the 30 units per acre considered in Table JMC-1.  Buildout population growth may be 

higher than shown since Kiryas Joel does not have a regulated maximum permitted residential density. 
(3) The DGEIS did not analyze the additional future increased population resulting from the annexation 

based on full buildout.  
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TABLE JMC-4 

JMC PROJECTED BUILDOUT POPULATION GROWTH VERSUS DGEIS YEAR 2025 GROWTH (1) 

 

 

SCENARIO TERRITORY 

BASED ON 30 

DWELLING 

UNITS PER 

DEVELOPABLE 

ACRE 

PERSONS 

PER UNIT 

POPULATION 

GROWTH 

BUILDOUT 

DGEIS 2025 

INCREASED 

POPULATION 

ADDITIONAL 

FUTURE 

INCREASED 

POPULATION 

NOT 

ANALYZED 

IN DGEIS 

 

507 ACRES 

ANNEXATION 

507 Annexed 

Acres 

22.16 5.9 66,340(2) - - 

Kiryas Joel 

(700 Acres) 

- 5.5 15,021(1)(2) - - 

Total  

(1207 Acres) 

- - 81,361(2) 19,663 61,698(3) 

164 ACRES 

ANNEXATION 

164 Annexed 

Acres 

17.85 5.9 17,272(2) - - 

Kiryas Joel 

(700 Acres) 

- 5.5 15,021(1)(2) - - 

343 Town 

Acres 

1.55 5.1 2,714 - - 

Total  

(1207 Acres) 

- - 35,007 19,663 15,344(3) 

WITHOUT 

ANNEXATION 

Kiryas Joel 

(700 Acres) 

- 5.5 15,021(1)(2) - - 

164 Town 

Acres 

5.51 5.1 4,642 - - 

343 Town 

Acres 

1.55 5.1 2,714 - - 

Total  

(1207 Acres) 

- - 22,377(2) 19,663 2,714 

 

Notes: 
(1) The minimum Hasidic population of 15,021 persons in the existing 700 acres is based on the year 2025 

Hasidic growth considered in DGEIS Scenario “C” which is based on dwelling units needed, rather than 

the buildout potential of vacant and underdeveloped land. 
(2) Population growths are based on JMC buildout scenarios described in Table JMC-1, which considered 30 

dwelling units per developable acre based on recent Kiryas Joel developments.  Buildout population 

growth may be higher than shown since Kiryas Joel does not have a regulated maximum permitted 

residential density.  Recently Kiryas Joel developments have up to 38 units per developable acre. 
(3) The DGEIS did not analyze the additional future increased population resulting from the annexation 

based on full buildout.  
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B. Land Use and Zoning 

 

B1. What is the impact on the property values of the properties adjoining the 

proposed annexation area, particularly for the properties that will be 

surrounded on three sides by the annexation lands? 

 

B2. Referencing our overall comment regarding the necessity of the completion 

of a buildout analysis, the results of such an analysis must be evaluated for 

its related impacts to land use and zoning. 

 

C. Demographics and Fiscal 

 

C.1  

pg. 3.2-2 Table 3.2-1 does not indicate which are recorded and which are projected 

populations.  This should be so noted on the Table. 

 

C.2  

pg. 3.2-4 The Kiryas Joel population projections should be updated using the latest 

available American Community Survey (ACS) data for determining the 

Village's average family size. 

 

C.3  

pg. 3.2-4 What is the geographic extent of the National Center for Health statistics 

used to project the number of annual deaths in Kiryas Joel?  A broad 

geographical data set may not accurately reflect the unique characteristics 

of the Kiryas Joel population, such as less vehicular driving by the 

residents, etc.  Would birth and death statistics from the Village provide 

more pertinent data? 

 

C.4  

pg. 3.2-5 The DGEIS states that the projected 2014 population of the Village was 

compared to the number of marriage licenses issued in the Village between 

2010 and 2013 and was also compared to the number of new building 

permits issued between 2010 and 2013 and "found to be reasonable".  The 

specific numbers of marriage licenses and new building permits issued for 

the noted time period need to be included in the DGEIS so that the 

conclusion may be supported. 

 

C.5 

pg. 3.2-16 The discussion of Table 3.2-11 Future Increased Revenues by Jurisdiction 

With Annexation—Post Development is misleading because the discussion  

compares tax revenues versus Pre-Development taxes and does not provide 

a comparison with Table 3.2-10 Future Increased Revenues by Jurisdiction 

Without Annexation—Post Development.  This is a more valid comparison 
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because the Post Development scenario in Table 3.2-10 will occur in any 

case with no action.  Thus, the difference in future taxes generated for With 

versus Without Annexation Post-Development for Orange County is 

$448,803, for combined Monroe Townwide and Monroe Highway 

Townwide is $164,014, and for the Village is $1,504,852.  A discussion is 

needed of the comparison of post development tax revenues generated with 

and without the annexation. 

 

C.6  

pg. 3.2-17 In Table 3.2-11, explain the basis for using 1,952 projected units on the 

annexation land and 1,873 units projected for growth within Kiryas Joel as 

a basis for deriving the $195,718,122 total assessed value of the 

improvements for the future increased tax revenues by jurisdiction 

calculations.  The Appendix E Table E-1 With Annexation Scenario "B"—

Growth in the 507-Acre Annexation Territory states that the projected 

number of dwelling units in the Annexation Land is 3,825 with zero 

projected net dwelling units needed in Kiryas Joel.   

 

C.7  

pg. 3.2-19 The DGEIS Municipal Cost—Without Annexation section discusses the tax 

revenues as presented in Table 3.2-10.  The rightmost column of Table 3.2-

10 presents these tax revenues as "Future Tax Increase".  Thus, this column 

is mislabeled because it does not represent the "Future Tax Increase" but 

rather the "Future Tax Revenue", and thus is misleading.  This column 

description as well as a similar column heading in Table 3.2-11 must be 

changed accordingly.  The discussion of the Tables on pages 3.2-15 

through 3.2-17 must also be revised to reflect the correct description as 

Future Tax Revenue. 

 

C.8 

pgs. 3.2-20 

and 3.2-21 It is not noted that a comparison of the net tax benefit to the Town of 

Monroe as depicted on Table 3.2-12 and Table 3.2-13 shows a net 

reduction of the "Net Benefit" tax revenue of $336,980 with the annexation 

compared to without the annexation.  Thus, although as discussed in the 

DGEIS the Town's tax revenue under either scenario more than covers the 

cost of providing Town services, the net Town tax surplus is smaller by 

$336,980 under the annexation scenario. 

 

C.9 

pg. 3.2-26 The DGEIS states that it is unlikely, without annexation taking place, there 

would be any motivation to revise the current Kiryas Joel School District 

(KJSD) boundary lines into the Town of Monroe.  The DEIS then goes on 

to state at the bottom of the same page that the school tax rate in Kiryas 
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Joel is lower than the school tax rate for the Monroe-Woodbury School 

District (MWSD).  This would be an approximately 44% savings on the 

school tax rate per $1,000 of assessed value as described in the DGEIS.  

That would seem to be a potentially significant motivation for revising the 

KJSD boundaries even without the annexation, especially since the vast 

majority of the students in the annexation lands attend parochial school.  

 

C.11 Referencing our overall comment regarding the necessity of the completion 

of a buildout analysis, the results of such an analysis must be evaluated for 

its related demographic and fiscal impacts.   

 

D. Community Services and Facilities 

 

D.1 What is the impact on the adjoining properties to the proposed annexation 

area on municipal services such as street snow plowing, trash collection, 

etc., particularly for the properties that will be surrounded on three sides by 

the annexation lands?  Which municipality will provide these services?  

How will that be arranged?   

 

D.2. Referencing our overall comment regarding the necessity of the completion 

of a buildout analysis, the results of such an analysis must be evaluated for 

its related impacts to community services and facilities. 

 

D.3 

pg. 3.3-15 The DGEIS does not address the fiscal impacts associated with mutual aid 

requests to the Monroe Fire Department (MFD) should the Kiryas Joel Fire 

Protection District be expanded to include the annexation territories.  The 

annexation territories would no longer pay taxes to the MFD, and thus the 

impact of these tax reductions on the MFD, which will respond to mutual 

aid calls in the annexed territories post-development when the building 

densities and sizes are larger, should be analyzed. 

 

E. Traffic and Transportation 

 

E.1 

pg 3.4-1 The entire Traffic and Transportation section needs to be revised to reflect 

conditions associated with the buildout of the annexed territories beyond 

year 2025 as well as continued development within Kiryas Joel as 

previously described in this memorandum.  Tables E-1 and Alt E-1 show 

additional development in the areas proposed for annexation as compared 

to the populations in the annexation areas without the 507 acre annexation 

or 164 acre alternate annexation. 
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E.2 

pg 3.4-4  Key intersections are described on page 3.4-4 (CR 64 was inadvertently 

labeled as CR 44 in the DGEIS).  Quantitative intersection capacity 

analyses should be computed for the four intersections described in the 

DGEIS, as well as for the triangular intersections of Route 208 and Route 

17M.  The analyses should be provided for peak weekday AM and PM 

hours based on existing traffic volumes as well as future volumes without 

and with the annexation and buildout of the annexed territories.  A Saturday 

peak hour analysis is not required since Kiryas Joel related Saturday traffic 

volumes are significantly lower than on other days.  We concur that trip 

generation rates per unit for Kiryas Joel is lower than rates in other 

municipalities since many people walk rather than drive, the women do not 

drive and many people use public transportation, carpool and limit certain 

trips to internal trips within Kiryas Joel.  However, the potential buildout 

including the annexed area and continued growth within the existing 700 

acre Kiryas Joel should be compared to the less intensive potential buildout 

of the Town lands without the annexation.  Recommended improvements to 

the analyzed intersections should be described and analyzed. 

 

E.3 

pg 1-2  The DGEIS discusses the obligation for future consideration of SEQRA on 

particular projects that may be proposed.  Have traffic studies been 

performed for Planning Board review of developments recently constructed 

within Kiryas Joel? 

 

F. Community Water and Sewer Services 

 

F.1 

pg. 3.5-1 When will the NYSDEC draft consolidated water supply permit (WSA No. 

11,069) be approved as final?  What is the impact of this timing? 

 

F.2 

pgs. 3.5-3  

and 3.5-6 The Mountainville well field, according to the WSA No. 11,609 in 

Appendix G.1, states that the Mountainville Well No. 1 is the largest well 

in the Village system, thus in order to meet redundancy requirements its 

contribution cannot be counted towards total well system capacity of 

1,928,800 gpd, per Special Condition 1B of the permit.  (This Condition 

notes that the Village is authorized to take up to 2.54 million gallons per 

day (mgd) only until March 31, 2015, and this period of time is past.)  The 

DGEIS statement that the addition of the Mountainville well field would 

enable the Village to meet its maximum daily demand and serve as an 

interim supply while the remainder of the pipeline connection to the 
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Aqueduct is constructed is therefore not accurate because it cannot be 

counted towards permitted total system capacity.  As such, what is the 

impact of this on the Village's water supply until the Aqueduct connection 

is completed? 

 

F.3  

pgs. 3.5-5 A copy of the intermunicipal agreement with the Town of New Windsor to 

share the Town’s existing connection to the Catskill Aqueduct, which is 

discussed in the DGEIS, should be provided as an appendix. 

 

F.4 The analysis which the Village submitted to the State Environmental 

Facilities Corporation (EFC) in connection with the bonding of the 

Aqueduct Connection project, relies on demographic growth projections 

through the year 2045, with 8,550 new residential connections and 1,500 

new commercial connections.  The EFC-related projection thus exceeds the 

year 2025 population analyzed in the DGEIS.  This further supports our 

contention that the DGEIS timeframe ending at the year 2025 is not 

adequate for analyzing the proposed impacts of the annexation resulting 

from the buildout of the annexation properties. 

 

F.5  

pg. 3.5-6 Explain the rights the Village has to the Mountainville well field, and any 

contested ownership of groundwater resources claimed by any nearby 

municipalities.  How will that impact the use of the well field by Kiryas 

Joel and the annexed territory in the future?   

 

F.6  

pg. 3.5-6 Specific details should be provided regarding the status of the permitting 

required for the Village’s proposed connection to the Catskill Aqueduct.  

Filing dates, current review status, and expected date of final permit 

approvals should be provided. 

 

F.7  

pg. 3.5-6 In addition, specific details should be provided regarding the status of the 

construction schedule of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Village’s proposed 

connection to the Catskill Aqueduct.  The DGEIS states that according to 

the project engineer (whose firm is not identified) the construction of Phase 

1 is nearing completion and is scheduled to be completed in 2015, with 

Phase 2 to be completed in 2017.  This response does not provide sufficient 

detail.  A monthly schedule of work to be completed on the Aqueduct 

construction including current construction status needs to be provided. 
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F.8  

pg. 3.5-6 Footnote 9, etc.  All footnoted correspondence that is not part of a previous 

public record needs to be included in the DGEIS appendices. 

 

F.9  

pg. 3.5-6 The statement that the Mountainville well will serve as an interim primary 

supply for the Village while the remainder of the Aqueduct pipeline is 

constructed is not accurate.  What is the impact of this on the Village's 

water supply until the Aqueduct connection is completed?  

 

F.10  

pg. 3.5-8 The current status of the Woodbury Heights Estate Water Company’s 

March 2014 application to the NYSDEC for a water supply permit should 

be provided.  When is the approval expected?  What impact does this 

timing have on the Village? 

 

F.11  

pg. 3.5-9 Further details should be provided on the volume of water allowed to be 

taken from the Catskill Aqueduct both with and without the proposed 

annexation based on the date that the connection is anticipated to be 

completed.  Describe this permitting process and the timing involved. 

 

F.12  

pg. 3.5-9 It should be clarified if the 100 percent back-up for the volume of water 

taken from the Aqueduct as specified by the New York City administrative 

code is required to be calculated with the largest supply well out of service.  

If so, how does this impact the Village's water supply calculations? 

 

F.13  

pg. 3.5-10 Table 3.5-1 should be modified with additional columns that show the type 

of permitting required and permitting status for each of the various well 

fields, the timeframe permitting is anticipated to take (if applicable), as well 

as the anticipated permitted water to be taken from each well field.   

 

F.14 Figure  

3.5-1 This figure should be modified to include a legend, to depict the extent of 

the Catskill Aqueduct connection pipeline currently installed, the pipeline 

yet to be installed, and monthly dates of the anticipated installation next to 

those sections of the pipeline remaining to be installed. The figure should 

also depict the proposed annexation area. Explain the meaning of “Pipeline 

Route A” depicted on the figure. 
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F.15 Figure  

3.5-20 The statement that “It has been reported that the Villages of South 

Blooming Grove and Woodbury are successors to the rights and obligations 

of the Towns of Blooming Grove and Woodbury, with respect to the inter-

municipal agreements”.  What is the source of the reporting? 

 

F.16  What is the impact on the Village of Kiryas Joel (either with or without the 

annexation) should an upgrade to the County’s wastewater treatment plant 

not be completed prior to reaching maximum capacity for the existing 

plant, and a moratorium on new sanitary connections is enacted? 

 

F.17 Referencing our overall comment regarding the necessity of the completion 

of a buildout analysis, the results of such an analysis must be evaluated for 

its related impacts to community water and sewer services.  JMC Buildout 

Scenario “1” of Table JMC-1 of this memo shows a buildout population of 

81,361 with the buildout of the 507 acre annexation and existing Village of 

Kiryas Joel.  Using the 66.0 gallons per person average daily water usage 

rate as described in Section 3.5.5 page 3.5-30 of the DGEIS, yields a total 

average daily water usage and sanitary flow of 5,369,826 gallons per day, 

which is approximately 90% of the existing Harriman Wastewater 

Treatment Plant capacity of 6.0 million gallons per day (mgd).  Under JMC 

Buildout Scenario “2” of Table JMC-1, the 164 acre annexation alternative 

yields a buildout population of 35,007, which in turn yields a 2,310,462 

gallons per day average daily water usage and sanitary flow.  The potential 

3.0 mgd upgrade to the sanitary wastewater treatment capacity of the 

Orange County Sewer District #1 is not sufficient to accommodate these 

buildout populations in addition to continued population growth in other 

areas of the Sewer District.  Clearly, there are significant water and sanitary 

buildout impacts and these must be analyzed in a supplemental DGEIS. 

 

G. Natural Resources 

 

G.1  

pg. 3.6-4 Under Section 3.6.2 of the DGEIS, the statement is made that under the 

growth scenario described in the project description (without and with 

annexation), disturbance of the land would result from construction 

activities to much the same degree.  This statement is not supported by a 

comparison of the existing Town of Monroe zoning regulations which 

limits unit density and has various bulk regulations in place which limit the 

extent of site disturbance activities.  A comparison with the denser 

development permitted under KJ zoning should be provided to determine if 

the degree of land disturbance following annexation would change versus 

the no annexation scenario. 

 



16 

 

H. Cultural Resources 

 

H.1 

Pg. 3.7-4 The DGEIS notes that because Seven Springs Road is a public road, the 

annexation will not remove or hinder public access to the roadway as it 

currently provides for users of the Highlands Trail and Long Path, 

significant regional hiking trailways.  However, people using those trails 

might be impacted should the Village post signs (as it currently does at 

other entrances to the Village) asking visitors to dress in a modest way, 

specifically by “wearing long skirts or pants; covered necklines; sleeves 

past the elbow; [and to]…maintain gender separation in all public areas.”  

Impacts to users of the trails should be addressed.   
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