As I read through the DSEIS, I am struck not by how much information and analysis has been provided… but rather, by how much I keep finding that has not been disclosed… or has been “put off” for some unidentified later time. Let me give you some examples… 


On page 1-8, Table 1-3, “2003 FEIS versus Proposed Modifications: Neighborhood Retail and Commercial, and Community Amenities” lists all the non-residential structures that are proposed to be built by Tuxedo Reserve. I see in that list three “trailhead buildings” amounting to a total of 6,200 square feet of building. Can anyone tell me where these structures are? I can’t seem to find them anywhere on the plans! I’m also assuming if they’re bothering to build such significant structures – one measures 3,000 square feet alone – that these recreational amenities will probably also have parking associated with them. But again, none of this can be determined because it doesn’t appear on the plans! And it certainly wasn’t included in any area of disturbance calculations, or impervious surfaces, etc. 


Along with this is a 3,000 square foot boathouse for Mountain Lake. Where exactly in this document does it say that Mountain Lake is supposed to be used for recreational purposes? Mountain Lake is in the middle of a DEC regulated wetland. From what I read, wasn’t the whole purpose of moving development into this area to avoid wetlands impacts? Well, I can’t see how you can build a boathouse, and have people frolicking on the lake without disturbing this wetland… can you? 


I also notice that this table lists 5,000 square feet for a library, but I’m not sure where that is, and whether the area of disturbance and impervious surfaces have been calculated for this as well. However, I also see on Page 3-16 that the fiscal analysis assumed a 10,000 square foot library! So where’s the other 5,000 square feet? 


It also appears that the area of disturbance did not include retaining walls, stormwater management facilities, access to and lots for well stations and sanitary pump stations, the water tank lot, and the school site. Can anyone explain to me why not? Are these items going to be magically accomplished without any disturbance? 


There’s also a curious note on the earthwork calculations. It says, “Earthwork does not include rock used in retaining walls, stormwater management facilities outside of the North Ridge subdivision, access to and lots for well stations and sanitary pump stations, and the water tank lot.” Again, why not? And if the rock used in the retaining walls is not coming from onsite, then where IS it coming from? That’s an awful lot of rock! Has this applicant provided any estimate of the volume of rock that will be needed for this massive system of retaining walls? How many trucks will be rolling down Route 17 to bring this rock in? 


It’s interesting that on Page 6-11, there is ONE brief mention of the recreational use of Mountain Lake. It says, “Any future use of Mountain Lake for recreational purposes would undergo a separate environmental review process.” Another one? Wasn’t this supposed to be it? Doesn’t this violate the “segmentation” provision of the SEQRA law? 


This applicant has a history of coming back again and again, asking for amendments, getting more of what they were denied the first time. Now they’re asking for a huge increase in the number of multifamily units, and another huge increase in the amount of commercial space. And it’s obvious they’re not done – because they say themselves they’re coming back to make Mountain Lake into their own personal recreational pool. 


Enough is enough! Make them disclose everything NOW, or better yet, just deny the application entirely!

