C101
Deirdre Hoare
16 Cross Street
Yonkers, NY 10708
Ciaobella711@hotmail.com

May 30, 2008

Questions on the SFC Phase 1 project DEIS

Please note that when a breakdown for each project site is requested,
information should be provided for each site: River Park Center, Cacace Center,
Palisade Point, and Larkin Plaza.
General
1) What is the acreage of each of the project sites?
2) What are the block and lot numbers of every tax lot at each project site?
3) What is the 2008 1) assessed value and 2) market value of every tax lot at
each project site according to the City of Yonkers Tax Assessor?
4) What is the current ownership of every tax lot at each project site?
5) What is the anticipated ownership of every tax lot at each project site during
construction?
6) What is the estimated 1) assessed value and 2) market value of every tax lot
at each project site after any necessary demolition and during the construction
phase?
7) What is the anticipated ownership of every tax lot at each project site when the
project is completed?
8) In instances where ownership of tax lots will change, how will transfer of
ownership be accomplished in each instance and what parties will be involved in
each transfer (including City agencies such as the CDA and IDA, LDC’s, etc.).
9) What is the anticipated 1) assessed value and 2) market value of every tax lot
at each project site when the project is completed?

1.1

1.2

1.3

Proposed TIF District
1) What is the acreage of the TIF district? What is the acreage of what is
considered the Yonkers downtown area?
2) What percentage of what is considered the Yonkers downtown area does the
TIF district comprise?
3) What is the total acreage of Yonkers combined commercial/shopping districts
(including Ridge Hill, Central Avenue, Cross County, etc.)? What percentage of
these districts does the TIF district comprise?
4) What are the block and lot numbers of every tax lot in the TIF district?
5) What is the current ownership of every tax lot in the TIF district?
6) What is the 2008 1) assessed value and 2) market value of every tax lot in the
TIF district?

1.4

7) What is the anticipated ownership of every tax lot in the TIF district during
construction? (This can be general: SFC or affiliate, City, CDA, IDA, name of
LDC, other owner, etc.)
8) What is the estimated 1) assessed value and 2) market value of every tax lot
in the TIF district during the project construction phase?
9) What is the anticipated ownership of every tax lot in the TIF district when the
project is completed? (This can be general: SFC or affiliate, City, CDA, IDA,
name of LDC, other owner, etc.)
10) In instances where ownership of tax lots will change, how will transfer of
ownership be accomplished in each instance and what parties will be involved in
each transfer (including City agencies such as the CDA and IDA, LDC’s, etc.).
11) What is the anticipated 1) assessed value and 2) market value of every tax
lot in the TIF district when the project is completed?
12) Is the cooperation of Westchester County required to enable the creation of
the TIF district? If so (or if not so), explain why.
13) Will there be any anchor tenants in the TIF district? If so, which ones?
14) What is the viability of the TIF district if one or more of the identified anchor
tenants leave before the maturity of the TIF bonds?
15) What is the impact of the Empire Zone and Federal Empowerment Zone
designations on the TIF district?
16) Which properties in the TIF district (identify by street address, Block and Lot
Number) are also in the Empire Zone and/or the Federal Empowerment Zone?
17) Will the Yonkers IDA be allowed to issue bonds for projects, and to grant tax
exemptions and abatements, in the TIF district? If so, specify which financial
inducements will be permitted.
18) What will the criteria be for permitting YIDA financial inducements such as
exemptions from sales tax, mortgage recording tax, and provision of PILOTS, in
the TIF district?
19) Will YIDA financial inducements such as exemptions from sales tax,
mortgage recording tax, and provision of PILOTS impact the ability of property
owners to meet anticipated tax revenue projections for the TIF district?
20) What YIDA financial inducements are anticipated for each project site?
Specify type, and amounts of projected tax revenues with and without the YIDA
tax exemptions and abatements.

1.4

2.1

TIF BONDS
1) How much money will be bonded through TIF?
2) What is the term of the TIF bonds? Will it vary or will they all be issued for the
same
time span?
3) Who will issue the TIF bonds?
4) What will the denominations of the TIF bonds be?
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5) Will investor letters be required?
6) Will the Bonds be rated or non-rated?
7) What is the expected rating of the Bonds, if any? What is this rating based
upon?
8) Will the TIF Bonds rating or non-rating be tied to the City’s general obligation
in any way?
9) Will the TIF Bonds rating or non-rating be linked to the City’s
creditworthiness?
10) Do the TIF bonds count against the City of Yonkers debt limitations?
11) What happens if not all the TIF bonds are sold?
12) Who is responsible for paying the TIF bond investors?
13) Who will administer the TIF bond revenue collection and payments?
14) Are there fees associated with administering a TIF district? If so, what are
the anticipated fees? Who will retain these fees? Are there any limitations on the
use of TIF bond administration fees?
15) What is the anticipated cost of administering the TIF Bond mechanism?
16) What will it cost the City of Yonkers to administer the TIF bonds?
17) Can the TIF bonds be refinanced in the future? If so, can they be refinanced
with GO bonds?
18) What is the acceptable level of perceived project risk for the city to refinance
the TIF bonds with rated GO bonds?
19) What taxes are expected to fund repayment of the TIF bonds (i.e. Yonkers
property tax, Westchester County, sales tax, income tax, etc?)
20) What percentage of property tax revenue at each project site is expected to
be diverted to fund TIF Bond repayment on an annual basis during the term of
the bonds?
Will this percentage remain consistent, or is it subject to change?
21) What percentage of property tax revenue in the TIF district is expected to be
diverted to fund TIF Bond repayment on an annual basis during the term of the
bonds?
Will this percentage remain consistent, or is it subject to change?
22) What is the anticipated gross tax revenue from each of the four project sites
(River Park Center, Cacace Center, Palisade Point and Larkin Plaza) during the
term of the TIF bonds? Provide annual breakdown per tax type (i.e. Yonkers
Property, sales tax, income tax, etc.) for each site for the term of the TIF Bonds.
23) What is the anticipated TIF bond payment for each of the four project sites
during the term of the TIF bonds? Provide annual breakdown per tax type (i.e.
Yonkers Property, Westchester County, sales tax, income tax, etc.) for each site
for the term of the TIF Bonds.
24) What is the anticipated net tax revenue to the City of Yonkers for each of the
four project sites after the TIF Bonds are paid off? Provide annual breakdown
per tax type (i.e. Yonkers Property, Westchester County, sales tax, income tax,
etc.) for each site for up to five years after the end of TIF Bond repayments.

2.2

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

25) What is the anticipated gross tax revenue for the entire TIF district during the
term of the TIF bonds? Provide annual breakdown per tax type (i.e. Yonkers
Property, sales tax, income tax, etc.) for the district for the term of the TIF Bonds.
26) What is the anticipated TIF bond payment for the entire TIF district during the
term of the TIF bonds? Provide annual breakdown per tax type (i.e. Yonkers
Property, Westchester County, sales tax, income tax, etc.) for the district for the
term of the TIF Bonds.
27) What is the anticipated net tax revenue to the City of Yonkers for the entire
TIF district after the TIF Bonds are paid off? Provide annual breakdown per tax
type (i.e. Yonkers Property, Westchester County, sales tax, income tax, etc.) for
the district for up to five years after the end of TIF Bond repayments.
28) Will employer participation in the Empire Zone and/or Federal Empowerment
Zone reduce the ability of property owners to fulfill their obligations as taxpayers
in the TIF district?

4.1

Infrastructure
1) What infrastructure improvements will be made at each of the four Phase 1
project sites? Give a breakdown for each type of infrastructure improvement (i.e.
parking lot, road improvement, bridge, sewer or water main upgrade, etc.) by the
Block and lot number for each tax lot at each site. Improvements made on, in,
above or under public roads, or utility easements should be specified by street
name or easement location.

4.2

2) What infrastructure improvements will be made in the TIF district, and where?
Give a breakdown and location for each type of infrastructure improvement (i.e.
parking lot, road improvement, bridge, sewer or water main upgrade, etc.) by the
Block and lot number for each tax lot in the district. Improvements made on, in,
above or under public roads, or utility easements should be specified by street
name or easement location.
3) What is the total anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements for Phase 1?
Give a breakdown for each type of infrastructure improvement (i.e. parking lot,
road improvement, bridge, sewer or water main upgrade, etc.) by the Block and
Lot number for each tax lot. Improvements made on, in, above or under public
roads and utility easements should be specified by street name or easement
location.
4) What is the anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements at each of the four
project sites? Give a breakdown of costs for each type of infrastructure
improvement (i.e. parking lot, road improvement, bridge, sewer or water main
upgrade, etc.).
5) What is the anticipated cost of infrastructure improvement in the TIF district?
Give a breakdown and location for each type of infrastructure improvement (i.e.
parking lot, road improvement, bridge, sewer or water main upgrade, etc.).
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Improvements made on, in, above or under public roads and utility easements
should be specified by street name or easement location.

4.3

6) What is the anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements for Phase 1
outside the TIF district, and where will these be made? Give a breakdown for
each type of infrastructure improvement (i.e. parking lot, road improvement,
bridge, sewer or water main upgrade, etc.) and its location (Block and lot number
of tax lot). Improvements made on, in, above or under public roads and utility
easements should be specified by street name or easement location.
7) How much will infrastructure improvements cost the average Yonkers
residential property tax payer 1) within the TIF District and, 2) outside the TIF
District?
8) How much of the total anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements for
Phase 1 will be paid for with TIF Bonds?
9) How much of the total anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements for
Phase 1 will be paid for by the developer?
10) How much of the total anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements for
Phase 1 will be paid for by the City of Yonkers?
11) How much of the total anticipated cost of infrastructure improvements for
Phase 1 will be paid for by state and/or federal funding?
12) What amount of the cost of infrastructure improvements within the TIF district
will be paid for via the TIF Bonds? If not all, how is the rest of the cost being paid
and by what party?
13) What amount of the cost of infrastructure improvements at each project site
will be paid for via the TIF Bonds? If not all, how is the rest of the cost being paid
and by what party?
14) Who will own the infrastructure improvements? Detail ownership by type of
infrastructure, project site, block and lot number, and street name or easement
location.
15) Who will maintain the infrastructure improvements? Detail by type of
infrastructure, project site, block and lot number, and street name or easement
location.
16) What is the anticipated yearly cost of maintaining the infrastructure
improvements required for Phase 1? Give a breakdown by infrastructure type,
project site, block and lot number, and street name or easement location.
17) What are the anticipated yearly revenues, if any, from the infrastructure
improvements, particularly parking garages? Who will collect these revenues
and who will retain them?

5.1

5.2

5.3

Municipal Services
1) What are the current annual costs of municipal services to the project sites, by
service (i.e. Sanitation, DPW, police, fire protection, ambulance/emergency

5.4

services, constituent services, code enforcement, education and school buses,
etc.) for each of the four project sites?

5.4

2) What are the anticipated annual costs of municipal services to the project
sites, by service (i.e. Sanitation, DPW, police, fire protection,
ambulance/emergency services, constituent services, code enforcement,
education and school buses, etc.) for each of the four project sites during the
construction phase?
3) What are the anticipated annual costs of municipal services to the project
sites, by service (i.e. Sanitation, DPW, police, fire protection,
ambulance/emergency services, constituent services, code enforcement,
education and school buses, etc.) for each of the four project sites upon
completion for up to five years after project completion?
4) What are the current annual costs of municipal services to the TIF district, by
service (i.e. Sanitation, DPW, police, fire protection, ambulance/emergency
services, constituent services, code enforcement, education and school buses,
etc.) for each of the four project sites?
5) What are the anticipated annual costs of municipal services for the TIF district,
by service (i.e. Sanitation, DPW, police, fire protection, ambulance/emergency
services, constituent services, code enforcement, education and school buses,
etc.) for each of the four project sites during the construction phase?
6) What are the anticipated annual costs of municipal services to the TIF district,
by service (i.e. Sanitation, DPW, police, fire protection, ambulance/emergency
services, constituent services, code enforcement, education and school buses,
etc.) for each of the four project sites upon completion for up to five years after
project completion?
Demolition, Construction and Parking
1) How much will it cost to demolish the current Fire headquarters on School
Street?
2) Who will pay for the demolition of the current Fire headquarters?
3) How much will it cost to move the current Fire headquarters to a temporary
location?
4) Who will pay to build and outfit the new Fire headquarters? What is the
estimated cost?
5) How much will it cost to move the current Fire headquarters to the new
permanent fire headquarters? Who will pay for these moves?
6) Will response time be affected during and after these moves? If so, how?
7) How much will it cost to lease temporary fire headquarters space?
8) Who will pay to lease the temporary fire headquarters premises?
9) Who will own the new Fire Headquarters building?
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10) Will the City lease the new Fire Headquarters, or own it?
11) If the City leases the new Fire Headquarters, what are the anticipated lease
costs on an annual basis?
12) How much will it cost to demolish the 87 Nepperhan Building?
13) Who will pay for the demolition of the 87 Nepperhan Building?
14) Who will pay to build the new municipal building at the Cacace Center and
how much will it cost?
15) Who will own the new building for municipal services at the Cacace Center?
16) Will the City lease space in the new building, and, if so, how much is it
estimated to cost on an annual basis?
17) How much will it pay to move the current city services in 87 Nepperhan to the
new
building at Cacace Center? Who will pay for this move?
18) How will City services be affected by this move?
19) Will City services remain in 87 Nepperhan until the new building is
completed, or will they have to temporarily relocate elsewhere?
20) Where will people park when the City Garage next to City Hall is
demolished?
21) Is turning the city owned park JFK Marina into parking spaces for the
developer’s construction crews effectively parkland alienation? Please provide a
legal opinion.
22) Will JFK marina be available for public events and festivals as usual while it
is being used as a parking lot for construction crews?
23) During the construction phase, where will visitors to JFK marina park? Will
the public have access to the marina during this period?
24) What city streets will be closed to, or have fewer lanes, during the
construction period of Phase 1? Detail by street, direction and number of lanes,
and time period.
25) What city streets, which currently provide on-street parking, will no longer
provide parking during the construction period of Phase I? Detail by street and
time period.
26) What city streets, which currently provide on-street parking, will no longer
provide parking upon completion of the projects? Where will people wishing to
patronize stores on these streets park?

6.1

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Historic Resources
1) When will a Phase 1B archaeological survey be done at each of the four
project sites?
2) Why haven’t Phase 1A and Phase 1B archaeological surveys already been
done for each project site?
3) Given the historic and archaeological sensitivity of the majority of project sites,
what will happen if historic artifacts and/or remains are located during the
surveys or ground disturbance incident to construction?
4) Will historic resources consultants be retained on site during the construction
phase to monitor excavations?

7.5

5) When will the State Historic Preservation Office be consulted regarding the
proposed Brownfield Remediation plan for Chicken Island? Wholesale ground
disturbance without oversight could potentially destroy important historic artifacts
now buried beneath contaminated soil.
6) Why wasn’t an alternative explored that retained or adaptively re-used 87
Nepperhan while allowing the demolition of the Salvation army building and
current government parking garage so that an expanded parking garage could
still be built?
7) Why weren’t any graphics or photo simulations provided of the visual impact of
the projects on the various historic resources that were identified in the cultural
resources survey? For example, we need visuals of the mall and 50 story towers
at Chicken Island and how they relate to the historic City Hall, Getty Square,
Main Street, Philipse Manor and other historic districts and buildings in the
downtown.

8.1

8.2

8.3

Energy
1) What are the current and proposed energy needs for each project site?
2) How are these needs broken down: i.e., heating and cooling, light, gas, other
mechanicals, etc. at each project site? Will there be electric, oil or gas heat?
3) What percentage of the energy needs of each project site will be provided by
electricity? By gas? By heating oil?
4) What percentage of the energy needs of each project site will be provided by
geothermal, solar or wind power?
5) How will Con Edison customers in Yonkers be affected by the increased
energy demands of the project sites?
6) Will existing Con Edison facilities such as Dunwoodie and Ridge Hill be
impacted by the increased electricity demands created by the project? If so, will
they need to expand?
7) Will Con Edison customers in Yonkers have to pay higher bills as a result of
the need to upgrade existing electric and gas lines, or to construct new ones? If
so, what are the estimated increases and over what time period?

8.4

8.5

Natural resources
1) How will aquatic and riverine species, flora and fauna, in the Saw Mill and
Hudson rivers be impacted by the Phase 1 construction? Give a breakdown by
species in each river habitat and project site, including fish, amphibians, birds,
insects, mammals, plants, etc.
2) How will aquatic and riverine species, flora and fauna, in the Saw Mill and
Hudson rivers be impacted by the completed Phase 1 projects? Give a
breakdown by species and location in each river habitat and project site,
including fish, amphibians, birds, insects, mammals, plants, etc.
3) Will storm water runoff flow untreated into either river from the project sites?
4) What is the current storm water runoff from each project site?

8.6

8.7

5) What is the anticipated increase or decrease of storm water runoff from each
project site during construction? After construction?
6) Will the Saw Mill River be temporarily relocated at any project sites?
7) If so, how much will this temporary relocation costs and who will pay for it?
8) How will temporary relocation of the river impact wildlife, including fish and
other creatures living in the river, riverbed and riverbanks?
9) Will the Saw Mill River be permanently relocated at any project sites?
10 If so, how much will this permanent relocation cost and who will pay for it?
11) How will permanent relocation of the river impact wildlife, including fish and
other creatures living in the river, riverbed and riverbanks?
12) What is the cost difference between creating and restoring a naturalized
streambed and riverbanks to the Saw Mill versus creating a man made canal in a
concrete culvert, as currently envisioned at River Park Center? What are the
longer term cost differences in maintaining a healthy river environment between
these two options?

9.1
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C102
TO: Rocky Richard
Chief of Staff
Office of the Council President
40 South Broadway
Yonkers, NY 10701

COMMENTS ON THE SFC PHASE I DEIS

The Park Hill Land Conservancy, Inc. is a non-profit Land Trust for the City of Yonkers.
We are concerned primarily with issues of open space and environment. We would like
to submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Downtown Development: River Park Center, Palisades Point, Cacace Center and Larkin
Plaza
Palisades Point - Parcels “H & I”
We support the 1998 Downtown Waterfront Master Plan, Alternative B, as the preferred 1.1
use of this site. The financial and environmental costs that are the direct result of the
increased density in this limited area are too great to make the other proposals acceptable.
The proposals for 25 story towers are out of scale with existing structures, create an
undesirable precedent for further waterfront development and do not supply sufficient
parkland for the existing under-served residents or anticipated new population. The
DEIS provides no justification for the radical modifications and changes of the accepted
1998 plan.
Specific Items:
1.2
The paved area at the South of the parcel, between the parking lot and the
canoe/kayak launch cannot be included as part of the alleged 136,000 sf of open space. A
paved area “to be used for occasional vehicle turnaround” is not open or green space.
Not only does vehicle use impede public and pedestrian access but as has already
happened near the City Pier, this will inevitably become additional parking space.
1.3
This entire area currently absorbs rainwater and run off next to the River. The
building footprints and the paved parking and roadways will considerably compromise
water absorption. Any plan should require all parking lots to be pervious surfaces and all
public spaces to be planted areas: grass, shrubs and trees, with no impervious paving.

The request for PUR Zoning should be denied. Essentially, this removes any
further control of the site by any public or City Agency.

1.4

1.5
The DEIS states that the project must is consistent with policies 12 and 12.1 of the
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NY State Coastal Management Program when, in fact, they should comply with the
visual policies 24 and 25
2.1
The shadows cast for much of the day by 25 story buildings next to the river will
have an unspecified impact on the river ecology. Most of the proposed riverfront park,
the existing sculpture garden and adjoining Scrimshaw House will be in full shadow for
2.2
much of the day except in the Summer. The towers will also cast shadows and block
light and air for current inland residents year round.

2.3

The increase in density requires a vehicle bridge. Not only is the expense of this
bridge unspecified but the increased traffic will of necessity add noise and compromise
air quality at the vulnerable river front.
Some reliable studies predict that river water levels will rise as much as 9 feet
over the next 75 years. If this should happen the height and density of this building is
unwarranted and it could become necessary for Metro North to raise track levels No
provision is made for this possibility.

2.4

In general the entire section on Visual Impacts (Exhibit III.B…) either does not
supply the visual simulations requested in the scope, or is confusing, misleading and
inaccurate.
The photograph on page 17 part 6, Visual Character shows the view from
2.5
Sutherland Park to the South - not to the North-West as captioned. Since we know that
this in error we would ask that all that all the photographs purporting to show visual
impact of the development be checked and re-captioned as necessary.
The statement page III.A-30, that “It is the applicant’s opinion that the proposed
2.6
building heights…will not create a negative visual impact” should be substantiated using
both accurate visual simulations and a scale 3-D model of the proposed development
area.
River Park Center
Plans appear to call for about half of the currently covered Saw Mill River to be
‘day lighted’ at this site. Further, a portion that is now open seems to be covered. There
is no other open space on the site. The site appears to be a virtually complete “buildout”, including a piece of existing dedicated parkland. Negotiations for parkland
alienation ‘swap’ required by NY State must be within the downtown area in order to
serve existing residents, not include the area day lighted at the river, and should require
the developers to make appreciable contribution.

2.7

Cacace Center
Similarly, the parkland to be alienated must be replaced within the downtown
area.
‘GREEN’ BUILDING
Other than passing statements on energy star appliances, low-flow toilets and
some maintenance items this DEIS appears to include no reference to LEED or any other

2.8

3

standards for green or energy efficient design in the proposed projects. The Final
Scoping Document did require the applicants to explain in detail the ‘green measures’ to
be used. This requirement has not been met. At a time when climate change is
increasingly problematical and Yonkers is committed to lowering its carbon footprint by
2012 it is entirely unacceptable that the construction practices and the final structures
proposed will both lead to an increase in the carbon load. At a bare minimum the
developers must subscribe in writing to basic LEEDS standards and sustainable building
practices and should be required to explore and report on the use of both geo-thermal and
solar technology. Environmental awareness and technology in building is not new or
experimental. A project of this size and long term impact cannot be allowed to proceed
without 21st century standards.

Respectfully Submitted

Gail Averill
President
Park Hill Land Conservancy, Inc.
PO Box 9
Yonkers, NY 10705
May 30, 2008
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From: Taffy Lee Williams [mailto:tlwilliams@optonline.net]
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2008 11:33 PM
To: Rocky Richard
Subject: Comments - SFC

Taffy Lee Williams / 191 Westchester Avenue / Yonkers, NY 10707
914-793-9186 / tlwilliams@optonline.net
May 15, 2008
Rachelle Richard, Chief of Staff
Office of the Council President
40 South Broadway, Room 403
Yonkers, New York 10701
Phone: (914) 377-6060
Fax: (914) 964-1949
Rocky.richard@yonkersNY.gov
Re: DEIS, SFC consists of Cappelli Enterprises as well as Struever Bros. Eccles & Rouse
of Baltimore and Fidelco Realty Group of Millburn, N.J.
Dear Mr. Richard:
I am submitting these comments on the proposed redevelopment project which includes
River Park Center, Larkin Plaza, Cacace Plaza and Palisades Point. The project includes
a plan to "daylight" the Saw Mill River as well. This project, comprising the first phase
of SFC's massive $3 billion project to redevelop the downtown and Hudson River
shoreline, is certainly a development "extreme."

I would first like to comment that considering the size of this project, the length of time
given for the comment period is unreasonable, one wonders if this was meant to stifle the
public's input simply because of the lack of time available to working people to study the
far-reaching project. Again, there has not been a reasonable amount of time to
thoroughly investigate this project's merit, scope and physical components.
There have been many comments at public hearings on the size of this project - and the
extent of public comment is that redevleopment is good, however, with a reasonable
approach to creating neighborhoods and retail/office areas. We do not need
overwhelming towers along the Hudson River, we do not need to mimic the cold stark
retail centers of White Plains, where "expensive" is the common adjective of description.
Where is the character and charm that this development should entail? Uncreative,
lacking imagination and style, that's what the tall square buildings will present to others.
It is outrageous that with a project of this magnitude, a 3D scale model that includes all

1.1

1.2

phases of this project has not been presented to the public for their consideration! Please
put this together and present it at once.
Concerns arise with the planned height of towers along the Hudson River, which would
create an unimaginative skyline of tall square buildings, cold and uninviting. These
would landmark Yonkers as a city whose planners lack the vision to create environments
with character, charm and warmth. The buildings along the river should conform to
moderate heights such as seen in other shoreline communities with a maximum of
perhaps 5 stories. One wonders how Yonkers can be dismissive of the needs of residents,
who reside east of the Hudson River, who will be so adversely impacted as to lose their
views of the river. The goal should be neighborhoods that are "people-friendly" without
the immensity and overcrowding that is likely to occur at full capacity once these towers
and apartment buildings are finished - and the buildings should reflect some character
beyond the tall square monotonous buildings so common in modern urban landscapes.
Why hasn't LEEDS green building practices been incorporated into the four components
of this project? (Energy Star and grey water collection are not nearly enough!)
Independent power plants - solar photovoltaics and heat collectors (for preheating water)
for each building, superinsulated walls, natural ventilation systems, autoclave-aerated
cement exterior surfaces, residential tankless hot water heaters, pervious paved surfaces
at ground level, even LED lighting fixtures indoor and out - these are easily doable and
shamefully not even mentioned here, despite the enormous energy costs plaguing our
nation today. This environmentally shortsighted project is far from "green" and
sustainable, and in today's climate of environmental duress the lack of serious attention to
energy consumption and "greenness" is UNACCEPTABLE.

How has Yonkers worked with local non-profit organizations and environmental group to
ensure the citizen's acceptance of these projects? What happened to the Scenic Hudson
proposal for a limit of 8 stories for residential buildings along the waterfront? They
believe, as do most Yonkers residents, including me, that the taller, unwieldy 25-story
buildings would obscure views of the Hudson River for everyone else. Has this proposal
been unreasonably and unfairly tossed aside? What is the view of the Beczak Center
Board of Directors, the Yonkers Paddle and Rowing Club (YPRC), the New York Whale
and Dolphin Action League, and others, for the planned height of buildings?
A major problem with these projects is the amount of runoff that will be created and the
inability of the paved surfaces to allow proper percolation. No one believed the Bronx
River and Saw Mill River would so severely flood in April of 2006, yet the catastrophe
happened. One should compensate for flooding expected in the future, especially in these
days of global warming and severe weather events all around the world. Yonkers needs
to be overly cautious as to the projected storm intensities during planning. The Saw Mill
and Hudson Rivers need vast wetland buffers to protect developed areas lining the
waterways. Wetlands protect inhabited spaces from the effects of flooding and ravages
of storms. The developments and paved surfaces are too close to the watercourses, and
will allow immense runoff events to overwhelm the rivers. Daylighting won't help, and
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2.2

2.3
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in fact might make things worse as the river can carry its overload to previously protected
areas. Also, how does the project relate to FEMA projected flood zones with proximity
to the two rivers? High tide marks will almost certainly rise with the rising sea levels
projected with global warming, and if planning does not take this into consideration, we
will be left the same kinds of disasters that are befalling many parts of the world that
share coastline with tidal rivers.

Pollution generated during construction will degrade the rivers and increase runoff and
flooding problems. Later, pollution from traffic will exacerbate the problems. Pollution
controls for this project are predictably weak.

The YPRC has been an important part of the Hudson River shoreline for many years.
Their presence on the waterfront should be assured, during every aspect of development.
The kind of traffic generated by the components of this development project will not be
supportable with the current access roads. The project speaks of lack of infrastructure to
support the additional housing - public works and even the sewage system will have to be
expanded. Despite claims that the Ridge Hill project would help lower taxes, taxes went
up, and another big hike this year bodes poorly for residents looking ahead to the
projected development. Will the need for additional security, police and fire personnel,
schools and other public services send an overtaxed city to the verge or bankruptcy or
worse? Given the massive project's long-term interference with the downtown area and
its retail operations, it is unrealistic to believe the loss of revenue from the project during
construction, while business are forced to close, will be compensated for. TIF might
sound good theoretically but there are no guarantees that the TIF proposals will actually
be enough, given the rising costs of just about everything.

One should not overlook the dire economic environment that permeates our nation at this
time. We are living in a recession, a time when people everywhere, including in Yonkers,
are losing their homes because of the mortgage crisis and high cost of living. The
"prosperity" being proposed by this huge project is unrealistic: rents for housing and
retail stores will be too expensive and the buildings will have high vacancy rates. One
has to just analyze the high turnover rates and vacancy rates for our over-saturated retail
locations already existing in lower Westchester area.

Natural corridors, sometimes called "wildlife corridors" are important strips of
undeveloped parcels that buffer both rivers and highways to allow important migration
space for birds, small mammals or anything trying to survive the changing environment.
Redeveloped green space affords little natural habitat to native wildlife. The Saw Mill
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and Hudson Rivers both support onshore and aquatic life but unfortunately will become
casualties here. Projects that have leave no undeveloped zones whatsoever cast out the
natural world, while existing habitats are mercilessly obliterated. Brownfield zones
adjacent to the two rivers should be restored to a natural state to create truly healthy
environments as well as buffer against flooding. These will be the only viable areas for
the natural world and should be made a larger part of the project.

Sincerely,
Taffy Lee Williams
Taffy Lee Williams
The Crestwood Association
"Working For A Wonderful Yonkers Community"

3.1
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Terry Joshi
29 Rockland Avenue
Yonkers, NY 10705

May 30, 2008
I support the written comments submitted by the Park Hill Land Conservancy,
Scenic Hudson, and Yonkers Committee for Smart Development.
The comments below are an elaborated version of the spoken comment I made at the first
DEIS public hearing. I choose to submit my dissertation on this one specific topic in
1.1
order to support my contention that there are many ways in which to make a financial
breakdown of an exceedingly complex DEIS, and that the Lead Agency should separate
the major components of this Project and analyze each one on an individual basis.
The analysis below is, of course, a speculative one, but nevertheless it shows the danger
of making one combined financial projection on such an enormous Project. A simple
direct cost/profit analysis just of the Prospect Street Bridge and Palisades Point is very
illuminating.
For the purposes of this analysis:
a. It is assumed that the Prospect Street Bridge is not part of the TIF but would be
a standard capital improvement funded by a general obligation bond with a repayable
interest rate of 5%.
b. The apartment comparables are actual apartments found on realtor sites in May,
2008.
c. All 435 units have been sold at opening and remained filled.
d. That the $15,000,000 anecdotal bridge cost is accurate.

PARCELS H & I AND THE PROSPECT STREET BRIDGE.
A specific comparison of these two inextricably connected building projects:
Palisades Point cannot be built until the Prospect Street bridge is built. Without the
bridge, the project is not viable as emergency, service and general vehicular traffic
cannot reach the site except via the congested Metro North underpass at the City Pier.
These two projects should be considered independently from the rest of the SFC Phase 1
proposal because they are physically remote from the Chicken Island site and because
their building costs relate only to each other and have no bearing on the rest of the Phase
1 development.

Therefore, it is appropriate and necessary to examine the two proposals – the Bridge
and Palisade Point – as one project to the exclusion of the rest of the Phase 1
redevelopment. Palisades Point should be expected to pay for the expense of building a
Bridge that is otherwise unnecessary, AND Palisades Points should also generate
revenue for Yonkers.
1. Prospect Street Bridge - $15,000,000 + interest: anecdotal cost under discussion.
a. Necessary for construction on Parcels H & I
b. Necessary for service vehicles and general access once H & I condominiums
are built.
c. Funding: GO Bond.
d. Bridge must be built prior to construction on H & I.
2. Palisades Point – Parcels H& I
a. 435 condominiums.
b. 50% 2 bedrooms; 25% 1 bedrooms; 25% 3 bedrooms. Median: 2 bedrooms
c. Anecdotal price for 2 bedrooms under discussion: $500,000
3. Condominium Comparables: to determine hypothetical property taxes on SFC units
a. 5 2-bedroom units currently available in Yonkers for between $324,000 –
$793,000 averaged out to $460,000 for approximate value of 2 bedroom
apartment at Palisades Point.
b. Average of the property taxes on above 5 units: $3300.00, leading to an
estimated similar amount for apartments at Palisades Point.*
4. Presumed Average Annual Property Taxes from 435 units at Palisades Point:
435 units x $3300.00 = $1,435,500.00 annually
5. Conclusions
Bridge (5% interest for 10 years)
$19,080,000
Palisades Point property taxes for 8 years**
$11,484,000
Loss to Yonkers at 10 year point
($7,596,000)
on bridge bond/interest
Not counting additional city services for residents!

* Granted, it is difficult to know at this point what the actual apartment and tax
assessments will be. For the purposes of this exercise, future assessments are assumed
to be similar to other high-end Yonkers condo properties studied at this time.
** This assumes that the apartments are built within two years; there are no property
taxes generated in the first two years during construction; AND that all apartments
are immediately sold and occupied when the construction is completed. But note that
the DEIS stipulates that SFC believes that it will take from 3-5 years to sell all the

apartments. Therefore, in actuality, this figure is exceedingly generous and the loss to
the city potentially much greater.
Also note that the DEIS contains very carefully graphed figures for rental income at
Palisade Point ,which will generate absolutely NO property taxes for the city unless
SFC is asked to pay on the 435 apartments on which they retain ownership.

C108
May 30 2008
Dear City Council Members:
My comments about SFC will be brief. But one thing that I noticed about the public hearing was
complaints that i heard about the fact that speakers were not staying on the environmental topic.
Since this is a SEQRA project and the Council was reviewing the DEIS, then spakers should
address the issues that are contained in it.
However, a thought came to me that there really is no public/City Council review of the project,
outside of the SEQRA process. And once SEQRA is over, the developers will start construction,
almost immediately. However, it seems that there should be a separate review process besides
SEQRA for such a large project. There’s TIF and the public hearing related to that, but nothing
specifically set aside for finance issues. Or housing issues. Or employment issues.
Perhaps this is an issue that needs to be discussed with the State since SEQRA is mandated by
New York State. Maybe there should be a State Financial Quality Review Process. Or State
Housing Quality Review. But maybe the Council through Charter revision, or simply through its
own public hearing abilities, can consider segments of a project that really have little to do with
the environment, separately from SEQRA.
I mentioned housing in the previous paragraph. I am very concerned that there is little that the
Council can do to negotiate affordable housing in new projects. The City of Yonkers is not in
the business of developing and construction housing and so all eyes are fixed on SFC, Homes for
America to make affordable housing available. And you cannot rely on the good graces of the
developers.
So thank you for considering this letter and your review of the SFC project and SEQRA.
Sincerely,
Tracy Fields
Yonkers, New York
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PHILIP A. AMICONE

CITY HALL - ROOM 315

MAYOR

YONKERS, NY 10701-3872

JOSEPH J. MORAN P.E.

(914) 377-6739

CITY ENGINEER

FAX (914) 377-6922

BRIAN M. O'ROURKE, P.E.
DIR. OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING
CITY OF YONKERS

May 30, 2008
To: Charles Lesnick, City Council President
From: Brian M. O’Rourke, P.E.
Director of Traffic Engineering
Re: Review and Comments of the March 8, 2008 DEIS for the Projects Known as Palisade Point, Cacace
center, River Park Center and Larkin Plaza
Cc: Christine Sculti, Assistant to the Mayor
The Traffic Engineering Division has conducted a review and an analysis of the March 8, 2008 DEIS for
the Projects Known as Palisade Point, Cacace Center, River Park Center and Larkin Plaza. We have a
general comment along with some specific comments about the report.
General Statement: The DEIS report is both voluminous and comprehensive. As it is the responsibility
of the Traffic Engineering Division to assist in minimizing the traffic impacts associated with this project
while insuring that the project area is constructed in such a manner as to insure safe an efficient pedestrian
and motor vehicle traffic, it is recommended that the developer immediately compensate the city in order
to hire a professional traffic engineer/project manager to analyse and comment on the details of this report
and the EIS report. This engineer as member of the Traffic Engineering Staff would provide the
coordination and review of all documentation for the DEIS/EIS process, act as a project manager during
review of development site plans and the review of the final construction documents. This individual
would also be required to oversee all construction phases and assist the traffic engineering staff in
implementing all approved project traffic mitigation and recommendations. This engineer would
coordinate all aspects of the traffic engineering elements of the permitting process and supervise traffic
engineering construction management.
At the present time, the Traffic Engineering Division is in the process of overseeing the site plan review
of the Cross County Shopping Center Phase 1 intersection designs for approximately 12 new
intersections. The developer would like to complete this submission and obtain permits to begin
construction of the new intersections this summer. The Traffic Engineering Division is monitoring the

1

1.1

SWEP Traffic Signal project upgrade and is working with the developer for SWEP to analyse and review
the proposal for additional development. The Traffic Engineering Division has begun the final review of

the Ridge Hill Traffic Signal System plans for 22 new traffic signal installations. The construction of
these new signals will begin in early 2009. At the present time we do not have sufficient staff personnel
meet our commitments and to give a full in depth review of this project.
Specific Comments:
Page III E-1
Traffic Engineering disagrees with the statement that “these roads have an operating speed of between 30
to 40 MPH” These roads have significant delays caused by side friction created by on-street parking,
mid-block left turns and the attempt to coordinate traffic in two directions.

2.1

Page III E-5
Back ground growth calculation is compounded not accumulated.

2.2

Page III E-9
Trip distribution is not explained it is just assigned. What are the bases of the trip assignment?

2.3

Page III E-11
The Data is difficult to analyses because of having to moving back and forth from the DEIS to the
Appendix.

2.4

Page III E-12 (1) Evaluation of the Ball Park
The trip distribution and access point impacts are not explained. How would the arrivals to ball games be
processed at parking facilities? Would there be delays getting into parking facilities if the majority of
patrons arrived at the same time and would this disrupt traffic circulation in the area? Identify the sources
of the data.

2.5

Page E-12
Coordinating events schedules with available parking. What does this mean? Who is going to be
responsible for the coordination? What part will the City have in this process?

2.6

Page III E-12 (e) Description of Analysis
The point by point intersection analysis is difficult to follow from a project overview. Mapping should be
provided to present operational conditions and areas of anticipated congestion. There should be a
narrative that highlights the anticipated traffic conditions. The developer needs to present a macro view
of the City to accurately depict the impact of all development activities on this project. Specifically the
impact of the Alexander Street development and SWEP should be discussed.

2

2.7

Page III E-18
The Mitigation/Recommended Improvements: Primary Intersections is comprehensive and detailed
Who is responsible for making these improvements? What is the timing of these improvements and who
is responsible for the design and cost of implementing these improvements?

3.1

Page III E-20 (4) Other Studies
Is there to be any discussion of when and why the alternative routes identified will be selected? How will
these alternative routes be impacted and what will be the impact to the neighborhoods along these routes?

3.2

Page III E-21
What is a sensitivity analysis?

3.3

Page III E-21 Pedestrian Activity
This development must employ the most modern and state–of–the–art pedestrian standards for “walkable
downtown streets.”

3.4

Page III E-23
The Public Transportation section should address park and ride facilities in conjunction with a shuttle to
mitigate the difficulties associated with the Cross County Parkway and the Saw Mill River Parkway
interchange.

3.5

Page III E-24 Trolley System
Who will operate the trolley? Will it be free? What will it cost to operate? Who will pay for its
3.6
operational costs and the cost of providing the GPS/AVL function in conjunction with the Traffic System
Central Computer?
Page III E1.1 Parking
Parking plan should explore other alternatives than the standard conventional parking structures. The
developer should investigate the use of lifts, elevators and different modern approaches to create the most
efficient and modern parking facilities.

3.7

Shared parking is a conceptual concept that may or may not work with this development. It is incumbent
on the developer to demonstrate through actual anecdotal experience that existing parking facilities with
similar parking demands are successful and that the predicted demands are met. The developer must
justify reducing the number of parking spaces that are required by the zoning code.

3.8

3

The Parking Analysis should also discuss the possibility of assigned spaces, reserved spaces, long term
parkers, short term parking, and handicapped spaces and permit parking. These aspects of parking will
leave unoccupied spaces that can not be shared. Will there be a fee structure that would encourage or
4.1

discourage parking at certain time of the day or by day of the week? Would the developer provide
reduced fee for HOV’s etc?
As was previously stated, the Traffic Engineering Division needs assistance in review and overseeing the
Traffic Engineering elements of the development.

Brian M. O’Rourke, P.E.
Director of Traffic Engineering
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING and DEVELOPMENT
Office of Economic Development

Memorandum
To:

Lee Ellman, Office of Planning

From:

Helen Tvedt, Office of Economic Development

Date:

May 30, 2008

Re:
SFC DEIS Comments
________________________________________________________________________
The Office of Economic Development would like to make the following
comments to the SFC DEIS which clearly relates to the overall economic
development for the city of Yonkers.


If the developers are planning to use union laborers for the
construction work then we would like to pursue with them and be
included in the negotiations with the local unions on specific provisions
to inform local qualified Yonkers residents about all union
apprenticeship programs. We would like to be ensured that the local
work force benefits from all of the construction activities.

1.1



We would also like to see specific language which mentions union
constructions jobs and services that clarifies using Yonkers residents
and local businesses. We would like measurable numbers to what
that definition would be to Yonkers. Mainly, specific language that
would clearly define that residents and qualified businesses will be
given first priority to bid on such jobs.

1.2



Lastly, we would like to recommend that the outreach for all sub
contracted work be monitored and overseen by an outside source so
that Yonkers residents and qualified firms here have a greater
opportunity to compete for these jobs.
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To:

John Liszewski, Commissioner of DPW

From:

John Speight, Water Superintendent
Albina Glaz, Water Engineer

Date:

May 30, 2008

Subject:

Review of the March 18, 2008 DEIS for
River Park Center, Cacace Center, Palisade Point and Larkin Plaza

Although in Section III.H: Utilities; pg III.H-3 of DEIS it is mentioned that a comprehensive
hydraulic analysis of the existing water distribution system affected by proposed
developments must be performed by applicant to identify its ability/inability to handle the
significant increase in water demand, fire protection and determine all improvements necessary
to serve the subject projects HOWEVER :
• Throughout the pertaining sections ( III.H; 3.H) of DEIS statements , determinations are
being made based on initial and very limited hydraulic study performed by George
Lackowitz, requested by Divney, Tung Schwalbe.
•

This limited study were based solely on fire flow tests in the projects’ area and addressed
individual projects such as Palisade Point without consideration of Cacace Center , River
Park, Larking Plaza and other developments contributing to water demand in the
downtown area. Same limited type of study was performed for River Park/Cacace Centers
– Appendix 3.H section II, pg II-19 & 20 plus figures # 4 & 4A.

•

Indicated “Mitigation Measures in section III.H – 19”, such as new water mains’ sizes
and locations, connections may not be adequate when combined additional water
demand and fire protection of all proposed project in the downtown area will be
incorporated in the comprehensive hydraulic analysis.

•

The initial determination of 5,000 gpm water supply to Palisade Point in section
III.H – 19 & 20, with dual source of water supply utilizing one of four scenarios described
in section III.H – 19 & 20 also in appendix 3.H section II, pg II 19 & 20 also appendix 3.H
section II, pg II-19 & 20 plus figures # 4 & 4A may not be sufficient when all projects
are taken under the consideration.
1. Section III.H-1-Existing Conditions - 1a – All connections to the New York City
system are separate and are NOT combined before discharging into the Hillview
Reservoir. The City of Yonkers Hillview connection is to the Hillview reservoir
Uptake Chamber # 1 and not the reservoir proper.

1.1

1.2

2. Further, orthophosphate AND sodium hydroxide are added to water after entering the
City of Yonkers; Section III.H-1-Existing Conditions - 1a.
3. Comprehensive hydraulic analyses will not incorporate the projected use of
conservation measures. Section III. H; Table III.H-3 includes Sanitary Flow with and
without water saving fixtures. Water Demand only incorporates demand with water
saving fixtures and needs to include water demand WITHOUT water saving fixtures.

1.3
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34 South Broadway, Suite 314
White Plains, NY 10601-4400
tel: 914 949-7336
fax: 914 949-7559
www.akrf.com

Memorandum
To:

Chuck Lesnick, Co-Chair, Real Estate Committee, City Council President
Patricia McDow, Co-Chair, Real Estate Committee

From:

John Feingold, Vice President

Subject:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Palisades Point, Cacace Center, River
Park Center, and Larkin Plaza – City Council Comments

Date:

July 21, 2008

This memo constitutes a summary of the substantive comments arising from the review of the
above mentioned Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) by the Yonkers City Council,
acting in its capacity as Lead Agency. The comments enumerated below reflect the Council’s
review of the document and its appendix, and reflect the outcome of numerous public and
televised discussions of the DEIS held by the Council at public Real Estate Committee
meetings. The Real Estate Committee is comprised of the entire City Council membership.
These public discussions afforded the Council members the opportunity to discuss details of the
DEIS analyses among themselves and with the public, as well as an opportunity to engage the
Applicant and its consultants in detailed discussions to clarify or amplify points or analysis
conclusions. City of Yonkers’ departmental heads and officials also participated in these
meetings, further affording the Council members the opportunity to understand the City agency
concerns.
The Real Estate Committee meetings at which the DEIS was discussed in detail and the topics
that comprised the discussion agendas were as follows:
May 20, 2008:
•

Affordable housing

•

Community Facilities (including police, fire services, and ambulance services; schools;
and the Departments of Public Works and Housing and Buildings)

•

Utilities

May 27, 2008:
•

Historic Resources

•

Utilities (continuation – including sewer, water, and electricity)

•

Daylighting of the Saw Mill River

•

Construction

Chuck Lesnick and Patricia McDow
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June 3, 2008:
•

Utilities (continuation)

•

Daylighting of the Saw Mill River (continuation)

•

Historic Resources (continuation)

•

Traffic and Parking

June 10, 2008:
•

Traffic and Parking (continuation)

•

Utilities (continuation)

June 17, 2008:
•

Community Facilities (continuation)

•

Recreation and Open Space

June 24, 2008:
•

Socioeconomics (including direct and indirect residential and commercial displacement;
environmental justice; economic and fiscal impacts; and Tax Increment Financing)

June 30, 2008
•

Socioeconomics (continuation – including direct and indirect residential and commercial
displacement; environmental justice; economic and fiscal impacts; and Tax Increment
Financing)

July 1, 2008:
•

Construction

July 10, 2008
•

Design factors (including appearance, internal and external, pedestrian and vehicle
movements, public space accessibility, and other factors)

•

Alternatives

In addition to the above agenda topics, each Committee meeting enabled Council members to
discuss each of the above items, as well as other DEIS analysis topics and project details.
Further, many questions and issues raised by Council members also reflected comments on the
DEIS made during the public comment period by members of the general public, organizations,
and agencies.
The City Council’s comments on the DEIS document are as follows:
1) Members of the City Council asked that the FEIS provide updated information regarding the
Applicant’s discussions with the Fire Department in respect to the Department’s ability to
fight fires in high-rise buildings as tall as 50 stories, and the extent to which the Yonkers Fire
Department has the necessary training and expertise. The Council members asked that the
FEIS update the Fire Department’s assessment of new personnel and equipment needs to
service the Proposed Project. Correspondence with the fire department should be provided
and should document any such assessments conducted after the DEIS was completed,
particularly in respect to:
the anticipated number of new firefighters, new equipment,

2.1
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2.1
required training, and the amount of financing to be provided by the applicant for that
equipment.
2) Several concerns about the Temporary Fire Headquarters were expressed during City
Council Real Estate Committee meetings by the Fire Department and by members of the
City Council. The FEIS should further clarify the construction schedule in regard to Fire
Headquarters demolition and construction of the new Fire Headquarters, and process by
which the temporary fire facility was selected. The FEIS should also include correspondence
with the Fire Department demonstrating coordination with the Department and the
Department’s concurrence on this matter. Furthermore, the FEIS should address specific
concerns expressed by Council members relating to the temporary fire headquarters,
including noise impacts, rehabilitation and relocation costs and their financing methods,
adequate street widths for fire trucks, and potential effects of the proposed median in
Nepperhan Avenue, response times.
3) As with the Fire Department, the FEIS should include updated analysis of effects on Police
Department operations, as well as correspondence from the Department demonstrating
cooperation and agreement with the analyses
4) The FEIS should provide additional clarification of potential impacts to DPW operations.
Members of the council expressed concerns about snow plowing on the Proposed Project’s
public spaces and on roadways adjacent to the project, as well as further clarification as to
how trash collection from the various project components will be handled. The discussion of
trash collection should more clearly describe whether the project would use public of private
trash collection and how litter clean-up after events at the ballpark would be handled.
5) Council members asked that the FEIS provide updated details in respect to the Applicant’s
plans to provide affordable housing. The members are requesting clarification regarding the
affordable housing component of the proposed project to better assist the City Council in
making a collective decision on the amount of housing that should be provided to balance
the impacts of the project on community and neighborhood demographics. The discussion
should include, but not be limited to, a discussion of the following questions:
•

a) Will affordable housing be included in the on-site housing? If so, how many units?
If not, why?

•

b) If off-site affordable housing is to be created, how will the number of units be
calculated?

•

c) How will this off-site housing be created, and by whom?

•

d) How will this affordable housing component be funded, and how will the amount of
funding be determined?

•

e) Where will the affordable housing be located? f) Will the housing be for rental or
ownership?

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

The Council wishes to remind the Applicant that off-site housing units above and
beyond the number of units evaluated in the DEIS may result in additional
environmental impacts, and to the extent that the construction of off-site affordable
housing is now proposed, the potential affects of this housing must be addressed
6) During City Council Real Estate meetings, the Applicant noted that various job training
programs will be implemented during the construction phases of the project to employ local
residents. Any such plans should be outlined in the FEIS along with examples of how

3.5
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comparable programs were implemented in other projects. How successful were these
programs?

3.5

7) The FEIS should include an updated discussion of the project’s potential impacts on
Hospitals. Members of the Council expressed concerns about the existing demand for
hospital services, including long lines and wait times for emergency room services. The
FEIS should further describe the hospitals that will likely serve the proposed project, and
their ability to accommodate new patients as may be generated by the project.

4.1

8) The FEIS should provide a clarification of the height of the high rise buildings proposed for
River Park Center. The FEIS should specify the height of the buildings in terms of stories
and feet.

4.2

9) The FEIS should more clearly describe the internal pedestrian circulation of River Park
Center, including descriptions of how the individual commercial establishments would be
accessed from the garage and the street, how the ballpark would be accessed, and how the
residential components would be accessed. Emergency egress from the high rise towers
and the ball park needs to be described, as well.

4.3

10) The FEIS should include a more detailed discussion of open space to be provided within the
proposed project. The FEIS should include a clear tabulation showing the total amount of
open space, and describe where each individual component of open space would be
located. The discussion should also describe the anticipated ownership and public
accessibility for those open spaces and any amenities that may be provided.

4.4

11) Members of the City Council expressed concerns about the land that the City will dedicate
as parkland in exchange for dedicated parkland that will be alienated by the proposed
project. The FEIS should describe the condition and ownership of the land proposed for
dedication, where it will be located, and who will maintain that land once dedicated as
parkland.

4.5

12) With regard to the daylighting of the Saw Mill River, members of the Council have requested
additional and updated information regarding this component of the project. The FEIS should
include a figure showing the tax parcels that the Applicant needs to acquire (or has
acquired) in order for the daylighting to occur. Further, the FEIS should clarify that the
daylighting at Larkin Plaza is not being undertaken by the Applicant. Furthermore, several
members of the Council requested additional information pertaining to the use of state
funding slated for the daylighting. The FEIS should clarify how this funding is being allocated
and the role of the New Main Street Development Corporation in the implementation of the
Applicant’s daylighting proposal, as well as in the implementation of the City’s daylighting of
the Larkin Plaza location, for which Council members understood the funds were to be
directed.

4.6

13) With regard to the daylighting of the Saw Mill River, members of the City Council requested
that the FEIS describe the protocol for dealing with debris that may already be in the river
and its flume, as well as any debris that may enter the river channel during and after
construction. Further, the FEIS needs to update and further discuss the potential for
exposing contaminated sediments or soil during any daylighting-related construction, and
plans for containing and/or mitigating any potential effects of contaminated materials, such
as a worker/community health safety plan, as appropriate.

4.7

14) The FEIS should provide further description of the ballpark and potential alternative uses to
the rooftop space allocated for ballpark use. Members of the City Council suggested ideas
for additional uses of the ballpark, including ice skating, soccer, and performing arts space.

4.8
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15) The FEIS should provide additional details regarding the environmental sustainability
measures associated with the proposed project. The Applicant has publicly stated that the
project will be LEED certified, but no such specificity was provided in the DEIS. The FEIS
should provide updated details regarding the specific sustainability measures the Applicant
intends to utilize.

5.1

16) The FEIS should describe the details of the hydraulic study being performed by George
Lackowitz. The FEIS should describe the specific components of the City’s water supply
system that will require replacement or upgrades to service the project, and describe how
those improvements will be funded, who will undertake the construction activity, and how
much capacity beyond that necessary to service the project will be available to support
future downtown development. Members of the Council also requested additional
information about how the proposed project may affect water pressure in other parts of the
City.

5.2

17) Based on the hydraulic study referred to above, the FEIS should disclose and evaluate the
effects of any new construction necessary to provide adequate water service to the project
sites. Any roadways where in-road construction would be necessary should be identified,
and any impacts associated with this construction should be evaluated to the extent that
impacts to the affected roadways as a result of these construction activities was not
assessed in the DEIS.

5.3

18) The FEIS should provide a more in-depth analysis of adaptively reusing 87 Nepperhan Ave.
The analysis should provide a comparison of costs for rehabilitating and maintaining the
building versus demolishing the building and relocating City offices to a new building. The
FEIS should include an analysis of options for incorporating the 87 Nepperhan Avenue
façade or elements thereof into the new building proposed for this site.

5.4

19) The FEIS should also include an updated fiscal impact discussion weighing the costs for
relocating and outfitting City offices, including the temporary and permanent Fire
Headquarters and City offices at 87 Nepperhan, against the revenues received for
transferring City properties, including the Fire headquarters, 87 Nepperhan, and parkland
parcels, to the Applicant. The FEIS should also include an updated discussion of anticipated
costs and leasehold or other arrangements, if any, to the City for occupying space at
proposed project buildings, including the new Fire Headquarters and the Cacace Center.

5.5

20) The FEIS should include a more in-depth discussion of event management at the ballpark.
This discussion should include anticipated costs to the city for event management, and a
concise and a detailed discussion of event-related traffic patterns, including pick-up and
drop-off activity.

5.6

21) Members of the City Council have requested additional detail pertaining to the potential for
increased traffic on roads coming from the northerly sections of Yonkers, such as, from the
area of Executive Boulevard, and down Warburton Avenue.

5.7

22) Members of the City Council have requested clarification of the proposed trolley operations.
The FEIS should describe how the trolley would be funded and operated, its capacity, and
how and when it would be used.

5.8

23) The FEIS should provide clarification and a figure to describe the proposed median in
Nepperhan Avenue. Details about the median such as the proposed width in various
locations and any potential effects on traffic flow and emergency crossing should be
provided.

5.9

Chuck Lesnick and Patricia McDow

6

July 21, 2008

24) Members of the City Council have requested that the parking analysis include an analysis of
churches that currently use public parking facilities. The FEIS should describe how these
churches may be affected during construction and upon completion of the proposed project.

6.1

25) The FEIS should include a clarification of the fiscal risks associated with the Tax Increment
Financing. What are the risks to the City of Yonkers, and who assumes those risks? What
measures will be taken to prevent any burden from being placed on the City in the event of
project failure? Who will determine what the safeguards are?

6.2

26) The FEIS should provide a breakdown of the project components being funded by the TIF.
How will the TIF money be allocated? The FEIS should also include a discussion of how
potential cost overruns will be handled within the context of TIF financing.

6.3

27) The FEIS should provide clarification of the relocation assistance or benefits, if any, that
would be provided to residents and businesses, both tenants and owners, that will be
displaced by the project.

6.4

28) Members of the council have expressed concern about the amount of hotel space that is
being constructed in the City. The FEIS should clarify what existing and planned hotels
within the downtown Yonkers trade area were factored into the market analysis, and
summarize how the Applicant’s market analysis demonstrates the need for additional hotel
space.

6.5

29) The City Council has requested that the FEIS include any available updates regarding the
status of the Con Edison M29 line and possible coordination between it and the power
needs and construction of the proposed project.

6.6

30) The FEIS should provide additional information on the feasibility and impacts of using the
various lots outlined in the DEIS for construction worker parking. Members of the Council
expressed particular concerns about using JFK Marina Park as a construction worker
parking lot. JFK Marina Park is proposed as one of the largest employee parking lots. JFK
Marina Park is a public park that the City of Yonkers has recently improved. How will
construction worker parking constrain and impact the park and its users? The traffic impacts
on the adjacent school, fire house, and JFK Memorial Drive should also be evaluated in the
FEIS. JFK Memorial Drive already experiences significant congestion, and the effects of
worker parking have not been discussed. The FEIS should also include an analysis of using
Yonkers Raceway as a possible construction parking lot.

6.7

31) Members of the Council expressed concerns about hours of construction, construction
noise, and construction dust and particulate emissions for the proposed project. The latter
factor has been cited by Council members in respect to the project’s potential effect on
asthma rates in Southwest Yonkers. The FEIS should include updated construction
sequencing information, as well as an updated discussion of methods to be used to
minimize any construction related disruptions and impacts.

6.8

32) Members of the City Council have requested further clarification on how a construction
management plan will be developed and enforced. What measures will be taken to ensure
parking availability for existing businesses, churches, and government uses including City
Hall and the Cacace Center?

6.9

33) Members of the City Council have requested additional details regarding construction safety.
How will cranes and other specialized construction equipment be inspected? If the City
building department is responsible, how will the inspections be funded?

6.10
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34) Members of the City Council have requested additional clarification regarding the veterans’
building that is part of the Government Center Garage. Will this use be relocated?
35) Members of the Council have asked that the FEIS provide updated and more
comprehensive graphics and photo-simulations depicting how the proposed project would
look, and how it would look within the larger context of existing and contemplated
development in downtown Yonkers and along the Yonkers waterfront. Members have asked
that these simulations include the currently contemplated Alexander Street redevelopment
plans so as to enable the Council to understand the relationship between a possible
redevelopment plan on the waterfront with the proposed project. Council members have
asked that such depictions realistically show the entire SFC project, and that it accurately
illustrate the size and scale of the individual project components in relationship to their
setting (e.g., roadways, adjacent buildings, and topography).

7.1
7.2
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1.1

C117
Archeology Comments
06PR05902

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the Phase IA report
prepared for the Proposed Yonkers Redevelopment Project, City of Yonkers, Westchester
County.
Based on our review, the SHPO recommends that the applicant begin consultation with
the Army Corps of Engineers so a Programmatic Agreement (PA) can be developed to
address the Section 106 review process.

1.1

Additionally, the SHPO recommends that a Phase IB Scope of Work be prepared for each 1.2
development phase of the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The individual scope should
include the following:
Delineation of the individual development phase APE.
A geo-referenced overlay of the historic maps so the selected testing locations can
be identified and discussed.
Boring records with archeological interpretation.
Geomorphologic assessment for alluvial soils/river deposits as it pertains to
the potential for buried deposits.
The SHPO recommends addressing each development phase separately in order to
provide sufficient resources for the identification of historic properties in each phase. We
will provide comments on the Scope of Work for each development phase as they occur.
If you have any questions, please contact Cynthia Blakemore at (518) 237-8643,
extension 3288.

C118

1.1

1.2

C119

2.1

C120

1.1

1.2

1.3
1.4

1.5

C121

1.1

1.2

2.1

3.1

3.2

4.1

5.1

Police Substation and other cost estimates:
Recommendation 1: Substation
Police Officer $104,451
4
Sergeant $123,851
2
Bicvcle Patrol Officers $104,451
3
1
OT $821,983
Portable radios $ 3,203
5
Batterv charger w/6 batteries
Portable radio batteries
Marked radio car w/mobile radio
Bicvcles
3-wheeled vehicle
Emergency Phone
Substation and related equipment

$
900
$
38
$ 30,905
$ 1,300
$ 21,000
$
500
$300,000

7
10
1
2
I
I
1
Total

$
$
$
$
$

417,804
247,702
313,353
821,983
16,015

$
$
$
$
$

6,300
380
30,905
2,600
21,000
$
500
$ 300,000
$2,178,542

Recommendation 2: additional police Sector
10
$ 1,044,510
Personnel $104,451
2
$
6,406
Portable radios $ 3,203
Portable radio batteries
Marked radio car w/mobile radio

$
38
30,905
$

4
I
Total

$
152
$
30,905
$1,081,973

Recommendation 3: additional Traffic Unit
Personnel $ 104,451
2
$208,902
Overtime
Portable radios
Portable radio batteries
Marked radio car w/mobile radio

$169,878
$ 3,203
$
38
$ 30,905

I

2
4
1
Total

$169,878
$ 6,406
$
152
$ 30,905
$416,243

Recommendation 4: Event policing
Possible Posts
Riverda Ie/Prospect
S.Broadway/Prospect
Nepperhan/New Main
Nepperhan/School
Nepperhan/Elm
Yonkers/Walnut
Yonkers/Prescott
Yonkers/Ashburton
Yonkers/SMR Pkwy

Officers
2
2
I

1
1
2
I

2
4

Hours
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Hourlv Rate
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06

Cost Per
Event
$
544.48
$
544.48
$
27224
27224
$
$
27224
$
544.48
$
272.24
$
544.48
$ 1,088.96
Page50f6

Yonkers/Midland
Yonkers/Cross County Pkwy
Palisade/Elm
Nepperhan/Ashburton
SMRR/Ashburton
Stadium Posts
Traffic Sergeant
Stadium Ser!!eant
Total Hours Per Event

1

1
1
1
I

12
1
1

4
4
4
4
4
6
4
6

272.24
272.24
272.24
272.24
272.24
4,900.32
364.44
546.66

$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$68.06
$91.11
$91.11

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Total:

$ 11,528.46

Events Pcr Year:

70

Total Evcnt 01' Per Y car:

$806,992.20

166

Total estimated costs for dealing with stadium events are detailed in the table below.
Recommendation 4: Evcnts
Eyent Coordinator (Lieutenant) Straight Time $140,910
Personnel Overtime
Portable radios
Portable radio batteries
Marked radio car w/mobile radio
Marked Van w/radio
Barricades, elc.

$806,992
$ 3,203
$
38
$ 30,905
$ 32,304
$ 2,000

2

$

I

$ 806,992
$ 80,075
$
950
$ 92,715
$ 32,304
2,000
$
$1,296,856

25
25
3
I
I
Total

281,820

Extcnded Long-term Costs
The costs listed above are only for the first year of operation. Most of the equipment costs should
not recur within the first five years. The following table illustrates what the costs of these
recommendations could be over the first five years, assuming that costs will increase about 4%
per year:
Estimatcd Fivc Year Costs
Equipment
One time cost
1st vear
Personnel only
Personnel only
2nd year
3rd year
Personnel only
4th year
Personnel only
Personnel only
5th vear
Total Estimatcd Cost First Five Years:

$ 660,670
$ 4,312,944
$ 4,485,461
$ 4,664,880
$ 4,851,475
$ 5,045,534
$23,360,294
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C122
Submitted by:
William Dennison
183 Rockne Road
Yonkers, NY 10701
There are 3 issues regarding the downtown Yonkers redevelopment efforts that I would
like to comment on; the lack of affordable housing, the role that the arts could play in
redevelopment efforts and the need for public transportation issues to be addressed.

Affordable Housing
The DEIS calls for 6% of the planned units to be “affordable” and states that any larger
amount would make the development “infeasible” without public subsidies. In addition,
the 6 % affordable housing being projected as part of the redevelopment, according to the
DEIS would be located “in the vicinity but not within the project buildings.” If do not
believe this should be acceptable to the City Council. An 80/20 formula, where 20
percent of units are set aside for either low or moderate income families, is used in many
New York City housing development efforts where public funds or tax incentives are
used. Such an 80/20 formula would help insure that city employees, young families and
those involved in the arts are able to live in our community.

1.1

I do not believe a minor league baseball field and a shopping center can or even should
be expected to serve as the anchor for the downtown redevelopment effort. Even if a
“minor league” is found for the baseball field, it would be utilized at most for 35-40
“home games” a year. A new shopping center will have to compete with a revitalized
Cross County Center, Ridge Hill and the nearby malls in White Plains. More is needed to
insure a vital and active city center. Experiences around the country demonstrate that
successful redevelopment of downtown central city areas includes the arts. Additionally
recent studies by the Port Authority of NY & NJ consistently show that every dollar spent
on the arts produces 10 to 12 times that amount in economic activity. The arts are
increasingly seen as an important tool for urban revitalization. An arts component to the
redevelopment effort could also open up new funding sources. Consideration needs to be
given to the creation of a performance space suitable for music, dance and theatre that
would be the key link in a downtown arts infrastructure. Absence of such consideration
from the DEIS is troubling.

1.2

The DEIS fails to deal with public transportation issues. The projected increases in
parking facilities and deference to accommodating automobiles rather than an analysis of
mass transit options is a serious omission in the study. The recent increases in gasoline
costs and the public’s search for mass transit options only magnify the importance of this
issue.

1.3

C123

From: warren Mur [mailto:mhha47@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2008 10:21 PM
To: Rocky Richard
Subject: SFC Affordable Housing

It is my belief that the question, "should affordable housing stay within the building site of the
SFC project or not" is a definite YES. First, it was stated by the residents that live there now that
they wanted to remain in the area of the SFC project, not to be scattered throughout the city.
Second, how may this affordable housing affect other existing communities? Will the people in
other neighborhoods have a voice in rejecting this housing if they choose to? Will the city listen
to and enforce this decision? Third, will it all be affordable housing or will it also be Section
Eight Housing as well? Again, i say the homes of the residents that live now within the SFC
project should be allowed to stay. It should be the decision of the residents of Yonkers. No one
else.
--Warren F. Murphy
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From: Gerard Wilson [mailto:gerardpwilson2004@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 27, 2008 4:14 PM
To: Rocky Richard
Subject: public comments on StreuverFidelcoCapelli project
The Streuver Fidelco Capelli project is the most important project in the history of the
city.
It is possible for those who will not be able to attend the one public hearing scheduled to
submit a detailed statement by e-mail ?
Gerard Wilson
154 Mansion Avenue
Yonkers, New York

C129
From: John Meyer
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 4:30 PM
To: Christine Sculti
Cc: William Schneider; John Meyer
Subject: RE: SFC DEIS Comments DEADLINE TOMORROW!!!
Christine,
The Department of Housing & Buildings has no additional comments on the SFC
proposed zoning & EIS.
John

C130
From: Linda Infante
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2008 5:51 PM
To: Christine Sculti; Rocky Richard
Subject: FW: SFC DEIS Comments DEADLINE TOMORROW!!!
MIS has no changes to the SFC DEIS.
Thank you,

Linda
Linda A. Infante, Director
City of Yonkers MIS Department
tel: (914) 377-6601
Fax: (914) 377-6572
email: linda.infante@YonkersNY.gov

From: Christine Sculti
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 2:48 PM
To: Brian O'Rourke; John Liszewski; Jim Pinto; Lou Kirven; Linda Infante; Augie Cambria;
Richard Doyle; 'Marisa Garcia'; John Meyer
Cc: William Regan; Paris Ronco; Martin Bellew; Ron Cabriele; Dennis Sykes; Roberta West;
Michael Martinelli (MAMARTIN@courts.state.ny.us); Craig Berardo; William Schneider
Subject: SFC DEIS Comments DEADLINE TOMORROW!!!
Importance: High
Greetings,
To date, your department comments are not on file at the City Council President's office,
therefore, please be aware of the following deadline information. If you have submitted them
please send me a copy and I will update his office.
Thanks you,
Christine

From: Richard Marmolejos
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 2:35 PM
To: Christine Sculti
Subject: DEIS Comments

Christine – comments post-marked before midnight on May 30th will be accepted.
Emailed comments are automatically stamped with “time and date” so we’ll know
when they come in. Anything hand delivered should be in the office by close of
business (5PM) on Friday, May 30th.

Richard
Richard Marmolejos
Legislative Assistant

City of Yonkers
Office of the City Council President
40 S Broadway, Room 403
Yonkers, NY 10701
Office 914-377-6060
Work Cell 914-255-4749
Fax 914-964-1949
Richard.Marmolejos@yonkersny.gov
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C133
From: a k [mailto:aikuri@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2008 4:49 PM
To: Rocky Richard
Subject: SFC project
Hello Rocky
I was referred to you by Richard Marmolejos, although I have no specific
comments in regards to SFC project, I would like to inquire about when the
"scale" model of the proposed SFC project will be available. I Thank
you in advance.
Sincerely
Amjed I. Kuri
914-912-6901

C134

