Chapter 16: Alternatives

A. INTRODUCTION

The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR&)d its implementing regulations
require the consideration of project alternatiwgkich are formulated in response to potential
impacts of the proposed project. As requested & dtlopted scope of work, this chapter
analyzes the following alternatives: 1) No Actioliefnative, where no new development would
occur on the Watchtower Educational Center (WE@perties; 2) As-of-Right Alternative,
which does not require a height variance; 3) RedllRreject Size Alternative, in which less site
disturbance would occur and less impervious surfemald be created; and 4) Alternative Use,
where the WEC properties would be developed acegrth its existing zoning designation.
Using conclusions from the preceding chaptersjripacts of each alternative are compared to
the impacts of the proposed project.

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

The alternatives analyzed in this chapter offethbptos and cons. However, none of these
alternatives would adequately meet the needs ofpipdicant while effectively conserving the
greatest number of environmental resources. Thed®edProject Size Alternative would reduce
impervious surface coverage and the total limitdfturbance area needed for construction.
However, this alternative would result in tallenldings having greater visual and construction
impacts. The No Action Alternative and Alternatildse options would forego many of the
benefits to the Town described throughout this DPp&ticularly in Chapter 13, “Economics.”
The proposed project would offer the most environtaky sound development that also fulfills
the purpose and needs of the applicant.

B. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

SEQRA requires that an evaluation of each altereahould be at a level of detail sufficient to
permit a comparative assessment of the alternatiigesissedT able 16-1 is provided to assist
in this comparison.
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Table16-1
Summary Comparison of Alternatives
Reduced
Potential Proposed No Action As-of-Right Project Size
Impacts Project Alternative Alternative Alternative [Alternative Use
Project
Description
New Building 186,000 sf 0 sf 307,000 sf 152,000 sf 91,250 sf
Coverage
Total Building 715,542 sf 529, 711 sf 836,711 sf 681,711 sf 620,961 sf
Coverage
Additional 444,478 sf 0 sf 579,706 sf 402,998 sf 1,850,000 sf
Impervious
Surface
Coverage
New Gross Floor |904,000 sf 0 sf 902,000 sf 904,000 sf 182,500 sf -
Area 219,000 sf*
Total Gross Floor (2,845,256 sf 1,941,256 sf 2,843,256 sf 2,845,256 sf 2,123,756 sf -
Area 2,160,256 sf
Maximum 76 ft 75 ft 38 ft 111 ft 2 Y stories
Building Height
Number of New |434 spaces 0 spaces 434 spaces 434 spaces 146 spaces2
Parking Spaces
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy
Variances Building Height; [None Fence Height Building Height; |None
Fence Height Fence Height
Waiver Parking None Parking Parking None
Dimensions Dimensions Dimensions
Zoning Use Permitted Use [Permitted Use |Permitted Use [Permitted Use |Permitted Use
w/Special w/Special w/Special w/Special
Permit Permit Permit Permit
Comprehensive [ Complies Complies Contradicts Complies Contradicts
Plan
Community Services and Facilities
Police, Fire and |Onsite security |No Impact Onsite services; | Onsite services; |[Relies on Town
EMS and routine and Lower buildings | Taller buildings |services;
emergency Single-family
medical housing typically
SErvices, greater tax
Fire-resistant burden than
construction benefit
Schools No School-Age [No School-Age |No School-Age [No School-Age |Generates
Children Children Children Children school-age
children
Parks and Onsite Onsite Onsite Onsite Municipal
Recreation recreation recreation recreation recreation recreation
Geology, Soils, and Topography
Limit of 2,138,529 sf 0 sf 2,361,646 sf 1,970,844 sf 7,400,000 sf
Disturbance Area
Excess Fill 85,524 cu yd 0 cuyd 211,434cuyd |Ocuyd 100,000 cu yd
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Bedrock 42,910 cu yd Ocuyd 40,226 cu yd 24,194 cu yd Unknown
Disturbance
Steep Slopes 5.6 acres 0 acres 5.8 acres 4.8 acres 62.8 acres
Disturbance
(greater than or
equal to 25%)
Excavated 196,088 cuyd (0 cuyd 285,270 cuyd |98,343 cu yd 320,000 cu yd
Material
Water Supply and Utilities
Water & 50,548 gpd 0 gpd 50,548 gpd 50,548 gpd 58,400 gpd
Wastewater (29,048 gpd) (29,048 gpd) (29,048 gpd)
Demand?
Electricity / Gas |0.9 MW / 0 MW /0 Dth 0.9 MW / 0.9 MW / Unknown
200 Dth 200 Dth 200 Dth
Solid Waste 32.49 tons/ 0 tons/month 32.49 tons/ 32.49 tons/ Unknown
month month month
Stormwater
Water Quality 3.66 acre-feet |0 acre-feet 4.23 acre-feet  [3.45 acre-feet | Greater Impact
Volume (2-year Replacement of
event) wooded areas
with lawns
Surface Water and Wetlands
Buffer 48,994 sf 0 sf 61,881 sf 48,994 sf 125,000 sf
Disturbance
Natural Resources
Limit of 2,138,529 sf 0 sf 2,361,646 sf 1,970,844 sf 7,400,000 sf
Disturbance Area
T/E Species No Adverse No Impact Greater habitat | No Adverse Habitat
Impact area disturbed | Impact Fragmentation
Traffic
Weekday AM 16 trips 0 trips 16 trips 16 trips 56 trips
Peak
Weekday PM 47 trips 0 trips 47 trips 47 trips 75 trips
Peak
Weekday late 63 trips 0 trips 63 trips 63 trips Less
evening peak
Saturday midday |64 trips 0 trips 64 trips 64 trips 66
peak
Air Quality
No Adverse No Impact No Adverse No Adverse No Adverse
Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts
Historic and Visual Resources
Historic and No Adverse No Impact No Adverse No Adverse Potential Impact
Architectural Impacts Impacts Impact to Rocco’s Diner
Resources
Archaeological 3 potentially No Impact Requires APE |1 potentially Requires APE
Resources sensitive areas Expansion sensitive area | Expansion
Visual Resources | Consolidated No Impact Greater Sprawl | Consolidated Greater Sprawl;

Construction

Construction;
Taller buildings

Inconsistent with
existing Rt 22
character
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Socioeconomics

Construction 1,173 person 0 person years |1,173 person 1,173 person Unknown

Employment years years years

Economic Activity [ $229.32 million |$0.00 $229.32 million® | $229.32 million® | Single-family

from residential

Construction* development is
typically a

greater tax
burden than

benefit
Construction
No Adverse No Impact No Adverse No Adverse Greater limit-of-
Impacts Impacts Impacts disturbance

area and greater

environmental

impacts

Notes: Figures shown are changes from existing. For example, the numbers shown for water demand
indicate the increase from existing demand.

Terms herein such as “greater” or “less” refer to comparisons with the Proposed Project.
1 Assumes 2,500 - 3,000 sf per residence.
2 Assumes two parking spaces per residence.

% These figures indicate increases in demand from existing conditions. Numbers in parentheses
indicate increases in demand with implementation of proposed water conservation measures.

* The extent to which volunteers can be used for construction depends on future market
conditions. To the extent volunteers are used, the paid direct employment and direct wages and
salaries would be reduced.

®> Because new floor space would be similar under the proposed project, the As-of-Right
alternative, and the Reduced Project Size alternative, construction costs are assumed to be
similar. However, slight variations may occur due to the varying site layouts and building
heights.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative assesses future condstiohthe site without the proposed project.
This is the condition described in preceding chaptender the section titled “The Future
Without the Proposed Project.” The proposed projeatild primarily occur on a 362.5-acre
parcel east of New York State (NYS) Route 22. Thigernative assumes that no new
development would occur on this parcel and thetiegsWEC would continue its current
operations with ongoing challenges due to tempoasuy inadequate facilities. The No Action
Alternative would avoid land disturbance discusseg@receding chapters, but it would forego
the economic and other benefits to the Town andedapthe expansion of the applicant’s
religious and educational purposes that would bized by the proposed project.

This No Action Alternative would adversely impadtet public. For example, audio/video
services staff would continue to use substandatditfes to produce videos for the public,

including the deaf community. As mentioned in Clea®, “Project Description,” there is an
ever growing need for audio and video religious lipations, which are significant tools in

teaching Bible principles. This alternative wouldivarsely impact the production of audio and
video religious publications that are used localiy internationally.
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LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

In the No Action Alternative, land use and zonirighe WEC properties would continue under
existing conditions. The WEC would continue itsstixig level of religious and educational
operations with no new development occurring omiitgerties. This alternative would continue
the current land use and have no significant agvienpacts on zoning or public policy.

COMMUNITY SERVICESAND FACILITIES

In the No Action Alternative, no changes to the Whfbperties would occur that would
increase demand on public services and facilitiedice, fire, and medical services would
continue to support the WEC with no added burdefeOMesidents would be expected to
continue having little demand on public recreatidiaailities. This alternative would have no
significant adverse impacts on community servicesfacilities.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

In the No Action Alternative, no new developmentulgb occur on the WEC properties and
existing topography and soils would remain unchdnged unaffected. This alternative would
not cause any significant adverse impacts to gebgrasoils, or topography.

WATER SUPPLY AND UTILTIES

In the No Action Alternative, demand on water sypginergy, wastewater facilities, and other
utility facilities would remain unaffected as theaximum number of residents at the WEC
would remain unchanged. Demand on energy and saiste services is expected to remain
fairly steady in the No Action Alternative. Theredo this alternative would cause no significant
adverse impacts to water supply and utilities.

STORMWATER

In the No Action Alternative, development on the @/groperties would remain unchanged. No
new impervious surfaces would be created that wantdease stormwater runoff. Existing
stormwater detention facilities would continue ttequately manage stormwater on-site. This
alternative would cause no significant adverse itgto stormwater.

SURFACE WATER AND WETLANDS

In the No Action Alternative, no changes to waterses or wetlands on the WEC properties
would occur. This alternative would cause no sigaift adverse impacts to surface water and
wetlands.

NATURAL RESOURCES

In the No Action Alternative, all existing vegetati and wildlife habitats would remain
undisturbed. This alternative would cause no sigaiit adverse impacts to natural resources.
However, with the proposed project, the applicanterids to allow more than four acres of
current mowed lawn area to grow into a more natstiggte, which would not occur with the No
Action Alternative. These areas include fields waFstxisting residences and east of the existing
warehouse.
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TRAFFIC

In the No Action Alternative, there would be no atse impacts to traffic as the function and
residential population of the WEC would remain waeded. The current low levels of service at
existing intersections would remain unaddressed.

AIR QUALITY

In the No Action Alternative, there would be no ase impacts to air quality as the WEC
would function under existing operations.

HISTORIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

In the No Action Alternative, historic and visuasources would remain unchanged. No new
development would occur on the project site thatldbocompromise historic and visual
resources.

SOCIOECONOMICS

In the No Action Alternative, there would be adeeimpacts to socioeconomic conditions in the
Town of Patterson. This alternative would not pdevthe direct and indirect economic benefits
that would result from employment of constructiooriters, purchase of goods and services
during construction, and subsequent increase imtnaber of residents that would be seen with
the proposed project. Although the WEC is tax-exertigs alternative would not add new
residents to the Town who would potentially purehgsods in the community and contribute to
the Town’s economy and tax revenue.

CONSTRUCTION

In the No Action Alternative, no construction adiiwould occur on the project site. Therefore,
this alternative would not result in any adverspauts related to construction.

AS-OF-RIGHT ALTERNATIVE

In conformance with provisions in the adopted scop&vork, an As-of-Right alternative site
plan layout has been created that eliminates tleel fer building height variances from the
Town. Regulations set forth by the Town Zoning Céatethe R-4 district in which the project
site is located limit building heights to 38 febibae the average grade. In order to maintain the
necessary building space required to accommodas&ergial and office needs, new
development would be more spread out over thethiéeefore creating more impervious surface
coverage.

This alternative aims to satisfy all the objectiwdéshe proposed project without exceeding the
Town’'s height limitations while still conserving dronmental features as best as possible.
Gross square footage of new buildings for thisradttve would be approximately 902,000
square feet (similar to the 904,000 square feethef proposed project), and total building
coverage would be about 307,000 square feet, a laggease from the approximately 186,000
square feet of the proposed project. Unlike theppsed project, this alternative would require
four new residential buildings (as opposed to twthie proposed project), and the Maintenance
and West Office Building would be separate buildirfggures 16-1a shows the layout of the
As-of-Right alternative site plan. Specific compotseof this alternative are described below:
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Maintenance Building. In this alternative, the Maintenance Building wibble constructed
in the same general vicinity as with the proposegjepgt. The Maintenance Building would
be two stories with a maximum height of 38 feet] arould have one basement and two
cellar levels. Total gross square footage woul@®%® 000 square feet. This building would
contain office space, maintenance shops spacegstocentral receiving, and exercise and
locker facilities, and would be accommodated winkng.

West Office Building. In this alternative, a new office building woulé bonstructed at a
location just west of the existing Office Buildire;md main site driveway. This building
would comprise 112,000 square feet in two storidgh & maximum height of 38 feet. It
would provide office and storage space.

Residences. As stated above, four new residential buildingsildoe constructed with this
alternative, each containing residential unitsragie areas, and common areas.

- G ResidenceG Residence would have an area of 63,000 sqeateahd would be two
stories with a basement. Maximum height would bée@8.

- H ResidenceH Residence would have an area of 86,000 sqeateahd would be two
stories with a basement and partial cellar. Maxinmgight would be 38 feet.

- J Residencel Residence would have an area of 86,000 sqeateahd would be two
stories with a basement and partial cellar. Maxinimgight would be 38 feet.

- K ResidenceK Residence would have an area of 97,000 sqesteaihd would be two
stories with a basement. Maximum height would bée@8.

North and West Additions to Audio/Video Building. Similar to the proposed project,

additions to the Audio/Video Building would totaba@ut 47,000 square feet with this
alternative. The north addition would have a maximbeight of 31 feet, and the west
addition would have a maximum height of 31 feete3éhadditions would provide a video
recording stage, sign language recording stagefcesf support, and storage areas.
Lowering the building height would compromise theeinal circulation between the

addition and the existing building.

Recycling Building. In this alternative, the Recycling Building woulthve the same
dimensions and placement as with the proposedgirdiewould be 3,000 square feet and
one story with a maximum height of 29 feet. The yRéng Building would provide
dumpsters to hold materials until they are readyrémsport.

Visitor Services Building. The new Visitor Services Building would be the saas with
the proposed project. It would comprise 4,000 sgjdeet and be one story with a maximum
height of 23 feet. It would provide tables andirsjitareas for visitors, as well as restroom
facilities.

South Services Building. Approximately 8,000 square feet of new space wbeléddded to
the South Services Buildings, similar to the pragbgroject. This addition would be one
story and basement, with a maximum height of 33t faed would facilitate the
modernization and enlargement of existing cen&nahtiry equipment.

Main Lobby Building. Similar to the proposed project, this alternatweuld add
approximately 1,000 square feet of new space tovhm Lobby Building. The addition
would be one story with a maximum height of 20 f8étis addition would provide storage
areas, seating areas, and coat rooms.
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* Additional Features. As with the proposed project, this alternative idoinclude the
following additional components:
- Bridges and tunnels between the new buildings amthections into the existing
building network

- New road and sidewalks to service the new buildings
- Stormwater basins

- Modification of the visitor parking lot to improgedestrian safety and increase on-site
parking by a total of 434 new spaces;

- Addition of sidewalks and pull-off parking to imp@ pedestrian safety;
- Widening of the road for event parking;
- Diesel fueling station with a 2,500 gallon tank @sdociated containment facilities;

- Addition of 13 new parking spaces at the Pattedson(included in the 434 parking
space count above)

- Connection of new buildings to existing power, wasad sanitary systems

- Upgrade of the existing concrete Batch Plant tosesehis project with eventual
dismantling and removal of the Plant;

- Enhancements to improve stormwater managementceedater and sewer use, and
improve efficiency of heating and cooling systems;

- Enlarge potable water surge tank to improve rdiighof water system; and
- Fence and gate at property entrance.
The potential impacts of this alternative are dssed below.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

In this alternative, a more sprawl-type developnpattern would result on the WEC properties
than would be seen in the preferred project altermaRemaining within height limitations
established by the Town Zoning Code requires bugldipace to be spread out over a greater
area. This is contrary to the goals set forth i@ Tlown's Comprehensive Plan that aim to
preserve open space and promote environmentallpdsaevelopment. Like the proposed
project, this alternative would be consistent vighd use on the WEC properties, but placement
of the proposed West Office Building closer to NYRaute 22 would result in a greater
alteration of the visible landscape. As a resuwtcpption of the character and land use along the
NYS Route 22 corridor in this area would be moreagly affected. Further, the site disturbance
area would need to be expanded to the WEC propeest of NYS Route 22 for stormwater
detention.

This alternative would create approximately 307,8Q0are feet of new building footprint on the
WEC properties, compared to approximately 186,09@are feet with the proposed project.
Total building coverage for the site in this alesime would be approximately 836,711 square
feet, or 5.30 percent. Further, had structures irdawithin height limitations in past

development on site, as described in Chapter :idlldse and Zoning,” total building coverage
for the site in this alternative would be about @88 square feet, or 6.04 percent. Like the
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proposed project, these figures are in compliandd whe 15 percent building coverage
limitation set forth in the Town Zoning Code forusational centers having a special use permit
in a residential zoning district. However, buildingverage would be significantly greater than
the proposed project.

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

This alternative would add approximately the samesg square footage of new building space
and the same number of new residents to the WEfepies as the proposed project. Therefore,
the conclusions in Chapter 4, “Community Servicesl &acilities,” are the same for this
alternative. Additional building space and residgdrpopulation at the WEC would minimally
increase demand on municipal police, fire, mediaaf] recreational services, but these services
have adequate capacity to accommodate this adaligwawth.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

In this alternative, a significantly larger aread$turbance would be required than with the
proposed project. This alternative would resuli itotal of approximately 307,000 square feet of
new building coverage whereas the proposed prejectid result in approximately 186,000
square feet of new building coverage. Consequesifastantially more blasting, grading,
excavation, and disturbance of steep slopes woellceuired. This alternative would result in
285,270 cubic yards of excavated material, as aapts 196,088 cubic yards with the proposed
project. The excess fill would be 211,434 cubiagaas opposed to 85,524 cubic yards with the
proposed project. Approximately 40,226 cubic yaodsbedrock would be excavated. The
disturbance to slopes greater than 25 percent wotddi 5.8 acres as compared to 5.6 acres for
the proposed project.

WATER SUPPLY AND UTILTIES

In this alternative, total gross square footageefv buildings and total humber of additional

residents on-site would be unchanged from the m@g@roject. Demand on water, wastewater,
solid waste, and energy services would be simdathat described in the Chapter 6, “Water
Supply and Utilities.” However, the sprawling na&wf development in this alternative would

require more extensive infrastructure on-site imeeof piping and telecommunications wiring

as compared to the proposed project. Developirggtyipie of infrastructure is more complicated,
costly, and wasteful than having a more compaceidgment.

STORMWATER

In this alternative, total new building coveragewebequal approximately 307,000 square feet,
as compared to approximately 186,000 square fetbt thve proposed project. Total additional
impervious surface coverage would be approximafl9,706 square feet, as compared to
444,478 square feet with the proposed project. I} 228 square feet of additional impervious
surface would result in an increase in stormwati@off volume and peak flows. Further, the
sprawling nature of the As-of-Right site plan lay@would create space limitations, making it
unfeasible to locate the stormwater managemenemsysh the WEC property east of Route 22
(i.e., the portion of the property containing thxéseng and proposed buildings). The stormwater
ponds would need to be located on the adjacent \pe@erty parcels west of Route 22 (see
Figure 16-1b) creating greater disturbance. This would causéfgignt cost in the construction
of the stormwater conveyance system.
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SURFACE WATER AND WETLANDS

In this alternative, G Residence would be constdieh closer proximity to Mountain Brook,
abutting its watercourse setback. This alternatimeild disturb approximately 61,881 square
feet of stream buffer areas due to the increasetprimt and limited location options for the
residences and stormwater ponds. The greater istigrlthnce and overall impervious surface
coverage in this alternative would potentially ease stormwater runoff and pollutant loading
into surface water bodies and wetlands near thiegirsite. As mentioned above, a stormwater
management program would be implemented, althoumying greater impervious surface
coverage increases the complexity of retainingstaater runoff.

NATURAL RESOURCES

In this alternative, approximately 307,000 squaget fof new building coverage would be
created as opposed to about 186,000 square febtthat proposed project. The limit of
disturbance area would be approximately 54.2 awresh is 5.1 acres greater than the proposed
project. As a result, greater areas of vegetatimhveildlife habitat would be removed. Similar to
the proposed project, this alternative would distan existing orchard on-site. However, this
alternative would require greater disturbance ®ftirested habitats on-site, particularly due to
placement of G Residence. The sprawling naturdisf dlternative would be contradictory to
goals of the Green Glob&sprogram which encourages clustered development.

TRAFFIC

In this alternative, total gross square footagaet buildings and total number of new residents
would remain equal to the proposed project. Asudised in Chapter 10, “Traffic, Parking, and

Public Transportation,” these increases would astilt in a significant adverse impact to traffic

in the study area. However, distances driven iafriy vehicular traffic would increase due to

the sprawling layout.

AIRQUALITY

In this alternative, new building space and newdesxes would be equal to that with the
proposed project. As discussed in Chapter 11, Quality,” no significant adverse mobile or
stationary source impacts would result with the raaeel site plan of the WEC.

HISTORIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

In this alternative, greater site disturbance waddur than in the proposed project. Much of the
concentration of development in this alternativeuldaoccur in the same general location as the
proposed project, but would disturb other areasvel$ due to its sprawling layout. While no
significant impacts to historic or archaeologioasaurces were found for the proposed project
(see Chapter 12, “Historic and Visual Resourceti®, archaeological analysis may need to be
expanded to determine whether the additional dewedmt in this alternative would disturb any
archaeologically sensitive areas.

This alternative would have a reduced visual imgactthe residential buildings in the NYS
Route 22 viewshed due to lower building heightswieer, the West Office Building would be
much more visually prominent in this alternativerfr the NYS Route 22 viewshed due to its
proximity to the road. In addition, this alternaiwould increase the visual impact for all of the
buildings for the viewshed from across the vall&gildings would also be setback from
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neighboring properties and NYS Route 22 at sindiatances as the proposed project with the
exception of the new West Office Building. Howevtre spread out nature of this alternative
would give an impression of more massive develograed reduced open space, leading to a
more sprawling overall appearance.

Lighting practices would be consistent with exigtoonditions on-site and those proposed in the
proposed project. Spillover to surrounding areasildvdve minimal or non-existent. However,
the need to place the 112,000-square-foot offickdibg closer to NYS Route 22 in this
alternative may result in light being visible frgoablic roadways.

SOCIOECONOMICS

In this alternative, the applicant would be ablemtance its creation of religious materials and
its educational services, as it would with the jsmgd project. Therefore, conclusions in

Chapters 2, “Project Description” and 13, “Econovialysis,” that the proposed project would

have a significant positive social and fiscal intp&ould also apply to this alternative.

CONSTRUCTION

In this alternative, construction and site distmdgmwould be more widespread throughout the
site than with the proposed project. More extensteemwater management and erosion control
measures would need to be implemented. This atteenaould result in about 307,000 square
feet of new building footprint, whereas the progbgmoject would create approximately
186,000 square feet of new building footprint. Taiternative would result in 135,228 square
feet more impervious surface coverage than thegsexp project and have a 5.1-acre greater
total limit of disturbance area.

With the proposed project, stormwater runoff wolle contained in several aboveground
detention basins. In this alternative, those deiarbasins would be replaced by K Residence
and the new West Office Building, as shown on Fegl6-1 (see Figure 2-1 for site plan with
the proposed project). Therefore, new stormwatérrdion practices would be required. These
are expected to be significantly more extensiva tha stormwater management plans designed
for the proposed project and would involve detentiasins on adjacent WEC parcels west of
Route 22.

To mitigate impacts from construction, a phasingnpivould be implemented that does not
disturb more than 10 acres of the site at one tanayith the proposed project. Because more of
the site would be disturbed, the total period ohatmuction would be lengthened. Like the
proposed project, mitigation measures would be late to minimize noise, impacts from
construction traffic on surrounding areas, and @irality concerns, although prolonged
construction could potentially extend disruptiondjgerations of existing on-site facilities and
the surrounding community. This alternative woulddur additional long-term operational costs
due to the additional surface area being maintained

REDUCED PROJECT SIZE ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Project Size Alternative discussedwb@ddntended to reduce building coverage
and impervious surface coverage while maintainihthe objectives of the proposed project.

However, it must be noted that the proposed prajsetf was carefully designed to minimize
environmental impacts to the extent possible. Tg@ieant has investigated various sizes for the
proposed project. One of the earlier alternates thas investigated, added housing to
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accommodate 1,000 additional residents on-site.d¥ew the project scope was reduced to the
currently proposed size which adds housing for 56fidents on-site. The area of new
impervious surface was also already reduced irpthposed project by consolidating building
area into multi-story construction. This approadiswoted in the review of the amended site
plan application.

The Final Scope for a Draft Environmental Impact Satement from the Town of Patterson
requires consideration of the following alternativReduced project size which will result in
substantially less disturbance and impervious sarfdn addition to the measures already taken
as noted above, this requirement is met by theeqnal layout drawing representedHigur e
16-2 showing buildings that have been further constdidas compared to the proposed project.

Gross square footage of new buildings for thisratieve would be approximately 904,000
square feet, and total new building coverage wdnelchbout 152,000 square feet. This area of
building coverage is approximately 18.3 percers tean the approximately 186,000 square feet
of the proposed project. Unlike the proposed ptojbcs alternative would require only one new
residential building (as opposed to two in the psgad project), and the Maintenance and West
Office Building would be further consolidated. Figul6-2 shows the layout of the Reduced
Project Size Alternative site plan. Specific comgts of this alternative are described below:

* Maintenance/Office Building. In this alternative, the Maintenance and North iceff
Buildings are consolidated into one building andullobe constructed in the same general
vicinity as with the proposed project. The Maintece/Office Building would be eight
stories with a maximum height of 111 feet, and wiodve one basement and two cellar
levels. Total gross square footage would be 523 8fiare feet. This building would
contain office space, maintenance shops spacegstocentral receiving, and exercise and
locker facilities, and would be accommodated winkjng.

* Residence. As stated above, only one new residential buildimyld be constructed with
this alternative containing residential units, ag@ areas, and common areas. The G
Residence would be eight stories with a maximunghteof 100 feet and would have one
basement and partial cellar. Total gross squarede would be 318,000 square feet.

* North and West Additions to Audio/Video Building. Similar to the proposed project,
additions to the Audio/Video Building would totab@ut 47,000 square feet with this
alternative. The north addition would have a maximbeight of 31 feet, and the west
addition would have a maximum height of 31 feete3éhadditions would provide a video
recording stage, sign language recording stage®esf support, and storage areas.
Lowering the building height would compromise theeinal circulation between the
addition and the existing building.

* Recycling Building. In this alternative, the Recycling Building woulthve the same
dimensions and placement as with the proposedgtrdiewould be 3,000 square feet and
one story with a maximum height of 29 feet. The yRéng Building would provide
dumpsters to hold materials until they are readyrémsport.

» Vistor Services Building. The new Visitor Services Building would be the saas with
the proposed project. It would comprise 4,000 sgjdeet and be one story with a maximum
height of 23 feet. It would provide tables andirsiitareas for visitors, as well as restroom
facilities.

e South Services Building. Approximately 8,000 square feet of new space wbelddded to
the South Services Buildings, similar to the pragbgroject. This addition would be one
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Chapter 16: Alternatives

story and basement, with a maximum height of 33t faed would facilitate the
modernization and enlargement of existing centnahtiry equipment.

* Main Lobby Building. Similar to the proposed project, this alternatweuld add
approximately 1,000 square feet of new space toMhm Lobby Building. The addition
would be one story with a maximum height of 20 f8étis addition would provide storage
areas, seating areas, and coat rooms.

e Additional Features. As with the proposed project, this alternative idoinclude the
following additional components:

- Bridges and tunnels between the new buildings amthections into the existing
building network

- New road and sidewalks to service the new buildings
- Stormwater basins

- Modification of the visitor parking lot to improygedestrian safety and increase on-site
parking by a total of 434 new spaces;

- Addition of sidewalks and pull-off parking to impm@ pedestrian safety;
- Widening of the road for event parking;
- Diesel fueling station with a 2,500 gallon tank @sdociated containment facilities;

- Addition of 13 new parking spaces at the Pattedson(included in the 434 parking
space count above)

- Connection of new buildings to existing power, watad sanitary systems

- Upgrade of the existing concrete Batch Plant tovesehis project with eventual
dismantling and removal of the Plant;

- Enhancements to improve stormwater managementceedater and sewer use, and
improve efficiency of heating and cooling systems;

- Enlarge potable water surge tank to improve rdligtmf water system; and
- Fence and gate at property entrance.

The potential impacts of this alternative are disewdl below.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

As discussed above, the Reduced Project Size Atlieen would result in approximately
152,000 square feet of new building coverage agpeoed to approximately 186,000 square feet
with the proposed project. This would primarily Bee to the removal of H Residence; the
consolidation of the Maintenance and North Officgl@ings; and the greater height of eight
stories instead of the maximum five stories in phe@posed project. Under this alternative, the
Maintenance/Office Building would comprise eigtdr&s above grade, instead of five stories as
in the proposed project. The residence buildingld/dne eight stories above grade, as opposed
to the five-story H Residence in the proposed ptojeoad coverage and parking areas would
remain similar under this alternative. Overall impeus surface coverage would total
approximately 402,998 square feet, as compared4#p448 square feet under the proposed
project. Development under this alternative wouéd rhore compact and reduce impervious
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surface coverage, but in order to accommodate ffheesnecessary to meet the needs of the
WEC, buildings would need to be significantly tallhan in the proposed project. Height
variances from the Town of Patterson Zoning Bodrdppeals (ZBA) would be required for G
Residence and the Maintenance/Office Building d fH&t (8 stories) and 111 feet (8 stories),
respectively.

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Profeize Alternative would result in
development that is consistent with existing féiedi and operations at the WEC. Its compact
development would be in line with goals of the To@omprehensive Plan by reducing site
disturbance. Although this alternative would resulbnly one new residence and a consolidated
Maintenance and Office Building, it would not haweignificant effect on reducing the overall
appearance of building mass on the project sigvithual buildings would be larger, and their
orientation and site placement would result in ppearance similar to the proposed project.

COMMUNITY SERVICESAND FACILITIES

The Reduced Project Size Alternative would resulkess building coverage onsite, but would

have similar overall gross floor area as the predqzoject. This alternative would result in the

same number of new residents as the proposed préjsovith the proposed project, on-site

security services and medical services would castito operate, and buildings would be

constructed with fire resistant materials and beigzed with fire protection systems such as
sprinklers. Building heights of 100 feet and greabay present challenges to local emergency
protection services, particularly fire protectioerdces. Existing fire apparatuses may not be
able to accommodate buildings of these heights.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

The Reduced Project Size Alternative would reqliss site disturbance than the proposed
project and require less grading and other siteifications. This alternative would require
excavation of 98,343 cubic yards of material, ofclii24,194 cubic yards would be bedrock. In
this option, 10,919 cubic yards of fill would neexdbe brought to the site. Approximately 4.8
acres of steep slopes would be disturbed. Decrdaerdbck excavation may reduce the amount
of blasting required, but it would not avoid thetguial for blasting. If blasting becomes
necessary, all proper protocols would be followed @ll necessary erosion and sediment
control measures would be put in place.

WATER SUPPLY AND UTILITIES

This alternative would result in similar buildingea and the same number of residents as the
proposed project. Therefore, demand on utilitied anfrastructure would likely be similar.
Greater building heights would be more difficult $ervice with water supply and provide
adequate water pressure.

STORMWATER

The Reduced Project Size Alternative would compiises building coverage and total

impervious surface coverage than the proposedgirdjet stormwater runoff volume reductions
would not be significant. The water quality volurfer the 2-year storm event under this
alternative would be about 0.21 acre-feet less tharproposed project, resulting in stormwater
detention ponds that would be substantially simitadesign and layout as the proposed project.
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SURFACE WATER AND WETLANDS

Disturbance to wetland and watercourse buffer aneagd be the same under this alternative as
the proposed project. Approximately 48,994 squeet 6f these buffer areas would be disturbed
during construction. Over 15,000 square feet dudied buffer areas would be revegetated and
restored to their original condition. This alteimatwould result in approximately 41,480 square
feet less new impervious coverage than the proppsaéct, which would reduce stormwater
runoff and potential impacts to surface water dyali

NATURAL RESOURCES

Since this option produces no excess fill matetied, existing excess soil deposition area would
not need to be disturbed. As a result, the limitisturbance under the Reduced Project Size
Alternative would be reduced by more than 167,090age feet as compared to the limit of
disturbance under the proposed project. Theretbre,alternative would have less impact to
plant and wildlife habitats as the proposed proj&tich of the disturbed area would include
existing lawns and an orchard, which are heavilyjntained and have limited ecological value.
This alternative, like the proposed project, worddult in minimal habitat fragmentation and
have no significant adverse effects to naturalusss.

TRAFFIC

As with the proposed project, this alternative vdoubsult in 500 additional residents at the
WEC. The traffic analysis conducted for the propbgeject would apply to this alternative. As
discussed in Chapter 10, “Traffic, Parking, and IlRubransportation,” the proposed project
would not have any significant adverse impactsdtiit in the study area. See Table 16-1 for a
summary of potential traffic generation from thegosed project and the Reduced Project Size
Alternative.

AIRQUALITY

Under the Reduced Project Size Alternative, neddmg space and number of new residences
would be equal to that with the proposed project.discussed in Chapter 11, “Air Quality,” no
significant adverse mobile or stationary sourcedotp would result with the amended site plan
of the WEC.

HISTORIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Since this option produces no excess fill matetiad, existing excess soil deposition area would
not need to be disturbed. As a result, the limitisturbance would be reduced by more than
167,000 square feet as compared to the limit afidiance of the proposed project. Therefore,
the historic and archaeological analysis of theppsed project would not need to consider the
locations flanking Mountain Brook in the northwestgortion of APE segment 1, the north
pasture or the existing excess soil deposition. aksadiscussed in Chapter 12, “Historic and
Visual Resources,” the project site does not cangaiy significant historic or architectural
resources. Most of the project site has been detedto have low sensitivity for archaeological
resources except for one area that may be affégtede proposed project. Further testing has
been recommended for this area to determine thaepce or absence of significant
archaeological resources. If important resourcesidgentified, proper avoidance or mitigation
measures would be established to ensure no signifiadverse effects to archaeological
resources would result from the proposed projedh® Reduced Project Size Alternative.
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This alternative would comprise two buildings rarmgifrom 100 to 111 feet tall, which is
significantly higher than the tallest building o6 #eet under the proposed project. These
structures would be visible from a greater distaacd have a greater visual impact than the
proposed project. Removal of H Residence and theatmlation of the Maintenance and North
Office Building would not have a significant effeoh reducing the appearance of building
massing since each individual building would bgéarand the siting of each building would be
similar to that of the proposed project.

SOCIOECONOMICS

This alternative would result in similar overallogs floor area as the proposed project.
Therefore, this alternative would require a simidmrantity of construction materials, similar
number of construction workers, and a similar darabf time to complete as the proposed
project. However, greater building heights upwafdl00 or more feet would require more
sophisticated and potentially more costly constoacinethods. This alternative would allow the
WEC to enhance its creation of religious materéald its educational services needed to meet
increasing demand. Similar to the proposed projgus alternative would have beneficial
socioeconomic impacts to the community and the WEC.

CONSTRUCTION

The limit of disturbance under this alternative Veole reduced by 3.9 acres as compared to the
49.1-acre limit of disturbance under the proposegjept. Overall gross floor area of new
buildings would be equivalent to than the propogesject and the extent of roads, sidewalks,
and other site improvements would be similar. Thigernative would result in greater
construction traffic than the proposed project tuéhe need for fill material. Greater building
heights under this alternative would require madnallenging and sophisticated construction
methods than the proposed project. Stormwater nesmeigt and erosion and sediment control
measures during construction similar to the propgseject would need to be put in place.
Under the Reduced Project Size Alternative, twonsteater treatment ponds would be created
in the same areas as under the proposed projeimmifar phasing plan would also be enacted to
ensure no greater than 10 acres is disturbed diirape Despite its reduced size, this alternative
would still require many of the similar site impeyaents as the proposed project.

ALTERNATIVE USE

This project alternative analyzes development chlsarnate land use on the WEC properties in
accordance with existing zoning regulations, butidaot accomplish the goals being sought
by the applicant. Lot #53 is located within the Rehing district, which is primarily intended to
allow detached single-family residences on lotatdkast 4 acres. As shown Bigure 16-3, a
portion of the WEC properties (approximately 282eag is also located within an Open Space
Overlay Zone, which outlines additional requirensefdr subdivisions that involve clustering
development to preserve open space. For this asathie number of single-family residential
lots that could potentially be subdivided on thedeneloped portion of the project site was
calculated. This alternative assumes that the weidped portion of the WEC properties would
be purchased by a private developer and that newlemstial lots would be occupied by the
general public and not be associated with WEC dipex@ To be conservative, these residences
are assumed to be four-bedroom houses. SubsequpnotBntial impacts from this type of
development were assessed.
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Chapter 16: Alternatives

Even though the applicant’s property comprises gaxcels in Patterson, development is
proposed on one 362.5-acre parcel. As stated abhppeoximately 282 acres of this parcel are
within the Open Space Overlay Zone. The remainidg &cres of this parcel are outside the
overlay zone and subject to standard single-faregydential development under R-4 zoning.

Rough estimates show that approximately 46 acreshef362.5-acre parcel are currently
developed. This number does not solely reflectattmeunt of impervious surface development
on-site, but accounts for lawns between buildingd ather areas that would presumably be
unavailable for subdivision. Nearly all of the 4éres of existing campus development on-site
are within the 282-acre portion of the property hivit the overlay zone. Therefore,
approximately 236 acres of the undeveloped portibthe parcel are subject to open space
subdivision design standards, and 80.5 acres djedctuo standard R-4 zoning regulations.
These calculations are summarized able 16-1 below.

Table 16-2
Summary of Parcel Calculations
Parcel Portion Area (in acres)
Total parcel size (Lot 53) 362.5
Total within 0SOZ" 282
Total developed within 0SOZ (46)
Total undeveloped within OSOZ (236)
Total outside 0SOZ 80.5
Note: ' Open Space Overlay Zone (0SOZ).

The undeveloped portion of the 362.5-acre parcataining the project site within the Open
Space Overlay Zone (236 acres) must comply withp@nal 38, (Subdivision of Land), Part 2 of
the Town Code. Section 138-44 of the Code inclubedollowing stipulations for the number
of subdivided lots permitted in an Open Space @yeflone:

“The maximum number of lots created by the subdivi®f the ot shall be the lesser of:

(1) The total lot area minus ten percent (10%)ififnastructure improvements, divided
by minimum lot area for that zoning district, roedddown to the nearest whole
number; or

(2) The total lot area minus any environmentallypsiive areas, minus ten percent
(10%) for infrastructure improvements, divided byeoand one-half acres, rounded
down to the nearest whole number.”

Chapter 138, Part 2 also requires open space gmwelt to cluster buildings, as practicable,
thereby preserving open space.

For a conservative estimate and to show the gteptssible number of potential subdivided

lots, this chapter does not consider environmegnsahsitive areas in its calculation. Accounting
for environmentally sensitive areas could potelytisdduce the number of total subdivided lots,
and it is assumed that these factors would be dere if this alternative is realized. Complying

with the guidelines under part “(1)” above, thetjmr of the subject parcel in the Open Space
Overlay Zone could be subdivided into the followimgmber of lots shown in the calculation

below:

(Total lot area — 10%) / Min. lot area = (236 —&3.4 = 53.1 53 (rounded down)
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The remaining portion of the subject parcel nothe Open Space Overlay Zone (80.5 acres)
could be subdivided into 20 lots based on R-4 zpnégulations, as shown below:

Total lot area / Min. lot area = 80.5 / 4 = 20.2280 (rounded down)

In total, the WEC property could be subdivided int® lots, occupied by single-family
residences.

Lot size standards for subdivisions pursuant topfral 38 are shown ifiable 16-3.

Table 16-3
Open Space Overlay Standards
Standard Requirement
Minimum lot size 40,000 square feet
Maximum lot size 80,000 square feet
Road frontage 125 linear feet
Maximum impervious coverage 20 percent
Side yard setback 30 feet
Rear yard setback 40 feet

Sources: Code of the Town of Patterson, Chapter 138,
“Subdivision of Land”

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

This alternative would comply with zoning regulaisoin the Town Code. However, it would
create a 73-lot single-family residential subdimisialong NYS Route 22 that would not be in
character with the commercial and business usegitminate the corridor. The portion of the
project site closest to NYS Route 22 is not witthie open space overlay zone. The 20 new
single-family residences described above would \mnlg spread out over this portion of the
property on 4-acre lots. The clustered developneenthe remainder of the property would
preserve more open space than the standard samgigots, but would be setback from public
areas and not as visible.

Most of the NYS Route 22 corridor near the WEC émed commercial (C-1) or general
business (GB). The property for the proposed ptojes rezoned R-4 (originally R-80, which
has subsequently become R-4) when it was init@édlyeloped in the late 1980s so that it could
receive a special use permit for its unique sitiatThe property was not intended for a single-
family residential subdivision, which would be adftcharacter with the NYS Route 22 corridor.

COMMUNITY SERVICESAND FACILITIES

According to the 2000 US Census, average housei#dof owner-occupied units in the Town
of Patterson was 2.97. Assuming that owner-occupigits generally refers to single-family
residences in Patterson, a town characterizedyahyethis type of development, this number
(conservatively rounded to 3) was used to calcylatential population increase caused by a 73-
lot subdivision. The Alternative Use option couldtgntially add 219 residents to the existing
WEC properties. Although this number is less than300 that would be added by the proposed
project, it would likely include school-age childr@eeding to be assimilated into the public
school system (Carmel Central School District)atidition, these residences would not benefit
from security and emergency response serviceshbatpplicant provides at the WEC, resulting
in a greater burden to municipal police, fire, antergency medical services.
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GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

This alternative would result in a total of 91,2&fuare feet of new building coverage whereas
the proposed project would result in approximat&B6,000 square feet of new building
coverage. However, in this alternative, a very i§icgnt increase in area of disturbance would
be required as compared with the proposed projdus alternative would result in a total of
7,400,000 square feet of disturbance area wherdeasptoposed project would result in
2,138,529 square feet of disturbance area. Thesnaltive would result in 320,000 cubic yards
of excavated material, as opposed to 196,088 gubits with the proposed project. The excess
fill would be 100,000 cubic yards, as opposed tb3% cubic yards with the proposed project.
Much greater areas of steep slopes would also diarded. The disturbance to slopes greater
than 25 percent would total 62.8 acres as compar&do acres for the proposed project. This
alternative proposes 20 new single-family residerateng NYS Route 22, which is a steep area.
If this alternative is realized, development woulded to conform to local steep slope
regulations, which would reduce the number of ibtd could be subdivided.

WATER SUPPLY AND UTILTIES

As shown above, this alternative would potentiadigd 219 new residents to the WEC
properties. Additional population would increasendad on water supply and utilities. As stated
earlier, new residences are assumed to be foupbedhouses. In accordance with Putnam
County Department of Health guidelines that esttmaater demand at 200 gallons per day
(gpd) per bedroom, each residence would require g@@D Therefore, this alternative would
increase overall water and wastewater demand 088)pd. This figure is greater than in the
proposed project, as discussed in Chapter 6, “Watgply and Utilities.” This alternative
would not make use of the water recycling and wegase initiatives that are proposed with the
proposed project, therefore having a greater dernandater supply and wastewater treatment.

Residences with this alternative would not be cotew to the WEC water and wastewater
system. Municipal water and sanitary sewer servaresnot currently available along NYS
Route 22 in the vicinity of the project site pard&tcause this alternative assumes creation of 73
residential lots, a community water and sanitarwesesystem would need to be created,
pursuant to NYSDEC requirements. A waiver coulddi¢ained to install individual septic
systems, although potential issues with steep s|ogml percolation rates and depth to bedrock
would need to be considered.

As determined in Chapter 6, energy and solid wast@ices would be sufficient to handle
increased demand from the proposed project anddaalsb be sufficient to handle increased
demand from this alternative.

STORMWATER

In this alternative, a large amount of new impeugigurfaces would result from construction of
new houses, driveways, and access roadways. Takeneiv building coverage would equal
91,250 square feet, as compared to approximaté&y08 square feet with the proposed project.
However the total additional impervious surface evage would be approximately 1,850,000
square feet, as compared to 444,478 square fdethetproposed project. The 1,405,522 square
feet of additional impervious surface would resalan increase in stormwater runoff volume
and peak flows. A stormwater management plan wde@ddeveloped to convey stormwater
runoff to drains and detention basins. Impervioudages would be more scattered in this
alternative than with the proposed project.
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SURFACE WATER AND WETLANDS

In this alternative, 20 new single-family residemaeould be developed on 4-acre lots along
NYS Route 22. Mountain Brook traverses this sectibthe WEC properties. Residences would
need to be developed around this watercourse. fidpoped project has been designed to avoid
watercourses to the extent practicable; this ateére could have a greater adverse impact on
surface water bodies.

NATURAL RESOURCES

In this alternative, development would be signifita more widespread on the 362.5-acre
parcel containing the project site than the proggs®ject. This alternative would result in a
total of 7,400,000 square feet of disturbance areereas the proposed project would result in
2,138,529 square feet of disturbance area. Develnpof the overall WEC parcel east of NYS
Route 22 as single-family residential would requimgnificant forest clearing and would cause
substantially more habitat fragmentation than tte@ppsed project. Significant adverse impacts
to the site’s flora and fauna would result. Theatadditional impervious surface coverage
would be approximately 1,850,000 square feet, aspeped to 444,478 square feet with the
proposed project requiring removal of large ardasegetation and wildlife habitat.

TRAFFIC

In this alternative, traffic impacts would be geyathan with the proposed project. During
weekday AM and PM peak hours, vehicle trips in antl of the 73-lot subdivision would be

about 56 and 75, respectively. With the proposejept, AM and PM peak vehicle trips would

be approximately 16 and 47, respectively. A newraarte road would also need to be
constructed to provide access to this subdivisiomfNYS Route 22. As recommended for the
proposed project amended site plan, the interseaidN\YS Route 22 and the main project site
driveway should be monitored in the future for guossible installation of a traffic signal due to
the additional traffic.

AIR QUALITY

The development of 73 single-family residences waubt create any significant air pollution
sources. Therefore, as with the proposed projbid, alternative would not have any adverse
impacts to air quality.

HISTORIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Chapter 12, “Historic and Visual Resources,” codelll that no significant adverse impacts
would result from the proposed project on histoeisources. The archaeology study determined
that there are no sensitive areas that would darbied. However, depending on the placement
of residences in this alternative, the archaeokiggly may need to be expanded. In addition,
this alternative would potentially have an indiraeégative impact on Rocco’s Diner, a
recognized architectural resource adjacent to thiegt site parcel. The overall context of the
area would be drastically altered with this altérea

In this alternative, undeveloped portions of thpligant’'s property east of NYS Route 22 would
be converted into a 73-lot single-family residermigbdivision. This type of development would
not be consistent with the existing character & MYS Route 22 corridor. Single-family
residences spread out over the property, partigutdong NYS Route 22, would diminish the
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appearance of open space that exists today anatheéd be preserved in the proposed project.
This effect would be an adverse visual impact.

SOCIOECONOMICS

The creation of 73 single-family residences woulctéase the tax base for the Town, but would
also increase expenditures for the Town. Accordinthe American Farmland Trust, for every

$1.00 of revenue generated by residential develapniee median increase of expenditures is
$1.16 to support infrastructure and municipal ssrsi Two nearby communities that were

analyzed in the study include the Towns of Amemd Bishkill, which each showed a revenue-
to-expenditure ratio of 1:1.23 for residential landes. Therefore, single-family residential

development is often more costly for a communigntia sufficient revenue source and therefore
this alternative would have an adverse economiaanpAlthough the proposed project would

be tax-exempt, the site would also be self-sufficEnd maintain its own infrastructure and not
rely heavily on municipal services.

CONSTRUCTION

In this alternative, construction would occur clode public roadways and neighboring
properties, particularly NYS Route 22 and propsrédong the site’s northern boundary. As a
result, noise and other disruptions could be gretdethese neighboring properties. This
alternative would also require more mitigation €eat to protect water courses and steep slopes,
especially in the northwestern portion of the WEGperties where Mountain Brook traverses
the site. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter assesses the potential for the prdpgseject to induce population and
development growth in the area surrounding the Waweer Educational Center (WEC). As
described below, the proposed project is not egetd induce residential or commercial
development in the community.

B. POPULATION GROWTH

The proposed project would add approximately 508 residents and approximately 186,000
square feet of building coverage comprising 904 84@are feet of new residential, office, and
other building space to the project site. The WE@ self-sufficient facility where people live
and work on-site. Residents do not seek employrofrdite, and workers at the WEC facility
are housed on-site. The increase in on-site resideould help facilitate the operations of the
new building space. The WEC is a religious ingtitutwhose residents create and prepare
artistic and recorded materials that are incorgarah the applicant’s publications and where
religious schools are conducted. It is not an egmpént center or a direct employee generator
for the community. Therefore, the proposed proyectld not induce population growth in the
Town of Patterson other than the 500 new resideatsvould live and work at the WEC.

C. DEVELOPMENT GROWTH

The proposed project would not add a substantialathel on municipal services such as police,
fire, medical, and recreational facilities. As dissed in Chapter 4 “Community Services and
Facilities,” these services have adequate capéxityandle any minor increased demand from
the proposed project and would not require expansio

As stated above, the additional 500 residentseaWWiEC associated with the proposed project
would not seek employment off-site. These residemsild work on-site on behalf of the
applicant and Jehovah’s Witnesses’ worldwide ozgtion. Off-site employment opportunities
would not be necessary to support these residents.

Commercial and retail establishments in the TowRatterson and nearby communities would
be sufficient to supply amenities to the new resisat the WEC. Commercial needs, including
those of guests and visitors, would be adequatgiparted by existing establishments. %
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Chapter 18: Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

This chapter describes the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources that would
result from the proposed project. Certain resources, both natural and manmade, would be
expended in the construction and operation of the project. These resources include use of the
land, building materials, energy, and the human effort required to develop, construct, and
operate the Watchtower Educational Center (WEC). They are considered irretrievably
committed because their reuse for some purpose other than the project would be highly unlikely.

The land that makes up the project site is the most basic resource irretrievably committed.
Construction of the project would commit a total of approximately 10.2 acres of the site to
development of impervious surfaces and approximately one acre of pervious pavers. Should the
proposed project be approved, once developed according to the proposed amended site plan, a
portion of the land could no longer be used for agricultural or other purposes.

The actual building materials used in the construction of the project (wood, steel, concrete, and
glass, etc.) and energy, in the form of gas and electricity, consumed during the construction and
operation of the proposed project by the various mechanical systems (heating, hot water, and air
conditioning) would also be irretrievably committed to this particular undertaking. It should be
noted, however, that it is likely that a portion of the building materials could be reused or
recycled as part of the applicant’s commitment to a sustainable design approach. None of these
impacts are considered significant. *
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Chapter 19: Effects on the Use and Conservation of Energy Resources

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the impacts on energy use from the proposed project and the energy
conservation measures that would be implemented with the proposed project.

B. EFFECTS ON ENERGY USE

Electric and gas services are provided to the Watchtower Educational Center (WEC) by New
York State Electric and Gas (NYSEG). As described in Chapter 6, “Water Supply and Utilities,”
current peak electricity demand at the WEC is 2.6 megawatts (MW). Existing maximum daily
transport quantity of natural gas is 650 decatherms (Dth). The WEC also has the capability to
provide power to critical facilities during an emergency. Backup power is provided by
generators at the on-site Powerhouse, as well as dedicated diesel generators located at the
Wastewater Treatment Facility, Patterson Inn, and Warehouse.

The applicant is also actively investigating the installation of photovoltaic power on-site having
an initial capacity of 50 kilowatts (kW) with the desire to expand in the future if feasible.

Projected increases in demand on electric and gas services from the proposed project are 0.9
MW and 200 Dth, respectively. Combined with existing usage, this would raise total electric and
gas consumption to 3.5 MW and 850 Dth, respectively.

NYSEG’s current natural gas distribution system would comfortably accommodate the increase.
However, NYSEG’s Haviland Hollow substation would require NYSEG to make adjustments to
equipment within the existing substation to support the increased electric demand from the WEC
campus. There will not be a need to enlarge the physical footprint or size of the existing
Haviland Hollow Substation. NYSEG has agreed to meet the future demand with equipment
adjustments.

Electric utilities, data, and telephone communications would be installed in underground duct
banks to affected buildings under the proposed project.

C. ENERGY CONSERVATION MEASURES

The applicant would implement a number of energy conservation measures through the
proposed project. It would also accommodate practices and technologies of the Green Globes
program where possible, as described in Chapter 6 and Chapter 14, “Construction.” Energy-
saving measures to be incorporated in the proposed project would include the following:

e Automated control of lighting systems using schedule-based lighting control panels,
occupancy sensing devices, digital timers, fluorescent dimmable and light emitting diode
(LED) lighting technologies, daylight harvesting, and photocells.
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e Automated control and temperature setback of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) systems. Energy-recovery air handlers and economizer operations would be used
whenever possible.

e Commissioning of completed systems to confirm proper operation and compliance with
design intent. Completed systems are periodically recommissioned to ensure continued
efficiencies.

e Thermally efficient windows would be installed on all proposed new buildings. Window
glazing would be effectively used to allow the transfer of heat from the sun during the winter
and reduce heat gain during the summer where possible.

e Building and HVAC piping insulation meeting or exceeding current standards would be
incorporated into the designs.

e High efficiency HVAC and electrical equipment.
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