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Introduction and Purpose 

  
On September 24, 2020, the Town of Stony Point Planning Board, as Lead Agency, 

approved a FEIS for the Eagle Bay Mixed Use Development Project in the Town of Stony Point, 
Rockland County, New York. On October 21, 2020 the Palisades Interstate Park Commission 
(PIPC) contacted the Lead Agency stating that its comments, set forth in a letter dated February 
14, 2020, were not addressed in the FEIS.  The PIPC attached their February 13, 2020 letter for 
reference.  The PIPC stated that the letter was hand-delivered. It is likely that, due to irregular 
government operation due to the Covid 19, the letter was inadvertently misplaced and therefore 
not addressed in the previously filed FEIS. 

 
The purpose of this Addendum is to address the PIPC’s comments.  Attached hereto is the 

Lead Agency’s response to the PIPC’s letter.  While responses to similar comments are included 
in the DEIS and FEIS, this Addendum is intended to be appended to the FEIS, and sets forth 
specific responses to the PIPC’s February 13 comments.  A notice of completion shall be adopted 
for this FEIS Addendum, and said notice shall be published and filed in accordance with SEQR 
requirements, and the Notice of Completion and this FEIS addendum shall be made available in 
all locations where the FEIS is available for review and distributed to all involved agencies and 
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interested parties that received a copy of the FEIS.  No final action shall be taken on the proposed 
project until a minimum of 10 days following filing of this FEIS addendum.   

  
 

Comment and Response to PIPC letter dated February 13, 2020 
 
Comment 1: SHPO's No Adverse Effect letter dated February 6, 2019 is related to impacts 
within the project boundary for work associated with the breakwater/dock replacement at the 
marina. No site plans or building elevations were provided as part of this 2019 submission. An 
updated review should be requested and a current site plan with building elevations should be 
provided to SHPO for review. 
 
Response: The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation – 
Palisades Region was provided with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The department, which serves as the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) had no further comments.  Copies of proofs of delivery are 
attached.  In addition, SHPO issued a Letter of No Effect with respect to a previous iteration of 
the Project which contained larger buildings and more units (the Breakers) in 2016. SHPO 
issued a Letter of No Effect for the Breakwater and Marina components of the current project.  
Th Project Sponsor will submit the current site plan with building elevations to SHPO via CRIS 
under project #19PR00809. A letter of no effect will be required prior to the issuance of any 
State and/or Federal permits, and prior to Final Site Plan approval.  A letter of no effect is not 
required prior to the issuance of the Findings Statement. 
 
Comment 2: The visual simulations provided as part of the DEIS show that the 4 story 
structures will impact the fore/midground views from vantage points within Stony Point 
Battlefield State Historic Site. The proposed structures mass and height are not in character with 
the surrounding development, and therefore in our opinion may create a significant visual 
impact. 
 
Are there any bulk table requirements for the Commercial portion of the proposal? Should there 
have been a reduction in residential units based on acreage used for the commercial portion of 
this Mixed-Use Waterfront Development? 
 
We feel an alternative layout showing 170 units, with a marina and commercial space should 
have been evaluated as one of the alternatives in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  As noted in the DEIS , the proposed buildings to be developed as a part of the 
Proposed Action have been designed per code complying with the height restrictions applicable 
in the zoning. Also stated in the DEIS, the Applicant is in agreement with the Town Planner who 
noted in the PW District Zoning Amendments - Environmental Assessment Form Part 3, that the 
existing site has always contrasted with the existing land use pattern. The existing land use area 
is varied and does not have an existing established character. The proposed development in the 
PW District is more compatible with the residential enclaves that exist in the vicinity, in 
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comparison to the existing marina, and will enhance those neighborhoods by providing nearby 
public access to the River. 
 
A visual impact study was conducted on March 18, 2016 to evaluate the visual impact to 
surrounding neighborhoods, town parks and the Stony Point Battlefield State Historic Park.   
The maximum building height of each building was simulated by placing flags atop cranes.  The 
public was notified via the Town’s website and general mailings to neighboring residences and 
interested parties.  The visual simulation was left in place for approximately two weeks, and 
images were taken from different areas in the vicinity in order to prepare the visual simulations 
as required by the Scope (please see figure 29-39 in the DEIS and figure 13A and 13B in the 
FEIS). Among other areas, pictures were taken from the Battlefield site; residential areas to the 
west of the site; and from boats which were stationed approximately one half mile from the site 
in the Hudson River.  
 
These simulations, line of sight diagrams (figure 40 A to 40 C in the DEIS) and site sections 
(figure 41 – 44 in the DEIS) provided have been reviewed by the Town Planning Department, the 
Lead Agency for this Project.  Based on the information submitted, the proposed site will be 
transformed from a working boatyard, with land storage of boat hulls, aged steel hangar 
buildings and heavy equipment such as boat lifts, to a well landscaped site containing parking 
and four-story residential buildings subject to architectural review.   
 
As noted in the PIPC letter, the development is at a distance of approximately 0.3 miles from this 
historic site.  The site is located closest to the park from southerly views but is separated by a 
wetland of significant size.  Views to the south will feature the boatslips, fishing pier, landscaped 
public esplanade and the buildings of the proposed development but also additional marinas, 
and the Panco fuel storage tanks line the foreground of the bay.  Other features visible in the 
midground of southerly views will be the large industrial structures and conveyors of the US 
Gypsum Plant.  The Lead Agency has determined that in consideration of existing versus 
proposed views and in the context of other sites lining the bay south of the park, no significant 
adverse impacts to the views and enjoyment of the Historic Battlefield and Lighthouse will occur 
as a result of the Project. 
 
With regard to the architectural comments, as stated in the DEIS and FEIS, the Applicant has 
selected a variety of materials from stone and brick to stucco panels. These materials contrast 
nicely with the variety of stucco panels and glass windows. The proposed building footprint steps 
in and out avoiding a monolithic building mass. The stepped building parapet helps break down 
the roofline and adds more visual interest. The northern portion (wetlands) of the Site will be 
maintained in its existing natural state with a protective buffer. The colors, materials of the 
buildings as well as other Site amenities have been approved by the Stony Point Architectural 
Review Board (ARB) over the course of numerous noticed public meetings.  
 
On-site lighting will be designed so that it is not obtrusive or overwhelming avoiding sky glow. 
Latest technology LED lighting have been proposed which can be dimmed or increased in 
intensity during different times of the day. The Town Code, Section 215-32, the maximum 
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allowable width of buildings on the Hudson riverfront shall not occupy more than 60% of the 
width of a parcel as measured along a line parallel to other adjacent streets measured at the 
front yard. The current buildings on Site occupy approximately 26% of the total width of the 
parcel. The proposed buildings occupy approximately 37% of the total width of the parcel – only 
an 11% increase and still well within the 60% allowed.  Additionally, the Proposed Action 
increases landscaping and adds recreational value to the Site for the residents of the community.  
 
The Town is currently undertaking site plan review for this development and opportunities to 
comment and partake in this process will be provided to the public and interested/involved 
agencies.  
 
With regard to the comment pertaining to the code requirements for the commercial development 
proposed, please refer to the DEIS Appendix F regarding the Planned Waterfront (PW) zoning 
code requirements and regulations. Per code § 215-92.3, “at least 50 square feet of floor area 
per residential dwelling unit shall be provided for those nonresidential uses listed in § 215-
92.2B.” The development complies with the Town’s zoning code requirements and regulations.  
 
Additionally, all alternatives required to be analyzed as a part of the Scope have been evaluated. 
This includes a 200 unit alternative; a maximum build out of 290 units; a no build scenario and 
the Proposed Action. As stated in the FEIS, a 170 unit alternative is not fiscally feasible for the 
Applicant to develop. Additionally, the Scope does not require an analysis of a 170 unit 
development alternative (. Please refer to Table 7 in the FEIS for information on the alternatives 
studied.  
 
Comment 3: If the buildings were viewed from a further distance this may be an effective way 
to mitigate the impacts, however there are several vantage points within the State Historic site 
that are within 1,000 to 1,600 feet of this project site. We also feel the proposed architectural 
style will not be effective as there will be actual boats in the marina at a different scale. 
Therefore, the project as proposed cannot effectively mitigate impacts by use of an architectural 
style alone. 
 
Additional landscape screening, grading and or reduction in building scale should be considered. 
The current buffer that is noted in the DEIS is primarily wetland, with low· vegetation and does 
not provide adequate screening of the project site from Stony Point Battlefield. 
 
Additional photo simulations or line of site profiles should be provided for alternative designs. 
These additional simulations would allow a better assessment of impacts to the State Historic 
Site. Alternatives could include reductions in building height, or changes in building layout. 
 
Response: With regard to the comment on the architecture and visual impact of the project, 
please see response to comment #2 provided above.  
 
Additionally, as noted in the FEIS, the Proposed Action is a redevelopment project on a site 
which is already disturbed due to previous uses. The Proposed Action adds much more 
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landscaping than what currently exists on site. The Site will restore and allow for revegetation of 
the area disturbed in the wetland buffer area due to the removal of the existing concrete pad. The 
planting master list picks species which are native to the area and suitable for site conditions. 
Also, please see the Eagle Bay Drawing Set 8-17-2020 on the Town of Stony Point website for 
additional details on landscaping, grading, etc. 
 
Lastly, as stated in the above response, all visual simulations required by the Scope have been 
provided. For information on the alternatives studied, please refer to the FEIS Table 7 (after 
page 156), labelled as Comparison of Impacts – No Action, Reduced 200 Unit Alternate Buildout 
Alternative Buildout, Maximum 290 Unit Alternate Buildout, and Proposed Action.  
See attached “View E” (included in the DEIS) for visual simulation of the Project from the Stony 
Point Battlefield.  These simulations were performed in leaf off conditions and show minimal 
visual impact versus present conditions.   
 
Comment 4: It is our opinion that placing plaques on the esplanade describing the battlefield, is 
not an effective way to compliment the state historic site. 
 
Response:  It is unclear why the PIPC suggests the plaques will not “compliment” the state 
historic site.  The Planning Board of Stony Point has requested that these plaques be placed as a 
public amenity.  The PIPC is welcome to suggest other amenities that it feels might better 
compliment the public access at this location, but the Town is interested in attracting attention to 
the historic resource and providing education on its importance to the history of the Town and 
nation. In any event theses plaques are a public benefit of the project and not intended to 
mitigate an impact.  
 
Comment 5: The PIPC has not fully evaluated the impacts a future trail connection may have on 
the Historic Site. Security, staffing and operations with our limited budget are all concerns. 
 
Response: Per the FEIS, the Applicant will provide a 50-foot easement along the west side of the 
property, abutting the wetlands in the event an entity proposes to construct and fund a 
connection to the Battlefield. The Planning Board has concluded that developing such a physical 
connection is not feasible for the time being. Impacts of such a possible future connection will be 
evaluated if and when funding and associated approvals have been obtained.  The PIPC would 
need to be directly involved in the design of any public proposal to provide a path from the 
proposed public promenade to the Battlefield in the future. 
 
Comment 6: We have enclosed images of a Waterfront project in nearby Haverstraw. This 
project includes 4 story residential structures and parking areas surrounding the buildings. Has 
the board taken a site visit to this area? Is this the type of waterfront development that is 
envisioned for Stony Point? 
 
Response:  The Harbors at Haverstraw and the Eagle Bay development are different in scope 
and scale. The buildings proposed in the Eagle Bay development are lower than those at the 
Harbors and there are far less units proposed for development. The Harbors site has 537 
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residences on approximately 20 dry acres or approximately 26.9 units per dry acre.  Eagle Bay 
proposes 264 units on approximately 17 dry acres or approximately 15.5 units per dry acre 
(57.6% of the density).  The Harbors has buildings as large as 60’ high (to midpoint of peaked 
roof – approximate 65 feet at the top of ridge) and containing as many as 110 units.   The Eagle 
Bay proposal is for buildings as tall as 45’ to the top of a flat roof and containing as many as 76 
units. Please refer to the response to comment 2.4-56, comment 4.5-7, and comment 4.5-32 in the 
FEIS regarding the comparison between the Eagle Bay development, and the Harbors at 
Haverstraw development. 
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Attachments:    1. Letter from PIPC – February 14, 2020 
2. Letter of No Effect for Larger Preceding Project – “The Breakers” 

   3. Letter of No Effect for Marina and Breakwater 
   4. Proof of Mailing of DEIS to Historic Preservation Office 
 



















Director, Division for Historic Preservation

Michael F. Lynch, P.E., AIA

Sincerely,

If further correspondence is required regarding this project, please be sure to refer to the 
OPRHP Project Review (PR) number noted above.

Based upon this review, the New York SHPO has determined that no historic properties will be 
affected by this undertaking.

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). We 
have reviewed the project in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to Historic/Cultural 
resources. They do not include potential environmental impacts to New York State Parkland 
that may be involved in or near your project.  Such impacts must be considered as part of the 
environmental review of the project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and/or 
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law 
Article 8).

February 06, 2019

Re:

Mr. Connor McKeon
TMS Waterfront
181 Westchester Ave
Suite 409
Port Chester, NY 10573

USACE
Eagle Bay Marina and Breakwater
36 Hudson Drive, Stony Point, NY 10980
19PR00809
3-3928-00061/00021-23

Dear Mr. McKeon:

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • www.nysparks.com

ANDREW M. CUOMO

Governor

ROSE HARVEY

Commissioner
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