FINAL GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

for
CITYGATE

Proiect Location:
Southeast Quadrant
of East Henrietta Road and Westfall Road
(Formerly the lola Campus)

Project Sponsot / Appllcant
Anthony J. Costello and Son (Spencer) Development, LLC
One Airport Way
Rochester International Airport
Rochester, NY 14624

Lead Agency:
Arthur lentilucci
Director of Planning and Zoning
City of Rochester
30 Church Street, City Hall, Room 125B
Rochester, NY 14614

August 2010



1.0

- 2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
8.0

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

1.1
1.2

iist of Commeniers
Comment Summary Report

REVISED CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSAL
PHASING PLAN

SITE DRAINAGE CLARIFICATION AND EXPLANATION
TRAFFIC REPORT CLARIFICATION AND EXPLANATION

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8
6.9
6.10
6.11
6.12
6.13
6.14
6.15
6.16
6.17

Project Description

Community Needs and Benefits
{ and Use and Zoning
Community Character

Historic Resources

Water Resources

Natural Resources

Utilities

Community Services

Visual Environment

Traffic and Transportation

Site Design

Recreational Resources
Alternatives Analysis
Comments Requiring Clarification of DGEIS
Green Initiatives ‘
Miscellaneous



FIGURES

Figure 1. Revised Land Use Map

Figure 2 . Revised Street Network

Figure 3. Revised Concept Plan

Figure 4. Block H Plans Building Elevation Types
Figure 4.2 Block H Plans Building Types Study
Figure 4.3 Block H Building 5 Building Types Study
Figure 4.4 Block H Building 5 Building Types Study
Figure 4.5 Block H Building 3 Building Types Study
Figure 4.6 Block H Building 2 Building Types Study
Figure 5  Municipal Boundary Map

Figure 6 Brighton PRD Zoning District Map

Figure 7 Phasing Plan

Appendix A.
Appendix B.

Appendix C.
Appendix D.
Appendix E.

Appendix F.
Appendix G.
Appendix H.
Appendix .
Appendix J.
Appendix K.

APPENDICES

Written Comments Received

Rochester Environmental Commission's Comment Summary and Disposition
Recommendations Report

Revised Design Guidelines

Proposed PDD Regulations and PRD District Performance Standards
Westfali Road Project Scheduie Confirmation

Monroe County Depariment of Transportation Trip Generation Letter
Saturday Traffic Analysis

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

Expanded Traffic Analysis

Supplemental Storm Water Report Executive Summary
Supplemental Sanitary Information Monroe County Pure Waters
Tree Inventory



FINAL GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

for
CITYGATE

Project Location:
Southeast Quadrant
of East Henrietta Road and Westfall Road
(Formerly the lola Campus)

Project Sponsor / Applicant:
Anthony J. Costello and Son (Spencer) Development, LLC
One Airport Way
Rochester International Airport
Rochester, NY 14624

L ead Agency:
Arthur lentilucci
Director of Planning and Zoning
City of Rochester
30 Church Street, City Hall, Room 125B
Rochester, NY 14614

August 2010




Important Dates in the SEQR Process

Positive Declaration Issued:
Public Scoping Session Held:
Comments Accepted Through:
Final Scope Accepted:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Accepted by Lead Agency:

Public Hearing held on DEIS:

Comments Accepted Through:

SEQR Contact Person:

April 3, 2008

April 23, 2008
April 30, 2008
May 22, 2008

October 20, 2008

November 6, 2008

December 1, 2008

Dorraine Kirkmire, Sr. City Planner
City of Rochester _

City Hall, Room 125 B

30 Church Street

Rochester, New York 14614



1.0

- 2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

1.1
1.2

List of Commenters
Comment Summary Report

REVISED CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSAL
PHASING PLAN

SITE DRAINAGE CLARIFICATION AND EXPLANATION
TRAFFIC REPORT CLARIFICATION AND EXPLANATION

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8
6.9
6.10
6.11
6.12
6.13
6.14
6.15
6.16
6.17

Project Description

Community Needs and Benefits
Land Use and Zoning
Community Character

Historic Resources

Water Resources

Natural Resources

Utilities

Community Services

Visual Environment

Traffic and Transportation

Site Design

Recreational Resources
Alternatives Analysis
Comments Requiring Clarification of DGEIS
Green Initiatives '
Miscellaneous



FIGURES

Figure 1. Revised Land Use Map

Figure 2 . Revised Street Network

Figure 3. Revised Concept Plan

Figure 4. Block H Plans Building Elevation Types
Figure 4.2 Block H Plans Building Types Study
Figure 4.3 Block H Building 5 Building Types Study
Figure 4.4 Block H Building 5 Building Types Study
Figure 4.5 Block H Building 3 Building Types Study
Figure 4.6 Block H Building 2 Building Types Study
Figure 5  Municipal Boundary Map

Figure 8 Brighton PRD Zoning District Map

Figure 7 Phasing Plan

Appendix A.
Appendix B.

Appendix C.
Appendix D.
Appendix E.

Appendix F.
Appendix G.
Appendix H.
Appendix |.
Appendix J.
Appendix K.

APPENDICES

Written Comments Received

Rochester Environmental Commission’'s Comment Summary and Disposition
Recommendations Report

Revised Design Guidelines

Proposed PDD Regulations and PRD District Performance Standards
Westfall Road Project Schedule Confirmation

Monroe County Department of Transportation Trip Generation Letter
Saturday Traffic Analysis

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

Expanded Traffic Analysis

Supplemental Storm Water Report Executive Summary
Supplemental Sanitary Information Monroe County Pure Waters
Tree Inventory



INTRODUCTION

This dosument, in conjunction with the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGELS)
is the Final Generic Impact Statement (FGEIS) for the proposed Citygate project, located at the
souiheast corner of the intersection of East Henrietta Road and Westfall Road, situated in two
municipalities — the City of Rochester and Town of Brighton, Monroe County, New York. One
purpose of the FGEIS is to address the substantive comments received on the DGEIS. For the
Citygate project a public comment period was opened on Ociober 20, 2008 and closed on
December 1, 2008, During the comment period a public hearing was held on November 6,
2008. The FGEIS also includes an explanation and an assessment of any modifications to the
project as well as any revisions andfor supplements to the DGEIS. This FGEIS is issued and
filed by the City of Rochester Director of Planning and Zoning as the | ead Agency.

The DGEIS and FGEIS are prepared pursuant {0 the State Environmental Quality Review
(SEQR) regulations adopted and codified in BNYCRR Part 617. The Lead Agency made a
determination to rely on a Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) to describe the
proposal and disclose and analyze potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures. In
accordance with §617.10(a), a GEIS is a broader document than a site-specific-environmentai
impact statement. 1t discusses the logic and rationale for the choices advanced. 1t is based on
conceptual information and identifies the important elements of the natural resource hase as
well as the existing and projected cultural features, patterns and character. The need for further
review of subsequently proposed development is determined by compliance with the content of
the GEIS. Where a subsequently proposed action will be carried out in conformance with the
conditions and parameters established in the GEIS or its findings statement, no further SEQR
compliance is required. Alternatively, where a subsequently proposed development/action is
later found o have not been adequately addressed in the GEIS, the SEQR regulations set forth
two possibilities:
1. A negative declaration must be prepared if the subsequent action will not result in any
significant environmental impacts; of .
2. A supplemental EIS must be prepared if the supsequent action may have one or more
significant adverse environmental impacts

1.1 List of Commenters

————

Denise Anthony Rick DiStefano, Secretary -
Executive Director for Accountability and Town of Brighton Zoning Board of Appeals
Community Relations Town of Brighton
| Rush-Henrietta Central School District 2300 Elmwood Avenue
2034 Lehigh Station Road Rochester, NY 14618
Henrietta, New York 14467
Albert B. Antonez Donald D. Doe
Brighton Informed Monroe Cotinty Water Authority
88 Palmerston Road 475 Norris Drive
Rochester, NY 14618 Rochester, NY 14610
Joanne Arany, Executive Direcior Sandra L. Franke!, Supervisor
Edward Olinger, Vice President for Town of Brighton
2300 Elmwood Avenue

Preservation
Landmark Society - Rochester, NY 14618

133 S. Fitzhugh Street
Rochester, NY 14608

I —
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Ramsey Boehner

Town of Brighton Planning Board
Town of Brighton

2300 Elmwood Avenue
Rochester, NY 14618

Helen Bayer Hogan, Executive Director
South East Area Coalition

1045 South Clinton Avenue

Rochester, New York 14620-2054

Dan Hurley, President
Upper Mt. Hope Neighborhood Assn.
95 Southview Terrace

Rochester; NY 14620

Joanna Oliver, Environmental Manager
Office of Environmental Affairs
Dormitory Authority of the State of New
York

One Penn Plaza, 52" Floor

New York, New York 101 19-0088

Art lentilucci, Director
Division of Zoning
City Hall, Rm 1258
30 Church Street
Rochester, NY 14559

Brent H. Penwarden, Associate Engineer
Monroe County Department of
Transportation.

6100 City Place

50 W. Main Street

Rochester, NY 14614

Timothy E. Keef, P.E., Town Engineer
Depariment of Public Works

Town of Brighton

2300 Elmwood Avenue

Rochester, NY 14618

Lisa M. Porter, Environmental Analyst
NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation

Division of Environmental Permits, Region
8 .

6274 East Avon-Lima Road

Avon, NY 14414

Rochester, NY 14620

Joan Gray Lindberg Kevin Quinn
Lilac Neighbors MCPW — Office of Development Review
32 Highland Ave. 7100 City Place

50 W. Main Street
Rochester, NY 14614

Kevin O'Buckley, Regional Director
NYS Department of Transportation
Region 4

1530 Jefferson Road

| Rochester, NY 14623

David Watson, Chair

City. Planning Commission
City Hall Room 1248

30 Church Street
Rochester, NY 14614

1.2  Comment Summary Report

Upon receipt of the public and agency commenis during the comment period on-
the DGEIS, a comment summary report was prepared by the Lead Agency for
presentation to the Rochester Environmental Commission (REC). The RECis a
seven-member citizen advisory committee charged with reviewing the comments
and advising the lead agency on whether or not each comment is substantive and

of the recommended dispositio

n of the comment. The disposition

recommendation guides the FGEIS preparer on the level of follow up necessary

to adequately respond to the commen

t. A copy of the REC's Comment Summary

and Disposition Recommendations Report is in Appendix A.
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REVISED CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSAL

The submission of numerous comments from the public and agencies led the project
sponsor to reevaiuate and revise the proposal that was described and depicted in the
DGEIS. They hired the architectural firm, Chaintreuil, Jensen and Stark, to assist thern
in developing a concept plan that addresses the substantive comments as well as more
effectively achieves their vision for Citygate. The revised site concept plan (Figures 1
and 3) addresses specific comments related to land use, site design, density, building
design, and existing structures. Site-specific responses for utilities, drainage and traffic
are addressed in the FGEIS as they relate to the revised site plan.

The revised plan is different from the preferred plan depicted in the DGEIS in several
notable ways. The proposed street network provides a clear network of new streets
promoting easy access to the entire community for pedestrians and vehicles entering
from the surrounding roadways. The plan now provides for a traditional street grid and
small block pattern. The parking lots have been removed from the street frontages and
placed at the interior of the blocks and behind buildings. Parking is screened from the
public realm. Al proposed buildings relate to the streets and each other rather than
appearing to be several operationally independent and self-contained building sites. A
transit center is being introduced as a new land use. See below for a description of the
transit center. Refer to Figures 4.1 to 4.6 for an example of the proposed conceptual
building elevations and floor plans. Figures 4.1 to 4 6 illustrate the dense use of space in
the building design and creative uses of space on the site for off street parking and green

space.

The following narrafive, prepared by Chaintreuil, Jensen and Stark, explains the basis for
the design of the new site concept plan pursuant to the project sponsor's vision for
Citygate, the site deyelopment potential and the comments received:

The revised site concept plan presents Citygate Is an exciting new, urban
live-work community on the Erie Canal the likes of which is unequaled in
Rochester. The development plan is designed fo merge retail, commercial
and housing into a pedestrian- friendly center where people of all ages will

gather to live work and play.

Citygate is focused on the public realm; its streets, sidewalks, parks and
public space creale a sense of community. The building types, their
setbacks, scale, facades, exterior materials and detailing are developed to
create public rooms for a rewarding civic life.

Citygate Is foremost a walkable community, scaled to the pedestrian, but
Citygate also accommodates the automobile providing parking slrategies
without compromise to the quality of the streetscapes and buift
environment. On-street parking provides efficient access to retaif
destinations and adds vitality to the street. Secure and convenient parking
is provided for residential and office space. Parking structures are
centrally located but fully screened by mixed-use liner buildings.

Citygate provides a clear network of new streets promoting easy access to
the entire community for pedestrians and vehicles entering from any of the
surrounding roadways. itis a community with a traditional streel grid and
small block pattern. Housing options within Citygate range from single-



family homes to apartments and condominiurns with configurations that
include detached houses, townhouses, flats, lofts and penthouses.

Citygate is mixed use by design, integrating retafl, office and residential

" uses fo create a vibrant community. Mixed-use buildings on the

community’s main north-south street transition into primarily residential
uses to the east, and into primarily commercial uses fo the west. The main
street slopes gently to the south arriving at a public park, the Erie Canal,

canal front retail and entertainment destinations.

Citygate is sustainable, facilitating and promoting daily live work and play -
activities, without the use of the automobile and creating the densities that
will support a public transit hub linked to other regional destinations. In
the spirit of environmentally sensitive sustainable design, Citygate will
seek certification under the new LEED Neighborhood Development rating
- system developed in collaboration with the U.S. Green Building Counci
(USGBC). The system, adopted by the Congress for New Urbanism and
the Natural Resources Defense Council, awards points for neighborhood

pattern and design that reflects open community, compact design,

diversity of uses, diversity of housing types, reduced parking footprint,
walkable streets, sireet network, transit facilities, access to public spaces
and community outreach and involvement. The program provides
independent, third-party verification that a developments location and

design meet accepted high levels of environmentally responsible

development.

The following table is a comparison of the maximum build-out of the revise

plan and the plan depicted in the DGEIS:

d Citygate

Land Use Original Pian in DGEIS Revised Plan
Retail 310,000 sf : 310,000 sf
Office/Commercial 193,000 sf 193,000 sf
Hotel 350 rooms 350 rooms
Residential ' 1,150 units 1,035 units

| On-street parking 700 spaces 700 spaces
| Total Parking® 3000 spaces 2700 spaces

*Includes transit center

The proposed build-out in each municipality is summarized below:

Land Use Original Plan Revised Plan
) Rochester Brighton Rochester Brighton

Retail 310,000 sf . | 0 310,000 sf 0
Office/Commercial 193,000 sf 0 193,000 sf 0
Hotel . 136 rooms 214 rooms 350 rooms 0
Residential 450 units 700 units 989 units 111
On-street parking 465 spaces 225 spaces
Off-street parking | 1687 spaces 303 spaces




The Multifaceted Citygate Satellite Transit Center (transit center) is proposed in
parinership with the Rochester-Geneses Regional Transportation Authority (RGRTA).
The transit center location and vehicutar circulation and access are shown in Figure 2.
Funding for the transit center is through a New York Economic Development Assistance
Program (EDAP) from the Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY}.
RGRTA was coordinated as an Involved Agency for the SEQR process o February 19,
2010. DASNY was listed as an Involved Agency in the DGEIS. The construction of the
transit center will involve the first phase of mixed-use buildings in addition to the transit
component and will be subject to a site-specific review pursuant to this generic review.
The revised traffic study {appendix H) includes the revisions resulting from the

introduction of the transit center.

As discussed in the DGEIS and to achieve the goals of the revised pian, the project
sponsar is requesting that the municipalities rezone the property. The requested zone in
the City of Rochester is Planned Development District #11 (PDD#11) in accordance with
Article XVIi of the City Zoning Code. In Brighton the requested zone is Planned
Development Residential District (PRD) in accordance with Article XX of Chapter 203, the
Town of Brighton's Comprehensive Development Regulations. The proposed zoning in
Brighton is a change since the DGEIS in an effort by the project sponsor to betier clarify
the development goals and alleviate some of the Town's concerns about zoning variances
that would be required. For many years, the City of Rochester has successfully utilized
the Planned Development District provisions. The purpose of using a planned
development district is to achieve unified and integrated development and more flexible
development opportunities that would not be possible through the strict application of the
1and use and development regulations of the Zoning Code. A copy of the Town of
Brighton PRD zoning code and proposed performance standards are in Appendix D.

The purpose and intent of the PRD in the Town of Brighton is:

A. In accordance with the recornmendations and policies in the Town Master
Plan, this district is intended to promote and encourage the development of a
variety of housing types within the medium-density and high-density ranges
prescribed in the Master Plan. This is a floating zone; that is, until a sketch
plan or concept plan has been approved by the Town Board, all the
requirements of the current zoning district apply. After the application to
rezone to Planned Residential Development has been approved, the skefch
plan or concept plan and proposed periormance standards will regulate land
uses and setback requirements.

2. This section also specifically encourages innovations in residential
development so that the growing demands for housing at all economic levels
may be met by greater variety in type, design and siting of dwellings and by
conservation and more efficient use of land in such developments.

C. This section recognizes that while the standard zoning function (use and
pulk) and the function (platting and design) are appropriate for the regulation
of land use in areas of neighborhoods that are already substantially
developed, these controls represent a type of preregulation, regulatory
rigidity and uniformity which may be inimical to the technique of land
development contained in cluster development.

D. The cluster development procedures esiablished in the following standards
provide a method of permitting innovative residential development within
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minimun and maximum bulk requirements, restrictions imposed by capacity
of public services and limitations imposed by the environmental constrainis
present on the site of the proposed development.

As indicated in this purpose and intent, a sketch or concept plan that will regulate land
uses and other requirements must be adopted by the Town Board. The revised plan

presented in this FGEIS will serve as {he concept plan for this purpose. In addition, in
Appendix C and D are the design guidelines and proposed PDD regulations and PRD

performance standards.

Incorporating the entire project into a Planned Development facilitates the overall
integration of the project as well as the application of uniform regulations and design.
Marrying the planned development regulations eliminates the problem of the project
crossing municipal boundary lines and having two sets of regulations. The map in Figure
& illustrates the proposed Brighton PRD district. '

PHASING PLAN OF THE REVISED PLAN

The first phase of Citygate will begin with the parcels under control of the project
sponsor. Monroe County owns and occupies two structures that will be in use by the
County for a number of years (3 to 5 years) after Citygate development begins. The
Children's Detention Center (CDC) and the Monroe County Pure Waters Rochester
Operations Compiex (ROC) will continue to be owned and operated by the County. The
County is I the process of finding a new site and designing a facility to facilitate the
relocation of the CDC. Currently, the County estimates the relocation of the CDC will
take place by the end of 2013. The ROC will be utilized by the County for its Department
of Environmental Services. No date has been set to relocate the facilities activities. The
project sponsor has minimized the impact of the two buildings on the revised concept
plan and integrated the uses into the proposed transportation network. In similar fashion,
Monroe New Power (MNP) owns the Power Plant and a building formerly identified as
the Fleet Building. MNP will continue to operate a co-generation facility in these two
buildings and produce power for Monroe Community Hospital.

Phase 1, as illustrated in Figure 7, will assemble the portion of the site that currently
generally contains 8 buiidings that are proposed to be demolished. The buildings are
described in more detail on page 21 and Section 4.5 of the DGEIS. The City and other-
commenters asked the project sponsor to consider alternatives that left three of the
buildings in place. The project sponsor determined that the poor condition of the
buildings and poor topography, along with the concept plan and the necessary density,
cannot be accomplished with the existing buildings in place. This point was analyzed by
the project sponsor in the DGEIS. The proposal, therefore, is that the first activity in
Phase 1 will be the demolition of the 8 structures to facilitate the assembly of the site
including grading, a storm water detention facility for phase |, utilities and construction of
the street network. Mitigation proposed in the DGEIS of retaining architectural features
of the existing buildings in the new design and a photographic essay will be
implemented. Proposed construction of a parking facility as part of {he transit center,
retail, commercial and the transit bus street network fo support the first phase will be
implemented through concept design while demolition takes place. The Transit Center
parking facility is funded by the State and will be the first structure, with the
accompanying commercial space, constructed.

Phase 2 will begin with the site assembly of the canal frontage and the design and
installation of the New York State Canal Greenway Grant Improvements. The
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construction of retail and commercial structures in this area will be market driven. Phase
3 will take place after site plan approvals are issued. Phase 3 will require the longest

time frame to implement.
SITE DRAINAGE CLARIFICATION AND EXPLANATION

Two separate storm water detention facilities have been designed in response to
comments in the DGEIS. The facility on the City portion of the site will act as the primary
storm water detention facility and will recelve storm water for 100 percent of the City
development and a portion of the Town of Brighton development. The second facility
iocated in the Town of Brighton pertion of the site will receive the balance of storm water
in the Town development. In response to comments #42 to #46 (see below) frem the
Town of Brighton, no storm water from the City of Rochester will be discharged into the
Town of Brighton. Figure 8 ilustrates the revised storm water detention design for the
development. The complete stormwater phasing design, use assumptions and total
square footage for each phase is contained in Appendix [.

The proposed design addresses the concerns raised by the Town of Brighton as it
relates to drainage into the town park. The revised design in the FGEIS increases the
amount of detention in the City portion of the site and discharges treated storm water
from the primary facility into the New York State Barge Canal. The secondary facility in
the Town of Brighton will discharge into an existing drainage swale to the New York DOT
pond in the town park. The revised design protects a number of mature trees in the
southwest corner of the Citygate site contributing to a greener design, buffering the Town
trail and the further retention of groundwater on the site by mature vegetation.

TRAFFIC REPORT CLARIFICATION AND EXPLANATION

Three comments resulted in further clarification and explanation of the Traffic Study in
the DGEIS. In response to Comment # 88 Bergmann provided a Saturday Traffic
Analysis (Appendix F) that provides further clarification of the analysis provided in the
DGEIS. In response to Comment # 100 a Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis (Appendix G)
is provided as further clarification to information provided in the DGEIS. Inresponse to
Comment # 101 an Expanded Traffic Analysis (Appendix H} is provided for Elmwooed
Avenue at South Avenue, East Henrietta Road at Crittenden Boulevard/ Mt. Hope
Avenue/ West Henrietta Road. None of the supplemental information resulted in changes
in the assumptions made in the 2008 Traffic Study.

The revised Goncept Plan eliminates two of the site access points at Westfall Road. A
single access point.is proposed and serves as the primary north-south street for the
development, Revisions to Waestfall Road access required the project sponsor to
update/revise the traffic study results in the DGEIS. The supplemental Westfall Road
Traffic Analysis (Appendix 1), performed by GTS Consulting concludes that the single
sighalized driveway and turn lanes on Westfali Road at both the site driveway and Green
Knolls East driveway will operate well during all three peak periods without negatively
impacting area traffic operations. The proposed Satellite Transit Facility while introducing
bus traffic into the Citygate site does not add traffic to East Henrietta Road, Wesifall
Road and surrounding arterials. The proposed bus traffic currently operates within

existing designated RGRTA routes.

10



8.0 RESPONSES 7O PUBLIC COMMENTS

1. The DGE!S does not provide sufficient site development detail.
Commenter: Distefano

Response:
The purpose of the DGEIS was to describe the rationale for the concept of the proiect

sponsor and assess the potential impacts and mitigation measures of and alfernatives to
the concept plan. The site plan approval process for individual site-specific projects
proposed pursuant to the concept plan will be initiated following rezoning approval and will
be subject to subsequent SEQR reviews.

2. Page 11. A summary of what is proposed in the Town of Brighton. Section 2.2 does
not contain a description of what is proposed in terms of the type of residential
units, proposed heights, range of building densities and supporting development
features. Two loft buildings are shown on the concept plan, Will any retail uses be
included in the Brighton portion? S

Commenter: Bohner
Response. Refertothe EGEIS Section 2.0 and Figures 1-3.

3. Page 15. What is meant by the “[live] work units”? At first glance, these types of
units are not consistent with the RHD-1 zoning district.

Commenter: Boehner
Response: Inthe revised concept plan, live work units are not included in the Town of

Brighton portion of the site

4.  The potential variances needed from the Brighton Zoning Board of Appeals are not
identified (i.e. use, height, sethacks, etc.). '

Commenter: Boehner, Distefano
Response: Referto FGEIS section 2.0 above. Once the concept plan is adopted by the

Town Board and a PRD is established, no variances should be required.

5. Page 106. The portion of the proposed project within the Town of Brighton is
inconsistent with the RHD-1 zonhing district requirements. Livefwork residential
units with small offices are not allowed, nor is "retail in the first floor”.

Commenter: Boehner
Response:  [nthe revised plan, live/work units are not proposed, nor is retail,

6. Page 114. Evenfora DGEIS, the description of the proposed land use in the
Brighton portion of the project is too vague. How many residential units are
proposed? How tall will they be? Is there arange of maximum lot coverage,
minimum setbacks, density and maximum heights that can be presented at this
time?

Commenter: Boehner

Response:  Referto section 2.0 above and Figures 1-3.

7. The DGEIS does not explain or describe any impacts on and thus any mitigation for
the ongoing operation and security of the Children’s Detention Center {CDC) which
will most likely remain in operation throughout phases IA, IB and beyond. Has the
CDC provided any comments/concerns?

Commenter: Quinn
Response: According to the project sponsor, quarterly meetings with the County are ongoing

to discuss the progress of Citygate and outstanding issues, including the CDC. The
11



County is conducting 2 feasibility study to determine the best replacement option for the
CDC. Special miligation measures such as public access for employees and visitors,
utility service to the CDC and security have been discussed with the County and will be
implemented as necessary while the CDC is located at Citygate. For a discussion of the
phasing for the revised plan, see section 3.0 above.

8. The Town's Comprehensive Plan calls for an affordable housing component in
residential developments. Will that be provided here?

Commenter: Frankel

Response: Yes.

5. Will the residential use inciude student housing?

Commenter: Frankel
Response:  The project sponsor has no plans for a student housing component.

10, In order to huild 1100 residential units, how high will the rental units be, especially.
in the Neighborhood Mixed-Use district located in the City of Rochester? If housing
units are limited to 3 stories in the Residential district (Brighton), will the same
height restriction apply to the Neighborhood Mixed-Use district?

Commenter: Lindberg

Response: The revised concept plan shows residential units of four floors in the
Neighborhood Mixed-use District. In the Canai Front Mixed-Use District no residential
housing is planned. (Refer to the Design Guidelines in Appendix C for a description of the
type of residential housing in each district and municipality.)

14.  How high will the proposed parking structure for 1200 — 1500 cars he?

Commenter: Lindberg

Response:  The revised concept plan shows two parking garages in the mixed use area with
300 to 600 cars in each garage. The height of the garage is two (2) floors above grade
and the design concept proposes that the garage be hidden by the massing of the

surrounding buildings.

12.  In the calculations for parking spaces, how many parking spaces are planned for
each use? What will the total number of parking spaces be for Citygate?

commenter: Lindberg/Boehner

Response: Approximately 2,700 parking spaces are proposed in the revised concept plan.
A matrix in Figure 3, based on the revised concept plan, better defines the number of

parking spots for each use.

13. The proposal should indicate which streets, if any, will be dedicated as public right-
of-way and which streets will remain in private ownership. For example, the streets
leading to/around the proposed transit facility would likely be public right-of-way.

Commenter: lentilucci

Response:  The revised concept plan and narrative in Section 2 addresses the sireet
network and the circulation for the Transit Center.

14. Recognizing that the proposed transit-facility will be subjectto a site-specific
environmental review at a future date, we would still suggest that more information
on the vision for this facility be presented. As discussed above, the operation of
the facility will likely determine the street network around it. it also has traffic
implications, air quality implications, etc that could impact what uses are proposed
around it. In addition, we would like to see the vision explored in somewhat more
detail without requiring a specific assessment at this point. How will the facility

12



employ “green” initiatives? Has the project sponsor explored the option of a green
roof? Will an RGRTA bus stop be integrated into the site design? How many
parking decks are envisioned?

Commenter: lentilucci
Response:  The revised concept plan (Figure 1) identifies two parking structures. Figure 2

identifies the mass transit loop road and the location of the mass transit satellite facility.
The narrative in Section 2 addresses the site design for the transit center component of
the parking structures. The revised concept plan shown in Figures 1-3 and the revised

design guidelines in Appendix G better depicts and explain the project sponsor’s vision.

15,  Page 115. The zoning requirements of the requested RHD-1 zoning district have
not been addressed. Are there any use variances needed for the Brighton portion
of the project?

Commenter: Boehner

Response:  See section 2 above.

16. Page 118. There was nota sufficient analysis of the land use and zoning impacts,
therefore, it is premature to conclude that no additional mitigation is needed for
Land Use Zoning.

Commenter: Boehner
Response:  The revised concept plan, the discussion in the FGEIS and the information

appended should provide sufficient information on the proposed zoning district and land
uses to make a decision on zoning map and text amendments. The information provides
clarification on building height, lot coverage, setbacks, density, land use and design

requirements.

17.  The proposal is not in accord with our Comprehensive Plan recommendation for

the area.

Commenter: Frankel/Distefano
Response:  With regard to the proposed uses recommended for this site in the Town of

Brighton, the proposat is not compatible with the Town Comprehensive Plan. However,
the proposed development is in conformance with the Town's Comprehensive Plan with

regard to the following:

Housing (Chapter IX)

I Provide a balance in the type and cost of residential development for Brighton’s citizens.
Support of affordable housing options in the community is an important element of achieving this

goal. _
IT. Provide a high quality living environment in existing residential neighborhoods and establish

new residential developments as high quality neighborhoods.
11T Provide housing options preferred by senior citizens.

Land Use Recommendations

1. Residential use should remain the primary land use.
2. When changes in land use or land use densities are proposed, consider such factors as

neighborhood character and identity; compatibility of land uses, impacis on livability;
impacts on services and facilities, including schools, to the extent permitted by law;
accessibility to transit routes; and impacls on traffic levels on both neighborhood streets

and major thoroughfares.
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18.

In addition, the residential component is supportive of the overall Concept Plan for
Citygate and is critical to the success of this new and exciting project which brings

tremendous investment to the area.

Once the hierarchy of streets is defined, then the design guidelines and district
regulations should relate to street-types rather than use categories. This would
pertain, also, to existing streets such as Westfall Rcad and E. Henrietta Road. We
will work with the project sponsor on this and provide examples of this type of

regulatory technique

Commenter: lentilucct
Response: The Project sponsor has collaborated with City of Rochester staff to develop a

18.

series of Design Standards and Planned Developmént District Regulations to reflect the
use of Type A {primary corridors), Type B {secondary streets), and Type C (perimeter
streets) Streets within the proposed Citygate development. The goal is to develop high
quality architecture with a network of logical, coherent, streets, sidewalks, and pathways,
constructed at a pedestrian scale that allow residents and visitors to easily enter and
traverse the site. This network will connect in a logical and meaningful way for
pedestrians and vehicles to the existing public rights-of-way on the perimeter of the site
from East Henrietta Road, Westfall Road, and the Erie Canal. Streats and other public
open spaces, such as squares and parks, will function as outdoor rooms and contribute to
the creation of a unigue sense of place. (See Appendix C and D).

What impact will Citygate have on vacancy rates at adjacent rental properties? {e.g.
Rochester Highlands). No one henefits from renovating one derelict site (the lola
Campus) only to create another underutilized site across the street

Commenter: Lindberg :
Response: Based on the resuits of the market study conducted for the Citygate site

20.

(Appendix Q of the DGEIS), the current real estate market is not meeting the needs of
young, affiuent professionals, empty-nesters, and other high-end, urban-style home
buyers and renters This inciudes adjacent properties such as the Rochester Hightands.
As such, it is unlikely that development of the Citygate site will significantly impact the

vacancy rates of adjacent rental properties.

When and where possible, historic buildings should be re-used, this area has some
strong architecture that could enhance the project and landscape. Look at what Al

Sigal did with the Wolk campus.

Commenter: Hogan _
Response: As noted in the DGEIS, the project sponsor is committed to maintaining the

22.

Power Plant building and its tall smokestack, designed by Sigmund Firestone, and is in
discussions with the owner to purchase the building. Both features are important
architectural components of the proposed Citygate development. It is the intent of the
project sponsor to remove the remainder of the existing buildings and replace them with
an attractive mixed-use development using high-end materials to achieve their vision. The
quality of the replacement development must be such that it is a worthy trade for the loss
of the existing buildings. The existing historic buildings will be fully photodocumented with
4 narrative report that will be submitted to the Rochester Public Library. In addition, on-
site interpretation is proposed as mitigation and the reuse and replication of architectural

elements of the existing buildings.

Also, see the response to comment 24.

| did take several pictures of the buildings on site and the one that concerns us is
Building 5. Most of this structure appears sound. It is unique in appearance and
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seems could be incorporated into @ "Market Place" setting similar to Village Gate or
Station 55 at the Public Market.

Commenter: Hurley -
Response:  The revised concept plan is focused on creating a more traditional style

23. -

neighborhood development with & walkable network of streets. According to the project
sponsor, the existing building 5 configuration, site location and associated topography of
this campus do not allow for its successful integration into the proposed development.

In terms of architectural integrity, the project sponsor's architectural assessment found
that the architectural components of the structure are in an advanced state of disrepair.
Complete window and exterior door replacement is needed and, from what could he
discerned of the roof condition, complete replacement of roofing membranes will probably

be necessary.

Additionally, the resuits of the project sponsor's forensic building science and
microbiotogical investigation found approximately 90,880 square feet of mold on interior
suraces and noted that there will be additional growth concealed within the interior wall
cavities and ceilingffloor assemblies (these areas were not investigated due to their
inaccessibllity). According to the NYC Department of Health and the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA), this level of growth would be classified as "extensive
contamination” {i.e., exceeding 100 square feet). Interms of airborne concentrations,
Building 5 was found to have approximately 37,145 spores per cubic meter, which is
approximately 167 times the airborne concentration of a sample taken outside the

building.

Finally, the lead-based paint inspection indicated that several areas within this structure

were found fo contain lead-based paint.

Thus, based on the cumulative results of these assessments and their implications, the
project sponsor assers that rehabilitating Building 5 for inclusion in the Citygate
development is not feasible.

The existing historic buildings on the site should be retained and reused o
promote the historic character of the site. if the buildings cannot be retained, then
their unique stone, brick and architectural details should be reclaimed and reuse.

Commenter: Watson

Response:

As noted in the DGEIS, one possible measure to mitigate the loss of the lola
Campus buildings includes the use of architectural design elements recalling the original
lola structures in the Citygate buildings. These elements could include physical artifacts
salvaged from the nistoric buildings, as well as design features recalling the architectural
styles or the spatial characieristics of the lola buildings. More specifically, the following
elements could be incorporated into the Citygate design:

«  Cast stone trim elements from Ruildings 1, 5, and 7 could be incorporated into
Citygate buildings or site features.

»  Use of yellow brick to match the Power Plant/Building 10 color as a key trim element
on the Citygate structures or pavements,

= Use of Crafisman style elements from the originai pavilion buildings such as large
windows facing south (this is also plus from a Green Building perspective), simplified haif-
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tudoring at the exterior, and gable roofs with wide overhangs. These elements could be
incorporated into some of the residential buildings toward the southeast portion of the site.

The Design Guidelines in Appendix C further describes the architectural character,
design features, material and colors and key building elements for each district.

24, The preservation of the existing perimeter buildings (1, 7, and 10) offers enough
public benefit that we would like to see this alternative pursued further. Are the
financial losses significant when analyzed in the context of the larger site
development? The rehabilitation of each building, if analyzed as a separate project,
will show a net loss, However, asa component of a larger development project,
that loss is less significant. Secondly, the cost assessment associated with the
scenario for rehabilitation includes lead and ashestos abatement which would have
to be done even if the buildings were demolished. ' : ‘

Commenter: lentilucci

Response:  The following response was supplied by the project sponsor. To determine the
feasibility of rehabilitating the vacant structures located on the former lola Campus for
potential inclusion in the Citygate development, in 2007 the Project sponsor
commissioned a structural conditions assessment, a forensic building science and
microbiological investigation, a lead-based paint inspection, and an architectural
assessment of these buildings.

‘Based on the results of the structural assessment, which was scored on a scale of 1to 5,
buildings 1, 7, and 10 recelved the following scores:

a  Building 1—-4.5
=  Building7 - 3.0
»  Building 10~ 3.0

In terms of architectural integrity, the architectural assessment reported the following for
buildings 1, 7, and 10:

Building 1 — In general the condition of the building could be classified as good and could
be recccupied with minimal repairs and replacements. The report also indicated,
nowever, that corridor walls may be load bearing, and, if so, interior changes from double
loaded corridor arrangement would not be practical. Additionally, the original interior
doors do not provide required minimum clear opening width for accessibility. In terms of
potential uses, the depth of spaces on either side of the corridor are not well suited for
today's typical office configurations, the overall configuration of the building (i.e., overall
depth, depth-to-length ratio, muitiple levels, relationship to parking areas, etc.) is not well
suited for retail use, and the double-loaded corridor configuration is not well suited for

residential functions.

Building 7 — The architectural components of this building are in various states of
disrepair. The exterior components are in fair to poor condition, while the interior
components are In a severe state of disrepair. On the exterior, several areas of the brick
veneer need replacement or restoration. Some exterior components appear to be rapidly
deteriorating and partially detached from the structure. On the interior, there is very [ittle
io salvage of architectural components. In terms of potential uses, a fimitation of depth of
spaces on either side of corridor reduces functionality for any proposed use.

Ruiiding 10 — The architectural components of this building are in a state of disrepair. The
exterior of the structure is salvageable. The interior components are not salvageable.
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25.

Additionally, the original interior doors do not provide required minimum clear opening
width for accessibility. Interms of potential reuse, the corridors and office walls are
nelieved to be load bearing, thus limiting reconfiguration.

Additionally, the results of the forensic building science and microbiological investigation
found approximately 680 square feet of mold on interior surfaces in building 1, 10,600
square feet of mold on interior surfaces in building 7, and 420 square feet of mold on
interior surfaces in building 10 (note that there will be additional growth concealed within
the interior wall cavities and ceiling/floor assemblies). According to the NYC Department
of Health and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), this level of
growth would be classified as “extensive contamination” (i.e., exceeding 100 square feet).

In terms of airborne concentrations, building 1 was found to have approximately 3,099
spores per cubic meter (14 simes the airborne concentration of a sample taken outside the
building), buitding 7 was found to have approximately 14,610 spores per cubic meter (66
times the airborne concentration of a sample taken outside the building), and building 10
was found to have approximately 722 spores per cubic meter (3 times the airborne’
concentration of a sample taken outside the building). Given the cost of remediation and
that there is no standard way to assure potential future occupants that these problems no
longer present a health risk, the project sponsor cannot accept the liability of mold
contamination during post-renovation occupancy.

Finally, the lead-based paint inspection indicated that several areas within buildings 7 and
10 were found to contain lead-based paint. Based on the results of this inspection, no
lead-based paint was identified in building 1.

As noted in the DGEIS, while some of the impacts and costs associated with retaining the
historic resources could be absorbed without becoming a major threat to the viability of
the overall project, buildings 2, 4, 5, 7 and 9 are all positioned in such a way that their
retention is incompatible with the overall project concept and design. Additionally,
although rehabilitating buildings 1 and 10 is not completely infeasible, a

requirement to retain both would impose high opportunity costs resulting from the inability
to make major interior modifications and as their sites are particularly attractive for new
construction given their street frontage. Additionally, in terms of their impact within the
context of the larger site development, the adaptive reuse scenarios for the perimeter
buildings would cost the project a significant amount of money in lost land sale revenue as
these sites are valued as high as $1 million per acre.

Continued coordination with the NYS Ofiice of Parks, Recreation, and Historic
Preservation Is recommended until a determination regarding impacts of this
proposed project on historic structures and archeological resources is made.

Commenter: Porter
Response! As noted in the DGEIS, the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and

Historic Preservation (i.e., SHPO) is identified as an Interested Agency for this project. In
February 2008, the project sponsor met with this agency to discuss the current plans for
the proposed Citygate development. During this meeting the it was indicated that a
majority of the buildings associated with the former lola Campus were slated for
demotition and discussed potential mitigation with SHPO. No action was required by
SHPO at that time; additionally, no comments from SHPO have been received since that
time. The Lead Agency contacted SHPO through e-mail and by telephone to discuss
Citygate. No verbal or written comments have been received.
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28.

Do the City of Rochester and Town of Brighton value their historic resources more
than the desire to assist a developer who wishes to achieve a maximum profit? We
believe the Gity should continue to seek a solution that can achieve the goal of a
reasonable profit for the developer while ensuring the adaptive reuse of portions of
the historic campus. We believe there are alternatives that are not explored in the
DGEIS that could make a reuse of some of the existing buildings and landscape

features viable.

Commenter: Arany/Olinger
Response: Please see the project sponsor’s responses to comments 23, 24, 25, 28, and 29.

27,

Another broad concern is the fact that the buildings have been deteriorating during
the five years of developer ownership. While this situation may have begun while
the site was vacant under County ownership, it has continued and amplified since
the developers purchased this property. In February 2007, we met with the
developers and expressed our concern that the buildings’ conditions were
worsening and must be rectified, yet we have seen no progress toward stabilizing
the buildings. The developers were aware of the complex’s historic status when
they purchased the buildings and we believe that to permit their wholesale
demolition without serious, meaningful mitigation would set a terrible precedent.

Any intent on the part of the developer to aliow for a demolition-by-neglect should

be thwarted by City administrators.

Commenter; Arany/Olinger :
Response! According to the project sponsor, the buildings have deteriorated over a period of

28.

50 years and many of the buildings were not maintained even during times where they
were occupied between 1980 and 2004. The project sponsor has removed keystones
and fixtures to protect them from vandals (documented by police reporis). Appendix J of
the DGEIS ilustrates the failing structural condition of the buildings for decades. The
project sponsor does not have approvals for necessary capital and financing to stabilize
the buildings nor is willing to assume the liability of workers entering the buildings based
on the Forensic Report in Appendix M of the DGEIS. See responses to 22 and 24 above.

In order for the developers to gualify for a Nationwide Wetland Permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, they must comply with a number of conditions, including
compliance with the section 106 consultation process. The applicant should
immediately commence discussions with SHPO and with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to get this process started, if it is not already uhderway.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger

Response: Both ihe New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation

28,

(ie., SHPO) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are listed as Interested Agencies for
this project. As such, both agencies have been contacted. To begin the Nationwide
Permitting process, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers must first provide a jurisdictional
determination indicating ihat the wetlands in question are indeed waters of the U.S.” and
thus under the jurisdiction of the 1J.S. Army Corps of Engirieers. On September 22, 2008
the Project sponsor received said determination indicating that Wetiands A (0.17 acre)
and B (0.07 acre} are jurisdictional waters of the U.S.

A list of potential actions fo mitigate the demolition of the historic buildings is
provided throughout the document. The list does not indicate credible or serious
efforts to mitigate negative impacts. A published book oF “on-site interpretation
program” is not a true mitigation for an impact of this magnitude. The list includes
srefention of historic site features where possible,” butyet we noie that the
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document contradicts this mitigation option by indicating the belief that none of the
buildings, landscape design, vehicular/pedestrian pathways, or significant trees is
worthy of saving, We also wonder what “alternative site planning” might mean in
the context of a project proposing to clear the site of all historic features

Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: The publishing of a book or an on-site interpretation program is proposed {o

30.

ensure that the recollection of this historic resource is not lost. Also, the measures are
proposed in the DGEIS to mitigate the negative impacis associated with the removal of
the historic buildings. In response to comments received through the DGEIS process
regarding saving the Sycamore trees located at the northwest corner of the site, the

Project sponsor has agreed to preserve those trees.

The project is repeatedly referred to as the “redevelopment” of an existing site,
with the implication that it constitutes an adaptive reuse that retains key features.
With the possible exception of some limited amounts of infrastructure, this project
does not appear to reuse any existing features and therefore should not be called a

redevelopment of an existing facility, but rather the redevelopment of a site that is

to be completely cleared.

Gommenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: The project is characlerized as a redevelopment of an existing site, which has,

31.

in recent times, housed facilities including a Children’s Detention Center, Recycling
Center, Monroe County Pure Waters, Monroe Newpower Corporation and Siemens
Building Technologies, Inc. It is noted throughout the DGEIS that this project seeks to
reuse an existing site, as it is not a new development of a greenfield site.

Any-trustworthy calculation of the environmental impact of this project must take
into account the amount of energy that would be expended in the demolition and
construction processes, and would quantify the embodied energy associated with
the existing buildings, which would be wasted through such demolition. Only then
can we get a true and accurate understanding of the energy impact of this project.
While it may be true that the operating energy of the new buildings will be less on a
per-square-foot basis than the existing buildings, on average, it takes
approximately 65 years for a new, energy-efficient building to overcome the wasted
embodied energy and the energy expended in demolition of an existing building
even if 40% of the demolished building's materials are recycled. (Data courtesy of
the National Trust for Historic Preservation.}

Commenters: Arany/Olinger -
Response: The following response is submitted by the project sponsor: With respect to .

buildings, embodied energy involves assessing the fotal energy used from extracting all of
the raw materials from nature, manufacturing and processing of each raw material to a
final product, transportation, actual construction of a building and installation of each item,
as well as removal of the building at the end of its useful life. The quantification of this is
an inexact science with too many potential variables. However, generally speaking it is
accepted that the construction of new buildings have a lower amount/cost of embodied
energy due to advances in technology, efficiency and especially when recycled materials
will be used since it would take less energy to recycle material than extracting them from
natural resources. Thus in terms of redevelopment of the site, there will be less embodied
energy in constructing new buildings in addition to the savings in fong-term energy use
due to energy efficiency measures and improved building techniques.

On page 110 in the description of community character, the sentence that begins,
“There is no definable community character...” is inaccurate. It is the lola complex
itself, and the hospital across the street, that define the community character. This
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section should be rewritten to properly define the community character,
recognizing in particular the character of the lola site and the drama of the Monroe
Community Hospital, a major visual asset in the immediate vicinity. Rather than
consistently downplaying the existing assets, the DGEIS should recognize the
positive elements, including the uniqueness of the historic buildings, the remnants
of the designed historic landscape, and the high design quality of the hospital, and
should take into account the potential to build on the unique character of the
campus. In tandem with the hospital, there is the possibility of creating a
distinctive site that would draw on a population of students and young
professionals who want distinctive, not homogenous, experiences.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger

Response: Monroe Community Hospital and the lola Campus, {ogether, constitute the
historic and institutionat character of that area of the neighborhood. This area also
includes the six buildings developed after 1970 and are\were used for vehicle
maintenancefrepair operations, workshops, and warehousing by Monroe County or other
municipal agencies. A dense, urban, single-family neighborhood lies immediately
northwest of the site. A more suburban-style multi-family housing complex with office
complexes lies immediately north and east of the site. :

33, On the top of page 65, why start with the assumption that the buildings would be
reused only independently from Citygate and not in conjunction with a
redevelopment proposal? This assumption creates a situation where the buildings
must stand alone as independent rehabilitation projects, rather than work
alongside a broader redevelopment of other portions of the site.

Gommenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: See answer to comment 24

34, Why assume that the existing footprints of the buildings must not be altered, that
fencing would not be permitted, or that the buildings can only be used for similar
functions, all of which conditions are laid out on pages 64-667 Itis surely possible
fo construct additions, rework the floor plans, modify the surrounding landscapes,
change the buildings’ uses, and make other modifications in order to enhance the
viability of the buildings and make them work as part of a redevelopment of the

site.
Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response:  See answer to comment 24

35. We question the assumption that the historic rehabilitation tax credit is unworkable
and in particular wouid seek the socurce of the assertion, on page 69, that the use of
the credits makes the project “much more expensive,” outweighing the value of the
credit, as well as the statistic, on page 70, that rehabilitation would be 20 to 50
percent more expensive than new construction. What are these assertions based
on, and do these figures factor in dernolition costs that would not be expended?

Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: See answer {o comment 24

36. The developer discusses, and discards, the possibility of using the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit. We would like to know whether there was any consideration of
combining the LIHTC with the historic rehabilitation fax credit, an approach that
has been quite successful elsewhere and has made a number of difficult
rehabilitation projects financially viabie. It is unclear why the developer asserts
that there would be a “devastating” impact on the projectifa building were reused
for affordable housing; this term seems quite loaded and difficult to reconcile with
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the statement later in the same paragraph that affordable housing is part of the

Citygate proposal.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: Afiordable housing will be a component of the development of Citygate.

References are made to the 2000 Comprehensive Plan for the Town of Brighfon and the
goats of achieving affordable housing is one of the results proposed as part of the
development of housing in the Town. The location of existing buildings on the site are in
areas proposed for the highest density of commercial new construction. The Sponsor
revised the concept plan to achieve an exciting new ,urban live work community. The
proposed new buildings relate to the streets and each other rather then appearing to be
several operationally independent and self-contained building sites. According to the
Sponsor it will be difficult to achieve the objectives of the revised concept plan and

maintain the location of the existing buildings.

37. Page 68 makes reference to the “extraordinary” costs of asbestos, lead paint, and
mold removal, and removal of the tunnel. The ashestos and fead must he abated
whether the buildings are demolished or retained; the tunnel would be removed
regardless of what is done to the site. Therefore, these are not costs that are
associated only with reuse of the building, but would be incurred regardless of

what is done with the site.
Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: See answer to comment 24

38, Page 70 makes conilicting clajms regarding the potential marketability of office
space in new andfor rehabilitated buildings. In one place, the DGEIS notes that
«“The area around Citygate has a lot of Class B commercial space for rent at very
competitive rental rates,” which seems to undercut the need for yet more office
space at the lola site. Similarly, also on page 70 is the claim that if the existing
buildings were to be rehabilitated, the resulting space could not compete against
new spaces to be provided at Citygate. This seems to be quite a circular argument.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger

Response: According to the Sponsor the new office space proposed for Citygate will be Class
A office space with modern amenities. The existing buildings if renovated would be Class

B space.

39, The design will have a significant impact on the Erie Canal, which is also a National
Register-eligible resource. Enhanced canal-focused amenities could be an asset to
the canal, but more information would be needed regarding the orientation,
appearance, and function of the buildings in order to make that determination.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger

Response: The revised site master plan creates a mixed-use development and provides
enhanced canal-focused amenities that will promote use and appreciation of the historic
resource. The main mixed-use street arid public open space lead directly to canal front

retail and the Erie Canal.

40. Itis notable that the Western Erie Canal Heritage Corridor management plan
envisions reuse of buildings adjacent to the canal and yet, this proposal would
demolish all such buildings on the lola campus.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response:  While the Western Erie Canal Heritage Corridor Management Plan does

consider ihe reuse of buildings adjacent to the canal, it also states that “there is a need to
attract and integrate high quality new development to enhance existing historic structures,
to replace incompatible and abandoned site uses, and to stimutate local appreciation of .
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a1,

the canal as an important community feature” and that “attracting entrepreneurs and their
retail and service operations are necessary to prepare the region for a significant increase

in visitors and to better meet the needs of the local consumer”. The Management Plan

also states that “it will take more than museums, historic sites, and visitor centers o draw
visitors to the corridor; it will require that canal communities be great places to live, WOTK

and play”. Based on this information, the proposed Citygate project does meet many of

the goals identified in the Western Erie Canal Heritage Corridor Management Plan.

Page 24. How much new'impervious surface will be added to the site? What is the

potential increase in the volume of storm water generated compared to that
generated today?

Commenter: Boehner . _
Response: The Citygate site currently has approximately 29 acres (45% of the site) of

impervious surface (buildings, paved parking areas, roadways, and sidewalks). Once
fully constructed, there will be an additional 8 acres of impervious area, for a total of
approximately 37 acres (57% of the site).

Gurrently the site consists of four drainage areas which yltimately drain to two
separate locations. The largest area is located on the west side of the site and is
assumed to drain to three storm sewer networks, which discharge to a swale located
at the southwest corner of the site. This swale is then piped under the canalway {rail
and into the canal. The remaining three drainage areas drain towards the east
property line. All three areas ultimately drain to the NYSDOT pond located at the I-

390 Interchange.

The overall drainage area for proposed conditions will drain to two separate
stormwater management facilities (SWMF's). Pond 1, located in the City of
Rochester, will provide stormwater management for the western portion of the project
and will be constructed during Phase 1. Pond 2, located in the Town of Brighton, will
provide stormwater management for the eastern portion of the project and will be
constructed during Phase 3.

The table below summarizes the current and proposed runoff conditions as well as
the proposed outflow (proposed is after full construction). Note that the proposed
outflow is less than current conditions for each recurrence interval as the runoff is
detained and the release rate is constrained. In other words, the SWMF's have been
designed so that the post-development rate of run-off Is equal to or less than the pre-

development rate.
Existing and Proposed Peak Discharges for Total Citygate Site

7 Existing Runoff Proposed Runoff Proposed Outflow
Racurrence DA-1 + DA-2 DB-1 + DB-2 Pond 1+ Pond 2
Interval + DA-3 + DA-4 {cfs) (cfs)
{cfs) ]
Tyr 67.14 104.19 3331
2yrs 96.56 144.58 51.69
Syrs 133.11 193.82 75.62
10 yrs 164.4 235.07 96.03
25 yrs 195.31 276.33 117.11
100 yrs 251.69 350.4 156.7
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The two SWMF's have been designed with 4.46 Ac-Ft of water quality volume (WQv)
where 3.03 Ac-Ft are required. The majority of ihe available WQv within the ponds are
located in Pond 1, however, low flow orifices, pond re-youting, bio-swales, available

infitration etc. wilt be incorporated within specific site plans to ensure that all requirements

are complied with. It should also be noted that the current stormwater management
approach has been designed to maintain existing trees in the southeast corner of the

development

42. Page 24, Will the proposed storm water management system be constructed in

sequence with the construction phasing or will any portions need to be constructed

at the outset?

Commenter: Boehner
Response: Pond 1, located in the City of Rochester, will provide stormwater

management for the western portion of the project and will be constructed during
Phase 1. Pond 2, located in the Town of Brighton, will provide stormwater
management for the eastern portion of the project and will be constructed during

Phase 3.

A3. Pages 24 and 25. Please elaborate on the contents and objectives of the SWPPP.
What is the anticipated volume and quality of runoff leaving the site?

Commenter: Boehner

Response:  The designs for the stormwater ponds that are proposed for the Citygale site
are listed in the New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual as an
acceptable practice for water quality treatment. By meeting the design criteria in that
manual, the quality of water leaving the site will meet the NYSDEC permit GP-0-10-

001 requirements.

The permit requires construction sites disturbing one or more acres to have a storm
water poliution prevention plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must address erosion and
sediment control and storm water management during and after construction. The
purpose of the SWPPP is to protect water quality due to construction activity and
reduce sediment damage and associated mainienance costs of road ditches, siorm
sewers, sireams, lakes, and flood control structures. As the project nears
construction, the Citygate SWPPP would be designed and constructed to minimize
erosion and sediment problems associated with soil disturbance. The SWPPP must
comply with The New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and
Sediment Control, which have been developed over time fo reduce the impact of soil
loss from construction sites to receiving water bodies and ‘adjacent properties and
provide designers with details on how to select, size, and design specific practices to

meet these resource protection objectives.

The table in the response to item 41 provides the anticipated volume of runoff for the
site. The limitations of the site constrain the design options for water quality. Storm
water guality volume requirements will be addressed both in the ponds and through
bio-swales, rain gardens, and other “green’ design features which will be
incorporated into subsequent site-specific site plans.

The two stormwater ponds have been designed with 4.46 Ac-Ft of water quality volume
where 3.03 Ac-Ftare required.

44, Page 25. ldentify and discuss the storm water conveyance pathway from the

proposed storm water pond to the NYSDOT pond. Will the storm water he piped or
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he conveyed via an open channel? Will an easement be needed? Who will be
responsible for the maintenance of this conveyance system?

Commenter; Boehner

Response!: Pond 2 will drain via an outlet control structure, through an underground pipe
discharging into an existing wetland area, and ultimately into the NYSDOT pond
located at the 1-390 Interchange. The outlet control structure and the conveyance
pipe are part of the Stormwater Management Facility and will be maintained along
with the other components of the facility — no special arrangements or additional
easements are contemplated at this time. The outlet control structure constrains the
velocity of the water leaving the pond, ensuring the discharge flows into the wetland
area in a non-erosive fashion.

45, Does the construction of Phase 1A trigger the need to construct any portion of the

proposed storm water pond within the Town of Brighton?

Commenter: Boehner )

Response: No. The revised design has {wo detention ponds. Pond 1, located in the City
of Rochester, will provide stormwater management for the western portion of the
project and will be constructed .during Phase 1. Pond 2, located in the Town of
Brighton, will provide stormwater management for the eastern portion of the project
and will be constructed during Phase 3.

45. Currently, 45% of the runoff of ground surface water enters the New York State

Canal. When the project is complete, 50% of runoff will empty into the Canal. What
body of water does the Canal drain into? Is there a way to decrease the runoff into
the Canal? As development reduces the amount of open land to absorb rainwater,
“the amount of runoff will increase. Added to that increased runoff comes pollutants

from a very large number of vehicles using the site. What can be done to address
the increased runoff | pollution problem emptying into the Canal?

Commenter: Lindberg

Response:The canal can discharge into the trondeguoit Creek Watershed at the following
points, Allen Creek, East Branch Allen Creek, Cartersville, and Fairport. Water is
siphoned from the canal where it crosses Allen Creek and East Branch Allen Creek
for low-flow augmentation and golf-course water demands. Water also leaks around
flood-control waste gates at Cartersville (east of Pittsford) and Fairport and
contributes to flows in trondequoit and Thomas Creeks, respectively.

The proposed stormwater ponds have been designed to comply with the
requirements of the lrondequoit Creek Water shed. This ensures that the
environmental objectives of the Irondequoit Creek Woatershed Collaborative are
accomplished s0 that Irondequoit Creek and its tributaries can continue to positively
contribute to the character and quality of life in each community. [n addition, the
stormwater ponds that are proposed for the Citygate site will meet the New York
State Stormwater Management Requirements.

All development increases the amount of stormwater runoff. The only way to reduce
the volume flowing downstream is through infiltration. For this site, infiltration is not a
viable option as ihe soil types are not conducive to infiltration.

The limitations of the site constrain the design options. Storm water quatity (WQv)
requirements will be sddressed both in the ponds and through Bio-swales, rain
gardens, and other "green” design features which will be incorporated into the final
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design of this area. Correspondingly, the final site design for the Drainage Basin 2
area will have to incorporate additional measures for stormwater quality, specifically
low-flow conditions. These may include piping to divert low flow volumes to Pond 1,
which was designed with additional capacity for this purpose.

47.  Appendix D, Stormwater Management Report — Currently the site drains in two
different directions. Approximately 46% to the Canal and 54% to the east and the
Town of Brighton, ltis proposed for all of the drainage to be collected on site and
discharged to the east and into the Town. This represents a significant
reappointment of runoff volume that currently does not impact the Town. Al Town
Code, IWC and NYSDEC requirements will have to-be adhered to. Furthermore, the
DPW will require the applicant’s engineer to provide an enhanced report to detail
the effects of additional runoff being directed to the Town and the impacts upon
the downstream receiving system.

Commenter: Keef
Response: Both the original and currently proposed designs split the outflows in a

manner approximating the current percentage of volume splits between the two
dltimate drainage destinations (the canal and the NYSDOT pond). The volume
discharged to each destination increases; however, the stormwater management
faciliies decrease the outflow rates below the existing outflow rates. The stormwater
management facilities for this project will be designed in accordance with applicable
NYSDEC stormwater requirements. These facilities will utiize an Extended Detention
Shallow Wetland design (W-2) meeting the applicable standards of the New York
State Stormwater Management Design Manual.

The proposed design for Pond 2 located on the eastern portion of the site reflects a
deliberate effort to preserve as many trees as possible and be sufficiently sized to
meet all Town of Brighton quantity control requirements, which are beyond the
NYSDEC requirements (e.g. the post 100-year rates must be below the pre 25-year
rates and the post 25-year rates must be below the pre 10-year rates).

The Stormwater Report submitted with the FGEIS provides adequate prefiminary
detail demonstrating that the ponds and pertinent storm water mitigation measures
meet water quality requirements. During the site plan review process, additional

details will be required.

50. Page 27. How many Sycamore trees are within the Town of Brighton? How many
will be lost due to the proposed development?

Commenter: Boehner
Response: A tree inventory was conducted for the Town of Brighton portion of the site.

There were no sycamore trees located in this area. Moreover, the Project sponsor has
agreed to preserve the Sycamore trees that exist on the City of Rochester portion of the
site. See Appendix L for the tree inventory.

51, Page 32. Please expand on the discussion of mitigation for the loss of trees. How
many trees will be lost? How many will be replaced?

Commenter: Boehner
Response: It is anticipated that approximately 266 box elders and cotfonwood frees will be

removed. Note that the average diameter at breast height (DBH) indicates the trees are
relatively young trees. Trees and other vegetation will be incorporated into the overall site
design including areas such as the pocket parks, streetscapes and open space areas.
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52. Page 30. Were there any attempts to avoid the 0.33 acres of wetland or an attempt
to incorporate them into the conceptual design as part of the greeén initiatives?

Commenter; Boehner

Response: Based on the jurisdictional determination by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(dated September 22, 2008), 0.24 acres of jurisdictionat wetlands are located within the
Citygate project site. Given the location and quality of these wetlands it is uniikely that
they will be incorporated into the project design, According to the Wetland Delineation
Report [Appendix E in the DGEIS], "the functions and benefits provided by this property’s
wetlands are limited based on their isolated landscape position and colonization by low
value vegetation”. Asis provided under the Nationwide Permit program, the Project

sponsor will work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to ensure that the most

appropriate mitigation is in place during the site-specific reviews for future development

proposals that impact the wetland.

53. Page 30. While a grading plan has yet to be prepared, is it possible to determine
- whether or not topsoil will need to be either imported or exported from the site?
What are the potential mitigation measures? ls there any way to skim off and store
for reuse the rich topsoil on the site? '

Commenters: Boehner / Lindberg
Response:  As noted on page 30 of the DGEIS, a detailed grading ptan will be prepared as

art of the development process. With the exception of the existing steep slopes, itis
expected that changes to the existing topographic character will be limited. Where topsoil
is removed, the Project sponsor plans to retain said topsoil for use on site.

54. There was only mention of Box Elder and Poplar trees, where there are aiso several
pine and mature Elm towards the NW corner of the property. Most of the tree
mapping seems targeted along both South and East borders (canal and Brighton).

Why is this?
Commenter: Hurley
Response! The tree survey was conducted only on the Town of Brighton portion of the

project site per requirements of the Town Code (§ 203-125).

55, |t was surprising to read that the sycamore trees, planted around 1911, “are

nearing the end of their expected life.” (p. 46). The stately sycamore trees on the
Wolk Campus of Al Sigl Center {(Elmwood and South) are still thriving, despite
recent construction projects at that site. The sycamore trees planted over a
hundred years ago around the Highland Park Reservoir are alive and well.
Sycamores typically have a lifespan of several hundred years, s0 they are not
nearing the end of their expected life as the report states. Every effort should be
made to preserve and protect the mature sycamores at Citygate.

Commenter: Lindberg, Hogan, Arany /Olinger
Response: N Tesponse io the comments regarding the Sycamore trees located at the

northwest area of the site, the Project sponsof intends to preserve them.

586. A portion of the project area is located within a Critical Environmental Area. The
CEA was not mentioned in the DGEIS and the document should take into
consideration whether the project will cause an impairment of the environmental

characteristics that caused the establishment of the CEA.

Commenter: Porter
Response: On February 20, 1998, Chapter 48 (Environmental Review) of the Chanter and

Code of the City of Rochester was amended in its entirety. Rased on this amendment,
Critical Environmental Areas now include the following:
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e Land within 100 feet of the wall, hank or gorge of the Genesee River or of the high-
water mark of Lake Ontario. .

s Slopes and crests of the following glacial formations:
= Cobbs Hill

o Pinnacle Hil
= The lesser hills, comprised of kames, kattles and eskers, gensrally focated

between the Conrail Railroad right-of-way on the west and Interstate Route 590
on the east, and generally situated north of Highland Avenue, encompassing
Mount Hope Cemetery and Highland Park.

»  Areas zoned as Open Space District.
= Any project area which is at least 50% covered by steep slopes of 15% or greater.
s Heavily wooded land, which shall be defined as an area of at least two acres with at

least 50% of its area covered by & canopy of mature trees.

Based on these parameters, the proposed Citygate site i5 not located within a Critical
Environmental Area. '

" 57. Page 90. ltis stated that the City of Rochester and the MCWA are evaluating
whether the City Water Bureau can provide water for the entire development, The
FGEIS should identify whether or not the City can provide water for the entire
development. If they can't, an alternative solution needs to be presented.

Commenter: Boehner

Response:  The MCWA has stated that it may not be necessary for the City Water Bureau to
provide water service for the Brighton portion of the site. The Brighton portion of the site
in the revised site plan now is proposed as low density homeownership housing from 700
units of housing (CP27) to the revised plan of 111 units oriess. Itis not anticipated that it
will be necessary for the City Water Bureau to provide service across municipal

boundaries.

58. Page 91. Who will be responsible for maintaining the 8” sanitary sewer? Will there

be adequate water pressure for the fire hydranis?

Commenter: Boehner
Response: The revised site plan proposes a network of primary (A streets) and secondary

(B streets) throughout the development. All streets are assumed to be public and
dedicated to the municipality. Public infrastructure historically dedicated fo the
municipality will be the same for Citygate. The sponsor is not proposing private ownership
of utilities. Page 90 of the DGEIS indicates that 650 gpm is the peak flow rafe for water
service. The analysis in Appendix D of the DGEIS represents that sufficient water supply
is available to the development at sufficient pressures, The water calculations computed
available fire flows of 600 gpm, which is sufficient without the need for system
improvements. The actual fire protection flow demands wilt be determined with the fire
suppression system designs of each building. The water system calculations are included

in the FGEIS in Appendix J.

59. Section 6 of the DGEIS which focused on the water and sewer components of the
project did not provide adequate references or calculations for the “proposed
wastewater generation humbers” for Citygate nor did it accurately discuss the
impact or the “potential impacts on the existing...sewer system in the area”.

Commenter: Quinn '

Response: The sponsor, based on a generic concept plan, determined that the exisiing
sewer system on site and in the area can handle a proposed discharge of 235,000 gallons
of wastewater per day. It is estimated, based on estimated domestic water use, that the
wastewater discharge will not exceed this amount. The Sponsor held a meeting with
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60.

Monroe County Department of Environmental Services staff and received supplemental
data (Appendix H) verifying that the lola Trunk Sewer and the Elmwood Pump station can
handle the proposed additional flow from the Citygate development.

The “Citygate Water Demands” table in Appendix D provides an estimated average
demand of 235,000 gallons per day {gpd) from Citygate which in turn is used as the
wastewater generation number for the project. The DGEIS must expand on the
wastewater generation numbers. Provide references and calculations to determine
water demand for categories (“M Buildings”, “ppartments”, etc.) in Appendix D.
Were the apartments, town homes, etc. based on gpdfapartment or gpdicapita?
Were the M Buildings, Commercial, etc. based on gpdlft’? Was the proposed Hilton
Garden Inn included in the demand gpd under the Hotel category? Again, elaborate
on the references and calculations to derive the «Demand GPD" -per category. The
DGEIS must also provide a peak daily and peak hourly flow for the full build-out. 1n
addition, provide a net wastewater discharge for the Citygate development. What is
the estimated average and peak sanitary flow rates from Citygate on top of the
wastewater generation for the lola Complex property? -

Commenter: Quinn )
Response: A detailed analysis of wastewater generation numbers will be provided to

61.

Monroe County Pure Waters when a detailed development package is submitted to the
municipality for site plan approval. The Sponsor proposes that an "average” discharge of
235,000 gpd of wastewater can be received by the existing sanitary system serving the
site at the time (July 2008) the study was conducted. This has been confirmed by Monroe

County staff (see Comment #59). Refer to Appendix K.

As we currently understand the project, the Citygate property will, with exception to
currently proposed Hilton Garden Inn lot, “be managed by a development company
that will budget for, and maintain, all internal streets, landscaping, and street
lighting as well as coordinate utility repair, maintenance, and improvements.” The
existing 16” and 20” diameter sanitary sewers on the property are public sewers
which will require easements to the Rochester Pure Waters District. The smaller 6”
and 8” diameter sewers on-site may be utilized by future buildings. However, since
these sewers are “old and may experience infiltration and inflow (1&1) problems”,
these old pipes will need to be investigated for condition and 1&! to determine if
they need repair and/or rehabilitation prior to use for Citygate buildings. Judging
by the proposed concept plan in the DGEIS, most of the existing smaller sanitary
sewers will need to be replaced and relocated to accommeodate the proposed layout
of the buildings. These smaller sewers servicing solely Citygate will be the
responsibility of the development company to operate and maintain.

Commenter: Quinn
Response: The project sponsor has noted these comments.

82.

The DGEIS states that the lola Trunk Sewer has a capacity of 6.5 million gallons
per day {(MGD). The full-pipe capacity of lola Trunk Sewer sections range from
5 35MGD to 4.00MGD. We calculated using “manning’s equation” with an inside
diameter of 18.5" for the 20”PVC pipe and “n” coefficient of 0.011. The 6.5 MGD
capacity used in the DGEI!S is over estimated. The current estimated average
wastewater generation of 235,000 gallons per day, or 0.235 MGD (=9,800 gal/hr =163
gpm), consumes up to 10% of the full-pipe capacity of the lola Trunk Sewer. Using
a peaking factor of 4, the estimated peak hourly flow is 39,200 gal/hr (650gpm)
which consumes up to 40% of the full-pipe capacity of the lola Trunk Sewer. The
Elmwood Avenue Pump Station has an average daily flow rate of approximately 0.7
MGD. The estimated average wastewater generation from Citygate represents an
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increase flow into the pump station of 34%. Of course, the Citygate development
should have a net affect on what is being and has been discharged to the sanitary
system from the lola Complex. The DGEIS should describe the impact on the
sanitary collection system components, both gravity and pump station, from the

net impact from the Citygate

Commenter: Quinn
Response: The DGEIS states that the existing sanitary system has adequate capacity to

serve the Citygate development based on a generic concept plan that would generate
235,000 gallons per day. See Response to comment #59.

83. Similar to the smaller sanitary sewer system (<16” diameter pipe) that will service
Citygate, the on-site storm collection sewers, ponds, and water guality structure(s)
serving solely Citygate will be owned, operated and maintain by the development
company, ‘

Commenter: Quinn
Response: The project sponsor has noted these comments.

64. DGEIS - Section 4.6 Utilities and Energy Usage: The description of the water
system in the Town of Brighton should include an 8 inch connection to the City of
Rochester's 42 inch and 36 inch conduits in Clinton Avenue South north of Senator
Keating Boulevard, immediately increasing to a 16 inch main proceeding north of
Senator Keating Boulevard, immediately increasing in a 16 inch main proceeding
north along Clinton Avenue South, a 12 inch main connected to the 16 inch main at
the intersection of Westfall Road and running west along Westfall Road to a point
just west of the easterly intersection of Sawgrass Drive. A 8 inch main exists along
Sawgrass Drive fo the westerly intersection with Westfall Road.

Commenter: Doe
Response: The project sponsor has noted these comments.

65. DGEIS - Section 4.6 Utilities and Energy Usage: The flow test information stated
on page 88 is from the end of the 8 inch main in Sawgrass Drive, not on the 12 inch
main along Westfall Road that would be extended to the site, ltalso shows the
observed flow at the water main residual pressure, not the 1733 gallons per minute
at 20 psi available from the 8 inch system. Variations in the Water Bureau's
operation of the conduits may result in more or less pressure/volume in both
systems, so the Engineer should obtain equivalent design flows from the City and.
the Authority based on the City’s «worst case” operating condition. The Water
Authority contact for hydraulic information and review is Chris King, 621-1200,

extension 511,

Commenter: Doe
Response: The project sponsor has noted these comments..

66. Utilities, Page 90, Third paragraph: The DGEIS states the City and the Authority
are evaluating the City's ability to supply the whole site because the Authority’s
system cannot meet the demand. The Authority has no record of any contacts
regarding water supply (except perhaps for a request for flow information) and is
not presently evaluating the system alone or with the City. The Authority also does
not necessarily agree that the Brighton portion of the project cannot be served

from its system.

Commenter: Doe :
Response: The Sponsor concurs that, with the reduction in residential units and the

elimination of rental units, the MCWA can probably provide water service {o the Brighton
portion of the Citygate site.
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67,

Appendix D - 2.1 Water Systermn, Paragraph 1, { ast sentence: The report states
flow test data was obtained for the matin in Brighton. The results shown are from a
test conducted at the end of the 8 inch main along Sawgrass Drive, off the 12 inch
maln along Sawgrass Drive, off the 12 inch main in Westfall Road. The 12 inch
main would be extended to the Citygate site, so obtaining a supply curve from the
12 inch main is more applicable. Also, as mentioned above, the pressure and
volume available to the site from either jurisdiction varies in accordance with the
operation of the City’s conduits (the source for both systems) so the supply curves
for both systems should be from a common “worst case” conduit condition, not

from a particular point in time.

Commenter: Doe _
Response: The project sponsor has noted these comments.

68,

Appendix D ~ Appendix 1
-The Pump Tables for each option must be shown to assure the flow information is

properly entered into the hydraulics programs.

-Under Option 1, the pressure losses through the jurisdictional meter should be
indicated (and if the units are all rental, a master backflow prevention device).
-.Re-calculate the hydraulics for Option 2 showing P-42 as at least 12 inch pipe. The
existing water main is 12 inch and that will be the minimum size for an extension.
_Consider increasing the pipe size in the complex to 12 inch.

JIf ail the units in the Brighton portion of the project are rental, the Authority will
likely master meter the on-site water system, so losses through a meter and
backflow prevention device may be required in the hydraulic calculations for

Option 2.

' Commenter: Doe
Response: The Brighton portion of the Citygate site is proposed as homeownership in the

69.

revised concept plan. Technical comments are noted and will be considered at the time
the Sponsor presents buildable plans for approval to MCWA for the site.

The description of energy impacts should also take into account the fact that even
if the new buildings are more efficient to operate than the old ones, there will be
many more square feet of space and thus a larger overall impact. We do not
believe the calculations, presented on p. 91, represent a comprehensive and

accurate calculation.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger

Response:!

70.

The Sponsor acknowledges that the development will be many more square feet
of space then the existing buildings on the site. According to the Sponsor, if the existing

buildings were utilized it would compound the energy usage equation by displacing newer
more efficient space proposed by the Sponsor with less energy efficient renovated space.

" The DGEIS is inadequate, as it does not estimate the potential demand for new

public services from the development (pg. 108). How many police calls may be
expected from 700 units? What is the cost per call? Similar analysis is needed for
highways, library, recreation, fire and ambulance. The analysis must be
supplemented, when the developer determines what facilities may be dedicated to

the Town.

Commenter: Frankel
Response: The revised concept plan reduces the number of proposed residential units in

the Town of Brighton from 700 units to approximately 100 units of homeownership
housing. Using a model concept plan of 62 Townhomes and 49 single family homes
approximately 208,000 square feet of residential housing could be built under the
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71,

proposed concept plan. Ata taxable value of $27,556,000 assuming the Townhomes are
condominiums, the property will generate $167,000 in Town taxes and $61,000 in fire and
Town ambulance assessments. The proposed 2010 property tax levy for Town tax is $13
million; $167,000 represents about 1.2 percent of this levy.

The Town, with a population of 35,235 (2007) and with 16,705 units of housing, has an
average occupancy rate of 2.1 persons per unit. The concept pian for the Brighton partion
of Citygate proposes 1 41 units of housing or 234 residents. The Brighton police
department averages .98 calls per resident a year. The proposed 111 units in Citygate
will generate an additional 225 calls a year forthe police or approximately .008 additional

calls a year.

The Brighton Fire Department responds to approximately 2,400 calls a year. Based on
234 residents in the proposed 141 units at Citygate an additional 16 calls can be
anticipated. The proposed 111 units will generafe $61,173in fees for the Fire Department
and Amubutance service or $3,823 per fire call. In 2010 the proposed speciai district
assessment for the Fire Department is $943,000 or $392 per call.

The Brighton Volunteer Ambulance is located at Westfall Road and Winton Road or
approximately 5 minutes from Citygate. Based ona recent assessment for St. Johns
expansion with a high service poputation and using the same equation .32 calls per-unit
can be anticipated if a high at risk (55 and older) population occupied all 111 units at
Citygate. This equates to 36 calls per year or 3 per month. It is anticipated that the
population at Citygate will be much younger and result in much fewer calls. The proposed
special assessment for the BVA is $251,000. Approximately $12,000 wilt be generated by
the proposed 111 units at Citygate in special assessments for the BVA or $333. per call.
This does not include charges collected from public and private insurance of residences.

A cursory review of the Town Budget and the summary of the Town Tax Levy did not
reveal any additional burden on the Town outside of normal services provided fo the
remaining 16,000 residential units in the Town, The Town currently operates 13 special
districts for a multitude of Town services in addition to Fire and Ambulance service. It is
anticipated that the 111 units at Citygate will participate in recreational districts, Tibrary,
sidewalk, lighting etc... as dictated by the Town charter and annual budget. 1t is not
anticipated that the development of 111 units of residential housing will circumvent any of
these district charges or present a challenge to the current services provided by the Town.
The Fire Department, Police and Ambulance service will depend on long standing mutual
aid agreements with neighboring emergency services jurisdictions as is'now the current

practice for this area of the Town.

The DGEIS asserts (pg. 107) that “no more than 83 new students” will be directed to
the Rush-Henrietta Schools from the 700 units in this development “based upon the
type of housing proposed”. The assertion is unsupported. How does this compare
with the number of students housed in other, similar projects in the District? What
limits on the “type of housing proposed” are necessary to mitigate the demand for

students?

Commenter: Frankel

Response!

Using the multiplier of .06 provided by the Executive Director for Accountabifity
and Community Relations of Rush Henrietta School District for estimating the number of
students generated by a housing development, the planned 80-100 residential units in
Citygate should generate approximately 4.6 students for the school district. The revised
plan, therefore, should not have a significant impact on the scheol district.
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72.

Commenter; Anthony
Response: At this pointin the deve

73,

There are 700 residential units in the Brighton section where the Rush-Henrietta
School District is affected. We need to know the following about these units:

Are they rentals or owned properties? What percentages of each category?
. What square footage would the properties range from?
Are they muiti-bedroom housing?
. What price point are the properties ranging from?

Is it mostly apartments condos, or single-family housing?

Are you planning on focusing on senior citizen housing, starter housing or
upscale dweliings. g. What is the realistic timeline for their completion and
ownership to occur? What school year might students be first attending our

schools?

~o Qe T

lopment process, the exact number and characteristics of

the units to be included in the Citygate project has yet to be determined as all site
planning efforts have been conceptual only. However, based on the market studies, the

project sponsor has provided the following information:

"« Both rental and ownership properties will be made available, although the exact

percentages cannot be identified. The Town of Brighton portion of the site is
proposed as homeownership housing;
= Units will range in size from one to three hedrooms, a

are not available at this time;
» No price points are available at this time. Based on the results of the market study,

however, units will be marketed towards young, affluent professionals, empty-nesters,
and other high-end, urban-style home buyers and renters;
« Housing will not be developed for special markets (i.e., senior housing).

lthough exact square footages

See response to comment 71 above.

ental study seems to indicate no impact on our
detail as to why you think this is so. It is hard to
Il not bring children to our schools.

The prospectus for the environm
school district. Please give more
imagine that any combination of 700 units wi

‘Commenter: Anthony
Response:  Refertc the response to comments 71 and 72.

74.

Our school district uses a small class size initiative for elementary schools with a
cap at 17 students per class in grade K-4. Our average elementary class size is
fitteen students. This is board policy. The determinations of space planning must
honor this policy. It seems realistic that we might need an addition to an existing
elementary school to accommodate this property development along with
additional staffing and busing. We are currently putting on an addition at one of our
schools and the cost is 2.4 million for five classrooms. With 700 units being built,
we use .06 as the multiplier to predict anticipated enrollment. This would be about
42 students which in terms of Rush-Henrietta class size would be about three
classrooms. Please note then that it is unlikely that the property would feed into the
existing Crane Elementary gchool as we would not have classroom space for this.
Without an addition, we might have to declare the property as attending Winsiow
Elementary Schoo! and Roth Middle School. Residents would need to be advised
hefore construction begins of our intentions about school enrollments. This would
mean a slightly longer bus ride for students.

Commenter: Anthony
Response:  See the answer to comments 71 and 72.
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75.  Are the developers being promised any tax incentives that would prevent the
school district from realizing the 1.4 million dollar tax revenue described in the
prospectus? The increased revenue does not cover the initial cost of an addition to
a school, should it be needed. What financial incentives would exist to help the
Rush-Henrietta taxpayers pay for these additional costs?

Commenter: Anthony . .
Response: No incentives are proposed. See the answer 10 comments 71 and 72.

76. Wil Citygate have ifs own internal Security service?

Commenter: Linderg
Response:  The project sponsor currently owns and manages other targe commercial

facilities and as part of that management provides a level of security appropriate for the
venue. An assessment will be made as lo the level and type of security required for
Citygate. It is anticipated some type of security will be necessary.

77. Page 38. The proposed Signage Guidelines contained in Appendix G do not
comply with the Town's signage requirements for the Residential District.
Adequate mitigation measures have not been identified.

Commenter: Boehner

Response:  The proposed design guidelines in Appendix G of the DGEIS and as revised in
Appendix C of the FGELS are intended for use by the City in the PDD and by the Town of
Brighton in the PRD to guide the design of Citygate during site-specific decision making.
With the revised plan, however, it is not likely that more than an entrance sign and some.
minor directional signs will be needed in the Town of Brighton.

78. Page 38. Please discuss the extent of screening, buffering and landscaping needed
to effectively reduce visual impacts. Perhaps a range can be given of the amount
and type of screening and buffering needed for each of the proposed uses.

Commenter: Boehner

Response: The amount of buffering wifl be determined by the adjacent uses in the
Sawgrass commercial development. Emphasis will be placed on maintaining existing
border vegetation and supplementing existing vegetation with native plants and trees. As
evidenced by the proposed design guidelines, the development is proposed to offer a
unique sense of “place” and is not intended to create any significant adverse visual
impacts that will require screening and buffering. Landscaping will compliment the
objective to foster human interaction and create a better built environment that creates
opportunities for the integration of open space and public gathering areas.

79. To remain faithful to the green environmental commitment of the project, please
plant native species of trees, plants and groundcovers.

Commenter: Lindberg
Response: While site-specific plantings have yet to be identified, the Sponsor intends to

incorporate native species of trees, plants, and groundcovers where appropriate.

80. Aesthetically, the parking garage should not dominate the landscape.

Commenter: Lindberg
Response: See Response #11.

84. The intersection of South Clinton Avenue and Westfall Road wilt operate under
failing conditions with this project; however no mitigation is analyzed or offered
other than Monroe County will be fixing it. There is no information on when Monroe
County will make the improvements, whether they will accommodate the additional
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trafiic generated by Citygate, nor the level of improvementé required to
accommodate the additional Citygate traffic and their possibie environmental

impacts.
Commenter: Boehner :
Response: The sponsor worked closely with Monroe County DOT. The MCDOT project is

scheduled for construction in 5011. The Citygate projected iraffic has been included in
- the MCDOT design. See the April 15, 2008 memo to file by Brent Penwarden [l

Associate Engineer, MCDOT in appendix E.

g3.  East Henrietta Road interchange with 1-390 is operating under failing conditions,
however, the interchange was not analyzed in the GDEIS, nor mitigation identified.
Again, only the statement that the New York State Department of Transportation
will be fixing it. No information is provided on when New York State will be making
these improvements, whether they will accommodate the additional traffic
generated by Citygate or the level of improvements to accommodate the additional
Citygate traffic and their possible environmental impacts.

Commenters: Boehnet/Frankel
Response: Bergmann Associates has provided the Citygate projected traffic to NYSDOT

and it has been incorporated in the design planning for the East Henrietta road/l 390
interchange. The NYSDOT project is currently scheduled for construction in 2013.

g4. Inregards to Section 4.6, Trafiic and Transportation, we have concerns with traffic
impacts on Route 154, specifically at the Route 1380 interchange and at the site
driveways. Our concerns inciude the close proximity of the proposed traffic signal
on Route 15A to the 390 interchange, queue lengths on Route 15A from the 1380
interchange to the site driveways, and the progression of trafiic on Route 15A.
Before we can provide detailed comments on traffic impacts of the Citygate Project,
a revised Traffic Impact Study which includes the Route 15A and Route 1390
interchange is necessary. Also provide us with the SYNCHRO files used to create

the outputs in the study.

Commenter: O'Buckiey
Response!: Please see response fo comment 83.

85. We do not agree with the volume of Citygate traffic that might travel through the .
Town of Brighton based on current traffic patterns. We would expect 30%, if not
40% of Citygate traffic will use Westfall Road in the Town Of Brighton to and from:

Citygate;

Commenter: Boehner
Response: Please see the Response to Comments 81and 87.

86. The number of vehicle trips generated by Citygate is significantly under-estimated.
The estimate assumes that for the retail development, 20% of the trips generated

would travel toffrom other retail shops on site and would never exit onto the
adjacent highway system. Since the Institute of Transportation Engineers
“Shopping Center” Trip Generation rates were used to estimate generated trips hy
this retail component, these internal shopping trips have already been accounted
for. The double dipping on volume adjustments has grossly under-estimated the
impact of traffic impacts on the adjacent highway network.

Commenter: Boehner
Response: Please see response to comment 87.
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87. The traffic analysis conducted is based on different land use sizes than presented
in the DGEIS. Thus, the true volume of traffic generated for the preferred
development and its possible environmental impacts have not been propetly

documented in the DGEIS.

Commenter; Boehner
Response: The Traffic Impact report was hased on a worst case scenario of land use. Any

changes have reduced the traffic impact thereby traffic operations would be better than
those calculated in the original Traffic Report. Land use densities have been reduced in
the FGEIS and land use in the Brighton portion of the site have been further reduced.
Proposed retail was reduced by 33,000 square feet from what was analyzed in the July
2008 traffic study. In the revised concept plan two drives from the site onio Westfall Road
has been eliminated further reducing traffic onto Westfall Road and into the Town of
Brighton. Supplemental traffic data and analysis is provided in Appendix H in response to

the changes in the concept pian.

8. While the proposed 343,000 sd. ft. of shopping center will experience peak traffic
generation on Saturday, no formal analysis of the traffic impacts was performed for
the Saturday peak period. In.addition, we disagree with the information offered in
DGEIS stating the development would generate fewer trips on Saturday.

Commenter: Boehner

Response: A shopping center is not proposed for the site. See Section 2.0 for a
description of development uses. An analysis of traffic impacts during the Saturday peak
hour has been performed. Appendix F documents that- traffic mitigation recommended in
the DGEIS will accommodate traffic during the weekend peak hours.

89. The internal roadway system is very circuitous and will impact the use of each of
the access points to the adjacent roadway. No mention is made if the internal
roads and utilities will be private or dedicated.

Commenter: Boehner
Response: The revised concept plan and the Design Guidelines better define the internal

roadway system and includes guidelines for public versus private roads. The Sponsof
proposes that roads be dedicated public streets and utifity infrastructure be dedicated in

the revised plan.

50. A comprehensive pedestrian!bicycle system is not shown in the figures ofr
discussed. While some trails are shown on the plans, links connecting various
portions of the development to the canal/trails and the adjacent roadway system
are missing and not addressed.

Commenter: Boehner
Response! The goal of the revised Concept Plan, Proposed Planned Development

Regulations and Proposed Design Guidelines is to develop high quality architecture with a
network of logical, coherent, streets, sidewalks, and pathways, constructed ata
pedestrian scale that allow residents and visitors to easily enter and traverse the site.

This network wilt connect in a logical and meaningful way for pedestrians and vehicles {o
the existing public rights-of-way on the perimeter of the site from East Henrietta Road,
\Westfall Road, and the Erie Canal. Streets and other public open spaces, such as
squares and parks, will function as outdoor rooms and contribute to the creation of a

unique sense of place.

g1, Trip Distribution ~ the study is based on a premise that approximately 20% of the
site generated traffic will arrive and depart through the Town of Rrighton via
Westfall Road. Review of existing travel patterns would indicate that close to 30-
40% of existing traffic in the study area is using the Westfall Road corridor,
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Applying a generic trip distribution pattern to all trafiic {office, retail and residential})
components of the site is not in conformance with basic traffic engineering -
principles. The circuitous internal roadway system will also impact which access

points will be used.

Commenter: Boehner
Response: Please see response to comments 81, 87 and 80.

92. Levels of Service - The DGEIS and TIS do not address nor allude to the potential
mitigation measures needed to minimize these impacts. The study shows poor
operating conditions at the intersection of Westfall Road and South Clinton Avenue
under current conditions and it continues to decline to overall failing conditions
with the addition of background and 2013 Fuli Build traffic. As the timing of the
MCDOT Westfall Road Phase 2 project is not noted, the need for temporary
improvements oF phasing of the development will need to he addressed.

Commenter: Boehner
Response: Please see response to comments 81, 87 and 88

95. The 1-390 Interchange with East Henrietta Road is not addressed or analyzed, yet
42% of the morning traffic will arrive from this interchange area. We are aware that
the poor levels of operation at this interchange during the morning peak period is
the basis for alternative travel patterns such as 1-590 southbound traffic getting off
at Monroe Avenue and traveling over Westfall Road to this general area. Without
improvements to this interchange and with development of Citygate, more traffic is
likely to divert to the local network via Westfall, Again, this further suggests that
traffic and associated impacts of this development are underestimated along the

Woestfall Road corridor.

Commenter. Boehner
Response: Please see response to comments 81, 87 and 88, Citygate's projected traffic

generation is being taken into account for the NYS PDOT’s 1-390 Interchange project.

96. Where is the RTS Transfer center located? An adjustment to reduce traffic volumes
generated by the site totaling 60-100 vehicles per hour was faken; but no indication
in the plans where the transfer center will be located and its relationship to the
various land uses.

Commenter: Boehner
Response: The RTS center is located off of E. Henrietta Road next to Garage. The revised

site plan identifies the route that will be utilized by buses entering from and exiting onto E.
Henrietta Road. See Figure 2 Street Network. The proposed transit center is reflected in
the revisions to the traffic study. See Appendix H.

g7. Section 4.6, Traffic and Transportation, Trip Generation, page 77 — this section does
not address the RTS transfer facility in any detail. Ifa transfer facility were to be
incorporated into the site, it would cause for additional traffic generation along East
Henrietta and Westfall Roads in the Town of Brighton as vehicles used these
corridors to access the transfer location.

Commenter: Keefe
Response: Please refer to section 2.0 above for a discussion of the transit center and

Appendix H for the revised fraffic study.

98. Per the subject traffic impact report, the proposed development will be adding
nearly 300 vehicles in the peak hour to the E. Henrietta Rd. Westfall Rd.
Intersection. While we have incorporated this volume into our data for our Westfall
1t project, and will be proposing improvements to this intersection, this
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development is a significant contributor to the need for capacity improvements.
These improvements will most likely require right-of-way acquisition on the east
side of E. Henrietta Road and the south side of Westfall Road, where City Gate is
proposed by the developer. In the spirit of public/private partnership, | propose the
developer donate the needed right-of-way as their fair share of the mitigation.

Commenter: Penwarden

Response: The project sponsor is in discussions with Monroe County DOT for the
necessary right of way modifications.

99. Our proposed improvements will try to make realistic attempts to mitigate the
current needs at these intersections, for this and other known future develepment,
however, it should be noted that in the future, some congestion may stili occur
during peak periods of these intersections.

Commenter: Penwarden

Response: This comment is noted.

100. A signal warrant analysis is required to be prepared for our review for the newly
proposed traffic signals.

Commenter: Penwarden

Response: A signal warrant analysis has been prepared for the proposed new traffic
signals on East Henrietta Road at Street T and on Westfall Road at Street B. The analysis
shows that the new traffic signals are warranted. See Appendix G of the FGEIS. The
Sponsor would propose that thresholds be developed with MCDOT for the installation of
signals on Westfall Road. Signals on E. Henrietta Road will be needed to facilitate access
for RGRTA buses onto the development site from East Henrietta Road.

101. The study area should be expanded to include any intersections that are projected
to experience increased traffic volumes greater than 100 trips per peak hour, it
appears the following intersections should be studied, and possibly more:
Elmwood Avenue at South Avenue and E. Henrietta Road at Crittenden/Mt. Hope/W..
Henrietta Road.

Commenter: Penwarden

Response: An analysis of traffic impacts has been performed for the following intersections:
Elmwood Avenue at South Avenue and E. Henrietta Road at Crittenden/Mt. Hope/W.
Henrietta Road. See Appendix H.

102. The study shows that conditions at Westfall and Clinton will degrade upon
completion of this project (p.83), and notes that the County plans improvements.
What is their schedule? How much of the proposed project can be built before
completion of the County project and without causing a decrease in the4 level of
service at this intersection?

Commenters: Frankel/Boehner

Response: The current schedule for Westfall Road improvements (2012) shows completion
of improvements at this intersection before significant new development takes place at
Citygate. See the attached email in Appendix E from Monroe County DOT dated July 20,
2010 reverifying the 2012 completion of Westfall Road improvements.

103. The study notes that the State plans improvements to E. Henrietta Road at I-390.
What is their schedule? How much of the Citygate project can be built without
completion of the State project and without causing a decrease in the level of
service at this intersection? The Citygate project should be phased, to follow the
various phases of the State projects.

Commenter: Frankel
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Response: The NYSDOT phasing schedule for road improvements has not yet been
defined. The construction phasing suggestion has been noted.

104. A city project this size and density should carefully review factors that reflect city
living through its design and planning efforts. East Henrietta and Westfall Road are
public streets and should be pedestrian friendly and walkable. Surface parking lots
along these streets does not provide an appealing and inviting landscape.

Commenter: Hogan

Response:  The revised concept plan addresses this comment. 1n no case shall parking,
garage doors, loading docks or doors, service entrances, drive through stacking lanes, or
dumpster enclosures face perimeter streets without screening. Overhead utilities along
perimeter streets shall be placed underground in conjunction with this project's
development. Street lighting shall be at a pedestrian scale, or include pedestrian scale
lighting, and be maiched on the north and west sides of the perimeter streets. See section

2.0 above.

105. Development of the hotel should maximize the unique waterfront site that the canal
presents carefully planning where parking should and should not be. .

Commenter: Hogan
Response:! The revised concept plan and proposed design guidelines address this

comment.

106. Review the Planned Development language to insure strong guidetines for this
project that is truly urban, pedestrian oriented and mixed use. Design Guidelines
that are reflected in visuals need to correspond with site plans and zoning

language.
Commenter: Hogan '
Response: The Planned Development District regulations and Design Guidelines have

been amended to reflect this comment. See Appendix C and D.

107. Continue to develop pedestrian and bicycle path to draw people to utilize those
paths, a number of waterfront developments have produced pathways that provide
an attraction to a place, drawing more consumers. Not sure, this design has
explored the best development of these paths. '

Commenter: Hogan

Response: Revised concept plan road network and the accompany pedestrian and bicycle
sidewalks take into consideration the canal and greenway trail.

£08. With a project this size and the number of mixed use/ hotel development comes
vendor traffic, trucks, trash pickup, itis imperative that the city streets do not carry
the burden of loading docks and dumpsters, instead presenting a framework for
development that operates with the pedestrians in mind as well as sensitivity to

increased traffic.

Corﬁmenter: Hogan :
Response: The revised concept plan is based on traditional neighborhood development

with an urban village character. Regulations and building design guidelines will take into
consideration the chailenges presented for vendor traffic, deliveries, refuse pickup etc.

109. The replacement of large swaths of grass along Westfall Road with parking lots is
proposed. It seems the tots should be placed behind the huilding proposed along
Westfall Road.

Commenter: Hurley
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Response: The revised concept plan addresses this comment.

140. Reference to the exterior appearance of the proposed structures indicates that all
structures shall be constructed of similar materials, such as, brick, stucco, natural
dimensional stone, etc. The architecture and detailing of Monroe County Hospital
across the street and the historic buildings on the site should he used as a guide in

developing these elevations,

Commenter: Watson :
Response: Refer to the design guidelines and zoning regufations in Appendix C and D.

141. The area adjacent to the canal is undeveloped, providing a unique opportunity for
designing an attractive waterfront area, The building elevations and public
amenities should be designed cohesively. Consideration should be given to a
design theme that is different than the other areas of the project.

Commenter: Watson
Response: As noted in the Design Guidelines, the Canal Front Mixed-Use District
will consider, and capitalize on, the unique wateifront location of this area. Specific to this
District, the following amenities will be incorporated into the final site design:

s Multi-use trails to create continual public access to Erie Canal.

= Site furnishings with waterfront character. '

s Hardscape materials consistent with waterfront and overall Citygate development.

« Balconies and planes shall be encouraged on upper levels to take advantage of the

waterfront location.

142. To further develop the site plan, design guidelines and district regulations, we
recommend that the proposed street pattern/grid is better defined. We suggest that
this is started by identifying a hierarchy of streets (e.g. neighborhood, collector,
private access drives, etc.). The street network defines the “public realm” and will
define the connections, both vehicular and pedestrian; throughout the site. in the
type of mixed-use development heing proposed, linkages/connections are critical
to the project’s success, The proposed conceptual site plan should better depict
these connections and the hierarchy. Some segments of the street network will
likely be developed in advance of individual project components for the purpose of
accessing and marketing the site. Those segments would most likely become
some of the more prominent or wcollector” streets from which smailer streets will

extend.

Commenter: lentilucci
Response: The revised concept plan addresses this issue. See section 2.0 above.

113. While developing the street network, consider how the transit facility will be used
by large busses and shuttle busses/vans. The currently conceptualized street
network around this facility does not seem to account for queuing and circulation

of these vehicles.

Commenter: lentilucci
Response: The Project sponsor has collaborated with City of Rochester staff to develop a

series of Design Guidelines and Planned Development District Regulations to reflect the
use of Type A, B, and C streets within the proposed Citygate development. These
guidelines take into consideration the location of the proposed transit facility.

114. Although we agree that they are not architectural gems and the preservation of only
a few of the buildings does not preserve the recollection of the historic use of the
site, there are other benefits of preserving these perimeter buildings. The
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preservation of two of these buildings secures an edge along E. Henriefta Road that
would be aesthetically beneficial to this gateway corridor into the City as well as to
the visitors and residents of Citygate. Building #1 along Westfall Road presents an
aesthetically pleasing fagade with a prominent frontage that serves to effectively
screen what is likely the rear or side of the new buildings interior fo the site.

Commenter: lentilucci :

Response: The revised concept plan proposés more of a traditional neighborhood
development with a walkable network of streets. According to the project sponsor, the
existing perimeter buildings’ configuration, site location and topography of the former
institutional campus make it difficult to achieve the integration of these buildings into the
design. In light of the condition of the buildings and the densities necessary to
successfully create a traditional neighborhood setting, the project sponsor asserts that
new construction is the appropriate direction to pursue. '

115. The economic analysis (p. 71) concludes that retaining buildings 1 and 10 “would
impose high opportunity costs, as their sites are particularly attractive for new
construction given their street frontage.” However, the conceptual plan shows
parking lots — not street front buildings on these sites, and thus does not
sufficiently mitigate the loss of the three perimeter buildings nor enhance urban

features,

Commenter: lentilucci
Response: The revised concept plan no longer shows parking lots along the street

frontages. The proposed new buildings will be required to comply with the PDD
regulations and will be guided by the proposed Design Guidelines.

116. We do question whether a micro hotel, a use that is not canal-dependent, is the
most appropriate use for the canal frontage. It could be more appropriate to
integrate some of the proposed open spaces into the waterfront area or to increase
the building setback to create more of a buffer.

Commenter: Arany/Olinger

Response: The current site plans altow for 100-foot buffer from the canal edge to the
proposed buildings to be retained by the NYS Canal Corporation. The Project sponsor is
currently proposing that gathering spaces and marine infrastructure occupy this space.
Additionally, the Canal Front Mixed-Use District comprises approximately 75 percent of

the on-site canal frontage and will be designed to capitalize on the unique waterfront
location of this area. Finally, while the proposed hotel might not be considered canal-
dependent, the Western Erie Canal Heritage Corridor Management Plan states that it is
necessary to both better market existing hotels and “develop new lodging adjacent to, or

near, the canal”.

117. The concept of a “New Urbanist” project that was conveyed to us in our initial
meeting with the developers has not materialized in the plans submitted as part of
the DGEIS. Rather than a pedestrian-oriented complex that would fit with and
enhance an urban context, the Citygate complex is proposed as a very automobile-
oriented development with a strongly suburban character, with much of the site
plan devoted to parking. Particularly inappropriate are the large parking lots
fronting East Henrietta Road and Westfall Road — the very sites where the
developer argues that historic buildings cannot be retained, in part because of high
land values. Vast expanses of parking, particularly along these corridors, and even
more particularly in the place of existing historic buildings, are the exact opposite
of a “New Urbanist” approach, are inappropriate to this urban setting, and would
degrade, rather than enhance, the visual quality of the site. The loss of historic
buildings and landscape features is in no way mitigated by such a site design.
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Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response: The revised concept plan addresses this comment.

118. There is a significant, potential visual impact to the Town Park Trail which was not

analyzed, as directed in the approved scope, Figure 14, is not consistent with the
Conceptual Site Plan submitted, nor with the height and mass of the structures
permitted under the RHD-1 District. The developer stated that he “seeks to
enhance the trailway to offer a stronger connection to the Canal” (pg. 117). How?

Commenter: Frankel
Response: Based on a review of aerial photography and oblique-angle pictometry

119.

(http://maps.live.com/), in conjunction with the conceptual site plan, the largest potential
visual impact to the Brighton Town Park Trail will occur near its southern-most terminus
where it joins the Erie Canalway Trail to approximately 500 feet northeast of this point.
This portion of the trail is characterized by an approximately 150-foot maintained right-of-
way, which is buffered by an early successional woodlot to the north and is directly ‘
adjacent to Interstate 390 to the south. Based on the conceptual site plan, itis likely that
a portion of this woodlot will be cleared as a result of construction, which will result in
impacts to the viewshed of this portion of the trail. No viewshed impacts are expecied

past the 500-foot point noted above,

As noted in the DGEIS, the project sponsor proposes to enhance the trailway to offer a
stronger connection to the canal, as well as to the internal site amenities to be provided at
Citygate. In fact, AJC and Son Development has parinered with the City of Rochester
and Town of Brighton in securing two New York State Canal Corporation grants to
enhance the canaiway trail. The grants provide up to $500,000 in funds available for
improvements that include a pedestrian trail lighting system, gathering areas, benches,
educational and interpretative information kiosks and tie-ups for boats. These
enhancements will encourage public access to the waterfront, tourism and economic
revitalization. Moreover, Citygate's amenities and the canalway improvements will
complement each other, as well as attract new visitors the area.

As the site plans provided at this time are conceptual only and thus do not represent the
finalized product, determining the exact design details for the trail is not plausible during
the current phase of the project. It can be presumed that if future development complies
with the zoning regulations and the design guidelines the visual impacts to the trail will be -
positive. As this project progresses, however, and more detailed site plans are subjected
to site-specific reviews, the impact can be further assessed.

Page 119 — Alternative Site Plan 2 — Town of Brighton Comprehensive Plan 2000.
This alternative and the corresponding Figure 23 are inconsistent with the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan. The low density office district specified in the
Comprehensive plan does not permit general office uses including medical. This
low density district also specifies a maximum of 7,000 square feet/acre, set back
requirements, maximum building height, development density, open space

© requirements. Potential use variances are notidentified.

Commenters: Boehner/Frankel
Response: The Sponsor is proposing that Citygate follow the principals of a traditional

neighborhood development as reflected in the revised concept plan in the FGEIS. Low
density homeownership housing is proposed for the Town of Brighton portion of the site
and is necessary to support a traditional neighborhood development. Densities are very
close 1o current land use zoning for the Town of Brighlon portion of the site. See response

to comment 17,
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120, Page 124 - Alternative Site Plan 4- Town of Brighton RHD-2 (High Density District).
This alternative, Figure 4, Figure 28 and the traffic study are inconsistent and
difficult to determine exactly what is being proposed,

e A trip generation comparison was not made nor an updated traffic study

provided,
o  Supportive documents are not provided addressing the full impacts of this

alternative.

e Figure 4 - Proposed land use shows “Brighton Canal Front Mixed Use”, mixed
use development is not permitted in RHD-2 and is inconsistent with the
proposed write up under this alternative.

Commenter: Boehner .
Response: Prior responses address most of this comment. The revised plans and updated

traffic study should reconcile these inconsistencies.

123, The City may want to have the FGEIS explore alternative site development without
the requested approvals or permits for the project from the Town of Brighton.

Commenter: Boehner

Response: A collaborative coordinated approach is necessary to successfully create the
Sponsor’s vision for a traditional neighborhood development. Development of the street
network and the underlying utilities is critical to the successful development of this project.
Those elements cannot stop at the municipal boundary line.

124. Page 6, Paragraph 4. It is stated that Citygate will be managed by a development
company that will budget for and maintain all internal streets, landscaping and
street lighting as well as coordinating utility repair, maintenance and
improvements. This is inconsistent with statements made in Chapter 4.

Commenter: Boehner ' ‘

Response:  Under the revised concept plan and design guidelines a network of primarily
public and some private streets is proposed. All proposed public streets will be designed
to City and Town specifications. The project sponsor will be responsible for putting a
mechanism in place to maintain private infrastructure.

125. Page 34. Figure 14 appears to be inconsistent with the Conceptual Site Plan. The
location of the proposed storm water pond is shown in the wrong location, Views
from the Town Park trail are not provided as required in the Scoping Outline.

Commenter: Boehner :

Response:  The revised concept plan and the FGEIS present a new concept design for storm
water detention facilities on the site. Storm water will be proposed as two systems, cne
for each municipality independent of each other. See‘section 4.0 above. Please see
response o comment 118 as it relates to the Town Park trail. '

126. In a few locations, the DGEIS refers to an existing building on-site as the “Fleet
Center”. This building is currently a power generating facility or powerhouse
managed by Siemens on a property owned by Monroe Newpower. The report
should refer to this bldg as Siemens Powerhouse or equivalent vs. "Fleet Center”,

Commenter: Quinn
Response:  This comment is noted. The following reference in the DGEIS should read

Siemens Powerhouse:

n Fleet garage — pages 2, 12, and 127 and Figure 6
» Fieet mainienance garage — page 43

| Fleet maintenance building — page 44
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127. As stated in the DGEIS, the Citygate property (formetly lola Complex) is serviced
by a 16" (0.D.) PVC sanitary sewer that discharges into the 20 (0.D.} PVC “lola
Trunk Sewer” which conveys wastewater to the ElImwood Avenue Pump Station
located on the south side of Elmwood Avenue opposite South Goodman Street.
The pump station has a 14" HDPE force main that then convéys the sewage to a
combined sewer on S.Goodman Street which eventually discharges into the East
Side Trunk Sewer on route to the Frank E. Van Lare Wastewater Treatment Plant,
This system is under control of the Rochester Pure Wafters District vs. the Monroe

County Pure Waters District.

Commenter: Quinn
Response: Comment noted.

128. Appendix D - 2.1 Water System, Paragraph 1, second to last sentence: The report
states there is a 8 inch main east of the site under the jurisdiction of the Town of
Brighton. The main in Westfall Road is a 12 inch under the jurisdiction of the
Monroe County Water Authority.

Commenter: Doe
Response:  Comment noted.

129. Appendix D - 2.1 Water System, Paragraph 2, Last sentence; The “Town of
Brighton” water main is mentioned. This should be the “MCWA! water malin.

Commenter: Doe
Response:  Comment noted.

130. Monroe County Department of Transportation is not listed as an involved
agency, yet the development proposes a driveway on Westfall Road owned by
Monroe County, Thus they are an involved agency and should be listed as such;

Commenter: Boehner

Response:  The lead agency does not treat the addition or relocation of a curb cut as a
discretionary action and therefore, being a ministerial action, it not subject to SEQR.

131. Section 4.2, Water Resources, mitigation measures, page 24 — The applicant's
engineer has noted that “...the Erie Canal, ....does not discharge into the
Irondequoit Creek Watershed.” This is incorrect as there are numerous discharge
points along the Canal that are tributary to the Allen’s Creek or other surface
waters that drain into the [rondequoit Creek Watershed,

Commienter: Keef
Response:  Please see the Response to Comment #46.

132. Page 44 indicates that the report “lola Campus Mistoric Resource Evaluation”
{Bero, December 2000} documented the property conditions. This needs to be
clarified. The report described the buildings and grounds, but did not assess
physical conditions. ,

Commenter: lentiluci
Response:  The lofa Campus Historic Resource Evaluation conducted by Bero

Associate Architects in December 2000 only provides a description of the buildings and
grounds. A more detailed assessment of the physical conditions can be found in the

following documents:
» . Preliminary Structural Condition Report, December 2007, Torchia Structural

Engineering & Design, P.C.
= Jola Campus Architeciural Assessment, December 2007, Razak Associates, LLC
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133.

Forensic Building Science and Microbiological Investigative Summary, December

2007, Building Sciences Investigations, Inc.
«  Limited XRF Lead Based Paint Inspection at the fola Campus, December 2007,

Paradigm Environmental Services, Inc.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should be added to the list of permitting
agencies on page 17 of the DGEIS. '

Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response:  The decisions of a Federal-Agency are not subject to SEQR.

134,

Page 25, Please elaborate on the “comprehensive program of green initiatives”
intended for this project.-Are there any storm water management facilities that are
proposed to.be dedicated to the Town of Brighton?

Commenter: Boehner : :
Response: The Congress for New Urbanism and Natural Resources Defense Council

135.

recently approved the U.S. Green Building Council's LEED for Neighborhood
Development rating system. The rating system integrates the principals of smart growth,
urbanism and green building into the first national system for neighborhood design. The
certification process provides independent, third party verification that a development'’s
location and design meet accepted high levels of environmentally responsible, sustainable
development. Under the direction of Chaintreuil Jensen,Stark, the revised site concept
plan adopts these guidelines and the project sponsor will work to achieve LEED
certification under the new rating system. Development patterns and design that pay

" attention to compact development, diversity of uses, diversity of housing types, walkable

streets, and transit access to public spaces etc... are awarded points under the rating
system. The Sponsor will cormply with the Town of Brighton code, design requirements
and conditions of site plan review as it relates to the construction, maintenance and
municipal requirements for storm water detention systems in the Town. :

Starting on page 8, and elsewhere in the document, are numerous referenges to
this as a “green” project incorporating “sustainable” elements. Nowhere in the
document do we see a true commitment fo sustainability, starting with the fact that
the developer wishes to demolish nine substantial buildings, discarding the
embodied energy and materials associated with them. We seriously question the
idea that using demolition refuse as fillis a “green” strategy.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger
Response:  According to the project sponsor, while some may question the idea that using

construction debris as fill can be considerad sustainable, many municipalities and
government agencies have identified this strategy as an integral component of
sustainable construction practices.

The New York City Construction and Demolition Waste Manual, for example, states that
the first approach for managing construction related waste is to reduce waste. “Using less
material costs less, reduces pollution from its manufacture and transportation, saves
energy and water, and keeps material out of landfills." According to the California
Integrated Waste Management Board, “reuse and recycling of construction and demolition
materials is one component of a farger holistic practice called sustainable or green
building construction”. Additionaily, the City of San Jose (California) has developed

a construction waste management program that has resulted in a majority of large
projects reusing rubble {i.e., concrete, brick, stone) on-site as fill material.
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136. In addition, throughout the document we see vague indications that the developers
will “explore” new technologies, “investigate” NYSERDA initiatives, “explore”
sustainable site design, and so forth. This does not sound like a firm commitment
to a meaningful incorporation of principles of sustainability.

Commenters: Arany/Olinger

Response:  As noted throughout the DGEIS, the Project sponsor is committed to exploring
various green initiatives that could be incorporated into the final Citygate design. Given,
however, that the site plans provided at this time are concepiual only and thus do not
represent the finalized product, determining which specific green initiatives will be
included in the Citygate development is not plausible, As this project progresses and more
detailed site plans are developed, the Project sponsor will continue to explore these
initiatives and incorporate those determined to be appropriate for the development.

138. Page 17. What is the Dormitory Authority's role in the project? What aspect of the
project are they funding?

Commenter: Boehner :
Response:  The Dormitory Authority of the State of New York's interest in the proposed

project is funding (expenditure of bond proceeds). The bond proceeds will be utilized to
fund a grant to the Sponsor, RGRTA, to construct a parking garage and satellite station.
At the time of the DGEIS preparation, this funding source was identified for a fransit
center that was envisioned as being a potential site-specific review in the future. The
project advanced more quickly than originally envisioned. In addition, as that project
component is taking shape, the RGRTA has been identified as an additional involved
agency in the SEQR process. They have since also been coordinated in the SEQR

process.

139, Page. 17, instead of indicating “funding” for DASNY, please include the following:
“Expenditure of Bond Proceeds,”

Commenter: Oliver
Response:  This comment has been duly noted.

140. How will the development address the steepest slope on the project site?
{ 10 — 20% slope page 30 ). '

Commenter: Lindberg :
Response:  The Sponsor states on page 30 of the DGEIS that..."a detailed grading plan wil

be prepared as part of the planning process. With the exception of the existing steep
slopes, it is expected that changes fo the existing {opographic character will be limited...”
The existing steep slopes have been created by the construction of Building 1 and the
Children’s Detention Center and is not a natural feature of the site. The site will be
regarded as necessary to allow for realization of the revised concept plan.
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
2250 Brighton-Henrietta Town Line Road
Rochester NY 14623-2706

Tel: {585) 475-1440

Fax: (585) 424-5951

Stantec
QOctober 31, 2008

Mr. Ramsey Boehner

Town of Brighton Planning Board
Town of Brighton

2300 Elmwood Avenue
Rochester, NY 14618

Reference: Citygate DGEIS Substantive Review

Dear Ramsey:

The draft Citygate DGEIS, dated October 2008 was reviewed by Stantec and Town of Brighton staff. The
purpose of this review was to provide substantive comments on the DGEIS for the Lead Agency's
consideration for the preparation of the FGEIS. In general, the DGEIS does not provide sufficient information
for the reviewer to understand the full magnitude of potential environmental impacts, nor were sufficient
mitigation measures identified and discussed. Our specific comments are referenced by section and/or page

number.
Executive Summary

Page 6, Paragraph 4. |t is stated that Citygate will be managed by a development company that will budget
for and maintain all internal streets, landscaping and street lighting as well as coordinating utility repair,
maintenance and improvements. This is inconsistent with statements made in Chapter 4.

Profect Overview

Page 11. A summary of what is proposed in the Town of Brighton. Section 2.2 does not contain a description
of what is proposed in terms of the type of residential units, proposed heights, range of building densities and
supporting development features. Two loft buildings are shown on the concept plan. Will any retail uses be

included in the Brighton portion?

Page 15. What is meant by the “level work units"? At first glance, these types of units are not consistent with
the RHD-1 zoning district.

Page 17. The potential variances needed from the Brighton Zoning Board of Appeals are not jdentified (i.e.
use, height, setbacks, stc.). '

Page 17. What is the Dormitory Authority's role in the project? What aspect of the project are they funding?

Page 19. The MCDOT should be listed as an Involved Agency given that there is a proposed curb cut on the
County portion of Westfall Road. :

Page 24. How much new impervious surface will be added to the site? What is the potential increase in the
volume of stormwater generated compared to that generated today? What mitigation is proposed to address

. the
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Page 24. Will the proposed stormwater management system be construcied in sequence with the
construction phasing or will any portions need to be construcied at the outsef?

Pages 24 and 25, Please elaborate on the contents and objectives of the SWPPP. What is the anticipated
volume and quality of runoff leaving the site?

Existing Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigéﬁon Measures/Alternatives

Page 25. Identify and discuss the stormwater conveyance pathway from the proposed stormwater pond fo
the NYSDOT pond. Will the stormwater be piped or be conveyed via an open channel? Wil an easement be
needed? Who will be responsible for the maintenance of this conveyance system?

Page 25. Please elaborate on the “comprehensive program of green Initiatives” intended for this project. Are
there any stormwater management facilities that are proposed to be dedicated to the Town of Brighton?

Page 27. How many sycamore trees are within the Town of Brighton? How many will be lost due to the
proposed development?

Page 30. While a grading plan has yet to be prepared, is it possible o determine whether or not topsoil will
need to be either imported or exported from the site? What are the potential mitigation measures?

Page 30. Were there any attempts fo avoid the 0.33 acres of wetland or an attempt to incorporate them into
the conceptual design as part of the green Initiatives?

Page 32. Please expand on the discussion of mitigation for the loss of trees. How many trees will be tost?
How many will be replaced?

Page 34. Figure 14 appears fo be inconsistent with the Conceptual Site Plan. The location of the proposed
stormwater pond is shown in the wrong location. Views fror the Town Park trall are not provided as required

in the Scoping Outline.

Page 38. The proposed Signage Guidelines contained in Appendix G do not comply with the Town's signage
requirements for the Residential District. Adequate mitigation measures have not been identified.

Page 38. There is not an adequate assessment of visual impacts resulting from bullding height or massing.
Likewise, there are no proposed amenities or mitigation measures presented for these impacts.

Page 38. Please discuss the extent of screening, buffering and landscaping needed to effectively reduce
visual impacts. Perhaps a range can be given of the amount and type of sereening and buffering needed for

each of the proposed uses,

Traffic and Transporiation

The information provided in the GDEIS Is inadequate and in some cases in-correct to identify the possible
environmental traffic impacts on the Town of Brighton. in particular:

e The intersection of South Clinton Avenue and Westfalt Road will operate under failing conditions with this
project; however no mitigation is anatyzed or offered other than Monroe County will be fixing it. There is
no information on when Monroe County will make the improvements, whether they will accommodate the
additional traffic generated by Citygate, nor the level of improvements required to accommodate the
additional Citygate traffic and their possible environmental impacis,

» East Henrietta Road interchange with -390 is operating under failing conditions, however, the interchange
was not analyzed in the GDEIS, nor mitigation identified. Again, only the statement that the New Yaork
State Department of Transportation will be fixing it. No information is provided on when New York State
will be making these improvements, whether they will accommodate the additional traffic generated by
Citygate or the level of improvements to accommodate the additional Citygate traffic and their passible

environmental impacts.
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s We do not agree with the volume of Citygate traffic that might travel through the Town of Brighton based
on current traffic patterns. We would expest 30%, if not 40% of Citygate traffic will use Westfall Road in
the Town Of Brighton to and from Citygate;

» The number of vehicle trips generated by Citygate is significantly under-estimated. The estimate
assumes that for the retail development, 20% of the trips generated would travel to/from other retail shops
on site and would never exit onto the adjacent highway system. Since the Institute of Transportation
Engineers “Shopping Center" Trip Generation rates were used to estimate generated trips by this retail
component, these internal shopping trips have already been accounted for. The double dipping on
volume adjustments has grossly under-estimated the impact of traffic impacts on the adjacent highway
network.

» The traffic analysis conducted is based on different land use sizes than presented in the GDEIS. Thus,
the true volume of traffic generated for the preferred development and its possible environmental impacts
have not been properly documented in the GDEIS.

o While the proposed 343,000 sq. ft. of shopping center will experience peak traffic generation on Saturday,
no formal analysis of the traffic impacts was performed for the Saturday peak period. In addition, we
disagree with the information offered in GDEIS stating the development would generate less trips on
Saturday.

» Monroe County Department of Transportation is not listed as an involved agency, yet the development
proposes a driveway on Westfall Road owned by Monroe County. Thus they are an involved agency and
should be listed as such;

o Parking Adequacy has not been addressed — No information is provided in the GDEIS that identifies the
number of parking spaces necessary to support this mixed used development. This information is
important in identifying if any spill over parking will occur into the apartment or townhouse sections (Town
of Brighton). '

e The internal roadway system is very circuitous and will impact the use of each of the access points to the
adjacent roadway, No mention Is made if the internal roads and utilities will be private or dedicated.

s A comprehensive pedestrian/bicycle system is not shown in the figures or discussed. While some trails
are shown on the plans, links connecting various portions of the development to the canal/trails and the
adjacent roadway system are missing and not addressed.

Utilities and Energy Use

Noise. Lighting and Odor Impacts

Page 80. ltis staied that the Ciiy of Rochester and the MCWA are evaluating whether the City Water Bureau
can provide water for the entire development. The FGEIS should identify whether or not the City can provide
water for the entire development. If they can't, an alternative solution needs to be presented.

Page 91. Who will be responsible for maintaining the 8" sanitary sewer? Will there be adequate water
pressure for the fire hydranis?

Page 106. The portion of the proposed project within the Town of Brighton Is inconsistent with the RHD-1
zoning district requirements. Live/work residential units with small offices are not aflowed, nor is “retall in the

first floor”.

Page 114. Even for a GEIS, the description of the proposed land use in the Brighton portion of the project is
too vague. How many residential units are proposed? How tall will they be? Is there a range of maximum lot
coverage, minimum setbacks, density and maximum heights that can be presented at this time’?

Page 115. The zoning requirements of the requested RHD-1 zoning district have not been addressed. Are
there any use variances needed for the Brighton portion of the project?

Page 118. There was not a sufficient analysis of the land use and zoning impacts, therefore, it is premature
to conclude that no additional mitigation is needed for Land Use Zoning.
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Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives

The information provided in the GDEIS is inadequate to make a determination on the reasonable alternatives.
Not all potential impacts have been properly identified nor corresponding alternatives evaluated in terms of
land use, wetlands, stormwater, iraffic and ... as follows:

In general, no alterpative presented in the GDEIS addresses:
o mitigationfavoidance of the wetland impacts;
« maximum buildout potential of the site prior to the State and County improvements are completed,;
o or short term community impacts prior to State and County improvements are completed;
L]

development phasing and stormwater system plan,

Page 119 — Alternative Site Plan 2 — Town of Brighton Comprehensive Plan 2000. This alternative and the
corresponding Figure 23 are inconsistent with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. The fow density office district
specified in the Comprehensive plan does hot permit generat office uses including medical. This low density
district also specifies a maximum of 7,000 square feet/acre, set back requirements, maximum building height,
development density, open space requirements. Potential use variances are not Identified. '

Page 124 — Alternative Site Plan 4- Town of Brighton RHD-2 (High Density District). This alternative, Figure
4, Figure 29 and the traffic study are inconsistent and difficult to determine exactly what is being proposed.
e A trip generation comparison was not made nor an updated traffic study provided. Supportive
documents are not provided addressing the full impacts of this alternative.
e Figure 4 — Proposed land use shows “Brighton Canal Front Mixed Use", mixed use development is
not permitted in RHD-2 and is inconsistent with the proposed write up under this alternative.

Tempérary and Short-Term Impacts

Short term impacts and mitigation were not identified related fo the traffic impacts. Any delay by the State
and County adjacent highway improvements will cause additional community impacts that have not heen

addressed.

Wil the project meet alt of the various Federaland State requirements without the construction of Phase 1B7
Does the construction of Phase 1A trigger the need to construct any portion of the proposed stormwater pond

within the Town of Brighton?
Appendix O — Traffic Impact Study

Trip Generation — Trip generation and adjustment calculations are not provided in the study appendix. The
retall component of 343,000 square feet is calculated and treated as a "shopping center”; yet, an internal
shared trip adjustment of 20% between retail uses is taken. This adjustment is not in conformance with ITE

trip generation methodology.

Trip Distribution — the study is based on a premise that approximately 20% of the site generated traffic will
arrive and depart through the Town of Brighton via Westfall Road. Review of existing travel patterns would
indicate that close to 30-40% of existing traffic in the study area is using the Westfall Road corridor.
Applying a generic trip distribution paitern to all traffic (office, retail and residential) components of the site is
not in conformance with basic traffic engineering principles. The circultous internal roadway system will also

impact which access points will be used.

Levels of Service — The DGEIS and TIS do not address nor aliude to the potential mitigation measures
needed to minimize these Impacts. The study shows poor operating conditions at the intersection of Westfall
Road and South Clinton Avenue under current conditions and it continues to decline to overall failing
conditions with the addition of background and 2013 Full Build traffic. As the timing of the MCDOT Westfall
Road Phase 2 project is not noted, the need for temporary improvements or phasing of the development will

need to be addressed.
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The 1-390 interchange with East Henrletta Road is not addressed or analyzed, yet 42% of the morning traffic
will arrive from this interchange area. We are aware that the poor levels of operation at this interchange
during the morning peak period is the basis for alternative fravel patterns such as 1-590 southbound traffic
getting off at Monroe Avenue and traveling over Westfall Road to this general area. Without improvements to
this interchange and with development of Citygate, more traffic is likely to divert to the local network via
Westfall. Again, this further suggests that traffic and associated impacts of this development are
underestimated along the Westfall Road corridor.

Where is the RTS Transfer center located? An adjustment to reduce traffic volumes generated by the site
totaling 60-100 vehicles per hour was taken; but no indication in the plans where the transfer center will be
located and it's relationship to the various land uses.

Please call me if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC.

Michael J. Flanigan

Tel: {585) 475-1440

Fax: (585} 424-5851

mike flanigan@stantec.com

UA182500230L.0003-Boehner Cilygate DEIS Cempleleness Review.dos



TOWN OF BRIGHTON
Sandra L. Frankel

SUPERVISOR

November 13, 2008

Arthur Jentitucci, Director of Zoning
City of Rochester

City Hall Room 125 B

30 Church St.

Rochester, N.Y, 14614

Re:  Citygate
Draft Genetic Environmental Impact Statement (Octobet, 2008)

Dear Mr. Tentilucci:

The Town of Brighton subrmits the following comments and questions for the record of the
DGEIS hearing,

The two most important comments have to do with zoning. First, the proposal {5 not it accord
with our Comprehensive Plan recommendation for the area. Second, the Town’s postion of the
parce! is proposed by the developer to be rezoned fo RHD-1 (Residential High-Density District -
1}, a very intense zoning district that is not appropriate fot this area,

Our other comments and questions are as follows:

1. 'Che Town’s Comprehensive Plan calls for an affordable housing component in new
residential developments. Will that be provided here?

2, Will the residential use include student housing?

3, There is a significant, potential visual impaot to the Town Park Treil which was not

analyzed, as directed in the approved scope. Figure 14, which may be an attempt at analysis, is
not consistent with the Conceptual Site Plan submiticd, nor with the height and mass of the
structures permitted under the RHD-1 District. The developer stated that ho “seeks to enhance the
trailway to offer a stronger connection to the Canal” {pg. 117). How?

4, The study shows that conditions at Westfall and Clinton will degrade upon complstion of
this project (pe. 83), and notes that the County plans improvements, What is their schedule? How
much of the proposed project can be built before completion of the County project and without
causing a decrease in the level of service at this intersection?

5. The study notcs that the State plans improvements to B, Henrietta Rd. at 1-390, What is
their schedule? How much of the Citygate project can be built witheut completion of the State
project and without causing a decrease in the level of' service at this intersection? The Citygate
project should be phased, to follow the vasious phases of the State projects.

2300 Blmwood Aventie « Rochester, New York 14618 « 585-784~5251 » Fax 585-784-5373
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6. The DGEIS is inadequate, as it does not estimate the potential demand for new public
services from the development (pg. 108). How many police calls may be expected from 700
units? What is the cost per call? Similar anglysis is needed for highways, library, recreation, fire
and ambulance. The analysis must be supplemented, when the developer determings what
facilities may be dedicated to the Town.

7. The DGEIS asserts (pg. 107) that “no more than 83 new students” will be directed to the
Rush-Henrietta Schools from the 700 units in this development “based upon the type of housing
proposed”, The assertion is unsupported. How dogs this compare with the number of students
housed in other, similar projects in the District? What limits on the “type of housing proposed”
are necessary to mitigate the demand for students?

R, The DGEIS is inadequate, in that it did not analyze an alternative of development per the
Comprehensive Plan, as the approved scope required. The analysis offered (sec. 5.2, pg.119) used
the wrong density (10,000 SF/acre vs. 7,000 SF/acre), included medical uses (cxeluded in our
Comprehensive Plan) and did not calculate the impacts of this altertiative on community services
(both revenues and expenditures for both schools and the Town).

Thess comments will be supplemented by a separate letter of comments from Town staff,

Sineerely,

AL bkt

Sandra L. Frankel
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FAX MONROE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY

475 NORRIS DRIVE
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14610
585-442-2000

585-442-0220 FAX

Date: November 20, 2008

To: Dorraine Laudisi, City of Rochestar
Fax: 428-6137

Fhone: 428-6526

From: Donald D. Doe

Pages: 3
Re: Citygate DGEIS
Town of Brighton

Following are the Authority's comments on the Utility portions of the
DGEIS for the above project:

DGEIS — Section 4.6 Utilities and Enerdy Usage

- Existing Conditions, Utilitles: The description of the water
system in the Town of Brighton should incfude a 8 inch connection to
the City of Rochester's 42 inch and 36 inch conduits in Clinton
Avenue South north of Senator Keafing Boulevard, immediately
increasing to a 16 inch main proceeding north along Clinton Avenue
South, a 12 inch maln connected to the 16 inch main at the
intersection of Westfall Road and running west along Westfall Road
to a point just west of the easterly intersection of Sawgrass Drive. A
8 inch main exists along Sawgrass Drive to the westerly intersection

with Wesffall Road.

- Existing Conditions, Utilities: The flow test information stated
on page 88 is from the end of the 8 inch maln in Sawgrass Drive, not
on the 12 inch main along Westfall Road that would be extended to
the site, It also shows the observed flow at the water main residual
pressure, not the 1733 galions per minute at 20 psi available from the
8 inch system. Variations in the Water Bureau's operation of the
conduits may result in more or less pressure/volume In both systems,
so the Engineer should obtain equivalent design flows from the City
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and the Authority based on the City's “worst case” operating
condition. '

The Water Authority contact for hydraulic information and review is
Chris King, 621-1200, extension 511,

DGEIS = impacts

- Utilities, Page 90, third paragraph: The DGEIS states the Clty
and the Authority are evaluating the City's ability to supply the whole
site because the Authority's system can not meat the demand. The
Authority has no record of any contacts regarding water supply
(except perhaps for a request for flow information) and is net

presently avaluating the system alone or with the City. The Authority

also does not necessarily agree that the Brighton portion of the
project can not be served from its system.

DGEIS - Mitination Measures

- Utilities, Page 91, second paragraph: As stated above, the
Authority does not yet agres that the portion of the system in the
Town of Brighton ¢an not be served from the Authotity's system,
There are some issues with the analysis shown in Appendix D, which

are discussed below,

Appendix B — 2.1 Water Svstem

- Paragraph 1, Second to last sentence: The report states there
is a & inch main east of the site under the jurisdiction of the Town of
Brighton. The main in Westfall Road is a 12 inch under the
jurisdiction of the Monroe County Water Authority.

. Paragraph 1, Last sentence: The report states flow test data
was obtained for the main In Brighton. The results shown are from a
test conducted at the end of the 8 inch main along Sawgrass Drive,
off the 12 Inch maln in Westfall Road. The 12 inch main would be
extended to the Citygate site, so obtaining a supply curve from the 12
inch main is more applicable. Also, as mentioned above, the
pressure and volume avallabls to the site from either jurisdiction
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variss in accordance with the operation of the City's conduits (the
source for both systems) so the supply curves for both systems
should be from a common “worst case” conduit condition, not from a

particular point In time.

- Paragraph 2, Last sentence: The *Town of Brighton” water
rmain is mentioned. This should be the “MCWA" water main,

Appendix D — Appendix 1

- The Pump Tables for each option must be shown to assure the
flow information is properly entered into the hydraulics program.

- Under Option 1, the pressure losses through the jurisdictional
meter should be indicated (and if the units are all rental, a master
backflow prevention device). :

- Re-calculate the hydraulics for Option 2 showing P-42 as at
least 12 inch pipe, The existing water main is 12 inch and that will be

the minimum size for an extension.
- Consider Increasing the pipe size in the complex to 12 inch.

- If all the units in the Brighton portion of the project are rental,
tha Authority will likely master meter the on-site water system, so

 Josses thorough a meter and backflow prevention device may be

required in the hydraulic calculations for Option 2,

Please have the Engineer address the above items as part of the
FEIS, coordinating the revisions with the Authority and the City prior
to thelr inclusion in the final document.

A3



Bfi hton
> Informed

November 23, 2008

Ms. Dorraine Carr Laudisi

City of Rochester

Bureau of Buildings and Zoning
City Hall Room 125 B
Rochester, NY 14614

. Subjeet: Citygate
Dear Ms. Laudisi,

I had the oppottunity to attend the public hearing on November 6, 2008 at St. Anne
Church when the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) was submitted
for Citygate; the 65-acre project located at the southeast corner of the intersection of East
Hentiotta Road and Westfall Road. 1 have since reviewed the plans on file at the
Rochester Public Library, and on the website provided at the public hearing.

The proposed Citygate mixed-use project, which incorporates a variety of housing
options, retail, office, hotels, and recreationa! activities, is exactly the type of
development we need in Upstate Western New York, This development will create
opportunities for interaction and connectivity, promote and incorporate green building
practices, and provide public amenities including open gpace and access to the Erie Canal
and multi-use trailg,

We also believe that the Citygate project will provide our community with increased tax
revenues and jobs. All Rochesterians who appreciate our past, and our enthusiastic about
our future, should be thrilled with the economic and social benefits this type of private

investment will create.

In recent years, cities like Saratoga Springs have realized the gains and benefits from
quality development and I am oxcited that our reglon has boeen presented with such a
thoughtful development project from one of our most respected local development firms,

Anthony J. Costello, and Son.

I hope you and the members of your Board will support this initiative and its visionary
perspective and thank you for your consideration of my comments, Please contact me if

you have any questions,
e
Doy

Altbert B. Anton
£8 Palmerston Road
Rochester, NY 14618

Brighton Informed, Box 137, 2604 Elmwood Avenue, Rochester, NY 14618
Dial: (585) 690-0437  e-mail: brightoninformed @yahoo.com



Town of Brighton

MOMRDOE GEUNTY, NEW YORK

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIO WORKS

ZzRO0 ELMWDOD AVENUE ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14618
PHONE: (58517845250 FAX: (585) 784-5368

November 24, 2008

Ms. Dorraine Carr Laudisi
Bureau of Buildings and Zoning
Room 125-B

City Hell

30 Church Street

Rochester, New York 14614

re; CityGate Proposal DEIS
* Town of Brihgton/City of Rochester

Dear Ms. Laudisi;
* Op behalf of the Town of Brighton DPW, 1 offer the following comments with regards to the above document:

1) Section 4.2, Water Resources, mitigation measures, page 24 - The applicant’s engineer has noted that“... the Erle
Canal, ....... does not discharge into the Irondequoit Creek Watershed,”, This is incorrect as there aré ntumerous
discharge points along the Canal that are tributary to Allens Creek ot othet surface waters that drain into the

Irondequoit Creek Watershed.

2) Section 4.2, Water Resources, mitigation measures, page 25,8 econd paragraph - The stormwater mitigation will
also have to comply with the requirements of the Town Code in addition to the IWC and NYSDEC criteria.

3 Section 4.6, Traffic and Transportation, Trip Generatjon, page 77 - this section does not address the RTS transfer
Tacility in any detail. If a transfer facility were to be incorporated into the site, it would be cause for additional
traffic generation along East Henrietta and Westfull Roads in the Town of Brighton as vehicles used these
comidors {o access the fransfer location. Additional detail and discussion are required to evaluate the impacts
associated with a transfer facility as part of this development.

4) Appendix D, Stormwater Management Repor - Currently the site drains in two difierent directions,
Approximately 46% to the Canal and 54% to the cest and the Town of Brighton. Itis proposed for all of the
drainage to be collected on site and discharged fo the east and into the Town. This represents a significant
reapportionment of runioff volume that currently does not Impact the Town. All Town Code, IWC and NYSDEC
requirements will have to be adhered to, Furthermore, the DPW will require the applicant’s enginecr to provide
an enhanced report to detail the effocts of additional runoff being direeted to the Town and the impacts upon the

downstream receiving system,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments upon this project and I fook forward to any subsequent

opportunities to do so.
Very truly yours,

Timothy E. Keef, P.E.
Town Engip
DepartmentofPublic Works
TEK/wp
ce: T, Low
R. Boehner

CITYGATE. DEIS COMMENTS.CORNOY.2008.01



32 Highland Ave.
Rochester, NY 14620
November 30, 2008

Dorraine Carr Laudisi
Bureau of Buildings and Zoning
City Hait Room 125B
Rochester, NY 14614

Response to the Citygate Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the Citygate DEIS. The proposal
outlines exciting uses for an important real estate parcel in Southeast Rochester and the
Town of Brighton. The proposal has many desirable aspects including:

~ commitment to green building technology

~ inclusion of a water garden for pollution abatement

~ introduction of new businesses, that will hopefully include a grocery store

~ redevelopment of a long-neglected parcel in the City

~ creation of new jobs
~ infusion of additional tax money to both Rochester and the Town of Brighton

~ focus on the New York State Canal and