
  

CITY OF RYE 
1051 BOSTON POST ROAD 

RYE, NY 10580 
AMENDED AGENDA 

 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL   

Wednesday, June 15, 2022 
7:30 p.m. 

 
The meeting will be held either in person or via zoom video-conferencing with no in-person 
location depending upon whether or not Governor Hochul extends the emergency order that 
allows for virtual public meetings.  Please check the City website before the Council meeting 
where the location will be posted once determined. 
 
Residents may email comments regarding the public hearing to: 
publichearingcomments@ryeny.gov. All comments must be received by 4:15 pm on the day 
of the meeting.  The subject of the email should reference the hearing topic. Please include 
your name and address.   
 
[The Council will convene at 6:30 p.m. and it is expected they will adjourn into Executive Session 
at 6:31 p.m. to discuss pending litigation, personnel matters and pending contracts.] 
  

 
1. Pledge of Allegiance  

 
2. Roll Call 

 
3. Draft unapproved minutes of the Regular Meeting of the City Council held May 25, 

2022.   
 

4. Post Ida Storm Update. 
 

5. Update regarding pricing on Westchester Power Community Energy program. 
 

6. Resolution authorizing the expenditure of money from General Funds Unassigned 
Fund Balance to pay for new equipment for a new and advanced radio system 
provided through the Metropolitan Transit Authority 

 
7. Continue the public hearing for consideration of a petition from The Miriam Osborn 

Memorial Home to amend the text of the City of Rye Zoning Code Association to 
create new use and development standards for “Senior Living Facilities” in the R-2 
Zoning District. 
 

a. Consideration of a resolution approving a SEQRA Negative Declaration 
and approving a proposed local law proposed to amend the text of the 
City of Rye Zoning Code to create new use and development standards 
for “Senior Living Facilities” in the R-2 Zoning District. 



  
 

8. Open the public hearing for a waiver request from the existing rock removal 
moratorium from Fletcher Development. 

 
9. Residents may be heard on matters for Council consideration that do not appear on 

the agenda. 
 

10. Consideration to refer to the BAR an application from DISH Wireless, LLC to 
modify an existing support structure for the installation of wireless communication 
equipment to support the 5G connectivity needs of residents, businesses, and first 
responders. 
 

11. Consideration to refer to the BAR an application from Verizon Wireless for antenna 
work at the existing public utility wireless communications services facility at 66 
Milton Rd. 
 

12. Resolution consenting to the appointment of   Mr. John B. Colangelo to the 
Emergency Medical Services Committee as the Village of Port Chester community 
representative for a 3-year term. 
 

13. Resolution consenting to the appointment of Mr. Michael Borelli to the Emergency 
Medical Services Committee as the Village of Rye Brook community representative 
for a 3-year term. 
 

14. Consideration of a request by the Municipal Boat Basin to have a food truck at its National 
Marina Day Event on July 17, 2022 from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm with a rain date of July 31, 
2022 in coordination with high tide. This event will consist of activities for children with a 
food and ice cream truck as well as live music. 
 

15. Consideration of a request by Christ’s Church to switch the use of Rectory Streets from 
8:00-5:00 pm for CCNS Fall Family Day from 10/15/22 to 10/22/22 due to conflict with 
Novel Night. 

 
16. Appointments to Boards and Commissions by the Mayor with Council approval. 
 
17. Old Business/New Business. 

 
18. Adjournment 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 
The next regular meeting of the City Council will be held on Wednesday, July 13, 2022 at 6:30 p.m.  
 
** City Council meetings are available live on Cablevision Channel 75, Verizon Channel 39, and on the 
City Website, indexed by Agenda item, at www.ryeny.gov under “RyeTV Live”. 
 
 

http://www.ryeny.gov/


DRAFT UNAPPROVED MINUTES of the 
Regular Meeting of the City Council of the City of 
Rye held in City Hall on May 25, 2022, at 6:30 P.M. 

 
PRESENT: 
 JOSH COHN, Mayor 
 EMILY HURD (joined at 8:56 P.M.) 
            CAROLINA JOHNSON 

JOSHUA NATHAN 
 JULIE SOUZA 
 Councilmembers 
ABSENT: 

BILL HENDERSON 
  
 The Council convened at 6:30 P.M. by videoconference pursuant to the NYS Legislature 
waiving requirements of the Open Meetings Law.  Councilman Stacks made a motion, seconded 
by Councilwoman Souza, to adjourn briefly into executive session to discuss litigation and 
personnel matters.  The Council reconvened in a public videoconference at 7:30 P.M.  The meeting 
was streamed live at www.ryeny.gov for public viewing. 
 
1. Roll Call. 

 
Mayor Cohn opened the City Council meeting with a moment of silent for the recent 

tragedies that took place in Uvalde, Texas, and Buffalo, New York, and other communities 
victimized by horrific mass shootings.   

 
The City Clerk called the roll; a quorum was present.   

 
2. Draft unapproved minutes of the Regular Meeting of the City Council held May 11, 2022. 
 

There were non-substantive changes made to the minutes as suggested by Mayor Cohn. 
 
Councilwoman Souza moved to approve the minutes, and Councilwoman Johnson 

seconded the motion.  The City Council meeting minutes for April 23, 2022, were unanimously 
approved. 
  
3. Consideration of a request by Rye City Rotary and Rye Arts Center to install the public 

butterfly sculpture project. 
 

Michelle Thomas joined the meeting and explained that the butterfly sculptures would be 
displayed on the Village Green from around July 1st to mid-September, at which point they would 
be sold.  Ms. Thomas stated the butterflies will be auctioned online over the summer as they were 
last year.  Mayor Cohn thought last year's event was wonderful and supported its return in 2022. 

 
Councilwoman Souza made a motion to approve the installation of the public butterfly 

sculpture project on the Village Green, seconded by Councilmember Stacks, and unanimously 
carried by the Council.   

http://www.ryeny.gov/
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4. Post Ida Storm Update. 
 

Mayor Cohn said there had been a three-hour work session to review Ramboll's preliminary 
report on the Blind Brook watershed, and that the City-sponsored effort ran parallel to the 
Department of Environmental Conservation's study and the Army Corps' study of the watershed.  
Mayor Cohn explained Ramboll's characterization of the Blink Brook stream as "flashy," meaning 
rapid rates of flow, increase and decrease during runoff events, high peak discharges, low base 
flows, and often high concentration of non-point pollutions.  The mayor explained that impervious 
surfaces contribute to a stream's flashiness.   

 
Mayor Cohn reminded the Council of its decision to focus on the following projects for 

further study: upstream impoundments for flood water, expansion of upper Bowman Pond, raising 
the height of Bowman Dam, and renovation of lower Bowman Pond.  The mayor stated the twin 
culverts under I-95 and Metro North are problematic and may contribute to flooding in the 
immediate Indian Village area, and if removed or enlarged may contribute to flooding in the central 
business district of the Blind Brook corridor.   

 
Mayor Cohn stated that the culverts need a large-scale, holistic plan worked into the Army 

Corps study, and the DEC will provide comments on the culverts and their effect on the Blind 
Brook channel.  Mayor Cohn stated Mamaroneck has pursued Army Corps attention since 2007 
with consistent planning and political action; Rye did not pursue such an effort until 2019 when 
the City renewed Rye's relationship with the Army Corps with a $350,000 starter fund arranged 
by Senator Schumer.   

 
City Manager Greg Usry confirmed Ramboll was currently addressing the check list of 

items from the Council and will return with refinements and calculations in the coming weeks.  
Mr. Usry said the City awaits responses to an RFQ for a funding consultant for federal, state, and 
FEMA-based funding.  A recommendation for a consulting firm should be provided at the June 
15th Council meeting.   

 
City Manager Usry stated that comments were submitted to the Council by SLR regarding 

the Webb Avenue development located in the Town of Harrison, which was a procedural matter 
related to FEIS, and the same was provided on the DEIS preliminary report.  Comments were 
exchanged between Rye Brook and the City of Rye, and everything was on record with the 
Harrison Planning Board. 
 
5. Update on City Stormwater Review. 
 

Superintendent of Public Works Ryan Coyne created a summary of non-Blind Brook areas 
of Rye that flooded during Henri and Ida and were not designed for extreme rainfall.  Mr. Coyne 
anticipated the items may involve Council action later in the year, or in conjunction with the fall 
bond referendum.  Mr. Coyne presented a summary of the flooded roads in need of drainage 
upgrades.  Firstly, at Boston Post Road, there could be a secondary overflow pipe, and his team 
was working on concepts to replace or relocate pipes through several backyards.  Boulder Road 
drains through a pipe on residential properties on the south side of Boulder, and the pipe was being 
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cleaned and relined.  Leading into that pipe was a pipe on Forest Avenue that needed to be enlarged 
to prevent flooding.  The zigzagged pipe on Drake can be fixed with a new 50-foot pipe.  Hix Park 
was a bit more involved, requiring possible separation and enlargement of drainage pipes located 
on residential properties.  The deep pipe in rocky terrain on Kirby Lane North will be difficult to 
replace.  Terrible flooding after Ida at the pump station on Kirby Lane North prompted the City to 
try to raise funds to raise the pump station components through the FEMA hazard mitigation.  
Another option was to raise Kirby Lane North to keep water off the road.   

 
Mayor Cohn asked where the water goes if the road was raised, and Mr. Coyne replied that 

the idea was to install drainage pipes on top of the existing road that allows water to move freely 
between the north and south sides of Kirby Lane North.  Mr. Coyne stated none of the hydrology 
would change, but the raised road would maintain vehicle access.  He explained that Lasalle 
Avenue drains water away from Glen Oaks to a low point which was a common theme in the 
presented projects.  A larger pipe was needed to drain water back out to Glen Oaks to prevent 
regular flooding on Lasalle but will not prevent flooding in a storm like Ida.   

 
Mr. Coyne explained that while the City does not own Mead Pond, located behind homes 

on Marlene Court, it does own the pipe in the pond that takes in water and frequently becomes 
clogged; he said that a better outlet control structure should be installed.  Westchester County owns 
Midland Avenue and will be addressing flooding problems near Peck and north on the Port Chester 
side with drainage replacement.  Mr. Coyne stated the City owns the pipe until Milton Road and 
was designing permitting for stream bank restoration through the cemetery.  A small pipe needs 
that drains Sanford Street and Roosevelt through Playland parking lot and out to Playland Lake 
needs to be enlarged.   

 
City Manager Usry stated that there were no decisions to be made by the Council at this 

time, and DPW will work over the next 12-18 months to identify projects for DPW.  He believed 
larger projects may be included in a budget request, the CIP, or a bond referendum authorization.   

 
Mr. Coyne clarified for Councilman Nathan that most of the options for the projects are 

either/or, not cumulative, except for Boulder Road, and that all of the water will still flow to Blind 
Brook.  DPW was investigating ways to keep tidal water from flooding back into the pipe, and 
better drainage on residential properties on the watershed.  Mayor Cohn reiterated the point about 
Blind Brook being flashy, capturing drainage from all the impervious surface that flows into drains 
starting at the airport.      
 
6. Continue the public hearing for consideration of a petition from The Miriam Osborn 

Memorial Home to amend the text of the City of Rye Zoning Code Association to create 
new use and development standards for “Senior Living Facilities” in the R-2 Zoning 
District. 

 
Mayor Cohn underscored that in a zoning review the Council provides fundamental 

parameters for development in zoning and do not invade the Planning Commission's jurisdiction 
over site planning.  The mayor stated that any plan the Osborn wishes to pursue will be required 
to go through a public site planning process.   
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The following people joined the meeting on behalf of the Osborn: attorney Steven Wrabel, 

McCullough, Goldberger & Staudt; Matt Anderson, President and CEO; Andrew Tung, civil 
engineer and planner; Michael Gallante, traffic engineer.  

 
Mr. Wrabel stated that the drawings submitted to the Council are illustrative concept plans 

provided in response to the Council's request.  They are not official site plans or actual proposed 
plans, which would happen after the zoning is established.  Mr. Wrabel presented an aerial photo 
of the Osborn site, highlighting the 160-foot setback from surrounding lots.  While the Osborn 
resides in the R2 district, its current zone was dictated by a declaration of covenants and restrictions 
established in 1993.  The declaration states that the Osborn can establish a building of up to 75 
feet within the 160-foot setback.  The Osborn was not requesting a change of use or zoning 
designation but was requesting a new special permit use within the R2 district to formalize zoning 
for the Osborn and change some of the existing zoning standards.  The Osborn was asking the 
Council for additional flexibility on floor area ratio and site coverage.   

 
Mr. Wrabel stated the Planning Commission was concerned about preserving the green 

space on Osborn Road that abuts the Osborn property and proposed an increased setback from 
Osborn Road from 160 feet to 240 feet.  Also proposed was an increased tiered setback for five-
story, 75-foot buildings, and reduced the setback area from 60 feet to 100 feet.  This plan was 
brought the Council in the beginning of 2020 and another revision was made that increased 
setbacks to 300 feet from Osborn Road and over 500 feet for five-story buildings, and a decrease 
in the permitted height from 75 feet to 65 feet for five-story buildings.  After further discussions 
with Council, the Osborn has incorporated significant landscaping language into the zoning 
ordinance, parking setbacks 240 feet away from Osborn Road, 100 feet from Boston Post Road, 
and evergreen screen requirements for parking.   

 
Mr. Anderson gave an overview of the Osborn's function in the Rye community.  The 

Osborn is a nonprofit organization that provides a home for many seniors and hosts a variety of 
public events.  Over the last three and a half years the Osborn has engaged the community for 
feedback about changes to the property.  Stormwater management has been a high priority for 
residents and neighbors, and there was potential for greater stormwater collection at the Osborn 
campus.  The Osborn became a designated arboretum in 2019 with over 1,000 trees and 100 
different species, and the organization remains committed to their designation.   

 
Mr. Anderson stated that an updated traffic study was submitted to determine the effect of 

proposed zoning on surrounding roadways, and it was determined only five additional cars would 
pass in front of the Osborn School during any peak hour.  As much as 70% of current Osborn 
traffic travels to and from the Playland Park area and has minimal impact on the Osborn School 
area.  The Osborn will contribute to a future traffic study, as well as coordinate with school 
administration to address future traffic, noise, and development concerns.   

 
To address concerns about taxes, Mr. Anderson confirmed the Osborn paid $2.3 million in 

taxes, the second-highest taxpayer in Rye.  The Osborn anticipates increased tax revenue to the 
City and the school district resulting from future development of the property.  As far as 
construction concerns, workers will park at the Osborn and not on roadways.  Mr. Anderson also 
stated that the Osborn proposed to lower the FAR from 0.45 to 0.43, change the maximum 
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impervious site coverage from 35% to 33%, decrease the height of four-story buildings from 60 
feet to 55 feet, and limit buildings within 400 feet of Osborn Road to three stories at 45-foot height.   

 
Mr. Anderson explained, upon Councilwoman Johnson's request, the purpose of the 

clubhouse at the Osborn.  He stated the clubhouse would be a public space that the Osborn would 
like to expand with more amenities and meeting space.   

 
Mr. Tung explained for Councilwoman Souza how the Osborn makes decisions about 

impervious surfaces and flooding.  Mr. Tung stated the Osborn controls all water flow from the 
campus in its position atop the watershed.  Safety, usage, and maintenance are considered when 
choosing appropriate road surfaces.  For example, pervious surfaces are used in low-usage parking 
lots.  Rain gardens and other green infrastructure can be used to blend the stormwater management 
function.  Mr. Tung was confident that the Osborn was committed to reducing impervious surfaces.   

 
Mr. Tung confirmed for the mayor that the purpose of the basin was to hold water while 

sediment settles and manage the flow to the surrounding City system.  Councilmember Johnson 
asked if infrastructure upgrades are needed to accommodate new residents, and what opportunities 
are available to improve the infrastructure.  Mr. Tung replied that the sanitary sewer system has 
been analyzed and the Osborn has four connections to the City system and are able to manage 
future flows to the portion of the system that can best accommodate the flows.  Mr. Tung stated 
that in the future, Rye may request any additional flows to the system to help contribute to the 
upkeep and improvement of the system where appropriate, and the Osborn would contribute to the 
upgrades as appropriate.   

 
Councilman Nathan asked how the Osborn planned to handle the cottage portion of the 

property.  Mr. Anderson replied that the garden homes were not currently a part of the plan, but 
any changes would require a careful consideration in a phased process that could take several 
years.   

 
Mr. Anderson reiterated the aspects of the Osborn that benefit the larger neighborhood for 

Councilman Nathan.  Mr. Anderson stated that a single-site retirement communities are becoming 
rare, which motivates the Osborn to evolve so it can continue to thrive.  The proposed zoning 
would protect the green spaces and the neighbors and residents that enjoy them.  The clubhouse 
would replace the auditorium and dining spaces that have closed due to COVID concerns.  There 
are inter-generational activities with Osborn School that benefit the community.   

 
Mr. Wrabel confirmed for CouncilmanNathan that preserving the aesthetics from the 

outside of the campus was of utmost importance, and there was potential in the green space for 
passive recreation use like gardening or a walking path.   

 
Ms. Wilson recommended that if the Council would like to see the Osborn's plan made part 

of local law the public hearing should be kept open until June 15th so the public may review the 
revised law, and revisions should be sent to the City as soon as possible to be posted online.   

 
Councilman Stacks stated there has been trepidation in the community about construction 

that could last 10 years.  Mr. Anderson replied that construction would be completed in phases to 
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mitigate construction disturbances.  Mayor Cohn asked for a revised map with a matrix of zoning 
requests and the evolution of the features through the multi-year process.  Mr. Wrabel clarified for 
Councilmember Nathan that EMS chose not to take an offer of free space on the Osborn property, 
but the Osborn was optimistic about future opportunities with EMS.   

 
Mayor Cohn opened the public hearing up to the community. 
 
Katie Sibson, 125 Osborn Road, addressed the Council.  She stated that she and her family 

live across the street from the Osborn and her children attend Osborn School.  She noted the 
Osborn's A- rating by Fitch based on the debt of the organization.  She spoke with an investment 
management professional who reviewed the Osborn's financials and found nothing concerning 
about the Osborn's financial liability or its ability to be competitive.  She worried for her children 
and others that attend Osborn School who will endure constant distraction from construction.  She 
felt the Osborn should not be given special approval despite their concessions to date.  

 
Clifford Davis, attorney, stated he represented 17 families and submitted a letter on 4/4/22 

on their behalf.  He wondered why the Council had not mentioned the comprehensive master plan 
when analyzing the zone change.  He maintained the Council should do its own analysis as to what 
will be good for the City, and what the impact will be when other corporations say they are 
outdated and need zoning changes to be competitive.  He suggested a 3-D model be created.  He 
said the project should not be rushed, but carefully analyzed according to the comprehensive 
master plan. 

 
Emily Powers, 23 Coolidge Ave., addressed the Council. She said she was glad the Council 

was finally hearing the matter as the community demanded clarification about Osborn's plans, 
rather than granting a 50% increase in FAR being called "additional flexibility."  She felt the 
Osborn wants to significantly increase the development.  She said the community asked for scaled-
back plans and just recently presented a plan showing demolition of low-profile condos and 
construction of high-rise buildings double their current profile in highly visible areas including 
near Osborn School.  She asked the elected officials to continue to prevent the dramatic increase 
in commercial development at the center of a beautiful neighborhood and school system without 
considering what she felt was a one-sided proposal.   

 
Rosalie Louw, 45 Osborn Road, supported the idea that businesses need to evolve to stay 

relevant, but in this case the Osborn might be asking for more than they need, so she did not support 
the rezoning as presented.  She worried the Osborn was given too much leniency to build out their 
property without consideration of neighbors, and perhaps the floor area ratio should not be 0.42 or 
0.43 for all 55 acres; there could be different standards for areas impacting the residential side.   

 
Nicholas Louw, 45 Osborn Road, thanked the Council, Mr. Anderson, and Mr. Wrabel.  

He believed the threat of unscrupulous development was being preyed upon, that if the Osborn did 
not evolve then Rye would be faced with another Westmed.  He thought the Council should fully 
understand the difference between what the Osborn wants versus what they need to survive over 
the next 5-30 years before they vote.  He maintained the importance of the inner neighborhood 
cannot be paramount to that of the outer neighborhood.   
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Cole McKay, 10 Heritage Lane, also spoke about the issue of competitiveness.  He was not 

sure what products or services are required to become and stay competitive.  He wondered if the 
Osborn had empty rooms or a wait list, if they were profitable, and if they were able to product 
good products and services in their existing facilities and growing by another 95,000 square feet 
allowable under current zoning.  He felt the real issue was not competitiveness, but growth for 
profit's sake, which did not benefit the community.  He encouraged the Council to consider the 
long-term impacts and stay firm on current zoning instead of treating it like a rubber stamp issue.  
Councilmember Johnson objected to Mr. Lowe's use of the phrase "rubber stamp" in light of the 
time and effort already spent considering the issue.  Ms. Wilson confirmed for Councilmember 
Johnson that the R2 zone can contain single-family residences.   

 
Daniela Arrendondo, 5 Osborn Road, thanked the Council for their time and dedication 

and the representatives from Osborn for the review of what has happened so far in the process.  
She was most concerned about the construction near the school and the inadequate setbacks.  She 
quoted Mr. Anderson that he wanted to preserve the main entrance of the site and the views of the 
historic buildings and quoted the Planning Commission's request that the proposal be sensitive to 
the adjacent Osborn School, consider two-story buildings near the property edges, increasing 
building heights toward the interior of the property.  She did not see any of these changes in the 
proposal.  She supported the idea of a marketing study before approving any changes.   

 
Craig Haines, 2 Coolidge Avenue, said the community felt unheard with unaddressed 

concerns, and unrepresented.  He did not agree with the Council considering the needs of one 
corporation despite countless letters of protest from its citizens.  He felt the Osborn was confusing 
the conversation by talking about its 501 status when he argued that the proposed development 
was entirely for profit.  He called the Osborn luxury condos for wealthy 55-year olds, not a senior 
living community.  He urged the Council to represent the broader community's voice and vote no 
to the greedy interests of one powerful corporation. 

 
Councilmember Souza voiced concern that the 400 Rye residents who live at the Osborn 

were being vilified by the tone of some of the comments both verbalized and written and 
encouraged the public to be respectful.    

 
Emily Baldwin, 100 Glen Oaks, thanked the Council for their time.  She said she finds 

everyone has been fairly flippant about the amount of time the construction will take.  Over the 
next 10 years the children of the surrounding community will only know this disruption.  Learning 
spaces should be sanctuaries.  She stated that the threats the Osborn levied against Rye indicates a 
comprehensive master plan was necessary.  She moved her children from an urban environment 
to not have apartment buildings looming over playgrounds, but this was the proposal.  She felt the 
Osborn was increasing the risk of flooding without a history of offering support to the 
neighborhood in previous flooding.   

 
Councilmember Souza again asked the public to refrain from vilifying any party in the 

matter.   
 
John Leonard, 1 Apawamis Avenue, homeowner, and neighbor of the Osborn for more 

than 40 years, voiced his opinion that there should be more flexibility from all parties.  He would 
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like the Osborn to retain the open campus approach, and for the buildings to be attractive enough 
to not need an evergreen screen.  He suggested redrawing the map with more of the new 
construction toward the north and west sides of the property.  140-foot setback on the Westmed 
side was not needed, but maybe more on the Osborn Road side.  He supported the Osborn's place 
in the community.    

 
Robert November, 4314 Theall Road, President of the Osborn Residents Association, 

spoke on behalf of many of the 400 Osborn residents that support the adoption of this zoning 
variance.  The Osborn residents need the organization to maintain economic viability and provide 
needed services, and that means adjusting to a more competitive environment.  He thought the 
residents were confident that any plan devised would meet the requirements to stay viable. 

 
Joe Rotundo, 5 Woods Lane, was opposed to the zoning amendment.  He said his family 

and his neighbors do not want to experience years of construction-related noise, extra traffic, and 
disruption.  While he understood the Osborn's rationale for the new project, it came at a fairly 
significant cost to the neighbors, so he asked the Council to vote no to the zoning request without 
consideration of proposal revisions.  

 
Stacy Massey, 51 Soundview, appreciated the points made by Mr. Anderson and some of 

the changes made to the proposal, as well as that the construction parking would be contained 
within the Osborn.  She believed the ask should be smaller, though she was not against 
construction.  She also has a child about to start Osborn School does not want them experiencing 
the construction disruption.  She supported growth as long as it did not impact the children.  

 
(Councilmember Hurd joined the meeting at 8:56 P.M.) 
 
Mary Anne Haines, 2 Coolidge Avenue, said that she and her husband submitted a letter 

earlier in the day to the Council.   She apologized to Councilmember Souza in advance for her tone 
because she was angry and felt her community was angry.  Over the last three years she and other 
neighbors have attended meetings and tours and written letters, and still they felt unheard.  She 
thought the zoning was completely discretionary and the onus was on the Osborn to satisfactorily 
address all of the residents' and Council's concerns regardless of how long it takes.  She submitted 
a fully signed petition of rejection and would appreciate its review, and Ms. Wilson acknowledged 
its receipt. 

 
  Monica Driscoll, 54 Drake, said she has children that attend Osborn School.  She 

highlighted the importance of reducing construction disruption for the 600 students at Osborn 
School.  She was not opposed to expansion but felt it should be reconsidered and reduced 
significantly, including moving the majority of construction away from the Osborn School.  She 
noted that a recent letter from an Osborn board member to the Rye Record touted the benefits of 
the expansion without mentioning the elementary school, and she wanted to make heard the voices 
of children who cannot vote.   

 
Sharon Mantel, 42 Colby Avenue, said she has children at Osborn School and their 

backyard was close to the Old Post Road and Boston Post Road intersection, so her family has a 
strong investment in the proposal.  She appreciated Mr. Anderson's desire to protect the school and 
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was interested in keeping the Osborn relevant among senior living facilities.  She felt the school 
should be protected from buildings looking down on it and ongoing construction causing the air 
and noise pollution.  She was concerned about traffic and all the Osborn School families that travel 
down North Avenue.  Construction trucks travel on the same roads as residents and will add to the 
significant backups and safety issues already occurring at Sonn Drive at one of the school 
entrances.  She thought changes to the proposal should consider traffic safety and moving 
construction away from the school and abutting neighborhoods.  

 
Sean Plummer, 111 Osborn Road, addressed the Council.  He asked why the Council had 

not considered phasing the FAR component, and then sit back and see how the parcel get used.  
He said it made more sense to him that FAR gets absorbed with each request for growth.  The 
Pathway 2000 caused the Osborn to adopt a policy that the total funded budget for charity 
expenditures annually would not exceed 5% which allowed them to become a higher revenue-
producing entity.  She thought there was no question it was a wonderfully run organization with 
great financial stability.  Mr. Plummer said that while it was the Osborn's right to grow its business, 
he felt it should not be at the expense of the community, which was why he did not support its 
expansion. 

 
Alice Model, 2402 Theall Road, resident of the Osborn, appealed to the young mother who 

lived across from the school by describing the way she used to teach her students about 
construction projects going on around them.  They were always interested in the construction.  The 
Osborn residents do not want to be punished for what neighbors found inconvenient.  She urged 
the community to think about where they would want their parents to live when it was time for 
them to move out of their homes, and she supported the rezoning efforts.  

 
Janet Ryan Chark, current resident of the Osborn and 54-year resident of Rye, said she 

always considered the Osborn part of the community and decided to move in after breaking her 
leg.  The community gives her new friends and things to do, and she was happy to be there.  The 
Osborn residents are part of Rye and would not want to harm any of its citizens.  The property 
needs more facilities for amenities to stay in line with other senior facilities being built.    

 
Pete Archer, 43 Mead Place, talked about the flooding after Ida as an existential threat to 

Rye that was almost guaranteed to happen again.  He encouraged the Council and the Planning 
Commission to be laser focused, especially on the properties uphill to have as much permeable 
surfaces as possible to prevent flooding downhill.  Flooding solutions are subject to design flaws 
and should be considered with care to avoid more catastrophic events. 

 
Amanda Timchak, 61 Osborn Road, stated that neighbors like herself want the Osborn to 

succeed.  She appreciated the changes Mr. Anderson discussed, particularly the increased setbacks 
along Osborn Road and the reduced three-story 40-foot building heights, and thought the updated 
illustrative site was helpful.  Her top concern was the magnitude of the proposed increased FAR 
and encouraged more consideration of the topic, as 0.45 to 0.43 appropriately addressed the 
concerns of neighbors.  She was most concerned about construction of the independent living 
facility and clubhouse near the school.   
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Michael Cote, 1 Coolidge Avenue, 23-year resident of Rye, has written several letters on 

the matter to the Council.  He was against the proposal for all the reasons voiced by the neighbors 
at the meeting: the traffic, visual pollution, potential flood damage, and interference with the 
Osborn School.  He acknowledged zoning laws should be flexible to take account for changing 
circumstances, but it should not be a given that any business who wants a zoning change to grow 
their business should be granted.  He does not think any rezoning should be allowed until the 
Osborn can present exact plans for construction.   

 
Leslie Ebers, 138 Osborn Road, has attended many meetings, including one about the tragic 

issue that occurred at Oakland Beach.  Once things get to planning it was too late.  She thought 
hands were tied even though parties were within their legal rights.  It was important to be heard at 
this point which was why she felt so strongly about it.  The topic of the master plan lacking has 
come up over and over, and she was unsure why no one was moving forward on that.  She disagreed 
with the FAR increase.  She expressed for concern for the Osborn residents that live in the cottages 
that will be the site of the independent living facility, and her dislike of the evergreen screen. 

 
Kathy Grainger-Hubbins, 75 Oakland Beach, said the Osborn was a special place and she 

would like to see it succeed.  She felt that once the zoning changes are granted there will be nothing 
anyone can do, and it will encourage other businesses to ask for zoning changes.  She agreed with 
the City conducting its own study and the idea of a 3-D model.  She encouraged the Council to 
consider the 16,592 residents of Rye, not just the 400 Osborn residents.  She has faith that the 
Osborn and Rye residents can work together on a plan beneficial for all. 

 
William Childs, 14 Coolidge Avenue, has children at the Osborn School.  He stressed that 

the neighbors do appreciate the dialogue throughout the last couple of meetings.  His biggest issue 
was the aesthetic of the Osborn property as it in the line of site from his home.  There was 
ambiguity in the current plans, and he would like to see more detail.  He appreciated the 
constructive comments offered by his neighbors, such as the phased approach to FAR.  He was 
concerned about home values dropping due to the view of the Osborn. 

 
Christine Cote, 1 Coolidge Avenue, was saddened that the community seemed to be 

making enemies of the Osborn residents.  She has also written letters to the Council.  She was 
concerned about flooding, the safety of the children, and the aesthetic of the neighborhood.  She 
was opposed to the new zoning.  She found the plan vague and worried about the Osborn doing 
whatever they wanted once granted the new zoning.  She found the entire process stressful and 
difficult for everyone with a lot at stake.   

 
Councilwoman Johnson responded to the public commentors who expressed worry about 

the aesthetics, stating the plans will go to the Planning Commission and the Board of Architectural 
Review that both include neighbors in Rye who volunteer to help make sure Rye remains a 
beautiful town.   Mayor Cohn acknowledged the members of the public who mentioned submitting 
letters.  The mayor assured the public that he has read all their letters and assumed colleagues have 
done the same, so the public's reliance on letters to support their comments was not misplaced. 

 
Sue Drouin, 57 Morehead Drive, noted that there were 122 callers on the Zoom meeting 

and how proud that made her that so many Rye residents were engaged in democracy.  She felt the 
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public commenters were respectful and had not insulted the Osborn residents or staff.  The 
community needed to hear concerns and evidence and be encouraged to be engaged.  She found 
the changes the Osborn was requesting would have serious negative impacts to Rye including 
traffic, flooding, pedestrian, neighborhood, and historic character, and all a stone's throw from the 
school classrooms and playgrounds, and impacting the historic Boston Post Road corridor, without 
committing to any concrete plan.  The proposed use could include recreational opportunities or 
permanent protection.  She encouraged the Osborn to consider potential set-asides for the 
community.  

 
Darren Brown, 129 Grandview Avenue, recognized the Council and the mayor for doing 

such hard work over a long period of time.  He respected the Osborn and its team for the value the 
organization delivered to the community.  He asked the Osborn team to reconsider the size and 
scale of what they are asking for to have less impact on the local community.  He would appreciate 
a more concrete plan.  He asked Mayor Cohn and the Council to think hard about granting a 
variance of this size.  He was concerned this would continue to be an issue across all of Rye.  Large 
changes should be coordinated as part of a master plan.   

 
Daniela Arrendondo, 5 Osborn Road, appreciated the extra time given.  She appreciated 

the beautiful Osborn campus and its residents.  She thought the Osborn's request was too big.  The 
Osborn mentioned they needed the growth to survive, but also mentioned they still need to do a 
marketing study and more consultation with the Rye community.  She believed the marketing 
study should be done before any zoning approval.  Perhaps FARs should be approved on a case-
by-case basis.  She also wrote a letter to the Council.  She strongly encouraged the Council to 
consider the 500 children of the school, which was her motivation to be part of the process. 

 
Randy Motland, 5005 Theall Road, stated that he and his wife are residents of the Osborn.  

While the Osborn was a great place to retire, the facilities are dated.  No new buildings have been 
constructed in 25 years.  The Osborn needs to stay competitive and remain a top-rated facility to 
continue to attract interesting and vibrant new residents, so he supported the rezoning plan.  He 
believed that the Osborn needed a new central auditorium, social clubhouse, more meetings rooms, 
new dining rooms, a larger theater, expanded gym, and other items.  He believed much of the 
controversy over the Osborn's plan was due to misunderstanding about the organization's status as 
a non-profit, and that the Osborn residents will most feel the inconvenience of construction.    

 
Dan Adler, 62 Elmwood Avenue, did not enjoy the feeling of neighbors being pitted against 

each other.  Everyone wants to feel like there was a beneficial outcome for all.  He asked the 
Council to be very sure about how rezoning will affect Rye as a whole now and in the future 
because it cannot be reversed.   

 
Julia Lovallo, 27 Hughes Avenue, requested that the City Council vote no to the proposed 

rezoning.  She saw no benefit to the surrounding neighborhood for the special request to increase 
the Osborn's FAR.  She was concerned about the neighborhood aesthetic, property values, 
flooding, traffic, public safety, and years of construction.  The proposal was too big, and she was 
worried about the overdevelopment of Rye. 
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Betsy Graseck, 421 Park Avenue, said she has lived in Rye for 22 years.  She was opposed 

to the amendment and concurred with speakers who wanted the Council to vote no.  There was a 
lot of space within the Osborn to improve its building capacity and facilities without expansion.  
Her issues of concern were flooding, environmental, and aesthetics.  She wondered if there should 
be more listening sessions, or if possible, a public vote.   

 
Mary Anne Haines, 2 Coolidge Avenue, wanted to mention several points from the meeting 

for the sake of the record.  According to the Ramboll presentation, an increase in impervious 
surface will result in increased flooding, and she wondered why the City would consider a 50% 
increase in FAR and increase in impervious surface at the highest point in the area.  With respect 
to visuals, she noted the view of the Osborn from adjacent homes is not ground-level as presented 
in the renderings.  She learned R2 is zoned for private homes with a minimum lot size of half an 
acre.  She does not find the FAR request valid when the Osborn has 97,000 square feet of unused 
building allowance.  She said Mr. Anderson stated the Osborn ran under a healthcare model, but 
adding an independent living facility was actually a change of property use.   

 
Jose Francisco, 1 Packard Court, thanked the Council for the time given to the public.  He 

shared concern with his neighbors about flooding, the environment, security, traffic, character of 
the neighborhood, no concrete plans, and disruption to the overall community at large.  He did not 
understand why it was taking so long to decide, and he would like the Council to vote no to the 
zoning change at this point. 

 
Seeing no more hands raised from the public, Mayor Cohn proposed putting the public 

hearing into the next Council meeting.  Ms. Wilson stated the mayor could make a motion to 
adjourn the public hearing until June 15th.   

 
Councilmember Nathan asked Mr. Anderson to clarify the number of residents expected in 

the proposed new residence buildings.  Mr. Anderson replied there would be 80 independent living 
units with up to two residents, and 50 healthcare units, and he guessed it would be around 150 
people.   

 
Mayor Cohn asked for a motion to adjourn the public hearing until June 15, 2022.  

Councilman Nathan made the motion, and Councilwoman Johnson seconded the motion.  The 
Council unanimously supported the motion.  
 
7. Presentation of preliminary 2021 financials summary from City Comptroller, Joe 

Fazzino.    
 

Mayor Cohn announced that under City Comptroller Joe Fazzino's leadership the City's 
financial reports for 2020 were honored by the Government Finance Officers Association for their 
excellence.  The mayor thanked Mr. Fazzino for his efforts.   

 
Mr. Fazzino presented the City's financial summary for 2022.  With respect the General 

Fund, the results were definitive.  The finalization of the work will come with the publication of 
the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report which will be presented by the auditors in July.  The 



DRAFT UNAPPROVED MINUTES – Regular Meeting - City Council 
   May 25, 2022 - Page 13 

       
audit ran for two weeks in April and was a seamless process that wrapped up with minimal 
adjusting entries.  Mr. Fazzino was proud of his staff for good accounting and bookkeeping.   

 
Mr. Fazzino stated the City finished with a net profit of $3.7 million with $1.375 million 

in capital investment in infrastructure and the cap-ex reserve.  The year finished with about $5.2 
million in unassigned fund balance, which was 11.34% of the budgeted appropriations for 2022, 
and leaves $616,000 over the 2022 budgeted appropriations.  The large surplus was due to the 
City's expenditures landing under budget and revenue outperforming the budget.   

 
With respect to revenues other than property taxes, Mr. Fazzino was happy to report that 

all of the at-risk revenues that caused concern in 2020 bounced back and exceeded budgeted 
expectations for 2021, except for interest income that continued to fall.  Mr. Usry noted that the 
2021 budget was completed in the fall of 2020, a time of tremendous uncertainty due to COVID-
19, which was why the estimates were so conservative. 

 
Mr. Fazzino stated that sales tax was budgeted conservatively and finished 2021 at 

$718,000 over budget.  He noted 2020 was the first year of the 1% rate increase, and with supply 
shortages, 2023 might be the first year the City sees the full effect of the 1% increase.  Hotel 
occupancy tax finished the year around $60,000 more than budgeted, and clearly travel activity 
ramped up in the last two quarters.  Of the $170,000 over budget in franchise fees, $120,000 is 
attributed to the one-time All-T settlement.   

 
Mr. Fazzino shared that parking meter revenues increased in 2021 and were over budget.  

Building permit revenue was up 58% from 2020 at about $392,000 over budget.  Filming permit 
revenues were a nice surprise.  Vehicle and traffic fines were a hard number to gauge, but old cases 
were settled in 2021 and fines exceeded budget expectations.  Parking fines were increased in 2019 
which was finally being seen with a return to more utilization of public parking in 2021.  Refund 
of prior expenditures relates to an annual audit done for Worker's Compensation, and less payroll 
meant a lower premium, so there were some refunds to Worker's Compensation in 2021.   

 
Regarding state aid revenue sharing, Mr. Fazzino said the State told the City of Rye in 2020 

that the City would be receiving a 20% cut thanks to the American Relief Plan Act; indeed, 
$804,870 was given back to the City in July 2021.  Mr. Fazzino said the money has been earmarked 
for capital projects the City has identified, and that Mortgage tax was $806,000 over budget which 
should not be expected every year.   

 
Councilman Stacks thanked the Comptroller's office for being appropriately conservative 

when creating the budget in 2020, and he asked if a normal budget process was on the horizon as 
COVID-19 was less of a problem.  Mr. Fazzino replied that current numbers were on track with 
the budget outlined in 2021 and reflected a return to pre-COVID budget expectations.  Mayor 
Cohn reminded the Council about the cap-ex program and a variety of other needs so the expense 
side might be drastically different.  Mr. Usry agreed with Mr. Fazzino that the 2022 budget was 
less impacted by the pandemic, but there were still headwinds in the economy to consider such as 
interest rates that affect building and mortgages.  Mr. Fazzino added that building permit and 
mortgage tax revenue were always budgeted conservatively regardless of prior year outcomes.   
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Mr. Fazzino stated that the largest driver of expenses coming in under budget are the vacant 

positions throughout the City.  Actual expenditures in 2021 were down about $700,000 compared 
to City-wide budget for salaries.  Retirement rates were up in 2021, but the decrease in payroll led 
to a decrease in retirement expenses.  Other expenses reduced by fewer salaries were FICA, 
Worker's Compensation, and employee health insurance.  The retiree health insurance was also 
lower than budgeted for.  Computers and systems were up $75,000 which was due mostly to the 
police CAD system approved by the Council.   

 
Mr. Fazzino confirmed for Councilman Nathan that police CAD system was a one-time 

expense but there is a lesser yearly fee.  EMS services was given $50,000 out of contingency in 
the spring of 2021.  The recreation net cost was previously discussed at length with the Council 
and the City budgeted a cost of almost $2.1 million, but the actual cost was $240,000 less than 
assumed.    

 
Mr. Fazzino next presented a summary of capital investments for 2021.  The main 

investment in 2021 was street resurfacing with $800,000 of general revenue, $600,000 coming 
from the tax rate, $200,000 coming from the 2021 surplus, about $347,000 in CHIPS funding from 
the State, about $111,000 in City surcharges for street openings, and that did not include the 2020 
balance of $970,000 that was rolled forward.  The overall amount spent on paving in 2021 was 
$2.21 million.  Mr. Usry added that the total was higher in 2021 than 2020 given everything that 
was happening in the world, and since 2017 the City spent $9.5 million on street resurfacing.   

 
Mr. Fazzino presented the Boat Basin Fund and the Golf Club Fund, both of which had a 

good year.  The Boat Basin recorded over $500,00 in profit and finished the year with $2.9 million 
of unrestricted net assets.  The Golf Club reported an operating loss, but due to appreciation the 
loss was closer to $200,000 than $500,000.  Unrestricted net assets for the Golf Club Fund finished 
2021 at about $3.55 million.   

 
Mayor Cohn asked if there were questions for Mr. Fazzino from the Council, but there 

were none.    
  

8. Consideration of proposed policies for the City of Rye Fire Department: 
   
             ●  Policy  #102 – Oath of Office 
             ●  Policy  #103 – Department Head 
             ●  Policy  #200 – Organizational Structure 
             ●  Policy  #202 – Administrative Communications 
             ●  Policy  #303 – Emergency Response 

 
Mayor Cohn introduced a batch of new policies for the Fire Department and invited 

Commissioner Mike Kopy to join the meeting.  Commissioner Kopy stated that the Fire 
Department was generating new policies and procedures in a formal fashion, and they had 
contracted with Lexipol to provide a framework for the new policies.  Commissioner Kopy 
reviewed them on a weekly basis with the captain and sending them out for review by members, 
and the proposed changes are forwarded to the union for a final review before bringing to the City 



DRAFT UNAPPROVED MINUTES – Regular Meeting - City Council 
   May 25, 2022 - Page 15 

       
Council.  He confirmed most of the changes are already in practice such as Oath of Office, though 
this will be the first time it is in writing and will be filed.   

 
Mr. Kopy described the following policies proposed for formal documentation: Oath of 

Office was a straightforward policy that required every firefighter must sign after taking the oath.  
The Department Head policy recognizes the Career Captain as the Department Head and 
established qualifications as the City sees fit.  The Organizational Structure policy documents the 
key areas of the fire service of Fire Operations and Suppression, which is the firefighters that arrive 
to put out fires, and the Fire Prevention Bureau which is prevention and inspections.  Chain of 
Command policy outlines directives and the passing of orders.  Alternate Channels of 
Communication established alternate procedures for personnel to report matters outside their chain 
of command.  Communication policy established the use of the memorandum, and who may use 
department letterhead for non-internal communications.  Emergency Response policy outlined 
how the Fire Department responds to calls as far as lights, sirens, and accidents that may occur, 
which is another policy in place but not formally established.   

 
Mayor Cohn thanked Mr. Kopy for his statements about the ongoing practice of these 

policies without being in writing.  Mr. Kopy was hopeful the process of formalizing the policies 
could be complete within six months or a year.  Mayor Cohn confirmed there were no more 
questions from the Council and thanked Mr. Kopy for joining the meeting so late. 

 
Councilwoman Souza made the motion, seconded by Councilman Nathan and 

unanimously carried, to adopt the policies above for the City of Rye Fire Department as outlined 
by Commissioner Kopy.   
 

9. Residents may be heard on matters for Council consideration that do not appear on the 
agenda.   
 
There was no one to speak on this agenda item. 

 
10. Consideration to set a public hearing for June 15, 2022, for a waiver request from the 

existing rock removal moratorium from Fletcher Development.  
 
Mayor Cohn stated that councilmembers have likely all seen the letter in the agenda 

package, but this was not the time to explore the request.   
 
Councilwoman Hurd made a motion, seconded by Councilwoman Souza and unanimously 

carried, to set the public hearing for June 15, 2022 for a waiver request from the existing rock 
removal moratorium from Fletcher Development.  

 
11. Consideration of a request by Christ's Church for use of the City streets (Rectory Street) 

on the following dates: 

• 8/16/22, 2:00pm-6:00pm - Blue Skies Talent Show 
• 9/11/22, 9:00am-1:00pm - Homecoming Church Picnic 
• 10/15/22, 8:00-5:00pm - CCNS Fall Family Day 
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• 11/26/22, 8:00am-5:00pm - Annual Christ's Church Christmas Tree Sale 

The mayor asked for a motion to approve Christ's Church request to use City streets 
(Rectory Street) on four dates in 2022 for a variety of family activities.  Councilmember Hurd 
made the motion, and Councilmember Souza seconded the motion.  All councilmembers were in 
favor of Christ Church's request.   
 
12. Appointments to Boards and Commissions by the Mayor with Council approval. 
 
 There were no appointments on the agenda.  
 
13. Old Business/New Business. 
 
 Councilman Nathan acknowledged George Kirby, a Rye resident who recently made his 
Major League Baseball debut.  The Council offered their support and congratulations to Mr. Kirby.  
 
14. Adjournment. 
 
 Mayor Cohn asked for a motion to adjourn the City Council meeting.  Councilmember 
Souza made the motion, and Councilmember Nathan seconded the motion.  The Council 
unanimously agreed to adjourn the meeting at 10:26 P.M.   
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
        Carolyn D’Andrea 
        City Clerk 



 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 2, 2022  
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Update regarding pricing on 
Westchester Power Community Energy program. 
 

 FOR THE MEETING OF:   
 June 15, 2022 
  
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council hear the update. 

 
IMPACT:     Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND: See attached email and letter from Westchester Power regarding the pricing 
of their Westchester Power Community Energy program. 
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Ruttenberg, Noga P.

From: Usry, Greg G.
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2022 1:30 PM
To: Ruttenberg, Noga P.
Subject: FW: Pause of the Westchester Power Electricity Supply in the Con Edison Service 

Territory

From: Sustainable Westchester <info@sustainablewestchester.org>  
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2022 10:36 AM 
To: Usry, Greg G. <gusry@ryeny.gov> 
Subject: Pause of the Westchester Power Electricity Supply in the Con Edison Service Territory 

View in your browser

Dear Municipal Leaders and Committee Members in the Con Edison Service 
Territory: 

Thank you for taking the time to read this important update for the 
Westchester Power Community Energy program. We’ve just passed the six-
year mark for this, the first such program in the state, which has provided 
stable, competitive rates for over a third of Westchester County residents and 
small businesses and over a million tons of greenhouse gas reductions 
through renewable energy purchases. 

As you are aware, we have been working to secure a new electricity supply 
contract to follow on after the June 30 end of this current one. While we 
continue to push forward with efforts to position for and secure the best 
possible contract for our participating residents and small businesses in this 
volatile energy market, we have passed the point where the next contract 
could still follow our current one without a break. All current customers will 
be switched back to Con Edison utility supply starting on their 1st meter 
read after June 30. Please assure your residents that there will be 
no interruption in their electricity service. 

We cannot say for certain when the next contract will start, but we believe it is 
important to alert participants about what they should expect to see during 
these next few weeks. On our website we have posted a sample of 
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the English/Spanish letter which will be sent to customers around the 2nd 
week of June. 

It’s important to note also that our work to develop and launch the Westchester 
Power Solar Credit offering for low-income customers in the territory continues 
and we are in touch with municipalities separately about required updates to 
their enabling laws and other preparation. Other related energy programming, 
such as the GridRewards demand response offering remains in full swing. 
Westchester is unique in having this network of interrelated initiatives that help 
to reinforce and accelerate the progress toward a clean energy economy here 
in the County. 

The path ahead remains as challenging, urgent, and exciting as always. 
Working together we have built up a powerful community energy framework 
which we should make sure to preserve and expand upon. Sustainable 
Westchester will be doing all it can to deliver on that promise. We'll be 
updating you regularly as we put together the path forward for 2022. 

Please refer to https://sustainablewestchester.org/wp/conedterritory/ for more 
information. 

To help spread the word, we have assembled a marketing asset folder with 
graphics, newsletter copy, FAQs, and other resources that you may post on 
social media to help alert your constituents, staff, and teams to these 
developments.  

Needless to say, should you have inquiries that start to get “into the weeds," 
we encourage you to forward them to us. 

Thanks as always for your support and vision, 

Dan Welsh, Program Director 

40 Green Street 
Mt. Kisco, NY 10549 
United States 

914-242-4725 

You are receiving this email because you signed up for our newsletter, 
inquired about one or more of our programs via email, phone call or at an 

event. 

If you prefer to not receive periodic updates & information from Sustainable 
Westchester, please opt-out below. 



June 10, 2022

WESTCHESTER POWER PROGRAM — NOTIFICATION OF ELECTRICITY SUPPLY OFFERING PAUSE

You are receiving this letter because you are a current participant in the program who will be affected by this
temporary pause in our electricity supply offering, starting on Friday July 1, 2022.  YOUR ELECTRICITY WILL NOT BE
TURNED OFF, you will simply be transferred from Westchester Power to Con Edison’s default supply. This pause
does not mean the program is ending, but rather that there is going to be a gap in service which will resume again
later this year.

PAUSE IN SERVICE: Extreme volatility in electricity prices has presented challenges to securing a supply contract that
provides the value and stability to participants that the program has delivered these last 6 years. While we continue to work for
a new contract, the timing is now such that participants will experience a pause in program supply at the end of this current
contract.

WHAT HAPPENS NEXT: Starting in July, you will be transitioned into the Con Edison default electricity supply and be billed
for electricity at their variable rate. You will:

1.Receive a notification card from Con Edison in June regarding your impending switch over to their supply

2.Starting in your July billing cycle, you will receive Con Edison’s electrical supply and be billed at their monthly rates

with no interruption of service, receiving your first bill under that supply in late July/August

3.Ahead of the restart of Westchester Power supply, you will be notified through the mail regarding the new contract

terms and have the opportunity to opt out or change supply options should you wish before automatically re-enrolling

KEEPING YOU UPDATED: While we do not yet know the date the electricity supply will restart in your area or what the new
rates will be, you will be notified ahead of that resumption once that is established, and we will post updates at
https://sustainablewestchester.org/wp/coned/ 

CONTINUED COMMITMENT TO OUR WORK: While the decision to pause the electricity supply offering of the program is a
disappointing step in our journey toward building a healthy and sustainable Westchester County, we are resolute in our
dedication to this mission. The various other programs of Sustainable Westchester (e.g. Grid Rewards) will continue through
this pause and beyond, continuing to provide savings and environmental benefits for residents.

PROGRAM BENEFITS AND IMPACT:

● ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - Since 2016, Westchester residents and small businesses across 29 municipalities have
made 100% Renewable energy adoption a priority.  This has led to the mitigation of ~1.1 million metric tons of carbon
dioxide emissions into the atmosphere, the equivalent of 292 million cars taken off the road for 1 year!

● HISTORICALLY COMPETITIVE RATES AT FIXED LEVELS - Westchester Power offers fixed rates to its participants
who benefit from the stability of knowing what they will pay month-to-month for their electricity supply, insuring
themselves against the unpredictable swings of variable utility rates.

Additionally, Westchester Power rates (both the 100% Renewable and Standard) have historically been highly
competitive with utility rates. Over the last 12 months, the average Con Edison rate has been 0.54 cents higher than
the program’s 100% Renewable and 1.23 cents higher than the Standard supply respectively.

● ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS AND INITIATIVES - Westchester Power is foundational to the variety of other programs
and initiatives of Sustainable Westchester, all of which complement the necessary work we do towards building a
healthy and sustainable future for our communities.

Please join our informational webinar for residents in your area on Zoom, you can RSVP at
sustainablewestchester.org/events or contact our offices with the information below. Please contact us to

find out more about the program electricity supply pause and what it means for you.

westchesterpower@sustainablewestchester.org  |  (914) 242-4725  | sustainablewestchester.org



PROGRAMA DE ELECTRICIDAD WESTCHESTER POWER – NOTIFICACIÓN DE PAUSA EN EL SUMINISTRO DE

ELECTRICIDAD

Usted ha recibido esta carta porque en la actualidad es uno de los participantes del programa que se verá afectado por
esta pausa temporaria en nuestro servicio de suministro de electricidad a partir del viernes 1 de julio de 2022. NO SE
LE CORTARÁ EL SERVICIO DE ELECTRICIDAD, sino que simplemente se le transferirá de Westchester Power a Con
Edison. Esta pausa no significa que el programa se acabe, sino que habrá una pausa en el servicio que volverá a
comenzar más adelante este mismo año.

PAUSA EN EL SERVICIO: La extrema volatilidad de los precios de la electricidad ha presentado ciertos desafíos con respecto
a asegurarnos un contrato de suministro que provea el valor y estabilidad que los participantes del programa han recibido estos
últimos seis años. Mientras seguimos trabajando para conseguir un nuevo contrato, los participantes experimentarán una pausa
en el suministro al final del contrato que actualmente se encuentra en vigencia.

QUÉ OCURRIRÁ A CONTINUACIÓN: A partir de julio, usted pasará al programa de suministro de electricidad de Con Edison y
se le cobrará la tarifa variable de dicha compañía. Usted:

1. Recibirá notificación de Con Edison en junio con respecto al cambio a su programa de suministro.

2. A partir del mes de julio, recibirá el suministro de electricidad por medio de Con Edison y se le cobrará de acuerdo con

las tarifas mensuales de dicha compañía sin interrupciones en el servicio. La primera factura por ese servicio la recibirá

a fines de julio o principios de agosto.

3. Antes de comenzar nuevamente con el servicio de suministro de electricidad de Westchester Power, se le notificará por

correo sobre el nuevo contrato y usted tendrá la oportunidad de elegir no participar o cambiar la opción de suministro si

así lo desea antes de inscribirse automáticamente.

LO MANTENDREMOS AL TANTO: Mientras que no sabemos todavía la fecha en que el servicio de suministro de electricidad
volverá a comenzar en su área ni cuáles serán las tarifas. Se le notificará por adelantado una vez que se establezca el
programa y publicaremos actualizaciones en www.sustainablewestcheser.org/wp/conedareapause

COMPROMISO CONTINUO CON NUESTRO TRABAJO: Mientras que sabemos que la decisión de pausar el suministro de
energía del programa es un paso decepcionante en nuestro viaje a construir un Condado de Westchester saludable y
sostenible, nos mantenemos firmes en nuestra dedicación a cumplir con esa misión. Los otros variados programas de
Sustainable Westchester (por ejemplo, GridRewards) continuarán proporcionando ahorros y beneficios ambientales a los
residentes a lo largo de esta pausa y más allá.

BENEFICIOS E IMPACTO DEL PROGRAMA:

● IMPACTO MEDIOAMBIENTAL – Desde el 2016, los residentes y pequeños negocios de 29 municipalidades de
Westchester han hecho el adoptar energía 100% renovable su prioridad. Esto ha llevado a la mitigación de ~1.1
millones de toneladas métricas de emisiones de dióxido de carbono en la atmosfera, lo que equivale a que se haya
retirado de circulación 292 millones de carros durante un año.

● TARIFAS HISTÓRICAMENTE COMPETITIVAS A NIVELES FIJOS – Westchester Power ofrece tarifas fijas a sus
participantes, quienes se benefician de la estabilidad de saber cuánto pagarán mes a mes por el suministro de
electricidad, asegurándose así contra los cambios impredecibles de las tarifas de las compañías de electricidad.
Además, las tarifas de Westchester Power (tanto la opción de energía 100% renovable como la estándar) han sido
históricamente muy competitivas con las de las compañías de electricidad. En los últimos 12 meses, la tarifa promedio
de Con Edison ha sido .54 centavos más alta que la opción de energía 100% renovable del programa y 1.23 centavos
más alta que la de suministro estándar respectivamente.

● PROGRAMAS E INICIATIVAS ADICIONALES – Westchester Power es la base de una variedad de otros programas e
iniciativas de Sustainable Westchester, todos los cuales complementan el trabajo necesario que hacemos para construir
un futuro saludable y sostenible para nuestras comunidades.

Por favor, participe en nuestra sesión de información (DETALLES) para obtener más información sobre esta
pausa en el servicio de suministro de electricidad del programa y lo que significa para usted. También puede

enviar un mensaje de correo electrónico, llamar o visitar nuestro sitio web.

westchesterpower@sustainablewestchester.org   |  (914) 242-4725  | sustainablewestchester.org

sello
municipal

http://www.sustainablewestcheser.org/wp/conedareapause
http://www.sustainablewestcheser.org/wp/conedareapause


 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 2, 2022  
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Resolution authorizing the expenditure 
of money from General Funds Unassigned Fund Balance 
to pay for new equipment for a new and advanced radio 
system provided through the Metropolitan Transit 
Authority. 
 

 FOR THE MEETING OF:   
 June 15, 2022 
  
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council adopt the resolution. 

 
IMPACT:     Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND: See attached resolution and memo from Public Safety Commissioner Mike 
Kopy. 
 

 



  

CITY OF RYE 

Department of Public Safety 
Memorandum 

 
To: Mr. Greg Usry, Rye City Manager 

From: Michael A. Kopy, Public Safety Commissioner 

Date: 6/10/2022 

Re: New Radio System – MTA Communication Platform 

 

With the current City of Rye communication infrastructure, the department is running on single band 
VHF (Very High Frequency) radios, using a single repeater with six receiver locations.  VHF is a 
commonly used form of radio communication within law enforcement, our Military branches, and for 
commercial application. VHF, in its simplest term is your standard LOS (Line of Sight) communication, 
which under the current system has its inadequacies. Line of Sight VHF radio communication is the 
requirement for a radio frequency to travel with a clear unobstructed path from antenna to antenna, any 
physical obstruction to this path can hinder a radios ability to talk. The current single band, VHF portable, 
vehicle and command console radios the department is using are outdated and being phased out.  The 
issues of Line of Sight is never more evident in the Department’s trouble areas or dead zones for the 
radios.  Areas like the neighborhood of Greenhaven are examples of this.  Greenhaven neighborhood is a 
consolidated, narrow area, surrounded by trees and woods.  This type of layout provides difficulty when 
that radio frequency tries to utilize LOS to navigate congested environments. This LOS application 
coupled with the fact the nearest two communication hubs to retransmit are located in Harrison and Rye 
Police Headquarters, two locations in this instance that are located at the opposite ends of town, is a clear 
example of the inadequacies of the current system.   The department also concludes the upgrading of 
equipment provides opportunity to try and correct other areas of communication difficulty, most notably 
our School Districts.  In areas where LOS VHF will have difficulties even in the best of circumstances the 
new radio equipment will provide the opportunity to try and talk on means outside of VHF such as 
utilizing cellphone towers and the radio’s LTE capabilities. 

 

The City of Rye Police Department was made aware of a new and advanced radio system 
provided through the Metropolitan Transit Authority.  The City of Rye Police Department met with the 
MTA Police Department Communications Unit to investigate and compare radio systems.  A thorough 
test was conducted utilizing two MTA radios and a MTA repeater/transmitter.  The MTA radios were 

Michael A. Kopy 
Public Safety Commissioner 
Rye, New York 10580 

Tel: (914) 967-1234 
Fax: (914) 967-8867 

E-mail: mkopy@ryeny.gov 
http://www.ryeny.gov 

https://apps.apple.com/us/app/city-of-rye/id1609149912


  

tested in unison with our current radio system within the City of Rye.  The tests were conducted in several 
parts of the City including “dead areas” where officers had little to no reception in the past.  The MTA 
radios significantly outperformed our current system, providing clear and high quality transmissions 
throughout the City. This lead to our current review of the system and calculating our best plan for the 
future.  The department’s plan is to upgrade to the MTA multiband system with LTE capabilities.  This 
not only allows us to communicate better within Westchester County as a whole, but also better within 
Rye itself.  A multiband radio provides the ability to communicate utilizing multiple frequencies, using a 
larger spectrum of radio waves to achieve this.   Utilizing these multiband LTE radios provides our 
Officer’s on the road the ability to have more than one option to talk in the field, especially in the areas of 
the City that continue to give the department problems. 

The MTA system is a chance to upgrade our current equipment and communication platform 
while also being cost efficient for the future.  The MTA has a well-established infrastructure that they 
utilize across several MTA train lines spanning throughout multiple jurisdictions within Westchester.  
Utilizing and taking advantage of an already maintained and established radio infrastructure through the 
MTA will allow us to only purchase and replace the radio equipment itself.  Repeaters/receivers are 
provided and maintained through the MTA cutting costs through maintenance, upkeep and upgrading the 
system. 

Radio Communications are vital to the success of any law enforcement agency.  Having a 
comprehensive and coherent plan through the MTA platform is the correct path moving forward.  This 
platform will give Rye the ability to grow and fix crucial issues the current system presents.  The MTA 
platform is also an important opportunity in communication with Rye Brook and Port Chester, with 
whom we share a radio frequency and a close operational work environment.  Rye Brook and Port 
Chester, have already approved their plans to change to the MTA platform.  It is vital that the department 
start implementing our plan as well, not just because it is the best option currently in terms of 
communication but to ensure that we maintain the best form of communication with our two most relied 
upon departments. It is essential to move forward with the same equipment that Rye Brook and Port 
Chester will be operating on going forward. The MTA solution will also further our ability to 
communicate with officers from numerous jobs throughout the County, which assists in Mutual Aid 
endeavors.   

Current cost estimates to transition to this new radio system are in the $650,000 range for all 
equipment (Desk console, vehicle based radios and personal radio issued to each officer) although we 
expect this number to increase in time do to the current economic situation. It will also cost approximately 
$15,000 annually for service contracts and access to cellular service for this system. All costs associated 
with maintaining the system-wide base stations will be borne by the MTA. 

Safety is the highest priority for the City of Rye Police Department.  The safety of our residents, 
officers, and those that visit our City is paramount.  Our radios are not just an essential every day tool we 
rely on, but arguably the most important piece of equipment our officers carry with them.  The need to be 
able to communicate clearly as a law enforcement entity has a wide range of applications.  From an 
officer being able to receive a general call for service to an officer having the ability to request medical 
aid, communications are vital. The department cannot emphasize enough how important Officer Safety is 
through properly functioning radio equipment.  One incident of poor communication that threatens our 
Officers or the community is deemed egregious, let alone multiple cited incidents. The best way to serve 
our community and ensure the safety of all is to move forward with the MTA solution. 



RESOLUTION 
 

Authorizing the expenditure of money from General Funds Unassigned Fund Balance to 
pay for new equipment for a new and advanced radio system provided through the 

Metropolitan Transit Authority 
 
WHEREAS, The City of Rye Police Department  is running on single band VHF (Very High Frequency) 
radios, using a single repeater with six receiver locations; and  
 
WHEREAS, the current single band, VHF portable, vehicle and command console radios the department 
is using are outdated and being phased out; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Rye Police Department was made aware of a new and advanced radio system 
provided through the Metropolitan Transit Authority; and  
 
WHEREAS, the MTA radios were tested and significantly outperformed our current system, providing 
clear and high quality transmissions throughout the City; and 
 
WHEREAS, the MTA system is a chance to upgrade our current equipment and communication 
platform while also being cost efficient for the future; and 
 
WHEREAS, current cost estimates to transition to this new radio system are $650,000 for all equipment 
(Desk console, vehicle based radios and personal radio issued to each officer);  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council agrees to appropriate an amount not 
to exceed $600,000 from the General Fund’s Unassigned Balance to cover the cost of this new radio system. 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
DEPT.: Planning DATE:   May 31, 2022

CONTACT: Christian K. Miller, City Planner 

AGENDA ITEM:  Continue the public hearing for 
consideration of a petition from The Miriam Osborn 
Memorial Home to amend the text of the City of Rye Zoning 
Code Association to create new use and development 
standards for “Senior Living Facilities” in the R-2 Zoning 
District. 

FOR THE MEETING OF: 

June 15, 2022 
RYE CITY CODE, 

CHAPTER 197
SECTION 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council continue the public hearing 

IMPACT:   Environmental   Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 

BACKGROUND:  In November 2018 the City Council received a petition from Miriam Osborn Memorial Home 

Association (“The Osborn”) to amend Chapter 197, Zoning, of the City Code to allow “Senior Living Facilities” (“SLF”) 
in the City’s R-2, Single-Family Residence, District. The petition submitted by The Osborn seeks to amend the text 
of the City Zoning Code to allow SLF in the City’s R-2 District. The proposed amendment would allow SLF as a new 
permitted use in the R-2 Residence District on those properties with 50 or more contiguous acres. The proposed 
amendment also includes new restrictions and requirements regarding maximum floor area, building setbacks, lot 
coverage and other development standards.   Currently, The Osborn is regulated outside of the City Zoning Code 
by way of a Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions, dated October 15, 1993. 

The petitioner’s most recent submission (attached hereto) has been revised to reduce permitted Floor Area Ratio, 
reduce permitted building heights, and reduce permitted site coverage. The Amendment has also been updated to 
include the parking setback and screening requirements requested by the Council.  City staff has posted on the 
City website all documents and information related to the petition including all prior submissions, recommendations 
of the City Planning Commission, Westchester County Planning Department and all written correspondence from 
area neighbors (please visit: https://www.ryeny.gov/government/city-council/active-projects-and-pending-matters 
and click on the blue “Osborn Petition” box). 

Throughout the process the petitioner has submitted multiple revisions to its proposed zoning text amendment in 
response to the comments of the City Planning Commission, City Council and public comment in previous hearings.  
Attached hereto is the latest revised draft local law being considered by the City Council. 

https://www.ryeny.gov/government/city-council/active-projects-and-pending-matters


Honorable Mayor Josh Cohn and Members of the City Council 
City of Rye 
1050 Boston Post Road 
Rye, New York 10580 

Re: The Osborn 
101 Theall Road 
Zoning Text Amendment 

Dear Mayor Cohn and Members of the City Council: 

This office represents the Miriam Osborn Memorial Home Association (“The Osborn”), the owner and 
operator of the senior living community located at 101 Theall Road (the “Property”), which has existed on the 
Property since 1908. As you are aware, The Osborn petitioned the Council in November of 2018 for an 
Amendment to the Rye Zoning Ordinance (the “Amendment”). The Amendment has been through a rigorous 
review process including referral to the Planning Board, which issued a positive recommendation after months 
of review, staff review and discussions, and numerous public hearings with the City Council. The Osborn has 
also produced several studies for the City’s robust review of the Amendment, and has committed to continuing 
its long-standing tradition of working with the community through contributions toward a study of potential 
traffic and pedestrian improvements, as well as contributions toward Rye EMS and Rye Recreation. 

Since appearing before the Council, we have worked to memorialize the changes agreed to in our March 
2022 submission and at the May 25th meeting. To that end, the proposed Amendment has been revised to reduce 
permitted Floor Area Ratio, reduce permitted building heights, and reduce permitted site coverage. The 
Amendment has also been updated to include the parking setback and screening requirements requested by the 
Council.  

In further support of this petition, we are pleased to enclose the following supplemental materials: 

1. Clean and redlined copies of the revised local law;

2. Illustrative Site Diagram, prepared by RLPS Architects, revised May 31, 2022;

3. Zoning Comparison Table, prepared by DTS Provident Design Engineering, LLP (“DTSP”), revised
June 1, 2022; and

4. Full Environmental Assessment Form, parts 1 and 2 with a list of studies provided to the City, prepared
by DTSP, dated June 3, 2022.

June 3, 2022 



 
We feel strongly that The Osborn has put together a comprehensive analysis of the requested Amendment 

and has incorporated a number of substantive revisions to its proposal, to achieve a well-considered local law. 
We look forward to discussing this with the Council at our continued public hearing on June 15, 2022. Thank 
you for your consideration. 
 
      Very truly yours,      

       
      Steven Wrabel 
 
 
cc: Greg G. Usry 
 Kristen Wilson, Esq. 
 Miriam Osborn Memorial Home Association 
 



 

 

CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF RYE, NEW YORK 

 
LOCAL LAW NO. ___-2022 

 
A LOCAL LAW TO REVISE THE ZONING ORDINANCE  

OF THE CITY OF RYE 
 

Be it enacted by the City Council of the City of Rye as follows: 
 
Section One. Section 197-86 of the City of Rye Zoning Ordinance shall be amended by adding a 
new section (15) entitled “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” to Table A, Column 2, under the heading 
“R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6, RS and RT Districts”, which shall state as follows: 
 
(15) R-2 Senior Living Facilities. In the R-2 District, an age restricted, multi-family residential 
facility in a campus setting providing a variety of housing types, including, but not limited to: 
independent living units, assisted living facilities, ambulatory services, and domiciliary care 
facilities, with healthcare support, including but not limited to availability of accessible units and 
assistance for residents with activities of daily living, and including other appropriate ancillary 
and accessory uses typically found in senior residential communities including, but not limited 
to, communal space, associated office space, equipment storage, residences for staff, support 
facilities, food preparation and service facilities, provided that: 
 

(a) Residents of R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be limited to: (i) a single person 55 
years of age or older; (ii) two or three persons, all of whom are 55 years of age or 
older; (iii) a married couple, live-in companion, or partner, one of which is 55 years 
of age or older; (iv) the surviving spouse of a person 55 years of age or older, 
provided that the surviving spouse was duly registered as a resident of the 
development at the time of the elderly person's death; and (v) one adult 18 years of 
age or older residing with a person who is 55 years of age or older, provided that said 
adult is essential to the long-term care of the elderly person as certified by a physician 
duly licensed in New York State.  

 
[1] Notwithstanding the foregoing, up to four (4) dwelling units within the 

community may be set aside to be occupied by a superintendent, building 
manager, or other staff member and their family, to which the limitations on 
occupancy set forth above shall not apply. 

[2] Persons under the age of 55 not specifically permitted to be occupants shall 
not be permitted to be permanent residents of dwelling units. For the purposes 
of this section, a “permanent resident” shall mean any person who resides 
within the dwelling for more than three consecutive weeks or in excess of 30 
days in any calendar year, or has listed the residence as an abode for any 
purpose whatsoever, including, but not limited to, enrollment in public or 
private schools. Temporary occupancy by guests of families shall be 
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permitted, provided that such occupancy does not exceed a total of 30 days in 
any calendar year. 

[3] The limitations on occupancy shall be included in the marketing materials for 
the development as well as within the rules and regulations or terms of any 
leases, bylaws or covenants and restrictions for the development. Violations of 
the limitations on occupancy shall be enforceable by the City of Rye Building 
Inspector against the owner or lessee or the agent of any of them and shall be 
punishable by a fine of $250 per day or by imprisonment not exceeding 15 
days, or by both such fine and imprisonment. Exceptions to these regulations 
shall be granted if any limitations are determined to be in violation of any 
state or federal law. 

[4] The Planning Commission shall have the right to require that the owner 
execute agreements and covenants as it may deem to be required during any 
site plan approval process as it may reasonably deem to be required to ensure 
compliance with the stated intent of this section. Said agreements or covenants 
shall be recorded in the office of the Westchester County Clerk and constitute 
a covenant running with the land. Such covenant or agreement may be 
modified or released only as set forth in said covenant or agreement or by the 
City Council. 

 
(b) The site for an R-2 Senior Living Facility shall have a minimum of 50 contiguous 

acres.  
 

(c) The floor area ratio shall not exceed 0.43. 
 

(d) Lot building coverage shall not exceed 15% and total impervious coverage shall not 
exceed 33%. 

 
(e) Building height shall not exceed four (4) stories or 55 feet. Where proposed buildings 

are set back at least 240 feet from the all property lines and wholly located within an 
area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square with 200-foot sides, the 
permitted maximum building height may be increased to five (5) stories and 65 feet. 
No building within 400 feet of Osborn Road shall exceed three (3) stories or 45 feet 
in height. 

 
(f) There shall be a minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for front yards and a 

minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for side and rear yards.  
[1] Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street 

from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted 
and maintained with appropriate landscaping in keeping with the existing 
setting so as to provide effective visual screening, and shall contain no 
buildings or storage. Nothing in this Chapter shall prohibit the placement of 
stormwater management facilities, sidewalks, gardening and passive 
recreation features, and/or access drives within the required minimum yard. 
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[2] The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road  shall be 300 feet.   
[3] Where an R-2 Senior Living facility adjoins or is located across the street 

from a use other than a single-family residence, Senior Citizens Apartment 
(RA-5 District), or school, required yard setbacks may be reduced to no less 
than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment 
of the structure into this reduced setback shall be no more than 30% of the 
total area between each yard line and the standard 160-foot setback. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings and structures, a 
minimum setback of 160 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road. 

[4] The provisions of § 197-52 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 
 

(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of the foregoing paragraph (f), new parking areas and 
roadways may be located in required yards, but in no case shall a parking area or non-
access roadway be located closer than 40 feet to a property line, 100 feet to a property 
line bordering Boston Post Road or Old Post Road, or 240 feet to a property line 
bordering Osborn Road. Any parking areas facing Boston Post Road, Old Post Road, 
or Osborn Road shall be screened from those roadways with evergreen plantings. 

 
(h) There shall be a minimum distance of 20 feet between all buildings. Notwithstanding 

the foregoing, buildings may be connected by exterior paved pathways or interior 
corridors. The provisions of § 197-70 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(i) For independent living units in R-2 Senior Living Facilities, the minimum amount of 

residential floor area in each unit shall be 750 square feet for one bedroom units, 900 
square feet for two bedroom units, and 1,100 square feet for three bedroom units. For 
assisted living units, the minimal amount of residential floor area shall be 200 square 
feet. The provisions of § 197-44.B shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(j) On any lot used for an R-2 Senior Living Facility, at least 60% of the property shall 

be preserved as open space.  The provisions of § 197-68 shall not apply to R-2 Senior 
Living Facilities.  

 
(k) Off-street parking for R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be provided as follows: 

[1] For independent living units: 1.0 spaces per dwelling unit. 
[2] For assisted living, skilled nursing, nursing home, and memory care facilities: 

0.25 spaces per bed. 
 

(l) The provisions of Chapter 197, Attachment 1, entitled “Table A: Residence Districts” 
shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.  

 
(m) The provisions of § 197-8.A and C shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 
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(n) Notwithstanding any of the foregoing, any building, structure or use existing on the 
effective date of this section which does not conform to the provisions of this section 
may be continued subject to the requirements of Article III of this chapter. 

 
 
Section Two.  If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or other portion of this Local Law is, for 
any reason, declared invalid, in whole or in part, by any court, agency, commission, legislative 
body or other authority of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate 
distinct and independent portion.  Such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions hereof, which other portions shall continue in full force and effect. 
 
Section Three.  This Local Law shall take effect immediately upon filing with the Secretary of 
State. 
 



 

 

CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF RYE, NEW YORK 

 
LOCAL LAW NO. ___-20221 

 
A LOCAL LAW TO REVISE THE ZONING ORDINANCE  

OF THE CITY OF RYE 
 

Be it enacted by the City Council of the City of Rye as follows: 
 
Section One. Section 197-86 of the City of Rye Zoning Ordinance shall be amended by adding a 
new section (15) entitled “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” to Table A, Column 2, under the heading 
“R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6, RS and RT Districts”, which shall state as follows: 
 
(15) R-2 Senior Living Facilities. In the R-2 District, an age restricted, multi-family residential 
facility in a campus setting providing a variety of housing types, including, but not limited to: 
independent living units, assisted living facilities, ambulatory services, and domiciliary care 
facilities, with healthcare support, including but not limited to availability of accessible units and 
assistance for residents with activities of daily living, and including other appropriate ancillary 
and accessory uses typically found in senior residential communities including, but not limited 
to, communal space, associated office space, equipment storage, residences for staff, support 
facilities, food preparation and service facilities, provided that: 
 

(a) Residents of R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be limited to: (i) a single person 55 
years of age or older; (ii) two or three persons, all of whom are 55 years of age or 
older; (iii) a married couple, live-in companion, or partner, one of which is 55 years 
of age or older; (iv) the surviving spouse of a person 55 years of age or older, 
provided that the surviving spouse was duly registered as a resident of the 
development at the time of the elderly person's death; and (v) one adult 18 years of 
age or older residing with a person who is 55 years of age or older, provided that said 
adult is essential to the long-term care of the elderly person as certified by a physician 
duly licensed in New York State.  

 
[1] Notwithstanding the foregoing, up to four (4) dwelling units within the 

community may be set aside to be occupied by a superintendent, building 
manager, or other staff member and their family, to which the limitations on 
occupancy set forth above shall not apply. 

[2] Persons under the age of 55 not specifically permitted to be occupants shall 
not be permitted to be permanent residents of dwelling units. For the purposes 
of this section, a “permanent resident” shall mean any person who resides 
within the dwelling for more than three consecutive weeks or in excess of 30 
days in any calendar year, or has listed the residence as an abode for any 
purpose whatsoever, including, but not limited to, enrollment in public or 
private schools. Temporary occupancy by guests of families shall be 
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permitted, provided that such occupancy does not exceed a total of 30 days in 
any calendar year. 

[3] The limitations on occupancy shall be included in the marketing materials for 
the development as well as within the rules and regulations or terms of any 
leases, bylaws or covenants and restrictions for the development. Violations of 
the limitations on occupancy shall be enforceable by the City of Rye Building 
Inspector against the owner or lessee or the agent of any of them and shall be 
punishable by a fine of $250 per day or by imprisonment not exceeding 15 
days, or by both such fine and imprisonment. Exceptions to these regulations 
shall be granted if any limitations are determined to be in violation of any 
state or federal law. 

[4] The Planning Commission shall have the right to require that the owner 
execute agreements and covenants as it may deem to be required during any 
site plan approval process as it may reasonably deem to be required to ensure 
compliance with the stated intent of this section. Said agreements or covenants 
shall be recorded in the office of the Westchester County Clerk and constitute 
a covenant running with the land. Such covenant or agreement may be 
modified or released only as set forth in said covenant or agreement or by the 
City Council. 

 
(b) The site for an R-2 Senior Living Facility shall have a minimum of 50 contiguous 

acres.  
 

(c) The floor area ratio shall not exceed 0.450.43. 
 

(d) Lot building coverage shall not exceed 15% and total impervious coverage shall not 
exceed 3533%. 

 
(e) Building height shall not exceed four (4) stories or 6055 feet. Where proposed 

buildings are set back at least 240 feet from the all property lines and wholly located 
within an area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square with 200-foot 
sides, the permitted maximum building height may be increased to five (5) stories and 
65 feet. No building within 400 feet of Osborn Road shall exceed three (3) stories or 
45 feet in height. 

 
(f) There shall be a minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for front yards and a 

minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for side and rear yards.  
[1] Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street 

from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted 
and maintained with appropriate landscaping in keeping with the existing 
setting so as to provide effective visual screening, and shall contain no 
buildings or storage. Nothing in this Chapter shall prohibit the placement of 
stormwater management facilities, sidewalks, gardening and passive 
recreation features, and/or access drives within the required minimum yard. 
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[2] The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road  shall be 300 feet.   
[3] Where an R-2 Senior Living facility adjoins or is located across the street 

from a use other than a single-family residence, Senior Citizens Apartment 
(RA-5 District), or school, required yard setbacks may be reduced to no less 
than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment 
of the structure into this reduced setback shall be no more than 30% of the 
total area between each yard line and the standard 160-foot setback. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings and structures, a 
minimum setback of 160 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road. 

[4] The provisions of § 197-52 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 
 

(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of the foregoing paragraph (f), new parking areas and 
roadways may be located in required yards, but in no case shall a parking area or non-
access roadway be located closer than 40 feet to a property line, 100 feet to a property 
line bordering Boston Post Road or Old Post Road, or 240 feet to a property line 
bordering Osborn Road. Any parking areas facing Boston Post Road, Old Post Road, 
or Osborn Road shall be screened from those roadways with evergreen plantings. 

 
(h) There shall be a minimum distance of 20 feet between all buildings. Notwithstanding 

the foregoing, buildings may be connected by exterior paved pathways or interior 
corridors. The provisions of § 197-70 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(i) For independent living units in R-2 Senior Living Facilities, the minimum amount of 

residential floor area in each unit shall be 750 square feet for one bedroom units, 900 
square feet for two bedroom units, and 1,100 square feet for three bedroom units. For 
assisted living units, the minimal amount of residential floor area shall be 200 square 
feet. The provisions of § 197-44.B shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(j) On any lot used for an R-2 Senior Living Facility, at least 60% of the property shall 

be preserved as open space.  The provisions of § 197-68 shall not apply to R-2 Senior 
Living Facilities.  

 
(k) Off-street parking for R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be provided as follows: 

[1] For independent living units: 1.0 spaces per dwelling unit. 
[2] For assisted living, skilled nursing, nursing home, and memory care facilities: 

0.25 spaces per bed. 
 

(l) The provisions of Chapter 197, Attachment 1, entitled “Table A: Residence Districts” 
shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.  

 
(m) The provisions of § 197-8.A and C shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 
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(n) Notwithstanding any of the foregoing, any building, structure or use existing on the 
effective date of this section which does not conform to the provisions of this section 
may be continued subject to the requirements of Article III of this chapter. 

 
 
Section Two.  If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or other portion of this Local Law is, for 
any reason, declared invalid, in whole or in part, by any court, agency, commission, legislative 
body or other authority of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate 
distinct and independent portion.  Such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions hereof, which other portions shall continue in full force and effect. 
 
Section Three.  This Local Law shall take effect immediately upon filing with the Secretary of 
State. 
 





The Osborn

Rye, New York

Comparative Zoning Table

Zoning Standard

The Osborn - 

Existing 

Conditions

1993 

Declaration
R-2 District

RA-6 District 

(St. Regis 

Residences) 

Proposed Local 

Law  (Nov. 

2018)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. Mar. 

2020)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. Feb. 

2021)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. June 

2022)

Max FAR 0.26 0.3 0.2 0.75 0.5 0.45 0.45 0.43

Min. Lot Size 55.79 ac 50 ac .5 ac / family 2,500 sf / family 50 ac 50 ac 50 ac 50 ac

2,430,182 sf

Min. Yards (ft) (f) (j) (j)

Front 174 (a) 160 35 150 (d) 150 (e) 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l) 160 (k, l)

One side 161 (b) 160 15 50 50 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l) 160 (k, l)

Two sides - 40 100

Rear 161 (c) 160 40 50 50 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l) 160 (k, l)

Max. Height

Stories 5 5 2.5 4 5 4 / 5 (i) 4 / 5 (m) 4 / 5 (m, n)

Feet 64 75 32 45 60 60 / 75 (i) 60 / 65 (m) 55 / 65 (m, n)

Max. Building Coverage 11.53% 15% - 35% 20% 15% 15% 15%

Max. Site Impervious Coverage 26.50% 30% - - 35% 35% 35% 33%

Notes

(a) Pre-1993 building - 120 feet

(b) Pre-1993 building - 53 feet

(c) Pre-1993 building - 120 feet

(d) Per §197 Table A, note (k), "The required front yard setback can be reduced to no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this

reduced setback shall be less than 15% of the total area between the front yard line and the standard 150' setback."

(e) Proposed - Required front yard setbacks may be reduced to no less than 60 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall

be no more than 25% of the total area between the front yard line and the standard 150-foot setback. Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings and structures, a minimum setback

of 150 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road.

(f) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted and maintained with appropriate

landscaping so as to provide effective visual screening, shall contain no parking, storage or other program use, may contain stormwater management facilities, and shall be crossed only by

sidewalks and access drives.

(g) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility is located across a non-State, non-County, or non-federally-designated road from a one-family district, the minimum required setback from that

road shall be 240 feet.

(h) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from other than a single-family residence or school, the required setback can be reduced to no less than 100

 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 30% of the total area between each yard line and the standard

160' setback. 
(i) Proposed - Where proposed buildings are set back a minimum of 240 feet from a boundary line and can be wholly located within an area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square

with 200-foot sides, the permitted maximum height may be increased to 5 stories, 75 feet.

(j) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted and maintained with appropirate

landscaping in keeping with the existing setting so as to provide effective visual screening and shall contain no permanent structures or storage. Such required yard may contain stormwater

management facilities, sidewalks and other passive recreation features, and access drives. 

(k) Proposed - The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road shall be 300 feet.  The minimum required setback from Osborn Road for parking or non-access roadways shall be 240 feet.

The minimum required setback from Boston Post Road and Old Post Road for parking or new non-access roadways shall be 100 feet.

(l) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from other than a single-family residence, senior apartment or school, the required yard setback can be

reduced to no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 30% of the total area between

each yard line and the standard 160' setback. 

(m) Proposed - Where proposed buildings are set back a minimum of 240 feet from a boundary line and can be wholly located within an area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square

with 200-foot sides, the permitted maximum height may be increased to 5 stories, 65 feet.

(n) Proposed - No building within 400 feet of Osborn Road shall exceed three (3) stories or 45 feet in height.

DTS Provident Design Engineering, LLP  6/01/22
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project and Setting 

Instructions for Completing Part 1

Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor.  Responses become part of the application for approval or funding,
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.   

Complete Part 1 based on information currently available.  If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, 
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to
update or fully develop that information.   

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B.  In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that
must be answered either “Yes” or “No”. If the answer to the initial question is “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow.  If the
answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any 
additional information.  Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information 
contained in Part 1is accurate and complete.

A. Project and Sponsor Information.

Name of Action or Project:  

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map): 

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need): 

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone:  

E-Mail:

Address:

City/PO: State: Zip Code: 

Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone: 

E-Mail:

Address:

City/PO: State: Zip Code:

Property Owner  (if not same as sponsor): Telephone: 

E-Mail:

Address:

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
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B. Government Approvals

B. Government Approvals  Funding, or Sponsorship.  (“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of financial
assistance.)

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) 
Required 

Application Date 

(Actual or projected) 

a. City ci Town ,  Yes  No
or Village Board of Trustees

b. City, Town or Village  Yes  No 
Planning Board or Commission

c. City  Town or  Yes  No 
Village Zoning Board of Appeals

d. Other local agencies  Yes  No 

e. County agencies  Yes  No 

f. Regional agencies  Yes  No 

g. State agencies  Yes  No 

h. Federal agencies  Yes  No 

i. Coastal Resources.
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway?  Yes  No 

ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program?    Yes  No 
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area?  Yes  No 

C. Planning and Zoning

C.1. Planning and zoning actions.

Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or  regulation be the  Yes  No  
 only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?  

If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.
If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1

C.2. Adopted land use plans.

a. Do any municipally- adopted  (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site  Yes  No 
where the proposed action would be located?

If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action  Yes  No 
would be located? 

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway    Yes  No 
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)

If Yes, identify the plan(s):   
     _______________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________   
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan,    Yes  No
or an adopted municipal farmland  protection plan?

If Yes, identify the plan(s): 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

**

** This application is only for the adoption of a zoning text amendment. Nevertheless, we wish to 
more fully address all potential impacts.
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C.3.  Zoning

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance.  Yes  No
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district?

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit?  Yes  No 

c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action?  Yes  No  
If Yes,

i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site?   ___________________________________________________________________

C.4. Existing community services.

a. In what school district is the project site located?    ________________________________________________________________

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
    _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

d. What parks serve the project site?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

D. Project Details

D.1. Proposed and Potential Development

a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all
components)?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? _____________  acres 
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? _____________  acres 
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned

or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? _____________  acres 

c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use?  Yes  No 
i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units,

square feet)?    % ____________________  Units: ____________________

d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision?  Yes  No 
If Yes,

i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed?  Yes  No 
iii. Number of  lots proposed?   ________
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes?  Minimum  __________  Maximum __________

 Yes  No 
 _____  months 

 _____ 
 _____  month  _____ year 

Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases?
If No, anticipated period of construction:
If Yes:

Total number of phases anticipated
Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolition)
Anticipated completion date of final phase  _____  month  _____year 
Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases: _______________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Up to 80 additional Independent Living and 50 additional Assisted Living Units

—
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f. Does the project include new residential uses?  Yes No  
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed.

  One Family      Two Family         Three Family        Multiple Family (four or more)

Initial Phase    ___________      ___________    ____________      ________________________ 
At completion 
   of all phases       ___________      ___________    ____________   ________________________  

g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)?  Yes  No   
If Yes,

i. Total number of structures ___________
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: ________height; ________width;  and  _______ length

iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled:  ______________________ square feet

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any    Yes  No 
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?

If Yes,  
i. Purpose of the impoundment:  ________________________________________________________________________________

ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water:                       Ground water   Surface water streams   Other specify:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment.    Volume: ____________ million gallons; surface area: ____________  acres 
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure:       ________ height; _______ length

vi. Construction method/materials  for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

D.2.  Project Operations

a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both?  Yes  No
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)

If Yes:
i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging?  _______________________________________________________________ 

ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site?
Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): ____________________________________________
Over what duration of time? ____________________________________________________

iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials?  Yes  No
If yes, describe. ___________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated?  _____________________________________acres
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? _______________________________ acres

vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? __________________________ feet
viii. Will the excavation require blasting?  Yes  No 
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan: _____________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment  Yes  No 
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?

If Yes: 
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic

description):  ______________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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ii.

iii.

Describe how the  proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? Yes No
If Yes, describe: __________________________________________________________________________________________

iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

a  of vegetation proposed to be removed  ___________________________________________________________
 acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion ________________________________________

purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access):  ____________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

proposed method of plant removal: ________________________________________________________________________
if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): _________________________________________________

v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: _________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day:      __________________________ gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply?  Yes  No 

If Yes:
Name of district or service area:   _________________________________________________________________________
Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal?  Yes  No 
Is the project site in the existing district?  Yes  No 
Is expansion of the district needed?  Yes  No 
Do existing lines serve the project site?  Yes  No  

iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Source(s) of supply for the district: ________________________________________________________________________

iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site?  Yes  No 
If, Yes: 

Applicant/sponsor for new district: ________________________________________________________________________
Date application submitted or anticipated: __________________________________________________________________
Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: _______________________________________________________________

v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: ___________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: _______ gallons/minute.

d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes?  Yes  No 
If Yes: 

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day:  _______________  gallons/day
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and

approximate volumes or proportions of each):   __________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities?  Yes  No
If Yes:

Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: _____________________________________________________________
Name of district:  ______________________________________________________________________________________
Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project?  Yes  No 

 Is the project site in the existing district?  Yes  No 
 Is expansion of the district needed?  Yes  No 

*Unit flow values based on NYSDEC Design Standards for Wastewater 
Treatment Works, § B.6.b, Design Flow, March 2014
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 Yes  No Do existing sewer lines serve the project site?
Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ____________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

Applicant/sponsor for new district: ____________________________________________________________________
Date application submitted or anticipated: _______________________________________________________________
What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? __________________________________________________

v. If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed
receiving water (name and classification if surface discharge or describe subsurface disposal plans):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: _______________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________    

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new point  Yes  No 
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction?

If Yes:
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?

_____ Square feet or  _____ acres (impervious surface) 
_____  Square feet or  _____ acres (parcel size) 

ii. Describe types of new point sources.  __________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff  be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands:  ________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties?  Yes  No 

iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater?  Yes  No

f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel  Yes  No 
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?

If Yes, identify: 
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit,  Yes  No 
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit?

If Yes:
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area?  (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet  Yes  No 

ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)
ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate:

___________Tons/year ( ) of Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
___________Tons/year ( ) of Nitrous Oxide (N2 )
___________Tons/year ( ) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
___________Tons/year ( ) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)
___________Tons/year ( ) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflo rocarbons (H )
___________Tons/year ( ) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)

(net new)
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants,  Yes  No 
landfills, composting facilities)?

If Yes:
i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): ________________________________________________________________

ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring): ________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as  Yes  No
quarry or landfill operations?

If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):   
 _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial  Yes  No 
new demand for transportation facilities or services?

If Yes:
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply):  Morning  Evening Weekend

 Randomly between hours of __________  to  ________.
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of truck trips/day

v.

Parking spaces: Existing _____________ Proposed ___________ Net increase/decrease _____________

 Yes  No vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within ½ mile of the proposed site?
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric  Yes  No 

 or other alternative fueled vehicles? 
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing  Yes  No

pedestrian or bicycle routes?

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand  Yes  No 
for energy?

If Yes:
i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: ____________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or

other):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade  to an existing substation?  Yes  No 

l. Hours of operation.  Answer all items which apply.
i. During Construction: ii. During Operations:

Monday - Friday: _________________________ Monday - Friday: ____________________________
Saturday: ________________________________ Saturday: ___________________________________
Sunday: _________________________________ Sunday: ____________________________________
Holidays: ________________________________ Holidays: ___________________________________

Per § 133-8E of City of Rye

N/A
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m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction,  Yes  No 
operation, or both?

If yes:   
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen?  Yes  No 
 Describe: _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

n. W thill prope os actioed havn e outd lighoor ting?  Yes  No  
 If yes: 
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen?  Yes  No
Describe: _________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day?  Yes  No
If Yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures:     ______________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

p.  Yes  No Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum ( over 1,100 gallons)
or chemical products ?

If Yes: 
Product(s) to be stored ______________________________________________________________________________________
Volume(s) ______ per unit time ___________ (e.g., month, year)
Generally  describe proposed storage facilities ________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides,   Yes   No 
insecticides) during construction or operation?

If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices?   Yes   No 
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal   Yes   No

of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?
If Yes: 

i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
Construction:  ____________________  tons per ________________ (unit of time)
Operation :      ____________________  tons per ________________ (unit of time)

ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste:
Construction:  ________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Operation:  __________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site:
Construction:  ________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Operation:  __________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

TBD

N/A

N/A
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility?   Yes    No  
If Yes:

i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities): ___________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
________ Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
________ Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment

iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: ________________________________ years

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous  Yes  No 
waste?

If Yes: 
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility: ___________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: ___________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated  _____ tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: ____________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility?  Yes  No  
If Yes: provide name and location of facility: _______________________________________________________________________ 

   ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
If No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:    

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action

E.1. Land uses on and surrounding the project site

a. Existing land uses.
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site.

  Urban        Industrial        Commercial        Residential (suburban)        Rural (non-farm) 
  Forest        Agriculture     Aquatic        Other (specify): ____________________________________ 
ii. If mix of uses, generally describe:

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

Land use or  
Covertype 

Current 
Acreage 

Acreage After 
Project Completion 

Change 
(Acres +/-) 

Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces
Forested

Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non-
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural)
Agricultural
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.) 
Surface water features
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.) 
Wetlands (freshwater or tidal)

Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill)

Other
Describe: _______________________________ 
________________________________________ 

Landscaped Grounds
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? Yes  No 
i. If Yes: explain:  __________________________________________________________________________________________

d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed  Yes  No 
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?

If Yes,  
i. Identify Facilities:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam?  Yes  No 
If Yes: 

i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
Dam height:    _________________________________  feet 
Dam length:    _________________________________  feet 
Surface area:    _________________________________  acres 
Volume impounded:  _______________________________ gallons OR acre-feet

ii. Dam s existing hazard classification:  _________________________________________________________________________
iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility,  Yes  No 
or does the project site adjoin  property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?

If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed?  Yes   No 

If yes, cite sources/documentation: _______________________________________________________________________
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: __________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin  Yes  No  
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste?

If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:

 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

h. Potential contamination history.  Has there been a reported spill at the proposed  project site, or have any  Yes   No  
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site?

If Yes: 
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site  Yes  No 

Remediation database?  Check all that apply:
  Yes – Spills Incidents database       Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________ 
  Yes – Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________ 
  Neither database 

ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures:_______________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database?  Yes  No 
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s):  ______________________________________________________________________________ 

iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):

 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses?  Yes  No  
If yes, DEC site ID number: ____________________________________________________________________________
Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement):    ____________________________________
Describe any use limitations: ___________________________________________________________________________
Describe any engineering controls: _______________________________________________________________________
Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place?  Yes  No 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

   ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E.2.  Natural Resources On or Near Project Site

a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site?  ________________ feet

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site?  Yes  No 
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings?  __________________%

c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site:  ___________________________  __________% 
 ___________________________  __________% 
____________________________  __________% 

d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site?  Average:  _________ feet

e. Drainage status of project site soils:   Well Drained: _____% of ite
  Moderately Well Drained: _____% of site 
  Poorly Drained _____% of ite

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes:   0-10%: _____% of site  
  10-15%: _____% of site 
  15% or greater: _____% of site 

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site?  Yes  No 
 If Yes, describe: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

h. Surface water features.
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers,  Yes  No 

ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site?  Yes  No 

If Yes to either i or ii, continue.  If No, skip to E.2.i.
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal,  Yes  No 

state or local agency?
iv. For each identified wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information

Streams: Name ____________________________________________ Classification _______________________ 
Lakes or Ponds: Name ____________________________________________ Classification _______________________
Wetlands: Name ____________________________________________ Approximate Size ___________________ 
Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) _____________________________

v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired  Yes  No 
waterbodies?

If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: _____________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway?  Yes  No 

j. Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain?  Yes  No 

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain?  Yes  No 

l. Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

i. Name of aquifer:  _________________________________________________________________________________________
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:  ______________________________ 
______________________________ _______________________________ ______________________________ 
______________________________ _______________________________ ______________________________ 

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): _____________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Source(s) of description  or evaluation: ________________________________________________________________________
iii. Extent of community/habitat:

Currently:    ______________________  acres 
Following completion of project as proposed:   _____________________   acres
Gain or loss (indicate + or -):  ______________________ acres 

o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as    Yes  No 
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species?

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of  Yes  No
special concern?

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing?  Yes  No  
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: ___________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

E.3.  Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to  Yes  No 
Agriculture and  Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304?

If Yes,  provide county plus district name/number:  _________________________________________________________________  

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present?  Yes  No 
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site?  ___________________________________________________________________________

ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s):  _________________________________________________________________________________

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National  Yes  No 
Natural Landmark?

If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark:     Biological Community            Geological Feature
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: ___________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
  ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

i. CEA name: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for designation: _____________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Designating agency and date:  ______________________________________________________________________________
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e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district  Yes  No
which is listed on of Historic P

 of Historic Places?
If Yes:

i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource:    Archaeological Site    Historic Building or District     
ii. Name:  _________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

f. Is the project site, or any portion of  it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for  Yes  No 
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site?  Yes  No 
If Yes:

i. Describe possible resource(s):  _______________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for identification:   ___________________________________________________________________________________

h.  Yes  No the project site any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local
scenic or aesthetic resource?

If Yes:
i. Identify resource: _________________________________________________________________________________________

ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.):  ___________________________________________________________________________________________________

iii. Distance between project and resource: _____________________ miles.

i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers  Yes  No 
Program 6 NYCRR 666?

If Yes:
i. Identify the name of the river and its designation: ________________________________________________________________

ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666?  Yes  No 

F. Additional Information
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project.

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them. 

G. Verification
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name ___________________________________ Date_______________________________________ 

Signature________________________________________________ Title_______________________________________ 

per EAF Mapper
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The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist 
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental 
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are 
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF 
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks.  Although 
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to 
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order 
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a 
substitute for agency determinations.

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area] No

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area] Yes

C.2.b. [Special Planning District] Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook.

E.1.h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - 
Potential Contamination History]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - 
Listed]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site - 
Environmental Site Remediation Database]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook.

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of  DEC Remediation 
Site]

Yes

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of  DEC Remediation 
Site - DEC ID]

B00109

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features] No

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features] No

E.2.h.ii  [Surface Water Features] No

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features] No

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies] No

E.2.i. [Floodway] No

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain] No

E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain] No

E.2.l. [Aquifers] Yes

E.2.l. [Aquifer Names] Principal Aquifer

E.2.n. [Natural Communities] No

1Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report



E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species] No

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals] No

E.3.a. [Agricultural District] No

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark] No

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area] Yes

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area - Name] County & State Park Lands

E.3.d.ii [Critical Environmental Area - 
Reason]

Exceptional or unique character

E.3.d.iii [Critical Environmental Area –  Date 
and Agency]

Agency:Westchester County, Date:1-31-90

E.3.e. [National or State Register of Historic 
Places or State Eligible Sites]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook.

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites] Yes

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor] No

2Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts

Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency.  Part 2 is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential resources that could 
be affected by a proposed project or action.  We recognize that the lead agency s reviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental 
professionals.  So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment process by providing a series of questions that 
can be answered using the information found in Part 1.  To further assist the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the 
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question.  When Part 2 is completed, the 
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity.   

If the lead agency is a state agency and the action is in any Coastal Area, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding 
with this assessment. 

Tips for completing Part 2: 
Review all of the information provided in Part 1.
Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF Workbook.
Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2.
If you answer “Yes” to a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section.
If you answer “No” to a numbered question, move on to the next numbered question.
Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact.
Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a question should result in the reviewing agency
checking the box “Moderate to large impact may occur.”
The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis.
If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help to review the sub-questions for the general
question and consult the workbook.
When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, that is, the whole action .
Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as direct impacts.
Answer the question in a reasonable manner considering the scale and context of the project.

1. Impact on Land
Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of,  NO  YES 
the land surface of the proposed site.  (See Part 1. D.1)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j.  If “No”, move on to Section 2.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is
less than 3 feet.

E2d

b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. E2f

c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.

E2a 

d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons
of natural material.

D2a 

e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year
or in multiple phases.

D1e 

f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).

D2e, D2q 

g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. B1i 

h. Other impacts: _______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

FEAF 2019
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2. Impact on Geological Features
The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit 
access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes,   NO  YES 
minerals, fossils, caves).  (See Part 1. E.2.g) 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c.  If “No”, move on to Section 3.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. Identify the specific land form(s) attached: ________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

E2g

b. The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a
registered National Natural Landmark.
Specific feature: _____________________________________________________  

E3c 

c. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

3. Impacts on Surface Water
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water  NO  YES 
 bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes).  (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)  
If “Yes”, answer questions a - l.  If “No”, move on to Section 4.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may create a new water body. D2b, D1h 

b. The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or more than a
10 acre increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water.

D2b 

c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material
from a wetland or water body.

D2a 

d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or
tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.

E2h

e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion,
runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.

D2a, D2h 

f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal
of water from surface water.

D2c 

g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge
of wastewater to surface water(s).

D2d 

h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving
water bodies.

D2e 

i. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or
downstream of the site of the proposed action.

E2h

j. The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or
around any water body.

D2q, E2h 

k. The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of existing,
wastewater treatment facilities.

 D1a, D2d 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition -
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.B, Stormwater Management, dated 
3/11/20
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l. Other impacts: _______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

4. Impact on groundwater
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or   NO  YES 
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer. 
(See Part 1. D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t) 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h.  If “No”, move on to Section 5. 

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional demand
on supplies from existing water supply wells.

D2c 

b. Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable
withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.
Cite Source: ________________________________________________________

D2c 

c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and
sewer services.

D1a, D2c 

d. The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater. D2d, E2l 

e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locations
where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated.

D2c, E1f, 
E1g, E1h 

f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products
over ground water or an aquifer.

D2p, E2l 

g. The proposed action may involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100
feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources.

E2h, D2q, 
E2l, D2c 

h. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

5. Impact on Flooding
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. E.2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g.  If “No”, move on to Section 6.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway. E2i 

b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain. E2j

c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain. E2k

d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage
patterns.

D2b, D2e 

e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. D2b, E2i, 
E2j, E2k 

f. If there is a dam located on the site of the proposed action, dam E1e 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.B, Stormwater Management, dated 
3/11/20
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g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

6. Impacts on Air
 NO  YES The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source.

(See Part 1. D.2.f., D 2 h D.2.g)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f.  If “No”, move on to Section 7.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. If  the proposed action requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may
also emit one or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels:

i. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide (CO2)
ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N2 )
iii. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)
v. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of

hydrochlorofl urocarbons (HFCs) emissions
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane

D2g 
D2g 
D2g 
D2g 
D2g 

D2h 

b. The proposed action may generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designated
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous
air pollutants.

D2g 

c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an emissions
rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or may include a heat
source capable of producing more than 10 million BTU s per hour.

D2f, D2g 

d. The proposed action may reach 50% of any of the thresholds in “a” through “c”,
above.

D

e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1
ton of refuse per hour.

D2s 

f. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

7. Impact on Plants and Animals
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.  (See Part 1. E.2. m.-q.)  NO  YES 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j.  If “No”, move on to Section 8.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s)

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any
threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

E2o

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by
any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the federal
government.

E2o

c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any
species of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the
Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

E2p

d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by
any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or
the Federal government.

E2p

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.A, Trees, dated 3/11/20 and 
Campus Perimeter Planting Plan - South, dated 3/7/22
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e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural
Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect.

E3c 

f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any
portion of a designated significant natural community.
Source: ____________________________________________________________

E2n

g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or
over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site.

E2m 

h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest,
grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat.
Habitat type & information source: ______________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

E1b

i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of
herbicides or pesticides.

D2q 

j. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources
The proposed action may impact agricultural resources.  (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.)  NO  YES 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h.  If “No”, move on to Section 9.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the
NYS Land Classification System.

E2c, E3b 

b. The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc).

E1a, Elb 

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil profile of
active agricultural land.

E3b

d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural
uses, either more than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District, or more than 10
acres if not within an Agricultural District.

E1b, E3a 

e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land
management system.

El a, E1b 

f. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased development
potential or pressure on farmland.

C2c, C3, 
D2c, D2d 

g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland
Protection Plan.

C2c 

h. Other impacts: ________________________________________________________
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9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in  NO  YES 
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and
a scenic or aesthetic resource.  (Part 1. E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g.  If “No”, go to Section 10.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local
scenic or aesthetic resource.

E3h

b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.

E3h, C2b 

c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points:
i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons)
ii. Year round

E3h

d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed
action is:
i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities

E3h

E2q,

E1c 

e. The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and
appreciation of the designated aesthetic resource.

 E3h 

f. There are similar projects visible within the following distance of the proposed
project:

0-1/2 mile
½ -3  mile
3-5   mile
5+    mile

D1a, E1a, 
D1f, D1g 

g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological  NO  YES 
resource.  (Part 1. E.3.e, f. and g.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - e.  If “No”, go to Section 11.
Relevant 

Part I 
Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur

E3e 

b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, an area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory.

E3f

c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory.
Source: ____________________________________________________________

E3g

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.C, Views to Site, dated 3/11/20 and 
Views of Existing Conditions and Illustrative Simulations, dated 3/07/22
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d. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

e.
If any of the above (a-d) are answered “

”, continue with the following questions to help support conclusions in Part 3:

i. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part
of the site or property.

ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting or
integrity.

iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting.

E3e, E3g, 
E3f

E3e, E3f, 
E3g, E1a, 
E1b
E3e, E3f, 
E3g, E3h,
C2, C3 

11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a  NO  YES 
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any  adopted
municipal open space plan.
(See Part 1. C.2.c, E.1.c., E.2.q.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e.  If “No”, go to Section 12.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ecosystem
services”, provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater
storage, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat.

D2e, E1b 
E2h,
E2m, E2o, 
E2n, E2p 

b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. C2a, E1c, 
C2c, E2q 

c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in an area
with few such resources.

C2a, C2c 
E1c, E2q 

d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by the
community as an open space resource.

C2c, E1c 

e. Other impacts: _____________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________

12. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical  NO  YES 
environmental area (CEA).  (See Part 1. E.3.d)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c.  If “No”, go to Section 13.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

E3d

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

E3d

c. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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13. Impact on Transportation
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.j)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - .  If “No”, go to Section 14.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. Projected traffic increase may exceed capacity of existing road network. D2j 

b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or
more vehicles.

D2j 

c. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access. D2j 

d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. D2j 

. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods. D2j 

. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

14. Impact on Energy
The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.k)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e.  If “No”, go to Section 15.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action will require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation. D2k

b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission
or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a
commercial or industrial use.

D1f, 
D1q, D2k 

c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity. D2k 

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square
feet of building area when completed.

D1g 

e. Other Impacts: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.m., n., and o.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f.  If “No”, go to Section 16.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local
regulation.

D2m 

b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence,
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.

D2m, E1d 

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. D2o 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Traffic Evaluation - The Osborn - Future 
Expansion, dated 2/17/21 and updated Traffic Evaluation - The Osborn - 
Future Expansion, dated 5/18/22



Page 9 of 10

d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties. D2n 

e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing
area conditions.

D2n, E1a 

f. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

16. Impact on Human Health
The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure  NO  YES 
to new or existing sources of contaminants.  (See Part 1.D.2.q., E.1. d. f. g. and h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - m.  If “No”, go to Section 17.

Relevant  
Part I 

Question(s) 

No,or 
small 

impact 
may cccur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day
care center, group home, nursing home or retirement community.

E1d

b. The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation. E1g, E1h 

c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed environmental site
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action.

E1g, E1h 

d. The site of  the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the
property (e.g. easement deed restriction)

E1g, E1h 

e. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in place
to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human health.

E1g, E1h 

f. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that future
generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the
environment and human health.

D2t 

g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste
management facility.

D2q, E1f 

h. The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste. D2q, E1f 

i. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of
solid waste. 

D2r, D2s 

j. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of
a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. 

E1f, E1g 
E1h

k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill
site to adjacent off site structures.

E1f, E1g 

l. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from the
project site. 

D2s, E1f, 
D2r 

m. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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17. Consistency with Community Plans 
 The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.    NO   YES 
 (See Part 1. C.1, C.2. and C.3.)   
 If “Yes”, answer questions a - h.  If “No”, go to Section 18.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action’s land use components may be different from, or in sharp 
contrast to, current surrounding land use pattern(s).  

C2, C3, D1a 
E1a, E1b 

b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or village 
in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%.  

C2

c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. C2, C2, C3 

d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use 
plans. 

C2, C2 

e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is not 
supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure. 

C3, D1c, 
D1d, D1f, 
D1d, Elb 

f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density development 
that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. 

C4, D2c, D2d 
D2j 

g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residential or 
commercial development not included in the proposed action) 

C2a 

h. Other: _____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

18. Consistency with Community Character 
  The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character.   NO   YES 
  (See Part 1. C.2, C.3, D.2, E.3) 

If “Yes”, answer questions a - g.  If “No”, proceed to Part 3.
Relevant 

Part I 
Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas 
of historic importance to the community. 

E3e, E3f, E3g 

b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g. 
schools, police and fire)  

C4

c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where 
there is a shortage of such housing. 

C2, C3, D1f 
D1g, E1a 

d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized 
or designated public resources. 

C2, E3 

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and 
character. 

C2, C3 

f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape.  C2, C3 
E1a, E1b 
E2g, E2h 

g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.C, Views to Site, dated 3/11/20 and 
Illustrative Site Diagram, Views of Existing Conditions and Illustrative Simulations, 
dated 3/07/22

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.1, Zoning and Land Use, dated 3/11/20
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• November 28, 2018 – City Council Submission with Petition for Amendments to the City of Rye 

Zoning Ordinance 

o Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), dated November 28, 2018. 

 

• October 7, 2019 –Planning Commission Submission with Planning Statement  

o The Osborn - Planning Statement in Support of Zoning Petition together with 

Comparative Zoning Table and Proposed R-2 SL Zoning Diagram, prepared by Divney 

Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated October 7, 2019. 

 

• November 12, 2019 – Planning Commission Submission with Revised Proposed Zoning Text 

Amendment 

o Updated Comparative Zoning Table and Proposed R-2 SL Zoning Diagram, prepared by 

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated November 12, 2019. 

 

• March 11, 2020 – City Council Submission of Zoning Text Amendment Petition Environmental 

Assessment  

o Updated FEAF, dated March 11, 2020; and, 

o The Osborn in Rye Project Narrative and Environmental Assessment Studies, including:  

▪ The Osborn Today:  

• Profile;  

• Community Services; and, 

• Economic Benefits. 

▪ The Osborn Future:  

• Need for Osborn to Respond to Changing Senior Living Needs; and, 

• Proposed Scope of Improvements. 

▪ Zoning and Land Use:  

• Rye Zoning Code;  

• 1993 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions;  

• Proposed Local Law Components; 

•  Rye Development Plan; and, 

• Westchester 2025. 

▪ Site Features:  

• Trees;  

• Stormwater Management; and, 

• Views to Site. 

▪ Utilities:  

• Sanitary Sewer;  

• Water Supply; and 

• Natural Gas. 

▪ Community Issues:  

• School District;  
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• Emergency Services; and 

• Circulation and Traffic. 

 

• September 28, 2020 – City Council Submission with Response to Public Comments 

o Responses by the Petitioner to comments from Public Hearing and letters received by 

Rye City Council. 

 

•  February 19, 2021 – City Council Submission with Supplemental Studies and Analysis 

o Updated Comparative Zoning Table and Proposed R-2 SL Zoning Diagram prepared by 

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated February 2021; 

o Traffic Evaluation – The Osborn – Future Expansion, prepared by Hardesty & Hanover, 

LLC, dated February 7, 2021; and, 

o Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Engineer’s Report, Osborn Road and Sonn Drive, prepared by 

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated February 2021. 

 

• March 7, 2022 – City Council Submission with Supplemental Studies and Analysis 

o Illustrative Site Diagram, prepared by RLPS Architects, dated March 7, 2022; 

o Campus Perimeter Concept Planting Plan – South and Views of Existing Conditions and 

Illustrative Simulations, prepared by Towers Golde, LLC, dated March 7, 2022; and, 

o Proposed Osborn Zoning Amendments and Residential Property Values analysis, 

prepared by DTS Provident Design Engineering, LLP, dated March 2022.  

 

• May 18, 2022 – City Council Submission with Supplemental Studies and Analysis 

o Updated Traffic Evaluation – The Osborn – Future Expansion, prepared by Hardesty & 

Hanover, LLC, dated May 18, 2022. 

 

• June 3, 2022 

o Updated FEAF, dated June 3, 2022. 

 















CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF RYE, NEW YORK 

LOCAL LAW NO. ___-2022 

A LOCAL LAW TO REVISE THE ZONING ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY OF RYE 

Be it enacted by the City Council of the City of Rye as follows: 

Section One. Section 197-86 of the City of Rye Zoning Ordinance shall be amended by adding a 
new section (15) entitled “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” to Table A, Column 2, under the heading 
“R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6, RS and RT Districts”, which shall state as follows: 

(15) R-2 Senior Living Facilities. In the R-2 District, an age restricted, multi-family residential 
facility in a campus setting providing a variety of housing types, including, but not limited to: 
independent living units, assisted living facilities, ambulatory services, and domiciliary care 
facilities, with healthcare support, including but not limited to availability of accessible units and 
assistance for residents with activities of daily living, and including other appropriate ancillary 
and accessory uses typically found in senior residential communities including, but not limited 
to, communal space, associated office space, equipment storage, residences for staff, support 
facilities, food preparation and service facilities, provided that: 

(a) Residents of R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be limited to: (i) a single person 55 
years of age or older; (ii) two or three persons, all of whom are 55 years of age or 
older; (iii) a married couple, live-in companion, or partner, one of which is 55 years 
of age or older; (iv) the surviving spouse of a person 55 years of age or older, 
provided that the surviving spouse was duly registered as a resident of the 
development at the time of the elderly person's death; and (v) one adult 18 years of 
age or older residing with a person who is 55 years of age or older, provided that said 
adult is essential to the long-term care of the elderly person as certified by a physician 
duly licensed in New York State.  

[1] Notwithstanding the foregoing, up to four (4) dwelling units within the 
community may be set aside to be occupied by a superintendent, building 
manager, or other staff member and their family, to which the limitations on 
occupancy set forth above shall not apply. 

[2] Persons under the age of 55 not specifically permitted to be occupants shall 
not be permitted to be permanent residents of dwelling units. For the purposes 
of this section, a “permanent resident” shall mean any person who resides 
within the dwelling for more than three consecutive weeks or in excess of 30 
days in any calendar year, or has listed the residence as an abode for any 
purpose whatsoever, including, but not limited to, enrollment in public or 
private schools. Temporary occupancy by guests of families shall be 
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permitted, provided that such occupancy does not exceed a total of 30 days in 
any calendar year. 

[3] The limitations on occupancy shall be included in the marketing materials for 
the development as well as within the rules and regulations or terms of any 
leases, bylaws or covenants and restrictions for the development. Violations of 
the limitations on occupancy shall be enforceable by the City of Rye Building 
Inspector against the owner or lessee or the agent of any of them and shall be 
punishable by a fine of $250 per day or by imprisonment not exceeding 15 
days, or by both such fine and imprisonment. Exceptions to these regulations 
shall be granted if any limitations are determined to be in violation of any 
state or federal law. 

[4] The Planning Commission shall have the right to require that the owner 
execute agreements and covenants as it may deem to be required during any 
site plan approval process as it may reasonably deem to be required to ensure 
compliance with the stated intent of this section. Said agreements or covenants 
shall be recorded in the office of the Westchester County Clerk and constitute 
a covenant running with the land. Such covenant or agreement may be 
modified or released only as set forth in said covenant or agreement or by the 
City Council. 

 
(b) The site for an R-2 Senior Living Facility shall have a minimum of 50 contiguous 

acres.  
 

(c) The floor area ratio shall not exceed 0.45. 
 

(d) Lot building coverage shall not exceed 15% and total impervious coverage shall not 
exceed 35%. 

 
(e) Building height shall not exceed four (4) stories or 60 feet. Where proposed buildings 

are set back at least 240 feet from the all property lines and wholly located within an 
area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square with 200-foot sides, the 
permitted maximum building height may be increased to five (5) stories and 65 feet. 

 
(f) There shall be a minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for front yards and a 

minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for side and rear yards.  
[1] Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street 

from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted 
and maintained with appropriate landscaping in keeping with the existing 
setting so as to provide effective visual screening, and shall contain no 
buildings or storage. Nothing in this Chapter shall prohibit the placement of 
stormwater management facilities, sidewalks, gardening and passive 
recreation features, and/or access drives within the required minimum yard. 

[2] The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road  shall be 300 feet.   
[3] Where an R-2 Senior Living facility adjoins or is located across the street 

from a use other than a single-family residence, Senior Citizens Apartment 
(RA-5 District), or school, required yard setbacks may be reduced to no less 
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than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment 
of the structure into this reduced setback shall be no more than 30% of the 
total area between each yard line and the standard 160-foot setback. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings and structures, a 
minimum setback of 160 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road. 

[4] The provisions of § 197-52 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 
 

(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of the foregoing paragraph (f), new parking areas and 
roadways may be located in required yards, but in no case shall a parking area or non-
access roadway be located closer than 40 feet to a property line or 240 feet to a 
property line bordering Osborn Road. 

 
(h) There shall be a minimum distance of 20 feet between all buildings. Notwithstanding 

the foregoing, buildings may be connected by exterior paved pathways or interior 
corridors. The provisions of § 197-70 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(i) For independent living units in R-2 Senior Living Facilities, the minimum amount of 

residential floor area in each unit shall be 750 square feet for one bedroom units, 900 
square feet for two bedroom units, and 1,100 square feet for three bedroom units. For 
assisted living units, the minimal amount of residential floor area shall be 200 square 
feet. The provisions of § 197-44.B shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(j) On any lot used for an R-2 Senior Living Facility, at least 60% of the property shall 

be preserved as open space.  The provisions of § 197-68 shall not apply to R-2 Senior 
Living Facilities.  

 
(k) Off-street parking for R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be provided as follows: 

[1] For independent living units: 1.0 spaces per dwelling unit. 
[2] For assisted living, skilled nursing, nursing home, and memory care facilities: 

0.25 spaces per bed. 
 

(l) The provisions of Chapter 197, Attachment 1, entitled “Table A: Residence Districts” 
shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.  

 
(m) The provisions of § 197-8.A and C shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities. 

 
(n) Notwithstanding any of the foregoing, any building, structure or use existing on the 

effective date of this section which does not conform to the provisions of this section 
may be continued subject to the requirements of Article III of this chapter. 

 
 
Section Two.  If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or other portion of this Local Law is, for 
any reason, declared invalid, in whole or in part, by any court, agency, commission, legislative 
body or other authority of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate 
distinct and independent portion.  Such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions hereof, which other portions shall continue in full force and effect. 
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Section Three.  This Local Law shall take effect immediately upon filing with the Secretary of 
State. 
 



CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF RYE, NEW YORK

LOCAL LAW NO. ___-20210

A LOCAL LAW TO REVISE THE ZONING ORDINANCE
OF THE CITY OF RYE

Be it enacted by the City Council of the City of Rye as follows:

Section One. Section 197-86 of the City of Rye Zoning Ordinance shall be amended by adding a
new section (15) entitled “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” to Table A, Column 2, under the heading
“R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6, RS and RT Districts”, which shall state as follows:

(15) R-2 Senior Living Facilities. In the R-2 District, an age restricted, multi-family residential
facility in a campus setting providing a variety of housing types, including, but not limited to:
independent living units, assisted living facilities, ambulatory services, and domiciliary care
facilities, with healthcare support, including but not limited to availability of accessible units and
assistance for residents with activities of daily living, and including other appropriate ancillary
and accessory uses typically found in senior residential communities including, but not limited
to, communal space, associated office space, equipment storage, residences for staff, support
facilities, food preparation and service facilities, provided that:

(a) Residents of R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be limited to: (i) a single person 55
years of age or older; (ii) two or three persons, all of whom are 55 years of age or
older; (iii) a married couple, live-in companion, or partner, one of which is 55 years
of age or older; (iv) the surviving spouse of a person 55 years of age or older,
provided that the surviving spouse was duly registered as a resident of the
development at the time of the elderly person's death; and (v) one adult 18 years of
age or older residing with a person who is 55 years of age or older, provided that said
adult is essential to the long-term care of the elderly person as certified by a physician
duly licensed in New York State.

[1] Notwithstanding the foregoing, up to four (4) dwelling units within the
community may be set aside to be occupied by a superintendent, building
manager, or other staff member and their family, to which the limitations on
occupancy set forth above shall not apply.

[2] Persons under the age of 55 not specifically permitted to be occupants shall
not be permitted to be permanent residents of dwelling units. For the purposes
of this section, a “permanent resident” shall mean any person who resides
within the dwelling for more than three consecutive weeks or in excess of 30
days in any calendar year, or has listed the residence as an abode for any
purpose whatsoever, including, but not limited to, enrollment in public or
private schools. Temporary occupancy by guests of families shall be
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permitted, provided that such occupancy does not exceed a total of 30 days in
any calendar year.

[3] The limitations on occupancy shall be included in the marketing materials for
the development as well as within the rules and regulations or terms of any
leases, bylaws or covenants and restrictions for the development. Violations of
the limitations on occupancy shall be enforceable by the City of Rye Building
Inspector against the owner or lessee or the agent of any of them and shall be
punishable by a fine of $250 per day or by imprisonment not exceeding 15
days, or by both such fine and imprisonment. Exceptions to these regulations
shall be granted if any limitations are determined to be in violation of any
state or federal law.

[4] The Planning Commission shall have the right to require that the owner
execute agreements and covenants as it may deem to be required during any
site plan approval process as it may reasonably deem to be required to ensure
compliance with the stated intent of this section. Said agreements or covenants
shall be recorded in the office of the Westchester County Clerk and constitute
a covenant running with the land. Such covenant or agreement may be
modified or released only as set forth in said covenant or agreement or by the
City Council.

(b) The site for an R-2 Senior Living Facility shall have a minimum of 50 contiguous
acres.

(c) The floor area ratio shall not exceed 0.45.

(d) Lot building coverage shall not exceed 15% and total impervious coverage shall not
exceed 35%.

(e) Building height shall not exceed four (4) stories or 60 feet. Where proposed buildings
are set back at least 240 feet from the all property lines and wholly located within an
area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square with 200-foot sides, the
permitted maximum building height may be increased to five (5) stories and 75 65
feet.

(f) There shall be a minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for front yards and a
minimum yard requirement of 160 feet for side and rear yards.

[1] Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street
from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted
and maintained with appropriate landscaping in keeping with the existing
setting so as to provide effective visual screening, and shall contain no
parkingbuildings, or storage, or other program use. Nothing herein in this
Chapter shall prohibit the placement of stormwater management facilities,
sidewalks, gardening and passive recreation features, and/or access drives
within the required setbackminimum yard.

[2] The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road Where an R-2 Senior
Living Facility is located across a non-State, non-County, or non-federally-
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designated road from a one-family district, the minimum required setback
from that road shall be 240 300 feet.

[3] Where an R-2 Senior Living facility adjoins or is located across the street
from a use other than a single-family residence, Senior Citizens Apartment
(RA-5 District), or school, required yard setbacks may be reduced to no less
than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment
of the structure into this reduced setback shall be no more than 30% of the
total area between each yard line and the standard 160-foot setback.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings and structures, a
minimum setback of 160 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road.

[4] The provisions of § 197-52 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.

(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of the foregoing paragraph (f), Nnew parking areas
and roadways may be located in required yards, but in no case shall a parking area or
non-access roadway be located closer than 40 feet to a property line or 240 feet to a
property line bordering Osborn Road.

(h) There shall be a minimum distance of 20 feet between all buildings. Notwithstanding
the foregoing, buildings may be connected by exterior paved pathways or interior
corridors. The provisions of § 197-70 shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.

(i) For independent living units in R-2 Senior Living Facilities, the minimum amount of
residential floor area in each unit shall be 750 square feet for one bedroom units, 900
square feet for two bedroom units, and 1,100 square feet for three bedroom units. For
assisted living units, the minimal amount of residential floor area shall be 200 square
feet. The provisions of § 197-44.B shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.

(j) On any lot used for an R-2 Senior Living Facility, at least 60% of the property shall
be preserved as open space. The provisions of § 197-68 shall not apply to R-2 Senior
Living Facilities.

(k) Off-street parking for R-2 Senior Living Facilities shall be provided as follows:
[1] For independent living units: 1.05 spaces per dwelling unit.
[2] For assisted living, skilled nursing, nursing home, and memory care facilities:

0.25 spaces per bed.

(l) The provisions of Chapter 197, Attachment 1, entitled “Table A: Residence Districts”
shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.

(m) The provisions of § 197-8.A and C shall not apply to R-2 Senior Living Facilities.

(n) Notwithstanding any of the foregoing, any building, structure or use existing on the
effective date of this section which does not conform to the provisions of this section
may be continued subject to the requirements of Article III of this chapter.



4

Section Two. If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or other portion of this Local Law is, for
any reason, declared invalid, in whole or in part, by any court, agency, commission, legislative
body or other authority of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate
distinct and independent portion. Such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remaining
portions hereof, which other portions shall continue in full force and effect.

Section Three. This Local Law shall take effect immediately upon filing with the Secretary of
State.
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The Osborn

Rye, New York

Comparative Zoning Table

Zoning Standard

The Osborn - 

Existing 

Conditions

1993 

Declaration

R-2 District

RA-6 District 

(St. Regis 

Residences) 

Proposed Local 

Law  (Nov. 

2018)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. Mar. 

2020)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. Feb. 

2021)

Max FAR 0.26 0.3 0.2 0.75 0.5 0.45 0.45

Min. Lot Size 55.79 ac 50 ac .5 ac / family 2,500 sf / family 50 ac 50 ac 50 ac

2,430,182 sf

Min. Yards (ft) (f) (j)

Front 174 (a) 160 35 150 (d) 150 (e) 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l)

One side 161 (b) 160 15 50 50 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l)

Two sides - 40 100

Rear 161 (c) 160 40 50 50 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l)

Max. Height

Stories 5 5 2.5 4 5 4 / 5 (i) 4 / 5 (m)

Feet 64 75 32 45 60 60 / 75 (i) 60 / 65 (m)

Max. Building Coverage 11.53% 15% - 35% 20% 15% 15%

Max. Site Impervious Coverage 26.50% 30% - - 35% 35% 35%

Notes

(a) Pre-1993 building - 120 feet

(b) Pre-1993 building - 53 feet

(c) Pre-1993 building - 120 feet

(d) Per §197 Table A, note (k), "The required front yard setback can be reduced to no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the

structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 15% of the total area between the front yard line and the standard 150' setback."

(e) Proposed - Required front yard setbacks may be reduced to no less than 60 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this 

reduced setback shall be no more than 25% of the total area between the front yard line and the standard 150-foot setback. Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings

 and structures, a minimum setback of 150 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road.

(f) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted and maintained 

with appropriate landscaping so as to provide effective visual screening, shall contain no parking, storage or other program use, may contain stormwater management facilities, 

and shall be crossed only by sidewalks and access drives.

(g) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility is located across a non-State, non-County, or non-federally-designated road from a one-family district, the minimum required 

setback from that road shall be 240 feet.

(h) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from other than a single-family residence or school, the required setback can be reduced to

 no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 30% of the total area between

each yard line and the standard 160' setback. 

(i) Proposed - Where proposed buildings are set back a minimum of 240 feet from a boundary line and can be wholly located within an area of said setback that can contain 

a horizontal square with 200-foot sides, the permitted maximum height may be increased to 5 stories, 75 feet.

(j) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted and maintained 

with appropriate landscaping in keeping with the existing setting so as to provide effective visual screening and shall contain no permanent structures or storage. Such required 

yard may contain stormwater management facilities, sidewalks and other passive recreation features, and access drives. 

(k) Proposed - The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road shall be 300 feet.  The minimum required setback from Osborn Road for parking or non-access roadways

 shall be 240 feet.

(l) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from other than a single-family residence, senior apartment or school, the required yard 

setback can be reduced to no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 

30% of the total area between each yard line and the standard 160' setback. 

(m)Proposed - Where proposed buildings are set back a minimum of 240 feet from a boundary line and can be wholly located within an area of said setback that can contain

a horizontal square with 200-foot sides, the permitted maximum height may be increased to 5 stories, 65 feet.

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP  02/18/21
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The Osborn 

Rye, New York 

 

Concept Planting Plan and Views to Campus 

 

As stated in The Osborn’s Zoning Petition, since its founding over 100 years ago “trees have always 

been integral elements of the Osborn campus plan.”  In coordination with its architect’s Illustrative Site 

Diagram included at Tab 2, The Osborn commissioned landscape architect Towers Golde to prepare a 

concept plan for perimeter tree plantings to augment the existing trees at the south end of its campus.  

These trees would be a mix of deciduous and evergreen species, consistent with and complementary to 

the existing Osborn trees that help to create its parklike setting.  See Figure 1-1, Campus Perimeter 

Concept Planting Plan – South.   

 

In response to the City Council’s request, Towers Golde also prepared a series of views to the Osborn 

campus from five viewpoints along the south perimeter, including three views along Osborn Road and 

one each along Boston Post Road and Theall Road. See Viewpoints A through E as marked on Figure 

1-1.   Two existing photos and two illustrative visual simulations are provided for each viewpoint: 

- Existing Conditions – Summer 

- Illustrative Simulation – Summer 

- Existing Conditions – Winter 

- Illustrative Simulation - Winter 

 

The Illustrative Simulations include the supplemental perimeter tree plantings from the Towers Golde 

concept plan and the potential building locations and heights from the Illustrative Site Diagram as may 

be seen from the five viewpoints.  See Figures 1-2 through 1-21.   

 

Future site plan applications for new Osborn improvements would include detailed site plans, 

landscape plans, and building plans and elevations as required by the Rye Planning Commission.  

Illustrative simulations would also be prepared to depict the then-proposed plantings and buildings 

from appropriate viewpoints. 
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The Osborn 

Rye, New York 

Proposed Osborn Zoning Amendments and Residential Property Values 

The Rye City Council has requested that The Osborn provide information related to its proposed 

zoning amendment’s potential effect on nearby residential property values in response to concerns 

voiced by residents during public hearings.  As detailed in its March 2020 Zoning Petition (“Zoning 

Petition”), The Osborn believes that both its landscaped campus and the community-oriented activities 

and outreach it has engaged in since its founding in 1908 have had and continue to have beneficial 

effects on the surrounding neighborhood and the City of Rye.  To address the City Council’s request, 

however, we offer the following analysis of nearby residential property sales prices recorded over the 

past 37 years.   

As also described in the Zoning Petition, in 1991 The Osborn began a comprehensive planning process 

to renovate and construct buildings on its campus to create a sustainable senior living community with 

independent and assisted living opportunities and skilled nursing services.  After securing the required 

approvals from the City of Rye, The Osborn’s Pathway 2000 program was constructed in a series of 

phased projects from 1994 through 2002.  The new Pathway 2000 improvements included 20 duplex 

garden homes, three multistory apartment buildings, resident common areas, a skilled nursing facility 

and supporting site infrastructure. 

Through the on-line portal for the Westchester County Clerk (https://wro.westchesterclerk.com/), we 

compiled the deeds for the 92 transfers for consideration that were recorded between 1984 and 2021 

for 44 residential properties located proximate to The Osborn campus.  See Fig. No. 1, Map of Nearby 

Residential Properties, showing the subject properties.  As of 1984 in the Rye area, the Westchester 

County Recording and Endorsement Page recorded with each deed included the reported 

consideration paid or sales price.   

Sales prices recorded by year for each of the subject properties are shown in Attachment A.  

Corresponding endorsement pages are provided in Attachment B.  As all properties within the study 

area are different, and house attributes on individual properties may change over time, we have not 

sought to analyze the sales data for individual properties or individual years.  We have instead 

aggregated the compiled data into two graphs: 



  
 

2 
 

• Osborn-Proximate Single-Family Homes - Recorded Sales Prices by Year (Fig. No. 2) 

o A colored vertical line indicates the reported sale price of each property for which a 

transfer for consideration was recorded from 1984 to 2021. 

o The number of transfers per year varied from zero to five during that period. 

o Properties for which no transfers for consideration occurred during the study period (of 

which there were six) do not appear on this graph. 

o The Osborn Pathway 2000 construction period is noted as occurring between 1994 and 

2002. 

o Recorded sales prices ranged from an average of approximately $251,000 in 1984 

(three transfers) to approximately $1,945,000 in 2021 (two transfers). 

 

• Osborn-Proximate Single-Family Homes – Changes in Reported Sales Price By Property Over 

Time (Fig. No. 3) 

o A colored dot represents the reported sales price for each property for which a transfer 

for consideration was recorded from 1984 to 2021. 

o Where more than one transfer for consideration was recorded for a property, a line of 

the same color connects that property’s dots. 

o Properties for which no transfers for consideration occurred during the study period (of 

which there were six) do not appear on this graph. 

o The Osborn Pathway 2000 construction period is noted as occurring between 1994 and 

2002. 

o Of the approximately 54 paired recorded transfers for consideration for individual 

properties (a sale followed by a subsequent sale) during the study period, only two 

show a lower sales price for the second sale, and only one of those overlaps the Pathway 

2000 period. 

 

We believe that both graphs show a generally upward movement in sales prices for residential 

properties proximate to The Osborn between 1984 and 2021.  This increase in prices may well be due 

to a combination of factors, including individual property improvements, the Rye community, and the 

single-family real estate market over time.   It does not appear from the graphs, however, that the 

construction or subsequent occupancy of The Osborn’s Pathway 2000 buildings beginning in 1994 has 

had an ascribable effect on that generally upward movement of nearby residential sales prices.   

 

Under the 1993 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions1, The Osborn’s 55.79-acre site is subject to 

a maximum floor area ratio (“FAR”) of 0.30, which would currently allow for the construction of 

approximately 97,000 square feet of new buildings.  Buildings are limited to a height of five stories or 

 
1 See Osborn Zoning Petition section V.1.B. 



  
 

3 
 

seventy-five (75) feet and may be located no closer than 160 feet of its boundaries, which extend along 

Boston Post Road, Osborn Road and Theall Road.  All new Osborn building and site improvements 

would be required to obtain site plan approval from the Rye Planning Commission. 

 

Per its proposed Zoning Petition to the City Council, The Osborn seeks to increase its permitted FAR 

to 0.45 in combination with increasing minimum building setbacks, reducing permitted building 

heights along the site perimeter, and specifying requirements for perimeter landscape plantings among 

other “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” zoning provisions.  These provisions, proposed to provide greater 

physical and visual separation between new Osborn buildings and neighboring properties than the 

1993 Declaration required, have undergone numerous revisions since February 2019 with input from 

the City Council, the Planning Commission, and the public.   

 

Potential locations for future Osborn buildings and site improvements are shown on the Illustrative 

Site Diagram.  All future improvements will be documented in detail, submitted for Planning 

Commission site plan review, and constructed in phases to become integrated components of The 

Osborn and the surrounding community, as were the buildings, landscaping and sitework comprising 

the earlier Pathway 2000 improvements.  Based on the foregoing analysis and The Osborn’s ongoing 

commitments to its residents, neighbors and the City of Rye, we do not anticipate any significant 

effects on sales prices for surrounding residential properties from The Osborn’s proposed zoning 

amendments or future improvements that would be constructed under those zoning provisions. 
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County Planning Board Referral File RYC 22-001 – The Osborn 

Zoning Text Amendment 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

The Westchester County Planning Board has received a revised petition to amend the text of the City of 

Rye Zoning Ordinance to add “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” as a special exception use within the R2 – 

Residence District. The petition has been submitted by the Miriam Osborn Memorial Home Association 

with respect to their existing senior residential and nursing facility located at 101 Theall Road (SBL 

146.13-1-8). The property is the subject of a Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions, dated October 

15, 1993, which governs the dimensional regulations for the property. Currently, these dimensional 

regulations are not codified anywhere in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.   

As proposed, the R-2 Senior Living Facilities regulations would permit multi-family residential 

campuses for the exclusive use of residents aged 55 or older, with a variety of housing types allowed, 

including independent and assisted living facilities, ambulatory services, and domiciliary care facilities. 

Ancillary services such as office space, staff residencies of employees under 55 years of age, food 

preparation areas, and other facilities would also be permitted. 

This petition has been revised from an earlier version that was submitted by the applicant in 2020. While 

R-2 Senior Living Facilities would still only be permitted on lots of 50 acres or more, minor changes to 

the dimensional requirements have been included. The maximum floor area ratio would be 0.43 instead 

of 0.45, and the maximum impervious surface coverage has been reduced to 33% from 35%. A maximum 

building height of four stories would remain, but would be regulated to 55 feet instead of 60. Specific 

conditions would allow for a five story section of a building, but parts of a building within 400 feet of 

Osborn Road would now be regulated to three stories. A 100-foot parking setback would now be required 

from the property lines bordering Boston Post Road or Old Post Road, and parking lots facing these 

streets, as well as Osborn Road, would require screening by evergreen plantings. Parking requirements 

would now be one space per independent living unit, and 0.25 spaces per assisted living, skilled nursing, 

nursing home, and memory care facilities. 

We previously reviewed the prior zoning petition under the provisions of Section 239 L, M and N of the 

General Municipal Law and Section 277.61 of the County Administrative Code and we responded to the 

City in a letter dated May 8, 2020. We offer the following comments based on the revised petition:  



Referral File No. RYC 22-001 – The Osborn 

June 10, 2022 

Page 2  

1. Affirmatively furthering fair housing.  

We continue to recommend the regulations for R-2 Senior Living Facilities include a mandatory 10% 

set-aside of affordable affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) units. While we understand the 

complexities involved with this form of housing, there is also a dire need for affordable housing in 

Westchester County, as documented in the County’s Housing Needs Assessment. We encourage the City 

to work with the applicant to provide a solution where a portion of these units can be set aside as 

affordable AFFH.  

In addition, we urge the City to consider the County’s Model Ordinance Provisions for guidance in 

providing affordable housing. The County developed these Provisions to standardize the affordable 

housing programs across Westchester to make it easier for both residents and developers to understand 

qualifications and requirements, and to provide fair housing throughout all municipalities. 

2. Parking requirement.  

We appreciate that the proposed amendment has decreased the required parking for independent living 

units from 1.5 spaces to 1 space per dwelling unit, especially as the impervious surface coverage limit 

has been lowered. 

Please inform us of the City’s decision so that we can make it a part of the record. 

Thank you for calling this matter to our attention. 

Respectfully, 

WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 

 

By: 

 

Norma V. Drummond 

Commissioner 

NVD/MV 

 

https://homes.westchestergov.com/resources/affordable-housing-ordinances/model-ordinance#:~:text=Westchester%20County%20has%20developed%20Model,new%20fair%20and%20affordable%20housing.&text=The%20Model%20Ordinance%20Provisions%20suggest,as%20fair%20and%20affordable%20units.


CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 10, 2022 

CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 

AGENDA ITEM: Consideration of a resolution approving
a SEQRA Negative Declaration and approving a 
proposed local law proposed to amend the text of the City 
of Rye Zoning Code to create new use and development 
standards for “Senior Living Facilities” in the R-2 Zoning 
District.

FOR THE MEETING OF:
June 15, 2022 

RECOMMENDATION:  The City Council should review the draft resolution of adoption of the
proposed local law and Part 2 and related attachments of the Environmental Assessment Form 
(EAF). 

IMPACT:   Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 

BACKGROUND:

The attached draft resolution of approval of the proposed Osborn Zoning Text Amendment has 
been prepared for the City Council’s consideration.  The Council, as Lead Agency under 
SEQRA should carefully review the attached Part 2 of the EAF and the attachment, which 
provides and assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed action. 



1 

RESOLUTION OF THE RYE CITY COUNCIL TO ADOPT A NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION UNDER THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW ACT 
(SEQRA) AND ADOPT THE PROPOSED ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT AMENDING 

THE R-2 ZONING DISTRICT TO ADD A NEW USE FOR SENIOR LIVING 
FACILITIES 

WHEREAS, The Miriam Osborn Memorial Home Association (the “Osborn”) submitted 
a petition dated November ___, 2018 to amend Section 197-86 of the City of Rye Zoning Code 
to add a new Section 15 entitled “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” (“SLF”) to Table A, Column 2 (the 
“Zoning Text Amendment”); and 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Text Amendment would allow for Senior Living Facilities on lots 
having a minimum of 50 contiguous acres with numerous other bulk and density restrictions 
including, but not limited to, minimum setbacks, height restrictions, and lot coverage;  

WHEREAS, the proposed action applies to all the R-2 Districts in the City, which are 
located throughout the City; and 

WHEREAS, the Osborn is the only property owner currently owning 50 contiguous acres 
in the R-2 District; and 

WHEREAS, the Osborn presented a proposed Zoning Text Amendment in November 2018 
to the City Council and the City Council referred the matter to the Planning Commission for its 
advisory review and recommendation; and  

WHEREAS, the Osborn’s property, 101 Theall Road, is known on the Rye City Tax Map 
as Parcel 146-13, Block 1, Lot 8, and is located in an R-2 District; and 

WHEREAS the Zoning Text Amendment includes proposed text amendments dated 
November 28, 2018 that were subsequently re-submitted and/or revised on March 11, 2019, 
October 8, 2019, November 12, 2019, December 3, 2019, January 22, 2020, March 11, 2020, and 
February 19, 2021, and June 3, 2022; and 

WHEREAS the Zoning Text Amendment includes Part 1 of the Environmental Assessment 
From (EAF) dated November 28, 2018 which was subsequently re-submitted and/or revised on 
March 11, 2019, March 11, 2020, April 20, 2020, June 1, 2022, and June 3, 2022; and  

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2018, the Zoning Text Amendment was discussed and 
considered in a meeting of the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, starting in the winter of 2018/2019 and throughout the various zoning text 
amendments, the City Council participated in numerous site walks of the Osborn’s property and 
reviewed the surrounding areas; and  

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2019, the City Council referred the Zoning Text Amendment 
to the Planning Commission for review and comment; and 
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WHEREAS, on March 26, 2019, May 7, 2019, October 15, 2019, October 29, 2019, 
November 19, 2019, and December 10, 2019 the Zoning Text Amendment was considered and 
discussed in meetings of the Planning Commission; and 
 

WHEREAS, on March 30, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted a site walk of the 
Osborn’s property and reviewed the surrounding areas; and  
 

WHEREAS, on October 8, 2019, the Osborn submitted to the Planning Commission 
revisions to the proposed text amendments, supporting materials, and a planning statement 
prepared by Divney Tung Schwalbe; and 
 

WHEREAS, on November 12, 2019, the Osborn further revised its submission to the 
Planning Commission and included supporting materials; and 
 

WHEREAS, on December 10, 2019, the Zoning Text Amendment was considered in a 
meeting of the Planning Commission and the Planning Commission approved its report and 
recommendation to the City Council supporting text changes with respect to the proposed use, 
recognizing that proposed bulk and dimensional standards would help advance the Osborn’s needs 
in a competitive market, and recommending a revised zoning text amendment with modified 
standards for building height, setback, coverage, and buffer; and 
 

WHEREAS, on January 22, 2020, the Osborn submitted to the City Council revisions to 
the proposed text amendments based upon discussions with the Planning Commission; and 
 

WHEREAS, on March 11, 2020, the Osborn submitted to the City Council an updated 
Zoning Text Amendment including revisions to the proposed text amendments, an updated Part 1 
EAF, a residential property value analysis prepared by DTS provident, and other supporting 
materials; and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 15, 2020, the revised Zoning Text Amendment and related SEQRA 
matters were discussed and considered in a meeting of the City Council; and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 20, 2020, Petitioner submitted a revised Part 1 of the Environmental 
Assessment Form (EAF); and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2020, Rye City Planner Christian K. Miller, submitted to the City 
Council a draft Part 2 EAF which identified no moderate or large impacts associated with the 
petition; and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 29, 2020, the City Council further discussed the Zoning Text 
Amendment and the City Council set a public hearing for it May 13, 2020 meeting; and 
 

WHEREAS, in May 2020 the Zoning Text Amendment was referred by Rye City Planner 
Christian K. Miller to the Westchester County Planning Board pursuant to the requirements of th 
General Muncipal Law and the Westchester County Admininstrative Code; and 
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WHEREAS, on May 8, 2020, the Westchester County Planning Board provided a letter 
offering comments relating only to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) units and 
parking requirements; and 

 
WHEREAS, on May 13, 2020, a duly noticed public hearing was held related to the Zoning 

Text Amendment and all members of the public wishing to be heard were given the opportunity 
to be heard, the City Council asked the Osborn to come to the next session prepared to address the 
comments that were heard, and the public hearing was continued; and 
 

WHEREAS the public hearing and SEQRA discussion was continued to the City Council’s 
May 27, 2020 meeting, where it was then adjourned to the City Council’s June 10, 2020, July 15, 
2020, September 16, 2020, and October 7, 2020 meetings; and 
 

WHEREAS, on September 28, 2020, Petitioner submitted to the City Council responses to 
public comments; and 
 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2020, the petition was discussed and considered in a meeting 
of the City Council and the public hearing and SEQRA discussion was continued to the City 
Council’s October 21, 2020 meeting; and 
 

WHEREAS, on October 21, 2020, a duly noticed public hearing was held and all those 
wishing to be heard were given the opportunity to be heard and the public hearing was continued; 
and 
 

WHEREAS the public hearing and SEQRA discussion was continued to the City Council’s 
November 4, 2020 meeting, where it was then adjourned to the City Council’s December 2, 2020, 
January 6, 2021 January 20, 2021, February 3, 2021, and February 24, 2021 meetings; and 
 

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2021, the Osborn submitted to the City Council revisions to 
the proposed text amendments, a traffic evaluation prepared by Hardesty & Hanover, LLC, and a 
sewer report prepared by Divney Tung Schwalbe and QAV Technologies, and other supporting 
materials in response to comments made by neighbors, the City Council, the Planning 
Commission, and City Staff; and 
 

WHEREAS, on February 24, 2021, a duly noticed public hearing was held and all members 
of the public wishing to be heard were given the opportunity to be heard and the public hearing 
was continued; and 
 

WHEREAS, on March 10, 2021, a duly noticed public hearing was held and all members 
of the public wishing to be heard were given the opportunity to be heard and the public hearing 
was continued; and 
 

WHEREAS, the public hearing was continued to the City Council’s March 24, 2021 
meeting, where it was then adjourned to the City Council’s April 7, 2021, April 21, 2021, May 5, 
2021, June 9, 2021, July 14, 2021, July 22, 2021, August 11, 2021, September 22, 2021, October 
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20, 2021, November 3, 2021, November 17, 2021, December 1, 2021, January 19, 2022, March 
16, 2022, April 6, 2022, and May 25, 2022 meetings; and 
 

WHEREAS, on March 9, 2022, the Osborn submitted to the City Council responses to 
public comments, an Illustrative Site Diagram prepared by RLPS Architects, a concept planting 
plan prepared by Towers Golde, LLC, and other supporting materials; and 
 

WHEREAS, on May 18, 2022, the Osborn submitted to the City Council an updated traffic 
study prepared by Hardesty & Hanover, LLC to consider the post-pandemic environment; and 
 

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2022, a duly noticed public hearing was held before the City 
Council related to the Zoning Text Amendment and all members of the public wishing to be heard 
were given the opportunity to be heard; and 
 

WHEREAS, on, June 1, 2022, the Osborn submitted a revised Part 1 of the EAF; and 
 

WHEREAS, on, June 3, 2022, the Osborn submitted to the City Council revisions to the 
proposed text amendments, a revised Illustrative Site Diagram prepared by RLPS Architects, a 
Zoning Comparison Table prepared by DTS Provident Design Engineering, LLP, an updated Part 
1 EAF, and a Part 2 EAF; and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 3, 2022, the Zoning Text Amendment was referred again by Rye City 

Planner Christian K. Miller to the Westchester County Planning Board; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Westchester County Planning Board in a June 10, 2022 letter offered 

comments relating only to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) units and parking 
requirements; and 

 
WHEREAS, after giving the public an opportunity to be heard and reviewing the written 

submissions, the City Council closed the public hearing on June 15, 2022; and 

WHEREAS, under SEQRA, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is classified as a Type 
I action pursuant to Section 617 of the regulations of SEQRA; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council is the lead agency as this action is a legislative action of the 
City of Rye and the City Council is the only agency with jurisdiction by law to fund, approve, or 
directly undertake this action; and  

WHEREAS, the City Council has completed a thorough review of the identified areas on 
the Environmental Assessment Form Parts I and II (along with the attachment dated June 10, 
2022), which are incorporated herein by reference, and the City Council hereby adopts the 
findings, conclusions and rationale contained with Parts II and attachment of the EAF; and  

WHEREAS, the Osborn prepared numerous studies to assist the City Council in reviewing 
any environmental impacts, including a stormwater management analysis, planting plan, 
illustrative simulations, and traffic evaluations; and 
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WHEREAS, there are no moderate to large impacts identified; and  

WHEREAS, to acknowledge and further its contributions to the community and continuing 
a long term relationship, the Osborn has committed money toward a study of potential traffic and 
pedestrian improvements, as well as contributions toward Rye EMS and Rye Recreation; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed action does not involve any specific project to change the 
existing use of buildings or properties in the R-2 District; and  

WHEREAS, any site specific changes will be considered by the Planning Commission 
under site plan review. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Rye as 
follows: 

1. The City Council, as Lead Agency, in a coordinated review (Planning Commission, 
Westchester County – interested agencies), has reviewed and considered the entire 
record of the Zoning Text Amendment, including all material submitted by or on behalf 
of the Applicant, the EAF, the Planning Commission recommendation, and the written 
and oral public comments made during the public hearings; and 

2. The City Council has considered the potential impacts of the Proposed Action in light 
of the criteria set forth in the SEQRA regulations (6 NYCRR Section 617.7(c)) and the 
representations made by the Osborn; and  

3. Having thoroughly reviewed the record and determined that the Proposed Action will 
not have significant adverse environmental impacts, the City Council hereby issues a 
Negative Declaration under SEQRA; and 

4. The City Council hereby adopts the Zoning Text Amendment as presented at the City 
Council meeting on June 15, 2022 to amend the R-2 Zoning District; and 

BE IT FUERTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Rye authorizes 
Corporation Counsel to undertake the necessary steps to nullify the applicable 1993 Covenants 
and Restrictions that apply to the petitioner’s property.  

 

 

On a motion by Councilperson _______________, seconded by Councilperson 

_______________, the foregoing Resolution was adopted on a vote of ____ ayes and ____ nays. 

 
 

x:\planning and zoning\zoning\osborn zoning amendment\negative declaration and approval of zoning text amendment.docx 
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts

Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency.  Part 2 is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential resources that could 
be affected by a proposed project or action.  We recognize that the lead agency s reviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental 
professionals.  So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment process by providing a series of questions that 
can be answered using the information found in Part 1.  To further assist the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the 
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question.  When Part 2 is completed, the 
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity.   

If the lead agency is a state agency and the action is in any Coastal Area, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding 
with this assessment. 

Tips for completing Part 2: 
Review all of the information provided in Part 1.
Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF Workbook.
Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2.
If you answer “Yes” to a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section.
If you answer “No” to a numbered question, move on to the next numbered question.
Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact.
Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a question should result in the reviewing agency
checking the box “Moderate to large impact may occur.”
The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis.
If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help to review the sub-questions for the general
question and consult the workbook.
When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, that is, the whole action .
Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as direct impacts.
Answer the question in a reasonable manner considering the scale and context of the project.

1. Impact on Land
Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of,  NO  YES 
the land surface of the proposed site.  (See Part 1. D.1)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j.  If “No”, move on to Section 2.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is
less than 3 feet.

E2d

b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. E2f

c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.

E2a 

d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons
of natural material.

D2a 

e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year
or in multiple phases.

D1e 

f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).

D2e, D2q 

g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. B1i 

h. Other impacts: _______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

FEAF 2019
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2. Impact on Geological Features
The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit 
access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes,   NO  YES 
minerals, fossils, caves).  (See Part 1. E.2.g) 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c.  If “No”, move on to Section 3.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. Identify the specific land form(s) attached: ________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

E2g

b. The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a
registered National Natural Landmark.
Specific feature: _____________________________________________________  

E3c 

c. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

3. Impacts on Surface Water
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water  NO  YES 
 bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes).  (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)  
If “Yes”, answer questions a - l.  If “No”, move on to Section 4.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may create a new water body. D2b, D1h 

b. The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or more than a
10 acre increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water.

D2b 

c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material
from a wetland or water body.

D2a 

d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or
tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.

E2h

e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion,
runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.

D2a, D2h 

f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal
of water from surface water.

D2c 

g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge
of wastewater to surface water(s).

D2d 

h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving
water bodies.

D2e 

i. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or
downstream of the site of the proposed action.

E2h

j. The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or
around any water body.

D2q, E2h 

k. The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of existing,
wastewater treatment facilities.

 D1a, D2d 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition -
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.B, Stormwater Management, dated 
3/11/20
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l. Other impacts: _______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

4. Impact on groundwater
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or   NO  YES 
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer. 
(See Part 1. D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t) 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h.  If “No”, move on to Section 5. 

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional demand
on supplies from existing water supply wells.

D2c 

b. Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable
withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.
Cite Source: ________________________________________________________

D2c 

c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and
sewer services.

D1a, D2c 

d. The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater. D2d, E2l 

e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locations
where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated.

D2c, E1f, 
E1g, E1h 

f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products
over ground water or an aquifer.

D2p, E2l 

g. The proposed action may involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100
feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources.

E2h, D2q, 
E2l, D2c 

h. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

5. Impact on Flooding
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. E.2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g.  If “No”, move on to Section 6.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway. E2i 

b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain. E2j

c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain. E2k

d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage
patterns.

D2b, D2e 

e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. D2b, E2i, 
E2j, E2k 

f. If there is a dam located on the site of the proposed action, dam E1e 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.B, Stormwater Management, dated 
3/11/20
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g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

6. Impacts on Air
 NO  YES The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source.

(See Part 1. D.2.f., D 2 h D.2.g)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f.  If “No”, move on to Section 7.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. If  the proposed action requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may
also emit one or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels:

i. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide (CO2)
ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N2 )
iii. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)
v. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of

hydrochlorofl urocarbons (HFCs) emissions
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane

D2g 
D2g 
D2g 
D2g 
D2g 

D2h 

b. The proposed action may generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designated
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous
air pollutants.

D2g 

c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an emissions
rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 lbs. per hour, or may include a heat
source capable of producing more than 10 million BTU s per hour.

D2f, D2g 

d. The proposed action may reach 50% of any of the thresholds in “a” through “c”,
above.

D

e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1
ton of refuse per hour.

D2s 

f. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

7. Impact on Plants and Animals
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.  (See Part 1. E.2. m.-q.)  NO  YES 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j.  If “No”, move on to Section 8.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s)

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any
threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

E2o

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by
any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the federal
government.

E2o

c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any
species of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the
Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.

E2p

d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by
any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or
the Federal government.

E2p

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.A, Trees, dated 3/11/20 and 
Campus Perimeter Planting Plan - South, dated 3/7/22
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e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural
Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect.

E3c 

f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any
portion of a designated significant natural community.
Source: ____________________________________________________________

E2n

g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or
over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site.

E2m 

h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest,
grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat.
Habitat type & information source: ______________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

E1b

i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of
herbicides or pesticides.

D2q 

j. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources
The proposed action may impact agricultural resources.  (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.)  NO  YES 
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h.  If “No”, move on to Section 9.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the
NYS Land Classification System.

E2c, E3b 

b. The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc).

E1a, Elb 

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil profile of
active agricultural land.

E3b

d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural
uses, either more than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District, or more than 10
acres if not within an Agricultural District.

E1b, E3a 

e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land
management system.

El a, E1b 

f. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased development
potential or pressure on farmland.

C2c, C3, 
D2c, D2d 

g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland
Protection Plan.

C2c 

h. Other impacts: ________________________________________________________
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9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in  NO  YES 
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and
a scenic or aesthetic resource.  (Part 1. E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g.  If “No”, go to Section 10.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local
scenic or aesthetic resource.

E3h

b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.

E3h, C2b 

c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points:
i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons)
ii. Year round

E3h

d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed
action is:
i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities

E3h

E2q,

E1c 

e. The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and
appreciation of the designated aesthetic resource.

 E3h 

f. There are similar projects visible within the following distance of the proposed
project:

0-1/2 mile
½ -3  mile
3-5   mile
5+    mile

D1a, E1a, 
D1f, D1g 

g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological  NO  YES 
resource.  (Part 1. E.3.e, f. and g.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - e.  If “No”, go to Section 11.
Relevant 

Part I 
Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur

E3e 

b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, an area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory.

E3f

c. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous
to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory.
Source: ____________________________________________________________

E3g

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.C, Views to Site, dated 3/11/20 and 
Views of Existing Conditions and Illustrative Simulations, dated 3/07/22
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d. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

e.
If any of the above (a-d) are answered “

”, continue with the following questions to help support conclusions in Part 3:

i. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part
of the site or property.

ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting or
integrity.

iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting.

E3e, E3g, 
E3f

E3e, E3f, 
E3g, E1a, 
E1b
E3e, E3f, 
E3g, E3h,
C2, C3 

11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a  NO  YES 
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any  adopted
municipal open space plan.
(See Part 1. C.2.c, E.1.c., E.2.q.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e.  If “No”, go to Section 12.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ecosystem
services”, provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater
storage, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat.

D2e, E1b 
E2h,
E2m, E2o, 
E2n, E2p 

b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. C2a, E1c, 
C2c, E2q 

c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in an area
with few such resources.

C2a, C2c 
E1c, E2q 

d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by the
community as an open space resource.

C2c, E1c 

e. Other impacts: _____________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________

12. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical  NO  YES 
environmental area (CEA).  (See Part 1. E.3.d)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c.  If “No”, go to Section 13.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

E3d

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

E3d

c. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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13. Impact on Transportation
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.j)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - .  If “No”, go to Section 14.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. Projected traffic increase may exceed capacity of existing road network. D2j 

b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or
more vehicles.

D2j 

c. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access. D2j 

d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. D2j 

. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods. D2j 

. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

14. Impact on Energy
The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.k)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e.  If “No”, go to Section 15.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action will require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation. D2k

b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission
or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a
commercial or industrial use.

D1f, 
D1q, D2k 

c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity. D2k 

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square
feet of building area when completed.

D1g 

e. Other Impacts: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.  NO  YES 
(See Part 1. D.2.m., n., and o.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f.  If “No”, go to Section 16.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local
regulation.

D2m 

b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence,
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.

D2m, E1d 

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. D2o 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Traffic Evaluation - The Osborn - Future 
Expansion, dated 2/17/21 and updated Traffic Evaluation - The Osborn - 
Future Expansion, dated 5/18/22
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d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties. D2n 

e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing
area conditions.

D2n, E1a 

f. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

16. Impact on Human Health
The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure  NO  YES 
to new or existing sources of contaminants.  (See Part 1.D.2.q., E.1. d. f. g. and h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - m.  If “No”, go to Section 17.

Relevant  
Part I 

Question(s) 

No,or 
small 

impact 
may cccur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day
care center, group home, nursing home or retirement community.

E1d

b. The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation. E1g, E1h 

c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed environmental site
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action.

E1g, E1h 

d. The site of  the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the
property (e.g. easement deed restriction)

E1g, E1h 

e. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in place
to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human health.

E1g, E1h 

f. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that future
generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the
environment and human health.

D2t 

g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste
management facility.

D2q, E1f 

h. The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste. D2q, E1f 

i. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of
solid waste. 

D2r, D2s 

j. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of
a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. 

E1f, E1g 
E1h

k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill
site to adjacent off site structures.

E1f, E1g 

l. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from the
project site. 

D2s, E1f, 
D2r 

m. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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17. Consistency with Community Plans 
 The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.    NO   YES 
 (See Part 1. C.1, C.2. and C.3.)   
 If “Yes”, answer questions a - h.  If “No”, go to Section 18.

Relevant 
Part I 

Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action’s land use components may be different from, or in sharp 
contrast to, current surrounding land use pattern(s).  

C2, C3, D1a 
E1a, E1b 

b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or village 
in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%.  

C2

c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. C2, C2, C3 

d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use 
plans. 

C2, C2 

e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is not 
supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure. 

C3, D1c, 
D1d, D1f, 
D1d, Elb 

f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density development 
that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. 

C4, D2c, D2d 
D2j 

g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residential or 
commercial development not included in the proposed action) 

C2a 

h. Other: _____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

18. Consistency with Community Character 
  The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character.   NO   YES 
  (See Part 1. C.2, C.3, D.2, E.3) 

If “Yes”, answer questions a - g.  If “No”, proceed to Part 3.
Relevant 

Part I 
Question(s) 

No, or 
small 

impact 
may occur 

Moderate 
to large 

impact may 
occur 

a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas 
of historic importance to the community. 

E3e, E3f, E3g 

b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g. 
schools, police and fire)  

C4

c. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where 
there is a shortage of such housing. 

C2, C3, D1f 
D1g, E1a 

d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized 
or designated public resources. 

C2, E3 

e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and 
character. 

C2, C3 

f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape.  C2, C3 
E1a, E1b 
E2g, E2h 

g. Other impacts: ______________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.2.C, Views to Site, dated 3/11/20 and 
Illustrative Site Diagram, Views of Existing Conditions and Illustrative Simulations, 
dated 3/07/22

See analysis submitted by the Applicant: Zoning Text Amendment Petition - 
Environmental Assessment, Section V.1, Zoning and Land Use, dated 3/11/20
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ATTACHMENT 
 

Full Environmental Assessment Form 
The Osborn Zoning Text Amendment Petition 

June 10, 2022 
 
Background 
 
The Proposed Action involves a zoning text amendment that would codify existing development 
restrictions for The Osborn currently regulated by a 1993 covenant and restriction (hereinafter “1993 
C&R”).  In addition, the text amendment proposes a new “R-2 Senior Living Facilities” use that would apply 
to The Osborn property.  This use is consistent with the current senior living use of the property and 
continues to preserve many of the existing bulk and dimensional requirements regulated by the 1993 C&R 
including maximum building coverage and minimum lot area.  Maximum permitted building height has 
been reduced and building setback and perimeter landscape requirements have generally been increased.  
Maximum permitted site impervious coverage has been increased from 30% to 33% and the maximum 
permitted floor area (FAR) has been increased from 0.30 to 0.43.  The current proposed local law has 
undergone a number of revisions since its first submission in November 2018 in response to City Council, 
Planning Commission and public comment.  A comparison of various zoning restrictions is attached 
hereto. 
 
The action is legislative and does not directly result in any environmental impacts.  An additional 
environmental review would occur at the time a site plan application is submitted to the Planning 
Commission proposing a specific development on the property at a future date.  It is anticipated that 
future development would be phased over a period of years.  In an effort to be as comprehensive as 
possible, the Part II and this attachment assess future development assuming full development and a 
potential mix of development.  An illustrative site plan of future development has been prepared by the 
petitioner and is attached hereto for reference. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements of SEQR, Part I of the EAF has been completed by the petitioner.  The Part I 
has been revised and resubmitted by the petitioner to reflect the latest proposed text amendment and in 
response to comments raised by City Council at public hearings.   
 
Part II of the EAF is the responsibility of the City Council since it is the Lead Agency for the proposed zoning 
petition.  The Part II form is intended to be a guide that the Lead Agency uses in assessing whether the 
proposed action may have a significant adverse impact on the environment that necessitates the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (i.e. a “Positive Declaration”) or that the anticipated 
impacts are not significant and that a Negative Declaration can be issued by the Lead Agency before 
reaching a decision on the proposed action. 
 
 
Environmental Assessment 
 
The Part II assessment provided for the Council’s consideration does not identify any “moderate or large 
impacts”.  That is due in part that the 50+ acre Osborn property (which is the only property subject to the 
proposed zoning petition) is relatively free of environmental constraints and that the specific senior living 
use contemplated by the proposed zoning petition is consistent with the current use of the property and 
does not generally generate significant impacts on a per square-foot basis.  This assessment is supported 
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by a number of studies and supporting documents that are part of the record and where applicable are 
specifically referenced in the EAF.  The following provides a discussion of each of the environmental 
impact areas identified on the EAF. 
 
1. Impact on Land 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on land, based on the development 
restrictions included in the proposed text amendment and anticipated future development.  The 
Osborn property is not located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area and is generally level with 
only 0.5% of the site having slopes in excess of 15%.  Future construction may encounter ground 
water and rock within 5 feet of ground surfaces however those impacts are anticipated to be 
small.  Future development will need to comply with all State and Local stormwater management 
and erosion control requirements and best construction management practices.  Disturbed areas 
will be restored with landscaping as required by the proposed zoning text amendment. 

 
2. Impact on Geological Features 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on geological features since there 
are no significant geological features on the site such as cliffs, dunes, minerals or caves. 

 
3. Impacts on Surface Water 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on surface water.  There are no 
wetlands, streams or other waterbodies on the site or within close proximity of the site. All future 
construction will comply with the State and Local stormwater management and erosion control 
requirements.  This assessment is supported by the Stormwater Management information 
provided in Section V.2.B of the petitioner’s 3/11/20 submission.  
 
The property has access to sewer so there will be no discharge of wastewater to surface waters 
and will not require the construction or expansion of a wastewater treatment facility.  The 
petitioner’s engineers have evaluated the existing sanitary sewer system. Part I of the petitioner’s 
EAF notes an estimated increase of up to 15,300 gallons per day.  That increase in and of itself 
does not represent a volume that cannot be accommodated by downstream sewer capacities, but 
there may need to be some improvements necessary.   The property is somewhat unique in that 
it has four existing sewer connections it can use and is located in two different County Sewer 
Districts.  This offers future development flexibility to distribute increased flows to minimize 
downstream impacts.  That does not mean that there will be no impact, but that impact is not 
expected to be “moderate or large” and that it is reasonable to assume that downstream 
measures could be implemented to offset increase sewage flows as a specific future development 
is proposal is considered at the time of site plan review. 

 
4. Impact on Groundwater 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on groundwater.  The property is 
served by potable water and will not require water supply wells.  The property has access to sewer 
so there will be no discharge of wastewater to ground water.  There will not be bulk storage of 
petroleum of chemical products over ground water or an aquifer.  There are no potable drinking 
water or irrigation sources on or near the property. 



Osborn Zoning Text Amendment 3 Attachment to EAF 
 

 
5. Impact on Flooding 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on flooding.  The Osborn property 
is located on one of the highest elevations in the City and is not located in close proximity to any 
designated floodway or flood zone or dam.  The Proposed Action will not result in any 
development within a flood zone or change flood flows.  All future construction will comply with 
the State and Local stormwater management and erosion control requirements. 
 

 
6. Impact on Air 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on air.  The proposed use involves 
a senior living facility and will not exceed any of the emission thresholds identified in Part II of the 
EAF. 

 
7. Impact on Plants and Animals 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on plants and animals.  As shown 
in NYS Environmental Mapper in Part I of the EAF, the 50+ acre Osborn property does not have 
any populations of threatened or endangered specifies or species of concern.  The proposed 
zoning text amendment includes provisions to preserve existing landscaping and to provide 
perimeter planting.  Exhibit V.2 of the petitioner’s 3/11/20 submission provides extensive 
documentation as the existing tree inventory and tree preservation measures. 

 
8. Impact on Agricultural Resources 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on agricultural resources.  The 
property will maintain its senior living use.  There is no agriculture land on the property and there 
is no farmland or agricultural districts in the City of Rye or immediate area. 

 
9. Impact on Aesthetic Resources 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on aesthetic resources.  The 
Proposed Action will not result in future development that is in sharp contrast to current land use 
patterns or adversely impact a scenic or aesthetic resource.  The Osborn property is not visible 
from any officially designated federal, state or local scenic or aesthetic resources.  The proposed 
senior living use is consistent with the existing use of the property and surrounding multi-story 
office, medical and multi-family uses.  There was considerable attention devoted to the aesthetic 
impact on area single-family residences located opposite the property on Boston Post and Osborn 
Roads.  The record includes visual simulations from these residential vantage points (See Section 
V.2.C of the petitioner’s 3/11/20 submission and simulations in the 3/7/22 submission).  In 
addition, in response to public comments the text amendment was revised multiple times to 
require greater property line setbacks and lower maximum building height than the existing 1993 
C&R.  The proposed text amendment also includes perimeter landscape screening requirements.   
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10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on historic or archeological 
resources.  The Osborn property does not have, nor is it substantially contiguous to, any building 
listed or nominated for listing on the New York State or National Register of Historic Places.  The 
Osborn property is not locally landmarked, nor is it substantially contiguous to any locally 
landmarked building or district pursuant to the City Code.  The Osborn property is also not within 
close proximity of any sites of local or national register significance as identified in the City’s 
Development Plan.  The Osborn property may have archeological resources, however specific 
identification of those resources and what (if any) impacts there may be on those resources will 
need to be assessed at the time there is a specific site plan proposed for future development. 

 
11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on open space and recreation.  The 
Osborn property will not result in the impairment of natural functions or “ecosystem services” 
provided by an undeveloped area.  The property consists almost of entirely of managed landscape 
and open space environment and does not have natural areas supporting wildlife habitat.  The 
Osborn property does not have any current recreational opportunities other than walking paths 
throughout the property.  The Osborn property has an open space character, particularly along 
Boston Post and Osborn Roads.  The Osborn is private property, however the area of the property 
abutting Osborn Road may be informally used by the public for passive recreation and contributes 
to open space character for single-family residences in the area.  As a result of concerns raised in 
the public hearing, the building setback requirements in the proposed zoning text amendment 
have been significantly increased over what is currently permitted in the 1993 C&Rs.  This area of 
the site currently allows 5 story buildings with 75 feet of height to be located 160 feet from the 
Osborn property line.  The Proposed Action would repeal the 1993 C&R and limit future 
development in this area to prohibit buildings having 3 stories and 45 feet to not be located closer 
than 300 feet from the property line and 400 feet for any building greater than 3 stories.  This 
increase setback provides for the preservation of open space in this area. 

 
12. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on critical environmental areas 
(CEA).  Playland Park and Parkway are identified as CEA’s.  The Osborn is located approximately 
one mile from Playland Park and is not visible from Playland Parkway.  The proposed action will 
not result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or characteristic which was the basis for 
designation of the CEA. 

 
13. Impact on Transportation 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on transportation.  The proposed 
action will not degrade existing transit, pedestrian or bicycle accommodations.  The proposed 
action will not result in the construction of parking for 500 or more vehicles.  The proposed senior 
living use is consistent with the existing use on the property, which does not involve high trip 
generation that coincides with peak hour of traffic.  Future development does not materially 
contribute to degrading existing road capacities or significantly reduce intersection level of service 
on area roadways.  The petitioner conducted two traffic impact studies (see 2/17/21 and 5/18/22 
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submissions) noting that the proposed action will add five vehicle trips to any peak hour on 
Osborn Road adjoining Osborn Elementary School. 

14. Impact on Energy 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on energy.  The proposed action 
will comply with all applicable energy code and conservation requirements.   

 
15. Impact on Noise, Odor and Light 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on noise, odor and light.  The 
proposed use will be consistent with the existing noise, odor and light levels of the existing senior 
living use.  Construction noise will comply with State and local construction.  Specific noise 
mitigation measures could be implemented as part of the environmental review associated with 
any future site plan submission. 

 
16. Impact on Human Health 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on human health.  The Osborn is 
a nursing home and retirement community and is located within 1,500 feet of Osborn Elementary 
School.  Impacts to these resources would generally be limited to construction activities, which 
are not anticipated to be significantly adverse but will be subject to greater scrutiny during the 
environmental review associated with a future site plan application.  The proposed senior living 
use is consistent with the existing use and involve potential exposure to sources of contaminants. 

 
17. Consistency with Community Plans 
 

The Proposed Action will not have a significant adverse impact on consistency with community 
plans.  The Petitioner’s 3/11/20 submission cites references to consistency with policies in the 
City’s Development Plan and Westchester County 2025 Plan.  The Osborn has operated as a senior 
living and nursing home facility in Rye for many decades.  The proposed senior living use is 
consistent with the existing use of the property and surrounding multi-story office, medical and 
multi-family uses, which have similar or higher FAR requirements than that proposed in the zoning 
text amendment.  As previously discussed, the proposed text amendment provides greater 
building setback and lower building height restrictions than the existing 1993 C&R in response to 
the concerns regarding potential impacts to single-family residential uses located opposite the 
site on Osborn and Boston Post Roads. 

 
18. Consistency with Community Character 
 

As discussed in responses to items 9, 10 and 11 above, the Proposed Action will not have a 
significant adverse impact on community character.   
 
In addition, the Proposed Action will not adversely impact community services.  As with the 
existing senior living use, the proposed text amendment restricts the age of residents to 55 and 
over resulting in no increase in school age children.  Older populations may result in increased 
EMS, Fire and Police calls, however these impacts are not anticipated by the moderate or large. 
 

 





The Osborn

Rye, New York

Comparative Zoning Table

Zoning Standard

The Osborn - 

Existing 

Conditions

1993 

Declaration
R-2 District

RA-6 District 

(St. Regis 

Residences) 

Proposed Local 

Law  (Nov. 

2018)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. Mar. 

2020)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. Feb. 

2021)

Proposed Local 

Law  (rev. June 

2022)

Max FAR 0.26 0.3 0.2 0.75 0.5 0.45 0.45 0.43

Min. Lot Size 55.79 ac 50 ac .5 ac / family 2,500 sf / family 50 ac 50 ac 50 ac 50 ac

2,430,182 sf

Min. Yards (ft) (f) (j) (j)

Front 174 (a) 160 35 150 (d) 150 (e) 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l) 160 (k, l)

One side 161 (b) 160 15 50 50 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l) 160 (k, l)

Two sides - 40 100

Rear 161 (c) 160 40 50 50 160 (g, h) 160 (k, l) 160 (k, l)

Max. Height

Stories 5 5 2.5 4 5 4 / 5 (i) 4 / 5 (m) 4 / 5 (m, n)

Feet 64 75 32 45 60 60 / 75 (i) 60 / 65 (m) 55 / 65 (m, n)

Max. Building Coverage 11.53% 15% - 35% 20% 15% 15% 15%

Max. Site Impervious Coverage 26.50% 30% - - 35% 35% 35% 33%

Notes

(a) Pre-1993 building - 120 feet

(b) Pre-1993 building - 53 feet

(c) Pre-1993 building - 120 feet

(d) Per §197 Table A, note (k), "The required front yard setback can be reduced to no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this

reduced setback shall be less than 15% of the total area between the front yard line and the standard 150' setback."

(e) Proposed - Required front yard setbacks may be reduced to no less than 60 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall

be no more than 25% of the total area between the front yard line and the standard 150-foot setback. Notwithstanding the foregoing, for all new buildings and structures, a minimum setback

of 150 feet shall be maintained from Old Boston Post Road.

(f) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted and maintained with appropriate

landscaping so as to provide effective visual screening, shall contain no parking, storage or other program use, may contain stormwater management facilities, and shall be crossed only by

sidewalks and access drives.

(g) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility is located across a non-State, non-County, or non-federally-designated road from a one-family district, the minimum required setback from that

road shall be 240 feet.

(h) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from other than a single-family residence or school, the required setback can be reduced to no less than 100

 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 30% of the total area between each yard line and the standard

160' setback. 
(i) Proposed - Where proposed buildings are set back a minimum of 240 feet from a boundary line and can be wholly located within an area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square

with 200-foot sides, the permitted maximum height may be increased to 5 stories, 75 feet.

(j) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from a single-family residence or school, the required yard shall be planted and maintained with appropirate

landscaping in keeping with the existing setting so as to provide effective visual screening and shall contain no permanent structures or storage. Such required yard may contain stormwater

management facilities, sidewalks and other passive recreation features, and access drives. 

(k) Proposed - The minimum yard requirement from Osborn Road shall be 300 feet.  The minimum required setback from Osborn Road for parking or non-access roadways shall be 240 feet.

The minimum required setback from Boston Post Road and Old Post Road for parking or new non-access roadways shall be 100 feet.

(l) Proposed - Where an R-2 Senior Living Facility adjoins or is located across the street from other than a single-family residence, senior apartment or school, the required yard setback can be

reduced to no less than 100 feet, provided that the maximum permitted area of the encroachment of the structure into this reduced setback shall be less than 30% of the total area between

each yard line and the standard 160' setback. 

(m) Proposed - Where proposed buildings are set back a minimum of 240 feet from a boundary line and can be wholly located within an area of said setback that can contain a horizontal square

with 200-foot sides, the permitted maximum height may be increased to 5 stories, 65 feet.

(n) Proposed - No building within 400 feet of Osborn Road shall exceed three (3) stories or 45 feet in height.

DTS Provident Design Engineering, LLP  6/01/22
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• November 28, 2018 – City Council Submission with Petition for Amendments to the City of Rye 

Zoning Ordinance 

o Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), dated November 28, 2018. 

 

• October 7, 2019 –Planning Commission Submission with Planning Statement  

o The Osborn - Planning Statement in Support of Zoning Petition together with 

Comparative Zoning Table and Proposed R-2 SL Zoning Diagram, prepared by Divney 

Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated October 7, 2019. 

 

• November 12, 2019 – Planning Commission Submission with Revised Proposed Zoning Text 

Amendment 

o Updated Comparative Zoning Table and Proposed R-2 SL Zoning Diagram, prepared by 

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated November 12, 2019. 

 

• March 11, 2020 – City Council Submission of Zoning Text Amendment Petition Environmental 

Assessment  

o Updated FEAF, dated March 11, 2020; and, 

o The Osborn in Rye Project Narrative and Environmental Assessment Studies, including:  

▪ The Osborn Today:  

• Profile;  

• Community Services; and, 

• Economic Benefits. 

▪ The Osborn Future:  

• Need for Osborn to Respond to Changing Senior Living Needs; and, 

• Proposed Scope of Improvements. 

▪ Zoning and Land Use:  

• Rye Zoning Code;  

• 1993 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions;  

• Proposed Local Law Components; 

•  Rye Development Plan; and, 

• Westchester 2025. 

▪ Site Features:  

• Trees;  

• Stormwater Management; and, 

• Views to Site. 

▪ Utilities:  

• Sanitary Sewer;  

• Water Supply; and 

• Natural Gas. 

▪ Community Issues:  

• School District;  
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• Emergency Services; and 

• Circulation and Traffic. 

 

• September 28, 2020 – City Council Submission with Response to Public Comments 

o Responses by the Petitioner to comments from Public Hearing and letters received by 

Rye City Council. 

 

•  February 19, 2021 – City Council Submission with Supplemental Studies and Analysis 

o Updated Comparative Zoning Table and Proposed R-2 SL Zoning Diagram prepared by 

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated February 2021; 

o Traffic Evaluation – The Osborn – Future Expansion, prepared by Hardesty & Hanover, 

LLC, dated February 7, 2021; and, 

o Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Engineer’s Report, Osborn Road and Sonn Drive, prepared by 

Divney Tung Schwalbe, LLP, dated February 2021. 

 

• March 7, 2022 – City Council Submission with Supplemental Studies and Analysis 

o Illustrative Site Diagram, prepared by RLPS Architects, dated March 7, 2022; 

o Campus Perimeter Concept Planting Plan – South and Views of Existing Conditions and 

Illustrative Simulations, prepared by Towers Golde, LLC, dated March 7, 2022; and, 

o Proposed Osborn Zoning Amendments and Residential Property Values analysis, 

prepared by DTS Provident Design Engineering, LLP, dated March 2022.  

 

• May 18, 2022 – City Council Submission with Supplemental Studies and Analysis 

o Updated Traffic Evaluation – The Osborn – Future Expansion, prepared by Hardesty & 

Hanover, LLC, dated May 18, 2022. 

 

• June 3, 2022 

o Updated FEAF, dated June 3, 2022. 

 



CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 2, 2022 
CONTACT: Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:    Open the public hearing for a waiver 
request from the existing rock removal moratorium 
from Fletcher Development. 

FOR THE MEETING OF: 
June 15, 2022 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council set the public hearing to consider the waiver 
request.

IMPACT:    Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 

BACKGROUND:  On April 19, 2022, a Local Law went into affect adopting a six-month 
moratorium in the City of Rye temporarily limiting the approval of any new mechanical rock 
removal, drilling or boring application to fifteen (15) calendar days and prohibiting the review, 
processing or approval of any blasting applications for the duration of this moratorium.  Under 
this law, an aggrieved property owner may petition the City Council for a waiver of the 15 -
calendar day limit or the prohibition on blasting permits and the City Council shall
have the discretion to grant such waiver, or as much relief as the City Council may 
determine to be necessary and appropriate. Such petition shall be the subject of a public 
hearing before the City Council. Attached is a petition.

Attached is the applicant's waiver request and the applicant's attorney letter.



Fletcher Development, LLC 

1 Thorndal Cir. 2nd Flr 

Darien, CT 06820 

203.286.6166 

Dear City Council, 

I am writing on behalf of the owners of 79 Manursing Avenue – Tommaso & Michelle Addona.  

The Addonas made the decision some time ago to build their home in Rye and, along with their 

three children, join your charming community.  Over the past year they have been working with 

Robert A. Cardello Architects to design a beautiful house that they believe will be their “forever 

home”.   

3.A.1 - The permitting process began back in November of 2021 long before the Local Law No. 5 of 

2022 was put into effect.  We are appealing to you, the members of the City Council, and asking 

that you recognize the hardship this law will cause the Addonas in building their dream home and 

allow them the standard 38 days for mechanical rock removal.  The process of obtaining the 

building permit was quite lengthy, and at no time did anyone mention that this new local law was 

being discussed and would potentially go into effect. The Building Department was aware of this 

project since early 2021 when preliminary sketches were reviewed and knew that there was a very 

good possibility rock would be present, but at no time during the preliminary review or permitting 

process was there any mention requiring a separate permit for rock removal.  We would like to 

say that the building department has been nothing but helpful in attempting to address this issue.  

With that said, there is another project that is roughly .3 miles away which is currently building 

under the 2015 Local Law amendment to 133-8 permitting rock removal in 38 days.  It is our 

understanding that we are the first project to fall under this new moratorium.  We are not looking 

for special treatment but would like the City Council to recognize that given the amount of rock 

that is present, it will be impossible to remove enough rock to compete the designed foundation 

in just 15 working days. 

The Addonas have only followed the guidance of the architects via the information provided from 

the Building Department.  If they are not granted this extension, they will have to do a full 

redesign, which will cause them more time and money, and will force them to give up a full level 

of their home. This will not only cause delays in the project but will leave the lot with a partially 

excavated hole that is prone to filling with groundwater.  On behalf of the owners of 79 Manursing 

Ave., we would like to request that the members of city council consider our appeal for additional 

time to address rock removal within 38 days under the 2015 amendment to section 133-8. 

3.A.2 - The current design of the home is a 2-story single family home.  This home will fit in 

perfectly with the neighborhood.  This home is conforming and within the zoning setbacks, FAR, 

and building height restrictions.  They will have some slight unique features with the master 

balcony overlooking the pool and the mixture of stone veneer and stucco finish. 



Fletcher Development, LLC 

1 Thorndal Cir. 2nd Flr 

Darien, CT 06820 

203.286.6166 

3.A.3 – This application is consistent with the appeal section of Local Law No. 5 of 2022.  This was 

brought to our attention when we went to file for rock removal from the city building department. 

This appeal section was specifically shown to us and the team at Fletcher Development then 

followed the guidance of The City Manager’s office and have submitted this letter.  

3.A.4 – The Architects for the project, Robert A Cardello, filed for the building permit and that 

permit was issued.  As part of that permit The Contractor, Fletcher Development, filed for a 

demolition permit and that permit was issued.  Since the begining of the project both the 

Architect and Contractor have followed city building code guidelines and have had no issues.  

3.A.5 – The application for relief is consistent with what is required to appeal due to the 

moratorium and the approval of Local Law No 5 of 2022.   

Thank you in advance for your time and attention to this matter. 

Respectfully yours, 

Fletcher Development Team 



HKP| HARFENIST KRAUT & PERLSTEIN LLP

3000 Marcus Avenue, Suite 2E1 
Lake Success, NY  11042 

T – 516.355.9600 F – 516.355.9601 

2975 Westchester Avenue, Suite 415  
Purchase, NY  10577 

T – 914.701.0800 F – 914-708-0808 

LEO K. NAPIOR 
DIRECT TEL.: 914-701-0805 
DIRECT FAX:  914-701-0808 
LNAPIOR@HKPLAW.COM 

June 10, 2022 
VIA E-MAIL 

Mayor Josh Cohn & Members of the City Council 
1051 Boston Post Road 
Rye, New York 10580 

Re:  79 Manursing Avenue 
Waiver Request from Rock Removal Moratorium  

Dear Mayor Cohn, 

We represent Tommaso & Michelle Addona (collectively the “Applicants”) in connection 
with the above referenced matter.  We write to supplement the letter submitted on behalf of the 
Applicants by Fletcher Development, LLC, to provide additional information and details 
concerning the Applicants’ request for a waiver from Local Law No. 5 of 2022. 

The Applicants acquired 79 Manursing Avenue (the “Subject Property”) in December 
2020, with the intent of redeveloping the Subject Property with a new home for their family, which 
includes their three young children ranging from 5 months to 4 years old.  The Applicants retained 
Robert A. Cardello Architects to design the new house in January of 2021.  After many months of 
preliminary design review, the Applicants filed an application with the Board of Architectural 
Review in September 2021.  The Board of Architectural Review approved the new house on 
September 27, 2021. 

Following the Board of Architectural Review approval, the Applicants received comments 
from the Building Department and the City’s engineering consultant in November 2021.  From 
November 2021 through March 2022 the proposed plans went through several rounds of revisions 
in response to further review and comments from the Building Department and the City’s 
engineering consultant.  During this time the Applicants were also seeking a demolition permit for 
the prior residence on the Subject Property.  The demolition permit was issued on March 9, 2022, 
and demolition of the prior house was commenced on March 28, 2022.  The Applicants were issued 
a building permit on April 4, 2022 and commenced excavation on the Subject Property on April 
15, 2022.   

During all this time the Applicants and their consultants were unaware that the City was 
contemplating adopting a rock removal moratorium that would impact their ability to complete the 

mailto:lnapior@HKPLAW.COM


 
 
HKP 
 
excavation work required to construct the new residence.  The City Council adopted Local Law 
No. 5 of 2022 on April 6, 2022, which went into effect upon filing with the Secretary of State on 
April 18, 2022.  If the Applicants or their consultants had been aware that a rock removal 
moratorium was being contemplated by the City Council they could have easily applied for and 
obtained a rock removal permit under Section 133-8 of the City Code in advance of the moratorium 
going into effect. 

 
In accordance with Section 3.A.1 of Local Law No. 5 of 2022, in determining the suitability 

of a waiver under this section, the City Council shall consider the following factors: 
 
1. Hardship to the petitioner, which hardship is substantially greater than any harm 

to the general public welfare that would result from the granting of the waiver.  
The property owner shall have the burden of demonstrating to the City Council 
that a waiver is warranted due to extreme hardship and that such extreme 
hardship was not the result of an act or omission by the applicant or property 
owner.  Delay in construction plans alone will not be considered extreme hardship.  
In considering this factor, the City Council may request information regarding 
alternatives in site planning or construction techniques that the Applicant has 
considered or whether there are additional long-term plans for the project or site. 

 
The Applicants are currently residing at a rental home in Larchmont, but, in anticipation of 

their eventual move into their new house, have made all of their social ties to Rye.  The Applicant’s 
two oldest children (3 and 4 years old) have attended the nursery school program at Rye 
Presbyterian Nursery School since last year and are registered again for next year.  The 
construction schedule for the new house anticipated the home being substantially complete by the 
Summer of 2023 so the Applicants’ oldest child could seamlessly transition into the school district 
for the start of the school year.   

 
Moreover, the prior residence has been removed and excavation has commenced.  There is 

currently a large, depressed area on the site that is constantly being filled with stormwater and 
groundwater and requires continual dewatering.  The site photos attached hereto as Exhibit 1 show 
the current conditions of the Subject Property.  To leave the site dormant at this point would raise 
a number of issues concerning erosion control, stabilization, maintenance and safety.  In addition, 
the Subject Property would be both an eyesore and a potential nuisance to neighbors as an insect 
breeding habitat during the summer months. 

 
Due to the extent of the necessary rock removal for the excavation required for the project 

and the need for de-watering, the Applicants’ will not be able to complete the work within the 
allowable fifteen (15) calendar day period with rock hammering.  Attached as Exhibit 2 is an aerial 
view with the building footprint outline and approximate ledge elevations and necessary depths 
depicted.  Until hammering is commenced, it is impossible for the Applicants to determine exactly 
how many days of rock hammering will be necessary to complete the work as that can depend on 
the hardness of the rock.  However, the Applicants are confident that the necessary rock removal 
would be achievable within the thirty-eight (38) day calendar period allowed under Section 233-
8.I of the City Code.   
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In the alternative, the Applicants are also confident that if the City Council were to grant a 

waiver from the prohibition on blasting under Local Law No. 5 of 2022, that the necessary extent 
of rock removal would be achievable within fifteen (15) calendar days, inclusive of the pre-blast 
drilling of the site. 

 
The Applicants hardship is not limited solely to the delay in construction but all of the 

consequences flowing therefrom.  The Applicants’ current lease for their temporary home expires 
in June of 2023.  If the project is delayed indefinitely the Applicants may be left scrambling to find 
another temporary place to reside.  In addition, the Applicants intended to be in their new home in 
time to have their oldest enter into the Rye City School District at the start of the school year.  
Pushing out the completion date of the project would mean their oldest child may have to transition 
to a new school in the middle of the school year.  Moreover, the Applicants would be further 
harmed by having to continually de-water the site and maintain erosion control measures for an 
uncertain amount of time.   

 
These hardships are not the result of an act or omission by the Applicants.  The Applicants 

could have applied for and received a rock removal permit prior to the moratorium going into 
effect if they had been aware the moratorium was being contemplated.  Unfortunately, they are not 
current Rye residents and had no knowledge of the moratorium, despite having been in the plan 
review and approval process with the City for approximately eight (8) months prior to the effective 
date of the moratorium.  It is not as if the Applicants just acquired the Subject Property and are 
now seeking relief from the moratorium because it impacts their proposed plans. 

 
The harm to the Applicants is substantially greater than any harm to the general public.  As 

stated above, leaving the site in its current state is arguably a greater harm to the general public 
and the neighbors as it is an eyesore and potential nuisance requiring continual de-watering.  Given 
the facts and circumstances, this would appear to be the exact reason the City Council included a 
waiver process in the moratorium - - to avoid harm to someone who was already deep into the 
permitting process but unaware they would be impacted by the moratorium.  With that in mind, 
there is little basis for the Council not to grant the waiver request and allow the Applicants to move 
forward with the project at this time. 

 
We note that there was a rock chipping permit for 183 Forest Avenue that ended on May 

27, 2022, which is within 1,000 feet from the Subject Property.  The Applicants are not seeking a 
waiver from Section 2.C of Local Law No. 5 of 2022 prohibiting a rock removal permit from being 
issued within thirty (30) days for a property within a 1,000 foot radius of another property.  
Accordingly, if the City Council were inclined to issue a waiver, the earliest the Applicants would 
commence rock removal activities would be June 27, 2022. 
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2. The project’s harmony (or lack thereof) with the existing character of the 
community as a whole and the area of the community in which the property is 
located. 

 
The project is harmonious with the existing character of the community of the community 

as a whole and the area of the community in which the property is located.  The Subject Property 
is located in the R-1 Single Family Residence District and the project is entirely zoning compliant.  
The project is in size and scale with other residences in the area was approved by the Board of 
Architectural Review at the first meeting it was heard on September 27, 2021.  A copy of the plans 
approved architectural plans is attached hereto as Exhibit 3. 
 

3. Whether the application for which the relief is requested is consistent with any 
recommendations, or conclusions which may be drawn at the time of the public 
hearing from the aforementioned City Council’s review and study. 

 
The Applicants are prepared to respond to any recommendations or conclusions drawn at 

the time of the public hearing. 
 

4. Whether the applicant is in compliance with all other City Code requirements 
with respect to its City’s operations. 

 
The Applicant is in compliance with all other City Code requirements with respect to its 

City’s operations.  The Applicant has received all necessary permits and approvals required for the 
project but for a rock removal permit. 
 

5. Whether the application for which the relief is requested is consistent with any 
proposed regulations, if and as such may exist at the time of the public hearing. 

 
To the best of the Applicants’ knowledge, there are no proposed regulations concerning 

the subject matter of the moratorium. 
 

Conclusion 
 

 As noted above, due to the extent of the required rock removal to complete the project it 
would be virtually impossible for the Applicants to complete the rock removal within fifteen (15) 
calendar days with rock hammering (which amounts to a maximum of eleven (11) working days).  
However, the Applicant is confident the rock removal could be completed within thirty-eight (38) 
calendar days with rock hammering or within fifteen (15) calendar days via drilling and blasting. 
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Accordingly, the Applicants’ respectfully request that given the circumstances surrounding 
the project and the length of time the project was under review by the City staff and consultants 
prior to the adoption of the moratorium, that the City Council grant the requested waiver for either 
the allowable time period for rock removal or to permit blasting to be utilized.   

 
Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

 
 
       Very truly yours, 

HARFENIST KRAUT & PERLSTEIN, LLP 
 

 
By:  Leo K. Napior    

      Leo K. Napior 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 8, 2022  
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Consideration to refer to the BAR an 
application from DISH Wireless, LLC to modify an existing 
support structure for the installation of wireless 
communication equipment to support the 5G connectivity 
needs of residents, businesses, and first responders. 
 

 FOR THE MEETING OF:   
 June 15, 2022 
  
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council consider referring the application to the BAR. 

 
IMPACT:     Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND:  
All wireless telecommunications facilities within the City must comply with Chapter 196 
“Wireless Telecommunications Facilities” of the City Code and all other applicable law and 
regulations.  All wireless telecommunications facilities (including modifications), or 
construction, modification or replacement of support structures in connection with the 
installation of wireless telecommunications facilities must be permitted by a special use permit, 
special exception permit or eligible facility permit.  Before the Council considers this 
application, the Council shall refer it to the Board of Architectural Review for and advisory 
opinion. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 

May 19, 2022 
 

VIA EMAIL: building@ryeny.gov 
 
City of Rye, NY 
Attn: Building Department 
1051 Boston Post Road 
Rye, NY 10580 
 
RE: [NJJER01023C / 66 Milton Road, Rye, NY 10580] Eligible Facilities Request 
 
Dear Construction Department: 
 

On behalf of DISH Wireless L.L.C. (“DISH Wireless”), we are submitting an 
Eligible Facilities Request (“EFR”) to modify an existing support structure pursuant to 
Section 6409(a) of the Middle-Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (“Spectrum 
Act”) and the rules of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”).  See Pub. Law 
No. 112-96, 126 Stat. 156 (2012); 47 C.F.R. §1.6100.   

Specifically, as it moves to deploy a new 5G broadband network, DISH Wireless is 
proposing to collocate 3 antennas, 6 remote radio units “RRUS,” 3 OVP Devices and 6 
hybrid cables on 3 pipe mounts to the existing rooftop telecommunication facility at the 
centerlines of 92’-6” and 99’-6”” (the “Request”).  This project will help support the 5G 
connectivity needs of residents, businesses, and first responders.  DISH Wireless looks 
forward to working cooperatively with you to advance these important efforts in your 
community. 

This Request is governed by Section 6409(a) of Spectrum Act which, as you may 
know, provides that state and local governments “may not deny, and shall approve” any 
EFR to modify an existing wireless tower or base station that does not “substantially 
change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station.”  See Spectrum Act § 
6409(a)(1), 126 Stat. at 232.  Under Section 6409, such modifications include the 
collocation, removal, or replacement of transmission equipment.  See id. § 6409(a)(2), 
126 Stat. at 232-33.  Under the FCC’s rule implementing Section 6409(a), an existing 
base station is a structure that currently houses or supports an approved antenna, 
transceiver or other associated equipment “even if the structure was not built for the 
sole or primary purpose of providing such support.”  47 C.F.R. § 1.6100(b)(1), (b)(5).   

Similarly, the list of equipment that will be installed as part of this Request 
qualifies as “transmission equipment,” which the FCC defines as “[e]quipment that 
facilitates transmission for any Commission-licensed or authorized wireless 
communication service, including, but not limited to, radio transceivers, antennas, 
coaxial or fiber-optic cable.”  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.6100(b)(8).   
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The FCC has determined that a modification is not a substantial change, and 
therefore is an EFR that shall be approved under the Spectrum Act, as long as it does not 
fall within any of the following six criteria (47 C.F.R. § 1.6100(b)(7)): 

1. For towers other than towers in the public rights-of-way, it increases the height of 
the tower by more than 10% or by the height of one additional antenna array with 
separation from the nearest existing antenna not to exceed twenty feet, whichever 
is greater; for other eligible support structures, it increases the height of the 
structure by more than 10% or more than ten feet, whichever is greater; 

2. For towers other than towers in the public rights-of-way, it involves adding an 
appurtenance to the body of the tower that would protrude from the edge of the 
tower more than twenty feet, or more than the width of the tower structure at the 
level of the appurtenance, whichever is greater; for other eligible support 
structures, it involves adding an appurtenance to the body of the structure that 
would protrude from the edge of the structure by more than six feet; 

3. For any eligible support structure, it involves installation of more than the 
standard number of new equipment cabinets for the technology involved, but not 
to exceed four cabinets; or, for towers in the public rights-of-way and base 
stations, it involves installation of any new equipment cabinets on the ground if 
there are no pre-existing ground cabinets associated with the structure, or else 
involves installation of ground cabinets that are more than 10% larger in height 
or overall volume than any other ground cabinets associated with the structure; 

4. It entails any excavation or deployment outside the current site; 

5. It would defeat the concealment elements of the eligible support structure; or 

6. It does not comply with conditions associated with the siting approval of the 
construction or modification of the eligible support structure or base station 
equipment, provided however that this limitation does not apply to any 
modification that is non-compliant only in a manner that would not exceed the 
thresholds identified in criteria 1-4 above. 

Pursuant to Section 1.6100(c) of the FCC’s rules, which provides that jurisdictions 
may require documentation or information “only to the extent reasonably related to 
determining whether the request meets the requirements” of the FCC rule, DISH 
Wireless provides the following information to demonstrate that the proposed Request 
does not constitute a substantial change under the criteria above because it: 

1. Does not involve an increase in height in excess of the limits in 47 C.F.R. § 
1.6100(b)(7)(i). 

Details: Please reference the enclosed Construction Drawings by Tectonic dated 
5/4/22.  
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2. Does not involve an increase in width in excess of the limits in 47 C.F.R. § 
1.6100(b)(7)(ii).  

Details: Please reference the enclosed Construction Drawings by Tectonic dated 
5/4/22. 

3. Does not involve installation of new equipment cabinets in excess of the limits in 
47 C.F.R. § 1.6100(b)(7)(iii).  

Details: Please reference the enclosed Construction Drawings by Tectonic dated 
5/4/22. 

4. Does not involve any excavation or deployment outside the current site.  

Details: Please reference the enclosed Construction Drawings by Tectonic dated 
5/4/22. 

5. Would not defeat any concealment elements of the eligible support structure.  

Details: Please reference the enclosed Construction Drawings by Tectonic dated 
5/4/22. 

6. Complies with any prior conditions, except for any non-compliance due to 
exceeding the thresholds in criteria 1-4 above.  

Details: Please reference the enclosed Construction Drawings by Tectonic dated 
5/4/22. 

Under the FCC’s rule, the submission of this request for EFR approval initiates a 
60-day shot clock to review and approve the application.  Id. § 1.6100(c)(2).  If that time 
passes without action, “the request shall be deemed granted.”  Id. § 1.6100(c)(4). 

DISH Wireless is committed to working cooperatively with you to process this 
request in a timely and efficient manner.  [We also understand that these are 
unprecedented times, and welcome the opportunity to answer any questions or concerns 
you may have to facilitate your review process]. We look forward to developing a long-
term collaborative working relationship with you. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need any other 
information. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Martha E. Grady 
 
Martha E. Grady 
Site Acquisition Specialist II 
Airosmith Development 
318 West Ave  
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Saratoga Springs, NY 12866 
Mobile: (518) 209-4418 
E-mail: mgrady@asdwireless.com 
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Job No.:
Sheet No.: 1 of 4

Calculated By: RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By: Date :

W.O.

Project Name
Location

County

Tower Type RT
Structure Height 123

Supporting Str Height 0
Risk Category II

Exposure Category B
Topo Category 1
Height of crest 0

Mean elevation (zs) 31

Without ice 116 mph Width of windward face (Ws) 26.00 ft
With ice 50 mph Height of windward face (Hs) 123.00 ft

Maintenance Wind 60 mph Height of parapet 0.00 ft
Ice thickness 1.00 in Horz distance from edge of bldg (X 0.00 ft

Height above roof (Zr) 23.33 ft

Ice thickness 1.00 Height z (ft)

Earthquake 1.00 Kh
Kzt

Ks 1.06 Kz

Ke 1.00 Kiz

Kc 0.90 No Ice
Kt N/A With Ice

f N/A Service
zg 1200 (tiz) Ice Thk

a 7 No Ice
Kz,min 0.7 With Ice

Kd 0.95 Service
Gh 1.00

Note :

10710.NJJER01023C

NJJER01023C
66 Milton Road, Rye, NY 10580
Westchester

6.25

1.00

1.11

Supporting Data:

Basic Wind Speed (3-sec gust):

Importance Factor
92.75

N/A

33.62
6.25

8.99

0.97

8.99

Flat or rolling terrain
ft

Rooftop Wind Speed-up Factor

Wind Pressure, qz 
(psf)

Appurtenances 
(qzGh)

33.62

ft

1.11

Suburban/wooded/obstructed

10710.NJJER01023C

WIND AND ICE LOADS PER TIA-222-H

Rooftop

Moderate risk

ft
ft Or ground mounted



Job No.
Sheet No. 2 of 4

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date :

1
WIND WITHOUT ICE

Antenna Configuration (E) or (P)
Qty per 
Sector

z (ft)
Length or 
Diameter

(ft)

Width
(in)

Depth
(in)

Flat or 
Cylindrical?

Antenna

(Ca)N

Antenna

(Ca)T

Face 

Normal 

(Aa)N

(ft^2)

Windward 
Face Normal 

(CaAa)N

(ft^2)

Side 
Face 
(Aa)T
(ft^2)

Wind ward 
Side Face 
(CaAa)T

(ft^2)

Normal 
Antenna 

Wind Load 
Each
(lb)

Transverse 
Antenna Wind 

Load Each
(lb)

Antenna 
Weight

(lb)

Total 
Weight

(lb)

MX08FRO465-20 E 1 92.75 4.00 20.00 8.00 Flat 1.20 1.36 6.67 8.00 2.67 3.61 269 122 53.3 53.3
TA08025-B605 E 2 92.75 1.31 14.96 9.06 Flat 1.20 1.20 1.64 3.93 0.99 2.38 66 40 75.0 149.9
TA08025-B604 E 1 92.75 1.31 14.96 7.87 Flat 1.20 1.20 1.64 1.96 0.86 1.03 66 35 63.9 63.9

RDIDC-3045-PF-48 E 1 92.75 1.38 14.58 8.46 Flat 1.20 1.20 1.68 2.01 0.97 1.17 68 39 21.9 21.9
∑(CaAA)N 15.90 ∑(CaAA)T 8.19 289

WIND WITH ICE 1.11 in

Antenna Configuration (E) or (P)
Qty per 
Sector

z (ft)
Length or 
Diameter

(ft)

Width
(in)

Depth
(in)

Flat or 
Cylindrical?

Antenna

(Ca)N

Antenna

(Ca)T

Face 

Normal 

(Aa)N

(ft^2)

Windward 
Face Normal 

(CaAa)N

(ft^2)

Side 
Face 
(Aa)T

(ft^2)

Windward 
Side Face 
(CaAa)T

(ft^2)

Normal 
Antenna 

Wind Load 
Each
(lb)

Transverse 
Antenna Wind 

Load Each
(lb)

Ice Area 
for Weight 

(ft^2)

Ice Weight 
Alone (lbs)

MX08FRO465-20 E 1.00 92.75 4.18 22.22 10.22 Flat 1.20 1.31 7.75 9.30 3.56 4.66 58 29 18.7 96.6
TA08025-B605 E 2.00 92.75 1.50 17.18 11.28 Flat 1.20 1.200 2.14 5.14 1.41 3.38 16 11 5.3 27.2
TA08025-B604 E 1.00 92.75 1.50 17.18 10.09 Flat 1.20 1.200 2.14 2.57 1.26 1.51 16 9 5.0 25.8

RDIDC-3045-PF-48 E 1.00 92.75 1.57 16.80 10.68 Flat 1.20 1.200 2.19 2.63 1.39 1.67 16 10 5.3 27.5
∑(CaAA)N 19.65 ∑(CaAA)T 11.22 177

10710.NJJER01023C

Section 16.6Shielding factor, Ka

Ice Thk =

Equipment Information
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Sheet No. 3 of 4

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date :

Mount Center Line: 92.75 ft
1

Mount Part Quantity
Length

(ft)

Projected 
Width

(in)

Depth 
(in)

Flat or 
Cylindrical?

Force 
Coefficient

Projected 
Area (ft^2)

Wind 
Force 
(lbs/ft)

Ice 
Weight 

Area
(ft^2)

Ice 
Weight
(lbs/ft)

Projected 
Area with 
Ice (ft^2)

Wind 
Force Ice 

(lbs/ft) 

Maintenance 
Wind Force 

(lbs/ft)

2.5" STD Pipe 1 1.00 2.88 2.88 Cylindrical 1.2 0.29 9.7 0.75 3.9 0.51 3.2 2.6

Reduction Factor = Section 16.6

Mounting System Information

10710.NJJER01023C



Job No.
Sheet No. 4 of 4

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date :

Tower Type: RT City: Rye
Structure Height 123 ft State: New York
Supporting Structure Height 0 ft County: Westchester
Mount Height 92.75 ft Latitude: 40.978195 Longitude: -73.684462

Risk Category II
Importance Factor 1.00
Site Soil Classificaiton D Table 2-10
Ss 0.281 https://asce7hazardtool.online/
S1 0.06
Fa 1.575 (Table 2-11,  interpolation allowed)
FV 2.4 (Table 2-12, interpolation allowed)
SDS 0.296 Section 2.7.5
SD1 0.096

R 3.00 Section 16.7
As 3.00 Section 16.7 & 2.7.8
Cs 0.10 > 0.03

Equipment (Discrete Appurtenances)

Antenna Configuration (E) or (P)
Qty per 
Sector z (ft)

Antenna 
Weight (lb)

Shear 
Vs= Cs*W 

(lbs)
Vert. Seismic 
load (Ev, lbs)

Seismic 
load (Eh, 

lbs)

MX08FRO465-20 E 1 92.75 53 5 3 5
TA08025-B605 E 2 92.75 75 7 4 7
TA08025-B604 E 1 92.75 64 6 4 6

RDIDC-3045-PF-48 E 1 92.75 22 2 1 2

Mounting System (Discrete Appurtenances)
Ev =0.2SDS * D 0.0592 x  D "D" is the dead weight of the mount members.
Eh= rho * QE 0.1  x W "W" total weight of structure above ground

Notes:
1. Wind loads govern over Seismic loads

Seismic Check

Equivalent Lateral Force Procedure

Seismic Information

10710.NJJER01023C

Geographic InformationTower Information
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3.2lb/ft

15lb

15lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 5, WLXi                            
Envelope Only Solution



-3.2lb/ft

-29lb

-29lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 6, WLZi                            
Envelope Only Solution



-2lb

-2lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 7, ELv                             
Envelope Only Solution



3lb

-3lb

3lb

-3lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 8, ELh                             
Envelope Only Solution





.0
2

.0
2

.0
2

.0
2

.0
2

Y

XZ

Code Check
( Env )

No Calc
  > 1.0
.90-1.0
.75-.90
.50-.75
 0.-.50

Member Code Checks Displayed (Enveloped)
Envelope Only Solution

Robert Keddrell
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Robert Keddrell
Call Out
0.02<1.0 OK(See RISA-3D results for further information)



Company : Tectonic
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023C Checked By:_____
Model Name : All Sec tor

Hot Rolled Steel Properties
Label E  [ksi] G  [ksi] Nu Therm (\1E ...Density[k/ft... Y ield[ks i] Ry Fu[ksi] Rt

1 A992 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
2 A36 Gr.36 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 36 1.5 58 1.2
3 A572 G r.50 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
4 A500 G r.B RND 29000 11154 .3 .65 .527 42 1.4 58 1.3
5 A500 G r.B Rect 29000 11154 .3 .65 .527 46 1.4 58 1.3
6 A53 Gr.B 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 35 1.6 60 1.2
7 A1085 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.4 65 1.3
8 A913 G r.65 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 65 1.1 80 1.1
9 A500 G R.C 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 46 1.6 60 1.2
10 A529 G r. 50 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
11 A1011-33Ksi 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 33 1.5 58 1.2
12 A1011 36 Ksi 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 36 1.5 58 1.2
13 A1018 50 Ksi 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.5 65 1.2

Hot Rolled Steel Section Sets
Label Shape Type Des ign List Material Des ign ... A [in2] Iyy [in4] Izz [in4] J [in4]

1 2.5" STD P ipe PIPE_2.5 Column Pipe A53 Gr.B Typical 1.61 1.45 1.45 2.89

Bas ic  Load Cases
BLC Description Category X Grav...Y  Grav...Z G ravi... Joint Point DistributedArea(Member)Surface(Plate/W all)

1 DL DL -1.05 2
2 WLX WLX 2 1
3 WLZ WLZ 2 1
4 DLi SL 2 1
5 WLXi OL1 2 1
6 WLZi OL2 2 1
7 ELv ELY -.059 2
8 ELh EL .1 -.1 4

Load Combinations
Des cription Solve PDelta SR... BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

1 *LRFD
2 1.4D Yes Y 1 1.4
3 1.2D+(WLX+W LZ) - 0 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 1
4 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 30 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 .866 3 .5
5 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 60 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 .5 3 .866
6 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 90 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 3 1
7 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 120 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 -.5 3 .866
8 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 150 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 -.866 3 .5
9 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 180 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 -1 3
10 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 210 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 -.866 3 -.5
11 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 240 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 -.5 3 -.866
12 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 270 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 3 -1
13 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 300 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 .5 3 -.866
14 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 330 Deg Yes Y 1 1.2 2 .866 3 -.5
15 **Wind Load with Ice**
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Company : Tectonic
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023C Checked By:_____
Model Name : All Sec tor

Load Combinations  (Continued)
Des cription Solve PDelta SR... BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

16 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 1 6
17 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .866 6 .5
18 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .5 6 .866
19 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 6 1
20 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.5 6 .866
21 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.866 6 .5
22 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -1 6
23 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.866 6 -.5
24 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.5 6 -.866
25 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 6 -1
26 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .5 6 -.866
27 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ...Yes Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .866 6 -.5
28 **Seismic Load**
29 1.2D+ELv+ELh Yes Y 1 1.2 7 1 8 1
30 *ASD Y 1 1.2 7 1 8 1
31 D Y 1 1
32 D+(0.6WLX) - 0 Deg Y 1 1 2 .6
33 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 30 Deg Y 1 1 2 .52 3 .3
34 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 60 Deg Y 1 1 2 .3 3 .52
35 D+(0.6WLZ) - 90 Deg Y 1 1 2 3 .6
36 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 120 Deg Y 1 1 2 -.3 3 .52
37 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 150 Deg Y 1 1 2 -.52 3 -.3
38 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 180 Deg Y 1 1 2 -.6 3
39 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 210 Deg Y 1 1 2 -.52 3 -.3
40 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 240 Deg Y 1 1 2 -.3 3 -.52
41 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 270 Deg Y 1 1 2 3 -.6
42 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 300 Deg Y 1 1 2 .3 3 -.52
43 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 330 Deg Y 1 1 2 .52 3 -.3
44 **Wind Load with Ice**
45 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 0 D... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .6 6
46 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 30 ... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .52 6 .3
47 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 60 ... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .3 6 .52
48 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 90 ... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 6 .6
49 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 12... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.3 6 .52
50 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 15... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.52 6 .3
51 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 18... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.6 6
52 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 21... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.52 6 -.3
53 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 24... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.3 6 -.52
54 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 27... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 6 -.6
55 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 30... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .3 6 -.52
56 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 33... Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .52 6 -.3
57 **Seismic Load**
58 D+0.7ELv+0.7ELh Y 1 1 7 .7 8 .7

Envelope AISC 15th(360-16): LR FD Steel Code Checks
Member Shape Code Check Loc[ft] LC Shear Ch... Loc[ft] Dir LC phi*Pnc [...phi*Pnt [l...phi*Mn y...phi*Mn z...Cb Eqn

1 M1 PIPE_2.5 .015 .516 6 .012 .516 7 42970.169 50715 3596.25 3596.25 1 H1-1b
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Company : Tectonic
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023C Checked By:_____
Model Name : All Sec tor

Load Combinations
Des cription Solve PDelta SR... BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

1 *LRFD
2 1.4D Y 1 1.4
3 1.2D+(WLX+W LZ) - 0 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 1
4 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 30 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 .866 3 .5
5 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 60 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 .5 3 .866
6 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 90 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 3 1
7 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 120 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 -.5 3 .866
8 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 150 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 -.866 3 .5
9 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 180 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 -1 3
10 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 210 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 -.866 3 -.5
11 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 240 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 -.5 3 -.866
12 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 270 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 3 -1
13 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 300 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 .5 3 -.866
14 1.2D+(W LX+WLZ) - 330 Deg Y 1 1.2 2 .866 3 -.5
15 **Wind Load with Ice**
16 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 1 6
17 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .866 6 .5
18 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .5 6 .866
19 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 6 1
20 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.5 6 .866
21 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.866 6 .5
22 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -1 6
23 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.866 6 -.5
24 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 -.5 6 -.866
25 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 6 -1
26 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .5 6 -.866
27 1.2D+1.0Di+1.0(WLXi+W LZi) - ... Y 1 1.2 4 1 5 .866 6 -.5
28 **Seismic Load**
29 1.2D+ELv+ELh Y 1 1.2 7 1 8 1
30 *ASD Y 1 1.2 7 1 8 1
31 D Yes Y 1 1
32 D+(0.6WLX) - 0 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 .6
33 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 30 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 .52 3 .3
34 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 60 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 .3 3 .52
35 D+(0.6WLZ) - 90 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 3 .6
36 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 120 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 -.3 3 .52
37 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 150 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 -.52 3 -.3
38 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 180 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 -.6 3
39 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 210 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 -.52 3 -.3
40 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 240 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 -.3 3 -.52
41 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 270 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 3 -.6
42 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 300 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 .3 3 -.52
43 D+(0.6W LX+0.6WLZ) - 330 Deg Yes Y 1 1 2 .52 3 -.3
44 **Wind Load with Ice**
45 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 0 D...Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .6 6
46 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 30 ...Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .52 6 .3
47 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 60 ...Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .3 6 .52
48 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 90 ...Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 6 .6
49 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 12... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.3 6 .52
50 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 15... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.52 6 .3
51 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 18... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.6 6
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Company : Tectonic
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023C Checked By:_____
Model Name : All Sec tor

Load Combinations  (Continued)
Des cription Solve PDelta SR... BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

52 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 21... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.52 6 -.3
53 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 24... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 -.3 6 -.52
54 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 27... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 6 -.6
55 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 30... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .3 6 -.52
56 D+0.7Di+0.6(W LXi+WLZ i) - 33... Yes Y 1 1 4 .7 5 .52 6 -.3
57 **Seismic Load**
58 D+0.7ELv+0.7ELh Yes Y 1 1 7 .7 8 .7

Envelope J oint Reactions
Joint X [lb] LC Y [lb] LC Z [lb] LC MX [lb-ft] LC MY [lb-ft] LC MZ [lb-ft] LC

1 N5 max 49.694 38 126.771 35 103.059 35 0 58 21.574 38 0 58
2 min -49.694 32 -46.876 41 -83.932 41 0 31 -21.574 32 0 31
3 N6 max 49.696 38 126.762 41 83.931 35 0 58 21.574 38 0 58
4 min -49.696 32 -46.885 35 -103.058 41 0 31 -21.574 32 0 31
5 Totals: max 99.39 38 159.371 49 186.99 35
6 min -99.39 32 79.886 33 -186.99 41

Envelope J oint Displacements
Joint X [in] LC Y [in] LC Z [in] LC X Rotation... LC Y Rotation... LC Z Rotation... LC

1 N1 max 0 38 0 35 0 35 7.836e-05 54 0 58 1.022e-04 38
2 min 0 32 0 54 0 54 2.033e-05 35 0 31 -1.022e-04 32
3 N2 max 0 38 0 41 0 48 7.836e-05 48 0 58 1.022e-04 32
4 min 0 32 0 48 0 41 2.032e-05 41 0 31 -1.022e-04 38
5 N3 max 0 58 0 35 0 58 7.853e-05 54 0 58 1.027e-04 38
6 min 0 31 0 54 0 31 1.981e-05 35 0 31 -1.027e-04 32
7 N4 max 0 58 0 41 0 58 7.853e-05 48 0 58 1.027e-04 32
8 min 0 31 0 48 0 31 1.98e-05 41 0 31 -1.027e-04 38
9 N5 max 0 58 0 58 0 58 7.853e-05 54 0 58 1.027e-04 38
10 min 0 31 0 31 0 31 1.981e-05 35 0 31 -1.027e-04 32
11 N6 max 0 58 0 58 0 58 7.853e-05 48 0 58 1.027e-04 32
12 min 0 31 0 31 0 31 1.98e-05 41 0 31 -1.027e-04 38
13 N7 max 0 32 0 35 0 54 6.3e-05 54 1.022e-05 32 9.729e-05 38
14 min 0 38 0 54 0 35 -1.554e-06 35 -1.022e-05 38 -9.729e-05 32
15 N8 max 0 32 0 41 0 41 6.3e-05 48 1.022e-05 32 9.729e-05 32
16 min 0 38 0 48 0 48 -1.557e-06 41 -1.022e-05 38 -9.729e-05 38
17 N9 max 0 32 0 35 0 54 6.3e-05 54 1.022e-05 32 9.729e-05 38
18 min 0 38 0 54 0 35 -1.554e-06 35 -1.022e-05 38 -9.729e-05 32
19 N10 max 0 32 0 41 0 41 6.3e-05 48 1.022e-05 32 9.729e-05 32
20 min 0 38 0 48 0 48 -1.557e-06 41 -1.022e-05 38 -9.729e-05 38
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Job No.
Sheet No. 1 of 1

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date :

Proposed Anchors are 5/8 diameter HY 270 with 6  inch embedment
Tallow = 1025 lbs
Vallow = 1405 lbs 

Max Loads Per Risa Output: Nodes N6 LC ENV
Tmax = 68.0 lbs
Vmax = 70.0 lbs

Interaction:
# of Anchors = 1 (Total of 2)

Reduction due to existing conditions? No

68.0 70.0
1025.0 1405.0

Comments: 

Existing Structure Check

The proposed antenna mounts are flush mounted to the façade of the existing building structure. 
Therefore, there will be no increase in normal load on the structure and all other additional loads 

will be minimal. Hence, the existing structure will have adequate capacity to support the proposed 
installation. 

+ = 0.12 ≤ 1.0, OK

10710.NJJER01023C

Proposed Connection Anchor Check - All Sectors



 



10710.NJJER01023C
1 of 1

RTK Date : 12/21/21
Date :

Analysis of Existing Equipment Platform

1 - Dead Load

1 HVAC 2000005995 30 32 73 978 978 lbs
Total 978 lbs

Point Load = 245

For existing grating = 10 psf

2- Live Load
Per ASCE 7-16: Chapter 4

Catwalks for Maintenance Access = 40 psf (Table 4.3-1)

3- Snow Load
Per ASC 7-16: Chapter 7

Pf = 0.7CeCtIPg Ce = 1.0 Table 7.3-1

Pf = 25.2 psf Ct = 1.2 Table 7.3-2

But not less than Pf = (I)(Pg) I= 1.0 Table 1.5-2

Pf = 30 psf GOVERNS Pg = 30 psf 

Point Load = 50

4- Wind Load

z= 78.92 ft
V= 116 MPH - Risk Category II 

Exposure: B Section 26.7.3
α= 7 Table 26.91

Zg= 1200 ft Table 26.91

Kz= 0.924 Table 29.3-1

Kzt= 1.00 Section 26.8.2

Kd= 0.90 Table 26.6-1 (Square)

Ke= 1.00 Section 26.9 (Ke permitted to be 1 for all elevations)

qz= 28.6 psf ( Section 29.10.2)

Building Info
B= 26 ft (Horizontal dimension of building normal to wind direction)
h= 69.42 ft (Mean roof height)

Bh= 1804.833 ft2

0.1Bh= 180.4833 ft2

Resultant Horizontal Force
Af= 15.21 ft2

GCr = 1.9 Section 29.4.1 (Af < 0.1Bh)

F= 54 PSF 
Normal Wind Load = 207 lb/point (4 points)

Transverse Area = 16 ft2

Transverse Wind Load = 221 lb/point (4 points)

Vertical Uplift Force

Cabinet Height = 6.08 ft
Cabinet Width = 2.50 ft
Cabinet Depth= 2.67 ft

Normal Uplift Force = 472 lb/point (4 Points)
Transverse Uplift Force = 537 lb/point (4 Points)

Wind Load on Steel Members

W12 54 lbs/ft
W10 45 lbs/ft

W8 36 lbs/ft

Total Weight

Per ASCE 7-16 Chapters 1, 26, & 29

Per ASCE 7-16 Section 29.4 Design Wind Loads: Other Structures

lbs/point (4 Points)

lbs/point (4 Points)

Checked By

Number of 
units Cabinet Type

Width 
(in.)

Depth 
(in.)

Height 
(in.)

Weight 
(lbs)

Job No.
Sheet No.

Calculated By
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N1                              

N2                              

N3                              

N4                              N5                              

N6                              

N7                              

N8                              

N9                              

N10                             

N11                             

N12                             

N13                             

N14                             

N15                             

N18                             

N20                             

N19A                            

N20A                            

N21                             

N22                             

N23                             

N24                             

N31A                            

N32A                            

N33A                            

N34                             

N37                             

N38                             

N39                             

N34A                            

N35                             

N36                             

N38A                            

N35A                            
N36A                            

N37A                            
N38B                            

N39A                            

N40                             

N41                             

N42                             

N43                             

N44                             

N45                             

N46                             

N47                             

N48                             

N49                             

N50                             
N51                             

N52                             
N53                             

N54                             

M3

M3A

M3B

M
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M6

M7

M11

M
1

2
A

M
1

3
A

M
1

4

M12

M13

M14A

M15

M16

M17

M18

M19

M20M21

M22

M23
M24

Y

XZ



-245lb
-245lb

-245lb
-245lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 1, DL                              



-.04ksf
-.04ksf

-.04ksf
-.04ksf

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 2, LL                              



-50lb
-50lb

-50lb
-50lb

-.03ksf
-.03ksf

-.03ksf
-.03ksf

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 3, SL                              



-54lb/ft

-54lb/ft

-52.611lb/ft

-36lb/ft

-207lb

-472lb

-207lb

472lb

-207lb

-472lb

-207lb

472lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 4, WLX                             



12.169lb/ft

45lb/ft

-537lb

221lb

-537lb

221lb

537lb

221lb

537lb

221lb

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 5, WLZ                             





.39.39
.17.17

.39 .20

.06

.02

.96

.17
.39

.25

.06

.02
.18

.39

.96
.16

.25.02

.03

.39

.25

.01

.03

.16

.03

.39

.27

.25

.96

.03

.03

.04

.19
.16

.39

.27.17

.04

.04

.27

.39

.04

.96
.16

.35

.27

.04

.04
.35

.96

.17

.16

.35.35

.16

Y

XZ

Code Check
( Env )

No Calc
  > 1.0
.90-1.0
.75-.90
.50-.75
 0.-.50

Member Code Checks Displayed (Enveloped)
Envelope Only Solution

Robert Keddrell
Oval

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
0.96<1.0 OK(See RISA-3D results for further information)



Company : Tectonic Engineering
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023C Checked By:_____
Model Name : Existing P latform

Hot Rolled Steel Properties
Label E  [ksi] G  [ksi] Nu Therm (\1E ...Density[k/ft... Y ield[ks i] Ry Fu[ksi] Rt

1 A36 Gr.36 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 36 1.5 58 1.2
2 A572 G r.50 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
3 A992 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
4 A500 G r.50 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.4 62 1.3
5 A53 Gr.B 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 35 1.6 60 1.2

Hot Rolled Steel Section Sets
Label Shape Type Des ign List Material Des ign ... A [in2] Iyy [in4] Izz [in4] J [in4]

1 W12x26 W12X26 Beam Wide Flange A992 Typical 7.65 17.3 204 .3
2 W10x22 W10X22 Beam Wide Flange A992 Typical 6.49 11.4 118 .239
3 W8x4 W8X13 Beam Wide Flange A992 Typical 3.84 2.73 39.6 .087
4 L4x4x4 L4X4X4 Beam Single Angle A36 Gr.36 Typical 1.93 3 3 .044
5 C8x11.5 C8X11.5 Beam Channel A36 Gr.36 Typical 3.37 1.31 32.5 .13

Bas ic  Load Cases
BLC Description Category X Grav...Y  Grav...Z G ravi... Joint Point DistributedArea(Member)Surface(Plate/W all)

1 DL DL -1.05 4
2 LL LL 4
3 SL SL 4 4
4 WLX WLX 8 4
5 WLZ WLZ 8 2
6 BLC 3 Transient Area... None 38
7 BLC 2 Transient Area... None 38

Load Combinations
Des cription Solve PDelta SR... BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

1 *ASD
2 DL Yes Y DL 1
3 DL + S L Yes Y DL 1 SL 1
4 DL + LL Yes Y DL 1 LL 1
5 DL + 0.75(LL + SL) Yes Y DL 1 LL .75 SL....
6 DL + 0.6WLZ Yes Y DL 1 WLZ .6
7 DL + 0.6WLX Yes Y DL 1 WLX .6
8 DL - 0.6WLZ Yes Y DL 1 WLZ -.6
9 DL - 0.6WLX Yes Y DL 1 WLX -.6
10 0.6DL + 0.6WLZ Yes Y DL .6 WLZ .6
11 0.6DL + 0.6WLX Yes Y DL .6 WLX .6
12 0.6DL - 0.6WLZ Yes Y DL .6 WLZ -.6
13 0.6DL - 0.6WLX Yes Y DL .6 WLX -.6
14 DL + 0.75(LL + SL) - 0.45WLZ Yes Y DL 1 LL .75 WLZ .45 SL....
15 DL + 0.75(LL + SL) + 0.45W LX Yes Y DL 1 LL .75 WLX .45 SL....
16 DL + 0.75(LL + SL) - 0.45WLZ Yes Y DL 1 LL .75 WLZ -.45 SL....
17 DL + 0.75(LL + SL) - 0.45WLX Yes Y DL 1 LL .75 WLX -.45 SL....

RISA-3D Version 17.0.0      Page 1 [G:\...\...\...\...\Structural\platform\- Existing P latform.r3d] 



Company : Tectonic Engineering
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023C Checked By:_____
Model Name : Existing P latform

Envelope J oint Reactions
Joint X [lb] LC Y [lb] LC Z [lb] LC MX [lb-ft] LC MY [lb-ft] LC MZ [lb-ft] LC

1 N12 max -93.1 13 2844.676 15 0 17 0 17 0 17 0 17
2 min -1000.834 15 134.103 13 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2
3 N13 max 407.694 15 2456.326 15 1666.92 17 0 17 0 17 0 17
4 min -292.815 13 443.688 13 -741.888 11 0 2 0 2 0 2
5 N14 max 483.982 15 4076.286 16 478.621 12 0 17 0 17 0 17
6 min -281.124 13 667.869 10 -1598.212 14 0 2 0 2 0 2
7 N15 max 1710.942 7 6827.769 17 395.728 7 0 17 0 17 0 17
8 min -1425.461 13 914.604 11 -329.699 13 0 2 0 2 0 2
9 Totals: max 2092.5 11 15548.898 15 822.147 12
10 min -2092.5 9 3041.999 13 -822.147 6

Envelope AISC 15th(360-16): ASD S teel Code Checks
Member Shape Code Check Loc[ft] LC Shear Ch... Loc[ft] Dir LC Pnc/om [...P nt/om [l...Mnyy/om...Mnzz/om...Cb Eqn

1 M3A W12X26 .957 10.216 15 .122 25.147 y 1728556.126229041....20384.23230511.1021....H1-1b
2 M3 W12X26 .388 10.172 15 .055 30.188 y 15150041.... 229041....20384.23292814.3711....H1-1b
3 M5 W10X22 .352 5.298 17 .070 5.298 z 17180459.... 194311....15219.56164870.2591....H1-1b
4 M6 W10X22 .266 6.856 15 .057 6.752 y 16107051.... 194311....15219.56164870.2591....H1-1b
5 M7 W10X22 .254 8.311 17 .041 6.129 z 17107051.... 194311....15219.56163302.0931....H1-1b
6 M18 L4X4X4 .203 1.998 15 .031 3.995 y 1730539.096 41604.79 2087.556 4234.121 1.... H2-1
7 M20 L4X4X4 .189 1.947 15 .034 0 y 1530693.988 41604.79 2087.556 4254.878 1.... H2-1
8 M19 L4X4X4 .181 1.947 15 .030 0 y 1730693.988 41604.79 2087.556 4254.878 1.... H2-1
9 M21 L4X4X4 .170 1.956 17 .034 3.995 y 1530539.096 41604.79 2087.556 4217.71 1.... H2-1
10 M22 L4X4X4 .168 1.947 15 .033 0 y 1530693.988 41604.79 2087.556 4254.878 1.... H2-1
11 M3B W10X22 .168 4.051 17 .029 9.973 y 15180459.... 194311....15219.56164870.2591....H1-1b
12 M11 W8X13 .165 12.867 17 .022 20.25 y 1775641.488114970.06 5364.271 27551.4091....H1-1b
13 M14A W12X26 .061 3.417 15 .007 0 y 17202021.... 229041....20384.23292814.3711....H1-1b
14 M15 W12X26 .043 3.167 17 .025 6.333 y 17203411.... 229041....20384.23292814.371 1 H1-1b
15 M12 W12X26 .037 3.167 17 .024 6.333 y 15203411.... 229041....20384.23292814.371 1 H1-1b
16 M16 W12X26 .027 3.542 15 .011 0 y 15201289.... 229041....20384.23292814.3711....H1-1b
17 M13 W12X26 .026 1.254 15 .012 0 y 15207275.... 229041....20384.23292814.3711....H1-1b
18 M23 C8X11.5 .022 2.039 17 .021 3.995 y 1553215.95272646.707 2230.6117299.4011....H1-1b
19 M17 W12X26 .018 3.417 15 .006 0 y 17202021.... 229041....20384.23292814.3711....H1-1b
20 M24 C8X11.5 .014 1.998 15 .015 0 y 1553215.95272646.707 2230.6117299.4011....H1-1b
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Robert Keddrell
Rectangle

Robert Keddrell
Text Box
Max member stresses do not exceed 95.7% of the 100% allowable capacity. Therefore, the existing members are adequate to support the proposed installation.





Job No.
Sheet No. 1 of 3

Calculated By RTK Date :
Checked By Date :

Proposed anchors are 5/8 diameter HY20 with 6  inch embedment
Tallow = 815 lbs
Vallow = 1355 lbs

Max Loads Per Risa Output: Node N14 LC 5
Tmax = 1598.0 lbs
Vmax = 4000.0 lbs

Interaction:
# of Anchors = 8

Reduction due to existing conditions? No

1598.0 4000.0
6520.0 10840.0

Existing Connection Anchor Check - Platform 

10710.NJJER01023C

12/21/21

+ = 0.61 ≤ 1.0, OK

Comments: The existing connection are 3/4" dia. Hilti HIT HY-20 w/ 8" embed. according to 
construction drawing by APT Engineering dated 08/18/09. 



N1                              

31                              

N39                             
-.141k/ft

-.479k

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 1, WL                              
Envelope Only Solution



Member: M11A                            

Shape:
Material:
Length:
I Joint:
J Joint:

Code Check:
Report Based On 97 Sections

                                
RIGID
11.635 ft
N39                             
31                              

No Calc

A k

.865 at 11.635 ft

-1.255 at 0 ft

Vy k Vz k

T k-ft My k-ft

2.652 at 5.454 ft

Mz k-ft

0 at 5.696 ft

Dy in

Dz in

fa ksi f(y) ksi f(z) ksi

Robert Keddrell
Rectangle



Job No.
Sheet No. 1 of 2

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date:

Wind Load
Per ASCE 7-16 Chapters 1, 26, & 29

z= 78.22 ft - Top of bulkhead

V= 116 MPH - Risk Category II 
Exposure: B Section 26.7.3

α= 7 Table 26.91
Zg= 1200 ft Table 26.91

Kz= 0.922 Table 29.3-1

Kzt= 1.00 Section 26.8.2

Kd= 0.85 Table 26.6-1 

Ke= 1.00 Section 26.9 

qz= 27.0 psf ( Section 29.10.2)

Per ASCE 7-16 Section 29.4 Design Wind Loads: Other Structures

GCr = 1.9 Section 29.4.1 (Af < 0.1Bh)

F= 51 PSF 
0.6 X F = 31 PSF (ASD)

Design Loads on Other Structures - Platform

10710.NJJER01023C



Job No.

Sheet No. 2 of 2

Calculated By RTK Date: 12/21/21

Checked By Date:

DATA:

Wall Height = 11.64 ft
Brick Thickness = 8.0 in

qz = 30.8 psf

LC: 12 b: 9 in
Force 1: N14 R1: 0.479 kips in
Force 2: R1: kips in
MMax = 2.652 ft-kips *Per Risa Output

CALCULATIONS:

beff  = 55.00 in *Effective length of wall

Wind Load = 141 lbs/ft
Pwall = 4266.2 lbs

δmax = 16 psi <   0.25 x f`m  =   250  
δmin = 3 psi < -40 psi

10710.NJJER01023C

  Bulkhead wall for illustration purpose 0nly 

psi      (f`m = 1000psi typical for masonry)

Dist to T/Roof

±
440 4693

P/A   +/-   M/S   =δmax&min  = 

EXISTING BULKHEAD WALL CHECK - PLATFORM

Per Risa Output:

    (-ve, in tension)

4266.17 31824.00

Type of Connection: HILTI

  *Distance between anchors
Dist to T/Roof 23

THEREFORE, O.K.

T/ROOF

T/BULKHEAD
R1

R2
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Section Sets

L6x4x7/16"

Envelope Only Solution

Robert Keddrell
Typewritten text
PROPOSED PLATFORM CONNECTION REINFORCEMENT 

Robert Keddrell
Typewritten text
MODEL USED TO CHECK ANGEL CAPACITY

Robert Keddrell
Typewritten text
MODEL USED TO CHECK ANCHOR CAPACITY

Robert Keddrell
Line

Robert Keddrell
Distance
1'-6"
TYP

Robert Keddrell
Distance
0'-4"
TYP

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
TOP OF ROOF

Robert Keddrell
Line

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
PROPOSED REINFORCEMENT CONNECTION(SEE DETAIL S-2)



CONN                            

T/ROOF                          

ANCHOR-1                        

ANCHOR-2                        

ANCHOR-3                        

ANCHOR-4                        

PVT                             

CONN-A                          

T/ROOF-A                        

ANCHOR-1A                       

ANCHOR-2A                       

ANCHOR-3A                       

ANCHOR-4A                       

M
1

M
2

Y

XZ

Envelope Only Solution



-.834k

-.834k

Y

XZ

Loads: BLC 1, STRAP LOADING                   
Envelope Only Solution



.7
3

.7
3

.7
3

.7
3

N
C

.7
3

N
C

N
C

N
C

N
C

N
C

Y

XZ

Code Check
( Env )

No Calc
  > 1.0
.90-1.0
.75-.90
.50-.75
 0.-.50

Member Code Checks Displayed (Enveloped)
Envelope Only Solution



Company : Tectonic Engineering
Des igner : RTK
Job Number : 10710.NJJER01023A Checked By:_____
Model Name : Vertical Strap Check

Hot Rolled Steel Properties
Label E  [ksi] G  [ksi] Nu Therm (\1E ...Density[k/ft... Y ield[ks i] Ry Fu[ksi] Rt

1 A36 Gr.36 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 36 1.5 58 1.2
2 A572 G r.50 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
3 A992 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.1 65 1.1
4 A500 G r.B RND 29000 11154 .3 .65 .527 42 1.4 58 1.3
5 A500 G r.B Rect 29000 11154 .3 .65 .527 46 1.4 58 1.3
6 A53 Gr.B 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 35 1.6 60 1.2
7 A1085 29000 11154 .3 .65 .49 50 1.4 65 1.3

Hot Rolled Steel Section Sets
Label Shape Type Des ign List Material Des ign ... A [in2] Iyy [in4] Izz [in4] J [in4]

1 L6x4x7/16" L6X4X7 Column RECT A36 Gr.36 Typical 4.18 5.56 15.4 .276

Bas ic  Load Cases
BLC Description Category X Grav...Y  Grav...Z G ravi... Joint Point DistributedArea(Member)Surface(Plate/W all)

1 STRAP LOADING WL 2

Load Combinations
Des cription Solve PDelta SR... BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor BLC Factor ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

1 Strap Check Yes Y 1 1

Envelope J oint Reactions
Joint X [k] LC Y [k] LC Z [k] LC MX [k-ft] LC MY [k-ft] LC MZ [k-ft] LC

1 PVT max 0 1 0 1 .833 1 4.377 1 0 1 0 1
2 min 0 1 0 1 .833 1 4.377 1 0 1 0 1

Envelope AISC 15th(360-16): ASD S teel Code Checks
Member Shape Code Check Loc[ft] LC Shear Ch... Loc[ft] Dir LC Pnc/om [...P nt/om [k]Mnyy/om...Mnzz/om...Cb Eqn

1 M2 L6X4X7 .734 3.247 1 .108 3.323 z 1 53.033 90.108 3.907 10.916 1.... H2-1

RISA-3D Version 17.0.0      Page 1 [G:\...\...\...\NJJER01023C - ComEx\Structural\platform\- Strap Check.r3d] 

Robert Keddrell
Rectangle

Robert Keddrell
Rectangle

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
REACTIONS USED FOR PROPOSED HILTI ANCHOR CHECK

Robert Keddrell
Text Box
Max member stresses do not exceed 73.4% of the 100% allowable capacity. Therefore, the proposed members are adequate to support the proposed installation.



Job No.
Sheet No. 2 of 3

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date :

Proposed anchors are 5/8 diameter HY20 with 6  inch embedment
Tallow = 815 lbs
Vallow = 1355 lbs

Max Loads Per Risa Output: Node N15 LC 17
Tmax = 0.0 lbs
Vmax = 6860.0 lbs

Interaction:
# of Anchors = 8

Reduction due to existing conditions? No

0.0 6860.0
6520.0 10840.0

Existing Connection Anchor Check - Platform 

10710.NJJER01023C

+ = 0.63 ≤ 1.0, OK

Comments: The existing connection are 3/4" dia. Hilti HIT HY-20 w/ 8" embed. according to 
construction drawing by APT Engineering dated 08/18/09. 
     



Job No.
Sheet No. 3 of 3

Calculated By RTK Date : 12/21/21
Checked By Date :

Proposed anchors are 5/8 diameter HY270 with 6  inch embedment
Tallow = 1025 lbs
Vallow = 1405 lbs

Max Loads Per Risa Output: Node PVT LC 1
Tmax = 713.9 lbs
Vmax = 0.0 lbs

Interaction:
# of Anchors = 1 (Total of 4)

Reduction due to existing conditions? No

713.9 0.0
1025.0 1405.0

Proposed Connection Anchor Check - Vertical Straps

10710.NJJER01023C

+ = 0.70 ≤ 1.0, OK

Comments: Connections are (4) 5/8" dia. Hilti HY-270 with 6" embedment spaced at 16" OC. 
Tmax = (834 lbs/4 anchors)+((3543 lbs-ft/4.334 ft)/2 anchors in tension) = 714 lbs per anchor





Robert Keddrell
Typewritten text
12/21/21

Robert Keddrell
Typewritten text
DETAIL S-1: PROPOSED MOUNT CONNECTION

Robert Keddrell
Line

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
EXISTING PARAPET

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
5/8" DIA. HILTI HIT HY-270 W/ 6" EMBED.

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
L4x4x3/8" (1'-8" LONG)

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
5/8" DIA. A325 BOLT

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
L3x3x3/8"(0'-9" LONG)

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
1/2" DIA. U-BOLT

Robert Keddrell
Call Out
2.5" STD PIPE



Robert Keddrell
Typewritten text
DETAIL S-2: PROPOSED PLATFORM CONNECTION REINFORCEMENT

Robert Keddrell
Line



 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 8, 2022  
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Consideration to refer to the BAR an 
application from Verizon Wireless for antenna work at the 
existing public utility wireless communications services 
facility at 66 Milton Rd. 
 
 

 FOR THE MEETING OF:   
 June 15, 2022 
  
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council consider referring the application to the BAR. 

 
IMPACT:     Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
 All wireless telecommunications facilities within the City must comply with Chapter 196 
“Wireless Telecommunications Facilities” of the City Code and all other applicable law and 
regulations.  All wireless telecommunications facilities (including modifications), or 
construction, modification or replacement of support structures in connection with the 
installation of wireless telecommunications facilities must be permitted by a special use permit, 
special exception permit or eligible facility permit.  Before the Council considers this 
application, the Council shall refer it to the Board of Architectural Review for and advisory 
opinion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

































01/14/22

ENGINEERING
APT

VZ LOCATION CODE:

VZ FUZE ID:

DATE:

APT FILING NUMBER:

VERIZON AT

"RYE PLAYLAND"

66 MILTON ROAD

RYE, NY 10580

SITE

ADDRESS:

SHEET TITLE:

PERMIT DOCUMENTS

DRAWN BY:

CHECKED BY:

SHEET NUMBER:

NOTE:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF NEW YORK STATE

EDUCATION LAW ARTICLE 145, SECTION

7209 (2) FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS

ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A

LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER OR

LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN

ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE SEAL

OF AN ENGINEER OR LAND SURVEYOR IS

ALTERED, THE ALTERING ENGINEER OR

LAND SURVEYOR SHALL AFFIX TO THE

ITEM HIS SEAL AND THE NOTATION

"ALTERED BY" FOLLOWED BY THE

SIGNATURE AND THE DATE OF SUCH

ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION.

ADDRESS:

OWNER:

DATENO REVISION

145305

NY141LS62390

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

BLIND BROOK LODGE

OWNERS, INC.

66 MILTON ROAD

RYE, NY 10580

16232198

ELZ

THK

4 CENTEROCK ROAD
WEST NYACK, NY 10994

FOR PERMIT: THK

01/14/22

DESIGN PROFESSIONALS OF RECORD

567 VAUXHALL STREET EXTENSION - SUITE 311

WATERFORD, CT 06385            PH: (860)-663-1697

WWW.ALLPOINTSTECH.COM    FAX: (860)-663-0935

PROF:

COMP:

ADD:

SCOTT M. CHASSE P.E.

APT ENGINEERING

567 VAUXHALL STREET

EXTENSION - SUITE 311

WATERFORD, CT 06385

01/20/22 FOR PERMIT: THK

03/30/22 CITY COMMENTS: THK

PLAN & ELEVATION

A-1

ROOF PLAN

SCALE : 1" = 10'-0"

1

A-1

10'-0" 0 5'-0" 10'-0" 20'-0"

10' SCALE: 1 INCH= 10'-0"

PENT.

BOSTON POST ROAD

SPRINT
EQUIPMENT
PLATFORM

MILTON ROAD

ADD (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED ANTENNAS W/
MOUNTS (NEW ALPHA SECTOR). PAINT ANTENNAS
& MOUNTS TO MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER.
ADD (1) MDB, (2) RRHs, (1) COMBINER, (1) HYBRID
CABLE & (2) COAX CABLES WITHIN TOWER.

REPLACE (3) OF (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED
GAMMA SECTOR ANTENNAS. PAINT ANTENNAS
TO MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER.
REPLACE (2) OF (4) RRHs AND ADD (1) COMBINER
WITHIN TOWER. (1) MDB, (1) HYBRID CABLE & (2)
COAX CABLES TO REMAIN.

REPLACE (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED ANTENNAS
(OLD ALPHA SECTOR) W/ (3) FLUSH MOUNTED
ANTENNAS (NEW DELTA SECTOR). PAINT
ANTENNAS TO MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER.
REPLACE (2) OF (4) RRHs WITHIN TOWER. (1) MDB, (1)
HYBRID CABLE & (2) COAX CABLES TO REMAIN.

REPLACE (3) OF (3) VERIZON FLUSH
MOUNTED BETA SECTOR ANTENNAS.
PAINT ANTENNAS TO MATCH EXTERIOR
FINISH OF TOWER. REPLACE (2) OF (4)
RRHs AND ADD (1) COMBINER WITHIN
TOWER. (1) MDB, (1) HYBRID CABLE & (2)
COAX CABLES TO REMAIN.

VERIZON EQUIP. SHELTER W/ (4) GPS
UNITS W/ LINES MOUNTED ON

DUNNAGE. REMOVE (1) MOD CELL
CABINET. ADD EQUIP. TO EXIST. RACK.

VERIZON ROOF MOUNTED CABLE
TRAY. ADD (1) HYBRID CABLE.

REPLACE (2) COAX CABLES.

 N

GRADE @
31'± AMSL

VERIZON EQUIP. SHELTER W/ (4) GPS
UNITS W/ LINES MOUNTED ON
DUNNAGE. REMOVE (1) MOD CELL
CABINET. ADD EQUIP. TO EXIST. RACK.

VERIZON ROOF MOUNTED
CABLE TRAY. (TYP.) ADD (1)

HYBRID CABLE. REPLACE
(2) COAX CABLES.

ADD (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED ANTENNAS W/
MOUNTS (NEW ALPHA SECTOR). PAINT ANTENNAS
& MOUNTS TO MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER.
ADD (1) MDB, (2) RRHs, (1) COMBINER, (1) HYBRID
CABLE & (2) COAX CABLES WITHIN TOWER.

REPLACE (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED ANTENNAS
(OLD ALPHA SECTOR) W/ (3) FLUSH MOUNTED
ANTENNAS (NEW DELTA SECTOR). PAINT ANTENNAS
TO MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER.  REPLACE
(2) OF (4) RRHs WITHIN TOWER. (1) MDB, (1) HYBRID
CABLE & (2) COAX CABLES TO REMAIN.

REPLACE (3) OF (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED
BETA SECTOR ANTENNAS. PAINT ANTENNAS

TO MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER.
REPLACE (2) OF (4) RRHs AND ADD (1)

COMBINER WITHIN TOWER. (1) MDB, (1)
HYBRID CABLE & (2) COAX CABLES TO REMAIN.

REPLACE (3) OF (3) VERIZON FLUSH MOUNTED GAMMA
SECTOR ANTENNAS. PAINT ANTENNAS TO MATCH
EXTERIOR FINISH OF TOWER. REPLACE (2) OF (4) RRHs
AND ADD (1) COMBINER WITHIN TOWER. (1) MDB, (1)
HYBRID CABLE & (2) COAX CABLES TO REMAIN. (BEYOND)

NOTE:
PAINT ALL MOUNTS, ANTENNAS,
EQUIPMENT & CABLING TO MATCH
EXTERIOR BUILDING FACADE.

EASTERN ELEVATION

SCALE : 1" = 15'-0"
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SUBJECT SITE:
66 MILTON ROAD

RYE, NY 10580
SECTION: 146; BLOCK: 11; LOT: 73
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01/14/22

ENGINEERING
APT

VZ LOCATION CODE:

VZ FUZE ID:

DATE:

APT FILING NUMBER:

VERIZON AT

"RYE PLAYLAND"

66 MILTON ROAD

RYE, NY 10580

SITE

ADDRESS:

SHEET TITLE:

PERMIT DOCUMENTS

DRAWN BY:

CHECKED BY:

SHEET NUMBER:

NOTE:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF NEW YORK STATE

EDUCATION LAW ARTICLE 145, SECTION

7209 (2) FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS

ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A

LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER OR

LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN

ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE SEAL

OF AN ENGINEER OR LAND SURVEYOR IS

ALTERED, THE ALTERING ENGINEER OR

LAND SURVEYOR SHALL AFFIX TO THE

ITEM HIS SEAL AND THE NOTATION

"ALTERED BY" FOLLOWED BY THE

SIGNATURE AND THE DATE OF SUCH

ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION.

ADDRESS:

OWNER:

DATENO REVISION

145305

NY141LS62390

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

BLIND BROOK LODGE

OWNERS, INC.

66 MILTON ROAD

RYE, NY 10580

16232198

ELZ

THK

4 CENTEROCK ROAD
WEST NYACK, NY 10994

FOR PERMIT: THK

01/14/22

DESIGN PROFESSIONALS OF RECORD

567 VAUXHALL STREET EXTENSION - SUITE 311

WATERFORD, CT 06385            PH: (860)-663-1697

WWW.ALLPOINTSTECH.COM    FAX: (860)-663-0935

PROF:

COMP:

ADD:

SCOTT M. CHASSE P.E.

APT ENGINEERING

567 VAUXHALL STREET

EXTENSION - SUITE 311

WATERFORD, CT 06385

01/20/22 FOR PERMIT: THK

03/30/22 CITY COMMENTS: THK

ANTENNA &

EQUIPMENT DETAILS

A-2

ALPHA ANTENNA MOUNT

SCALE : 

1

4

" = 1'-0"

1

A-2

 N

NOTE:
PAINT ALL MOUNTS, ANTENNAS,
EQUIPMENT & CABLING TO MATCH
EXTERIOR BUILDING FACADE.

ANTENNA DETAILS

SCALE : 

1

2

" = 1'-0"

4

A-2

PANEL ANTENNAS

RRH EQUIPMENT

SCALE : 

1

2

" = 1'-0"

5

A-2

NOTE: WEIGHTS INCLUDE SOLAR SHEILD & MOUNTING BRACKET

SAMSUNG DUAL HIGH BAND B2/B66A
RRH-BR049 (RFV01U-D1A)

RRH PCS/AWS
REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH)

WxDxH=15.0"x15.0"x10.0" (97.5 Lbs)

15.0"

FRONT SIDE TOP

SAMSUNG DUAL LOW BAND B13/B5
RRH-BR04C (RFV01U-D2A)

RRH 700/850
REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH)

WxDxH=15.0"x15.0"x8.1" (82.0 Lbs)

8
.1

"

15.0"

FRONT SIDE TOP

1
5

.0
"

10.0"

1
5

.0
"

1
0

.0
"

15.0"

15.0"

1
5

.0
"

1
5

.0
"

8.1"

SAMSUNG
XXDWMM-12.5-65-8T

21.5 lbs
0.84 SF

5
.5

"
1

3
.9

"

1
3

.9
"

8.7"

8.7" 5.5"

TOP

FRONT SIDE

3
5

.1
"

16.1"

3
5

.1
"

16.1"

5.5"

5
.5

"

SAMSUNG
MT6407-77A

81.6 lbs
3.92 SF

TOP

FRONT SIDE

5
5

.0
"

20.0"

5
5

.0
"

8
.0

"

20.0"

TOP JMA
MX12FIT465-01

72.0 lbs
7.64 SF

8.0"

FRONT SIDE

SCALE : 1" = 1'-0"

BRACKET DETAIL

PLAN

ELEVATION

ANTENNA MOUNTING DETAIL

SCALE : 

1

2

" = 1'-0"

2

A-2

T/ ANTENNA
@ 90'-0"± AGL

(3) NEW VERIZON FLUSH
MOUNTED ALPHA SECTOR
ANTENNAS (90°)

COMBINER DETAIL

SCALE : 1" = 1'-0"

10.4"

6
.3

"

5.1"

6
.3

"

COMMSCOPE
TWIN 850MHz IN-BAND COMBINER

TD-850B-10LTE78
HxWxD=6.3"x10.4"x5.1" (17.7 Lbs)

FRONT SIDE

6

A-2

=
90°2

A-2

3

A-2

5" 5"1'-4"

4'-10"

L4x4x1
4x10"L

(TYP.) (2) 12" A307 BOLTS IN
11

2" SLOTTED HOLES

1'-4"

4'-10"

5"5"

L4x4x1
4

L4x4x1
4x10"L

MIN. EDGE DISTANCE
10" (TYP.)

(4) HILTI 58"Ø HAS-R 316 SS RODS WITH
HILTI HIT HY270 ADHESIVE ANCHOR AND
SCREEN TUBE. (6" MIN. EMBED.) (TYP.)

1'-4" 1'-4"

2'-10"

(2) 12" A307 BOLTS IN 11
2" SLOTTED HOLES

3"Ø SCH. 40 MAST (TYP.)

1
2"Ø U-BOLT (TYP.)

PROVIDE CONTINUOUS BEAD OF SILICONE
SEALANT AT TOP AND SIDES. LEAVE BOTTOM
OPEN. PROVIDE CONVEX BEAD ON TOP.

3"Ø SCH. 40 MAST (TYP.)

1
2"Ø U-BOLT (TYP.)

L4X4X1
4

1'-4"

2'

(4) HILTI 58"Ø HAS-R 316 SS RODS WITH
HILTI HIT HY270 ADHESIVE ANCHOR AND
SCREEN TUBE. (6" MIN. EMBED.) (TYP.)

2'

1'-4"

2'

2'

3
'-
6

"

(M
IN

.)

NEW ANTENNA
MOUNTING BRACKET
ASSEMBLY (TYP. 2PL)

3
A-2

1
2" "U" BOLT (TYP.)

NEW VERIZON ANTENNA (TYP.)4
A-2

NEW VERIZON 3"Ø SCH. 40
MAST (TYP. 3PL)

1
'

(M
IN

.)

FLASHING (V.I.F.)

NOTE:
1) RRH=REMOTE RADIO HEAD
2) MDB=MAIN DISTRIBUTION BOX

15.7"

1
9

.2
"

15.7"

RAYCAP RxxDC-3315-PF-48
MAIN DISTRIBUTION BOX (MDB)

WxDxH = 15.73"x10.25"x19.18" (32.0 Lbs)
(OR EQUAL)

1
0

.3
"

FRONT

BOTTOM

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"

MAIN DISTRIBUTION BOX
7

A-2

MDB/RRH EQUIPMENT MOUNT

SCALE : N.T.S.

NOTES:
1. ALL EXPOSED UNISTRUT ENDS TO BE CAPPED WITH UNISTRUT CAP (MODEL #P2860-10).
2. ONLY 1-5/8" UNISTRUT TO BE USED FOR RACK CONSTRUCTION.
3. EXTEND UNISTRUT AS NEEDED BASED ON LENGTH OF ANTENNA SECTOR. DO NOT

CANTILEVER UNISTRUT FOR MORE THAN 24" BEYOND ANTENNA MAST.
4. FOR HORIZONTAL SPANS GREATER THAN 5'-0" USE UNISTRUT PART #P1001T.

8

A-2

FRONT VIEW2
'-
0

"
M

IN

SEPARATION AS REQUIRED TO
SUPPORT REMOTE RADIO HEAD
UNITS (RRHs) AS PER
MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS
(24" OVERHANG MAX.)

RRH (700/850 LTE)
RRH

(AWS/PCS)

10"

DO NOT INSTALL CAPS ON
BOTTOM OF UNISTRUT (TYP)

3
8"Ø BOLT (TYP)

3
8"Ø FLAT WASHER (TYP)

CHANNEL NUT WITH SPRING,
UNISTRUT PART #P1008

6"

15
8" VERTICAL UNISTRUT, PART #P1000T

CUT TO REQUIRED LENGTH (TYP)

15
8" HORIZONTAL

UNISTRUT, PART #P1000T
ATTACHED TO ANTENNA
PIPES CUT TO REQUIRED

LENGTH (TYP FOR 2)

EXIST. MULTI-
WYTHE BRICK WALL

3
8"Ø HILTI THREADED ROD W/ HILTI
HIT-HY 70 ADHESIVE ANCHOR @

16" O.C. (16" MIN. EDGE DISTANCE)

3
8"Ø FLAT WASHER (TYP.)

15
8" HORIZONTAL UNISTRUT,

PART #P1000T ATTACHED TO
ANTENNA PIPES CUT TO

REQUIRED LENGTH (TYP. FOR 2)

3
8"Ø NUT (TYP)

 MASONRY

5
A-2

5
A-2

COMBINER
6

A-2

MDB
7

A-2

CARRIER ANTENNA (TYP.)

NEW ANTENNA MOUNTING
BRACKET ASSEMBLY (TYP.)

EXIST. BUILDING TOWER

NEW VERIZON 3"Ø SCH. 40
MAST (TYP. 3PL)

3
A-2

4
A-2

FRONT SIDE TOP

1
3

.3
"

11.6"

1
3

.3
"

6.5"

11.6"

6
.5

"

NOKIA AIRSCALE B5 RRH (OR EQUAL)
RRH 4x40W 850-LTE (160W)
REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH)

WxDxH=11.6"x6.5"x13.3" (0.52± SF) (35.3 Lbs)

2
1

.4
"

12"

FRONT

2
1

.4
"

7.2"

SIDE TOP

12"

7
.2

"

ALCATEL LUCENT B25 RRH (OR EQUAL)
RRH 2x60W PCS

REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH)
WxDxH=12.0"x7.2"x21.4" (51.0 Lbs)

2
0

.9
"

11.8"

FRONT

2
0

.9
"

7.5"

SIDE TOP

11.8"

7
.5

"
ALCATEL LUCENT B13 RRH (OR EQUAL)

RRH 2x60W 700 LTE-C
REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH)

WxDxH=11.8"x7.5"x20.9" (55.6 Lbs)

FRONT SIDE TOP

11.8"

7
.2

"

ALCATEL LUCENT B66a RRH (OR EQUAL)
RRH 2x90W AWS

REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH)
WxDxH=11.8"x7.2"x25.8" (56.8 Lbs)

2
5

.8
"

7.2"

2
5

.8
"

11.8"

EXISTING ANTENNA DETAILS

SCALE : 
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" = 1'-0"
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A-2EXISTING RRH DETAILS

SCALE : 
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5
5
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"

11.9"

5
5

.6
"

7.1"

FRONT SIDE

COMMSCOPE
SBNHH-1D65A

33.5 LBS
4.59 SF7
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"

11.9"

TOP

8
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"

13.8"

TOP

FRONT

SIDE

5
5

.0
"

13.8"

5
5

.0
"

8.2"

COMMSCOPE
JAHH-65A-R3B

37.5 LBS
5.27 SF































CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 8, 2022 
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Resolution consenting to the 
appointment of   Mr. John B. Colangelo to the Emergency 
Medical Services Committee as the Village of Port 
Chester community representative. 

FOR THE MEETING OF: 
June 15, 2022 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council approve the appointment. 

IMPACT:   Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 

BACKGROUND:  
The Inter-Municipal Agreement between the Village of Rye Brook, City of Rye and Village of 
Port Chester for emergency medical services established the Emergency Medical Services 
Committee (EMSC). Section 3A of the Inter-Municipal Agreement,  
Establishes community representatives from each of the participating municipalities 
be proposed by the Corps and ratified by each of the municipalities for a 3-year term. The City 
of Rye community representative has one more year on his term.

See attached resolution proposing the community representative for the Village of Port 
Chester. 



June 14, 2022 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

CONSIDERING THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. JOHN B. COLANGELO 
TO THE EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 

 
 

WHEREAS, the Inter-Municipal Agreement between the Village of Rye Brook, 
City of Rye and Village of Port Chester for emergency medical services established 
the Emergency Medical Services Committee (EMSC); and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 3A of the Inter-Municipal Agreement establishes 
community representatives from each of the participating municipalities to be 
proposed by the Corps and ratified by each of the municipalities; and 
 
WHEREAS, in a letter dated June 2, 2022 from Kenny Barton, Administrator, John 
B. Colangelo has been recommended by the Corp as the community representative of 
the Village of Port Chester; and 
 
WHEREAS, on June 6, 2022 the Board of Trustees of the Village of Port Chester 
ratified the appointment of Mr. John B. Colangelo to the Emergency Medical 
Services Committee by resolution 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Trustees hereby 
approves the appointment of Mr. John B. Colangelo to the Emergency Medical 
Services Committee as the Community Representative of the Village of Port Chester. 
 



CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 8, 2022 
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Resolution consenting to the 
appointment of Mr. Michael Borelli to the Emergency 
Medical Services Committee as the Village of Rye Brook 
community representative. 

FOR THE MEETING OF: 
June 15, 2022 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council approve the appointment. 

IMPACT:   Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 

BACKGROUND: 

 The Inter-Municipal Agreement between the Village of Rye Brook, City of Rye and Village of 
Port Chester for emergency medical services established the Emergency Medical Services 
Committee (EMSC). Section 3A of the Inter-Municipal Agreement,  
Establishes community representatives from each of the participating municipalities 
be proposed by the Corps and ratified by each of the municipalities for a 3-year term. The 
City of Rye community representative has one more year on his term.

See attached resolution proposing the community representative for the Village of Rye Brook 





 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager DATE: June 2, 2022  
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:  Consideration of a request by the 
Municipal Boat Basin to have a food truck at its National 
Marina Day Event on July 17, 2022 from 1:00 pm to 3:00 
pm with a rain date of July 31, 2022 in coordination with 
high tide. This event will consist of activities for children 
with a food and ice cream truck as well as live music. 
 

 FOR THE MEETING OF:   
 June 15, 2022 
  
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  That the Council approve the request. 

 
IMPACT:     Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND: See attached request from Boat Basin Supervisor, Rodrigo Paulino regarding 
the National Marina Day event. 
 
The City Council will have to waive  § 144-8D and G of the City Code. 
 
 
§ 144-8 Restrictions states that licensed hawker, peddler or solicitor shall:  
 
D. Not stand nor permit the vehicle used by him or her to stand in one place in any public place or 
street for more than 10 minutes or in front of any premises for any time if the owner or lessee of the 
ground floor thereof objects.  
 
G. Not create or maintain any booth or stand, or place any barrels, boxes, crates or other 
obstructions, upon any street or public place for the purpose of selling or exposing for sale any 
goods, wares or merchandise. 
 
  
 

 



CITY OF RYE 

Boat Basin 
Memorandum 

To: Greg Usry, City Manager 

From: Rodrigo Paulino, Boat Basin Supervisor 

Date: 6/8/2022 

Re:    National Marina Day  

The Rye Boat Basin would like to host for the first time, a National Marina Day Event on July 
17, 2022 from 1:00pm to 3:00pm with a rain date of July 31, 2022 in coordination with high tide. 

This event will consist of activities for children with a food and ice cream truck. We are trying to 
coordinate live music with the local high school band and are waiting to hear if they are 
interested in participating.  

The local Police and Fire department will be contacted as well, in hopes that they can provide a 
car/truck/boat for display.   

We are hoping that this will become a yearly event at the marina for slip holders and residents to 
enjoy.  

Rodrigo Paulino 
Boat Basin Supervisor 
650 Milton Rd 
Rye, New York 10580 

Tel: (914) 967-2011 
E-mail:Rpaulino@ryeny.gov 

http://www.ryeny.gov 

https://www.ryeny.gov/
https://apps.apple.com/us/app/city-of-rye/id1609149912


CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

DEPT.:  City Manager’s Office DATE: June 9, 2022  
CONTACT:  Greg Usry, City Manager 
AGENDA ITEM:    Consideration of a request by Christ’s 
Church to switch the date of the use of Rectory Street from  
for CCNS Fall Family Day from 10/15/22 to 10/22/22 due 
to a conflict with Novel Night.  The time would stay the 
same: 8am - 5pm.

FOR THE MEETING OF: 
June 15, 2022 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council approve the request from Christ’s Church. 

IMPACT:   Environmental    Fiscal    Neighborhood    Other: 

BACKGROUND:  Christ’s Church needs to change the date of the approved request to 
use Rectory Street for CCNS Fall Family Day from 10/15/22 to 10/22/22 due to a conflict 
with Novel Night.  
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