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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
This Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) has been prepared pursuant 
to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing regulations 
(6 NYCRR Part 617) or the proposed action of adopting the 2008 Town of Kent 
Comprehensive Plan.  Under those regulations, the FGEIS serves as the basis for the Lead 
Agency Findings; the Town of Kent Town Board is the Lead Agency for this environmental 
review. This FGEIS, has been prepared to respond to all comments made on the Draft 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS).  This DGEIS was accepted by the Town 
of Kent Town Board for circulation and comment on August 18, 2008. In accordance with 
Section 617.9(b)(7) of the State Environmental Quality Review regulations, this FGEIS 
incorporates by reference the Town of Kent Comprehensive Plan Update.  
 
The public comment period on the DGEIS opened on September 10, 2008, and extended 
through September 22, 2008. During that period, a joint public hearing on the DGEIS 
and the 2008 Comprehensive Plan was held on September 10, 2008, and written 
comments were also received from the public and involved agencies. Copies of the 
transcript from the public hearing and written comments received on the DGEIS are 
provided in this FGEIS as Appendix A. 
 
There were no verbal comments received at the public hearing related to the 
Comprehensive Plan Update.  Three letters were received during the public comment 
period: a letter from the Town of Kent Planning Board, including a letter from the Putnam 
County Department of Planning & Public Transportation and one from Riverkeeper.  The 
County approved the Comprehensive Plan with one minor correction.  Riverkeeper states 
its support for the Comprehensive Plan, and suggests some further measures to protect 
water quality in the NYC Watershed.  These provisions will be reviewed and taken into 
consideration by the Town Board.    The Planning Board requested strengthened 
language in the Comprehensive Plan for green building techniques. 
 

KENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FGEIS   
October 2008 
 

   3



    

2.0 Public Comments 
 
2.1 Summary of Comments 
 
The responses that follow in Section 2.2 come from written comments submitted to the 
Town Board through September 22, 2008.  There were no verbal comments at the joint 
September 10, 2008 public hearing.   
 
The following section summarizes and responds to the comments. Copies of the written 
comments received can be found in Appendix A (Comments Received on the DGEIS).  
 
Responses to DGEIS Comments 
 
2.1.1 Comment: One issue that the Board would like to see addressed in greater detail 

in the Comprehensive Plan is the issue of “green” building design and the use of 
energy conservation construction techniques such as that outlined in the 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building Rating 
System (Kent Planning Board,  letter dated September, 2008). 

 
Response: Comment noted.  Additional language has been added to the 
Comprehensive Plan in order to address this concern.  Policy 4 Construction and 
Enforcement of Chapter 2- The Environment now states the following: 
‘“Green building” design and green site design techniques, such as that outlined 
in the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building 
Rating System should be encourages for all residential, commercial, and 
municipal building activities (including renovation construction).  Under the LEED 
program, energy ratings are given to the specific building and site design criteria 
in order to minimize the removal of natural vegetation and site grading, take 
advantage of solar power for heating, and encourage the use of construction 
materials that minimize energy usage.’ 
 

2.1.2 Comment: A review of the proposed Kent Comprehensive Plan indicates that LEED 
building techniques are encouraged for Conservation Subdivision design (page 
93), and for construction of new municipal buildings (page 111) but are not 
emphasized for renovation work, or for commercial construction.  (Kent Planning 
Board, letter dated September, 2008). 

 
Response: Comment noted.  As stated above, Policy 4 of Chapter 2- The 
Environment has been revised to encourage “green building”, including LEED 
standards for all residential, commercial, and municipal construction and 
renovations.  This is also discussed in the Conservation Subdivision Section 6.5 
Housing Development Potential and Policy 2 in Chapter 6 Economic and Housing 
Development.    

 
2.1.3 Comment:  The members of the Planning Board feel that the use of green building 

design and green site design techniques should be encouraged, and perhaps 
required, for all new and renovation construction and not merely applied to 
certain residential and municipal construction.  Accordingly, we request that the 
Town Board consider amending the language of the proposed Comprehensive 
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Plan to encourage the use of LEED design for all residential and commercial 
building activities. (Kent Planning Board, letter dated September 22, 2008) 

 
Response:  Comment noted, see response to 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 above.  The 
Comprehensive Plan draft discussed green building techniques to two locations.  
Two additional sections of text have now been added.  
 

2.1.4 Comment: As an advisory comment, on Page 51 of the Plan it states that….”If a 
septic system within 200 feet of Lake Carmel’s shore fails, New York City will 
repair it”.  This is true only as long as Putnam County is running a septic repair 
program using East of Hudson Funds or other funds provided by New York City.  
The County is the agency running the septic repair program.  (John J. Lynch, 
Commissioner, Putnam County Department of Planning Development & Public 
Transportation, letter dated September 18, 2008). 

 
Response: Comment noted.  Section 3.5 of Chapter 3 Land Use, Zoning and 
Town Character (Page 52) of the Comprehensive Plan was revised to reflect that 
Putnam County will repair a septic system within 200 feet of Lake Carmel’s shore, 
using East of Hudson Funds or other funds provided by New York City.   

 
2.1.5 Comment: Riverkeeper  wrote “to express Riverkeeper’s support for the        

Town of Kent’s proposed Comprehensive Plan Update (CPU) as addressed 
in the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) and to 
suggest further provisions to protect water quality in the NYC Watershed.” 
There are seven recommendations in the letter, each supported with 
technical information. The recommendations are:  

 
(1) The Town should increase wetland buffers to 150 feet. 
(2) The Town should prohibit the siting of stormwater management practices in 

stream and wetland buffers. 
(3) The Town should prohibit – or at a minimum, require a permit for – all 

mowing and healthy vegetation trimming and removal in wetlands and 
buffers.  

(4) The Town should require infiltration practices where practicable.  
(5) The Town should reduce road salt application through the use [of] alternative 

deicers and maintenance practices.  
(6) The Town should implement a town-wide prohibit on the use of ‘traditional’, 

high phosphorus-content fertilizers, and instead encourage alternative low or 
no phosphorus fertilizer when necessary.  

(7) The Town should require low impact development (LID)/better site design 
alternatives as part of the SEQRA process.  

(Riverkeeper, letter dated September 22, 2008)  
 
Response: The Town of Kent is currently working to comply with EPA stormwater 
management mandates. If not already under consideration for inclusion in the local 
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stormwater management plan, the Town’s elected officials will consider Riverkeeper’s 
recommendations (2) –(6).  
 
Regarding recommendation (1) on wetland buffers, the Town’s buffer is now set at 
100 feet. The Town considers this general rule to be sufficient for wetland protection, 
given the new controls that will be in place controlling development on a site-by-site 
basis. The Comprehensive Plan recommends adoption of a soils carrying capacity 
formula; the proposed zoning amendments, if adopted, will implement this plan 
recommendation. The Town feels that this site-sensitive approach may yield better 
environmentally protective results, while still allowing site development, than a blanket 
rule increasing buffers town-wide by 50 feet.  
 
Regarding recommendation (7), the comprehensive plan strongly urges that future 
residential subdivisions be designed as conservation (aka open space or cluster) 
subdivisions. These are intended to be low impact on the environment. In addition, the 
Town Board will encourage the Planning Board to consider low impact development 
and site layout alternatives when reviewing both site plan and subdivision 
applications, whether as part of the SEQR or application review process.  
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