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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Purpose of the Supplemental FGEIS 
 
This Supplemental Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (“Supplemental FGEIS”) has been 
prepared in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”) and its 
implementing regulations contained in Part 617, Title 6 of the New York Code of Rules and Regulations 
(“6 NYCRR Part 617”). The City Council of the City of New Rochelle, as Lead Agency, will rely on this 
Supplemental FGEIS as the basis for its SEQRA Findings Statement.  
 
The Supplemental FGEIS contains written responses to substantive oral and written comments received 
from the public and involved and interested agencies during the public and agency review period on the 
Supplemental Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (“Supplemental DGEIS” or “SDGEIS”). The 
SDGEIS analyzed the potential environmental impacts and other relevant considerations associated with 
the proposed adoption of amendments to the City’s Zoning Code and Zoning Map refining the Downtown 
Overlay Zone (“DOZ”) and updating the City’s Theoretical Development Scenario (“TDS”) (collectively, the 
“Proposed Action”). The SDGEIS was accepted as complete for public and agency review by the City 
Council, as Lead Agency, on February 17, 2026 and is incorporated herein by reference.0F

1 
 
A public hearing was held on April 14, 2026 to solicit public comments on the Supplemental DGEIS, and 
written comments were accepted from the date of Supplemental DGEIS acceptance (February 17, 2026) 
through April 24, 2026 (66 day total public comment period).  The Notice of Completion and public 
comment period for the Supplemental DGEIS were published in the February 25, 2026 and March 25, 2026 
issues of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s (“NYSDEC’s”) Environmental 
Notices Bulletin (“ENB”). The March 25, 2026 notice updated the date of the public hearing and provided 
information on the extension of the public comment period.  
 
The Supplemental FGEIS represents the next to last step in the SEQRA process, which provides public and 
governmental review agencies with information regarding the proposal under review, as well as analysis 
of its potential environmental effects. As required by SEQRA, this document includes responses to all 
substantive environmental comments received on the Supplemental DGEIS and identifies any revisions to 
the Proposed Action made as a result of the SEQRA evaluation, public comments, and staff reviews.  
 
Pursuant to SEQRA Part 617.11(a), following acceptance of this Supplemental FGEIS by the Lead Agency, 
a minimum 10-day period during which the public and governmental review agencies can consider the 
Supplemental FGEIS before the Lead Agency issues its written Findings Statement is required. 
 

1.2 Organization of the Supplemental FGEIS 
 
This Supplemental FGEIS is organized into three sections. Section 1.0 describes the purpose of the 
Supplemental Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement, its organizational structure, and 
summarizes the Proposed Action as set forth in the Supplemental DGEIS. Section 2.0 identifies any 

 
1 The DGEIS can be found here: https://www.newrochelleny.gov/1015/TOD-Downtown-Cluster  

https://www.newrochelleny.gov/1015/TOD-Downtown-Cluster
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revisions and clarifications to the Proposed Action, including changes to the proposed Zoning text and 
map amendments (See Appendix B: Proposed Zoning Amendments). Section 3.0 contains a summary of 
all the substantive environmental comments heard at the public hearing and written comments received 
during the public review period and provides responses to each of those substantive comments. 
Comments have been organized by commenter and are referenced with the individual commenter’s 
name, affiliation, and date of comment in the title, and whether the comment was provided in written 
form or verbally during the public hearing. See Appendix C for all written correspondence received during 
the designated written comment period and Appendix D for the April 14, 2026 public hearing transcript. 
 
The responses provide the information necessary for the Lead Agency and other involved agencies to 
make informed decisions on the specific impacts of the project. This document fulfills the obligation of 
the Lead Agency in completing the Supplemental FGEIS based upon 6 NYCRR Part 617.9 (b)(8). 

 

1.3 Proposed Action 
 
The Proposed Action involves the following components: 

• Zoning map amendments affecting portions of the DO-1, DO-2, DO-5, and DO-8 subdistricts, 
including a westward expansion of DO-8 (approximately 11 acres) as illustrated in the Draft Zoning 
Code in Appendix B; 

• Zoning map amendments affecting the DOZ (except DO-7) modifying frontage requirements, 
involving replacement of mapped “Storefront Required” areas with “Frequent Entryways 
Required” in targeted locations to support a wider range of ground-floor frontages while 
maintaining an active pedestrian environment; 

• Zoning text amendments applicable to the DOZ intended to refine development standards, 
frontage requirements, sustainability standards, definitions, parking regulations, and incentive 
mechanisms, including provisions intended to support large-format retail configurations in 
selected areas and to encourage “missing middle” housing forms through adjustments to 
Development Standards 1. 

• Updates to the TDS to recalibrate development assumptions based on observed absorption 
patterns and current market conditions, including revisions to the distribution of residential and 
non-residential square footage across DOZ subdistricts. The proposed Updated TDS is included in 
Table 1-1. 

Further, the Recommended Action Plan (“RAP”), which serves as a framework to guide future 
development in the City’s downtown, has been updated to memorialize the purpose and intent of the 
Proposed Action (“2026 RAP Update”). The 2026 RAP Update provides the context and background for 
the proposed zoning text and map amendments and the rationale for the revisions to the TDS, and 
therefore, it is part of the Proposed Action. It is included herein as Appendix A.  
 
Collectively, the Proposed Action represents a refinement phase intended to optimize development 
quality, improve predictability, and align development standards and environmental review assumptions 
with current conditions, without altering the overall intent, structure, or goals of the DOZ.
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Table 1-1: Proposed 2026 Theoretical Development Scenario 

Overlay 
District Retail (SF) Restaurant 

(SF) 
Office Non-
medical (SF) 

Medical 
Office (SF) 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

Residential 
Units (DU) 

Residential 
Condominium 

Units (DU) 

Student 
Housing/ 

Supportive 
Housing 

Adult Care  
Independent 

Units Institutional 
(SF) 

 (SF) (DU) 

DO-1 
75,000 40,000 100,000 

55,000 300 
3,1301 

300 

- - - 
35,000 

(-25,000) (-14,000) (-200,000) (+1,500)    (-15,000) 

DO-2 
100,000 22,000 100,000 65,000 

- 
6,4641,2 

- - - 
40,000 

(-100,000) (-10,400)   (-217,500) (+200) (-20,000) 

DO-3 
30,000 

5,400 
25,000 

- 
  776 100 100,000 

200 
40,000 

(-9,000) (-25,000) - (+200) (-100)  (-65,000) 

DO-4 
150,000 

21,400 
50,000 

26,000 - 
772 

- - - - 
(+50,000) (-50,000) (+400) 

DO-5 21,500 5,400 
50,000 50,000 

100 
332 200 100,000 

- 
60,000 

(-50,000) (-55,000) (+100) (-100) (-72,000) (-80,000) 

DO-6 
25,000 

5,400 31,000 21,000 - 
326 

- 
50,000 

- 35,000 
(+3,500) (+100) (-28,000) 

DO-7 60,000 
40,000 

25,000 25,000 200 700 100 - - - 23,000 
(-20,000) 

DO-8 16,000 
24,000 

- 30,000 - 
847 

100 200 20,000 - 30,000 
(+12,000) (+300) 

TOTAL 477,500 163,600 381,000 272,000 600 13,347 500 500 270,000 200 263,000 

Proposed 
Change (-80,500) (-32,400) (-325,000) (-272,500) (0) (+2,800) (0) (-200) (-100,000) (0) (-180,000) 

Notes:  
1. The City intends to reserve for a period of time, 800 Units in DO-1 and 700 Units in DO-2 for the future development of City-owned properties (see 2021 RAP Addendum). 
2. Within the DO-2 District, there is a limit on any new residential development within the area bounded by Division Street to the east, Huguenot Street to the north, Main Street 
to the west and south, and Centre Avenue to the west. No new residential units have been allocated to this area under the Amended 2026 Theoretical Development Scenario (see 
Figure 2-5).
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2.0 CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
This section identifies changes and refinements made to the Proposed Action by the Lead Agency, 
including those made in response to substantive public comments received during the public comment 
period. It is organized into three parts. The first addresses refinements made to the proposed zoning map 
amendments, the second addresses refinements made to the proposed zoning text amendments, and the 
third addresses minor revisions to the draft zoning code and the SDGEIS due to inconsistencies and 
typographical errors.  
 
2.1 Zoning Map Changes 
 
The City recognizes that a successful downtown depends on a strong mix of commercial offerings, vibrant 
streetscapes, and active ground floor uses, particularly within the core commercial area in close proximity 
to the train station. To ensure that retail and other commercial activities are concentrated within the core 
downtown along key corridors such as Main and Huguenot Streets, the City is proposing to revert back to 
the “Storefront Required” frontage designations in the core downtown area, to encompass the entirety 
of the Vanguard Overlay District and extend farther west to connect with the existing “Storefront 
Required” frontage along Main Street within the DO-7 District.  
 
The City also proposes revisions to the definition of “Storefront Frontage”, to strengthen this requirement. 
As revised, residential and accessory residential uses, except for lobby entrances, would be prohibited 
from occupying frontages where Storefronts area required (see more details in 2.2. “Zoning Text 
Changes”). These changes directly respond to public comments that expressed concerns about a 
perception of a shift away from promoting a store-rich mixed-use environment in the downtown to a 
predominantly residential focus. The revisions also seek to better advance the City’s Vanguard Retail 
Strategy by reinforcing the downtown core as  a dynamic, walkable, economically vibrant destination with 
active street-level uses that support residents, workers, visitors, and local businesses.  
 
Figure 2-1 below shows the SDGEIS version of the Proposed DOZ District Map, while Figure 2-2 shows the 
SFGEIS version with the “Storefront Required” designation mapped on the following streets: 
 

• Huguenot Street between Webster Avenue and River Street; 
• Main Street between Webster Avenue and Pratt Street; 
• North Avenue between the railroad bridge to Main Street; 
• All cross streets between Huguenot Street and Main Street, except Harrison Street and River 

Street / Echo Avenue. 
 
Promoting retail and other commercial activities in a compact area of the downtown is intended to 
support an active, pedestrian-centered shopping experience while reducing overall commercial vacancies. 
In fact, this strategy goes hand-in-hand with the removal of the mapped “Storefront Required” in outer 
DO subdistricts, ensuring storefront frontage types and commercial uses remain concentrated in the 
downtown and do not oversaturate other areas in which commercial uses are less critical and may lead 
to ground floor vacancies.  
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Active frontages would still be required through the “Frequent Entryways Required”, which is replacing 
“Storefront Required” frontages along some of these corridors. Additionally, to ensure ground floor 
activations, the City is proposing to map the “Frequent Entryways Required” designation (shown as black 
lines) along Memorial Highway as shown in Figure 2-2.   
 
Table 175.08F(2) “DOZ Street Types Table” in the Draft Zoning Code also reflects this change, reverting 
the above listed streets to “Storefront Required” and adding “Maximum Door Separation” values to the 
Memorial Highway corridor (see Appendix B). 
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Figure 2-1: Supplemental DGEIS Proposed DOZ District Map Source: City of New Rochelle, Westchester County GIS, BFJ Planning.
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Figure 2-2: Supplemental FGEIS Proposed DOZ District Map Source: City of New Rochelle, Westchester County GIS, BFJ Planning.
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2.2 Zoning Text Changes 
 
Storefront Frontage 
 
The Storefront Frontage requirement would be modified to prohibit residential and accessory residential 
uses on the ground floor (except for lobby entrances). The definition would be modified as follows: 
 
“A Private Frontage primarily, but not exclusively, for retail or restaurant use, for commercial use, with 
substantial glazing and Active Edge, complying with Storefront Frontage requirements. Residential and 
accessory residential uses, other than lobby entrances are prohibited from occupancy where Storefronts 
are required.” 
 
Although the current Storefront Frontage requirement was intended to create a visually interesting and 
pedestrian-oriented ground floor environment without mandating a specific use,  it became clear that 
certain ground floor uses such as residential amenities space, do not always generate the level of activity 
needed to support a vibrant downtown streetscape.  At the same time, the City recognizes the need to 
concentrate retail and commercial activity within the core downtown to strengthen the overall retail 
environment, reduce vacancies, and avoid dispersing limited market demand across too broad an area.  
 
To better achieve these objectives, the proposed zoning would require new development along streets 
with Storefront Frontage requirements to provide active commercial space on the ground floor, rather 
than allowing residential or accessory residential uses, except lobby entrances, to occupy those frontages. 
In alignment with the DOZ form-based code principles, this would not mandate a specific commercial use; 
the table of permitted uses (175.11A(2) Table of Uses) would still apply, with one change in footnote (1) 
as follows: 
 
175.11A(2) Table of Uses 
 
Footnote 1: 
“(1) Suites/units associated with Hospitality Uses and residential dwellings are prohibited within the 
Private Frontage area on the first floor of Storefront Frontages and Arcade Frontages. Common areas of 
residential and hospitality building such as lobbies, gyms and similar spaces servicing the primary use may 
occupy the ground floor of a storefront as long as it complies with the active edge requirements.” 
  
As mentioned in Section 2.1, Table 175.08F(2) “DOZ Street Types Table” of the Zoning Code has been 
amended to reflect changes in the streets that are now required to comply with Storefront or Frequent 
Entryways requirements (see Appendix B).  
 
Lastly, the Zoning Code includes references the Storefront requirements in other two locations, which are 
proposed to be amended as follows: 
 
175.09B. PUBLIC FRONTAGE AND PRIVATE FRONTAGE STANDARDS.  
Footnote 1:  
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 1 On Streets designated on the DOZ Standards Map as "Storefront Required" (see Section 175.08), a 
Storefront Frontage or Arcade Frontage is required and are interchangeable in their application of 
occupancy requirements. 
 
175-08F(1) DOZ STREET TYPE STANDARDS 

(1) (b) Certain streets are designated as “Storefront Required” requiring the Private Frontage to 
comply with either Storefront Frontage or Arcade Frontage requirements and are interchangeable 
in their application of occupancy requirements. 

 
Civic Space Standards 
 
In response to public comments, the City is proposing to amend the Zoning Code to include a green space 
requirement for all civic spaces as follows: 
 
SECTION 175.10 D (2) (a) All civic spaces shall provide pedestrian access from a public sidewalk, via a 
publicly accessible Pedestrian Way, Pedestrian Trail, Waterfront Boardwalk or a private walkway open to 
the public at least 16 hours per day, meet or exceed GreeNR objectives including a requirement of 30% 
planting and/or green infrastructure. 
 
This change is consistent with the sustainability goals included in GreeNR and the provision of quality 
public spaces as part of downtown redevelopment, which would further improve the pedestrian 
experience for residents and visitors. It also addresses public concerns for the need of additional green 
space within the DOZ and around the lack of a percentage requirement for green or landscaped elements. 
 
Public Frontage Elements 
 
Based on comments received, the City is also proposing to amend the Zoning Code to explicitly 
recommend that street trees and bio-retention areas as key elements to include in the Landscaping and 
Furnishing Area of a Public Frontage, as it follows: 
 
SECTION 175.21 E (2) (c) Allows for sStreet trees and bio-retention areas. recommended. 
 
DO-2 to DO-1 Remapping 
 
The Proposed DO Zone Development Standards, set forth in Table 175.11B(2) the Draft DOZ Zoning Code 
(see Appendix B) and included below as Table 2-1: Proposed DOZ Development Standards, are subject to 
refinement through revised and additional footnotes. These revisions do not alter the intent of the 
Proposed Action or any of its components, as they reflect provisions already contemplated in the SDGEIS 
but were inadvertently left out of the Draft Zoning Code.  Additional clarification is also provided regarding 
the intent of the DO-2 to DO-1 remapping proposal as it relates to siting of large-format retail. 
 
The proposed changes are intended to clarify the applicable development standards for projects located 
within the DO-2 to DO-1 remapping area, or “DO-1 crosshatched area”, as follows: 
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• Applications under Development Standard 2: New footnote 9 is added to clarify that, within the 
DO-1 crosshatch area, applications will be subject to the DO-2 Development Standards, As a 
result, building height would be capped at 12 stories maximum, exclusive of any bonus height, 
rather than the 24 stories otherwise permitted in the remainder of the DO-1 district. By limiting 
projects under Development Standard 2 to the lower-height standards otherwise applicable in 
the DO-2 district, the proposed framework is intended to steer qualifying development toward 
Development Standard 3, which requires a minimum lot size of 60,000 square feet and provides 
an additional height incentive for projects that include large-format retail. This approach is 
intended to promote large-format retail in this location, consistent with the goals for the area set 
forth in the 2026 Updated RAP in Appendix A, and to capitalize on the area’s strong public transit 
and regional access. 

• Applications under Development Standard 3: footnote 9 would be renumbered as footnote 10, 
and revised to clarify that only development that includes large-format retail would be permitted 
in this area under Development Standard 3. The minimum lot size in the DO-1 crosshatched area, 
under Development Standard 3, is specifically tailored to such development, requiring a 
minimum lot size, or assemblage of parcels, of 60,000 square feet rather than 40,000 square feet 
as required in the remainder of the DO-1 district. As specified in the SDGEIS, allowable building 
height in this area would be capped at 24 feet (with a potential for 4 bonus stories). The intent is 
to incentivize large-format retail projects in this particular area, which is strategically located in 
the downtown core and near the transit center.  

 
The proposed Community Benefit Bonuses for the DO-1 crosshatched area, set forth in Table 175.11C(3) 
of the Draft Zoning Code (see Appendix B) and included below as Table 2-2, also reflect the reduced height 
bonus if an applicant within this area elects to develop under Development Standard 2 through the 
addition of a new footnote 2. In such cases, the available bonus would be capped at two additional stories, 
consistent with the current DO-2 standard, rather than the four additional stories otherwise permitted. 
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Table 2-1: Proposed DOZ Development Standards – Revised for SFGEIS  
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Table 2-2: Table of Community Benefits Bonus (CBB) – Revised for SFGEIS 
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Parking Adjustments 
 
The Lead Agency has determinednot to advance changes to parking regulations at this time.  The City is in 
the process of preparing a Downtown Parking Study that will make a set of comprehensive 
recommendations for amendments to the existing parking regulations. Amendments to the parking 
regulations in the downtown will be evaluated after completion of the Study. These future amendments, 
which would affect a different section of the Zoning Code (Article XIV), would be subject to SEQRA and a 
public hearing process before the City Council. One minor correction on the Central Parking Area provision 
is proposed to include a missed reference, as discussed below in Section 2.3. 
 
 
2.3 Minor Revisions 
 
This Supplemental FGEIS also addresses minor inconsistencies identified during reviews conducted by City 
staff and Building Department personnel, as well as those identified by the Lead Agency and members of 
the public. In addition, a new scoring system is also introduced herein, which would serve to 
operationalize the GreeNR goals as well as facilitate project evaluation for City staff. The items affected 
by those minor revisions are the following: 
 

• SDGEIS Figure 1-1, 1-2, and 1-9 (repeated as Figures 2-4, 2-5, 2-10, 3.1-4, 3.2-1, and 3.5-1): the 
area bound by Main Street to the north, Locust Avenue to the east, Clinton place to the south, 
and North Avenue to the west was shown as split between DO-2 and DO-3. However, the zoning 
boundary depicted in the SDGEIS does not reflect the most recently adopted version of the 
existing zoning map. In March 2023, the City amended the zoning map to eliminate this split and 
place the entire block within the DO-2 district. Figures 1-1, 1-2 and 1-9, repeated in Section 2 as 
Figures 2-4, 2-5 and 2-10, and again in Section 3 as Figure 3.1-4, 3.2-1 and 3.5-1, have therefore 
been revised and are included below. The Proposed Draft Zoning Code included in the SDGEIS 
appendix correctly reflected the applicable DOZ boundaries. 
 

• SDGEIS Theoretical Development Scenario Table (TDS) Table:  
o Revised “Centre Street” to “Centre Avenue” in footnote. 
o Added plus sign (“+”) preceding the number of residential units in DO-2. 

 
• 2026 RAP Update: the RAP has been updated to reflect the changes included in this FGEIS (see 

Appendix A). 
 

• Proposed Draft Zoning Code (DOZ): 
o SECTION 331-175.03 APPLICABILITY 

A. This Article applies to all land, buildings, streets, sidewalks, uses, activities, private 
improvements, and landscape alterations of any kind occurring within the six eight 
Downtown Overlay Zones, as further detailed below in Section 331-175.08. 
 

o 175.08F DOZ STREET TYPES MAP and DOWNTOWN OVERLAY ZONES DISTRICT MAP 
175.08G, and 175.08G(8) Tile 6. 
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The “Frequent Entryways Required” provision, depicted as a black line on the DOZ zoning 
maps, is currently shown on three blocks that are effectively outside the DOZ boundary, 
specifically: on the north side of Main Street between Pratt Street and Stephenson 
Boulevard, and west of Lispenard Avenue. While the south side of that portion of Main 
Street does require Storefront Frontage or Frequent Entryways, the blocks on the north 
side are outside DOZ and therefore do not fall under DOZ regulations. The Frequent 
Entryways Required “black lines” on the above-described locations were put into place 
by mistake. The proposed DOZ Code included in Appendix B removes those lines to 
resolve this oversight. 
 

o Table 175.11B(2). Proposed DO Zone Development Standards.  
Due to the additional footnote as discussed above in Section 2.2, the following footnote 
is renumbered as follows (also see Table 2.1): 
- Footnote 10: becomes Footnote 11 

 
o Table 175.11C. Community Benefit Bonuses (CBB) 

Due to the additional footnote as discussed above in Section 2.2, the following footnotes 
are renumbered as follows (also see Table 2.2): 
- Footnote 2: becomes Footnote 3 
- Footnote 3: becomes Footnote 4 

 
o 175.11E(3). STREET WALL 

(a) Where a Street Wall is required, accept except in Waterfront Activation Area as 
defined by 175.09B and 175.08G(2) (…) 

 
o 175.11D(2) PRIVATE FRONTAGE STANDARDS 

(2 1) Private Frontage Standards 
(…) 
 
(3 2) All Sites shall provide Private Frontages composed of one or more of the permitted 
Private Frontage Types (…) 
 
(4 3) Private Frontage Type standards are established in the definitions Section 175.04, 
regulated in Section 175.09B Public Frontage and Private Frontage Standards and further 
clarified below: 
(…) 

 
o 175.11E(6) GLAZING REQUIREMENTS 

(a) The first story of all Street Walls shall provide a minimum area of window glazing 
according to standards established in Section 175.09B for the permitted Private Frontage 
Types as further defined below: 
[1] The window glazing shall be clear, transparent glass unless otherwise provided in 
Section 331-175D(3)(b)(2)(4)(b). 
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o 331-175.11J SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Fixed the numbering in each sub-section:  
- 331-175.11J(2)(1) POTABLE WATER CONSUMPTION REDUCTION 
- 331-175.11J(3)(2) HEAT ISLAND REDUCTION 
- 331-175.11J(4)(3) LEED-ND EQUIVALENCY 
 

 
• Scoring System Tool: the City has built The CLIMATESMARTTM NR Scoring System, a 

comprehensive scoring workbook that brings together every zoning requirement, GreeNR 
Goals, and current best practice options that should be considered when a new project is 
proposed in the Downtown Overlay Zone. This tool would facilitate compliance checks, 
evaluate projects for Community Benefit Bonuses, and encourage best-in-class projects that 
go beyond the sustainability requirements. The first layer conducts a Mandatory Compliance 
of requirements that need to be met in order to opt into the DOZ. The second layer scores 
each project against the seven themes of the GreeNR Climate Action Plan, measuring how 
much each project contributes to the City's climate and equity goals beyond what the code 
requires. The third layer attributes points based on innovative, “best-in-class” approaches 
that a project advances; these approaches go beyond what the City currently requires and 
reflect a commitment to ambitious, sustainability-focused development.  
 

• ARTICLE XIV of Chapter 331-126.H(3): Parking within the Central Parking Area 
Due to an oversight, this section of the code was never updated to add a reference of the DO-
7 and DO-8, as these two districts were adopted subsequent to the DO-1 through DO-6 
original overlay zoning adoption. Given that the CPA is coterminous with DOZ (inclusive of 
DO-7 and DO-8) and the intent of this section was to include all DO Zones, the zoning text is 
proposed to be amended as follows: 
 
3) After considering all parking reductions permitted in § 331-126A(1) and H(2) above, in no 
event shall the total required parking be reduced by more than (i) 50% in DO-1 and DO-2 or 
(ii) 30% in DO-3, DO-4, DO-5 and DO-6 all other DO Zones below the base requirements 
established in § 331-126, Schedule of Off-Street Parking and Loading Space Requirements.  



CITY OF NEW ROCHELLE Supplemental FGEIS 2026 DOZ Amendments

MAIN ST

NORTH AVE

5TH AVE

NEW ENGLAND THWY

W
EBSTER AVE

PE
LH

A
M

 R
D

UNION AVE

HUGUENOT ST

CHURCH ST

4TH ST

LINCOLN AVE

CENTRE AVE

ELM ST

CLO
VE RD

DRAKE AVE

CLINTO
N AVE

LOCKWOOD AVE

COLIGNI AVE

E 
MAIN

 S
T

2ND ST

SICKLES AVE

WASHINGTON AVE

PALMER AVE

HAMILTON AVE

MAYFLOWER AVE

7TH ST

1ST ST

W
EYMAN AVE

MEADOW
 LN

LOCUST AVE

ECHO AVE

EASTCHESTER RD

W
OODLAND AVE

DIVISIO
N ST

KINGS HWY

3RD ST
FERN ST

FRANKLIN AVE

CEDAR ST

PLAIN AVE

TH
E B

LV
D

HILL ST

DAV
EN

PO
RT A

VE

PRYER TER

HORTON AVE

STEPHENSON BLVD

LIBERTY AVE

STONELEA PL

W
ILSO

N DR
HARDING DR

M
T JO

Y PL

BEAUFORT PL

LELAND AVE

CALHO
UN AVE

BRO
O

K ST

BEECHWOOD AVE

BEECHMONT DR

ROCKLAND PL

JOHN ST

PRATT ST

LEFEVRE LN

HUDSON PK RD

W
ARREN ST

FANEUIL PL

IRVING PL

COLONIAL PL

6TH ST

GAIL 
DR

HUNTER AVE

PO
TTER AVE

C
O

O
PER

 D
R

GROVE AVE

PI
NE

 S
T

ADAMS ST

TRENO ST

HILLSIDE AVE

NEPTUNE AVE

W
ALNUT ST

MONROE ST

GAR
DE

N 
ST

MANHATTAN AVE

8TH ST

BROOKSIDE PL

S DIVISION ST

DEW
ITT PL

BAYARD ST

FRENCH RDG

PINTARD AVE

ORCHARD PL

W
IL

LO
W

 D
R

PARK PL

BURLING LN

BI
RC

H 
ST

PARCOT AVE

BROOKDALE AVE

W
INDSO

R O
VL

INTERLAKEN AVE

POTTERS LN

REMINGTON PL

POPLAR PL

G
UIO

N PL

LAUREL PL

JONES ST

PETERSVILLE RD

MECHANIC ST

HA
M

PT
ON

 O
VL

PRESIDENT ST

CLIFF ST

LECOUNT PL

HOWARD PKY

CORTLANDT AVE

CASTLE PL

CROSBY PL

ASHLAND AVE

SPENCER DR E

THE CT

W
HITE O

AK ST

WOODBURY ST

LA SALLE DR

DEW
EY AVE

PARK AVE

TRINITY PL

THOMAS PL

SYLVAN PL

LAW
TON ST

ELLENTON AVE

PINEBROOK RD

RO
DM

AN O
VL

H
IL

LT
O

P 
AV

E

VAN GUILDER AVE

PLEASANT ST

CLINTON PL

KRESS AVE

M
ADELEINE AVE

AC
O

RN
 T

ER
CHARLES ST

CHERRY AVE

STATE ST

RIVER ST

G
R

EE
N

 P
L

CROSS AVE

CRESCENT AVE

CRESTVIEW
 PL

MORRIS ST

IN
DU

ST
RI

AL
 P

L

M
AY ST

OTSEGO AVE

BOULEVARD  E

HIGH ST

SHADOW LN

LORENZ AVE

BROTHER ODW
YER DR

RONALDS AVE

ALBERMARLE AVE
PO

RTM
AN RD

ALPHA PL

WHITFIELD TER

HUBERT PL

BADEAU PL

RA
IL

RO
AD

 A
VE

RO
NALDS LN

RE
LY

EA
 P

L

COLE TER
LISPENARD AVE

SCHLEY AVE

FERDINAND PL

EUCLID PL

SH
ER

M
AN

 S
T

HARRISON ST

LAWN AVE

O
DELL PL

VILLUS AVE

BOSTON POST RD

ELM ST

CEDAR ST

M
T JO

Y PL

CLO
VE RD

RIVER ST

0 0.25 0.50.125
Miles

DO-1

DO-2

DO-3

DO-8

DO-5

DO-6

DO-7

DOZ Existing
Boundary

DO-4

Figure 2-3: Revised Supplemental DGEIS Figures 1-1, 2-4 and 3.1-4Source: City of New Rochelle, Westchester County GIS, BFJ Planning.
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Figure 2-4: Revised Supplemental DGEIS Figures 1-2, 2-5 and 3.1-5Source: City of New Rochelle, Westchester County GIS, BFJ Planning.
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Figure 2-5: Revised Supplemental DGEIS Figures 1-9, 2-10 and 3.5-1Source: City of New Rochelle, Westchester County GIS, BFJ Planning.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL DGEIS 
 

3.1 Public Comment Period Process 
 

The public comment period on the Supplemental DGEIS opened on February 18, 2026 and extended 
through April 24, 2026, for a total of 66 days. Written comments were received from the public and 
Involved and Interested agencies during this time. A joint public hearing on the Supplemental DGEIS and 
Zoning Code and Map Amendments was held on April 14, 2026. This Supplemental FGEIS includes 
responses to verbal and written comments received during the DGEIS comment period. 
 

3.2  Comments and Responses 
 
The following summarizes and responds to substantive comments received on the Supplemental DGEIS; 
copies of all Supplemental DGEIS comments received are provided in Appendix C and D. A summary of the 
substantive comments made in each of the referenced comment letters is presented in this section, where 
applicable, and a response to each substantive comment is also provided. Table 3-1 lists all the authors of 
public comments received for this SDGEIS.  
 
Table 3-1: Comments and Correspondence Received During the SDGEIS Public Review Period 

ID # Author Author Affiliation Date 
Written Comments  

1 New Rochelle Fire Department New Rochelle Fire Department January 23, 
2026 

2 Bernard Thombs, Chair Westchester County Planning Board March 16, 
2026 

3 Andrew Buder, Director, Metro-
North Railroad 

MTA Government and Community 
Relations, Metro-North Railroad 

March 19, 
2026 

4 Hailey Pedicano Cuddy Feder LLP April 6, 2026 
5 Stephen Semenza Public April 15, 2026 
6 Denis Mironov and Margarita 

Mironova (1) Public April 16, 2026 

7 Sheila Collins Public April 16, 2026 
8 Editors of NewRoAR News (2) NewRoAR News April 17, 2026 
9 Kelley Gill Public April 20, 2026 
10 Jenny Freeman Public April 22, 2026 
11 Diane Negvesky Public April 22, 2026 
12 Shelley Berlincourt Public April 23, 2026 
13 Thandiwe Dee Watts-Jones (3) Public April 23, 2026  
14 Charlene Claxton Public April 23, 2026 
15 Shaun Wayawotzki NewRo Enough is Enough April 24, 2026 
16 Nicole Jabanoski (4) Public April 24, 2026 
17 Paul Martin, President Sutton Manor Association April 24, 2026 
18 Matthew Rooney Public April 24, 2026 
19 B. Carey NewRo Enough is Enough April 24, 2026 
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ID # Author Author Affiliation Date 
20 Dinis Passarinho Public April 24, 2026 
Public Comments from Transcript of Public Hearing 
21 Aisha Cook   New RoAR April 14, 2026 
22 Bruce Soloway  Public April 14, 2026 
23 Lourdes Font  Public April 14, 2026 
24 Michael Yellin   Rochelle Alliance for Justice April 14, 2026 
25 Dominick Cassanelli  Teamsters Local 456 April 14, 2026 
26 Anthony Umbro  Public April 14, 2026 
27 James O'Toole  Public April 14, 2026 
28 Jim Killoran  Enough is Enough April 14, 2026 
29 Steve Mayo  Public April 14, 2026 
30 John Delfs  Residence Park Neighborhood 

Association April 14, 2026 

31 Michael Cammer  Public April 14, 2026 
32 Michael Umbro  Public April 14, 2026 
33 Marian Whitaker   Enough is Enough April 14, 2026 
34 Lisa Burton  Public April 14, 2026 
35 Serge Vecher  Public April 14, 2026 
36 Shawn Wayawotski   Public April 14, 2026 
37 Alison Rivers  Public April 14, 2026 
38 Paul Martin   Sutton Manor Association April 14, 2026 
39 Matt Rooney  Public April 14, 2026 
40 Myriam Decime  Public April 14, 2026 
41 Joseph Cinquemani  Public April 14, 2026 
42 Kirk Ortega  Public April 14, 2026 
43 Sarah Longstreth Public April 14, 2026 

 
(1) The authors submitted a follow up email to the City on April 19, 2026.  
 
(2) Two articles from the publication “NewRoAR News” were forwarded to the City to be “added to the record for 
public comment” on the SDGEIS. One article is dated April 7, 2026 and the other April 13, 2026. 
 
(3) The comment letter is dated April 14, 2026 but it was sent on April 23, 2026. 
 
(4) The commenter submitted comments within the email text as well as an attachment to such email. The two sets 
of comments are identical, therefore only one version is responded to, and included in Appendix C. 
 
The following subsections present the substantive environmental comments received during the SDGEIS 
public review period, followed by the Lead Agency’s response. Comments that are similar in nature, 
closely related or duplicative are grouped together.   
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WRITTEN COMMENTS 
 
1. New Rochelle Fire Department, January 23, 2026 
 
Comment 1-1:  
 
Currently the Fire Department has 157 Firefighters and 4 full-time staff.  We also have 4 hourly employees.  
We are in the process of hiring 4 more Firefighters, whose start date will be around Feb. 24.  We are 
considering hiring more Firefighters in August. 
 
Response 1-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 1-2: 
 
In 2025, the Fire Department had 12,583 calls for service.  Each of these calls had anywhere from 1 to 
several vehicles (fire trucks, ambulances, support vehicles) respond.  The total number of responses is 
31,182. 
 
Response 1-2: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 1-3: 
 
Current fire and emergency response coverage in the downtown area is strained.   
a.  The specific constraints in the downtown area that affect fire response today are call volume, number 
of available units and geography. When two or more incidents are occurring in New Rochelle 
simultaneously, which happens daily, units need to come from distance, either going down or up North 
Avenue or Pinebrook Boulevard. 
b.  The most common types of incidents (calls for service) are EMS calls.  The most common type of 
responses are fire and alarm calls.     
c.  In light of available options, current station locations are currently adequate.  However, current staffing 
levels and number of companies are not adequate.  For a working fire in a high-rise building, the City needs 
to rely on automatic aid from nearby cities and towns.  We are looking to add an additional ambulance to 
the downtown in second half of 2026. 
 
Response 1-3: Comment noted. The City is committed to maintaining high standards of fire protection as 
redevelopment occurs. The City would continue to coordinate with the Fire Department, monitor staffing 
levels, and ensure City departments receive necessary funding to serve the community. Financial support 
for future service needs would come from different sources, including the established Fair Share 
Mitigation fund and property tax revenues. This Proposed Action would increase the Fair Share Mitigation 
fund by 25% to reflect current conditions and policy objectives. Fair Share Mitigation fees generated as a 
result of the Proposed Action are estimated at $20.8 million. Additionally, property tax revenues under 
the Proposed Action are expected to generate approximately $20 million dollars for existing taxing 
jurisdictions, and the Fire Department would receive a portion of the over $6.9 in annual tax dollars 
projected to be generated and distributed to the City of New Rochelle.  
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All new buildings are constructed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code, which ensures highest 
standards for fire safety through modern design, materials, and fire suppression systems. Lastly, as stated 
in the SDGEIS, the Fire Department will have the opportunity to review future projects as part of the Site 
Plan review process of individual projects to ensure that site- and project-specific concerns are properly 
addressed. 

 
Comment 1-4: 
 
Additional downtown development would create a need for more fire companies, more ambulances and 
more staffing.  At the Fire Department presentation of the 2026 Fire Department Budget to City Council, 
the Mayor suggested the Department conduct another study regarding the Impact of DOZ Development 
on Fire Department Staffing, like the one completed in 2018 and approved by Council in 2019. 
 
Response 1-4: Comment noted. Please refer to the Response 1-3 above as it relates to increased funding 
and tax revenue anticipated to be generated by the Proposed Action. The Fair Mitigation Share fees and 
additional property tax revenue could support additional staff, fire companies and ambulances.  
 
It should be noted that the Proposed Action is generic in nature and does not authorize any new 
development. Development or redevelopment will be gradual; the approximately 2,800 additional 
residential units are anticipated to be built over a 10-year period. In terms of commercial and institutional 
uses, the Proposed Action anticipates an 890,400 square foot decrease in potential non-residential uses. 
Coordination with the City and monitoring of staffing levels and other needs would be ongoing, allowing 
the Fire Department to request updated studies. 
 
2. Bernard Thombs, Westchester County Planning Board, March 16, 2026 
 
Comment 2-1: Transportation demand management. 
 
We disagree with the proposed parking requirement that would mandate large-format retail uses to locate 
associated parking adjacent to the primary customer entrances. Such a requirement is incongruous with 
the transit-oriented development policies of the County, as this requirement would by nature orient these 
uses around the parking lot instead of the pedestrian streetfront. We understand that developers of large-
format retail prefer to construct large parking lots near their entrances, however this pattern of land use 
is inappropriate for dense, urban environments, and should not be mandated. 
 
We recommend that this provision be removed from the proposed amendments, and instead large-format 
retail uses should be encouraged to facilitate transportation demand through means other than 
automobile usage. The County’s Transportation Demand Management Toolkits provide strategies for 
municipalities, employers, and developers to reduce the need for single-occupancy vehicle commutes, 
which could help large-format retail uses fit within the fabric of the downtown rather than imposing 
improper land use practices that are found in less dense areas. Ensuring that the transportation needs of 
customers and employees are accommodated through means other than private automobiles is an 
important factor in reducing the dependency on cars and maintaining downtown density without 
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overburdening the street network and reinforcing automobile dominance over human-scale design. 
Practices such as shared parking, coordinating local large-product deliveries, and vehicle-sharing could 
allow for increased customer generation without the burden of large-format parking lots. Bicycles and 
personal e-mobility devices could also be encouraged through including sheltered parking facilities. We 
recommend that the City review these Toolkits, which can be provided by the Planning Department, to 
determine means in which to encourage developers to utilize TDM practices instead of continuing to 
encourage automobile-focused design. The County’s Smart Commute Program can also assist employers 
to implement TDM strategies. 
 
Response 2-1: Comment noted. The proposed amendments do not require a surface parking lot, do not 
reduce the DOZ’s active frontage requirements, do not authorize parking between the sidewalk and the 
building, and do not override the DOZ’s form-based street wall, storefront, glazing, or pedestrian-realm 
standards. On the contrary, the DOZ continues to prohibit parking at sidewalk level within the Build-To-
Zone unless the Planning Board determines that such parking is incidental, and it also prohibits parking 
within a building at sidewalk level within the Private Frontage unless incidental. The large-format retail 
provision only addresses the internal functional relationship between a large-format retail use and its 
associated customer parking: where such parking is provided, it must be located directly adjacent to and 
on the same level as the primary customer entrances and exits.  
 
This distinction is critical. The amendment is not a mandate for automobile-oriented site design; it is a 
market-functionality and urban-format retail design standard. In a dense downtown condition, large-
format retail is typically viable only where customer access, cart movement, ADA access, package pickup, 
and loading/customer convenience are resolved in a practical manner. If those operational requirements 
are ignored, the likely result is not a more transit-oriented version of large-format retail. The more likely 
result is that such uses will not locate in the downtown at all, leaving the City with fewer retail options, 
less tax base diversification, fewer everyday services for downtown residents, and continued leakage of 
retail trips to more auto-dependent suburban locations. 
 
The proposed amendment is therefore consistent with, rather than contrary to, the DOZ’s transit-oriented 
goals. A dense mixed-use downtown still requires provisions of retail goods which cannot be transported 
through pedestrian-oriented travel.  Retail needs for items such as family grocery, furniture, home goods, 
and similar large-floorplate uses require direct auto access to function successfully. Forcing such uses into 
an impractical access condition would not eliminate automobile demand; it would export that demand to 
other municipalities and outlying commercial corridors. A properly designed urban-format large-format 
retailer can reduce regional vehicle miles traveled by allowing residents, workers, and transit users to 
satisfy more daily needs within the downtown itself. 
 
Furthermore, the DOZ already contains multiple pedestrian-oriented protections that remain applicable 
to large-format retail. The DOZ’s stated purpose is to create a compact, walkable, transit-oriented mixed-
use downtown with a harmonious and pedestrian-oriented public realm. The Standards Map and Street 
Type system regulate frontage types, storefront requirements, maximum door separation, terminating 
vistas, significant corners, and required frontage conditions. Where storefronts or frequent entryways are 
required, the DOZ continues to require active edges, glazing, pedestrian-oriented entry placement, and 
façade design that stimulates pedestrian activity. For large retail occupancies over 20,000 square feet, the 
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Code proposes a modified door-separation standard, but it does not exempt the building from active 
frontage principles.  
 
The County’s recommendation relies heavily on Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies 
such as shared parking, coordinated delivery, vehicle sharing, bicycle parking, e-mobility, and employer 
commute programs. The City supports these strategies and can clarify that such measures remain 
encouraged or may be required through site plan review, special permit conditions, parking management 
plans, or other applicable approval mechanisms. Westchester County’s own Smart Commute materials 
describe the program as a resource to help commuters and employers identify alternatives to driving 
alone. Those strategies are valuable, but they do not replace the need for a physically workable retail 
access condition for large-format retail goods. TDM can reduce and manage demand; it cannot solve every 
operational requirement of a large-floorplate retail tenant, particularly for customers purchasing bulky 
goods, families shopping for multiple items, older adults, disabled customers, delivery/pickup operations, 
or weather-sensitive trips. 
 
This approach preserves the County’s valid concern, avoiding suburban parking-lot urbanism, while 
maintaining the City’s equally valid objective: making urban-format large retail actually financeable, 
leasable, and functional within the expanded DO-1 district. 
 
Comment 2-2: Pedestrian access 
 
We appreciate that the amendments include the addition of a required pedestrian way connecting 
Commerce Drive to North Avenue. As future development is considered in this area, pedestrian amenities, 
wide pathways, shade trees, and screening of the rail tracks should be implemented, in order to ensure 
pedestrian safety and comfort along any pathways that get constructed. 
 
Response 2-2: Comment noted. The DOZ regulations with their emphasis on form, pedestrian experience 
and public realm would ensure that the new pedestrian pathway would provide a high-quality pedestrian-
friendly environment. The new Pedestrian Way would require compliance with standards listed in Section 
175.09A(4) and illustrated in Table 175.09B of the Zoning Code, which includes an 8-foot minimum 
pedestrian clearway and a minimum of 2 feet of buffer for a landscape and furnishing zone. Further, with 
this FGEIS the City is also proposing to amend the Zoning Code to explicitly recommend street trees and 
bio-retention areas as key elements to include in the Landscaping and Furnishing Area of a Public 
Frontage. Screening requirements would be considered during Site Plan review when project-specific 
applications move forward. Site plan considerations would ensure the pedestrian experience in this area 
is prioritized, advancing the goals of the DOZ regulations and downtown New Rochelle as a whole. 
 
Comment 2-3: County sewer impacts 
 
We appreciate work that the City conducted during the construction of previous DOZ developments to 
reduce inflow and infiltration (I&I), and for the upgrades that have been installed within the sewer system 
to manage the increased flow. The City should continue to monitor and address I&I as new developments 
are constructed. We also encourage the City to contact Westchester County DEF to discuss the TDS, in 
order to ensure that sewer capacity is available for the estimated potential development. 
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Response 2-3: Comment noted. The City has been and will continue addressing inflow & infiltration (“I&I”) 
issues identified in the 2015 Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Study, including lining sewers, open-cut repairs to 
existing sewer segments, and manhole repairs. The City is also continuing to coordinate with the Town of 
Mamaroneck, Village of Larchmont, and the Village of Pelham Manor to complete sewer system 
rehabilitation improvements intended to reduce I&I into the sanitary collection system. As discussed in 
the SDGEIS, the 2020 Engineering Design Report for Sanitary Sewer Enhancements concluded that these 
ongoing sewer improvements are anticipated to result in a reduction of between 398,000 gallons per day 
(“gpd”) and 799,000 gpd of extraneous flow from the collection system. Lastly, the 2020 Report indicated 
that the New Rochelle Wastewater Treatment Facility (“WWTF”) had extra flow capacity of approximately 
6.73 MGD.  
 
As development proposals are advanced, applicants would be required to provide site-specific sanitary 
sewer flow information as part of the Site Plan review process, allowing the City to evaluate projected 
wastewater volumes in connection with individual applications. As a reminder, development under the 
DOZ requires the use of high-efficiency water fixtures to conserve water and reduce the volume of 
wastewater discharges.  
 
Westchester County’s Department of Environmental Facilities (“DEF”) provides trunk sewer service and 
wastewater treatment for the City at the New Rochelle WWTF. The City will continue to coordinate with 
DEF, as appropriate, regarding downstream conveyance and treatment capacity as development 
proceeds. As discussed in the SDGEIS, the projected net increase in wastewater generation associated 
with the Proposed Action is approximately 219,192 gallons per day, which the SDGEIS concludes would 
not result in significant adverse wastewater impacts. 
 
Comment 2-4: Green building technology 
 
We commend the City for including new requirements to maintain LEED Silver sustainable development 
standards within new developments in the DOZ. County policy promotes such efforts to raise sustainable 
development standards. 
 
Response 2-4: Comment noted. 
 
3. Andrew Buder, MTA Metro-North Railroad, March 19, 2026  
 
Comment 3-1: 
 
In response to your communication dated December 10, 2025, the MTA on behalf of itself and its agencies 
Metro-North Railroad and MTA Construction & Development, would like to express our appreciation for 
being included at this early stage of the process. The scale of the updates to the proposed Downtown 
Overlay Zones and related provisions – which based on the materials shared is projected to facilitate some 
2,800 additional units -- is an opportunity to build on the City’s work in strengthening the relationship 
between development and transit in the region. While the MTA looks forward to continued engagement 
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throughout the process, as relates to the NOI and EAF, the MTA would like to share the below comments, 
categorized into three overarching categories: 
1. Data requests related to the forthcoming DEIS 
2. Proposed modifications to qualifying Community Benefit Bonus projects 
3. Reminder of necessary coordination with Metro-North Railroad for developments near Metro-North 
Railroad infrastructure 
 
Response 3-1: Comment noted. The City of New Rochelle appreciates partnership with MTA and its 
agencies Metro-North Railroad and MTA Construction & Development, and values continued early 
engagement and coordination with such agencies. Our communication dated December 10th, 2025 was 
intended to provide ample notice to the MTA regarding the Proposed Action and associated SEQR 
documentation, which, at the time, were being developed. 
 
Comment 3-2: Data Requests 
 
MTA would like to request the following analyses be prepared, either as part of the DEIS or in advance of 
its issuance:  
• An estimate of rail trip generation associated with both full build-out and partial build-out (sensitivity 
scenario) of the Downtown Overlay District in New Rochelle.  
• Disaggregated rail ridership projections by terminal and direction, reflecting Metro-North's service 
between New Rochelle and Grand Central Terminal as well as Metro-North's service between New Rochelle 
and Penn Station, New York including: o Inbound flows to Manhattan (with particular attention to impacts 
associated with the four new Bronx stations en route to Penn Station, New York).  
o Outbound flows toward Rye, Port Chester, Greenwich, Stamford, and points further east.  
• A station access and mode-of-arrival analysis to understand how projected users are expected to reach 
the station (walk, bike, bus, drop-off, park-and-ride, etc.).  
 
Response 3-2: We value MTA’s input and the proactive nature of these comments. The DOZ Amendments 
and associated Theoretical Development Scenario (TDS) are generic in nature and do not authorize any 
new development. New development under the DOZ Amendments would be required to go through site-
specific SEQR review as part of site plan approval. The City would continue to refer site-specific 
applications to the MTA when projects are proximate to Metro-North infrastructure. In the SDGEIS, the 
City evaluated transportation-related considerations and potential impacts consistent with SEQRA 
requirements, building on prior Generic Environmental Impact Statements (2015, 2021, and 2024) and 
the established TDS. As a programmatic zoning action (generic in nature), the analysis was conducted at 
an appropriate planning level and does not include site-specific or system-level ridership projections. 
Detailed rail ridership, service planning, and capacity analysis remain within the purview of MTA and 
Metro-North.  
 
The City shares MTA’s goal of maintaining and improving the relationship between land use and transit in 
New Rochelle. DOZ regulations, including the proposed new Pedestrian Way that would connect the DO-
1 zone across from North Avenue to the Transit Center, are supportive of strengthening pedestrian 
connections between the downtown and transit facilities.  
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Expanding upon the DOZ amendments effort, the City is advancing a Transit Center Master Plan to help 
inform priorities in the station area. Station access and connections to the surroundings are some of the 
elements that are being evaluated in the plan to address identified challenges.  
 
Comment 3-3: Proposed modifications to qualifying Community Benefit Bonus projects 
 
Given the unique nature of New Rochelle’s Downtown Overlay District (DOZ) and its stated goal of 
“reestablish[ing] the downtown as a center of vibrancy within a mixed-use, transit-oriented setting,” MTA 
is excited to see New Rochelle engaging in this important update to its Downtown Overlay Zones. To build 
on the City’s strong work, MTA would like to encourage the City of New Rochelle to consider additional 
updates to the existing schedule of permitted Community Development Bonus eligible projects within the 
DOZ, specifically within DO-1 and the “Transit and Parking” category, to expand eligible improvements 
beyond parking improvements with the suggestion to include potential future improvements to existing 
transit facilities or improvements that strengthen connections to and from transit facilities, such as the 
New Rochelle Metro-North station. Eligible improvements could include those performed directly on the 
station itself, or those complementary to transit uses, such as plaza spaces, bike racks, secure bike parking, 
etc. 
 
Response 3-3: Comment noted. We appreciate the suggestion to include transit-supportive 
improvements. The City is supportive of projects that provide improvements to the Transit Center. In one 
occasion, a development applicant near the station has agreed to work with the City on improvements to 
the gateway area to the Transit Center from Station Plaza South. As mentioned in Response 3-2 and in the 
SDGEIS, the City is advancing a Transit Center Master Plan to help inform priorities in and around the 
station area. Community Benefit Bonus contributions are evaluated on a project-by-project basis, and the 
City will continue to consider how these tools align with broader planning efforts in a clear and 
implementable manner. DOZ regulations, including the proposed new Pedestrian Way that would connect 
the DO-1 zone across from North Avenue to the Transit Center, are supportive of strengthening pedestrian 
connections between the downtown and transit facilities.  
 
Comment 3-4: Metro-North Railroad Process Reminder for Development Teams 
 
Finally, the MTA would like to take the opportunity to remind the City of New Rochelle of the following 
general requests of applicants for development proposals around and near Metro-North Railroad 
infrastructure within New Rochelle:  
• All construction proximate to Metro-North infrastructure must be reviewed by Metro-North to determine 
whether an entry permit and insurance coverage are required prior to construction. Full project plans are 
to be submitted to entrypermit@mnr.org for review and determination whether a Metro-North entry 
permit will be required for construction.  
• They need to provide detailed drainage and stormwater management plans, consistent with Metro-
North review expectations for projects within its service territory. Future development must refrain from 
artificially diverting and discharging stormwater runoff onto the MNR right-of-way.  
 
Response 3-4: Comment noted.  
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4. Hailey Pedicano, Cuddy Feder LLP, April 6, 2026 
 
Comment 4:  
 
Our client BRP Properties was approved for a project at 466 Main Street and noticed that a few of the 
zoning map images in the SDGEIS (specifically, PDF page 15) depicted a block in the DOZ as partially DO-
2/DO-3. However, the City amended the Map in 2023 converting this block entirely to DO-2 (…). Relevant 
language: “The block bound by Main Street to the north, Locust Avenue to the east, Clinton place to the 
south, and North Avenue to the west is currently split between DO-2 and DO-3. The proposed amendments 
eliminate the split to place the entire block in DO-2.” 
  
I did some quick research and could not find an action by the City which contradicts the 2023 amendment. 
Additionally, it seems that on separate pages within the SDGEIS (specifically, PDF page 21) the block is 
identified as DO-2 only.  
  
Can you confirm that the representations on Page 15 and anywhere else are oversights by the City (which 
can be corrected) and that the block identified above will remain in the DO-2 consistent with the 2023 
amendment?  
 
Response 4: The split block representation in some of the zoning maps was carried over from the 2021 
SDGEIS by mistake. The entire block as described above in the comment is included in DO-2. The zoning 
map amendment involving the remapping of the DO-3 portion of the split block to DO-2 was adopted on 
March 14, 2023. Figures 1-1, 1-2 and 1-9, repeated in Section 2 as Figures 2-4, 2-5 and 2-10, and again in 
Section 3 as Figure 3.1-4, 3.2-1 and 3.5-1 (and Figure 1 and 2 in the EAF Part I) have been corrected to 
reflect the adopted zoning map boundaries. See Figures 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 in this FGEIS.  
 
5. Stephen Semenza, Public, April 15, 2026 
 
Comment 5-1:  
 
I am not opposed to development. I support smart, responsible growth, and I have seen firsthand some of 
the positive transformation of our downtown. I spend a great deal of time there and value what 
development has brought to our city. 
 
Response 5-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 5-2:  
 
However, I am strongly opposed to the proposed increase of approximately 2,800 additional residential 
units across the downtown overlay districts—particularly the DO1 increase of approximately 1,500 units, 
as well as the expansions in DO3 through DO8. This is simply too much. It is opposed by the majority of 
New Rochelle residents and will ultimately harm and reduce our quality of life. I believe that only those 
involved in development will benefit from this level of overbuilding and overreach. 
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Response 5-2: Comment noted. Parts of this comment are statements of opinion and do not pertain to 
the substance of the environmental analysis contained in the SDGEIS. The Proposed Action includes 
adjustments to the Theoretical Development Scenario (“TDS”), adding approximately 2,800 residential 
units across the DOZ (except in the DO-7 district). It also adjusts the assignment of nonresidential uses, 
which overall would decrease by 890,400 square feet. This more reasonable case scenario better aligns 
with current real estate market trends, observed absorption patterns and lessons learned from prior 
phases of DOZ implementation. The TDS does not prescribe any development but rather represents a 
future development projection that is utilized to evaluate potential environmental impacts resulting from 
the Proposed Action.  The SDGEIS concludes that the proposed DOZ amendments and updated TDS would 
not result in any unmitigated significant adverse impacts for any of the evaluated environmental areas, 
including socioeconomic conditions, urban design, and community character. Also, it is important to note 
that this environmental review is generic in nature, and that the Proposed Action does not propose or 
approve any site-specific development. 
 
Comment 5-3:  
 
According to the City’s own presentation (Page 4), the stated purpose of these amendments is to “respond 
to resident and stakeholder input” and align development with current conditions. However, the 
overwhelming feedback from resident-stakeholders has been opposition to this level of expansion. If the 
purpose is truly to reflect community input, then this proposal clearly fails to do so and should be 
reconsidered. 
 
Response 5-3: The Proposed Action represents a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning framework and 
associated TDS, adjusting development standards and zoning parameters to better align with the 2015 
DOZ vision, which has remained largely unchanged. This is not a significant zoning action like the preceding 
efforts (2015, 2021 and 2024) when the DOZ was created and then significantly expanded to add new DO 
districts. The City is still aiming to achieve the key goals that came out of the prior public engagement 
processes, which were substantial for the 2015, 2021 and 2024 actions, and included crowdsource 
placemaking and online platforms for public feedback such as EngageNR in addition to numerous public 
meetings, workshops, and walking tours. At the same time, the Proposed Action is seeking to address 
recent residents’ feedback, including the desire to have more active retail uses in the core downtown, and 
the need for smaller scale residential development (“missing middle housing”) and more homeownership 
options. 
 
In terms of public engagement requirements, the public review period for the SDGEIS started on February 
17 and lasted through April 24, for a total of 66 days. The SEQR requirement for public review is a minimum 
of 30 days. A public hearing on both the SDGEIS and the proposed Zoning Amendments was held on April 
14, 2026 as required. 
 
Comment 5-4: 
 
From my experience downtown—as a 64-year resident, living in the North End but spending time 
downtown multiple times each week—we are already feeling the strain. Traffic congestion, parking 
limitations, and overcrowding are real concerns. While growth has brought benefits, there is a point where 
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it begins to negatively impact residents’ quality of life, and this proposal appears to exceed that point. In 
my view, the roughly 10,000 units already planned or approved represent the upper limit of what our city 
can reasonably absorb. 
 
I also do not believe the City has the infrastructure or personnel to manage and support development at 
this scale. This is already evident in ongoing congestion, frequent street closures, and limited capacity to 
consistently enforce and implement city regulations. The City does a good job getting projects started but 
struggles with execution and enforcement once buildings are underway or completed. When too much is 
taken on at once, it becomes difficult to manage effectively, in any aspect of life. 
 
Response 5-4: Comment noted. Part of the comment is a statement of opinion and does not pertain to 
the substance of the environmental analysis contained in the SDGEIS. The SDGEIS analyzed potential 
impacts on traffic, community services and impacts related to construction. SEQR regulations (6 NYCRR 
Part 617), and in particular the use of a “Supplemental” DGEIS, are intended to comprehensively assess 
cumulative impacts resulting from the Proposed Action. The studies associated with the SDGEIS are based 
on the proposed updated TDS, which takes into consideration the combined potential development for 
residential and nonresidential uses that the DOZ area is reasonably expected to accommodate in the next 
10 years. The SDGEIS concludes that the proposed DOZ amendments and updated TDS would not result 
in unmitigated significant adverse impacts for any of the evaluated environmental areas, including 
construction and community facilities and services. It also estimates a net reduction in overall vehicle trip 
generation for vehicular traffic of 13% compared to what was anticipated in the 2024 SDGEIS. This is 
because of the reduced estimate of nonresidential uses that is anticipated with the proposed 2026 TDS. 
 
Additionally, the Fair Share Mitigation fees -- which are proposed to be increased by 25% -- associated 
with new development and redevelopment would generate additional funding for the Police Department, 
Fire Department, infrastructure investment (wastewater, stormwater), Public Schools, Recreation and 
other public services to ensure those services will receive necessary upgrades and investment as needed, 
including new staff hires to guarantee enforcement of City regulations.  
 
Comment 5-5: 
 
Additionally, retail development has not succeeded under multiple administrations, regardless of the 
approach taken. While food establishments have done well, retail remains largely absent 
in the downtown area, and construction has driven away several long-standing businesses. 
 
Response 5-5: The City agrees that creating a vibrant retail district is a key priority of DOZ; the proposed 
DOZ amendments are intended to recalibrate standards to better support retail businesses and their 
operations. A change to the proposed zoning included in this SFGEIS would require Storefront Frontages 
along key downtown corridors as illustrated in Section 2.1 and Figure 2-2. Moreover, a new definition of 
Storefront Frontage, as described in this SFGEIS, would prohibit residential uses on the ground floor (with 
the exception of lobby entrances) to further promote commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-
use environment.  With these changes, the City aims to concentrate retail and reinforce a vibrant 
downtown retail district. An additional component of the Proposed Action is to direct large-format retail 
to key downtown locations near transit.  
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Since zoning is only one aspect that affects the attraction of retail uses, the City is also pursuing other 
strategies and policies aimed at improving conditions for retail as part of a comprehensive Downtown 
Retail Strategy. In October 2024, the City adopted the Vanguard Overlay Zone as an amendment to the 
Zoning Code to further economic development initiatives in the core of the City’s downtown. The 
Vanguard Overlay is intended to promote downtown vibrancy by permitting a broader range of 
experiential, cultural, and entertainment-oriented uses in an area supported by existing housing and 
transportation infrastructure. The Vanguard Overlay was expanded in 2025, reflecting a catchment area 
similar to the downtown core where Storefront Frontages would be required under these DOZ 
amendments. Other components of the Downtown Retail Strategy include enhancements to public spaces 
and a Retail Tenant Improvement Fund. The latter applies to businesses or property owners in partnership 
with a prospective business tenant, located within the DOZ. 
 
In terms of construction impacts driving away businesses, these are temporary and localized impacts that, 
as discussed in the SDGEIS, are not anticipated to have long-term negative effects on existing businesses. 
As discussed in the SDGEIS, all building construction is regulated under City Code Chapter 111, requiring 
permits and oversight by the City Department of Buildings. More provisions may apply depending on the 
location of construction sites. The SDGEIS lists all mitigation measures that would adequately mitigate any 
temporary construction impacts. More specific construction management plan requirements would be 
determined during the Site Plan and building permit review processes when a specific development 
application is submitted.  
 
Comment 5-6: 
The overwhelming majority of residents are opposed to this level of expansion. As elected officials, you 
represent the residents of this city. When such strong community opposition exists, it must be taken 
seriously. 
 
I understand it is the role of the Development Department to bring forward ideas and proposals. However, 
it is the responsibility of the Mayor and City Council to represent the residents who elected them to office. 
 
Similar to the City park matter, where there was overwhelming public opposition, it can be frustrating for 
residents to continually fight against their elected officials for proposals that do not reflect the will of the 
community and that many believe will not move the city forward. 
 
I respectfully urge you to reconsider the magnitude of this plan, listen closely to your constituents, and 
pursue a more balanced approach that supports growth without overwhelming our city. 
 
Response 5-6: Comment noted. The City is committed to engaging the public in a dialogue and gathering 
public input and views for important environmental review processes. The City also recognizes that 
residents may hold a range of views regarding different proposals including this Proposed Action. This 
process is a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning framework, not changing the vision and intent of the 
2015 original action and subsequent DOZ amendments. The proposed amendments are minor 
adjustments, not major updates including the establishment of new DO districts, as they were in previous 
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iterations (2015, 2021 and 2024) and are just the continuation of the DOZ approach, which was designed 
to adapt over time to changes in trends, conditions and needs. Refer to Response 5-3.  
 
6. Denis Mironov and Margarita Mironova, Public, April 16, 2026 
 
Comment 6-1:  
I am submitting this formal written comment regarding the Downtown Development Amendment. 
As the recent public hearing clearly demonstrated, the number one issue devastating our 
community is PARKING. Life for residents in New Rochelle is becoming absolutely unbearable, and it 
is entirely due to the City's desire to generate short-term profits at the expense of our daily lives. 
The City has absolutely no right to issue any further construction permits or approve new 
developments until the catastrophic parking waitlist for current residents is resolved. Every single 
night, residents like my wife and me are forced to drive in circles for hours just to find a spot, only to 
walk long distances home in the dark. 
This administration does not feel like a local government that cares about its people; it feels like an 
administration driven solely by financial greed and developers' interests, completely ignoring the 
suffering of the actual taxpayers who live here. 
 
Response 6-1: Comment noted. Amendments to the valet parking regulations are no longer included in 
the Proposed Action and will, along with a set of other comprehensive parking amendments, will be made 
following the final recommendations of a Downtown Parking Study, which is currently underway. In 
general, parking permits for residents (and associated waitlist) are issues outside the scope of the SDGEIS 
and not related to SEQR review. Lastly, the 2015 GEIS, 2021 and 2024 SDGEISs included assessments of 
potential environmental impacts as they relate to parking in the DOZ, and the current SDGEIS uses those 
previous environmental analyses to support the conclusion that no unmitigated significant environmental 
impacts are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.  
 
Comment 6-2: 
 
I demand a formal, written response to each of the following questions: 
What is the total number of people currently on the residential parking waitlist for the zone covering 
50 Clinton Pl? 
What is the exact current waitlist position for my wife and me (Denis Mironov and Margarita 
Mironova), and what is the specific, realistic date when we will receive our parking permits? 
What concrete, immediate actions is the City taking right now to alleviate the nightly parking 
nightmare that forces residents to circle for hours? 
What is the City's long-term, comprehensive strategy to create actual, physical municipal parking 
spaces for existing residents, rather than just making empty promises? 
How can the City ethically and legally justify approving massive new buildings when you have 
fundamentally failed to solve the main pain point (parking) for the residents already living in New 
Rochelle? 
Will the City commit to a complete moratorium on downtown development until a 1:1 parking ratio 
is legally enforced for all new buildings and the current resident waitlist is cleared to zero? 
The current situation is unacceptable. You are destroying the quality of life in this city. I expect clear, 
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direct, and written answers to all six of my questions, not generic bureaucratic deflections. 
 
Response 6-2: Comment noted. See Response 6-1.  
The City recognizes the need to address downtown parking challenges in a comprehensive way, and is 
finalizing a Downtown Parking Study. The City will move forward with a comprehensive set of zoning 
amendments to the parking regulations based on the final parking report once submitted to the City. In 
addition to that, the City is continuously monitoring parking conditions and shortages, and is taking further 
steps to implement improvements where needed. For instance, new parking spaces have become 
available to the public in three separate parking garages within the downtown area, to expand parking 
capacity by 7% and improve convenience to business customers.1F

2 
 
Comment 6-3, submitted as “addendum” to the previous comment sent on April 16.2026 (see 6-1 and 
6-2): 
 
I am writing to add a critical piece of evidence to my previous email submitted today regarding the 
severe parking crisis and the Downtown Development Amendment. 
Please see the attached photo of a parking ticket I received this past weekend at the Prospect 
Municipal Lot. The violation is for "NO PERMIT" with a $50 fine, issued on Sunday, April 19 at 2:23 
AM. 
Here are the exact facts: I parked my car at 1:00 AM on Saturday and left at 5:30 AM on Sunday. I 
parked in a municipal lot right next to my home because I had absolutely nowhere else to leave my 
vehicle. And what does the City do? It fines me for not having the very permit you have refused to 
issue me for over two years! 
This situation is absolutely intolerable. I can no longer accept these excuses, bureaucratic delays, and 
hypocritical policies. You intentionally block my wife and me from getting a permit, force us to circle 
the streets for hours every night, and then penalize us for your own failure to provide adequate 
infrastructure. 
I am officially demanding my residential parking permit immediately. You cannot legally or ethically 
justify penalizing working residents for a problem the City itself created, nor can you continue to 
approve new downtown developments while treating existing taxpayers like an ATM. 
I expect an immediate resolution to my waitlist status, written answers to my previous questions, 
and the cancellation of this unjust ticket. 
 
Response 6-3: This comment does not pertain to the Proposed Action. 
 
7. Sheila Collins, Public, April 16, 2026 
 
Comment 7-1:  
As a long time resident of New Rochelle, I have watched with dismay at the relentless high rise 
development that has turned our downtown into a city I no longer care to shop or dine in. 
Construction has been going on for years. Parking has become more difficult and the kiosks often 
don't work or are hard to use. As a result, I do most of my shopping and dining in Larchmont, where 

 
2 City of New Rochelle Adds 196 New Downtown Parking Spaces • New Rochelle, NY  

https://www.newrochelleny.gov/m/newsflash/home/detail/4033
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the buildings are on a human scale and the parking kiosks are much easier to use. New Rochelle has 
a relatively small footprint and the density has gone overboard. 
 
Response 7-1: Comment noted. See Response 6-2 on parking. Related to the density comment, the 
proposed DOZ amendments and associated TDS estimates do not focus on increasing density. The intent 
of the Proposed Action is to continue to pursue a mixed-use environment and facilitate commercial uses 
and active storefronts in the core downtown, as well as the need for smaller- to middle-scale residential 
development (“missing middle housing”) that may expand homeownership options. Across the DOZ, all 
nonresidential uses are expected to decrease compared to what was estimated in the 2024 TDS. 
Residential units are anticipated to increase, although the increase over the next 10 years is expected to 
be gradual: the approximately 2,800 additional residential units are anticipated to be built over a 10-year 
period. It is important to note that site-specific projects would need to undergo site-specific approvals, 
including site-specific review under SEQR; the SDGEIS does not approve any new site-specific 
development. 
 
As discussed in the SDGEIS, this is a refinement phase of the DOZ to better align development standards 
with demand, responding to issues and missed opportunities observed during the past 10 years of DOZ 
development. The overarching goals of the original DOZ have not changed. 
 
Comment 7-2: 
 
Any future tax breaks should be limited only to projects that provide significant measurable benefit to the 
community and building heights should be reduced to mid-size level. We need more green spaces and 
pedestrian friendly streets, not more high rises! 
 
Response 7-2: Comment noted. Tax break considerations are outside the scope of the SEQR review. The 
Proposed Action involves the adoption of DOZ amendments and updated TDS. No determination 
regarding tax abatements has been made, as site-specific development proposals cannot be advanced 
absent the amendment. Following adoption of the revised zoning, each development application will be 
subject to site-specific review, and abatements, if any, would be considered by the New Rochelle Industrial 
Development Agency (IDA) or other taxing jurisdiction at that time.  
 
The DOZ form-based code intends to improve pedestrian conditions and public realm. This goal has not 
changed with the proposed DOZ amendments. The inclusion of a new “Pedestrian Way Required” in the 
DO-1 core downtown, as well as modifications to the definition of the “Contiguous Public Frontage” type, 
are expected to positively affect the public realm to further reinforce a pedestrian-focused DOZ. 
Additionally, the Community Benefit Bonus fees attached to the DOZ bonus height can contribute, among 
other elements, to the incorporation of meaningful green elements (green roofs, etc.), provision of open 
space, and creation of pedestrian passages. Lastly, in response to public comments, this SFGEIS 
incorporates further zoning changes to increase the greenery requirements, such as a new requirement 
of 30% planting and/or green infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street trees and bio-
retention areas along Public Frontages. 
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The proposed DOZ amendments are also intended to promote the redevelopment of small sites with mid-
rise buildings (4-6 stories). This is sought through increasing the bonus height for Development Standard 
1 (the smallest lot size option in DOZ) in specific DO zones that would benefit from this infill housing 
typology.  
 
8. Editors of NewRoAR News, April 17, 2026 
 
The commenter sent two articles attached to an email, requesting to be “added to the record for public 
comment on the SDGS and the proposed Downtown Overlay Zone zoning amendment.” The first article is 
numbered “8a” and the second one “8b”. 
 
Article 8a: April 7, 2026, titled “Will Amended Redevelopment Plans Change Policy to Address 
Community Needs?”, with a subtitle “Or will we see only more unenforceable “guidelines” and 
“goals”?” 
 
Comment 8a-1:  
 
On Tuesday, April 14, at 7:00pm, the City Council will hold a public hearing on proposed amendments to 
the Downtown Overlay Zone (DOZ) to allow for the addition of another 2,800 units of housing, among 
other things. 
 
When the city first took steps to open the downtown to development in 2015, New Rochelle Against 
Racism (New RoAR) and other community and labor groups advocated for a robust, legally-binding 
Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) with Master Developer RDRXR (now RXR), including guarantees of 
hiring local union labor with apprenticeship opportunities for residents, significant deeply affordable 
housing, protection for local residents against displacement by new development,  a new community 
center with youth programming, and adequate green space.  
 
The proposed Community Benefits Agreement for Equitable Development gained the most number of 
“likes” on the city’s 2015 NR Future “crowdsourced placemaking” survey. Despite this, it was rejected. 
 
Instead, with their very limited vision of “community benefits,” the then City Council established a 
Community Benefits Bonuses and Funds Policy that included very little of what the public sought through 
a legally binding CBA. 
 
Response 8a-1: Comment noted. The comment is a review of the 2015 DOZ process, including New RoAR’s 
suggestions at the time, therefore it is outside the scope of this Proposed Action. The “guarantees” listed 
in the comment above (and in the table in the following comment) as part of a desired Community 
Benefits Agreement were never adopted.  
 
Elements such as affordable housing provisions, protections against displacement and provision of green 
space are evaluated on a site-by-site basis when development applications are reviewed during site plan 
review. The City also requires that a minimum of 10% of new residential development to be affordable, 
targeting affordability levels at 70% of Area Median Income (AMI) as the baseline, with a sliding scale 
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option for deeper affordability levels. Moreover, through the DOZ’s Community Benefit Bonus program, 
developers can opt to exceed the 10% affordability requirement or deepen affordability levels in exchange 
for a height bonus. Since the adoption of the DOZ, the City has generated closer to 20% of affordable 
housing and deeper affordability levels. 
 
As it pertains to the comment on green space, this SFGEIS includes further zoning amendments to increase 
the greenery requirements in public spaces, such as a new requirement of 30% planting and/or green 
infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street trees and bio-retention areas along Public 
Frontages. 
 
Comment 8a-2: 
 

HOW MUCH OF THE 2015 PROPOSED COMMUNITY BENEFITS AGREEMENT HAS NEW ROCHELLE ACHIEVED? 
  

PROPOSED ACHIEVED 

Affordable Housing 

1. Raise the minimum percentage of required affordable housing for all new 
residential developments (New Rochelle currently has a 10% minimum. NYC 
currently has a 20% minimum) 

No 

2. The affordable/low income housing units should be included in the new 
developments rather than concentrated and isolated 

Affordable/low income units 
were segregated in the past, 
but this practice will no longer 
be allowed 

3. Affordable housing payments to an affordable housing fund may not be 
deferred by RDRXR [developer] 

No 

4. Low Income Housing income should be clearly defined (distinctly from 
Affordable Housing), and provisions should be made to meet LIH 
requirements 

Developers are permitted to 
provide fewer than 10% 
affordable units if they are 
more deeply affordable; few 
units are affordable at any 
level  

Protecting Residents and Small Businesses 

1. Policies to minimize increases in rents and gentrification in areas 
surrounding new development 

No 

2. Policies to protect small businesses from increased rents and new, larger 
competitors 

No 

3. Policies to prevent Broken Windows Policing, and the exclusion of 
homeless and low-income people from newly developed areas 

Yes 
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Local Hire 

1. A commitment to employing New Rochelle residents in the construction, 
maintenance, and retail jobs that the development creates 

No. Policy sets goals but does 
not require developers to meet 
them, thus making the policy 
ineffective 

2. A policy that includes the hiring of formerly incarcerated people No 

3. Connecting residents to training and apprenticeship programs designed to 
create long-term careers as opposed to short-term jobs 

No ongoing apprenticeship 
programs. In 2025, city started 
tracking job retention 
information for training 
programs. The data for that 
one year has not been shared 
publicly yet. 

4. Committing to contracting Minority & Women Owned Business 
Enterprises 

No. Policy sets goals but does 
not require developers to meet 
them, thus making the policy 
ineffective 

5. Establish a Chief Diversity Officer position responsible for implementing 
the tenets of the local hire policy as outlined above 

No 

Living Wage Requirements 

1. All RDRXR [developer] contract workers will be guaranteed a livable wage No 

2. A living wage will be guaranteed to the employees of RDRXR [developer] 
commercial development property tenants 

No 

3. RDRXR [developer] will establish a fund to assist small businesses in 
providing livable wages to their employees 

No 

Union Construction 

1. To ensure the development is built right, built safe, and built on time, all 
construction jobs must be done with union labor 

No 

2. To ensure good wages, benefits and working conditions, all building 
maintenance jobs in the RDRXR [developer] development will be union jobs 

No 

Community Space & Educational Youth Programs 

1. RDRXR [developer] will create truly public community and green spaces for 
all people to enjoy freely without the prerequisite of purchasing goods or 
services 

No 
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2. The community space will include a youth center built for and 
administered by the New Rochelle Parks & Recreation and the Youth Bureau 
and designated for youth development activities such as My Brother’s Keeper 
and the Youth Police Initiative 

No 

3. RDRXR [developer] will fund a predetermined amount of operating capital 
for this space and these initiatives 

No 

 
Response 8a-2: Comment noted. The left column of the table contains a list of desired guarantees that 
the NewRoAR group advocates for. It does not state policies that are currently in place or contemplated 
with the Proposed Action. The City appreciates the input from New RoAR; however this list of actions (or 
desires) is outside the scope of the Proposed Action, which advances modifications and adjustments to 
the existing DOZ zoning regulatory framework.   
 
Comment 8a-3: 
 
The bonuses have allowed developers to gain up to a 20% increase in building heights. 
 
Response 8a-3: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 8a-4: 
 
When asked about meeting the wishes of the public as expressed in the 2015 CBA, the city cites a number 
of steps taken to address community concerns. 
 
The City Council could adopt legally binding policy changes that will result in finally delivering union jobs, 
apprenticeship opportunities, truly affordable housing, and more as part of their amending the 
development plan. They will decide in the coming weeks whether to do so. 
 
Response 8a-4: Comment noted. The proposed DOZ amendments include targeted zoning map and 
zoning text modifications that are aimed at refining development standards, frontage requirements and 
definitions to support large-format retail configurations in selected areas and to encourage “missing 
middle” housing forms through adjustments to Development Standards 1. The Proposed Action will also 
slightly expand the DO-8 area and adjust certain zoning requirements and standards in parts of the DO-8, 
DO-5, DO-2, and DO-1 districts. The Proposed Action does not involve changes to affordable housing 
requirements, protection policies for displacement, local hiring or union jobs requirements, or 
implementation of Community Space & Educational Youth Programs.  
 
Article 8b: April 13, 2026, titled “Opportunities for New Rochelle Residents and Businesses”. 
 
Comment 8b-1:  
 
Last year was another dismal year for New Rochelle residents seeking a fair return on their investments in 
the downtown development when measured by the number of jobs, the quality of those jobs, and local 
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business contracts with developers, according to data provided to the city by developers and the First 
Source job referral center. 
 
As the City Council works to amend the development blueprint, residents are hoping they will strengthen 
existing policies and adopt new ones to ensure the tax breaks and the sale of municipal property to 
developers results in tangible improvements to their lives. 
 
The New Rochelle Industrial Development Agency (IDA) — whose mission is to “provide business support 
through financial assistance and tax incentives to eligible projects in order to promote economic vitality 
and prosperity, as well as recreational opportunities for the entire New Rochelle community” — has doled 
out hundreds of millions of dollars in tax breaks. Residents are wondering where is the prosperity for the 
community? 
 
Response 8b-1: Comment noted. The New Rochelle IDA is the entity responsible for establishing policies 
related to financial assistance and tax incentives for development projects. The Proposed Action does not 
involve any changes related to IDA policies and procedures. Rather, the Proposed Action involves the 
adoption of DOZ amendments and an updated TDS, which is a generic, regulatory change that does not 
authorize any development. Also refer to Response 7-2. 
 
Comment 8b-2: 
 
In 2016 the City Council unanimously adopted the Economic Opportunity and Non-Discrimination Policy 
(EONDP) to “ensure that city residents and historically underrepresented communities have access to” 
opportunities “generated by the redevelopment.” It established goals for developers to meet and requires 
them to report annually on how they are doing in meeting those goals, which include: 

• “at least 20% of the work hours” be done by “qualified and/or trained” New Rochelle Residents 
• having apprentices do 1,000 hours of work for every 20,000 hours worked building a project  
• “awarding 20% of the dollar value of subcontracts for construction work” to local businesses by 

each prime contractor. 
 
If these goals were being met, today there would be hundreds more New Rochelle residents working in the 
downtown, scores of new union apprentices with lifelong careers in construction, and numerous local 
businesses with significant contracts for the building and maintenance of the new projects. 
 
Because the policy’s goals are only aspirational, not required, they are, once again, far from being met. 
 
Developers reported that far less than 20% of work hours went to targeted workers, far fewer than 20% 
of construction contracts were awarded to New Rochelle-based subcontractors, and only a few apprentices 
had the opportunity to work in 2025, despite hundreds of thousands of construction hours being reported. 
 
Since its adoption, advocates for changing the EONDP policy to make it more effective have encouraged 
the City to change the policy wording “shall make affirmative efforts” and “shall make good faith efforts” 
to read “shall be required,” and adding “project labor agreements” as a requirement for developers who 
seek public investment through the IDA. 
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Without making this a requirement, New Rochelle’s dismal job creation per IDA tax break will not change. 
As reported by the NYS Comptroller’s office, from 2021-2023, New Rochelle taxpayers paid almost $1.5 
million for every job created by the NR IDA. By comparison, the average cost for every job created by the 
Mid-Hudson Region IDAs was $5,210. 
 

 
While no developer comes anywhere near meeting the City’s goals to deliver good jobs and contracts for 
local businesses, standouts in their failures include those that have made the most of the development 
opportunities provided by the rezoning of the downtown. 
 
Regarding employment for New Rochelle residents, the First Source Referral Center, which provides job 
placement services for residents, reported placing 434 residents in parttime and full-time jobs in 2025 with 
an average hourly wage of $21.53/hour. 
 
Of these, 168 were construction-related job placements, an increase from previous years. However, as in 
previous years, these are poverty wage jobs. For example, the Cappelli Organization and BRP, two major 
downtown developers, reported paying between $20-$25/hour. 
 
According to the Massachusetts Institute of Technology living wage calculator, a single adult with no 
children living in Westchester County needs to earn $35.72/hour to avoid poverty. Two working adults with 
one child would each need to make $31.49/hour to stay out of poverty. 
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The widely used living wage calculator determines the minimum employment earnings needed to meet 
basic needs — such as housing, food, childcare, and healthcare — based on location and family size. 
 
Anchin, a firm hired by the city to see how developers are complying with the goals of the EONDP, is 
expected to make its report for 2025 to the IDA at its May or June meeting. 
 
Meanwhile, residents are hopeful the City Council will take action as they amend development plans to 
address the failures of the previous council and administration to equitably deliver tangible benefits of the 
downtown redevelopment. 
 
Response 8b-2: Comment noted. Changes to the Economic Opportunity and Non-Discrimination Policy 
(EONDP) are not contemplated in the Proposed Action. 
 
9. Kelley Gill, Public, April 20, 2026 
 
Comment 9-1:  
 
I am submitting my concerns in writing regarding the city’s continuous plan to build with little apparent 
consideration for downtown residents. A council meeting I attended supported my assertion as the project 
was approved with a vote behind closed doors and several members not even present. Additionally, few 
questions were asked to clarify what was observed to be the developer’s overly positive portrayal of their 
project while ignoring relevant and important questions regarding the impact the newest proposed 
monstrosity will have on the community. Also, I learned in the meeting that this project is the fourth 
building of this developer, and I am sure none of those benefitting from these projects actually live in their 
buildings or even downtown at all! Perhaps to earn all their tax breaks, this should be required. 
 
Response 9-1: Comment noted. The comment is not pertinent to the SDGEIS for the proposed DOZ 
amendments and updated TDS as it does not relate to the substance of the environmental analysis 
contained in the SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 9-2: 
 
I moved to New Rochelle in November of 2019 and since that time, I have counted twelve new buildings 
and believe I likely missed a few. I find this outrageous and excessive particularly as a downtown resident. 
I have resided in Shearwood Station since moving here. Just from my window, I have seen five buildings 
erected, quickly occluding the beautiful view of the Long Island Sound. The changes in the past six years 
have been startling for downtown residents. The change is palpable and yet, there appears to be no end 
in sight with over 5000 residential units completed or under construction.  
 
Response 9-2: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 9-3: 
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This number is outrageous and as this total came close to the original plan of 5,080 units, city council has 
approved 3,371 units and 1,500 “reserved” on top of that and then propose to raise it by another 2,800 
units! It is very clear that city hall considers supporting the developers over the experience of its residents, 
which is unacceptable as you work for us, not them. The city loves to keep talking about the fact that 
they're building condos now in one of the buildings (Stella 2), but that's only 126 Condos of over 5,000 
units which equates to nothing at 2.4% with 16% labeled as affordable.  For the residents who do not 
qualify for “affordable” living, the market value for these luxury rentals is astronomical which has impacts 
for the local economy. 
 
Response 9-3: Comment noted. The estimated 2,800 residential units added in the 2026 Theoretical 
Development Scenario (TDS) across the DO Zones establishes a reasonable estimated development 
outcome which serves for the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. These updated numbers are 
not a reflection of the City pursuing denser residential development, as this is not the intention of the 
DOZ amendments. The TDS only serves to establish a reasonable estimated development impact, over the 
next 10 years, based on which potential environmental impacts are assessed for SEQR purposes. The 
Proposed Action does not advance or approve any site-specific development. Refer to Response 7-1.  
 
Comment 9-4: 
 
Given New Rochelle’s current density and struggles of all residents that already reside downtown, which 
are numerous, I am a strong supporter of a moratorium on ALL building in the city until research has been 
conducted on the environmental and quality of life impacts on current residents. Your cited environmental 
studies show that the proposed unit limits will have a minimal impact, but they are all based on models 
which is very different from real lived experiences downtown which absolutely do not reflect what the 
models are saying.  
 
Response 9-4: Comment noted. The Proposed Action involves refinements to the DOZ regulations and 
associated TDS to better align with current market trends and observed development patterns. The 
modifications serve to recalibrate some standards and regulations to better achieve the stated goals of 
the DOZ. The SDGEIS serves to assess potential environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed 
Action. The analyses included in the SDGEIS have been conducted in accordance with SEQR. The findings 
of those environmental analyses conclude that the proposed amendments would not result in 
unmitigated significant adverse impacts. In some cases, mitigation measures have also been identified. It 
is important to note that site-specific projects would need to undergo site-specific approvals, including 
site-specific review under SEQR; the SDGEIS does not approve any new site-specific development. 
 
It is an integral part of the DOZ original intent and mechanism to periodically refine zoning standards and 
development assumptions to facilitate a responsive redevelopment strategy. Had the City not engaged in 
this refinement process in the form of proposed zoning amendments and TDS updates, the current DOZ 
framework would have continued to work under the existing DOZ regulations and thresholds without 
updated environmental analyses or opportunities for public input.  
 
Comment 9-5: 
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Currently, noise pollution, congestion, overcrowding, lack of parking, and an uptick in violent crime is not 
being appropriately and adequately considered. Additionally, there appears to be little concern in 
preserving our historic buildings that give our downtown character and uniqueness. The green space is 
dwindling with the constant building and changing the entire landscape and skyline of New Rochelle.  
 
Response 9-5: Comment noted. See Response 9-4. The mentioned environmental impacts have all been 
considered during the preparation of the SDGEIS. See Section 3 of the SDGEIS. The Fair Share Mitigation 
fund was established to provide funds for community services, infrastructure and capital improvements 
that would ensure impacts from new construction and growth would be minimized. Additionally, the 
Community Benefit Bonus fees attached to the DOZ bonus height can contribute, among other elements, 
to the incorporation of meaningful green elements (green roofs, etc.), provision of open space, and 
historic preservation efforts. Lastly, this SFGEIS incorporates further zoning changes to increase the 
greenery requirements in public spaces, such as a new requirement of 30% planting and/or green 
infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street trees and bio-retention areas along Public 
Frontages. 
 
Comment 9-6: 
 
The complete and utter lack of adequate parking continues to plague New Rochelle. And it is irresponsible 
to even consider adding another high rise as it is already impossible to travel through downtown due to 
the rerouting from constant ongoing construction, people double-parked due to no choice, and the traffic 
entering and exiting all the buildings. The stressed traffic patterns are already ineffective in managing the 
flow as it is, more construction will only exacerbate this issue. 
 
Response 9-6: Comment noted. For parking challenges, see Response 6.2. Construction impacts resulting 
from the Proposed Action are temporary and localized, and are not anticipated to have significant adverse 
impacts on the environment. All building construction is regulated under City Code Chapter 111, requiring 
permits and oversight by the City Department of Buildings. Section 3.6 of the SDGEIS contains an analysis 
of such potential impacts. Mitigation measures have been identified for adequately mitigate any 
temporary, short-term construction impacts, such as the requirement of a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, on a case-by-case basis, once site-specific applications are submitted. 
 
Comment 9-7: 
 
The noise pollution is constant with construction, frustrated drivers, and emergency vehicles; while the 
dust, poor air quality, and eyesore of construction equipment continue to increase. The roads are riddled 
with large potholes which should be more concerning to city hall than the constant erecting of unneeded 
high-rise buildings and the resulting negative effects to downtown residents. 
 
Response 9-7: Comment noted. See Response 9.6. 
 
Comment 9-8: 
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The lack of retail development that would attract visitors and should be a focus of development apparently 
is not as the focus instead seems to be on building more residential developments supporting corporations 
without any apparent concern for the existing residents or the environment. The downtown retail is limited 
and abysmal resembling more of a depressing area rather than a vibrant city.  
 
Response 9-8: Comment noted. The City agrees that attracting retail is a key priority of the DOZ; the 
proposed DOZ amendments are intended to recalibrate standards to better support retail businesses and 
their operations. Changes included in this SFGEIS would require Storefront Frontages along key downtown 
corridors as illustrated in Section 2.1 and Figure 2-2. Moreover, a new definition of Storefront Frontage, 
as described in this SFGEIS, would prohibit residential uses on the ground floor (with the exception of 
lobby entrances) to further promote commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-use environment.  
An additional component of the Proposed Action is to direct large-format retail to key downtown locations 
near transit.  
 
Since zoning is only one aspect that affects the attraction of retail uses, the City is also pursuing further 
strategies and policies aimed at improving conditions for retail as part of a comprehensive Downtown 
Retail Strategy. In October 2024, the City adopted the Vanguard Overlay Zone as an amendment to the 
Zoning Code to further economic development initiatives in the core of the City’s downtown. The 
Vanguard Overlay is intended to promote downtown vibrancy by permitting a broader range of 
experiential, cultural, and entertainment-oriented uses in an area supported by existing housing and 
transportation infrastructure. The Vanguard Overlay was expanded in 2025, reflecting a catchment area 
similar to the downtown core where Storefront Frontages would be required under these DOZ 
amendments. Other components of the Downtown Retail Strategy include enhancements to public spaces 
and a Retail Tenant Improvement Fund. The latter applies to businesses or property owners in partnership 
with a prospective business tenant, located within the DOZ. 
 
Comment 9-9: 
 
With all the proposed building, there will also be a need for increased police, fire, and other supportive 
staff to accommodate additional residents. I have heard nothing from the city on how emergency services 
will be impacted by additional residents and congested roadways. Again, this increases the already 
intolerable noise pollution and above-mentioned concerns and comes as a significant cost to taxpayers. 
 
Response 9-9: Comment noted. Section 3.3 of the SDGEIS provides an overview of existing conditions and 
an analysis of potential impacts, as a result of this Proposed Action, for service providers. Although no 
significant adverse impacts have been identified in the SDGEIS, mitigation measures for service providers 
have been provided.  
 
The City’s services providers have been engaged in this process to understand their concerns and latest 
needs. A Fire Department letter and corresponding responses are included in Comment/Response 1.  As 
discussed in the SDGEIS, the Police and Fire Departments will have the opportunity to provide further 
input on site- and project-specific development plans, thereby allowing for the identification of any 
additional site-specific mitigation measures that may be necessary. Lastly, the Fair Share Mitigation Fund, 
as well as additional property tax revenues, generated from new development and redevelopment will 



 Supplemental FGEIS 2026 DOZ Amendments   3.0 Comments and Responses on the SDGEIS 

  3-27 

provide additional funding for the Police and Fire Departments to adequately plan for future staff and/or 
equipment needs. 
 
Comment 9-10: 
 
Finally, as New Rochelle’s moniker is the “Queen City of the Sound,” why does it seem all efforts by city 
hall are to occlude our beautiful location and view of the sound in favor of supporting the projects of 
developers? Please consider the quality of life of your current residents and address these problems before 
turning your focus to acquiring new ones. 
 
Response 9-10: Comment noted. The comment is a statement of opinion and does not pertain to the 
substance of the environmental analysis contained in the SDGEIS. For the proposed DOZ amendments, 
the City analyzed potential environmental impacts under the SEQR framework, including visual resources.  
 
10. Jenny Freeman, Public, April 22, 2026 
 
Comment 10-1:  
 
I have not yet encountered a New Rochelle resident in favor of continuing the overlay zone/ 
expedited development program. My vote is to terminate it. 
 
Response 10-1: Comment noted. The comment is a statement of opinion and does not pertain to the 
substance of the environmental analysis contained in the SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 10-2:  
 
Its hard to imagine that the $20M value floated that might supplement New Ro's budget will have any sort 
of counter weight impact to the deleterious impact of more high rise construction. 
 
Its time to pause and see how the neighborhoods adjust to the currently approved new buildings. 
 
Response 10-2: Comment noted. The SDGEIS analyzed potential environmental impacts that could occur 
as a result of the Proposed Action. SEQR regulations, and in particular the use of a “Supplemental” DGEIS, 
are intended to comprehensively assess cumulative impacts resulting from the Proposed Action. The 
studies associated with the SDGEIS are based on the proposed updated TDS, which takes into 
consideration the combined potential development for residential and nonresidential uses that the DOZ 
area is reasonably expected to accommodate in the next 10 years. The SDGEIS concludes that the 
proposed DOZ amendments and updated TDS would not result in any unmitigated significant adverse 
impacts for any of the evaluated environmental areas. 
 
Comment 10-3:  
 
Something is terribly wrong with a process that does not allow for input from the residents. 
Let's change that policy! 



 Supplemental FGEIS 2026 DOZ Amendments   3.0 Comments and Responses on the SDGEIS 

  3-28 

 
Response 10-3: Comment noted. See Response 5-3. In terms of public engagement requirements, the 
public review period for the SDGEIS started on February 17 and lasted through April 24, for a total of 66 
days. The SEQR requirement for public review of a SDGEIS is a minimum of 30 days. A public hearing was 
held on both the SDGEIS and proposed zoning text ad map amendments on April 14, 2026 as required. 
 
Comment 10-4: 
 
Would it be possible to share the incentives to continue to pus additional expedited development? Haven't 
we exceeded our original goals? 
 
Response 10-4: Comment noted. The DOZ framework and subsequent amendments, including this 
Proposed Action, have always been intended to adapt to evolving needs and updated conditions, 
reinforcing the flexible approach that is a key aspect of the DOZ. The overarching goal of the DOZ is to 
create a mixed-use, vibrant downtown that balances different uses while leveraging great transit access. 
These amendments are responding to changing conditions and lessons learned from the past 10 years of 
DOZ implementation, rebalancing anticipated land uses (through an updated TDS) to align with current 
market demands.  
 
11. Diane Negvesky, Public, April 22, 2026 
 
Comment 11-1:  
 
I’ve nearly moved from New Rochelle, my home for nearly 50 years, due to downtown haphazard 
development. 
 
Response 11-1: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 11-2:  
 
1). Why was no reputable urban planner overseeing or involved in what has been, or will still be 
built? What are the credentials of those overseeing development? 
 
Response 11-2: This comment is outside the scope of the Proposed Action and associated SDGEIS. The 
Proposed Action does not advance or approve any specific development. Additionally, multiple certified 
planning professionals, licensed engineers, and City personnel have been involved throughout the more 
than 10-year planning process and continue to be involved at the various stages of a project application 
before approval or denial of such application.  
 
Development applications follow a specific process that involves several steps to ensure codes compliance 
and best practices before a project receives all the necessary approvals. It begins with pre-application 
meetings with the Department of Development, before an application is submitted to the Building 
Department for zoning compliance. If compliant with zoning, the Building Department sends a referral to 
the Planning Board to begin the site plan review process. Project plans and drawings are distributed to 
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departments staff and committees, including Development, Public Works, Peer Architectural Review 
Committee, Fire Department, etc., for code compliance. Simultaneously, the SEQR site-specific process is 
also reviewed by planning staff and outside consultants. The site plan review process involves a 
presentation to the Planning Board, two rounds of comments, and eventually a public hearing on the 
project. Only then would a development application be able to receive the permits and approvals to begin 
construction. 
 
Comment 11-3: 
 
2). Why was no period for public comment given before we arrived at this juncture? I hope a good 
long look into the futures takes place before more development happens. 
 
Response 11-3: Comment noted. See Response 5-3. SEQR specifies processes and timeframes for public 
input. The public review period for this SDGEIS followed SEQR requirements, offering a 66 day public 
review period (minimum required is 30 days) which included a public hearing on April 14. 
 
Had the City not engaged in this refinement process in the form of proposed zoning amendments and TDS 
updates, the current DOZ framework would have continued to operate under the existing DOZ regulations 
and thresholds without updated environmental analyses or opportunities for public input.  
 
Comment 11-4: 
 
3). Will the city compensate the homeowners whose property values will plummet due to the awkward 
and bizarre placement of huge towers in residential neighborhoods? Were the home owners even 
informed? 
 
Response 11-4: Comment noted. This comment is outside the scope of the Proposed Action and 
associated SDGEIS and does not pertain to the substance of the environmental analysis contained in the 
SDGEIS.  
 
Comment 11-5: 
 
4). I’ve read that management companies have fled from some of the buildings. Can the city look 
into this? It’s dangerous. 
 
Response 11-5: Comment noted. This comment is outside the scope of the Proposed Action and 
associated SDGEIS and does not pertain to the substance of the environmental analysis contained in the 
SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 11-6: 
 
5). If you look at surrounding downtown areas, none look as bizarre as downtown New Rochelle. 
Building in other localities is done with an eye to creating a cohesive whole, not mismatched in color, 
height and style, various structures strewn across the landscape. It’s been a hey day and a free for 
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all for developers and a huge loss for taxpayers. 
 
Response 11-6: Comment noted. The comment is a statement of opinion and is outside the scope of the 
Proposed Action. Refer to Response 11-2 for how development applications are evaluated, including a 
review from the Peer Architectural Review Committee which is responsible for advising the Planning 
Board on urban design elements, facade aesthetics, and building elevations for major developments. 
 
Comment 11-7: 
 
6). Is an anchor commercial company being sought so the downtown is not just rentals? Is there 
any space suitable for offices? Why not? 
 
Response 11-7: Comment noted. The DOZ vision remains to create a vibrant, mixed-use environment in 
the downtown. The proposed DOZ amendments, and the whole DOZ framework, allow for a wide variety 
of uses in the DOZ, including offices. The proposed TDS allocates over 380,000 square feet of office space 
across the DOZ. Zoning, however, is only one aspect that affects the location and attraction of certain 
uses; real estate market dynamics influence the actual development outcomes. The Proposed Action 
involves modifications to the Code that are part of the existing DOZ framework. It does not involve seeking 
anchor commercial companies nor dictating the development of rental buildings.  
 
Comment 11-8:  
 
7). Just rentals causes an influx of people not serious about investing in our city. Trump Tower 
houses investors since the units are condominiums. Why did the city choose to create only sky high 
rentals? 
 
Response 11-8: Comment noted. The tenure type of residential development is not dictated by the City 
or the zoning regulations. Additionally, the TDS includes the allocation of 500 condominium units, 300 
that can be used in DO 1-6, 100 in DO-7, and 100 in DO-8. Through the addition of the condominium units, 
the City seeks to incentivize the development of for-sale units.  
 
Comment 11-9: 
 
8). Why was not a mix of mid rise buildings considered, particularly in the areas near houses. 
 
Response 11-9: Comment noted. The Proposed Action is advancing changes intended to promote the 
redevelopment of small sites with mid-rise buildings (4-6 stories). This is pursued through increasing the 
bonus height for Development Standard 1 (the smallest lot size option in DOZ) in specific DO zones (DO-2 
through D-6 and DO-8). 
 
12. Shelley Berlincourt, Resident, April 23, 2026 
 
Comment 12-1:  
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I have been following the development for downtown during the 11 years I have lived in New 
Rochelle. Almost the entirety of the development so far has been high-rise apartment buildings. 
I know the stated goal was to increase the number of rental units available. Note that the vast share 
of these are luxury--not realistically affordable--units. Fine. The NYC realtors have had their way. 
But it is time for the high-rises to STOP. 
 
Response 12-1: Comment noted. The City requires that a minimum of 10% of new residential 
development to be affordable, targeting affordability levels at 70% of Area Median Income (AMI) as the 
baseline, with a sliding scale option for deeper affordability levels. Moreover, through the Community 
Benefit Bonus program, developers can opt to exceed the 10% affordability requirement or deepen 
affordability levels in exchange for a height bonus. Since the adoption of the DOZ, the City has generated 
closer to 20% of affordable housing and deeper affordability levels.  
 
Comment 12-2:  
 
I say this because the working class people of New Rochelle (like myself) who use the downtown frequently 
and enjoy its charm have been putting up with seeing commercial rents increase to the point that many 
small businesses have had to close. You lure all these residents here, but stifle small businesses for them 
to enjoy. It is time for the residents of New Rochelle to see some benefits from development such as: 

• Subsidies for small businesses on their rent downtown 
• More public greenspaces and parks 
• Bicycle lanes 

With the many talented musicians living in New Rochelle, downtown could support small live music venues. 
With subsidized rents, downtown could also house more small businesses such as retail and other spaces. 
Let's make sure the Poet's Corner and other community spots can afford to remain. 
 
Response 12-2: Comment noted. The vision of the DOZ remains to create a vibrant, mixed-use 
environment in the downtown. DOZ regulations allow a wide range of commercial uses. This includes 
small businesses, which the City consider a big asset of the downtown. The increase in downtown 
residents is expected to bring new patrons that support local businesses. Also see Response 9-8 for 
changes to Storefront requirements and downtown retail strategies and available programs.  
 
Zoning is only one aspect that affects the use of land; real estate market dynamics and the rise of online 
shopping influence the actual outcomes. Subsidies for small businesses to pay their rent are not included 
in the Proposed Action. However, Community Benefit Bonus (CBB) Fund revenues may be used to develop 
and administer a program that seeks to help small businesses. The CBB has helped fund Downtown Retail 
Strategy programs such as the Vanguard and Retail Tenant Improvement Fund. 
 
In terms of more public greenspaces and parks, the Community Benefit Bonus fees attached to the DOZ 
bonus height can contribute, among other elements, to the incorporation of meaningful green elements 
(green roofs, etc.) and provision of open space. The nature of the DOZ form-based code also emphasizes 
the pedestrian experience, providing a pedestrian-supportive urban form with civic space design and 
other standards. Lastly, in response to public comments, this SFGEIS incorporates further zoning changes 
to increase the greenery requirements, such as a new requirement of 30% planting and/or green 
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infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street trees and bio-retention areas along Public 
Frontages. 
 
The inclusion of bike lanes is considered by the City on a regular basis, in alignment with planned road 
improvements and Complete Street policy priorities. This is not within the scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
13. Thandiwe Dee Watts-Jones, Public, April 23, 2026 
 
Comment 13-1:  
 
For over a year, I’ve witnessed, listened to others, and conveyed my thoughts to the current City Council, 
and to the Planning Board, once headed by Sara Dobbs-Brown, Esq. Her tenure ended shortly after the 
approval of 570 Main St, a 500+unit, 28 story building. In an earlier speech before the City Council, I noted 
her as the only person in the year-long effort to get a pause in any further DOZ2 development, including 
570 Main Street, who conveyed that our concerns as residents and employees of downtown matter. They 
were worth her time to hear, and in her judgment, worth the developer’s time to address. I said then that 
her thoughtful, open-minded approach would likely be “gone” going forward. 
 
Careless. This is the word that most captures for me the way the City Council, headed by the Mayor of New 
Rochelle, and the Planning Board, approach and carry out their duties in NR government in relation to 
development. The Planning Board does not function independent of the City Council, and under City Council 
leadership, both government bodies have demonstrated a “could care less” stance about the density of so 
many high-rises in such a small area, and their impact. The City Council promoted the practice of far 
exceeding the initial unit limits for DOZ2 and now seeks to officially expand them further.   
 
Ten years into this rampant development, the City Council’s actions are careless when it comes to the 
community’s experience and concerns about the incessant building. These have been vocalized to you on 
many occasions, (…). 
 
Response 13-1: Comment noted. Most of the statement does not pertain to the Proposed Action. In DO-
2, only 200 units have been allocated in the proposed 2026 TDS. It is noted that within the DO-2 District, 
there is a limit on any new residential development within the area bounded by Division Street to the 
east, Huguenot Street to the north, Main Street to the west and south, and Centre Avenue to the west. 
No new residential units have been allocated to this area under the Proposed 2026 Theoretical 
Development Scenario. Therefore, new residential development in this area would not be permitted to 
use the TDS allocation and would not fall within the scope of the environmental review conducted as part 
of this SDGEIS. 

Comment 13-2:  
 
The exacerbation of traffic congestion, noted in the 2021 Traffic study, that assessed two key, downtown 
intersections as functioning poorly (at E and F levels) one of which is where you have approved the 500+ 
unit 570 Main. 
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Response 13-2: Comment noted. The comment is outside the scope of the Proposed Action.  
 
Comment 13-3: 
 
Grossly inadequate parking, contributing to increased congestion (as people drive around in search of 
parking), idling and fumes. 
 
Response 13-3: Comment noted. See Response 6-2. 
 
Comment 13-4: 
 
The findings of persistent elevated levels of toxins – Black Carbon, Nitrogen Dioxides, and Particulate 
Matter (PM) documented by a 2022-23 NYS-funded Mobile Air Monitoring Study that included the New 
Rochelle downtown area.  
 
Response 13-4: Comment noted. The Proposed Action represents a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning 
framework and associated TDS, adjusting development standards and zoning parameters to better reflect 
current conditions and observed absorption patterns. This is not a significant zoning action like the 
preceding efforts (2015, 2021 and 2024) when the DOZ was created and then significantly expanded to 
add new DO districts..  
 
This refinement intends to rebalance uses across the different DO Zones, reflecting a net decrease in 
nonresidential uses and an increase in residential units.  
 
Air quality impacts of a full build-out under the 2024 TDS were previously analyzed. Given that a full build-
out under the proposed 2026 TDS would result in most likely an overall reduction in total developable 
square footage, the SDGEIS concluded that no significant adverse impact on air quality are expected from 
the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 13-5: 
 
The need for a full SEQR environmental review to assess the current environmental impact of ten years of 
building, especially on DOZ2, with the highest density of any zone, given there has not been one done 
since 2015. 
 
Response 13-5: Comment noted. A comprehensive SEQR review is currently being conducted through this 
process. Other SEQR environmental review processes have been conducted in 2015 (original DOZ), 2021 
(expansion to DO-7) and 2024 (expansion to DO-8). In all those instances, potential impacts have been 
assessed for a full-build out scenario (TDS). No unmitigated significant adverse environmental impacts 
have been found, and in some cases mitigation measures have been established. Additionally, 
development applications are required to follow site-specific SEQR reviews during site plan review. 
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Comment 13-6: 
 
Addressing these issues requires action that conveys care and carefulness, not roughshod overrides or 
superficial meet and greets. In the service of continued building without review, or redress.  It is the kind 
of information that should inform future development. It is planful. It demonstrates concern for the safety, 
health and quality of life of New Rochelle residents in DOZ2, and in general. 
 
But planning takes time and other resources. For example, urban planners who design in relation to the 
whole, who anticipate and plan for the ancillary resources such expansion requires. Somehow, it was not 
until 2024 that City Council engaged a consultant to help with predictable increased parking needs, 
especially given the decision, early on, to sell several city-owned parking lots to developers. Planning green 
spaces takes time, but there’s no money in it for developers. So, instead, we get a mini-pop up 
“playground,” and dog park adjacent to the municipal parking lot. 
 
Response 13-6: Comment noted. This responds only to the elements of the comment that pertain to the 
Proposed Action. The SGEIS provides a cumulative assessment of development over time, including 
updated projections. It serves to refine the DOZ approach based on lessons learned from the past 10 years 
of DOZ development, adjusting standards and requirements to better meet the DOZ goals. The DOZ 
framework also includes Community Benefit Bonus (CBB) fees. As developers tap into the height bonuses, 
they are required to contribute to the CBB fund, which include, among other elements, the incorporation 
of meaningful green elements (green roofs, etc.) and provision of open space. Lastly, in response to public 
comments, this FGEIS incorporates further zoning changes to increase the greenery requirements in public 
spaces, such as a new requirement of 30% planting and/or green infrastructure in Civic Spaces and 
recommended street trees and bio-retention areas along Public Frontages. 
 
Comment 13-7: 
 
Under City Council leadership, there is no time for planning. Why? Because City Council and de facto, the 
Planning Board, run on the developers’ clock and menu; time is money, high-rises rule.  
 

• The neighbors adjacent to a proposed development are not notified until it’s well into the 
pipeline, the next to last stop in the approval process.  

Response 13-7: The comment pertains to site-specific development, which is outside of the scope of the 
Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 13-8: 
 

• When the question arose among the City Council members as to whether any of its members 
wanted to discuss the plan to enact new Amendments to allow even more units in DO2, only one 
City Council member wanted a postponement to discuss it. It was carte blanche otherwise. 

• More recently, City Council leadership has sought to have this same person forfeit his vote on the 
2026 proposed Amendments. Lockstep is what you seek, no time, no interest in different views.  
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Response 13-8: Comment noted. This comment involves City Council deliberation practices and decision-
making processes. The City Council seeks legal advice from the City’s Corporation Counsel on all legal 
matters, including the one referenced by the commentor. The comment does not pertain to the Proposed 
Action and the associated SDGEIS.  
 
Comment 13-9: 

• How is it that a Request for Proposal (RFP) for City Park, a large field where generations of New 
Rochelle youth have engaged in team sports, went to every member of the Council except this 
same member, who represents that community and one other member? How is it that you 
entertain a stadium in place of a park, without talking with residents, who turned out in mass 
numbers and heated voices, after learning about it from an article from someone who closely 
follows New Rochelle City government? 

Response 13-9: This comment is outside of the scope of the Proposed Action and the associated SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 13-10: 

• Speed and height are the essential parameters that govern your actions, everything else must 
genuflect to these.  Speed and height serve developers, not the residents and employees 
downtown. 

Response 13-10: Comment noted. The comment is a statement of opinion and is outside the scope of 
the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 13-11:  
 
Careless also applies to instances of your use of language, specifically: 

• terms like transparency, accountability and community feedback that City Council says it values 
and seeks to embody. Your actions contradict these words, and these terms have substantive 
meaning that should not be trivialized by using them as political capital and not meaningfully  

Response 13-11: Comment noted. The City recognizes that residents may hold a range of views regarding 
different proposals including this Proposed Action. Refer to Response 5-6.  
 
In terms of public engagement requirements, the public review period for the SDGEIS started on February 
17 and lasted through April 24, for a total of over 65 days. The SEQR requirement for public review is a 
minimum of 30 days. A public hearing was held on both the SDGEIS and proposed zoning code and text 
amendments on April 14, 2026, as required. 
 
Comment 13-12:  
 

• statements that there is a need for and will be a moratorium on further building in our area of 
DOZ2, when in fact, this is contradicted by other statements that indicate any “vested” developer 
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must be approved. As it stands now, that includes 570 Main Street and the current Prospect 
Parking lot, sold to a developer, and possibly more of which we are not aware. It is deceptive to 
say there is a moratorium in DOZ2. 

 
Response 13-12: We understand the confusion around the word “moratorium”. If the word “moratorium” 
has been used in the past, it was not an accurate depiction of what is proposed under the Proposed Action. 
The Proposed Action proposes a limit on any new residential development within the area bounded by 
Division Street to the east, Huguenot Street to the north, Main Street to the west and south, and Centre 
Street to the west. New development in this area would not be covered under this SEQR analysis, as 
no new residential units included in the Proposed 2026 Theoretical Development Scenario (TDS) have 
been allocated to this area.  This means that an applicant can propose a new development and is 
entitled to the same zoning parameters; however, within this specific “carve-out” area, the applicant 
would be required to undertake its own complete environmental review without the ability to rely on 
the existing SEQR frameworks that the City is providing within this SDGEIS. Sites that have pending or 
approved applications, as well as municipal properties that have been reserved for future development, 
have vested rights and therefore are considered within the updated 2026 TDS, thus the current SEQR 
analysis applies to those properties. 

Comment 13-13: 
 
I cannot convey how disappointing, hurtful, and at times infuriating it is to witness elected   City Council 
and Mayoral officials care so little for the people of New Rochelle, who are living out your adherence to 
developers’ rule.  Unbridled YIMBYISM is no better than unbridled NIMBYISM. Neither represents the 
complexity of considerations for creating mindful development that works for more than developers.  
 
This 2026 DOZ Amendment, as is, will legitimize the City Council’s continued use of their power to engage 
in unchecked carelessness. New Rochelle residents deserve more. Much more.  
 
Response 13-13: Comment noted.  
 

14. Charlene Claxton, Public, April 23, 2026 
 
Comment 14-1:  
 
I am writing to inform the City of New Rochelle Planning Department and others within the City that the 
continued build out of the downtown area is ruining my neighborhood and the surrounding area. I believe 
the area where I live, near downtown, has become unsafe. I have enjoyed walking to the library, the shops 
downtown, and the free concerts for years. I have never felt less safe than I do now. The crime in the 
downtown area over the past few years is scary. This is only occurring because of the new residents in 
these luxury apartment buildings. 
 
These buildings are only trying to fill the apartments and do not seem to care who the let in. There are a 
number of people who have criminal records and have now brought their crimes to New Rochelle. Now 
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there are shootings and stabbings. There is a general feeling of not being safe in New Rochelle. It seems 
the City did not do any research with regard to what happens to a city when there are a large number of 
people forced to live in small area. Guess what, crime increases. It is a known fact by anyone who has 
studied criminology. 
 
A number of the residents in the buildings on Church Street cannot afford the actual rents of these 
apartments. They either are using Section 8 or being offered some incentives to move in. This is not good 
for those of us who have lived here safely and peacefully for years. Those of us who pay the taxes that 
subsidize their apartments. 
 
Because of these building occupants, the crime rate is going up. So, what do we have now that we didn't 
have before? A women shot and killed in her apartment at One Clinton Park on Church Street. This was 
due to domestic violence. More recently, a man stabbed and laying in the street again on Church Street at 
6:30 am bleeding. I saw this with my own eyes as I walked down Church Street to the Metro North Station. 
It was reported that he was stabbed in the other newly opened Leaf building, again on Church Street. This 
too is another reported incident of domestic violence. Any one of these incidences could have easily spilled 
out into the street and caused more harm to local, law-abiding residents. This is the new New Rochelle. 
 
These developers do not care about our city. They are looking to make millions at our expense. They do 
not care who lives in the building or that the tenants have real jobs to earn enough to pay the rent. They 
need bodies in the apartments so they can later sell, take their profits and leave a mess for the city to 
handle. All of which means higher taxes for those of us who own here and more crime. 
 
I now think twice about walking to town to shop or go to the library on any given afternoon. 
I warn my kid about being alert when he is out and about. I have seen young men or teens walking around 
with masks on. We all know young people are not concerned about protecting themselves from sickness. 
That is a red flag for someone looking to make trouble. 
 
Response 14-1: Comment noted. As discussed in the SDGEIS (Section 3.3.1.1), the New Rochelle Police 
Department 2022 – 2024 Annual Reports identified a slight decrease in police calls and reported crimes 
compared to the previous decade. Since 2015, the Department has expanded services and operations, 
including the addition of approximately 30 officers and staff, a departmental restructuring to establish a 
fourth division focused on professional development and community engagement, the re-opening of the 
New Roc sub-precinct to establish a downtown operational base, and the deployment of bicycle patrols 
in the downtown district.   
 
From the New Rochelle Police Department data, it appears that crime rates are going down. Generally, 
mixed-use development with active uses at the ground floor tend to generate more pedestrian traffic, 
which would act as “informal surveillance” (“eyes on the street”). Fair Share Mitigation fees generated 
through DOZ development would continue to ensure that the police department receives enough funding 
to perform their duties. 
 
Comment 14-2: 
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All of this is your doing. It is not going well. Traffic is a nightmare in the downtown area. Double parking 
is rampant. All these new residents bring their cars and clog the streets. The neighborhood south of 
downtown is overrun with cars limiting parking for those of us who live in that area because no one in 
those buildings can afford $200-$250 a month for parking. The city can check the number of tenants that 
pay for parking in their building versus how many live there. 
 
Response 14-2: Comment noted. Refer to Response 6-2 for parking issues. 
 
Comment 14-3: 
 
Stop ruining our neighborhoods with high rise buildings that don't make the area better just worse to live 
in for those of us who live here and love this city. These people are transient and have little to no ties to 
the city. You can tell by how much dog poop is left on the street all around the downtown area. These are 
not educated professional people. This will become a poor crime ridden city just like the Bronx. If that 
happens in one part of the city, it is only a matter of time before the crime and congestion downtown 
spreads to the rest of the city. Criminals go where they can make money. The City of New Rochelle is so 
naive that they don't even see it coming. 
 
There are too many buildings, too many apartments, and too many people. If the city continues with 
building, we will vote for someone who will put a stop to all this over development. Stop making decisions 
about a neighborhood you do not live in and will not take the time to walk the streets like we do to really 
see what is going on. Don't forget to step over all the dog poop left behind by the new residents who do 
not care. Take a walk downtown and watch all the excessive traffic and smog. All I ask is that you stop 
ruining my New Rochelle neighborhood. The damage has already been done. I ask that you stop now 
before it is too late. 
 
Response 14-3: Comment noted. The City recognizes that residents may hold a range of views regarding 
different planning efforts including this Proposed Action. 
 
15. Shaun Wayawotzki, NewRo Enough is Enough, April 24, 2026 
 
Comment 15-1:  
 
 We are at a critical juncture in New Rochelle. It’s been over 10 years since the Downtown Overlay Zone 
(DOZ) was approved, and the downtown has ALREADY been transformed. By some metrics that rapid 
change is a success, but, at the same time, there is a strong undercurrent of frustration among residents 
that the day-to-day issues they are experiencing are being ignored by the City. NewRo Enough is Enough, 
of which I am co-chair, and its broad base of 600+ supporters is an indication of this frustration, as are the 
dozens of people that spoke out against this amendment at the April 14th Public Hearing. This is why we 
need to use this amendment as an opportunity to learn from these 10 years, listen to the lived experiences 
/ pain points of downtown residents, and define what the future should look like.  
 
To their credit, the Development Department has said similar things about learning from the past, but, 
when you actually look at the document, there is still a lot of room for improvement. Overall, it is more of 
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the same, and a continuation of the pattern of "best efforts" and half measures. Downtown residents have 
seen what that “pattern” looks like over the past 10 years. All that does is lead to the developers being in 
control, while those of us that live here are left by the wayside. We need real changes, with some teeth, to 
address the issues that are occurring downtown. 
 
Response 15-1: Comment noted. The City recognizes that residents may hold a range of views regarding 
different planning efforts including this Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 15-2:  
 
 I. DENSITY:  
▪ Issue: The Development Department acknowledges some density problems, and so a moratorium zone 
was created. The problem is it is in one section of DO2, and gives carve outs for "vested" properties without 
describing what these properties are. One of those properties is the Prospect St Parking lot, which, as one 
of the last remaining municipal lots in that dense area, would be an absolute DISASTER for everyone if it is 
actually ever developed.  
 
▪ Proposed Solution: Eliminate exceptions to the moratorium. Expand the moratorium zone to areas that 
have already absorbed large amounts of development, all of DO2 at a minimum.  
 
Response 15-2: Comment noted. Refer to Response 13-12 for context and clarification on the use of the 
word “moratorium”. The expansion of the zone where new development under the proposed 2026 TDS 
is not allocated is not contemplated at this time. It is important to note that the Proposed Action does not 
advance or approve any specific development. Development applications would need to go through site-
specific approvals and site-specific SEQR reviews. 
 
Comment 15-3:  
 
 II. PARKING  
▪ Issue: The Development Department has stated people don’t want to park in the new buildings because 
valet is unpopular and the monthly prices are too high, driving these tenants into the already overburdened 
streets and municipal lots. To address this, the credit for valet spaces has been reduced, but nothing was 
done to address the cost issue  
 
▪ Proposed Solution: The cost of a parking space in these new buildings should be capped at a set 
percentage of the building’s monthly median rent (eg a parking space should be 3% of median rent).  
 
Response 15-3: Comment noted. Parking regulations adjustments are no longer included in the Proposed 
Action (see Section 2.2). See Response 6-1 and 6-2. 
 
Comment 15-4:  
 
III. BUILDING HEIGHTS  
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▪ Issue: 88% of the development in DO2 has already been high-rises with most at the max allowable heights 
for the zone. These large buildings are, in many ways, what have created such a community backlash. If 
mid-rises like Modera (111 Centre Ave) were the norm, the conversation around downtown development 
would be completely different. The Development Department has acknowledged more lower density 
housing options are needed in the DOZ, but to address this, the allowable height is being increased for 
certain lot sizes. This amendment should also be DECREASING the max heights allowed in the various 
zones.  
 
▪ Proposed Solution: Apply the heights from the DO-3 Development Standards to DO-2, and apply the DO-
2 standards to DO-1. Or, create a formula which determines the average existing building height in a block, 
and use that number +10% as a cap for any new development in that area. The developers are going to 
maximize the opportunity we give them, but other zones have shown developers can / will build lower 
height buildings.  
 
Response 15-4: Comment noted. One of the components of the Proposed Action is an increase in bonus 
height for Development Standard 1 (the smallest lot size option in the DOZ) in specific DO zones (DO-2 
through DO-6 and DO-8). This would allow for the following changes to the maximum heights for 
Development Standard 1: 

• in DO-2 from five to six stories; 
• in DO-3 through DO-6 from two to four stories; and 
• in DO-8 from three to four stories.  

These changes are intended to promote redevelopment of small sites with mid-rise buildings (4-6 stories). 
Additionally, the DO-2 to DO-1 remapping area proposal would cap the height of new development to the 
DO-2 height limit (24 stories with 4 bonus stories). 
 
In general, the intent of the Proposed Action is not to allow extra height for sites that can accommodate 
higher densities in DO-1 and DO-2, but to continue to pursue a mixed-use environment and facilitate 
commercial uses and active storefronts in the core downtown, as well as the need for smaller- to middle-
scale residential development (“missing middle housing”) that may expand homeownership options. 
 
Comment 15-5: 
 
IV. INCREASED ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL UNITS:  
▪ Issue: There are currently 5,000 apartments completed or under construction, with another 5,000 
apartments that have already been approved or reserved, but not started. This amendment would add 
another 2,800 allowable residential units on top of that. This is being done by converting non-residential 
space, that was previously approved, to residential space. This is an allowed mechanism, but it’s gone too 
far. The original vision for the downtown was for a diversity of property types, not for a sea of residential 
towers. This is so far from the original vision now that it shouldn’t be called an amendment, it’s a TOTALLY 
different plan.  
 
▪ Proposed Solution: Do not add any more residential units to the TDS. Just finish or reallocate the 5,000 
units that are already site planned approved – that alone would already double the new apartments that 
have been completed downtown.  
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Response 15-5: Comment noted. As discussed in the SDGEIS, the intent of the DOZ has not changed. The 
DOZ intends to create a mixed-use, vibrant downtown that balances different uses while leveraging great 
transit access. These amendments are responding to changing conditions and lessons learned from the 
past 10 years of DOZ implementation, rebalancing anticipated land uses (through an updated TDS) to align 
with current market demands. The DOZ framework and subsequent amendments, including this Proposed 
Action, have always been intended to adapt to evolving needs and updated conditions, reinforcing the 
flexible approach that has always been a key aspect of the DOZ. 
 
The TDS associated with the Proposed Action is a reasonable estimate of development outcome over the 
next 10 years. It does not prescribe development. The updated number of residential units and 
commercial square footage in the TDS across sub-districts only reflects a more likely scenario than the 
current TDS, given market conditions and trends. 
 
As described in the SDGEIS, the effects of the Proposed Action are expected to be largely positive, with an 
increase in property tax revenue of approximately $20M, and increased contributions into the Community 
Benefit Bonus Fund and Fair Share Mitigation fees to support capital projects, public benefits and service 
providers. 
 
It should be noted that regardless of the DOZ amendments getting adopted, development would not be 
prohibited in the downtown in the future. Residential development could still be approved after going 
through the necessary approval processes and environmental reviews as required. This SEQR process 
serves to identify and mitigate potential impacts resulting from a reasonable estimate of development 
and land uses anticipated to happen in the next 10 years under the proposed DOZ amendments. 
 
Comment 15-6: 
 
V. TRANSFER MECHANISM  
▪ Issue: The Theoretical Development Scenario (TDS) is carefully crafted by zone, and is a foundational 
element of the DOZ. In 2024, a “transfer mechanism” was created that allowed units to be transferred 
between zones. There was no Public Hearing on this transfer mechanism; there was no SEQRA process. 
This mechanism undermines the guardrails set by the TDS, and leads to overdevelopment issues like we 
are already seeing in DO2.  
 
▪ Proposed Solution: Eliminate the transfer mechanism. The TDS should be the foundational bedrock of the 
DOZ. Once a zone is out of units it should be done from a DOZ development perspective.  
 
Response 15-6: Comment noted. This is outside the scope of the Proposed Action. The comment relates 
to a legislative action formally adopted by the City Council in May 2024, following the necessary SEQR 
procedure. The 2024 adopted resolution included specific qualitative criteria developed to guide the 
reallocation of residential units across the eight DO zones in a way that minimizes and mitigates impacts 
while furthering City’s goals and policy priorities. 
 
Comment 15-7: 
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VI. FINANCIALS  
▪ Issue: There is a disconnect between what the developers are receiving financially and what the 
community is receiving as a benefit. Part of this is because the developers are receiving millions in PILOT 
benefits, while failing to meet targets that are set for them without consequences (e.g. 20% of work should 
be done by New Rochelle residents, but in actuality it’s closer to 3%). The other is that the Community 
Benefit Fund, it’s contributions, the valuations of the in-kind items, and its usage, is opaque to residents. 
At the same time, the benefits the developers are getting for contributing to the Community Benefit Fund 
– often bonus height to their buildings – is very visible to residents.  
 
▪ Proposed Solutions: All PILOTS should come with strict conditions that will drive tangible value for 
residents (e.g. 20% of work MUST be done by New Rochelle residents); these conditions would then be 
audited against on a regular basis, and any shortfalls would trigger commensurate clawbacks. For the 
Community Benefit Fund there should be a full audit, and public report out annually. The funds should also 
be managed and allocated by an independent Community Board. This would ensure the funds are 
genuinely benefitting the Communities impacted by the development.  
 
Response 15-7: Comment noted. Tax break considerations are outside the scope of the Proposed Action. 
The New Rochelle IDA is the entity responsible for establishing policies related to PILOT requirements and 
provisions. The Proposed Action does not involve any changes related to IDA policies and procedures. 
Rather, the Proposed Action involves the adoption of DOZ amendments and updated TDS, which is a 
generic, regulatory change. No determination regarding tax abatements has been made, as site-specific 
development proposals cannot be advanced absent the amendment. Following adoption of the revised 
zoning, each development application will be subject to site-specific review, and abatements, if any, would 
be considered by the IDA or other taxing jurisdiction at that time.  
 
Comment 15-8: 
 
To all of this, some might say “that wouldn’t be profitable for the developers,” or “developers don't get 
out of bed for anything less than 16 stories,” but after 10 years and massive change to the downtown 
we’ve earned the right to be selective. If there is a developer that doesn't want to participate in the 
community's vision for the future, with all the things New Rochelle inherently has to offer, that’s fine they 
can move on. We need to do what’s right for the citizens, we need to learn from the past, we need to chart 
a new course for a downtown we can all be proud of. 
 
Response 15-8: Comment noted. 
 
16. Nicole Jabanoski, Public, April 24, 2026 
 
Comment 16-1:  
 
I would like to voice my strongest opposition to the rapid pace of development in Downtown New 
Rochelle and the proposed amendment to the Downtown Development Plan. This amendment allows 
for an additional 2,800 residential units in an area that has already been overdeveloped beyond safety 
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and practicality. To address these concerns and ensure all residents’ quality of life, we should instead 
institute a moratorium on building downtown, especially in the busiest zones, until we reevaluate the 
entire Downtown Development Plan. 
 
Response 16-1: Comment noted. Refer to Response 15-5. 
 
Comment 16-2:  
 
As an educator in New York City, I moved to downtown New Rochelle four years ago, in an older 
building near the intersection of Church St. and Main St. I was hoping to live in a quieter but still 
vibrant community, and while I have enjoyed my time here, my neighborhood already feels 
unrecognizable due to multiple new high rises that have opened within a 2-3 block radius. Traffic 
and safety concerns have increased, while affordability and quality of life have pushed out many 
working-class residents and small businesses. 
 
Response 16-2: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 16-3: 
 
First, I have witnessed serious safety concerns. My building’s parking lot exits onto Church St. as it 
reaches Main St and turns into Memorial Highway. In the past year, both the second Clinton Park 
building and the Leaf have opened, turning this narrow two-way street into a nightmare. The Leaf is 
a large high rise with no curb space in front for unloading. As a result, any trash pickup, deliveries, 
moving trucks, emergency vehicles, or double-parked cars waiting for valet, can cause a backup. The 
street is often down to one lane with drivers having a difficult time seeing around whatever obstacle 
is in front of them, which compromises safety. Children walk to and from school on this street as it 
leads towards the elementary and middle schools. It’s a danger to pedestrians and drivers, and a 
major traffic accident waiting to happen. 
 
Response 16-3: Comment noted. The comment does not pertain to the Proposed Action but concerns 
enforcement issues for vehicles blocking the right-of-way. 
 
Comment 16-4: 
 
Church St. feeds into Memorial Highway, which the city plans to adjust as part of a right-sizing and 
a proposed public green space. While this sounds great in theory, there needs to be thorough analysis 
of how new building projects alter the volume of traffic. This street is the main route from many of 
these buildings to the highway, and any new green space will be impacted by vehicle fumes from 
increased traffic. I have seen this happen on Third Ave. in the Bronx where I used to teach, where 
“road diets” were made without a decrease in traffic volume heading to 95, and now, students 
breathe in the extra fumes on their walk to and from school every day. The severe congestion is 
mirrored on Main Street, which will be impacted by construction of the newly-approved 570 Main 
St. There is already an active project with Stella 2 interrupting traffic and impairing visibility just a 
few blocks away. Main Street is also affected by car dealerships with vehicle transporters idling 
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outside, taking up lanes of traffic and blocking visibility. Congestion here is a challenge for 
pedestrians accessing the Westchester bus lines as well as students at Monroe College. Backups in 
one area contribute to backups further along Main St. 
 
Response 16-4: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 16-5: 
 
As for affordability, the new buildings are far outside of my price range. The majority of units are 
rental only, leaving little space for people looking to buy and stay long term, which impacts the 
community. I have made friends since moving here who then had to move themselves due to 
finances. Many of these people lived in new buildings yet quickly became concerned about 
development after witnessing the negative effects. Instead of community, we now have a population 
of transient renters who must leave at the first financial setback.  
 
Response 16-5: Comment noted. The City acknowledges the importance of providing a range of housing 
options and prices, including opportunities for homeownership. Zoning does not prescribe a specific 
tenure type. Components of the Proposed Action such as increased bonus height for Development 
Standard 1 intend to promote redevelopment of smaller properties, which is expected to encourage 
homeownership opportunities. Refer to Response 12-1 for Code requirements and incentives for 
affordable housing. Moreover, through the allocation of condominium units in the TDS, the City seeks to 
incentivize the development of for-sale units (see Response 11-8). Lastly, the City is investing in policies 
and programs that support homeownership such as the Down Payment Assistance Program that offers 
down payment assistance to first-time, low- and moderate-income homebuyers.2F

3 
 
Comment 16-6: 
 
I have heard downtown referred to as a walkable city with nowhere to walk to, which feels increasingly 
true. Stores have closed without replacements, parking is a nightmare for visitors and potential customers, 
pedestrian safety is a gamble, and construction noise is pervasive. 
 
Response 16-6: Refer to Response 12-2 for store-related comment, Response 6-2 for parking, and 
Response 9-6 for construction impacts. 
 
Comment 16-7: 
 
It saddens me to see our community increasingly torn apart by development. Without a larger 
resetting of the development plan for downtown New Rochelle, nobody will be able to afford to live 
here or want to. Our city officials need to reevaluate the development plan now and listen to the 
serious concerns of people who actually live on the blocks being developed. There is a strong 
movement of engaged residents who consistently attend City Council meetings to express these 
views, but city officials often ignore our concerns and continue to approve large development 

 
3 Down Payment Assistance Program | Ideally New Rochelle 

https://ideallynewrochelle.com/down-payment/
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projects, such as the new building at 570 Main St. approved in February. There must be a change in 
strategy to ensure that our city is adding new housing in an affordable and sustainable way that 
allows this diverse community to thrive now and in the future. 
 
Response 16-7: Comment noted. Refer to Response 12-1 for affordability requirements and incentives. 
Site-specific development projects go through rigorous review processes in accordance with City codes, 
standards and SEQR. Refer to Response 11-2. 
 
17. Paul Martin, Sutton Manor Association, April 24, 2026 
 
This commenter submitted comments in the form of two documents attached to an email. One of the 
attached documents is a more substantial memorandum that includes detailed comments. This main 
document is answered first. The other attached document is a summary of concerns and recommended 
actions, in a table format, which is also repeated in the more substantial document. Since this is a 
repetition of the comments already included in the main document, this will not have dedicated answers. 
Lastly, the email text is answered last. All three referenced documents are included in Appendix C. 
 
Comment 17-1:  
 
I am writing on behalf of the Sutton Manor Association, which represents the Sutton Manor neighborhood, 
to express our concerns, questions, and comments re: the 2026 DOZ amendments and accompanying 
Supplemental Draft Generic Environment Impact Statement. The Downtown Overlay Zone is one of the 
most important projects that the city is currently pursuing and as a result requires a high degree of 
consideration and resident input. This letter contains our key concerns with the attached supplement 
package detailing additional comments and questions. 
 
Response 17-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 17-2: 
 
Firstly, we expect as a bare minimum to have representation in this important matter through our duly 
elected City Council Member. Therefore, the City must make every effort to enable all council members to 
speak to our concerns and to vote on this important downtown-wide measure. 
 
Response 17-2: Comment noted. This comment involves City Council deliberation practices and decision-
making processes. It does not pertain to the Proposed Action and the associated SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 17-3: 
 
Secondly, we ask that the City enumerate the steps it has taken to receive community input and 
importantly support for these amendments. We have not seen sufficient opportunities for such a 
consequential effort. If the City is genuine in its desire to develop a plan in the best public interest, we ask 
that the City lengthen the process, proactively engage communities, and importantly provide to the public 
easy-to-understand materials to ensure this next iteration of the DOZ has community support. 
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Response 17-3: Comment noted. See Response 5-3. 
 
Comment 17-4: 
 
Thirdly and most importantly, we believe these amendments are not what the residents of New Rochelle 
want. While diverse in opinion, the residents of New Rochelle generally want a vibrant downtown that 
balances development with increased commercial activity. We believe the original intent of the DOZ was 
to act as a tool to revitalize the downtown with a natural ramp down and not as a tool to perpetually 
enable and expand tax-advantaged rental development. As any development of this type progresses, it 
naturally reaches a point of diminishing returns: there are fewer surface parking, fewer storage units, and 
fewer other underutilized spaces to convert into more vibrant, economically accretive spaces. At the same 
time, demand reaches a natural saturation point. We are concerned that the City is pursuing denser, rental 
only development at the expense of commercial and other use cases that make a downtown vibrant and 
also pursuing near-term fees at the expense of healthier recurring tax revenue. 
 
Response 17-4: Comment noted. As discussed in the SDGEIS, the intent of the DOZ has not changed. The 
DOZ intends to create a mixed-use, vibrant downtown that balances different uses while leveraging great 
transit access. These amendments are responding to changing conditions and lessons learned from the 
past 10 years of DOZ implementation, rebalancing anticipated land uses (through an updated TDS) to align 
with current market demands. The DOZ framework and subsequent amendments, including this Proposed 
Action, have always been intended to adapt to evolving needs and updated conditions, reinforcing the 
flexible approach that has always been a key aspect of the DOZ.  
 
The TDS does not prescribe development but rather establishes a reasonable estimated development 
outcome which serves for the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. The updated number of 
residential units and commercial square footage in the TDS across sub-districts only reflects a more likely 
scenario than the current TDS, given market conditions and trends. These updated numbers are not a 
reflection of the City pursuing denser residential development, as this is not the intention of the DOZ 
amendments. The TDS only serves to establish a reasonable estimated development impact, over the next 
10 years, based on which potential environmental impacts are assessed for SEQR purposes.  
 
The Proposed Action is advancing zoning modifications that also aim to address residents’ needs and 
desires. For instance, the zoning amendments related to large-format retail seek to promote such use in 
the core downtown area while ensuring business long-term viability. Further, this SFGEIS includes 
Storefront Frontage requirements in the downtown core requiring commercial storefronts on the ground 
floor (with the exception of lobbies), to reinforce an active, mixed-use environment. This would advance 
a community desire for increased commercial activity, which has been expressed strongly in the past few 
years. Additionally, some zoning changes in development standards, façade requirements and definitions 
are aimed at increasing “missing middle housing” options, a model that will enable more affordable 
housing choices and homeownership opportunities – all items that the public is strongly advocating for. 
This is also a model that expands the range of development options beyond the high-density, large 
projects New Rochelle has seen in recent years. 
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It is important to reiterate that the City is not “pursuing denser, rental only development at the expense 
of commercial and other use cases”. In fact, the Proposed Action is not advancing any development 
applications. The Proposed Action involves zoning map and text amendments that update the DOZ 
regulatory framework. They are generic in nature and do not approve any site-specific development. 
Moreover, the 2026 updated TDS still allocates a substantial amount of square footage to non-residential 
uses. 
 
The SDGEIS includes a generalized fiscal analysis to assess potential revenue generation but does not 
evaluate broader fiscal policy trade-offs or long-term municipal finance strategies. A more detailed 
response related to the tax-advantaged development is included in Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 17-5: 
 
Increased Density, Particularly in DO-4: The 2026 DOZ amendments increase the number of residential 
units across the board by 2,800, none of which offer the promise of home ownership. We are particularly 
concerned by the more than doubling of residential units (+400) in DO-4 that is near our neighborhood. 
This is the largest increase aside from DO-1, quadruples the original units in the 2015 DOZ, and is occurring 
in an area where the underlying zoning is primarily commercial in nature (particularly in C-1M and DB 
zones). We do not believe increased development using PILOTs will bring net benefits given the loss of 
retail, existing mix use, free non-designated parking, and other current uses, especially in large lots within 
the DO.  
Furthermore, as DO-4 still has ~200 unused units, we fail to see how the 400 more units will not occur 
without the loss of active tax-producing commercial spaces.  
 
Response 17-5: Comment noted. Zoning does not prescribe rental or ownership models for residential 
development, therefore this issue is beyond the scope of the Proposed Action. See Response 11-8 for the 
allocation of condominium units. As mentioned in Response 17-4, some of the zoning changes to promote 
missing middle housing are seeking to indirectly facilitate homeownership through the expansion of 
options for smaller residential buildings and townhouses.  
 
The increase of residential units in DO-4 is an estimate of what could reasonably occur in such sub-district 
in the next 10 years. Retail square footage is also estimated to increase as it is expected that most new 
development would be mixed-use, with residential uses on top of retail. The non-medical office use square 
footage is instead estimated to diminish. These modifications reflect city and regional market trends as 
well as a combination of tweaks and strategic changes the City is pursuing to better achieve DOZ goals. As 
discussed above and in the SDGEIS, the TDS does not prescribe specific development but rather 
establishes an aggregated development potential, without “trading” amounts of commercial space for 
residential units.  
 
A response related to PILOTs is included in Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 17-6: 
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Weakened Standards for Commercial: The proposed 2026 DOZ amendments as drafted show the complete 
removal of required storefronts in the DOZ outside of DO-7. This modification would be unacceptable as it 
would remove an important incentive to build true mixed-use development that includes commercial 
space. City staff has clarified at City Council meetings and community meetings since that the removal of 
this requirement would not include Main Street, North Avenue and other primary cross streets and is only 
on secondary streets “back by Church Street and … Franklin Avenue”. Given the named streets currently 
have negligible to no storefront requirements, we remain unclear what the City’s actual plan is. In light of 
no publicly available revised plan, we ask that they release to the public and provide a sufficient review 
period for this critical element of the DOZ.  
  
Response 17-6: Comment noted. Based on this comment and other public comments, and further best 
planning practices considerations, this SFGEIS is restoring the “Storefront Required” requirement in some 
of the key commercial downtown streets, as described in Section 2.1 “Zoning Map Changes”. Although 
one of the intents of the Proposed Action is to provide more flexibility in ground-floor designs and uses, 
the City agrees that it is important to maintain storefront requirements, which enhance the public realm 
and frontage aesthetics, in the core downtown. Moreover, a new definition of Storefront Frontage, as 
described in this SFGEIS, would prohibit residential uses on the ground floor (with the exception of lobby 
entrances) to further promote commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-use environment.  
 
Comment 17-7: 
 
Insufficient Fiscal Analysis: We contend the City’s analysis of municipal fiscal impacts does not reflect real 
world conditions and needs further analysis. Specifically, the City and its consultants project additional 
$20M in annual taxes at full build-out without consideration of PILOT tax abatements. This analysis is 
deficient, given every developer has employed a PILOT, typically at 15- or 20-years. A simple application of 
the City’s UTEP 20-year schedule would suggest an average of $11.65M in annual taxes and is far from 
mitigated by the inclusion of fair share mitigation fees (only $20M over the entirety of the build-out). In 
addition, the analysis seemingly does not consider the existing tax basis as part of the calculation, i.e., 
what tax is lost by building new development. These two deficiencies suggest a concerning delta in the 
City’s analysis, especially given the City has proposed increased tax revenue and fees as a mitigant to 
several development impacts including: Police and Fire Protection, Wastewater and Stormwater 
Management, Public Schools, Recreation, and other shared services and infrastructure.  
 

Response 17-7: The Proposed Action involves the adoption of DOZ amendments and an updated TDS. No 
determination regarding tax abatements has been made, as site-specific development proposals cannot 
be advanced absent the amendment. Following adoption of the revised zoning, each development 
application will be subject to site-specific review, and abatements, if any, would be considered by the IDA 
or other taxing jurisdiction at that time. The City is committed to ensuring that the development which is 
likely to take place under the TDS remains a fiscal benefit to the City and School District on a net basis.  

It is confirmed that the SDGEIS analysis does not consider the existing tax basis as part of the calculation. 
This is because the analysis is generic in nature, i.e., there is no way of knowing what sites are going to be 
redeveloped. Therefore, this type of analysis can only be a generic estimate of tax revenue and tax loss. 
It should be noted that the DO-4 zone features many large parcels, some of them containing large surface 
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parking; although not certain, it is anticipated that some of the more underutilized properties would 
redevelop, likely to bring in more tax revenue than the tax loss from previous uses.  

Lastly, the Fair Share Mitigation fees (which are proposed to be raised by 25%) associated with new 
development and redevelopment will generate additional funding for the Police Department, Fire 
Department, infrastructure investment (wastewater, stormwater), Public Schools, Recreation and other 
public services to ensure these services will receive necessary upgrades and investment as needed.  

Comment 17-8: 
 
Insufficient Parking Improvements: The 2026 DOZ amendments make very little changes to parking despite 
resident concerns about the imbalance in parking in the city. While we understand the City is developing a 
parking strategy, the zoning needs to be incorporated and the strategy needs to be articulated in 
conjunction with these amendments. Above all else, we want to see that parking deficits are reduced not 
exacerbated.  
 
Response 17-8: Comment noted. As described in this SFGEIS, changes to parking regulations are no longer 
included in the Proposed Action. The City recognizes the need to address downtown parking challenges 
in a comprehensive way, avoiding piecemeal amendments. Parking regulations, including those regulating 
the downtown, are located in a dedicated section of the Zoning Code (Chapter 331, Article XIV) while the 
DOZ regulations – the focus of the Proposed Action – live in Chapter 331, Article XXII. See Response 6-1 
and 6-2.  
 
Comment 17-9: 
 
First and foremost, we believe valet parking has an outsized impact on parking imbalances given it is 
both costly and creates friction points, disincentivizing residents to use them. We would like to see the 
City fundamentally deprioritize valet parking as an option for development by requiring additional 
queuing space and by removing the potential of 15% parking reductions for Valet Parking.  
 
Response 17-9: Comment noted. See Responses 6-2 and 17-8.  
 
Comment 17-10: 
 
Parking In-Lieu fees need to be increased to incorporate the rising cost of construction and should only be 
applicable in proximity to shared parking facilities that can accommodate additional vehicles. This is in line 
with other municipalities in the area. 
 
Response 17-10: Comment noted. See Responses 6-2 and 17-8.  
 
Comment 17-11: 
 
We question whether the DOZ and Central Parking Area should remain entirely coterminous. Instead, we 
recommend the City consider additional parking requirements per bedroom in DOs further away from 
the transit center. This is consistent with the underlying zoning and other municipalities.  
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Response 17-11: Comment noted. See Responses 6-2 and 17-8.  
 
Comment 17-12: 
 
Removal of Waterfront Access Fees: We object to the removal of waterfront access fees in DO1-6,8 on two 
grounds: 1. Most new developments advertise the waterfront as a key amenity to new residents. 2. The 
City is not applying the same principle of keeping revenue generated in area to that area when it comes to 
the Marina fund, one of the City’s primary assets for waterfront access. The City regularly takes between 
$500K-1M a year from the Marina for citywide uses, we believe if the City is going to remove the 
Waterfront Access Fee, it devote at least a portion of the interfund transfers to the waterfront, so that the 
benefits of the waterfront remain in the waterfront.  
 
Response 17-12: Comment noted. At the time the Waterfront Access Fee was enacted, there was 
significant pressure from private developers to access development rights along several different areas of 
New Rochelle private and public waterfront or adjacent areas.  In the years since the enactment, the City 
has decided that increasing the Fair Share Mitigation Fees on the Non-waterfront adjacent DOZs served 
the City as a whole more effectively.  Applying increased Fair Share Mitigation Fees, across the applicable 
use categories, was a more appropriate way to capture the costs associated with the ongoing needs of 
the City, as they are directly associated with the type of development that is proposed (for instance, FSM 
fees of a three-bedroom residence are higher than a studio).  If additional waterfront zoning changes or 
development is requested, the City will evaluate the direct impact on the public access and improvement 
of the waterfront based on those specific planning exercises. 
 
Comment 17-13: 
 
SC1. Supplemental Comments, Concerns, and Questions Overview:  
Please find in the following sections a more detailed set of questions, comments, and concerns for the 
residents of Sutton Manor. We believe many of these topic areas are shared far outside our neighborhood 
with other residents of New Rochelle. Please note that we have made a good faith effort to present as 
accurate of facts and figures as possible but readily acknowledge we are using imperfect information. Our 
board and its members are not paid for their service for the Sutton Manor Association and we do not have 
the same resources that the City of New Rochelle government has. We welcome and expect the City to 
present additional data and facts to clarify its position and the rationale for several facets of the DOZ 
amendments. Where the City does not have facts and data to support assertions and positions, we ask 
that the City reconsider those assertions and positions. 
 
Response 17-13: Comment noted. The City appreciates the time and effort that the Sutton Manor 
Association took to review the SDGEIS. All comments received have been carefully reviewed and 
substantive comments have been responded to in accordance with SEQR requirements.  
 
Comment 17-14: 
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Residents are concerned by the general process of gathering public input and support for these 2026 DOZ 
amendments. Above all else, we remain unconvinced that these latest amendments represent the desires 
and inputs of most New Rochelle residents. We have not seen a clear indication of support from the 
broader community of residents and, therefore, are increasingly coming to the conclusion that the effort 
must be driven by other special interests. 
 
Response 17-14: The Proposed Action represents a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning framework and 
associated TDS. Unlike the original 2015 DOZ adoption, and the 2021 and 2024 DOZ amendments, these 
are minor adjustments that do not change the intent of the DOZ. The original 2015 DOZ vision remains 
largely unchanged. The City is still aiming to achieve key goals that came out of the prior public 
engagement process, which was substantial for the 2015, 2021 and 2024 actions, and included 
crowdsource placemaking and online platforms for public feedback such as EngageNR in addition to 
numerous public meetings, workshops, and walking tours. At the same time, the Proposed Action is 
seeking to address residents’ feedback, including the desire to have more active retail uses in the core 
downtown, and the need for smaller scale residential development (“missing middle housing”) and more 
homeownership options. For instance, the regulatory changes to incentivize large-format retail were 
informed by both public input and market analysis. Through community engagement sessions, surveys, 
and focused conversations conducted as part of the Retail Strategy initiative and Retail Task Force process, 
residents consistently identified a need for additional neighborhood-serving retail in Downtown New 
Rochelle, particularly a full-service grocery store. 
 
In terms of public engagement requirements, the public review period for the SDGEIS started on February 
17 and lasted through April 24, for a total of 66 days. The SEQR requirement for public review is a minimum 
of 30 days. A public hearing was held on both the SDGEIS and proposed zoning text and map amendments 
on April 14, 2026. 
 
Comment 17-15: 
 
Furthermore, we have not seen a robust public engagement process that seeks to maximize community 
input and support for these efforts. In particular, we worry that the City through a rushed process is giving 
credence to the idea that the DOZ is acting as a mechanism tilted towards specific developer interests 
rather than a tool to maximize community benefit and economic vibrancy. 
 
Response 17-15: The City is committed to incorporating community input into planning efforts. This 
process has followed all SEQR required timeframes and provided more than double the minimum required 
time for public review (see Response 17-14).  

It is an integral part of the DOZ original intent and mechanism to periodically refine zoning standards and 
development assumptions to facilitate a responsive redevelopment strategy. Had the City not engaged in 
this refinement process in the form of proposed zoning amendments and TDS updates, the current DOZ 
framework would have continued to operate under the existing DOZ regulations and thresholds without 
offering public input opportunities.  
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It is also important to reiterate that the Proposed Action is a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning 
regulations and associated TDS, not changing the overall vision and policy goals as crafted through 
extensive community engagement conducted throughout the past 11 years.  
 
Comment 17-16: 
 
It is important to consider the timing of the introduction of these DOZ amendments. In mid-November, the 
City saw significant backlash from the public to the RFP process that lacked public input to allow a private 
developer to redevelop Flowers Park. The City subsequently paused that effort. No less than a week later, 
that private developer at the center of that controversy received a $3.1M dollar PILOT extension on 
developments in the DOZ from the IDA. Less than two weeks later, the City announced these amendments. 
Consider the optics of that rapid progression of events and the skepticism they have generated. 
 
Response 17-16: Comment noted. The RFP process described in the comment is unrelated to the 
Proposed Action. PILOT programs are separate matters, not zoning related, that are handled on a case-
by-case basis by the IDA. Refer to Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 17-17: 
 
Given the skepticism expressed, we demand that the City clear a high burden of proof by showing in 
detail that there has been a robust public process beyond the requirements of the SEQR process. Please 
enumerate specifically and with detail what steps the City has taken to generate public input and support 
for the DOZ amendments.  
 

• Please detail how this input- and support-gathering effort is comparable to the DOZ process and 
DOZ 2015 and 2021 amendments in time and scope.  

• Please include a list of events specifically to gather input on the DOZ with dates and general 
attendance / target audience.  

• Please detail the various stakeholder groups that the City consulted in the months (preferably up 
to 1 year) prior to the release of the DOZ Amendments in December to inform these specific 
amendments, and in particular, the increase of 2,800 residential units. We would ask that you 
specifically elaborate if the City consulted any of the following groups, and if so, which ones 
within each category: 

 Resident and neighborhood associations  
 Private developers with existing interests in New Rochelle  
 Private developers with potential interest in New Rochelle  
 Other investor communities  
 Local business groups and businesses  
 Labor groups  
 PTAs and other school-related groups  
 Real estate agents with knowledge of the local property market  
 Other trade associations  
 Other community groups  

 
• Please detail surveys, outreach materials, social media and other forms of outreach that the City 

has conducted to gather input and inform residents of these specific DOZ amendments. We are 
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particularly interested in input prior to the announcement of the DOZ amendments in December 
2025.  

• Please detail efforts to distill and communicate the 392-page SDGEIS to the broader public. We’d 
ask that you detail timing of this outreach as we have noted some limited outreach within the 
week of the public hearing, which we would argue is too late.  

 
Response 17-17: Comment noted. See Responses 17-14 and 17-15.  
 
The proposed DOZ amendments are part of a long-term planning framework rather than an isolated 
legislative initiative. Public feedback related to the DOZ has been sought continuously, and engagement 
has occurred through years of public meetings, stakeholder conversations and professional consultations. 
 
The SDGEIS was published on the City’s DOZ website on February 19, 2026, providing the public with 
ample time to review and comment.  SEQR does not require that the public be provided with additional 
summary documents, as summary narratives are already included in the body of the SDGEIS. In particular, 
the Executive Summary of the SDGEIS includes a concise overview of the Proposed Action, results of 
potential environmental impact assessments and any necessary mitigation measures.  
 
Comment 17-18: 
 
Furthermore, as you heard at the April 14 public hearing, we want an answer to the central question of 
“Who has asked for these DOZ Amendments?”. To put a finer point on it, we are particularly interested in 
who has asked for the increase across the board of 2,800 residential units at the expense of other use 
cases.  
 
Please detail all letters and statements of support for these amendments that the City of New Rochelle has 
received prior and after the release of the DOZ amendments.  
 
Response 17-18: See Responses 17-14, 17-5 and 17-7. Also, the proposed DOZ amendments are based on 
lessons learned from the past 10 years of DOZ implementation, including observed absorption patterns, 
market trends, and projected development capacity shifts between subdistricts. While there is an 
increased allocation of residential units, development capacity is still allocated to all other land use 
categories as depicted in the updated TDS.  
 
Comment 17-19: 
 
We remain concerned that the City, or rather certain members within the City government, are 
attempting to prevent our duly elected Council Member (District 2), Mr. Albert Tarantino, from speaking 
and voting on the DOZ amendments on the basis that he owns property in DO-1 and DO-2 and his 
participation would constitute a potential conflict of interest. We find it concerning that the City would 
seek to disenfranchise a whole district and the thousands of residents who live in it, especially given the 
council district is in and adjacent to the DOZ. We find it even more puzzling given that Mr. Tarantino has 
voted several instances since the creation of the DOZ in 2015 on DOZ matters, seemingly without any 
concerns raised. We believe that these actions are further creating the perception that the City wants to 
minimize not maximize public input.  
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- Has the City, either through its Corporation Counsel or other legal counsel, determined and/or 
recommended that the District 2 council member must recuse himself in matters of the latest DOZ 
amendments such that District 2 will not have a voting council member on the DOZ amendments?  

- If so, please clarify if the District 2 council member has received similar guidance in previous DOZ 
amendments and DOZ-related matters.  

- Please also clarify how this process is different from previous processes such that a council member 
must recuse themselves from it on the basis of property ownership in this instance but not in 
previous matters.  

 
We note that the potential conflict of interest in question resides in DO-1 and DO-2, less than a third of the 
DOZ acreage. Yet, other parts of the DOZ seemingly present no conflict of interest, including in DO-4 and 
DO-7, which are within Council District 2. 
 
If conflict of interest concerns are genuine, what steps has the City taken to ensure that the District 2 
Council Member can represent his district by speaking and voting on the rest of the DOZ amendments?  
If the City does not intend to make any accommodations to allow all city council members to vote on the 
majority of the DOZ or at least the portions of the DOZ that reside in their districts, why not? 
 
Response 17-19: Comment noted. This comment involves City Council deliberation practices and decision-
making processes. The City Council seeks legal advice from the City’s Corporation Counsel on all legal 
matters, including the one referenced by the commentor. The comment does not pertain to the Proposed 
Action and the associated SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 17-20: 
 
At previous city council meetings, City staff made an explicit promise on the request of the District 2 council 
member to provide a DO-by-DO breakout summary of changes so that the general public can better 
understand the changes and their impact on different parts of the City. We have not seen these promised 
documents be publicly released as promised. Why not? We received the following summary document on 
the evening of April 12 upon our request to our council member, less than 2 days before the April 14 public 
hearing: 
  
We received the following summary document on the evening of April 12 upon our request to our council 
member, less than 2 days before the April 14 public hearing:  
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Please compare this document, its contents, and means and timing of publication compared to the 2021 
DOZ amendments executive summary: 
https://www.newrochelleny.gov/DocumentCenter/View/14120/2021-DOZ-Amendments-Overview. We 
would contend these are not comparable in effort, completeness (e.g., there is no mention of the 
increase in units in the above), and distribution. Neither this summary nor the summary presentation 
previously posted capture key elements of interest including land use changes in the TDS, summary of 
impacts and mitigations, alternatives, etc.  
 
Response 17-20: Comment noted. SEQR does not require that the public be provided with additional 
summary documents, as summary narratives are already included in the body of the SDGEIS. In particular, 
the Executive Summary of the SDGEIS includes a concise overview of the Proposed Action, results of 
potential environmental impact assessments and any necessary mitigation measures. The SDGEIS has 
been posted on the DOZ website since February 19, 2026. 
 
It is important to note that the 2021 DOZ amendments were much more significant than the 2026 
proposed DOZ amendments. In 2021, one of the components of the Proposed Action was the extension 
of the DOZ boundary to include waterfront areas, creating a new sub-district (DO-7). As described in 
Response 17-4, this Proposed Action represents a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning framework and 
associated TDS, not a complete overhaul of the current zoning regulations or a significant expansion in 
DOZ overlay area or scope. The zoning changes are relatively minor, not changing the intent of the original 
DOZ. 
 
Comment 17-21: 
 
We find the process of public notice that the City has chosen to communicate the April 14 public hearing 
to represent the bare minimum and not a genuine effort to generate maximum public input into the DOZ 
Amendments. As a result, there was genuine confusion whether the April 14 public hearing was even 
occurring, especially since it was pushed back without clear notice from March. We note the timely public 
notices in the DEC ENB and the Journal News as required by the SEQR process, but would also contend 



 Supplemental FGEIS 2026 DOZ Amendments   3.0 Comments and Responses on the SDGEIS 

  3-56 

these are not generally accessed sources of information to New Rochelle Residents like the City’s official 
webpage.  
 
Residents called the New Rochelle City Clerk’s office on April 3, less than two weeks from the hearing, and 
they informed us they had not received a public notice. We also reached out to the communications 
department when we noted the public notice was not on the New Rochelle’s public notice page on April 8, 
less than a week of the public hearing. We are concerned that the responsible departments / individuals 
did not communicate such an important public notice to the dedicated public servants charged with the 
City’s communication ahead of the 14-day notice.  
 
Why was the public notice not promptly posted on the New Rochelle government website ahead of 2-week 
period of notice in line with the City’s other notices?  
 
Response 17-21: Comment noted. The SDGEIS has been posted on the DOZ website since February 19, 
2026, after City Council acceptance on February 17, 2026. The City noticed the public hearing in the local 
newspaper (Journal News – LoHud) and in the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Environmental Notice Bulletin (NYSDEC ENB), in accordance with SEQR noticing requirements. This 
noticing procedure has been the standard since the initial DOZ process in 2015.  
 
Comment 17-22:  
SC3. Overall Increase in Density and Change in Composition of the DOZ:  
 
Given we do not believe the underlying intent of these DOZ amendments is community-driven, we are 
extremely concerned by the overall increase in residential units (2,800) at the expense of essentially every 
other use case for the downtown. We disagree with City staff that these amendments in combination with 
previous ones are preserving the original intent of the DOZ. The original intent, as we understand, was to 
build a balanced mixed-use downtown that while increasing the population, also offered economic 
opportunity in the form of retail, restaurants, office space, and institutional spaces. These amendments, 
built upon the amendments in 2021 and 2024 as well as the revised TDS in 2019 have strayed so far from 
that original intent that the City seems primarily focused on building rental units.  
 
Response 17-22: Comment noted. Part of the comment is a statement of opinion. The City reiterates that 
the vision and goals from the original DOZ have not changed with this Proposed Action. The City is 
committed to improving regulatory conditions for retail, restaurants and other nonresidential uses to 
facilitate locating in the DOZ. While there is an increased allocation of residential units, development 
capacity is still allocated to all other land use categories as depicted in the updated TDS.  
 
For instance, changes included in this SFGEIS would require Storefront Frontages along key downtown 
corridors as illustrated in Section 2.1 and Figure 2-2. Moreover, a new definition of Storefront Frontage, 
as described in this FGEIS, would prohibit residential uses on the ground floor (with the exception of lobby 
entrances) to further promote commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-use environment.  An 
additional component of the Proposed Action is to incentivize large-format retail to key downtown 
locations near transit.  
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Comment 17-23:  
Please consider the changes in the Theoretical Development Scenario from 2015 to now. Almost every 
single commercial, institutional, and other use case has seen a significant decrease in the TDS, in most 
instances dropping around half or more, even as the DOZ has expanded into DO-7 and -8. Where other use 
cases have increased (i.e., hotels and restaurants), this has occurred only because of the additions of DO-
7 and -8. At the same time, residential units have continued to increase with every single amendment. 

 
 
In aggregate, this represents a 62% decline in key commercial, medical, and institutional use cases while 
residential units have seen a 143% increase. The latest 2026 amendments play a role in this drastic shift 
by trading 990,400 sq ft in commercial space for 2,800 residential units. 
 

 
 
We find these shifts in the TDS to be unbalanced and do not contribute, in aggregate, to making the 
downtown desirable and truly mixed use for all of New Rochelle. We anticipate City staff will contend that 
shifts in the market, especially since COVID, have diminished the use cases for office space, retail, and other 
uses. We also anticipate City staff will contend that the TDS is driven by what the market will bear. We are 
aware of broader economic trends, and yet, we still believe that the City and the DOZ’s purpose is to design 
around a desired end state rather than what is expedient to approve. Developers sell product and build 
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based on market conditions, It’s the City’s responsibility to help guide those developers to build the 
downtown that is of most benefit to the residents.  
 
Just to put a finer point on it, the City of New Rochelle Downtown is not just housing stock and the DOZ is 
not a tool to maximize “what the market will bear”. We challenge the City to go back to the drawing board 
and take a harder look at the land uses it has envisioned and return with a more ambitious, transformative 
plan that does not simply expediate the building of primarily rental units through streamlined zoning and 
tax incentives. 
 
Response 17-23: Comment noted. The proposed DOZ amendments are based on lessons-learned from 
the past 10 years of DOZ implementation, including observed absorption patterns, market trends, and 
projected development capacity shifts between subdistricts. The real estate market conditions were 
different in 2015 and one of the DOZ’s purposes is exactly to adapt to changes in conditions.  
 
The TDS does not prescribe development or uses but rather establishes a reasonable estimated 
development outcome which serves for the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. Moreover, 
the 2026 updated TDS still allocates a substantial amount of square footage to non-residential uses. Also 
refer to Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 17-24:  
 
If the City cannot deliver a plan that enjoys high levels of support, then it should pause its efforts. We 
believe it was always the intent of the original 2015 DOZ for the City to pause after a decade and think 
strategically about a path forward. We have reached 10 years and essentially hit the original target for 
residential units in the 2015 DOZ and will likely exceed them. Given the development to-date, coupled with 
the observed negative externalities, we believe the moment calls for strategic reconsideration not plowing 
ahead amendment-by-amendment. 
 
Response 17-24: Comment noted. The DOZ zoning framework was designed to evolve and not pause. the 
2015 DOZ established a long-term zoning framework intended to guide downtown development over 
time, with the Theoretical Development Scenario serving as the basis for evaluating the potential 
environmental impacts of anticipated growth. As with other zoning districts in the City, the DOZ 
regulations remain the governing zoning controls for properties that elect to develop under the DOZ. 
 
Comment 17-25:  
 
Additional Comments and Questions re: Density and Change in Composition of Land Uses:  
 
By our count, we have reached over 5,000 residential units in developments already built or under 
construction. In other words, we have about reached the originally envisioned limit within the 2015 TDS. 
Furthermore, we still have roughly 11,000 residential units in aggregate that can be built under the current 
DOZ. Given this, why does the City see a need to build yet an additional 2,800 residential units?  
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Can the City explain its rationale for continuing to re-allocate land uses away from commercial and other 
uses even as City staff has surely heard from residents a desire for many of these use cases?  
 
Response 17-25: Comment noted. See Response 17-4. The TDS is an estimate of a reasonable built-out to 
be expected under the DOZ regulations as proposed. The 2026 TDS allocates a substantial amount of 
square footage to non-residential uses across the DOZ. 
 
The proposed DOZ zoning regulations are aimed at incentivizing commercial and retail uses in the 
downtown core. Changes included in this SFGEIS would require Storefront Frontages along key downtown 
corridors as illustrated in Section 2.1 and Figure 2-2. Moreover, a new definition of Storefront Frontage, 
as described in this FGEIS, would prohibit residential uses on the ground floor (with the exception of lobby 
entrances) to further promote commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-use environment.  An 
additional component of the Proposed Action is to incentivize large-format retail to key downtown 
locations near transit.  
  
It is important to clarify that the City does not “trade” specific amounts of commercial space directly for 
residential units. Rather, the TDS aggregates development potential to conduct environmental analysis 
that evaluates its potential impacts. The TDS is a “best estimate” of future conditions given the proposed 
zoning amendments. See Response 6-4. 
 
Comment 17-26:  
 
Can the City please indicate specifically what sources of feedback and from which groups it has received 
to continue to pursue this shift in land use away from other uses to Residential Units?  
 
Response 17-26: Refer to Response 17-25 regarding shifts in land uses. The proposed DOZ amendments 
and associated updated TDS were informed by real estate market trends, observed development patterns 
and focused conversations with commercial brokers, developers and retail specialists among other 
stakeholders. 
 
Comment 17-27: 
 
Is there a direct tie between the decrease in other land uses and the increase in residential units? If so, can 
the City please clarify for each use case that is decreasing, how many residential units are being created? 
For example, a proposed decrease in 80,500 sq. ft. in retail translates to an XX% increase in residential 
units.  
 
Response 17-27: The TDS does not “trade” land uses nor prescribes development. See Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 17-28: 
 
Please clarify how textual changes and other policy mechanisms have increased the overall number by 
2,800 residential units. In other words, we are looking for the specific tie between specific policy changes 
to the increase in residential units and change in land uses. 
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How many more residential units were added as a result of the change to Development Standard 1?  
How many more units were added as a result of the expansion of DO-8 westward?  
How many more units were added by the remapping of part of DO-5 to DO-8?  
How many more units were added by the remapping of part of DO-2 to DO-1?  
 
If residential units were added as a result of the change to Development Standard 1, what mechanisms 
does the City have to ensure developers actually build units under Development Standard 1 in those lots 
5,000-10,000 sq. ft. rather than elsewhere?  
 
In other words, are the increased residential units floating and could be built out as a denser development 
on larger lots under other development standards rather than infill as desired?  
 
Response 17-28: The increase in residential units reflected in the TDS results from the cumulative effect 
of multiple zoning and policy adjustments, as well as evaluations of observed absorption rates and market 
conditions. The SDGEIS describes changes at a programmatic level consistent with the nature of a Generic 
EIS. It has not assigned a specific unit count to the various zoning changes, but has evaluated the combined 
development potential resulting from the Proposed Action.   
 
Comment 17-29: 
 
We are extremely disappointed by the lack of new required condo units as part of these DOZ amendments. 
We don’t mean to diminish the value of rental units as a housing option, but we see condo units providing 
substantial additional value to the downtown over rentals. They provide home ownership opportunities 
and their residents are encouraged to engage in the community and invest given the longer-time horizon 
interest that comes with home ownership. 
 
 Why has the City chosen not to expand any condo units as part of its increase in residential units?  
 
Response 17-29: The City has evaluated that the amount of condominium units included in the current 
(2024) TDS is a reasonable projection based on observed absorption patterns and current real estate 
market conditions. Again, the TDS is an estimate of a reasonable development scenario and it does not 
prescribe development. As the City or zoning regulations do not prescribe a specific type of tenure, the 
residential units could be developed as condominiums.  
 
Comment 17-30: 
 
City staff have indicated that they are providing pathways for home ownership, seemingly in connection 
with changes to Develop Standard 1. Please clarify how the City is guaranteeing these pathways if it isn’t 
requiring condo units or other equivalent forms of for-ownership properties?  
 
Condo units currently comprise just under 5% of residential units under the TDS and would go down to 
~3.6% of the total under these proposed amendments. We insist that if the City is going to add additional 
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residential units, that a meaningful portion of them consist of Residential Condominium Units. For 
instance, we would like to see as a minimum 10% of all residential units comprise of required condo units. 
 
Response 17-30: Comment noted. The City acknowledges the importance of providing a range of housing 
options, including opportunities for homeownership. Zoning does not prescribe specific tenure types; 
applicants can build both rentals and ownership housing types. Condominium units are still available 
under the 2026 updated TDS.  
 
The proposed Development Standard 1 changes are aimed at helping small property owners redevelop 
and invest in their properties by providing extra bonus height. Redevelopment of smaller properties tends 
to be associated with more ownership tenure opportunities compared to large-scale redevelopment, 
which is more likely to be rental housing. The tenure dynamics are affected by market conditions, lending 
practices, and developer business models, all of which are outside the direct control of zoning regulations. 
Lastly, the City is investing in policies and programs that support homeownership such as the Down 
Payment Assistance Program that offers down payment assistance to first-time, low- and moderate-
income homebuyers.3F

4  
 
Comment 17-31: 
 
Our understanding is that under the current DOZ guidelines the Commissioner of Development has the sole 
discretion to reallocate units from one zone to another.  
 
In these proposed amendments, who will have discretion to reallocate units? We would contend that this 
responsibility should be reverted back to City Council given potential implications on the landscape of 
development.  
 
Can the City please provide an overview of how many units have been reallocated to-date and from which 
zones to which zones?  
 
Response 17-31: The reallocation of units from one zone to another is a formally adopted legislative action 
that does not pertain to this Proposed Action. Refer to Response 15-6.   
 
Comment 17-32: 
 
We remain concerned about developers’ ability to acquire existing properties and encumber allocated land 
use beyond the originally envisioned two-year period after approval. Specifically, we’ve noted 
developments have seemingly extended the waiting period by submitting revisions to the planning board 
for approval, thereby resetting the two-year period. For instance, 277 North Avenue has sat empty for 
years and yet was able to move forward after a revision at the Planning board. 
 
Do these DOZ amendments and accompany policy mechanisms address this loophole by ensuring 
developers cannot extend beyond the two-year period through simple revisions at the planning board? We 

 
4 Down Payment Assistance Program | Ideally New Rochelle 

https://ideallynewrochelle.com/down-payment/
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want to ensure developers are disincentivized from acquiring existing properties and letting them remain 
vacant for years while also holding onto units.  

Response 17-32: Comment noted. Chapter 331, Article 13 of the Zoning Code regulates Site Plan 
approval procedures, which are not affected by the Proposed Action. From time‐to‐time, certain 
applications receive site plan amendments and such amendments thereby extend the allowable 
approval window.  

The Planning Board has discretionary powers to extend approval of a site plan application depending 
on the circumstances. Although the City with its zoning framework has set general timeframes 
and encourages timely development to avoid prolonged vacancies, it is common for large 
developments to receive multiple extensions, especially if the project requires other approvals and/or 
is tied to financing programs to be approved from the IDA or other agency. 

Comment 17-33: 

Please note that given our overwhelming concern about the process and the general change in land use, 
this document is focused primarily on areas of concern. In reviewing the DOZ amendments, we see text 
changes and public policy that are interesting and, indeed, with additional engagement and education, we 
may actually support. Areas of interest include:  

Large Retail Standards: After reviewing the changes, we see the large retail standards as potentially 
interesting but require additional study and education to determine if we support.  

Valet Parking Credit: We concur that changes to Valet Parking Credit are warranted. As we will discuss in 
a later section, we believe the removal of the 15% parking reduction credit and more robust requirements 
for queuing are necessary.  

Pedestrian Ways: Mechanisms that create new contiguous public space and pathways are also interesting 
and potentially beneficial. We want to ensure that these remain public long-term (in contrast to the now 
closed walkway at the Skyline) and that the City contemplates additional ways to create public space.  

DO-2 “Moratorium”: We concur in principle that zones meant to ease already congested areas are 
welcomed. We have additional comments on the DO-2 “Moratorium” or whatever the City is calling it in a 
later section.  

Response 17-33: Comment noted. 

Comment 17-34:  

SC4. DO-4 River Street Commercial District Comments: 
Beyond the general concerns about the overall increase in density and composition of the downtown area, 
primarily focused on rental units, we remain concerned about the substantial increase in residential units 
allotted to DO-4, the River Street Commercial District. To be clear, we are not opposed to increased density 
in the DO-4 simply because it’s density. We are opposed for the following reasons:  
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These amendments are providing preferential zoning, coupled with the promise of 15- year to 20-year tax 
abatements, to produce more residential units, likely rentals, at the expense of already existing mixed-use 
and commercial space.  
 
Response 17-34: The proposed DOZ zoning amendments are designed to facilitate redevelopment across 
multiple land use categories, including residential, commercial, and mixed-use projects. Most of the 
zoning amendments apply across the DOZ and are not limited to residential development. 
 
Tax incentive programs are separate from zoning regulations and are not in the scope of the SDGEIS. See 
Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 17-35:  
 
Couple this trade-off with the likely impact on parking: DO-4 has at least 700 non-designated parking 
spaces in the existing spaces by our count. The City has already shown in its parking plan that parking 
supply in DO-4 is healthier at demand 1.1x higher than supply vs 2.8x in much of the rest of the downtown. 
On the other hand, developments occurring under the DOZ have primarily consisted of parking inventory 
at a deficit relative to the residential units (we estimate parking spots only meet 94% of total units in 
already built development).  
 
Response 17-35: Section 3.5.3.6 of the SDGEIS discussed parking requirements as regulated by the Central 
Parking Area (CPA) district. These are not changing under the Proposed Action, other than fixing a missed 
reference (see Section 2.3 “Minor Revision” of this FGEIS). One of the goals of the DOZ is to promote 
walking, biking, and transit use given the proximity to transit options and complementary land uses. DOZ 
regulations encourage people to park once to access multiple uses as opposed to driving and parking 
multiple times. Additionally, during site plan review, the Planning Board would review the applicant’s 
proposed parking and potentially ask for studies or modifications before approving (or denying) the 
project. 
 
Previous (S)DGEISs have analyzed parking conditions and demand in the DOZ area as a result of the DOZ 
adoption and subsequent major changes. No unmitigated significant adverse environmental impacts have 
been found. However, the City continues to monitor parking conditions as the downtown evolves. Also 
refer to Response 6-1 and 6-2. 
 
Comment 17-36:  
 
Lastly, the vacancies in commercial space and store fronts within DO-4 are low relative to other parts of 
the downtown. Where vacancies in storefronts exist in DO-4, they are largely within the RMF 1.3 zone and 
have occurred as a nearby grocery store with 220+ free customer parking spaces was converted into a car 
dealership. Consider the relatively low vacancies in DO-4 against the City’s track record of producing 
commercial space under the DOZ, which is mixed at best.  
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Response 17-36: Comment noted. The City is undertaking this planning effort to better align development 
standards and other requirements with viable retail formats, strengthening design controls and ensuring 
businesses can operate efficiently and be financially viable.  
 
Comment 17-37:  
 
Put succinctly, it’s not a question of build or not build. It’s a question of providing preferential zoning and 
tax treatment to convert existing commercial and mixed-used space with relatively balanced parking 
inventory into denser residential units with unclear promise of community benefits. We struggle to see the 
benefit of this shift, especially given we note roughly ~200 units left in DO-4 (unless they have been 
reallocated to other zones).  
 
Response 17-37: Comment noted. See Response 17-34 and Response 17-7. Additionally, with regard to 
community benefits, a key aspect of the DOZ is having a Community Benefits Bonus (CBB) Policy that 
ensures incentives (extra height) are tied to public benefits. These apply across DOZ, including DO-4.  
 
Comment 17-38:  
 
City staff have indicated that they want to adjust the DOZ in this 2026 iteration while preserving its original 
intent. We would argue in the instance of DO-4 in particular, the City is altering the original intent of the 
River Street Commercial District that comprises of many underlying commercial zones (C- 1M: General 
Commercial Modified, DB: Downtown Business, RMF-1.3, and DMU) and in the original 2015 DOZ, allotted 
roughly 400k sq. ft. and only 200 residential units. Through the changes proposed in these 2026 
amendments, the City would double the residential units in the DO-4 and, with the 2021 adjustments, 
quadruple them from the original 2015. See the table below for the shift in the balance: 
 

 
 
Response 17-38: The Proposed Action is a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning framework, not changing 
the vision and intent of the 2015 original action and subsequent DOZ amendments. The proposed 
amendments are minor adjustments as compared to previous iterations (2015, 2021 and 2024) and are 
just the continuation of the DOZ approach, which was designed to adapt over time to changes in trends, 
conditions and needs. The shifts in allocated residential units and nonresidential square footage do not 
change the overall goals for DO-4, which is still envisioned as a mixed-use area. The allocation of 400 
residential units is a relatively small number of units compared to the size of the DO-4 district, which 
encompasses a large area of the downtown. Also see Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 17-39: 
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We, furthermore, question the specific application of the revised Development Standard 1 in DO-4. By our 
count there are roughly 11 properties that are both wholly situated within DO-4 and fit within the 5,000-
10,000 sq. ft. range. Of those, 3 are already 4-6 story multi-family units and others are a mix of commercial, 
other multi-family, and other use cases. For RMF 1.3 and DB zoning, 3 out of the 4 lots have multi-family 
dwellings with 348 Main Street being built recently under the underlying zoning. That means all remaining 
middle market housing development would have to occur in the C-1M zoning, therefore shifting 
commercial space to residential rentals. Again, we contend that is not the intent of this zone. 
 

 
Response 17-39: The proposed changes to Development Standard 1 do not mandate residential 
redevelopment but offer small property owners opportunities for investment and redevelopment that is 
consistent with DOZ principles. The DOZ allows a wide range of uses that property owners can choose 
from when opting into the overlay zone. Parcels mapped in the C-1M underlying zoning can also continue 
to develop under such zoning. 
 
Comment 17-40: 
 
Therefore, our position on DO-4 is clear:  
 
Retain the DO-4 as is, without the increase in 400 residential units. There remain sufficient residential units 
(~200) to address underutilized spaces, and the City can always re-address as the situation evolves. It has 
shown its ability to do so since the inception of the DOZ with 2021 and 2024 amendments.  
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Do not alter Development Standard 1 in DO-4 (similar to the City’s approach in DO-7), given the limited 
availability of smaller lots within DO-4 would limit its applicability in providing the desired middle-market 
housing.  
 
DO-4 should no longer be coterminous with the Central Parking Area given its distance from the Transit 
Center and municipal parking with sufficient inventory of residential permitted spots (especially after 
roughly 323 space deficit generated by the Standard and Stella), the impact of new development with 
parking deficits on the existing parking inventory, and the already crowded parking conditions in 
neighboring residential areas (East End / Stephenson Boulevard, Franklin Avenue, etc.). This would allow 
for preservation of better parking conditions in the River Street Commercial District.  
 
Ensure overlays conform to lot lines and do not exceed zone-wide maximum allowable story and height 
limits (see below for further detail).  
 
Response 17-40: The above comments are zoning recommendations provided by the Sutton Manor 
Association. They express their views on zoning amendments that pertain to the DO-4 district. The City 
recognizes that residents may hold a range of views regarding zoning proposals. See Responses 17-38 for 
the increase in residential units, 17-40 for the Development Standard 1 changes and 17-8 for the parking 
comment. 
 
Re: ensuring overlays conform to lot lines, see more detailed Comment and Response 17-43. 
 
Comment 17-41: 
 
We have additional comments and questions regarding DO-4:  
 
We note as the only major text change to DO-4, the modification of development standard 1 and are 
unclear what else could be driving the substantial increase in units. What policy changes and text changes 
have driven the increase of 400 residential units in the DO-4? As we have noted, there are 11 lots within 
the 5k-10k range that would be the target of middle housing infill, of which 3 are already developed to the 
targeted density. That leaves 8 potential lots. Making a generous assumption of at most 20 units per lot 
(which is more than the 18 units sought at 348 Main, a .24 acre lot), that suggests at most 170 new 
potential units under development standard 1. What are we missing in the build-up in new units?  
 
Response 17-41: Comment noted. See Response 17-28. 
 
Comment 17-42: 
 
Has the City determined and explicitly indicated to the general public that it intends to change the original 
intent of the River Street Commercial District away from primarily commercial-oriented use cases?  
 
Response 17-42: The City is not proposing to eliminate or diminish the commercial character of DO-4. The 
DOZ zoning continues to allow and encourage commercial and mixed-use development. Moreover, the 
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underlying zoning would remain in place, allowing property owners to develop under the existing 
underlying zoning. Also see Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 17-43: 
 
As noted, the DOZ contains a number of partial lots within DO-4 along Lafayette Street including lots 1-
205-0066, 1-205-0064, 1-205-0062, 1-205-0059, 1-205-0057, and 1-205-0055. We are both confused 
about this anomaly and concerned by the implications, especially in relation to the revised development 
standard 1. Is assigning DOZ overlays to a partial lot even allowable? Our understanding is the DOZ and 
specific zones had to conform to lot lines and streets. Therefore, we question the legitimacy of these partial 
lots.  
 
Can the City clarify what the original intent of these partial lots was and the rationale for maintaining them 
over previous amendments including this latest amendment?  
 
We are concerned by the interaction between these partial lots and the new revised development standard 
1. Several are around .2 acres and it is unclear to us how much of the lot resides in the DOZ. Could any of 
these partial lots be built under development standard 1? Could portions of the lot not currently in DO-4 
be built using development standard 1?  
 
Response 17-43: The 2015 DO-4 boundary line followed the existing underlying DB zoning lines. That 
boundary has remained the same since the original DOZ in 2015. Development Standard 1 in DO-4 remains 
min and max 2 stories, with a bonus of up to an additional 2 stories available as proposed in these DOZ 
amendments.  The DOZ standards shall only be available on the apportioned site along underlying zoning 
boundaries.  The DO-4 remains more restrictive than the underlying zoning in this location.  
 
Comment 17-44: 
 
We note that 175.08G(5) DOZ Standards Map Tile 3 has been altered since the 2021 DOZ amendment 
process to allow for 12 story buildings in portions of DO-4 that are present by the conclusion of the 2024 
DOZ amendments. Yet, we are unsure of what process led to this zoning change. Can the City please 
clarify which process created this change and confirm that this change occurred during a relevant 
process and not one that dealt primarily with other issues (e.g., DOZ 2024, which focused on DO-8)?  
We object to these previous changes given the existing active commercial uses on those properties and 
the non-designated parking inventories in those lots. We do not believe that the City should be increasing 
height and floor count above the allowable heights / floor count set by each DO. We ask the City to 
please consider as part of these DOZ amendments to revert to the original map in these lots.  
 
Again, what steps has the City taken to gather resident input in nearby neighborhoods and within the 
zone specifically in regards to changes to DO-4?  
 
Response 17-44: Comment noted. The Proposed Action is not advancing regulatory changes involving the 
allowable heights in DO-4, with the exception of a bonus option of maximum 2 extra stories, bringing the 
maximum allowable height to 4 stories, under Development Standard 1.  The mentioned zoning changes 
were adopted on March 14, 2023 after a public hearing process at City Council, and a Full Environmental 
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Assessment Form (EAF) submission (Part 1, 2 and 3) between January and March 2023, conducted in 
accordance with SEQR regulations. 
 
Comment 17-45: 
 
SC5. Commercial / Retail Standards and Storefront Requirements:  
 
A critical element of the original DOZ and subsequential revisions was to ensure that the downtown would 
be truly mixed-use and balance both housing and other use cases. Indeed, we understood this approach 
as a reaction to previous urban renewal efforts that in some instances created dead streets or residential 
islands. We want neither, just look at New Roc along Main Street for a case in point. Additionally, one of 
the key pieces of the grand bargain for the Downtown Overlay Zone was residents would see additional 
commercial activity and other amenities as density increased.  
 
Response 17-45: Comment noted. See Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 17-46: 
 
We understand developers view the first floor commercial spaces as loss-leaders. Indeed, they have told 
us directly on multiple occasions. Therefore, they do not invest in the build-out of commercial space and, 
in some instances, seek to minimize it by integrating with the lobby by providing coffee shops (Stella, 
Modera, The Standard) or by just taking over the space outright for common space (look at 3Thirty3 for 
example). This lack of investment in the space build-out and seemingly limited interest to develop launch 
commercial tenants in new developments contributed to increased vacancy in commercial space 
throughout the downtown.  
 
Yet, in response, the proposed 2026 DOZ amendments as drafted show the complete removal of required 
storefronts in the DOZ outside of DO-7. This removal of the Storefront Requirement would be unacceptable 
as it would remove an important incentive to build true mixed-use development that includes commercial 
space. We understand a frequent entryway would be preferable to no entryway but it is not an appropriate 
substitute and could lead to lobby-only frontage along new developments that provide little to no value to 
the streetscape.  
 
If the City of New Rochelle pursued these changes, we believe the City would be learning the wrong lessons. 
Removing storefronts to solve vacancy issues is not the right approach and makes us question why efforts 
like the Vanguard District have not been successful in supporting new businesses to build out commercial 
space. Please also consider that many lots prior to development had storefronts, sometimes larger than 
the subsequent developments. So by removing this requirement, the City is potentially reducing the 
amount of commercial space in the downtown area from before. If the City cannot reliably produce active 
commercial space in the DOZ, it should reconsider whether it should continue to pursue even more 
residential development at the expense of existing storefronts.  
 
Yet, despite what’s drafted, we are very confused by what the City’s actual approach is given that City staff 
has said conflicting messages on the path forward for Storefront Requirement. For instance, City staff has 
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clarified at City Council meetings and community meetings since the SDGEIS release that the removal of 
this requirement would not include Main Street, North Avenue and other primary cross streets and is only 
on secondary streets “back by Church Street and … Franklin Avenue”. Given the named streets currently 
have negligible to no storefront requirements, we remain unclear what streets the City is actually removing 
the requirement from. In light of no publicly available revised plan, we ask that the City release clearly to 
the public a revised set of streets for Storefront Requirement removal and provide a sufficient review period 
for this critical element of the DOZ.  
 
We object strongly to the removal of the storefront requirement on Main Street and Huguenot Street and 
the major cross streets: Centre Avenue, Division Street, Memorial Highway, Lawton Street, North Avenue, 
LeCount Place. Please clarify which sections the City is removing the Storefront requirement from clearly. 
 
We also question the value in removing the entirety of the storefront requirement on North Avenue, 
especially closer to the Transit Center.  
 
Response 17-46: Comment noted. See Responses 9-8 and 17-6. 
 
Comment 17-47: 
 
The City has added in the “Storefront Frontage” definition the following underlined phrase “A Private 
Frontage primarily, but not exclusively, for retail or restaurant use…”. What does that mean? We are 
concerned this textual change would effectively make the Storefront Frontage open-ended and could allow 
for a number of other uses not intended as part of the Storefront Requirement. If the City has other 
acceptable uses in mind, we ask that they list or footnote rather than the current open-ended language.  
 
Response 17-47: Since the inception of the DOZ in 2015, the “Storefront Frontage” typology never 
dictated the use of the ground floor space, but only the aesthetic form and other visual requirements such 
as glazing and edge characteristics. However, this SFGEIS proposes changes to this definition, prohibiting 
residential uses on the ground floor (with the exception of lobby entrances) to further promote 
commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-use environment. This responds directly to public 
concerns about the activation of ground floor spaces in the downtown core. 
 
Comment 17-48: 
 
At a District 4 related community meeting, City staff clarified to the audience that the DOZ amendments 
would require developers to submit a plan for commercial / retail prior to site approval. This question was 
asked in the context of all retail spaces including those less than 20k sq. ft. We note the requirement of an 
independent commercial / retail analysis for large retail occupancy standards. Please clarify if these DOZ 
amendments add additional requirements for developers with retail spaces less than 20,000 sq. ft. to 
provide site-specific commercial plan and/or other demonstration of commercial approach for new 
developments.  
 
Response 17-48: One of the mitigation measures proposed as part of the SDGEIS involves a new 
requirement for all applications including a retail use to submit an analysis by a qualified retail design firm 
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demonstrating that the proposed retail space design and associated parking configuration are conducive 
to tenant attraction and efficient operation. This would apply to all lot sizes. The purpose of this 
requirement is to ensure business viability and reduce turnover and vacancies. 
 
Comment 17-49:  
 
SC6. Fiscal Analysis Comments:  
 
We find the analysis of municipal fiscal impacts that the City and its consultants have presented in as 
section 3.42.1 does not reflect real world conditions and needs further analysis. Most critically, the City 
and its consultants project additional $20M in annual taxes at full build-out without consideration of PILOT 
tax abatements. This analysis is deficient, given virtually every developer has employed a PILOT, typically 
at 15- or 20-years. This suggests a concerning delta in the City’s analysis, especially given the City has 
proposed increased tax revenue and fees as a mitigant to several development impacts including: Police 
and Fire Protection, Wastewater and Stormwater Management, Public Schools, Recreation, and other 
shared services and infrastructure.  
 
We offer a readily available approach for the City to utilize as it considers the true tax impact generated 
over the 20 years. A simple application of the City’s UTEP 20-year schedule would suggest an average of 
~$11.65M in annual taxes and is far from mitigated by the inclusion of fair share mitigation fees (only 
$20M over the entirety of the build-out). 
 

 
 
Furthermore, we question additional assumptions as part of the analysis:  
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This analysis seemingly inflates the increase in tax revenue as it does not appear to include a calculation 
of existing tax revenue when considering the $20M in annual tax revenue generated. We note and 
question the following statement within the SDGEIS: “Development within the DOZ is largely expected to 
occur on vacant and/or underutilized sites.” Firstly, even sites with perceived lower economic utilization 
generate some tax revenue that needs to be included to form a basis to understand the increase in tax 
revenue the DOZ would generate. Please re-evaluate with consideration of existing tax basis. We ask the 
City review recently completed projects and assess the difference in average PILOT payments vs. tax 
payments made in the tax lots prior to development.  
Secondly, we would contend that the development will not necessarily occur on vacant and/or 
underutilized sites, because that has not been universally true in the past and the opportunity diminishes 
over time as vacant lots are developed. We ask that the City consider in its calculation also revenue lost 
for the time that once active lots remain vacant as part of approvals and construction.  
 
Response 17-49: Comment noted. See Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 17-50:  
 
We would like to understand the City’s assumptions around revenue lost from vacancies at 5%. We have 
not seen or heard a consistent vacancy rate for new developments built under the DOZ to-date and 
question where this statistic comes from. We would also suggest the City consider the impact of additional 
housing stock in the area on the vacancy rate.  
 
Please provide any data the City has on vacancy rates in the DOZ that helped inform this analysis. 
  
Please explain the rationale underpinning the 5% revenue lost from vacancy.  
 
Response 17-50: Five percent is a regional standard vacancy rate used for pro formas. Given regional 
demand, new construction in the region is likely to have a lower rate; therefore, this is a conservative 
percentage which is likely to overestimate loss from vacancies. 
 
Comment 17-51:  
 
This analysis only provides half of the picture: what revenue is generated. The City needs to analyze the 
potential costs that come from the increased density and accompanying requirements for shared services 
and infrastructure (Police, Fire, Sewage, Recreation, etc.) to ensure that it is balanced and, furthermore, 
funding exists for all the community benefits that the City of New Rochelle has promised.  

 
Response 17-51: Comment noted. See Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 17-52: 
 
SC7. Parking Standards Comments:  
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The impact on parking inventories is another chief concern as a result of the continued development under 
the DOZ. The City itself has acknowledged this issue in recent statements and through its engagement with 
consultants to develop a downtown parking plan. We look forward to the City enacting policies to ease the 
parking imbalances (such as the 2.8X higher demand than supply in the downtown core). That being said, 
these DOZ amendments must play a role in easing downtown parking and we cannot fully consider and 
support any changes to the amendments without the City clarifying what combination of policy tools it 
intends to employ to tackle parking issues.  
 
By our count, the City has developed 94% of spaces relative to residential units built. That deficit is actually 
larger when you consider the number of 2-3 bedroom units (25% of total), parking required for other use 
cases (retail, parking for family court, etc.), and that the City has designated at least 212 metered 
municipal parking spaces within these developments. 
 

 
 
At the same time, the City and other stakeholders through their recent actions have also eliminated critical 
parking inventory. Most notably the conversion of the parking garage on Church Street and Division Street 
to new development eliminated 380 spaces, while the conversion of the grocery store to an auto dealership 
removed another est. 220 spaces. Even the move of the Family Court came at the cost of some 50 non-
designated space as the prior facility was demoed. Any future approach to parking must recognize that 
the imbalance has clearly shifted and continuing to build at deficit and potentially build over existing 
shared parking resources would further deteriorate the balance. 
 
This latest iteration of DOZ amendments does little to allay the parking issue, with only one unspecified 
change noted to Valet Parking. In addition, we anticipate the increase in 2,800 units will come with a deficit 
of parking. Lastly, new bonuses for Development Standard 1 could further increase the imbalance given 
the potential lack of space for parking in 5,000-10,000 sq. ft. lots. To be clear, we know the City has stated 
it has other policy mechanisms, but other stated methods in the parking plan will be insufficient if not 
coupled by DOZ parking reform. 
 
Some key elements we want to see addressed in the latest DOZ amendments include: 
 
Parking Requirements: We believe the City should revise per unit parking requirements and also consider 
gradation within the DOZ. Traditional parking requirements in major municipalities in Westchester often 
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dictate 1.5-2.0 parking spaces/DU in multifamily residential and can include a per bedroom requirement 
(.25-.33 per bedroom). A CPA or equivalent can often have significant reductions through the combination 
of 1 or less per DU requirements and parking in-lieu fees. New Rochelle has some of the most flexible 
parking requirements in Westchester through combining lower parking requirements with potential 
reductions. We contend the City should modify its parking requirements to ameliorate the parking 
imbalances noted. 
 
The CPA should not be coterminous with the entirety of the DOZ. New Rochelle does not have the same 
shared parking garages, for instance, that a White Plains does in its CPA. Furthermore, the DOZ extends 
to over a mile in some directions from the train station. We would contend the CPA should be limited to 
zones substantially within a .25 mile radius of the train station in line with Yonkers’ approach. This would 
include DO-1 and DO-2 but exclude other zones. 
 
Either by reducing the perimeters of the CPA or within the CPA, the City should reinstate per bedroom 
parking requirements (such as .25-.33 found elsewhere) to better reflect usage in larger apartments. 
 
In-Lieu of Parking Fees: We would like to see the parking in-lieu fees revised to better align to shared 
parking. 
 
We would like to see in-lieu of parking fees raised to reflect the rising cost of construction. We have heard 
a potential increase from $30,000 to $50,000 from City staff and concur. 
 
We would also tie these fees and developments’ ability to use these fees to the specific shared parking 
resources the developments are utilizing. For instance, funds derived from a development in the vicinity of 
New Roc Garage should go to the maintenance and improvement of New Roc Garage. The allowable 
parking in-lieu fee should be tied to available parking within the shared resource. At this point, New Roc 
Garage is likely the only municipal parking resource that can absorb any additional parking requirements. 
 
If the City intends to allow developments to use parking in-lieu fees, we would argue it should dedicate 
sections of that shared resource for residential permit parking for the new development. For instance, 
consultants for the City have noted that parking utilization at New Roc Garage and the Transit Center is at 
50-60% on weekdays and 20- 70% on weekends. Yet, that utilization is uneven with higher floors in both 
garages with lower utilization. We would recommend the City consider dedicated space in underutilized 
portions of the New Roc garage, likely at higher floors, for shared residential parking at new developments. 
 
Valet Parking: We agree with the City’s plan “to adjust valet parking credits to improve curb management, 
circulation, and safety in downtown areas”. We see valet parking as having an outsized impact, given the 
high costs and friction of car retrieval disincentivize parking within building. However, we do not believe it 
goes far enough: 
 
The City should require more dedicated space for queuing on property to reduce potential traffic impacts 
and reduce the friction for residents of the building. 
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Furthermore, the City should remove entirely Attendant and Valet Parking from the list of potential 
reductions of required parking spaces within the CPA as currently present in New Rochelle, NY Municipal 
Code § 331-126. We do not believe the City should be incentivizing attendant and valet parking with an up 
to 15% potential reduction in required parking. 
 
Preservation of Shared Parking Resources: Can City Staff clarify what they mean by “the City intends to 
reserve for a period of time, 800 units in DO-1 and 700 Units in DO-2 for the future development of City-
owned properties.”? 
 
A cursory search of City-owned properties in DO-1 and DO-2 suggests primarily parking, along with the 
Library and NRFD Station #1 (See table below). 

 
 
Our residents would find the development of any of the city-owned properties above into new rental 
developments objectionable as it would further strain the Downtown’s municipal shared parking 
infrastructure. We also question the value of reserving these properties for residential development given 
they represent 58% of the municipal parking in the DOZ (11% excluding New Roc Garage). 
 
We also question how the City could justify parking in-lieu fees and other policies intended to concentrate 
parking in shared resources if it is potentially eliminating those shared parking spaces. 
 
Response 17-52: Comment noted. The City is undertaking several efforts to address downtown parking 
needs. They are separate from the Proposed Action as the City is not advancing regulatory changes 
involving parking at this time. See Responses 6-1, 6-2 and 17-8. 
 
Comment 17-53: 
 
Other Parking Comments:  
 
In section 3.5.3, the City notes “no significant changes in public transportation conditions are expected…” 
To truly offset reductions in parking, the City and relevant partner agencies would have to pursue clear, 
tangible improvements to public transportation and other forms of transit. Can the City please elaborate 
any significant changes in other modes of transit within the downtown that have improved the parking 
situation? 
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Response 17-53: Comment noted. DOZ regulations are intended to improve pedestrian conditions and 
reduce the need to drive. As projects are implemented over time, it is expected that parking conditions 
will improve.  
 
The City regularly coordinates with MTA Metro-North and Westchester County Bee-line Bus System to 
advocate for improvements to the transit system. It is the policy of the mass transit agencies (Metro‐
North Commuter Railroad and the Bee‐Line Bus System) as well as CircuitNR to adjust their operating 
schedules to reflect demand as needed. We also note that improvements to the Transit Center are also 
planned following the recent completion of a study. Lastly, micro-mobility services through Veo have 
recently been added to enhance mobility options (especially first- and last-mile), providing e-scooter and 
bike sharing services to residents and visitors. 
 
Comment 17-54: 
 
Has there been any meaningful changes to bussing in terms of increased ridership, more frequent 
routing, and/or new bus lines that have improved transit throughout the downtown?  
 
The City has indicated that the CircuitNR has 6 vehicles and 3,000+ rides per month. Are there any 
expansion plans or improvements to service that would decrease parking requirements?  
 
Response 17-54: See Response 17-53 in terms of coordination with transit agencies and CircuitNR 
adjustments to increased ridership. 
 
Comment 17-55:  
 
What has the City done within the downtown to improve biking as an alternative to cars?  
 
Response 17-55: DOZ regulations are intended to improve street conditions for all users including bikers. 
Creating a mixed-use environment where residents do not need to drive to every destination ultimately 
makes road conditions safer for bikers. Separately from these DOZ amendments, the City has been 
pursuing Complete Street initiatives to improve conditions for bikers and pedestrians, as well as advancing 
The LINC, which is a major infrastructure project aimed at creating a multimodal path on Memorial 
Highway, connecting the downtown core/transit center with northern areas of the downtown. 
 
Comment 17-56:  
 
Do these DOZ amendments offer any clear tangible improvements to other forms of transit given likely 
parking deficits generated by the increase in density?  
 
Response 17-56: See Response 17-53. 
 
Comment 17-57:  
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Can the City please clarify what it means by reducing available parking credit for valet parking? Is it 
lowering the allowable reduction for required parking and/or creating new requirements to improve curb 
management, etc.? The language in the SDGEIS is unclear.  
 
Response 17-57: Comment noted. This Proposed Action is no longer proposing changes to parking 
regulations. See Responses 6-2 and 17-8.  
 
Comment 17-58: 
 
As previously mentioned, we do not believe the 15% reduction in required parking for valet and attendant 
parking is appropriate given the lessons learned with current garages. If the City intends to maintain any 
reduction in these DOZ amendments, can it please clarify how valet parking helps to reduce parking 
requirements to justify those reductions (as opposed to pushing residents into nearby curbside parking)? 
We struggle to see the direct tie in the same way other categories (car share parking and non-reserved 
parking) provide.  
 
At the recent Planning Board meeting re: 570 Main Street in the developer noted parking facilities at their 
current developments (The Arc, The Altier, and the Alary) only had 51% uptake (see the break-out that a 
representative from Allstate Ventures provided) on parking spaces relative to units rented. We remain 
concerned that this shows a potential lack of interest for parking in developments, particularly for valet 
parking.  
 

 
 
Response 17-58: Comment noted. See Responses 6-1, 6-2 and 17-8. 
 
Comment 17-59: 
 
Can the City please provide the data on utilization of parking facilities in new developments that has helped 
informed lessons learned in developing these DOZ amendments? It would be helpful see the difference in 
self-park and valet facilities.  
 
We would like to understand if this trend is consistent across other developments with valet parking 
facilities and if the City considered this trend as part of its DOZ amendments.  
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Response 17-59: This Proposed Action is no longer proposing changes to parking regulations. See 
Responses 6-2 and 17-8. 
 
Comment 17-60: 
 
One of our residents is very concerned that developments with underperforming valet facilities could seek 
enhanced PILOTs at the IDA to recoup costs under the DOZ. Can the City please assuage this resident’s 
concern by clarifying that it could not or would not consider PILOT extensions for underperforming valet 
parking under the current and proposed DOZ construct? We would of course object to this hypothetical 
situation given developers pursue valet parking to reduce costs of construction, induce residents to park 
elsewhere given the friction involved with valet, and would then potentially receive additional tax 
incentives.  
 
Response 17-60: The Proposed Action involves policy changes and does not approve any site-specific 
development proposal. Tax abatement considerations are outside the scope of the SDGEIS. Following 
adoption of the revised zoning, each development application will be subject to site-specific review, and 
abatements, if any, would be considered by the IDA or other taxing jurisdiction at that time. 
 
Comment 17-61: 
 
SC8. Waterfront Access Fees:  
 
As a waterfront community, we obviously have a vested interest in the health of the waterfront. But the 
impact of the waterfront on the City is much greater. The waterfront is vital to New Rochelle, the “Queen 
City of the Sound”. It’s an economic engine, a space beset with some of New Rochelle’s best recreation 
spaces, and an attractive asset to build upon. For the downtown and new developments, it’s an important 
amenity and provides views that help attract renters. 
  
Therefore, we were upset to see within these 2026 amendments that the City is proposing to remove the 
Waterfront Access Fees within DO 1-6,8 that it only introduced a few years prior. We are further upset to 
see the City justify this removal of a $5,000 per unit fee as a direct trade-off to increase the fair share 
mitigation fees. We do not see the preservation of the funds to support the waterfront as a zero-sum game.  
 
We object to the removal of the waterfront access fees on the following grounds:  
 
I The waterfront is a viable resource to all of downtown. New developments regularly advertise 
the waterfront as a key amenity to new residents.  
II The City is not applying the same principle of keeping revenue generated in area to that area 
when it comes to the Marina fund, one of the City’s primary assets for waterfront access.  
III The City needs to invest in the waterfront given real environmental concerns, such as those that 
we see in Echo Bay.  
 
Response 17-61: Comment noted. Responses to the three observations at the end of the above 
introductory comment are included below under each more extensive comment. See Responses 17-62, 
17-63 and 17-64. 
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Comment 17-62: 
 
I. The waterfront is a viable resource to all of downtown: New developments benefit significantly from the 
waterfront. The water views are a key selling point for new developments and they regularly advertise 
them as part of the leasing process. Please note, that the SMA president has toured many of the new 
buildings for family in the past and heard directly about the benefits of the waterfront from the leasing 
teams. Please find examples of advertising the waterfront in the leasing sites of new developments, 
including at least one that features our neighborhood in its imagery. 
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Response 17-62: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 17-63:   
 
II. Unequal Principles of Keeping Revenue Generated in Area: The City cannot in good faith contend that it 
is employing a consistent approach to funding benefits in-area when it has regularly for years taken 
revenue out of the Marina Fund, the primary asset for waterfront access and a key revenue drive for the 
city, and placed it in the General Fund. Since 2011, the City has taken $9,573,902 out of the Marina Fund 
for broader city uses. This is the equivalent of the waterfront access fees generated by 1,915 units. 
 
 

 
Given this trend, we insist that the City either preserve the waterfront access fees as is or that it be 
consistent and transfer excess Marina revenue into an account to the benefit of the waterfront. Otherwise, 
we would see this removal of the waterfront fees as a step by the City to continue to underinvest in a vital 
asset. 
 
 
Response 17-63: Comment noted. The transfer of funds between City municipal funds is a budgetary and 
fiscal policy. It is outside the scope of the SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 17-64:   
  
III. The City needs to invest in the waterfront: The City has underinvested in the waterfront, particularly in 
Echo Bay and could face real unfunded liabilities if it does not have sufficient waterfront funds. In drafting 
this, we looked back on an article in the Standard Star in 1992 where our former neighbor and SMA 
president noted that “New Rochelle has blown through a lot of opportunities” to invest in the waterfront, 
particularly Echo Bay. That statement is as true 30 years ago as it is today.  
 
Most concerning to us is the lack of investment by the City to revitalize previously industrial areas at shore 
and in water in Echo Bay with clear environmental issues. We have seen promises of converting the 
previous superfund ConEd site to parkland space, only to experience the threat of the site being reactivated 
as a utility-focused space as part of the PropelNY project. A 2005 Coast Guard study, uncovered by Talk of 
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the Sound, showed elevated levels of toxic metals and other pollutants including lead, mercury, barium, 
and SVOAs in Echo Bay. Sediment testing conducted by Langan for the SMA in 2021-2022 confirmed the 
presence of pollutants including elevated levels of hydrocarbons. The likeliest sources of pollution are run-
off through discharge points, the former City Yard, other former industrial sites and potentially the Marina. 
We regularly observe clear signs of pollution in Echo Bay and question how can the City use the waterfront 
to attract development and then not invest to maintain and improve it.  
We believe that it is unacceptable to eliminate a funding mechanism structured to not just improve Echo 
Bay, but also other public spaces on the waterfront including Davenport Park, Five Islands, Hudson Park, 
and Neptune Park. The waterfront access fee if applied to the additional 2,800 residential units alone 
would generate $14M in funding, even before accounting for other eligible units within the DOZ. 
 
Response 17-64: Comment noted. The City shares the sentiment that the waterfront is a valuable asset 
for New Rochelle. The waterfront area (DO-7) is not the focus of the Proposed Action and therefore this 
comment is beyond the scope of the SDGEIS and SEQR analysis.  
 
Comment 17-65: 
 
Further Clarifications on Waterfront Access Fees:  
 
Please explain the City’s rationale in the removal of the waterfront access fees. Why has the City chosen 
to remove the waterfront access fees rather than another fee category.  
 
Please clarify for residents, which developments the waterfront access fee applies to and what the 
anticipated revenue for Waterfront Access would be at full build-out without its removal.  
 
Please detail how many unallocated units within the current DOZ and what fees they would generate if 
built.  
 
Please enumerate the amount of waterfront access fees that the City has collected to-date as part of the 
DOZ and which uses it has been applied to.  
 
Please lay out what funding mechanisms the City has to employ for both the maintenance of waterfront 
public spaces as well as for any potential environmental liability if these waterfront access fees are 
removed.  

 
Response 17-65: The requested clarifications pertain to policy matters that extend beyond the scope of 
the SDGEIS. Specific calculations of full build-out revenues resulting from the Waterfront Access Fee are 
not required by SEQR for generic environmental review processes. See Response 17-12. 
 
Comment 17-66: 
 
SC9. DO-7 Comments:  
 
We note that in a version of the Full Environmental Assessment provided to City Council on January 13, 
part 1 includes the following proposed amendment: “Amend Zoning Code §331-175.11B. Site 
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Development Standards and Incentives to remove §331-175.11B (1)(b) related to DO-7 density 
standards.” For the record, we object to any such change in DO-7 density standards given it was part of 
the carefully designed 2021 amendments.  
 
Can the City please confirm the removal of the DO-7 density standards is no longer a part of the planned 
amendments?  
 
What was the rationale for the inclusion and subsequent removal of this “Site Development Standards 
Amendment” (pt. 9, on page 6 / PDF page 20 of Full Environment Assessment from January 13)  
 
We note and appreciate that virtually no changes have been made to the DOZ-7, especially given the 
care taken in the 2021 DOZ amendment process. Can the City clarify its rationale for maintaining the DO-
7 as is while other DOs have seen changes?  

 
Response 17-66: Comment noted. It is confirmed that the DO-7 density standards changes are not part of 
the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action was refined between the submission of the Environmental 
Assessment Form (EAF) Part 1 and the SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 17-67: 
 
Why has the City elected to maintain the Storefront Requirement in DO-7 exclusively in the current draft 
while removing it from the entirety of the rest of the DOZ?  
 
Response 17-67: See Response 17-6. The Storefront Requirement has been reinstated along core 
downtown corridors. Maintaining the Storefront Requirement in DO-7 is a policy decision related to the 
specific urban design objectives and land use context of that subdistrict. It is outside the scope of this 
SDGEIS.  
 
Comment 17-68: 
 
The proposed 2026 Theoretical Development Scenario shows a reduction of 20,000 sq. ft. in restaurant 
space in DO-7. Can the City explain what generated that change and the rationale for the reduction in 
Restaurant space?  
 
Response 17-68: The 2026 TDS reflects an updated estimate of a reasonable development scenario based 
on current market trends and observed absorption patterns. See Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 17-69: 
 
SC10. “Moratorium” Comments: 
 
SMA notes the following language: “This adjustment is not a zoning moratorium and would not prohibit 
development or affect existing approvals or vested rights. Rather, it limits a developer’s ability to use 
this SEQR analysis for purposes of site-specific SEQR review.” 
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Is the described zone a moratorium or not? Later in the SDGEIS (page 287, the summary page), it is referred 
to as “Moratorium on Residential Development”. 
 
If not a moratorium, we note several city officials have referred to the zone described in the SDGEIS as a 
“moratorium” across multiple instances in additional to the textual references in later in the SDGEIS. We 
are concerned that this has caused confusion to the residents as to the exact nature of the zone. 
 
Response 17-69: Comment noted. We understand the confusion that has happened in the past with 
the word “moratorium”. If the word “moratorium” has been used in the SDGEIS, it was used by 
mistake. The definition of a moratorium is a temporary suspension of a specific activity, which, in 
this context, would be a temporary pause of new development. However, as the quoted language 
above is stating, there is a specific area within DO-2 in which new development would not be covered 
under this SEQR analysis. This means that an applicant can propose a new development and is 
entitled to the same zoning parameters; however, within this specific “carve-out” area, the applicant 
would be required to undertake its own complete environmental review without the ability to rely on 
the existing SEQR frameworks that the City is providing with this SDGEIS. Also refer to Response 13-
12. 
 
Comment 70: 
 
We do not understand the perimeters of this zone. How did the City determine the specific boundaries of 
the zone? 
 
What metrics and considerations did the City employ when determining the specific boundaries of the zone 
/ “moratorium”?  
As previously mentioned, a cursory search suggests the main City-owned properties in DO-2 are lot 2-412-
0007 or the Prospect Street lot, along with others outside the moratorium. If the Prospect Street Lot is 
reserved for development, why has the City included the main portion of the 2.68 acre shared parking lot 
within the zone if it intends to reserve it for future development? 
 
Why did the City include the lots to be redeveloped into 570 Main if that project was grandfathered in? 
Those lots in addition to the Prospect Street lot appear to form meaningful area within the zone. 
 
We’d contend that the zone should potentially incorporate a larger portion of DO-2 along Huguenot and 
other lots on Main Street to have a truly meaningful impact. 
 
Response 17-70: Comments noted. There has been a significant amount of development within that area 
of the DO-2.  Given that there were no active site plan applications at this time, the City felt it would be 
prudent to encourage development in areas which have been underdeveloped as compared to this DO-2 
section. 
 
The City also evaluated the current uses, nature of the historic buildings in the area, ongoing efforts by 
others to enhance existing buildings through the expansion of the Vanguard Overlay District and its 
principled planning approach to help encourage development in other areas of the optional Overlay Zone. 
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The “Prospect Street Lot” has units reserved from the existing Master Developer Agreement.  Those units 
are not reserved just for the DO-2 section of the lot.  If the DO-3 section were to be developed this would 
remove available units from the DO-2 section, and the “development pause” is intended to deter a 
developer from requesting additional densities beyond the reservation. As mentioned in Response 13-12, 
sites which have a reservation of units would now be prevented from asking for additional as-of-right 
density covered under this environmental review process. 
 
Finally, the comment does not suggest which lots are in question to be added.  The City believes the 
current boundary captures the intent of the legislation. 
 
Comment 17-71: 
 
SC11. Miscellaneous Comments and Questions: 
 
We do not object in principle to increases to middle market housing, but are concerned about the 
implications of the changes to development standard 1. As another resident at the public hearing 
commented, you are creating mid-rise development by infilling in the smallest lots available. 
 
We are concerned in the up-to-2 bonus stories increase in zones where development standard 2 only 
includes an up to 1 bonus story. We believe the City should not be providing more additional bonuses in 
the lower tier of development standards. These zones (DO-4, -5 and -6) are also further away from the 
downtown core and lower density. 
 
Some residents have expressed concerns on accommodating sufficient parking and space for ground-level 
frontage (particularly commercial frontage) in these modified units. 
 
Response 17-71: Comment noted. The proposed changes to Development Standard 1 would bring the 
maximum permitted heights as follows, provided the applicant would use the maximum bonus heights: 

• in DO-2 from five to six stories; 
• in DO-3 through DO-6 from two to four stories; and 
• in DO-8 from three to four stories.  

 
As discussed in the SDGEIS, this is a policy change aiming to incentivize mid-rise smaller format apartment 
or townhome-style buildings that could contain ground floor residential uses (though non-residential uses 
are allowed too), which is a housing type that has not been developed as much since the inception of the 
DOZ regulations. This change is aligned with City’s goal of increasing the availability of “missing middle 
housing”, bringing gentle infill to the downtown. This approach is expected to expand housing choices 
(potentially increasing homeownership opportunities), improve streetscape quality, enhancing the 
human scale of development, and creating more balanced, livable neighborhoods. The SDGEIS assessed 
the potential environmental impacts associated with this component of the Proposed Action and did not 
identify anticipated significant adverse effects. 
 
Comment 17-72: 
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Residents have noted that the City has remapped portions of DO-5 into DO-8 (roughly 20 lots by our count) 
and subsequently also increased residential units by 44% or 100 units. Can the City explain its logic for this 
shift? 
 
Our understanding is that DO-8 was implemented two years ago and has yet to see a project built. Given 
the recency of this DO, why is the City making significant changes to the zone by adding 300 residential 
units, expanding it and remapping portions of DO-5? 
 
The City references changes related to the LINC project. How are the changes impacted by different 
outcomes of the LINC project (i.e. if the LINC does not move forward as intended or altered in a significant 
way)? 
 
Response 17-72: The SDGEIS discusses that the remapping of portions of DO-5 to DO-8 is part of a broader 
effort to refine development standards based on observed development trends and market demand, and 
align development with investment in infrastructure, rather than simply to increase density. The proposed 
amendments intend to facilitate redevelopment of the remapping section of Memorial Highway, orienting 
development toward the future LINC, which is a significant infrastructure investment in public space and 
connectivity to the core downtown/transit center. 
 
The City has been complementing the LINC project with robust community outreach and an additional 
economic development plan which anticipates the need for additional units in the zone.  Concurrent with 
the expansion of DO-8 there is an effort to increase the amount of Community Benefit Bonus capital and 
improvements within the zone. The new lots and development rights and potential CBBs may help forward 
the economic development opportunity for this neighborhood, which the commenter has pointed out, 
has not seen any DOZ development as of the consideration of this SFGEIS. 
 
 The LINC project is moving forward and the recent commitment of an additional $16m from NYS has 
significantly enhanced the ability to execute these important infrastructure improvements.  
 
Comment 17-73:  
 
Can the City clarify its rationale for the westward expansion of DO-8 along Sickles Ave, Lockwood Ave, Van 
Guilder Ave, and Washington Ave? What engagement has the City had to-date with the property owners 
and stakeholders impacted by this expansion? 
 
Response 17-73: The DO-8 expansion area is characterized by a variety of residential uses, office uses 
(largely medical) and transitional land use patterns that are consistent with the intent of the Lincoln 
Neighborhood District (DO-8). As discussed in the SDGEIS, the expansion of the DO-8 zone westward 
provides opportunities for property owners to opt into the DO Zone if they choose to. The underlying 
zoning would remain in place. The expansion further reinforces appropriate transition in scale and uses 
from an area featuring a mix of uses including commercial and institutional to the existing low-rise 
residential neighborhood to the west.  
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This SEQR process has provided an opportunity for the property owners and stakeholders in the expansion 
area to provide their input or raise any issues. See Response 17-14. 
 
Comment 17-74:  
 
Our members do not understand the rationale for remapping portions of DO-2 to DO-1, given there is a 
cross-hatch that limits the allowable stories to be in line with the existing zoning. Can the City please clarify 
the implications of the rezoning? Why does the zone need to be remapped to achieve the intended land 
uses? 
 
Response 17-74: The remapping of portions of DO-2 to DO-1 is intended to encourage large-format retail 
and entertainment uses near the Transit Center and regional access. It serves to shape a specific 
development typology needing 60,000+ square feet of lot size to provide opportunities for layouts that 
optimize large-format retail operations and result in successful business activities. It is important to note 
that this development typology would still be compatible and aligned with form-based standards that 
prioritize the pedestrian experience over car-centric patterns. The result is intended to enhance the users’  
shopping experience and promote pedestrian-friendly frontages, rather than creating a “mall-like” 
shopping center. The commenter is correct that the maximum height would be kept in line with the DO-
2 zoning. See Response 2-1. 
 
Comment 17-75:  
 
Members of the community are concerned by developers’ ability to extend their PILOTs beyond the initial 
term of their agreement. Furthermore, this process occurs at the IDA and seemingly does not always 
require a public hearing. We have seen at least 3 PILOT extensions in the last year (Skyline, Illustrator, and 
Rockwell), of which the Skyline PILOT was driven by the City out of a need to create more parking. We 
believe any further development activity under the DOZ must be bound by firmer agreements that are not 
changed after the fact. In short, we object to any further PILOT extensions or enhanced PILOTs without at 
least a vote at City Council and hope the DOZ amendments and accompanying policy can incorporate 
stronger language to put guardrails around PILOT extensions. 
 
Do these DOZ amendments consider a different process for PILOT extensions? 
 
Response 17-75: Comment noted. See Response 17-7. PILOT processes and considerations are outside of 
the scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 17-76: 
 
We ask the City if it has incorporated the impact of 2-way street conversion on Main Street and Huguenot 
into its analysis of the DOZ. In particular, we remain concerned about the traffic and parking impacts 
should the increase in residential units continue, especially during construction. We have heard City staff 
refer to the potential benefits of 2-way on the downtown in combination with the signal modernization. 
However, we ask that as a part of the DOZ, the City consider the impact on traffic, curbside parking and 
the potential for bike lanes should the City move forward with the 2-way conversion. 
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Response 17-76: The original 2015 GEIS analyzed the traffic impacts with the Main Street and Huguenot 
Street two-way conversion. Subsequent studies (the 2021 DOZ Amendments which added DO-7 and the 
2024 DOZ Amendment which added DO-8) built upon the information from the 2015 GEIS capturing a 
two-way Main Street and Huguenot Street circulation pattern.  Likewise, the 2026 DOZ amendments 
continues to build upon the analysis and findings of the previous studies, therefore reflect conditions with 
a two-way Main Street and Huguenot Street circulation.  
 
The inclusion of bike lanes is considered by the City on a regular basis, in alignment with planned road 
improvements and Complete Street policy priorities. This is not within the scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 17-77: 
 
We note that the City has referenced the build out of “Brownstones” repeatedly in relation to middle-
market housing and revised Development Standard 1 changes. For instance, the Department of 
Development included the below image of 2-story turn-of-the-century brownstones along 13th Street in 
Park Slope, Brooklyn to highlight this effort. Please clarify how the DOZ amendments, which make no 
mention of brownstones, achieve specifically the build out of brownstones (i.e. not just other middle-
market housing like generic townhouses and multi-family homes). 
 

 
 
 
Are there specific frontage requirements, proportions (e.g., matching the traditional 20 ft by 100 ft 
footprint), material standards, and/or architectural requirements (e.g., stoops, bay windows) to facilitate 
brownstones as they are traditionally understood?  
 
If the middle market housing effort does not have firm parameters to achieve specifically brownstones, 
we’d respectfully ask the City to refrain from referencing “brownstone” and using the imagery that 
evokes multi-million dollar low-rise brownstones as part of the DOZ process. We are concerned it is 
potentially misrepresenting the type of middle-market housing that would be achieved by these 
amendments.  

 
Response 17-77: Comment noted. Brownstones are a type of townhouse that is commonly recognized by 
the public. The DOZ regulations, being form-based, include facade requirements that resemble elements 
of the brownstone facades, such as stoops. The height adjustments advanced with the Proposed Action 
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under the form of bonus height for Development Standard 1 make these developments more feasible. 
The reference to brownstones is not used in the SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 17-78: 
 
We note the changes to “Sustainable Development Standards” and have questions about the text 
changes:  
 
Has the City effectively relabeled “Potable Water Consumption and Heat Island Reduction standards” 
into Sustainable Development Standards? In essence, please confirm these revisions still maintain 
Potable Water Consumption Reduction and Heat Reduction requirements. 

 
Response 17-78: It is confirmed that the Potable Water Consumption Reduction and Heat Reduction 
requirements remain in place. 

 
Comment 17-79: 

 
What is meant by “further the goals of the City of New Rochelle GreeNR plan”? We are unsure how 
developers would operationalize this language given the language seems open-ended. Can the City 
further clarify?  

 
Response 17-79: As part of the efforts to facilitate compliance with standards and requirements, evaluate 
projects for Community Benefit Bonuses, and encourage best-in-class projects that go beyond the 
sustainability requirements, the City has developed a scoring system tool that brings together every 
zoning requirement (including Sustainable Development Standards), GreeNR Goals, and current best 
practice options that should be considered when a new project is proposed in the DOZ. This point-based 
tool would streamline and facilitate City staff determination of a project compliance with zoning and other 
standards. 
 
Comment 17-80: 
 
Several community members are concerned by the lack of local workforce and union labor requirements. 
We have heard time and time again that developers have failed to reach the goals set out by the City and 
seemingly show little interest in doing so unless there are specific requirements. We share these 
concerns, given we have neighbors within Sutton Manor and other neighborhoods in New Rochelle who 
are local union labor and have not been included in major jobs to-date.  
 
Most concerning is we have heard that they are more likely to gain work in the downtown from existing 
properties than new developments. Therefore, we worry that new developments are not just excluding 
local labor but also potentially removing spaces that they could reasonably gain work from.  

 
We worry about the long-term construction impacts from having a non-union workforce. As a visible case 
in point, the defective siding and installation of waterproof membranes has already created issues for 
360 Huguenot. We want to ensure these developments continue to house residents and do not turn into 
substandard housing.  
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Response 17-80: The use of union labor is not an environmental impact and is outside the scope of SEQR 
review. However, the City is committed to providing jobs for local residents and workforce training 
opportunities and therefore has been addressing these matters through separate policies and programs. 
In 2017, the City adopted the “Economic Opportunity and Nondiscrimination Policy”, included in Chapter 
31 of the City Code. This policy serves to promote local hiring and anti-discrimination practices. 
Developers are encouraged to use “best efforts” to reach the goals described in the policy. Additionally, 
the City has established “New Rochelle Forward”, a workforce training program designed for careers in 
clean energy, green construction, and building operations sectors.  
 
Comment 17-81: 
 
At the April 14 Public Hearing and other settings for community input, we have heard increased concerns 
around affordable housing and the application of the AMI. We have not studied these in detail but hope 
the City will listen to the concerns of other more knowledgeable stakeholders to ensure there remain 
affordable options.  
 
Response 17-81: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 17-82: 
 
Has the City employed AI tools in either the drafting of the SDGEIS and/or the response to comments?  

 
Response 17-82: No environmental analysis contained in the SDGEIS has been conducted with AI tools. 
 
Comment 17-83:  
 
Note: There are several relevant topic areas that we simply did not have the time and bandwidth to 
analyze and provide comments on. These include the community benefits fund, other risk areas noted in 
the SDGEIS, changes to other zones within the DOZ and much more. In general, we support our fellow 
residents and communities in their comments as it relates to their local concerns. We hope the City will 
take into account their comments.  
 
Response 17-83: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 17-84: 
 
SC 12 Closing Statements  

 
The Sutton Manor Association has been engaging and working with the City of the New Rochelle for over 
a hundred years. Our residents, new and old, care deeply about the City and its future. We want to see a 
city that continues to get qualitatively better as it evolves and applies rationally the lessons of urban 
design to the context of New Rochelle. In order to do that, we need balance, we need patience, and we 
need input. We have provided our input and our questions, extensively. We expect the City to put in the 
effort to respond to them and, hopefully, reconsider its position on these amendments. We thank the 
dedicated public servants that serve our beloved city and play an important role in this process. 
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Response 17-84: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 17-85 (email text): 
 
Please find attached the full comments of the Sutton Manor Association in regards to the Downtown 
Overlay Zone (DOZ) 2026 amendments. The DOZ is one of, if not the most, important projects in New 
Rochelle. Once again, this process for such a consequential effort has kicked off without any notice and 
has proceeded without clear structured avenues for resident input. We, therefore, have substantial 
concerns and questions. 
 
Response 17-85: Comment noted. The City deeply values public engagement and strives to provide 
different media and tools to ensure the public is informed about projects and regulatory proposals such 
as this Proposed Action. The City also values an open communication channel with local associations and 
is committed to transparency in all processes. See Response 17-14. 
 
Comment 17-86 (email text): 
 
Please note significant time and effort went into these comments. There are easily over 100 comments 
and questions in the attached. We expect the City to take commensurate effort in its response. We also 
hope to see the City take clear steps to addressing community concerns. 
 
Response 17-86: Comment noted. The City appreciates the time and effort that the Sutton Manor 
Association took to review the SDGEIS. All comments received have been carefully reviewed and 
considered in accordance with SEQRA requirements.  
 
Comment 17-87 (email text): 
 
We have cc'ed our state representatives in this email given the state-level process involved and a concern 
state-level considerations may be influencing this inherently local policy matter. Lastly, for members of the 
city council, we have specifically created a summary of our comments for your benefit. Please read it as 
you deliberate. We want to make sure you are as informed as you can be as you navigate this complex 
policy matter. 
 
Our residents, new and old, care deeply about this city and want to see it get qualitatively better as it 
evolves. Thank you and we look forward to engaging further. 
 
Response 17-87: Comment noted. 
 
18. Matthew Rooney, Resident, April 24, 2026 
 
Comment 18-1:  
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I provide this correspondence to a) document concerns and issues regarding the proposed DOZ 
amendments and SDGEIS noted above, and b) provide tangible, addressable questions that should be 
answered as part of the public process.  
 
Response 18-1: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 18-2:  
 
POINT #1 - Cumulative Amendments Undermine Public Process and Planning Integrity  
The City’s persistent and incremental revisions to the Downtown Overlay Zone undermine the integrity of 
the public planning process. Each amendment is presented as narrow or technical, yet cumulatively they 
amount to a significant departure from the original DOZ framework adopted in 2015. What was originally 
characterized as a once-in-a-generation comprehensive planning effort now appears to be an evolving and 
reactive exercise. Rather than implementing a clearly articulated vision, the City is repeatedly revising core 
assumptions in response to changing circumstances, without reevaluating the underlying policy direction. 
The result is a patchwork of ad hoc adjustments rather than a coherent long-term plan.  
 
Response 18-2: Comment noted. See Responses 5-3 and 17-4. It is an integral part of the DOZ original 
intent and mechanism to periodically refine zoning standards and development assumptions to facilitate 
a responsive redevelopment strategy. Had the City not engaged in this refinement process in the form of 
proposed zoning amendments and TDS updates, the current DOZ framework would have continued to 
work under the current regulations and thresholds without updated environmental analyses or 
opportunities for public input. 
 
Comment 18-3: 
 
POINT #2 - Assertions of Stakeholder Input Are Unsupported  
The City states that these amendments are intended to respond to resident and stakeholder input. That 
claim warrants substantiation. As a threshold matter, the City should clearly identify which residents and 
stakeholders advocated for these specific amendments, what input was received, and how that input 
directly informed the proposed changes. Absent such transparency, the invocation of stakeholder input 
risks being perceived as rhetorical rather than factual.  
 
Response 18-3: Comment noted. See Response 17-14.  
 
Comment 18-4: 
 
POINT # 3 - The Proposal Represents a Policy Shift, Not a Technical Zoning Amendment  
The City asserts that the proposed amendments do not alter the intent of the original 2015 DOZ. This 
assertion is misleading. While framed as zoning refinements, the amendments constitute a substantive 
policy change, including a shift away from balanced mixed-use development toward housing-dominant 
outcomes; the reduction of planned commercial and employment-generating capacity; the replacement 
of storefront requirements with flexible frequent-entryway standards along major corridors; and incentive 
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structures that favor residential conversion even where existing commercial uses are successful and tax-
productive.  
 
Response 18-4: Comment noted. See Responses 5-3 and 17-7. 
 
Comment 18-5: 
 
POINT # 4 - Fiscal Justifications Are Incomplete and Unconvincing  
The City projects a purported annual net fiscal benefit exceeding $20 million. However, the documentation 
fails to include critical comparative analysis, including any assessment of existing commercial tax yield, 
the likely impact of PILOT agreements on projected revenue, the significantly higher per-capita service 
costs associated with dense residential development, and parcel- or corridor-level before-and-after fiscal 
comparisons.  
 
Response 18-5: Comment noted. See Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 18-6: 
 
POINT # 5 - Waterfront Policy Contradictions Remain Unaddressed  
The City promotes New Rochelle’s waterfront as a defining civic asset while simultaneously failing to 
acknowledge its substantial unmet infrastructure and rehabilitation needs. Against that backdrop, it is 
difficult to reconcile increased development intensity adjacent to the waterfront with the concurrent 
removal or limitation of waterfront access fees that were recently adopted through a public process 
specifically intended to fund waterfront improvements.  
 
Response 18-6: Comment noted. The DO-7 waterfront area is unaffected by the Proposed Action, except 
for a minor adjustment (decrease) in the allocation of nonresidential square footage in the TDS. The 
Waterfront Access Fees are not proposed to be removed from DO-7. See Response 17-12. 
 
Comment 18-7: 
 
1. How does the City reconcile its statement that the intent of the 2015 Downtown Overlay Zone remains 

unchanged with the material reallocation of land uses in the 2026 amendments, including reduced 
commercial capacity and increased residential emphasis?  

 
Response 18-7: See Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 18-8: 
 
2. What empirical, corridor-specific evidence supports replacing storefront requirements with frequent-

entryway standards?  
 
Response 18-8: See Response 17-6. 
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Comment 18-9: 
 
3. Who specifically provided the resident or stakeholder input cited in support of these amendments, and 

through what documented process was that input solicited and incorporated?  
 
Response 18-9: See Response 17-14. 
 
Comment 18-10: 
 
4. Has the City performed any parcel- or corridor-level comparison of existing commercial tax yield versus 

projected residential yield, including consideration of PILOT agreements and per-capita service costs?  
 
Response 18-10: See Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 18-11:  
 
5. How does the City justify limiting waterfront access fees while increasing development density near the 
waterfront, given acknowledged infrastructure needs and the recent public process establishing such fees?  
 
Response 18-11: See Response 18-6. There is no proposed increase in development density near the 
waterfront. 
 
19. B. Carey, NewRo Enough is Enough, April 24, 2026 
 
Comment 19-1:  
 
There is a technical term for the advanced viral variant currently sweeping New Rochelle -- The Too-Too 
Problem: 
Too many huge buildings, way too close together. 
 
Response 19-1: Comment noted. This is a statemen of opinion and does not pertain to the environmental 
analysis contained in the SDGEIS. 
 
Comment 19-2:  
 
Too little (or inadequate) planning for Emergency fire vehicles in rescue situations from 22+story buildings. 
 
Response 19-2: Comment noted. Potential impacts to the Fire Department have been assessed in this 
SDGEIS and in previous SEQR processes. The Proposed Action advances only minimal increases in 
allowable height (DO-8 western expansion and DO-5 to DO-8 remapping along Memorial Highway, and 
extra height bonus in some DO zones for Development Standard 1). There are no proposed increases in 
overall allowable heights in the rest of the DOZ, which can go up to 40-stories in DO-1. All new 
development would need to comply with Building and Fire Code standards in order to get site-specific 
approvals and permits. Mitigation measures, including the Fair Share Mitigation fees for development in 
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the DOZ, are discussed in the SDGEIS. The conclusion of the SDGEIS is that no significant adverse 
environmental impacts are expected as a result of the Proposed Action. 

Comment 19-3: 

Too many Expensive small apts for Too Little livable square footage. Research suggests that the 
recommended comfortable living space for 2 people living together is between 1000-1500 sq ft, altho a 
lower sq ftge of 750-1200sf may also be workable, depending on the individuals. The planned apt square 
footage (for 1-2 bedroom apts) in this and the other new development bldgs is Exceedingly Lower than 
what is recommended for comfortable living, thereby impinges on the quality of living while at way-above-
average pricings. 

Response 19-3: Comment noted. The Proposed Action would not change livable square footage. The City 
of New Rochelle regulates space requirements through Chapter 174 of the City Code. 

Comment 19-4: 

Too Little or No property set-back space in all building plan designs in these congested areas, reducing or 
blocking currently limited natural light availability. 

Response 19-4: Comment noted. The Proposed Action would not change setback requirements, which 
are regulated by the DOZ form‐based regulating plan (Chapter 331, Section 179.09 and 175.10). 

Comment 19-5: 

Too little parking planning in already congested zone. 
Too Expensive parking garage fees demanded in new buildings when there are no alternatives in nearby 
areas.  

Response 19-5: Comment noted. See Responses 6-2 and 17-8. 

Comment 19-6: 

Too much un-reviewed impact on the infrastructure on a town not built to handle the overload of 
water/sewage demands created by multiple residential towers. 

Response 19-6: Comment noted. Since the inception of DOZ, several environmental review processes 
have been conducted, in accordance with SEQR, to assess and mitigate (if needed) identified impacts 
expected from regulatory changes. This SGEIS is one of them. Potential impacts on infrastructure, 
including water and sewage demand, have been assessed with the SDGEIS. The Fair Share Mitigation Fees 
established with the original DOZ process in 2015, and updated with this Proposed Action with proposed 
increases in fees, are expected to generate approximately $20.8M that would fund infrastructure 
investment as needed.  The conclusion of the SDGEIS is that no unmitigated significant adverse 
environmental impacts are expected as a result of the Proposed Action. 

Comment 19-7: 
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Too few permanent-type job opportunities created for existing or even future residents within the 
community. 
 
Response 19-7: Comment noted. As a result of the Proposed Action, the SDGEIS estimated a creation on 
an average of 348 jobs per year, for the next 10 years, with an average annual wage of $101,230. See 
Response 17-80 for local labor considerations. 
 
Comment 19-8: 
 
Too many dangers posed (from demolition/cranes/street detours) for area school-aged children walking 
to and from the 3 or 4 nearby schools during typical daytime construction periods. 
 
Response 19-8: Comment noted. See Response 9-6. 
 
Comment 19-9:  
 
Too many building garage entry/exit points for a block (Centre Ave, eastward) which already has Seven, 
considering 3 lanes for Prospect St Lot, 2 for Hallen School driveway openings, 2 for the new Modera mid-
rise building… Proposing two, or even one more garage entry/exit point where there are already strained 
conditions with school buses that line up midday daily on Centre and with multiple city bus stops on corner 
of Centre and Main street Already-- indicates inadequate or simply Too Little planning of the 
development’s site for  yet another new  24-28 story building. 
 
Response 19-9: Comment noted. The comment is related to aspects that are considered during site-
specific review processes for each development. It is outside the scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 19-10: 
 
Too many tax breaks for Too Little to no Appreciable benefits to existing residents of New Rochelle.  
 
Response 19-10: Comment noted. See Response 7-2 and Response 8b-1. 
 
Comment 19-11: 
 
Too little proof requirements to follow a continuing percentage of low-moderate  apartments for rent, at 
or after, initial percentage has been proven given. 
 
Response 19-11: Comment noted. This is outside the scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 19-12: 
 
Too few requirements planned to codify green space inclusion in all new developments. 
 
Response 19-12: Comment noted. In response to public comments, this SFGEIS incorporates further 
zoning changes to increase the greenery requirements in public spaces, such as a new requirement of 30% 
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planting and/or green infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street trees and bio-retention 
areas along Public Frontages. 
 
Comment 19-13: 
 
Too many rental buildings being developed as opposed to purchase apt conditions which are significantly 
more stabilizing and greater incentive for community-building. 
 
Response 19-13: Comment noted. See Response 17.30. 
 
Comment 19-14: 
 
Too little addressing architectural porosity of new developments, as their close proximity continues to 
reduce or block natural light and increase and deepen shadows, having negative effects on overall quality 
of life, 
 
Response 19-14: Comment noted. The Proposed Action represents a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning 
framework and associated TDS. Unlike the original 2015 DOZ adoption, and the 2021 and 2024 DOZ 
amendments, these are minor adjustments; the original 2015 DOZ’s vision remains largely unchanged. 
Maximum allowable heights remain largely unchanged in the DOZ. See Response 19-6. 
 
Comment 19-15: 
 
Too little consideration of the “wind tunnel” effect created by a multiple of close towering buildings.  
 
Response 19-15: Comment noted. See Response 19-6. 
 
Comment 19-16: 
 
Too Little, or more-significant, financial incentives for potential retail business to desire opening in an area 
with claims for ostensibly growing residential customer base. 
 
Response 19-16: Comment noted. Financial incentives are not pertinent to the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 19-17: 
 
Not enough attention for the constituents who have voted (and will vote) for Representatives to carry out 
the wishes and needs of the community. 
 
Response 19-17: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 19-18: 
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It appears evident that the proposed amendment seems to struggle to address these important issues at 
hand, and in some important ways seems to worsen or complicate them. 
Fortunately, it is Not Too Late  -- changes that address the genuine issues experienced by residents living 
downtown CAN Still be made. But, Barring that, this Amendment cannot be approved, in good conscience. 
 
Comment 19-18: Comment noted. 
 
 
20. Dinis Passarinho, Public, April 24, 2026 
 
Comment 20-1:  
 
I’m a Yonkers native who spent nearly a decade in Manhattan before choosing Downtown New Rochelle 
as my family’s base. In July 2025, we purchased a home in the Glenwood Lake area. During that time, we 
were downtown daily dropping our son off at daycare and shopping locally. We chose New Rochelle 
because we believe in its potential. But potential is only realized through decisions, and today there are 
several gaps between where downtown is and what it could become. 
 
Response 20-1: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 20-2: 
 
1. The tax subsidy structure is misaligned 
Tax incentives should unlock public benefit and not shield private development from contributing to the 
civic infrastructure that makes density possible. Libraries, schools, and public services are the foundation 
of a strong downtown. Incentives must be structured to reinforce, not undermine, that reality. The 
unlocking public benefit right now is not happening. 
 
Response 20-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-7. It is important to note that the Fair Mitigation Share 
fees are intended to contribute to civic infrastructure services of the City. Additionally, increased property 
tax revenue as a result of the DOZ development are anticipated to significantly contribute to city services. 
 
Comment 20-3: 
 
2. Access. Not just parking, MUST guide planning! 
What people want is convenient, safe access. That means walkable streets, protected bike infrastructure, 
and properly maintained sidewalks. A car-light lifestyle only works when the environment supports it. 
 
Response 20-3: Comment noted. DOZ regulations and standards focus on creating a mixed-use 
community where people can walk or bike to stores and institutions to satisfy their daily needs, and a 
pedestrian-friendly environment that promotes walking as opposed to driving. Access and connectivity 
are key elements of the DOZ, and the proposed amendments further reinforce them through addition of 
a new “Pedestrian Way Required” in the DO-1 core downtown, as well as modifications to the definition 
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of the “Contiguous Public Frontage” type. The Proposed Action is expected to positively affect the public 
realm to further reinforce a pedestrian-focused DOZ. 
 
Comment 20-4: 
 
3. Density must be matched by safety capacity 
High rise development requires proportional investment in emergency services. Persistent false alarms 
(such as at Modera) and operational gaps are not minor inconveniences and they signal systemic strain. 
Growth must be matched by readiness. 
 
Response 20-4: Comment noted. See Response 1-3.  
 
Comment 20-5: 
 
4. Public green space is essential infrastructure 
Playgrounds are not amenities. They are prerequisites for a livable downtown. If New Rochelle wants to 
attract and retain families, it must invest in safe, accessible, and activated public spaces. 
 
Response 20-5: Comment noted. The Community Benefit Bonus fees attached to the DOZ bonus height 
can contribute, among other elements, to the provision of open space. Further, in response to public 
comments, this SFGEIS incorporates further zoning changes to increase the greenery requirements in 
public spaces, such as a new requirement of 30% planting and/or green infrastructure in Civic Spaces and 
recommended street trees and bio-retention areas along Public Frontages. 
 
Comment 20-6: 
 
5. Ground-floor retail is being underutilized & there is no clear night and weekend economy strategy 
Too many new buildings have inactive, vacant ground floors. These spaces are often priced for tenants 
who never arrive. The city should focus on cultivating local entrepreneurs potentially through an organized 
network or investor collective to activate these storefronts and build a real street level economy that you 
see in Mamaroneck, Greenwich, Hastings on Hudson, Tarrytown, Irvington, etc. A successful downtown 
must be active beyond business hours. Restaurants, events, music, and programming don’t emerge by 
accident; they require intentional support and policies that empower small operators. Utilize digital 
signage, and billboards, to showcase "what's happening". 
 
Response 20-6: Comment noted. Regarding the vacant ground floors, the City is taking a multi-faceted 
strategy to address this issue. See Response 9-8. 
 
Comment 20-7: 
 
6. The “missing middle” remains missing 
A resilient downtown includes a mix of housing types and price points. Diversity in housing creates long-
term stability. Townhouses, etc.  
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Response 20-7: Comment noted. Increasing “missing middle” housing is a key City policy goal. Through 
the Proposed Action, the City is promoting “missing middle” housing types through bonus height 
incentives across multiple DO districts for redevelopment of smaller sites (see response 17-71), increased 
flexibility in required frontage types and updated definitions. 
 
Comment 20-8: 
 
New Rochelle has strong fundamentals. The decisions made now will shape its trajectory for decades. 
Getting the DOZ right means aligning policy with how successful downtowns actually function. 
 
Response 20-8: Comment noted. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 
 
21. Aisha Cook, New RoAR, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
Comment 21-1: 
 
On April 14th, the city council will hold a public hearing on the proposed amendments to the downtown 
overlay zone.  We urge council to use this opportunity to codify the expectations of the community as it 
relates to careers, local hires, green space, home ownership, and truly affordable rents. Unlike the previous 
administration, this council should move from simply hoping for the best from developers to demanding a 
return on the taxpayers' investments. 
 
Response 21-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 21-2: 
 
Since its inception in 2015, the form-based overlay zones have proven to be a well-documented boon to 
developers and new members of our community fleeing the high rental market of New York City. In that 
same time period, however, for homeowners, those who are rent burdened, local union trades members, 
seniors on fixed incomes, and the 10 percent of our neighbors living in poverty, the much-heralded success 
of development has not matched the reality. Homeowners have not seen a decrease in city taxes.  Working 
class families are still rent burdened. Seniors on fixed incomes are still struggling to remain in the 
community, and those who qualify for subsidized housing have fewer options than ever before. 
 
Response 21-2: Comment noted. Some components of the DOZ amendments are specifically intended to 
facilitate redevelopment of smaller lots, which is expected to encourage homeownership opportunities. 
See Response 15-4. See Response 17-80 for union labor. 
  
Comment 21-3: 
 
It must be noted that our current mayor and city council members, with one notable exception, did not 
vote for the overlay zoning structure and, in fact, have called for a moratorium based on what they have 
heard from various members of the community.  Now is the time for the council to work alongside 



 Supplemental FGEIS 2026 DOZ Amendments   3.0 Comments and Responses on the SDGEIS 

  3-100 

corporate council to make sure that the various goals of the promised but never codified community 
benefits agreement are firmly -- firmly enshrined in the over low -- overlay zone code. 
 
Response 21-3: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 21-4: 
 
The summary presentation of the 392-page 2026 amendment to the New Rochelle downtown overlay zone 
speaks to updates to theoretical development models as well as lessons learned.  Yet, the projections for 
jobs and job creation mirror the theoretical model used in 2015, and there seems to be no lesson learned 
about the anemic level of local hire and full-time family supporting job creation.  
 
Response 21-4: Comment noted. The job creation model utilized in the SDGEIS is a standard model used 
for assessing job creation for generic regulatory actions, in accordance with SEQR requirements. For 
further explanation of the model used to analyze jobs, also refer to Response 24-2 below. See Response 
17-80 for the use of union labor.  

 
22. Bruce Soloway, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 22-1: 
 
What is missing in the proposal are required labor standards -- required labor standards, based on a 
rigorous review of job creation over the past 10 years and an outline of the penalties, including claw backs, 
for developers that do not meet the de minimis standards for job creation and local hire.  In other words, 
council should add firm requirements, third-party rigorous compliance oversight, and enforcement to the 
2017 economic opportunity and non-discrimination policy. 
 
Response 22-1: Comment noted. See Response 17-80. 
 
Comment 22-2: 
 
 We applaud the amendment that requires any community benefits bonuses generated in DOZ 8 to remain 
in DOZ 8.  However, before receiving credit for providing affordable units, developers should be required 
to outline all non-negotiable add-ons that are being piled onto renters who win the lottery for so-called  
affordable units. In many instances, the additional costs for such things as shared water use, excess 
garbage fees, amenities fees, and parking bring so-called affordable rents to market rate pricing.  
 
Response 22-2: Comment noted. This comment pertains to policy requirements that extend beyond the 
scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 22-3: 
 
The price that developers pay into the community benefits bonus fund should be reported quarterly to the 
public and to the city council.  This reporting should be a statutory requirement. Those funds should also 
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be a clearly identifiable line item in the city's budget with oversight by the city council and administered 
by the city manager.  Leaving these funds within the Department of Development is not best practice, and 
in the case of the community benefit bonus funds, creates an inherent conflict of interest.  
 
Response 22-3: Comment noted. This comment pertains to policy requirements that extend beyond the 
scope of the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 22-4: 
 
Area median income percentage, AMI percentage, cited for developers based on HUD housing and urban 
development guidelines should also include the AMI of the census tract in any presentation of affordable 
units.  The New Rochelle community deserves to know the gap between what is mandated by HUD and 
what's actually helpful to our community. How can the issue of true affordability be addressed if the gap 
is not clearly defined?  How can incentives be put in place for developers if we don't start by looking at 
local AMI and challenging developers to find a way to provide rents without mandatory add-ons that will 
address the needs of our economically vulnerable citizens? 
 
Response 22-4: Comment noted. This comment pertains to policy requirements that are outside the scope 
of the Proposed Action. Affordable housing requirements are typically associated with Annual Median 
Income (AMI) values at the County level. This is a standard practice and, because AMI levels are updated 
yearly by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), it is a reliable source for up up-to-
date values. It should be noted that the City requires 70% of AMI as a baseline requirement for the 10% 
set-aside for affordable housing required by Code, but also applies a sliding scale for deeper affordability 
levels. Since the adoption of the DOZ, the City has generated closer to 20% of units as affordable housing 
and deeper affordability levels. Also refer to Response 12-1. 
 
23. Lourdes Font, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 23-1: 
 
 We recommend the city manager for making quality of life his signature priority.  We urge him to work 
with city staff to address issues that persist in historically neglected and under-resourced areas, especially 
those in City Council District 3 that are part of the expanded downtown overlay zone. 
 
Response 23-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 23-2: 
 
The immediate implementation of the much- needed pedestrian safety tool of four-way signal stops at the 
intersections of Lincoln Avenue with Memorial Highway and North Avenue should be a priority.  Other 
quality of life issues such as restricting 24-hour stores in targeted areas, improving the limited access to 
healthy food and quality supermarket options, focused efforts to control the explosion of the deer 
population in residential neighborhoods, and intentional investments in communities impacted by decades 
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of neglect and disinvestment are a few of the ways in which the expansion of the downtown overlay zone 
can have a meaningful, positive impact on the quality of life for the residents of Council District 3. 
 
Response 23-2: Comment noted. Most of the comments are outside the scope of the Proposed Action. As 
discussed in the SDGEIS, the Proposed Action is a refinement phase of the existing DOZ zoning approach. 
Larger amendments that included expansions of the DOZ area have been adopted since 2015, with the 
most recent one in 2024 (addition of DO-8 zone) involving significant portions of Council District 3.  
 
Comment 23-3: 
 
As the New Rochelle skyline changes and we read glowing reports of the success of our housing 
development, there has been a severe disconnect between what long-time residents have experienced and 
we -- and what we are told has been achieved. This gaslighting does not serve us well. We urge council to 
meet the moment and recenter development around the urgent community need for local hire, pathways 
to union jobs, housing that is no more than 30 percent of a family's income, and transparency and input 
as to where the millions of dollars being collected from developers are being used. In the past two years, 
council has indicated its intention to do all of these things. 
 
 We urge council now to apply the full powers of both the city code and administrative rules to make your 
intentions crystal clear that a strong New Rochelle requires affordable, stable, and sustainable housing 
and the growth of family-supporting jobs. 
 
Response 23-3: Comment noted. See Response 17-80 for union labor and local hiring policy clarifications. 
For concerns around housing cost, the proposed DOZ amendments intend to promote redevelopment of 
smaller sites through bonus incentives for Development Standard 1. Increasing housing choices by 
promoting “missing middle” housing option is one of the goals of the City to facilitate more affordable 
housing opportunities. 
 
24. Michael Yellin, New Rochelle Alliance for Justice, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026   
 
Comment 24-1: 
 
We appreciate your recognition of the need to make corrections to the city's planning policies, which have 
put developer interests above all others since 2015. You have the opportunity, you have the power to lift 
up resident interests and fulfill the promise of creating family-supporting union jobs and truly affordable 
housing through this redevelopment, and we look -- we look forward to working with you to accomplish 
these goals.  
 
Response 24-1: Comment noted. 
 
Regarding construction jobs, the SDGEIS Section 3.4.2.3 impacts of construction and annual operations 
projects the average annual wage for construction workers will be $101,230 and that's $48 an hour.  Yet 
the data developers report to the city shows them paying New Rochelle residents only $20 to $25 an hour 
or roughly $50,000 a year, and those are poverty wages. Knowing that the $100,000 wage figure in the 
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SDGEIS is off by half calls into question the other data in the construction section.  This needs to be 
addressed.  It can and should be addressed in the "mitigation measure section of the SDGEIS." Right now 
the section reads, no mitigation proposed requiring project labor agreements on publicly subsidized 
developments and strengthening the economic opportunity and non-discrimination policy to require 
apprenticeship opportunities for New Rochelle residents can achieve $100,000 plus wages, and we suggest 
this be included in the proposed mitigation measures. 
 
Response 24-2: Comment noted. The following clarifies the discrepancy described in the comment: 
Average Westchester construction wage in 2024 is $89,952 according to the New York State Department 
of Labor, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. The IMPLAN model utilized for this analysis 
includes not only wages, but all components of labor income including benefits (i.e., insurance, paid time 
off, 401K), unlike previous versions of the IMPLAN model that only reflected wage and salary income.  The 
Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate that benefits range from between 20-40% of total 
compensation.  Construction compensation ranges broadly depending on employer, union membership, 
and area of specialization; some non-Union shops do not provide any benefit packages at all.  Going from 
the average wage of $89,952, IMPLAN assumes a very conservative average benefit value of only 11.25% 
to account for that variation.   
 
Comment 24-3: 
 
Regarding affordable housing, as you know, the inclusion of 10 percent of units at 80 percent of AMI does 
not meet the needs of most New Rochelle residents.  The city needs to use the SDGEIS to lock in much 
deeper affordability.  You have the power, you have the responsibility.  The clock is ticking, time is running 
out, and now is the time for you to take action to ensure the benefits of the redevelopment are shared 
equitably among residents.   
 
Response 24-3: Comment noted. The City already requires deeper affordability levels, targeting 
affordability levels at 70% of Area Median Income (AMI) as the baseline, with a sliding scale option for 
even deeper affordability levels. See Responses 12-1 and 22-4. 
 
25. Dominick Cassanelli, Teamsters Local 456, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026   
 
Comment 25-1: 
 
The current path of development here in New Rochelle is just simply not working for working people, and 
that's a fact.  We are seeing billions of dollars in development, but not enough of those jobs going to local 
residents, and it's a shame. And too many are low-wage positions with little or no benefits and no real 
pathway to a career.  We've heard it directly from workers, our members.  Major projects are being built 
by contractors who don't hire locally, paid poverty wages, and who fail to provide meaningful benefits for 
their workers.  That's not economic development. That's a race to the bottom.  
 
Response 25-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 25-2: 
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The numbers don't lie. In 2025, 434 residents were placed into jobs through the First Source Referral Center 
with an average wage of $21.53 an hour. Only 168 of those were in construction, and some of those 
projects paid as little as $20 to $25 an hour.  That's not factoring to the cost of healthcare, the rising cost 
of healthcare, so you could figure those numbers are probably cut in half.  And I don't know about anybody 
here, but I don't know that you could live in Westchester, let alone New Rochelle, for $15 an hour. At the 
same time, the city's goals around apprenticeship and local hiring are not being met. If they were, we 
would see far more New Rochelle residents building real careers on these projects. So what does this 
mean?  It means cranes in the sky, but not enough opportunity on the ground.  It means luxury 
development without shared prosperity.  It means working families being left behind. But it doesn't have 
to be this way.  You guys are the gatekeepers.  When union labor is used, we get fair wages, strong benefits, 
safer job sites, and a real career pathway.  We get local hiring and middle-class jobs that support families.  
So tonight, we are -- all of us, we are calling on you, the city council, the mayor, to act.  Require project 
labor agreements on these projects. Strengthen local hiring agreements.  Enforce real apprenticeship 
standards.  Hold developers accountable.  And raise the bar on what qualifies as economic opportunity in 
this city. Because development should just not be about buildings.  It should be about building careers.  
And that's not what's happening right now. The people of New Rochelle are not asking for handouts.  We're 
asking for an honest day's work, for an honest day's pay.  Just a fair shot to earn and build a future in their 
own city, right here in New Rochelle.  We're ready to partner with you, but we need leadership, we need 
standards, and we need action.  And we need it now.  
 
Response 25-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-80.  
 
26. Anthony Umbro, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026   
 
Comment 26-1: 
 
It's disheartening for me to, you know, live in New Rochelle and see all these projects going.  And -- and I 
work for a company that's located in New Rochelle, Montesano Brothers.  And the job like on North Avenue 
and Main Street, we get an $80,000 job to connect the sewer into -- from the building into the sewer, 
because the developer isn't able to do that kind of work.  But out of a $40 or $50 million job, that's the only 
job we get, $80,000. I worked at the Boys Club and the building they put over there.   
 
Response 26-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 26-2: 
 
And Mike Yellin will tell you how many people came in there looking for jobs. We'd send them into the 
office there.  They'd come out.  Oh, they gave us the runaround.  They gave us a few numbers.  A week 
later, the same -- same New Rochelle residents that lived in that area.  Oh, they gave us a number.  Nobody 
ever answered. Nobody ever got back to us. You know, it's -- it's -- it's horrible that in New Rochelle -- you 
know, New Rochelle used to be one of the -- was the top city in -- in New -- in Westchester.  Now, it's -- it's 
like backwards, you know.  You have these jobs.  If you ever was to say to these developers we're not going 
to give you any more pilots, you know, a 20-year tax abatement, they'll -- they'll go somewhere else, you 
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know. You -- you want to give these – these people, you know, what I call it is municipal welfare.  If you're 
going to give that to them, make them use, you know, a living wage, a working wage, a standard, you 
know, prevailing wage.   
 
Response 26-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-80 regarding local hiring programs. See Response 15-
7 for tax breaks. 
 
Comment 26-3: 
 
So you know, I'm a middle-class man.  I'm not a wealthy man, but I want to live in New Rochelle. You know, 
it's making it tougher and tougher when I see guys working there for $0.30 on a dollar, a van coming from 
New Jersey with 15 guys in there that might need 15 of them to afford one of these apartments.  You know, 
it's -- it's terrible. And like I said, my -- my son's friend, he wanted to get into the trades.  He became an 
apprentice in carpenter's union.  He hasn't worked in New Rochelle in the last four years.  He's got to go 
elsewhere because there's no opportunities for him here.  He's going up to Fishkill, here, there. It's terrible, 
you know.  
 
Response 26-3: Comment noted. See Response 17-80 regarding local hiring programs. 
 
Comment 26-4: 
 
You know, that's what I say about the --as far as, you know, you want to give these developers a handout, 
no taxes.  I'm the one that's paying for all that.  I paid for the sewer main, the water main that went down 
Webster Avenue.  That came out of my taxes. You know, and the quality of -- in the 10 years that these 
buildings are going on, my quality didn't get any better in New Rochelle.  New Rochelle has the worst 
roads, the worst parks.  You go to Hudson Park, it's run down.  You go to Five Islands, you got a bathroom, 
the pavilion there has been closed off for two years.  You know, it's terrible. Make -- make one of these 
developers put some money into the -- the parks or something instead of putting everything into their 
pocket.  It's terrible.   
 
Response 26-4: Comment noted. See Response 15-7 for tax breaks. Taxes generated by new development 
under the Proposed Action would help the City in funding maintenance efforts for existing parks. 
Additionally, once a development application goes through site plan approvals, developers are also 
required to pay into the open space and recreation fund per § 331-118.G. The DOZ and the proposed 
amendments are expected to generate positive outcomes for park facilities. 
 
27. James O'Toole, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 27-1: 
 
Nothing against your union guys, but I'm here on a totally different subject about this DOZ.  The DOZ 
downtown overlay zone does not need to be touched. You want to add hundreds of thousands -- thousands 
of more people into the downtown.  We are oversaturated already.  There is nothing that you can tell me 
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that you need to add more people into the downtown.  If you want to add it in other areas of the city, go 
right ahead, be my guest. 
 
Response 27-1: Comment noted. This is a statement of opinion.  
 
Comment 27-2: 
 
 But make -- do me a favor, make sure they're union jobs because those buildings that are built downtown 
are all garbage.  They're all garbage.  Every single night, there's a problem in one of those buildings.  Either 
there's pipes bursting, there's walls falling down.  Just look at the reports.  It's all junk that you built down 
there.  All right? And what's moving into them, we don't even want to talk about that because the police 
incidents that have gone up is remarkable of what's going on down there.  So I don't know what these 
landlords or these developers told you and what they gave you as dinners and parties and campaign 
donations and everything else, but we've had enough. As a lifelong resident of downtown New Rochelle, 
in the middle of it all, this is absolute garbage that you put down here.  All right?  You're taking away more 
parking with all these buildings going up in front of them.  Right?   
 
Response 27-2: Comment noted. This is a statement of opinion. See Response 17-80 regarding union 
labor. See Response 14-1 regarding police accidents.  
 
Comment 27-3: 
 
The bus stop that goes -- and somebody was talking about who cleans the bus stops today at -- snow 
removal.  The bus stop at the corner of Northern Main Street has now been moved down to Monroe College 
because you've got all this development and the people can't even get to a bus anymore.  And I use the 
bus. So no one's coming.  If you want to say, oh, it's a walkable city, let's do transportation, you've ruined 
it all.  And then you got these laborers coming in from -- like the gentleman just said, from New Jersey and 
everywhere else in white vans that are parked on North Avenue every single day.  Every day starting at 
6:00 a.m. with 15 to 20 workers coming out of it and going into that (indiscernible) building to work. And 
prove me wrong, because I got the pictures to prove it.  I got cameras on my building. I can prove every 
one of you wrong.  Maybe if you all started living in the downtown, come down and stay at my apartment 
for a couple nights and see what goes on.  I got the rats the size of Lassie running around.  I got everything.  
I got the bums behind CVS.  And these are the people that you say you want to attract to the downtown?  
You're nuts. Come on, man.  Get -- get with it. This DOZ thing should be banned, not even happen.  
Shouldn't even happen.  It's absolute trash.  And by the way, I want to know why when you had a public 
meeting back here today, I was denied access to this building until 6:45.  So that meeting that you just had 
back there should be null and void, because that's against the government act. You people shut me out 
from coming into this building until 6:45, and that was an open public meeting.  That's wrong. 
 
Response 27-2: Comment noted. It does not pertain to the Proposed Action and is a statement of opinion. 
 
28. Jim Killoran, co-chair of NewRo Enough is Enough, president of the SoNo NewRo 
Neighborhood Association, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
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Comment 28-1: 
 
And, you know, we don't need one more developer in this city.  And you -- the thing is, you aren't the ones 
that meet with them.  It's the development staff here.  And they're not the people in New Rochelle that are 
asked.  So the developers come in, like New Roch did. And I was there, and I sat at the zoning meeting.  
Lewis asked me, well, if the Space Shot is the only thing that can make this happen.  And -- and Michael 
was there -- Michael, who spoke so well about the unions.  Thank you, unions, for what you do.  But, you 
know, the -- and the IDA was chastised for not hiring any local people back then.  I don't even know what 
an IDA is.  It should be an illegal instrument.  It doesn't make any sense to me in -- in this day of the 250th 
anniversary of America that we have an IDA.  
 
Response 28-1: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 28-2: 
 
And it was mentioned, pilots -- pilots for the people.  We don't need another pilot.  These developers are 
billionaires.  We've paid for them to make that money.  
 
Response 28-2: Comment noted. See Response 15-7. 
 
Comment 28-3: 
 
 The school system is drastically going down.  The state mandated a charter school. And -- and the kids 
don't even know what end of a hammer to -- to use. I'll be old as a builder's camp.  I build homes.  I built 
28 homes in Yonkers and 10 in White Plains.  And -- and we build all over.  But the secret is that SEQRA 
really doesn't count in New Rochelle.  They don't care about the environment. They go up to (indiscernible) 
with press releases in a conference that was held up there today on clean action and clean air.  But in the 
meantime, we are -- have fumes and cars and buses that are coming and there's no bike lanes.  Fifteen 
years ago, I picketed because I knew this would be an S show.  And -- and -- and I was right. We don't have 
any home ownership.  The schools are horrible, and the developers own you and own the development 
department.  I've got nothing against developers.  If you're foolish enough to let them take you -- take us 
-- if they let them take us, it's time to change them.  And that's what has to happen. So environmental 
injustice.  It's great this is on Earth week.  Points that need to be addressed. 
 
Responses 28-4: Comment noted. The comment is a statement of opinion and does not pertain to the 
Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 28-4: 
 
Selling all parking lots to developers. Well, that was bright.  Let's do a deep dive where we park now.  Oh, 
that was good.  It's a nightmare as cars circle around endlessly.   
 
Response 28-4: Comment noted. See Response 6-2. 
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Comment 28-5: 
 
13.2 miles of New Rochelle, yet only .01 of people are stuffed into the downtown and illegal DOZ buildings 
put in that are horrible, not built well.  Panels falling off 360, stabbings at Church Street.  Is that quality 
improvement?  Approving project. And then, you know, Ward Acres, you do a nice press or a Facebook 
post.  Ward Acres, you get grass and goats.  What do we get?  We get ready-mix concrete and rats in -- in 
-- in concrete parks that are horrible. It's totally unjust what you guys have created.  And we are all -- we're 
not against anybody.  We're all one.  Everybody right here tomorrow could start building up Memorial 
Highway home ownership for people.  We don't need one developer.  They've raped us.  And you.  And us. 
And it's got to stop. 
 
Response 28-5: Comment noted. The comment is a statement of opinion and does not pertain to the 
Proposed Action. 
 
29. Steve Mayo, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 29-1: 
 
New Rochelle's downtown retail haven has gone to seed.  No fault of anyone here, of course. This sweet 
suburban city cannot control loss of industry to Asia or family held chain or even independent stores.  But 
still, where's the promised retail? We can try to control the fall and rise of commerce and community.  And 
I emphasize commerce and community that have defined New Rochelle, well, since its founding, I suppose.  
The awesome constructions that rule our skies do nothing of the kind.  
 
Response 29-1: Comment noted. See Response 9.8. 
 
Comment 29-2: 
 
Transit-oriented development, nice phrase. Great, I suppose, AIA created item.  That's American Institute 
of Architects. I have not met anyone in our south end who likes this trend.  I don't know anyone on the 
north end who knows or cares.  Just threaten them with developing -- just threaten them with developing 
Ward Acres some day.  Most of them visiting Eastchester, of course, Mamaroneck and other places to shop 
and to use services, and unfortunately, also to use their libraries, even though I've always thought we had 
a great library. This is not ideological or partisan, conservative, Democrat, socialist.  They don't differ.  The 
Republican party in hiding, not heard from lately.   
 
Response 29-2: Comment noted. This is a statement of opinion and does not pertain to the Proposed 
Action. 
 
Comment 29-3: 
 
But where is the retail?  Where is the homeowner tax relief?  Excuse me.  Excuse me.  Maybe we have to 
go to the Latin.  I don't know Latin, but my daughter learned it in New Rochelle High School. Qui bono, who 
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benefits?  Not New Rochelle citizens or its collection of great communities.  Qui bono, who benefits?  
Where's the retail? 
 
Response 29-3: Comment noted. See Response 9.8. 
 
30. John Delfs, Residence Park Neighborhood Association, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 30-1: 
 
Given the serious quality of life issues already being felt in downtown and the surrounding neighborhoods, 
including insufficient green space, windy sunblock, congested streets, and inadequate parking, the RPNA 
board has significant reservations about approving additional residential units at this time. Before adding 
another 2,800 units to the theoretical development scenario, the city should first demonstrate that the 
livability fundamentals are in place.  New Rochelle's downtown transformation is remarkable, but progress 
is not the same as livability and vibrancy. The original DOZ did not provide enough green space, community 
gathering space, walkable sidewalks, or parking to support the residents and businesses it has attracted.  
Incentives alone have not worked.  This is our chance to fix these issues. The green in our plan gives the 
mandate.  It is now critical for you, our city council, to do so. If the council moves forward, we respectfully 
urge three specific strengthening measures incorporating requirements rather than incentives for the 
proposed amendments.  
 
Response 30-1: Comment noted. Each topic is detailed and responded to in the following comments. 
 
Comment 30-2:  
 
First, significant additional green space is needed.  These amendments should require -- they do require 
contiguous public frontage for a civic space is a good start, but please add a required quantitative 
standard. 
Any project over 100,000 square feet must provide publicly accessible open green space equal to at least 
10 percent of the lot area with living plantings and trees, not concrete parks.  
 
Response 30-2: Comment noted. The City agrees that downtown green space is an important element of 
the urban environment. The Community Benefit Bonus fees attached to the DOZ bonus height can 
contribute, among other elements, to the incorporation of meaningful green elements (green roofs, etc.), 
provision of open space, and creation of pedestrian passages. The proposed addition of a Pedestrian Way 
required in the remapping area (DO-2 to DO-1) in the core downtown is intended to provide additional 
civic space for any new development in such area. Moreover, in response to public comments, this SFGEIS 
incorporates further zoning changes to increase the greenery requirements in public spaces, such as a 
new requirement of 30% planting and/or green infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street 
trees and bio-retention areas along Public Frontages.  
 
Comment 30-3: 
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Second, wider sidewalks are needed with real tree canopy.  Amend the build-a-line and frontal -- frontage 
rules to require a minimum 15- foot clear sidewalks on all DOZ 1 and DOZ 2 frontages with continuous tree 
pit or structured soil zone and tree -- trees -- street trees planted.  
 
Response 30-3: Comment noted. The DOZ framework involving street types and build-to-line 
requirements are not being modified with this Proposed Action. The form-based zoning code establishes 
different “Street Types”, and each street type dictates the required width between curb and building line. 
These requirements are based on form-based principles that prioritize “good urban form”, meaning the 
buildings frame the street and create a consistent urban edge to improve the pedestrian experience. Trees 
and streetscape amenities are strongly encouraged along sidewalks. To further this goal, this SFGEIS 
proposes to modify zoning text in SECTION 175.21 E (2) (c) to recommended street trees and bio-retention 
areas along Public Frontages (see Appendix B). However, the zoning regulations leave enough flexibility 
to address streetscape needs on a site-by-site case, without undermining the goal of providing a pleasant 
experience for pedestrians. 
 
Comment 30-4: 
 
Third, municipal parking is needed that actually supports downtown as well as a plan to alleviate the 
current over-parking problems in our adjoining neighborhoods.  Direct a portion of the increased $50 per 
square foot community benefits bonus fee into a dedicated downtown public parking and mobility fund 
for shared garages, loading zones, and transit connections.  
 
Response 30-4: Comment noted. A contribution to public parking in exchange for height bonus is already 
established as one of the bonus categories in the Community Benefit Bonuses. For other strategies 
pursued by the City on downtown parking, see Response 6-2. 
 
Comment 30-5: 
 
Density without greenery, community spaces, walkability, and access is not smart growth. It does not 
support a healthy, viable, vibrant downtown.  Please get the fundamentals right before approving more 
units. 
 
Response 30-5: Comment noted. See Responses 30-2 and 30-3 on how the City is responding to these 
concerns. 
 
31. Michael Cammer, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 31-1: 
 
 I've really liked what I've been hearing tonight. Thank you for all coming out and talking. To woo 
developers -- before I start, I should say that, you know, when development was discussed for downtown 
years ago, I was supportive of it, but I thought that there really needed to be requirements.  I like that the 
word requirement was used in the last -- the last speaker used the word requirement.  And I've been, you 
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know, very disheartened to see that there weren't requirements. There were encouragements, and none 
of them were really followed through on. 
 
Response 31-1: Comment noted. The DOZ zoning framework, including the proposed amendments, 
contain both requirements and incentives. Those have been thoroughly evaluated to strike the right 
regulatory balance between expectations and practical implementation.  
 
Comment 31-2: 
 
So to woo developers to come to build in New Rochelle, deals were cut for deferred taxes and payments in 
lieu of taxes.  We, the public, were assured that new development would not negatively impact school and 
library budgets.  It could be argued that pilot payments have benefited the schools. However, we have 
questions about whether developers are trying to claw back some of what they have paid in.  This is budget 
season for the schools and the library.  The proposed library budget on the ballot has a line of tax-related 
and debt service for $269,000 for SCAR, tax certiorari, and debt service. The proposed school budget has a 
similar line, refund on real property taxes for $50,000. Based on the library number, we suspect the school's 
liability is higher than stated at $50,000. Regardless, it is our understanding that at least $16,000 of the 
library's budget request is because developers are clawing back money that they already committed to 
pay or have already, in fact, paid.  So that's a line in the budget. Large developers are challenging their 
payments or assessed values retroactively and that the schools and libraries have to raid their prospective 
budgets to make back payments.  We need the city council to investigate this and to explicitly disallow this 
in future laws and contracts.  Certainly, no entities that have already had tax breaks should be getting 
additional compensation, especially not retroactive revaluations.  
 
Response 31-2: Comment noted. See Response 15-7. 
 
Comment 31-3: 
 
While I have the podium, I'd also like to point out that if we really believe in NewRo Strong -- I remember 
during COVID, we had all those NewRo Strong signs all over the place.  This means we should -- this means 
hiring local workers, experienced or as trainees -- I really think getting some trainees local would be 
awesome -- to build New Rochelle. Also, to assure higher wages and higher quality work, the majority of 
labor should be union labor.  We've heard that before tonight.  We should hear it again.  You should make 
it a requirement.  
 
Response 31-3: Comment noted. See Response 17-80. 
 
Comment 31-4: 
 
So in conclusion, please find out whether developers are taking money back from already generous deals, 
and if they are, stop the practice.  And please promote -- I'm sorry, I mean require the use of local labor. 
 
Response 31-4: Comment noted. 
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32. Michael Umbro, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 32-1: 
 
I initially saw this posting a couple of weeks ago about the meeting up here, 2,800 new units, blah, blah, 
blah.  First thing that came to my mind was, okay, tax break for the builders. And I was comparing myself 
to that.  I'm on a fixed income.  I got my tax bill.  I'm not getting any break.  I could go on all night with 
that.   
 
Response 32-1: Comment noted. See Response 15-7. 
 
Comment 32-2: 
 
But I see the union here tonight.  My brother's in the union.  It made me think about things.  You guys up 
here, you care about the builders. But these young men and women, think about these people that build, 
build careers, families. That's what unions build, not these builders that get these laborers to work.  They 
use them up and they're done with them.  The unions build careers, structure, benefits.  Give these guys a 
break. Think about them instead of the builders.  Build up people, not just buildings. 
 
Response 32-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-80. 
 
33. Marian Whitaker, Enough is Enough, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026  
 
Comment 33-1: 
 
I just want to say I'm somewhat impressed with the turnout and I'm, you know, deeply moved by what's 
going on here tonight. I'm a member of the local group Enough is Enough, which has been advocating for 
responsible and smart development by the city of New Rochelle. Enough is Enough refers to the over 
proliferation of high-rise apartment buildings as the development of choice since 2015 to revitalize the 
city. It has become a lesson to us when developers, instead of real bonafide urban planners, are given 
uncontrolled power to fully dictate what should be built and not what is necessarily the best for our citizens.  
We represent approximately 600 citizens who have over the last year signed a petition to figure out a way 
to get the city to listen to us, to heed the warnings of something that has become to many a runaway train. 
We are not NIMBYs, a convenient labeling used by others to push back on those who might disagree with 
them.  We have supported and continue to support projects that make real contributions to the New 
Rochelle community, whether it be for affordable housing, senior housing, or something that substantially 
benefits the public. We were promised a smart -- small, suburban city coming out of the smart city housing 
movement. 
 
Response 33-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 33-2: 
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It was clear that by the time the pandemic happened that people were going to need cars in New Rochelle 
more than ever, as much as the city went into denial.  It is a suburb with a Metro-North station, but it is 
not New York City. Smart planning doesn't translate into rampant high-rise buildings developed one after 
another.  It also means the defined intention of integrating real green space, trees, real neighborhood 
playgrounds into the plan, as well as thought-out areas of mid-rise housing, and also housing to, you know, 
for people to buy and – and put their, you know, get something out of this. This sadly has been lost in the 
mire of the high-rises.  
 
Response 33-2: Comment noted. The DOZ regulatory framework is aligned and supportive of City and 
regional plans and policies advancing smart growth and transit-oriented development (TOD). Those plans 
include the City’s Comprehensive Plan, the GreeNR Sustainability Plan, Recommended Action Plan (RAP) 
and TOD Smart Growth studies and the County’s Comprehensive Plan (see SDGEIS Section 3.1). The 
Proposed Action builds upon the previous actions in 2015, 2021 and 2024. Refer to Response 5-3. Lastly, 
in response to public comments, this FGEIS incorporates further zoning changes to increase the greenery 
requirements in public spaces, such as a new requirement of 30% planting and/or green infrastructure in 
Civic Spaces and recommended street trees and bio-retention areas along Public Frontages. 
 
Comment 33-3: 
 
We are left with a large parking deficit and traffic problems that affect the people who live downtown and 
affect the ability to revitalize the commercial areas.  The city knew already by 2021 that traffic capacity 
studies done at that time, that the intersections of Main Street and Center, Division and Main, and other 
intersections were already operating in unacceptable conditions at peak times, with ratings of L, O, S, E, 
or F, and additional development was expected to have significant negative impacts on -- on traffic flow 
at these intersections. These are bad ratings, and everything -- and yet everything just proceeded as if 
there were no warning signs.  They existed in 2021 and in 2024 when amendments were done to increase 
the units in the DOZ plans.  I'm almost done. Look -- look at where we are.  Now you wish to expand again 
and add 2,800 units.  We honestly want to trust our city government to do the right thing, but it is getting 
difficult to do so with another expansionistic plan before us. 
 
Response 33-3: Comment noted. See Response 5-4 for traffic matters and Responses 6-1 and 6-2 for 
parking. Lastly, this is a refinement phase of the DOZ zoning framework, not changing the vision and intent 
of the 2015 original action and subsequent DOZ amendments. The proposed amendments are minor 
adjustments as compared to previous iterations (2015, 2021 and 2024) and are just the continuation of 
the DOZ approach, which was designed to adapt over time to changes in trends, conditions and needs. 
See Response 9-3. 
 
34. Lisa Burton, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 34-1: 
 
You guys are so lucky.  You are so lucky to be able to change this overlay zone plan.  There have been 
amendments to the overlay zone, and I'm sure you did not get this audience because we finally figured out 
that this is our opportunity to make substantial changes to things that are just not working for the city. 
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This is your opportunity to go from asking, incentivizing, suggesting, to actually making real change.  You 
have the code.  You have the -- you have the -- you have this amendment to do it.   
 
Response 34-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 34-2: 
 
The overlay zone, I've always had a problem with it because it really reduced public input to nothing. So -- 
so here is an opportunity because when we go to planning, planning says, well, we can't, we can't.  They 
check the boxes, we can't, and it's -- city council has decided that this is okay.  You go to the IDA, they say, 
we can't, we can't.  This is the intent of the city council. So now we're -- we're in front of city council, in 
front of you at the time that you're going to make an amendment, a substantial amendment to this overlay 
zone. 
 
Response 34-2: Comment noted. See Responses 17-14 and 17-15. 
 
Comment 34-3: 
 
We can't go back to 2015. The buildings are already here.  We have extended the downtown to this 
neighborhood and beyond.  We don't need what went wrong in the downtown to go wrong here. So -- so 
you have this great opportunity to work with corporate council.  And if our corporate council can't do it, 
then please look to other cities that have done a better job than we have because you do not see in White 
Plains all the development there, which I'm sure they have their own issues. But you do not find renters in 
their affordable units being charged for water and being charged for heat and being charged for excess 
garbage.  We do that here because not that we're bad people, not that it's your job to read 60 pages of a 
lease agreement, but that's what's happening. And we're telling you that this is happening and that there's 
an opportunity and that we urge you to take it because we know that not -- there's -- you are not the 
council that started this, but you can be the council that changes it for the better.  You can be the -- the -- 
the council that listens and -- and -- and it needs to be tweaked. Again, this is not the first amendment to 
this -- this DOZ plan, but this is the first one where we are coming to you with very specific asks. Asks that 
were -- were mentioned back in 2015. Because I remember 2015 where when it passed, people said, well, 
you know, we're going to have these luxury buildings that we won't be able to afford it. We can do better, 
you can do better, and we're -- we're so happy that you're here to make those changes for us. 
 
Response 34-3: Comment noted.  
 
35. Serge Vecher, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 35-1: 
 
great comments tonight, and I would like to fill in a few numbers.  I think we heard some numbers today. 
I would like to just add some numbers for perspective, and previous speaker kind of did a great job of 
outlining where we started with 2015. We had 5,500 units, residential units authorized for the downtown 
overlay zone.  Nicely spaced out was the core in DO1, you know, majority bulk of the units in DO2, and 
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then as we fan out from the -- the train station, progressively lower. As time has gone, all the development 
boon seems to have concentrated in DO2, and DO2 zone has been building and building and building.  And 
to date, it encompasses, in terms of authorized units, with the agreements that are before you, 6,464 units. 
So the entire -- the single zone that has seen the most development has now mostly completed, but still, 
you know, a few projects up for – for the most development of the entire downtown zone concentrated in 
this one zone. There are -- you know, there a number of, you know, reasons why that happened.  You know, 
we spoke about this before -- before this council about how that happened.  
 
Response 35-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 35-2: 
 
 But the reality of the situation is that you're now contemplating an addition of 2,800 units on top of the 
10,000 units that were last studied in 2023, which became 2024 amendments. That was the last secret 
process that already doubled the number of original units and contemplated, you know, or -- or realized 
that residential units is the only thing that the DOZ can build.  There are no commercial buildings, there is 
no retail, and no associated taxes that were initially built into them -- into those financial models.  None 
of that was coming. The only thing that was coming to New Rochelle is residential construction.  And the 
residential construction of the kind that maybe in the beginning was sufficient, high density, right, 
2,800 plus residential units, which many residents of downtown feel we've had enough. And we've had -- 
and it's not just a feeling, it's the -- it's -- it's supported by the numbers.   
 
Response 35-2: Comment noted. See Response 5-3. As discussed in the SDGEIS, the intent of the DOZ has 
not changed. The DOZ intends to create a mixed-use, vibrant downtown that balances different uses while 
leveraging great transit access. These amendments are responding to changing conditions and lessons 
learned from the past 10 years of DOZ implementation, rebalancing anticipated land uses (through an 
updated TDS) to align with current market demands. The DOZ framework and subsequent amendments, 
including this Proposed Action, have always been intended to adapt to evolving needs and updated 
conditions, reinforcing the flexible approach that has always been a key aspect of the DOZ. Incentivizing 
large-format retail in the core downtown is one of the ways these amendments seek to promote 
commercial uses that are missing from the downtown. 
 
Comment 35-3: 
 
None of the -- the -- the -- the development in DO2 and DO1 is -- is -- has gone beyond any studied limit.  
And in New York's DGIS, nothing is said about real studies. We're -- we're 10 years into the plan, and not a 
single real study has been conducted. Everything has been -- is being -- all the decisions are made based 
off theoretical development scenarios.  And that -- that needs to change. 
 
Response 35-3: The DOZ amendments and all DOZ associated regulatory changes since 2015 have gone 
through environmental review in accordance with SEQR. Studies and technical memoranda were 
developed to support the assessment of potential environmental impacts and to identify mitigation 
measures if needed.  
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Being a generic action, and not a site-specific one, the TDS is the appropriate tool to establish a reasonable 
estimated development outcome which serves for the evaluation of potential environmental impacts.  
 
36. Shawn Wayawotski, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 36-1: 
 
We've now been coming here since January to talk about this amendment.  So I'm starting to feel  like a 
broken record.  But this time we're here with a lot of friends and seekers involved.  So it's important to 
restate a few items.  Over the past few months, the development department has said some good things 
publicly about this amendment.  But there isn't a lot of substance when you actually look at the document.  
It's a continued pattern of best efforts and half measures.  But the time for that is over.  We've seen that 
story play out over the past 10 years.  All that does is lead to the developers being in the driver's seat and 
the residents left by the wayside.  We need real changes with some teeth. 
 
Response 36-1: Comment noted. As discussed in the SDGEIS, the intent of the DOZ has not changed. The 
DOZ intends to create a mixed-use, vibrant downtown that balances different uses while leveraging great 
transit access. These amendments are responding to changing conditions and lessons learned from the 
past 10 years of DOZ implementation, rebalancing anticipated land uses (through an updated TDS) to align 
with current market demands. The DOZ framework and subsequent amendments, including this Proposed 
Action, have always been intended to adapt to evolving needs and updated conditions, reinforcing the 
flexible approach that has always been a key aspect of the DOZ. 
 
Comment 36-2: 
 
For example, the development department acknowledges some density problems, and so they created a 
moratorium zone.  But they put it in one section of DO2 and gave carve-outs for "vested properties" without 
describing what those properties are.  We happen to know one of those properties is the Prospect Street 
parking lot, which would be an absolute disaster for everyone if that is actually ever developed.  What are 
the other vested properties?  And aside from approved projects, why are there carve- outs to begin with?  
The moratorium should apply to areas that have already absorbed large amounts of development, all of 
DO2 at a minimum. 
 
Response 36-2: Comment noted. Refer to Responses 13-12 and 15-2.  
 
Comment 36-3: 
 
The development department has also acknowledged parking issues.  They've stated people don't want to 
park in the new buildings because valet is unpopular and the prices are too high.  That drives these -- these 
new tenants into the already overburdened streets and municipal lots.  To address that in this amendment, 
they reduced the credit they give for valet spaces.  But what about the cost issue?  They didn't do anything 
about that.  The cost of parking space in these new buildings should be capped at a set four percent of the 
median rent in that building. 
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Response 36-3: Comment noted. Parking regulation adjustments are no longer included in the Proposed 
Action (see Section 2.2). See Response 6-2. 
 
Comment 36-4: 
 
The development department also talks about lower density housing options being missing from the DOZ, 
and they're right.  They are missing.  But to address this, they're increasing the height allowed for certain 
lot sizes.  They should also be decreasing the max heights allowed in the various zones.  Cut the max 
allowable heights for DO1 and DO2 in half.  Eighty-eight percent of the development DO2 has already been 
high rises.  It's enough.   
 
Response 36-4: Comment noted. See Response 15-4.  
 
Comment 36-5:  
 
Also, so far there are 5,000 apartments completed or under construction with another 5,000 apartments 
that have already been approved or  reserved but not started as Serge just mentioned and other people 
mentioned.  This amendment would add another 2,800 allowable units on top of that.  I understand the 
process of converting non-residential space that was previously approved into residential space to enable 
that, but it's gone too far.  The original vision for downtown was for a diversity of property types, not for 
a sea of residential towers that we have now.  This is so far from the original vision now that it shouldn't 
be called an amendment.  It's a totally different plan.  Just finish what's approved.  That's already double 
where we currently are.  You don't have to add any more.  To all of this and everything else everyone is 
highlighting, you might say, well, that wouldn't be profitable for the developers, or developers don't get 
out of bed for anything less than 16 stories.  Frankly, you weren't elected to represent the developers.  You 
were elected to represent us.  If there -- if there's a developer that doesn't want to participate in the 
community's vision for the future with all the things New Rochelle inherently has to offer, that's fine.  They 
can move on.  We've earned the right to be selective.  We're patient.  We can wait.  Listen to your citizens.  
Do -- do what's right.   
 
Response 36-5: Comment noted. Refer to Response 15-5. 
 
37. Alison Rivers, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 37-1: 
 
I would like to say, I think another speaker said something similar, that I trust our city council and I trust 
our New Rochelle government.  I do not.  I remember standing here in 2015 being told how great the 
development was going to be, how I’d get tax breaks as a homeowner, how we'd get an infusion of cash 
into our schools and our library and our civil services.  I haven't seen that.  I've seen my taxes go up.  I've 
seen that I had to get a high-powered gas line installed in my house because of downtown development 
that I do not want.  Right?  I've seen changes to the downtown area that don't benefit me.  I've seen that 
it's hard for me to park.  I've seen that going to the library with my children involves running into homeless 
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people who are right next to me urinating and having to pay to go to my own library that I fund with my 
tax dollars. 
 
Response 37-1: Comment noted. The City recognizes that residents may hold a range of views regarding 
different planning efforts including this Proposed Action. Tax breaks are outside the scope of zoning and 
the Proposed Action. For parking matters, see Response 6-2. 
 
Comment 37-2: 
 
I would like to see real change in the downtown.  I would like to see retail businesses that promote 
community, not dispensaries, not unhealthy food choices.  I would like to see retail and green space, spaces 
where we can have those third community spaces, right, where we can get together as a community.  We 
can -- we can gather, we can socialize, we can have meaningful interactions.  I feel like that's missing right 
now in the downtown.  Right?  
 
Response 37-2: Comment noted. See Response 9-8 for retail concerns. 
 
The DOZ form-based code intends to improve pedestrian conditions and public realm. This goal has not 
changed with the proposed DOZ amendments. The inclusion of a new “Pedestrian Way Required” in the 
DO-1 core downtown, as well as modifications to the definition of the “Contiguous Public Frontage” type, 
are expected to positively affect the public realm to further reinforce a pedestrian-focused DOZ. 
Additionally, the Community Benefit Bonus fees attached to the DOZ bonus height can contribute, among 
other elements, to the incorporation of meaningful green elements (green roofs, etc.), provision of open 
space, and creation of pedestrian passages. Lastly, in response to public comments, this FGEIS 
incorporates further zoning changes to increase the greenery requirements in public spaces, such as a 
new requirement of 30% planting and/or green infrastructure in Civic Spaces and recommended street 
trees and bio-retention areas along Public Frontages. 
 
Comment 37-3: 
 
I also strongly support the required PLA, Project Labor Agreement.  Okay?  My husband is Local 3, IBEW.  
We are only able to live in New Rochelle because of his union job, because of his benefits.  It's not for me 
as a -- it's not for me as a doctor; it's from his union job.  Right?  It is increasingly hard to live here on -- 
even with, excuse me, even with a livable wage.  Right?  There are so many unsafe practices that happen 
on non-union jobs, right, and jobs that are  partial non-union.  That's another firestorm that occurs.  You 
might -- a developer might think they're saving money, or the city might think they're saving money, but 
what you're doing is you're hurting families' livelihood.  You're --  you're hurting workers' safety, and you're 
hurting the future residents who are going to live in those buildings, right, with all the problems that can 
go wrong.  They can go from just minor annoyances to real life-threatening issues.  We need to invest in 
our community.  We need to invest in the homeowners who are already here, the renters who are already 
here, the people who want to use our community, and we need to invest in local labor.   
 
Response 37-3: Comment noted. See Response 17-80. 
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Comment 37-4: 
 
I have a friend who moved to downtown, quickly left after six months, and I liked the way the described it.  
She said your downtown is not downtowning.  I urge you to please make massive changes to this overlay 
zone.  I do not see this as beneficial as a homeowner.  I'd like to see meaningful change again in our 
community that benefits everyone, not the developers.   
 
Response 37-4: Comment noted. The City recognizes that residents may hold a range of views regarding 
different proposals including this Proposed Action. 
 
38. Paul Martin, Sutton Manor Association, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 38-1: 
 
I'm here tonight as the president of the Sutton Manor Association to present our formal comments on the 
DOZ amendments.  The DOZ is one of the most important projects that the city is pursuing, and as a result, 
this process deserves care, time, and importantly, community support.  We remain extremely concerned 
by the rush process that the city is employing to push this forward.  We're particularly concerned by an 
apparent effort to get our District 2 council member to recuse himself from the process, even though he's 
participated in all previous DOZ matters.  We feel this process and approach is eroding, not building public 
trust.   
 
Response 38-1: Comment noted.  Part of this comment involves City Council deliberation practices and 
decision-making processes. It does not pertain to the Proposed Action and the associated SDGEIS. Refer 
to Responses 17-14 and 17-15 for comments regarding process and community support. 
 
Comment 38-2: 
 
We believe that these amendments are not what the residents of New Rochelle want.  The residents want 
a vibrant downtown that is balanced with commercial activity and other uses.  And the original intent of 
the DOZ was to revitalize the downtown, not to perpetually build tax-advantaged rental developments.   
 
Response 38-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-4. 
 
Comment 38-3: 
 
So some key concerns we have.  First of all, the 2,800 increase in residential units, none of which offer the 
promise of homeownership.  We're particularly concerned by the more than doubling of residential units 
in the DO4, the River Street commercial district that's near our neighborhood.  That has primarily 
commercial and mixed-use underlying zoning.  And so, to us, it's not a question about building more 
density.  It's a question, should the city be providing preferential zoning and tax treatment to convert 
existing commercial and mixed-use space with parking inventory into primarily residential units with 
parking deficits?  We'd argue no.  And we'd argue that the increase is not in line with the original intent of 
DO4, the River Street commercial district.   
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Response 38-3: Comment noted. See Responses 17-4, 17-5 and 17-7. 
 
Comment 38-4: 
 
Secondly, the city's analysis of fiscal impact does not reflect real-world conditions.  The city cites $20 million 
in increased tax revenues from this amendment, and yet it explicitly excludes the use of pilots, which we 
all know, everyone in this room knows, that are used extensively.  And so, if you were to apply the city’s 
standard 20-year pilot to that $20 million number, that gets you down to $11.7 million.  If you were to 
revisit revenue loss from vacancy assumptions, revenue loss from existing properties, potential pilot 
extensions, which have happened last year, and the number goes down from there.  And so, I think you 
need to revisit the assumptions because you cite increased revenue as a mitigant to many of the other 
development risks, including police and fire protection, parks, and recreation. 
 
Response 38-4: Comment noted. See Response 17-7. 
 
Comment 38-5: 
 
Lastly, on parking, these amendments do little to improve the parking conditions, but they should in 
tandem with the parking strategy.  We should remove incentives for developers to reduce the required 
parking through valet parking.  We should raise the parking in lieu fees to reflect rising construction costs 
and limit them to areas where there's substantial shared parking.  We should not be reserving city-owned 
municipal lots for redevelopment into residential units like the Prospect Street lot.  And we should include 
per bedroom parking requirements that -- like the underlying zoning. There's more comments, but my 
neighbor will continue our comments, and we'll submit more extensive comments in written form. 
 
Response 38-5: Comment noted. See Response 17-8. 
 
39. Matthew Rooney, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 39-1: 
 
As I listened to the speakers today, and I've reviewed the voluminous documents that you put out, it really 
raised two questions to me.  One is, who wants this?  Who's calling for this change, number one?  And the 
second is, why is it such a rush?  It seems like over the years, what we've done here is we've put the pedal 
to the metal to try and build as much housing as we can as quickly as we can.  For a decade, we've heard 
about this once-in-a- generation development that's happening in New Rochelle.  Well, right now, you can 
see that we're at an inflection point in that process.  And what we need as citizens here is generational 
leadership from all of you to tell us what needs to be done to move this project forward and to move this 
city forward.   
 
Response 39-1: Comment noted. See Responses 5-3 and 11-3.  
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And one of the things that concerns me the most is that we do the DOZ zones, and then they're constantly 
being amended.  We have these processes all the time.  So we go through this, and then there's an 
amendment.  And then as one of the speakers says, what you end up doing is subverting the public process 
completely.  Okay?  You've -- you've amended things so much that the residents on the Ro had a nice, 
concerted public effort to offer comments, and the answer that they got was, sorry, the DOZ has already 
been approved.  There's nothing we can do.  That is not good governance, and it's not what your 
constituents are asking you for.  Okay?  And you all should be aware that when you make these changes, 
you're not just impacting a single development.   
 
Response 39-2: Comment noted. See Response 18-2. 
 
Comment 39-3: 
 
You're impacting families, right?  You have all these guys and girls here that can't get a living wage on 
these buildings.  Why is that?  Why has that not been fixed?  There's a lot of buildings that have already 
gone up.  Why have they been shut out of every single one of them?  How many people, in addition to the 
union labor jobs, even if they're not union, as long as they're well-paying, how many of those have you 
provided?  How many young architects, engineers, have you had the opportunity to train and to learn into 
good-paying, solid, white-collar jobs?  How many have you done?  How many apprenticeship programs 
have been provided with all of these buildings that have already gone up?  To my knowledge, the answer 
is none, and I think that that's an epic failure on your part.  Okay.   
 
Response 39-3:  Comment noted. See Response 17-80. 
 
Comment 39-4: 
 
But most importantly, it's something that can be corrected, and it's up to you guys to correct it, and I really 
think that you  should.  And one of the challenges that I have with these amendments that keep coming 
through is they're talked about ad nauseum.  Okay?  You guys say, well -- and whether there's going to be 
700 units or  7,000 units, they're all the same.  All the documents that you provide are all the same.  There's 
not going to be any real impact, right?  Obviously, everybody knows that's not true.   
 
Response 39-4: Comment noted. This is a statement of opinion. The SDGEIS analyzed potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed Action. The Supplemental DGEIS is intended to 
comprehensively assess cumulative impacts resulting from the Proposed Action in accordance with SEQR 
regulations. The studies associated with the SDGEIS are based on the proposed updated TDS, which takes 
into consideration the combined potential development for residential and nonresidential uses that the 
DOZ area is reasonably expected to accommodate in the next 10 years. The SDGEIS concludes that the 
proposed DOZ amendments and updated TDS would not result in significant adverse impacts for any of 
the evaluated environmental areas. 
 
Comment 39-5: 
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For years, you talked about the waterfront and how the waterfront is such an important part of New 
Rochelle, right?  Mayor, you even had a video saying about how it needed to be redeveloped, it needed 
mitigation and everything else.  Now, in this development -- I mean, I'm sorry, in this proposal, all the 
waterfront access fees have gone away.  You just did them two years ago.  Why are we taking them out 
now?  
 
Response 39-5: Comment noted. The Waterfront Access Fees are not removed entirely, but would only 
be applied for development in the waterfront district (DO-7). See Response 17-12, 
 
Comment 39-6: 
 
 So I know my time's running out, but I want to return to my original question.  Who wants this?  You guys 
are -- you guys are an elected body.  Do you have your constituents knocking down your door telling you 
to do this?  Sure doesn't look like it.  So the only reasonable conclusion that any of us can come to is that 
it's private interests that are driving these changes, and that's very concerning.   
 
Response 39-6: Comment noted.  
 
40. Myriam Decime, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 40-1: 
 
This is suspicious timing.  You know, your reelection is coming up.  We heard we're going to have 
moratorium on all this development.  Kind of got my heart racing because I've been dying to hear this.  I 
really don't even know what the amendment is about, but the fact that you're still talking DOZ is 
unacceptable.  We have -- everyone is saying we don't want overlay zone.  
 
Response 40-1: Comment noted. This is a statement of opinion. 
 
Comment 40-2: 
 
 It has effectively removed the citizen input from it.  And the reason it has done that is because before what 
was done is that you had to approve, city council, every project.  So that gave the citizens input on the 
project before it went to development, before it went to IDA, where we could actually make changes.  But 
any overlay zone that you do still effectively leaves us out.  So we don't want any more of it.  I don't want 
an amendment.  Take it out and then take back your control in city council where every project has got to 
come to you.  I mean, the -- the previous administration and -- and you guys continued, which is why they 
put you in office to continue this, bragged about how,  oh, we couldn't get anything done in New Rochelle 
before.  And now, you know, we can get things done in -- in three months.  We approved the buildings.  So 
that's -- that's what you've been doing. 
 
Response 40-2: Comment noted. The comment does not accurately reflect how projects were approved 
in the past or currently. In terms of public input on the Proposed Action, see Response 17-14. 
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Comment 40-3: 
 
I have to emphasize that because it's not just whatever your amendment is.  It's remove it altogether, 
overlay zones, bring every project back to when city council votes on every project.  And we then get a 
chance to tell you, the ones that we voted for, whether we want it or not.  That's when we were able to 
shut things down.  So that's what we want back.  You had said we don't have appetite for  it.  I think again, 
you're hearing the appetite for it.  Do it.  So that's one.  You have priced us out.  It is disheartening.  And 
then you've got propaganda articles from Wall Street Journal talking about that they --  the -- the rents 
have been reduced.  No one believes that.  Your 5:00 a.m. TikToks talking about how we’ve done all this 
wonderful development and we're going to do more is -- is -- is unreal.  We had the most affordable 
housing, City  Park, Carrington Arms.  You allowed -- under you -- because now market value has gone so 
-- so high that you increased on low-income people, increased their rent to one -- $1,500 in -- in -- in City 
Park.  That's went as high as that increased rent within 60 days.  Right?  And then in Carrington Arms, they 
increased it by $1,000.  Right?  And told people, oh, well, we haven't increased it in a while, so you should 
have saved up and be ready to do it.  That -- those increases have gone.  Those are places that  we've been 
able to do affordable housing, and that's all been wiped out.  There's so much that we need to discuss.  Get 
rid of your overlay zones.   
 
Response 40-3: Comment noted. The comment does not accurately reflect how projects were approved 
in the past or currently. The rest of the comment is a statement of opinion, and it is outside the scope of 
the Proposed Action. 
 
41. Joe Cinquemani, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
I've been a resident for almost 25 years.  I'm a real estate lawyer and a real estate broker.  But I think most 
relevant for here  tonight, I want to announce to you that I'm the  Republican candidate for Congress to 
represent you,  all these disenfranchised labor union workers, all  the independent homeowners, including 
myself, to  hold some accountability to the Democratic Party and  the one-party rule here in New York, 
because it's  obviously -- obviously not serving us.  When the Democratic Party loses the union vote, there's 
something very, very wrong.  And that's why I'm here.   
 
Response 41-1: Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment 41-2: 
 
I'm here to answer for all the union members, because it's inconceivable to me that the city would give 
away tens of millions of dollars in tax abatements and then extend them while we're all footing the bill for 
the money that you’re giving away.  And on top of that, you don't hire union labor?  You don't make that 
as a requirement?  I don’t know whose pockets are getting padded in addition to the developers, but I'm 
telling you, it's not our union workers.  It's not our families in New Rochelle.  And it's not the independent 
homeowners who are paying for the difference of the gifts that you're so freely giving away, administration 
after administration.  This is why one-party rule in this city, in this state, has to end, because we're all being 
pushed out. 
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Response 41-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-80 for union hiring and Response 17-7 for tax breaks. 
 
Comment 41-3: 
 
Now, as far as the overlay program goes and the development, again, as a real estate lawyer and a broker, 
to me, the answer seems painfully obvious.  You need -- New Rochelle needs, we need an anchor tenant, a 
commercial anchor tenant, that -- a bank, an insurance company, a tech company, some big company that 
could employ 200, 250 people.  They come into the city every day.  They shop at our retail.  They eat at our 
restaurants and they buy sandwiches at our delis, and they help employ the people of New Rochelle.  And 
then they leave.  It's not a burden on -- as much of a burden on police, sanitation, and fire, and the school 
system.  
 
Response 41-3: Comment noted. The DOZ regulations continue to allow and encourage a mix of 
residential, commercial, retail, and institutional uses. The zoning framework does not preclude 
commercial development; in fact, the proposed DOZ amendments intend to incentivize large-format retail 
in the core downtown to attract anchor commercial tenants.  
 
Comment 41-4: 
 
I love New Rochelle.  I raised three kids through the New Rochelle public school system.  It’s outstanding.  
It's fantastic.  It gets a bad rap, but there's a lot of good to it.  So I'm here to represent all the good people 
in the New York 16th Congressional District, especially here in New Rochelle. 
 
Response 41-4: Comment noted. 
 
42. Kirk Ortega, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 42-1: 
 
I want to -- everybody's cited statistics, so I want to speak from a personal perspective.  I imagine 
everybody in the panel, such as yourself, Mayor, and city council and city manager, either has not grown 
up in New Rochelle or had parents who didn't grow up in New Rochelle.  I'm a Bronx boy.  My wife's a 
Bronx girl.  We came here.  It's almost like the American dream.  We thought growing up in the Bronx, 
Mount Vernon was the pinnacle until we moved to New Rochelle.  So this is where we live now.  I imagine 
that everybody here on this panel would be disappointed if they knew that they bought a property and 
then they're going to build a six, eight unit -- six, eight-story building right behind them or 28 stories.  So I 
don't think anybody on this panel would be comfortable with buying a property, achieving the American 
dream, and then having an eight-story or 28-story building built right behind them.  So what I'd like you 
guys to do is to take off your political hats for a second and then come on this side and look at it from our 
perspective.  Everybody on this panel, take off your political hats, come on this side, and then ask yourself, 
would you be comfortable moving from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, achieving this dream and then having 
a building go up right behind you?  I imagine none of you would want that or  you wouldn't have bought 
into that.  So my ask is to reconsider.  If you're going to build something behind us, build it so that it 
conforms to the properties that is there.  My sense is that this decision has already been made.  I imagine 
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that the  developers, yourselves have already kind of formed an idea of what you want on North Avenue.  
So I don't know what I'm going to say to  convince you otherwise, except that I would ask that  you look at 
it from your perspective, not your  political hat perspective, but from a residential  homeowner perspective 
and ask yourself, would you  allow that if you were on this side of the podium?  I imagine none of you 
would.  Nobody would, in fact.  Nobody buys a home in New Rochelle looking to have an eight to 28-story 
building built right behind them.  So what I'm asking is for some empathy, some compassion, and some 
realization that this  would not go over with anybody on the other side of this panel.  I hope you would 
reconsider and at least work with the community to figure out a better way to get this accomplished.   
 
Response 42-1: Comment noted. The comment does not pertain to the Proposed Action. Development 
approvals in New Rochelle follow the Zoning Code, which include site-specific reviews based on applicable 
zoning regulations. 
 
43. Sarah Longstreth, Public, Public Hearing, April 14, 2026 
 
Comment 43-1: 
 
I moved here 12 years ago when I was 22.  I used to write for Westchester Magazine, and I had some 
assignments covering the developments here and the exciting mixed-use promises that were being 
included in them.  Anyone remember the Black Box Theater?  Yeah.  So I think I, as a young professional, a 
who this development was being pitched to and marketed for, people with -- who don't have these hard 
jobs, who have leisure time and things.  
 
Response 43-1: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 43-2: 
 
And I just want to say first, I want a city that is shared with my neighbors who have homes, who have trade 
jobs not built on their backs.  
 
Response 43-2: Comment noted. See Response 17-80. 
 
Comment 43-3: 
 
And second of all, it's not giving me what it was offering me either.  A suburban city needs a bookstore.  It 
needs a theater.  It needs LGBT-friendly spaces.  It needs event spaces like the ones that are currently 
walled off inside some of the luxury buildings.  Yeah, clothing, something to buy, something to, you  know, 
I -- I -- there are people who would want to  live here who want to -- to have all these things,  and right 
now, the best that we can offer them is a  place to sleep while they go to New York City or at  best White 
Plains for those things.  So I just wanted to offer a little additional perspective, both to amplify the voices 
of the people who have already spoke and just to  look at it from yet another side of this that isn't  being 
considered, which is the people that  ostensibly the developers are making these promises to directly that 
are still not being filled.  
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Response 43-3: Comment noted. One of the key objectives of the proposed DOZ amendments is to 
encourage retail and entertainment uses through modifications in the development standards and 
targeted incentives. For instance, the DO-2 to DO-1 remapping proposal with associated revised 
development standards is intended to encourage large-scale retail and entertainment uses while ensuring 
viability for such uses. The development standards for these types of uses were carefully tailored to make 
sure such businesses can operate efficiently and be financially viable. Changes included in this SFGEIS 
would require Storefront Frontages along key downtown corridors as illustrated in Section 2.1 and Figure 
2-2. Moreover, a new definition of Storefront Frontage, as described in this FGEIS, would prohibit 
residential uses on the ground floor (with the exception of lobby entrances) to further promote 
commercial uses that reinforce an active, mixed-use environment.   
 
Since zoning is only one aspect that affects the attraction of retail uses, the City is also pursuing further 
strategies and policies aimed at improving conditions for retail as part of a comprehensive Downtown 
Retail Strategy. In October 2024, the City adopted the Vanguard Overlay Zone as an amendment to the 
Zoning Code to further economic development initiatives in the core of the City’s downtown. The 
Vanguard Overlay is intended to promote downtown vibrancy by permitting a broader range of 
experiential, cultural, and entertainment-oriented uses in an area supported by existing housing and 
transportation infrastructure. The Vanguard Overlay was expanded in 2025, reflecting a catchment area 
similar to the downtown core where Storefront Frontages would be required under these DOZ 
amendments. Other components of the Downtown Retail Strategy include enhancements to public spaces 
and a Retail Tenant Improvement Fund. The latter applies to businesses or property owners in partnership 
with a prospective business tenant, located within the DOZ. 
 
Zit should be noted that real estate market dynamics also influence the attraction of certain nonresidential 
uses and the actual development outcomes. 
 
Comment 43-4: 
 
I also just want to say I love the city.  I love our history with the performing arts, with arts in general.  I 
think there is really something here that we could connect to as a large -- as a deep, diverse, interesting 
place to be.  And I would -- I don't have the powerful arguments that have been made already, but I do 
wish to add to your goals and your new vision that is being created with all of us as a community to bring 
those new types of experience here.  It's both our past and our future. 
 
Response 43-4: Comment noted.  
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