
TO:   Town Supervisor 
          Town Board 
 
CAC First Report to Town Board on Draft Comprehensive Plan 
 
          The Conservation Advisory Council ("CAC") is established by the Town Code with the 
responsibility to advise on environmental matters affecting the Town and its residents.  To this 
end, the CAC issued three Reports to the Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee ("Steering 
Committee"). [1]  
 
          After 7 years of preparing a draft Comprehensive Plan ("Plan") for Town Board's 
consideration, the Steering Committee determined that the Plan should "protect the 
environment."    
 
          The Steering Committee considered many proposals.   To achieve the Plan's foundational 
goal of preserving residents' quality of life, the Steering Committee also determined:  (i) "the 
removal for the potential for residential uses as part of mixed-uses in the planning areas" and (ii) 
"the removal of charrettes from the Plan and as a planning policy." 
 
          In the last week of June 2016 the CAC received Slip Sheet Proposed Changes, draft dated 
June 3, to the draft Comprehensive Plan dated December 4, 2015.   The CAC believes several 
proposals are inconsistent with, and would undermine, the determinations above.   Some 
would reverse baseline environmental decisions of the Steering Committee.   Some would 
establish an adversely different future for the community's next 20 years or more. 
 
          Additionally, the CAC has come across population data which raises the issue of whether 
the population growth upon which the Plan is premised may be materially understated.  This is 
discussed in Part A below. 
 
          Also, for the reasons discussed below, the CAC RECOMMENDS to the Town Board that 
the Slip Sheet Changes discussed in Parts B - D below be rejected. 
 
          A.  Population Growth 
 
 
          In studying noise pollution, the CAC came across population data which suggests the 
Plan's premise for population growth for Unincorporated Greenburgh may be materially 
understated.   
 
 
         According to the attached Appendix A Westchester County Planning Department 
municipal population data based on U.S. census data and found 
at http://planning.westchestergov.com/images/stories/Census/popEstimates2010-2014.pdf 
          -  By 2014 (two years ago), Unincorporated Greenburgh's population had already 
equalled the Plan's projection for the year 2020.   

http://planning.westchestergov.com/images/stories/Census/popEstimates2010-2014.pdf


          -  Unincorporated Greenburgh's  population growth rate for the four years ended in 2014 
was 4.7%, the fastest growth rate in Westchester County during this time period. 
 
 
          Accordingly, by the CAC's calculations, Unincorporated Greenburgh's population grew at 
a rate 55% faster over these 4 years than the Plan projects.   
 
The Plan projects that the population of Unincorporated Greenburgh will be 45,297 
in 2030.  However, information the CAC has come across indicates that we were already there in 
2015.  According to the most recent estimates published by the United States Census Bureau, the 
2015 population of Unincorporated Greenburgh was already 45,269 (28 persons less than the 
Plan projection for 15 years later). 
 
 
 
 
          The CAC believes it has an obligation to report the population data it has found to the 
Town Board, since population growth impacts planning for key components of any 
comprehensive plan (such as, infrastructure, transportation, and quality of life).   It also puts any 
further density-producing proposals in a more complex context.   From an environmental 
viewpoint, it is axiomatic population growth and density have direct adverse impacts on air, 
water, noise and light pollution.    
 
 
The CAC is not saying the fact that population growth was 4.7% over the 2010-2014 period 
necessarily means that it will be 4.7% going forward.   But the CAC is saying that population 
growth of 4.7% raises issues that need to be fully analyzed when the Plan premises only a 3% 
rate, both in terms of the accuracy of the Plan's projections and the impacts of additional multi-
family units proposed in the Slip Sheet Changes. 
              
         B.  Magnet Uses 
 
         The Slip Sheet Changes propose attracting "magnet uses."   They would be designed to 
draw "customers from within and from outside the community" . . .  who "may have never been 
drawn to Central Park Avenue."   Apparently this is some sort of "Build it and They Will Come" 
philosophy.   
 
          But, when they come, they are not going to walk.   They are going to generate new vehicle 
traffic.    Development of focal points in our community so "they will come" creates a myriad of 
problems.   
 
          Some of the proposed locations, such as several locations on Central Avenue, back-up 
onto long-existing residential areas.   These are identified in the Plan as areas which already 
typically experience traffic congestion, and are badly suited to handling more.  
 



          In addition to altering the quality of life for these residents, magnet uses would have 
adverse health and environmental impacts.    Westchester County has a "F" rating in the 
American Lung Association's 2016 State of the Air Report.   In addition to ozone, automobiles 
emit carbon dioxide, hydrocarbons (some of which are characterized as carcinogenic), nitrous 
oxides, sulfur oxides, and particulate matter.   Automobiles also bring petroleum-based 
pollutants (such as leaking motor oil, antifreeze, air conditioning refrigerants,and brake fluid), 
which do not disintegrate.  In some cases, these fluids are toxic.     
 
          Air pollution affects all residents, though it affects children, seniors and low income 
residents more acutely.   Common sense tells us that the air is more polluted in Southern 
Westchester than Northern Westchester.    Given the overall "F" rating, the community should 
not be designing traffic-attracting magnet uses.   
 
          The Plan acknowledges that traffic is the largest contributor to local air pollution.   By 
design, magnet uses will only increase traffic.  
 
   The CAC RECOMMENDS to the Town Board that the Slip Sheet Changes to provide magnet 
uses be rejected. 
 
        
          C.  Charrettes and Economic Development Head 
 
          When the charrette process was proposed, the CAC noted in its Second Report that there 
was no process for determining "who decides."   What if neighbors say the project is too large, or 
is out-of-keeping with the character of the neighborhood, or will flood the local area with 
pollution and congestion.   Who decides?    
 
          The Steering Committee rejected the charrette concept and said it should not become a part 
of the planning process.   The Slip Sheet Changes now essentially adds it back in, recycled as as 
an economic development "strategy." 
 
          Relatedly, the Slip Sheet Changes proposes to hire an Economic Development 
head.  Presumably it is this Development Czar who would decide when Town residents and a 
developer do not agree.   
 
           At present, unincorporated Greenburgh has a "Department of Community Development 
and Conservation".  That municipal department, and several municipal boards where citizens 
have the opportunity for input at public hearings, constitute our land use approval process.  The 
Plan endorses the need for continued public participation in land use decisions.  Thus 
development is hand-in-glove with this community, its residents and its environment, as it should 
be.  
 
          This community is essentially a residential community.  The underlying premise of a 
Development Czar is different -- economic development would become a goal of this essentially 
residential community.   The Villages of Ardsley, Dobbs Ferry, Elmsford, Hastings on the 
Hudson, Irvington and Tarrytown -- neighboring villages within the Town which are residential 



communities similar to unincorporated Greenburgh -- do not have economic development 
heads.   More urban-oriented types of communities do.   It is scary to think the Slip Sheet 
Changes may want to push unincorporated Greenburgh into urbanism and alter quality of life in 
this residential community under the guise of economic development. 
 
           The Steering Committee has told the public that the Plan should foster a vibrant economy 
with a good quality of life for its residents.  That's a balance, within the context of our residential 
community and our health and environment -- which the CAC has supported in each of its 
Reports.   But a balance is inconsistent with urbanism and is inconsistent with an independent 
Development Czar.   Our future development, and its impacts on the health and environment 
where residents live, should not be turned over to a Development Czar. 
 
          The CAC RECOMMENDS to the Town Board that the Slip Sheet Proposals to essentially 
reinstitute charettes and hire an Economic Development Head be rejected. 
 
   
           D.  Environment - Trees 
 
 
          The Plan states:   
                  - "Trees remove carbon dioxide from the air, abate noise, impede soil erosion, assist 
in the prevention of flooding, and provide necessary shade and screening." 
                  - "Aesthetic, environmental and economic considerations reflect the critical need to 
retain and enhance unincorporated Greenburgh's tree and forest coverage."     
           
          Accordingly, Goal 6.2 is to "Retain and Enhance Tree Coverage in order to Maximize 
Environmental Benefits." 
 
 
          The Slip Sheet Changes, however, propose that the Town's tree policies should not create 
financial hardships on property owners.   This is inconsistent with the Plan's Goal.   To "retain 
and enhance" necessarily means that, when a  property owner develops plans to take down trees, 
the cost of tree replacements to protect the community must be taken into account. 
 
 
          The Town's air quality has been downgraded from "D" to "F" in the American Lung 
Association's 2016 State of the Air Report.    6.5 million people a year die from air 
pollution.  Environmentally, replacement trees are a key component in protecting Town 
residents.   
 
 
          When a property owner plans tree removals, it is consistent with the Plan and imminently 
reasonable that costs of replacement trees be factored in the property owner's financial 
planning.   As provided in the Plan, replacement trees would be based on environmental 
considerations of the impacts of water absorption in the community and the impacts on removal 
of CO2 and particulate matter from the community's air.   Conditioning tree replacements on 



financial considerations as the Slip Sheet Changes propose, instead of environmental 
considerations, is inconsistent with the Plan.   The baseline environmental goal of retaining and 
enhancing trees in the community should not be undermined. 
 
 
          The CAC RECOMMENDS to the Town Board that, except solely in the instance of non-
planned removals of hazardous trees, this Slip Sheet Change be rejected.      
 
                                                            Conclusions 
 
        "Build it, and they will come" is not the right policy for the future of Greenburgh.   Neither 
is a Development Czar.   
 
          The Plan's environmental goal of preserving and enhancing tree coverage, through tree 
replacements, should not be compromised in any way in the situation of planned tree removals. 
 
          The Town Board should reject the Slip Sheet Changes discussed above.   They would 
adversely affect the community's future.   Neighborhoods would be disrupted.   Our health and 
environment would be damaged.   
 
          Before adopting a Comprehensive Plan for the community's next 20 years or more, the 
Town Board should assure itself that it is satisfied that the Plan's baseline projections of 
population growth are based upon firm, current data, and reasonable projections from the zoning 
uses permitted under the Plan.  Only then can the Town Board evaluate the implications on our 
residential community of that population growth. 
 
           
                                                                         CONSERVATION ADVISORY COUNCIL 
 
 
[1]  June 5, 2014 (First Draft of the Comprehensive Plan), addressing trees, bedrock topography, 
soils, steep slopes, water runoff, and surface waters (wetlands and watercourses) and other 
environmental features in the community.  
       April 22, 2015 (Second Draft of the Comprehensive Plan), addressing impacts of 
developments with commercial uses on the ground level and residential uses on higher levels. 
       September 28, 2015 (Third Draft of the Comprehensive Plan), addressing impacts of air 
pollution, petroleum-based pollutants, traffic congestion, noise pollution, road infrastructure, and 
artificial night light in connection with developments in the Plan's Special Planning Areas. 
       The Town Supervisor and Town Board were copied on these Reports. 
 
       Other than the June 3 draft Slip Sheet Changes, the CAC is not aware of any other proposals 
to change the Plan the Town Board is considering.   If the Town Board should actively consider 
any other proposals with environmental implications,  the CAC would appreciate an opportunity 
to comment. 
 



[2]  T. Tori, CAC chairperson who was on the Steering Committee, has recused herself from the 
CAC Reports on the Plan. 
 
Attachment, Westchester County Planning Department Municipal Population Data 
 
cc:  Commissioner, Dep't Community Development and Conservation 
       Deputy Commissioner, Dep't Community Development and Conservation 
       Town Clerk 
 
 
            Appendix A  
 



 2014 Population Estimates, Westchester County, New York

Municipality
Census 2010 
(April 1,2010)

July 1, 2010 
Estimate

2011 Estimate 2012 Estimate 2013 Estimate 2014 Estimate
Change 

2010‐2014
% Change 
2010‐2014

Bedford 17,335 17,375 17,478 17,576 17,849 17,910 575 3.3%
Cortlandt 41,592 41,657 41,963 42,304 42,607 42,714 1,122 2.7%
Buchanan 2,230 2,224 2,238 2,243 2,258 2,262 32 1.4%
Croton‐on‐Hudson 8,070 8,082 8,136 8,155 8,212 8,235 165 2.0%
Cortlandt TOV 31,292 31,351 31,589 31,906 32,137 32,217 925 3.0%

Eastchester 32,363 32,399 32,603 32,672 32,916 33,030 667 2.1%
Bronxville 6,323 6,329 6,363 6,372 6,411 6,418 95 1.5%
Tuckahoe 6,486 6,493 6,533 6,553 6,598 6,623 137 2.1%
Eastchester TOV 19,554 19,577 19,707 19,747 19,907 19,989 435 2.2%

Greenburgh 88,400 88,533 89,245 90,405 91,096 91,388 2,988 3.4%
Ardsley 4,452 4,460 4,495 4,510 4,545 4,555 103 2.3%
Dobbs Ferry 10,875 10,887 10,959 10,989 11,069 11,098 223 2.1%
Elmsford 4,664 4,672 4,706 4,744 4,762 4,776 112 2.4%
Hastings‐on‐Hudson 7,849 7,858 7,893 7,909 7,960 7,975 126 1.6%
Irvington 6,420 6,429 6,473 6,504 6,557 6,581 161 2.5%
Tarrytown 11,277 11,295 11,371 11,406 11,494 11,537 260 2.3%
Greenburgh TOV 42,863 42,932 43,348 44,343 44,709 44,866 2,003 4.7%

Harrison 27,472 27,513 27,676 27,815 27,990 28,151 679 2.5%
Lewisboro 12,411 12,428 12,512 12,558 12,657 12,724 313 2.5%
Mamaroneck town 29,156 29,190 29,369 29,444 29,663 29,860 704 2.4%
Larchmont 5,864 5,869 5,900 5,913 5,959 6,111 247 4.2%
Mamaroneck village (pt.) 11,315 11,330 11,400 11,426 11,514 11,540 225 2.0%
Mamaroneck TOV 11,977 11,991 12,069 12,105 12,190 12,209 232 1.9%

Mount Kisco 10,877 10,892 10,963 10,991 11,078 11,103 226 2.1%
Mount Pleasant 43,724 43,781 44,174 44,314 44,348 44,638 914 2.1%
Briarcliff Manor (pt.) 659 660 666 669 678 681 22 3.3%
Pleasantville 7,019 7,016 7,066 7,082 7,134 7,154 135 1.9%
Sleepy Hollow 9,870 9,882 9,943 9,963 10,029 10,208 338 3.4%
Mount Pleasant TOV 26,176 26,223 26,499 26,600 26,507 26,595 419 1.6%

Mount Vernon 67,292 67,366 67,746 67,909 68,349 68,458 1,166 1.7%
New Castle 17,569 17,575 17,717 17,775 17,921 17,967 398 2.3%
New Rochelle 77,062 77,156 77,709 78,380 79,500 79,637 2,575 3.3%
North Castle 11,841 11,884 11,976 12,044 12,175 12,225 384 3.2%
North Salem 5,104 5,110 5,145 5,153 5,188 5,198 94 1.8%
Ossining town 37,674 37,712 37,989 37,971 38,136 38,214 540 1.4%
Briarcliff Manor (pt.) 7,208 7,186 7,255 7,261 7,291 7,310 102 1.4%
Ossining village 25,060 25,091 25,252 25,215 25,313 25,359 299 1.2%
Ossining TOV 5,406 5,435 5,482 5,495 5,532 5,545 139 2.6%

Peekskill 23,583 23,613 23,758 23,831 24,009 24,058 475 2.0%
Pelham town 12,396 12,410 12,487 12,506 12,587 12,607 211 1.7%
Pelham village 6,910 6,917 6,956 6,968 7,013 7,025 115 1.7%
Pelham Manor 5,486 5,493 5,531 5,538 5,574 5,582 96 1.7%

Pound Ridge 5,104 5,113 5,154 5,174 5,212 5,228 124 2.4%
Rye city 15,720 15,740 15,834 15,867 15,973 16,000 280 1.8%
Rye town 45,928 45,986 46,254 46,376 46,712 46,837 909 2.0%
Mamaroneck village (pt.) 7,614 7,623 7,669 7,688 7,747 7,762 148 1.9%
Port Chester 28,967 29,002 29,173 29,242 29,450 29,522 555 1.9%

Rye Brook 9,347 9,361 9,412 9,446 9,515 9,553 206 2.2%
Scarsdale 17,166 17,194 17,345 17,466 17,625 17,729 563 3.3%
Somers 20,434 20,467 20,779 20,862 21,025 21,280 846 4.1%
White Plains 56,853 56,930 57,231 57,375 57,906 58,035 1,182 2.1%
Yonkers 195,976 196,383 197,772 198,581 199,952 200,667 4,691 2.4%
Yorktown 36,081 36,137 36,392 36,500 36,822 36,976 895 2.5%
Split Villages
Briarcliff Manor 7,867 7,846 7,921 7,930 7,969 7,991 124 1.6%
Mamaroneck village 18,929 18,953 19,069 19,114 19,261 19,302 373 2.0%

Westchester County 949,113 950,544 957,271 961,849 969,296 972,634 23,521 2.5%

Prepared by Westchester County Department of Planning. Source: US Census Bureau
"TOV" refers to unincorporated area of town outside of villages.


