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The	
  New	
  York	
  State	
  Department	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Conservation	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  
creating	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  documents	
  associated	
  with	
  the	
  New	
  York	
  State	
  
Environmental	
  Quality	
  Review	
  Act	
  (SEQRA).	
  We	
  conducted	
  a	
  stakeholder	
  analysis	
  to	
  
evaluate	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process.	
  	
  We	
  then	
  compared	
  our	
  findings	
  with	
  the	
  
proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  these	
  changes	
  are	
  addressing	
  the	
  identified	
  
inadequacies	
  within	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process.'
'
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The	
  New	
  York	
  State	
  Department	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Conservation	
  (DEC)	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  
process	
  of	
  creating	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  documents	
  associated	
  with	
  the	
  New	
  
York	
  State	
  Environmental	
  Quality	
  Review	
  Act	
  (SEQRA).	
  We	
  conducted	
  a	
  stakeholder	
  
analysis	
  to	
  evaluate	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process.	
  	
  We	
  then	
  compared	
  our	
  
findings	
  with	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  DEC’s	
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directly	
  undertaking	
  the	
  project	
  assumes	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  lead	
  agency.	
  The	
  lead	
  agency	
  is	
  in	
  
charge	
  of	
  assessing	
  the	
  significance	
  of	
  an	
  action’s	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  environment	
  within	
  20	
  
days	
  of	
  receiving	
  the	
  EAF,	
  including	
  the	
  collection	
  of	
  all	
  information	
  needed	
  to	
  make	
  such	
  
an	
  evaluation.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  lead	
  agency	
  determines	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  action	
  will	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  
significant	
  adverse	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  environment	
  the	
  action	
  is	
  given	
  a	
  negative	
  declaration.	
  	
  
Upon	
  an	
  agency's	
  negative	
  declaration,	
  the	
  lead	
  agency	
  (the	
  same	
  agency	
  that	
  conducted	
  
the	
  evaluation)	
  must	
  make	
  the	
  action's	
  file	
  readily	
  accessible	
  to	
  the	
  public.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  lead	
  
agency	
  determines	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  action	
  will	
  have	
  significant	
  adverse	
  impacts	
  on	
  the	
  
environment,	
  the	
  action	
  is	
  given	
  a	
  positive	
  declaration	
  and	
  requires	
  an	
  Environmental	
  
Impact	
  Statement	
  (EIS)	
  to	
  be	
  completed.	
  	
  	
  

An	
  EIS	
  consists	
  of:	
  a	
  description	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  action;	
  a	
  description	
  of	
  the	
  
environmental	
  setting;	
  a	
  statement	
  and	
  evaluation	
  of	
  the	
  potential	
  significant	
  adverse	
  
environmental	
  impacts;	
  a	
  description	
  of	
  mitigation	
  measures	
  and;	
  a	
  description	
  and	
  
evaluation	
  of	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  reasonable	
  alternatives	
  to	
  the	
  action.	
  	
  The	
  EIS	
  is	
  conducted	
  by	
  
the	
  lead	
  agency,	
  often	
  with	
  the	
  assistance	
  of	
  consultants	
  paid	
  for	
  by	
  the	
  applicant.	
  These	
  
third	
  party	
  consultants	
  guide	
  the	
  lead	
  agency	
  in	
  conducting	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  assessment	
  to	
  
further	
  evaluate	
  the	
  full	
  effects	
  of	
  a	
  project	
  on	
  the	
  environment.	
  Upon	
  completion,	
  the	
  lead	
  
agency	
  has	
  45	
  days	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  the	
  document	
  includes	
  adequate	
  mitigation	
  plans.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  
EIS	
  is	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  lead	
  agency,	
  it's	
  released	
  for	
  public	
  comment	
  for	
  a	
  period	
  of	
  30	
  days.	
  	
  
The	
  public	
  comment	
  period	
  allows	
  subsidiary	
  stakeholders	
  to	
  express	
  their	
  concerns	
  and	
  
opinions	
  to	
  the	
  lead	
  agency.	
  	
  When	
  the	
  public	
  comment	
  period	
  has	
  concluded,	
  the	
  lead	
  
agency	
  determines	
  if	
  the	
  draft	
  EIS	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  reworked	
  or	
  is	
  acceptable	
  and	
  therefore	
  
complete.	
  	
  However,	
  if	
  the	
  draft	
  EIS	
  is	
  rejected	
  by	
  lead	
  agency,	
  it	
  must	
  then	
  be	
  revised	
  until	
  
it	
  is	
  approved	
  and	
  submitted	
  for	
  public	
  opinion.	
  	
  Once	
  all	
  approvals	
  have	
  been	
  achieved,	
  the	
  
lead	
  agency	
  must	
  prepare	
  written	
  report	
  on	
  SEQR	
  findings	
  for	
  review	
  before	
  making	
  its	
  
final	
  decision.	
  

The	
  purpose	
  of	
  SEQRA	
  is	
  to	
  review	
  development	
  projects	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  their	
  
environmental	
  impact	
  and	
  maintain	
  consistency	
  with	
  social	
  and	
  economic	
  considerations	
  
in	
  order	
  to	
  fully	
  understand	
  the	
  consequences	
  of	
  such	
  actions,	
  with	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  
maximizing	
  the	
  benefits	
  to	
  all	
  and	
  avoiding	
  or	
  minimizing	
  adverse	
  effects	
  regarding	
  such	
  
actions	
  (Caffery,	
  2001).	
  	
  SEQRA	
  is	
  governed	
  solely	
  through	
  self-­‐regulation,	
  however,	
  and	
  
many	
  major	
  decisions	
  are	
  made	
  by	
  the	
  very	
  agency	
  initiating	
  the	
  action.	
  	
  This	
  type	
  of	
  
system	
  is	
  perhaps	
  cost	
  effective	
  in	
  the	
  short	
  term	
  and	
  timelier	
  but	
  is	
  vulnerable	
  to	
  project	
  
bias	
  issues.	
  	
  "Lead	
  agencies	
  often	
  allow	
  applicants	
  to	
  ignore	
  or	
  gloss-­‐over	
  serious	
  problems	
  
with	
  projects	
  evaluated	
  in	
  EIS's	
  prepared	
  by	
  applicants	
  and/or	
  their	
  consultants"	
  (Caffery,	
  
2001).	
  	
  It	
  has	
  been	
  documented	
  that	
  consultants	
  have	
  purposely	
  failed	
  to	
  disclose	
  
information	
  regarding	
  environmental	
  problems	
  to	
  avoid	
  dealing	
  with	
  SEQRA	
  mitigation	
  
requirements.	
  	
  Case	
  studies	
  have	
  shown	
  that	
  if	
  an	
  involved	
  agency	
  strongly	
  favors	
  the	
  
project,	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  higher	
  probability	
  that	
  SEQRA	
  will	
  fail	
  to	
  achieve	
  its	
  purpose.	
  	
  The	
  courts	
  
rarely	
  overturn	
  these	
  types	
  of	
  substantive	
  review	
  failures	
  as	
  the	
  court	
  sees	
  its	
  role	
  as	
  not	
  to	
  
substitute	
  their	
  judgment	
  for	
  the	
  agency,	
  which	
  SEQRA	
  assigns	
  its	
  responsibility,	
  but	
  rather	
  
to	
  determine	
  if	
  the	
  agency	
  has	
  fulfilled	
  its	
  obligations	
  to	
  SEQRA	
  (Caffery,	
  2001).	
  	
  	
  A	
  
stakeholder	
  analysis	
  will	
  identify	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process	
  that	
  are	
  currently	
  being	
  
ignored	
  or	
  ineffective.	
  	
  Such	
  information	
  can	
  then	
  be	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  
to	
  the	
  act	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  the	
  NYS	
  DEC	
  is	
  addressing	
  the	
  necessary	
  issues.	
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Our	
  goal	
  is	
  to	
  perform	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  stakeholder	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process	
  
to	
  determine	
  its	
  effectiveness.	
  	
  SEQRA’s	
  main	
  initiative	
  is	
  finding	
  a	
  balance	
  between	
  the	
  
environmental,	
  social	
  and	
  economic	
  effects	
  of	
  all	
  development	
  projects.	
  	
  By	
  comparing	
  the	
  
information	
  we	
  gathered	
  from	
  interviewing	
  stakeholders	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process,	
  
with	
  the	
  main	
  goals	
  established	
  by	
  SEQRA,	
  we	
  will	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  identify	
  inconsistencies	
  
within	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process	
  that	
  prevent	
  it	
  from	
  attaining	
  its	
  central	
  goals.	
  	
  We	
  then	
  
compared	
  these	
  existing	
  issues	
  with	
  the	
  revisions	
  currently	
  proposed	
  by	
  the	
  DEC.	
  	
  We	
  
analyzed	
  these	
  issues	
  to	
  see	
  if	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  will	
  satisfy	
  the	
  stakeholders’	
  main	
  
concerns.	
  	
  This	
  should	
  provide	
  an	
  understanding	
  of	
  whether	
  these	
  changes	
  will	
  
subsequently	
  improve	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  these	
  documents.	
  

We	
  approached	
  data	
  collection	
  by	
  creating	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  group	
  of	
  individuals	
  
who	
  work	
  closely	
  with	
  SEQRA	
  and	
  who	
  have	
  opinions	
  on	
  the	
  document’s	
  overall	
  usage	
  and	
  
its	
  faults.	
  	
  When	
  selecting	
  the	
  various	
  stakeholders,	
  we	
  targeted	
  key	
  individuals	
  from	
  local	
  
municipalities	
  with	
  views	
  and	
  perspectives	
  that	
  covered	
  the	
  entire	
  SEQRA	
  process.	
  	
  Our	
  
participants	
  varied	
  in	
  their	
  roles	
  within	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  their	
  perspective	
  and	
  
expertise.	
  	
  For	
  our	
  study,	
  we	
  had	
  in-­‐depth	
  interviews	
  with	
  eight	
  individuals	
  including	
  
planners,	
  consultants,	
  legal	
  advisors	
  and	
  planning	
  board	
  members	
  from	
  various	
  
communities	
  within	
  the	
  Saratoga	
  Lake	
  watershed.	
  	
  Below	
  is	
  a	
  brief	
  description	
  of	
  each	
  of	
  
the	
  interviewees,	
  accompanied	
  by	
  their	
  applicable	
  professional	
  experience.	
  	
  The	
  data	
  
acquired	
  from	
  these	
  interviews	
  was	
  then	
  used	
  to	
  draw	
  conclusions	
  about	
  the	
  overall	
  
effectiveness	
  of	
  SEQRA	
  and	
  how	
  the	
  current	
  revisions	
  relate	
  to	
  the	
  inefficiencies	
  most	
  
frequently	
  identified.	
  
	
  
'
H96--3-7'D,60;'<*G8*0.'
'

The	
  first	
  stakeholder	
  we	
  interviewed	
  is	
  a	
  member	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Saratoga	
  Springs	
  
planning	
  board.	
  	
  Amy	
  Durland	
  has	
  approximately	
  7	
  years	
  of	
  experience	
  on	
  the	
  Saratoga	
  
Springs	
  planning	
  board	
  with	
  an	
  additional	
  four	
  years	
  of	
  experience	
  on	
  the	
  zoning	
  board	
  of	
  
appeals.	
  	
  She	
  provided	
  excellent	
  insight	
  into	
  a	
  city’s	
  planning	
  board	
  utilizatyNY yatyNY yatyNY Y yat C4 syNY 



   7 

experience	
  with	
  SEQRA	
  makes	
  him	
  an	
  excellent	
  interview	
  candidate	
  for	
  understanding	
  the	
  
perspectives	
  of	
  a	
  planning	
  board	
  member.	
  

	
  
The	
  final	
  planning	
  board	
  member	
  we	
  interviewed	
  was	
  Matthew	
  Rogers.	
  	
  As	
  

chairperson	
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The	
  first	
  consultant	
  we	
  interviewed	
  was	
  Travis	
  Mitchell	
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Amy	
  Durland	
  discussed	
  SEQRA	
  review	
  as	
  an	
  essential	
  aspect	
  of	
  all	
  project	
  reviews,	
  
which	
  provides	
  a	
  skeletal	
  look	
  at	
  the	
  environmental	
  issues	
  associated	
  with	
  development.	
  	
  
She	
  stated	
  that	
  SEQRA	
  provides	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  further	
  environmental	
  review	
  wherever	
  it	
  is	
  
needed.	
  	
  Ms.	
  Durland	
  believes	
  that	
  although	
  SEQRA	
  is	
  completed	
  thoroughly	
  in	
  her	
  
municipality,	
  it	
  still	
  has	
  obvious	
  weaknesses.	
  
	
  
“SEQRA	
  represents	
  the	
  same	
  problem	
  as	
  the	
  development	
  application	
  process…to	
  a	
  large	
  
extent,	
  not	
  exclusively,	
  but	
  the	
  boards	
  representing	
  the	
  city	
  are	
  relying	
  on	
  the	
  “experts”	
  or	
  
consultants	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  applicants	
  for	
  their	
  information.	
  	
  In	
  [her	
  municipality],	
  we	
  
have	
  a	
  planner	
  and	
  an	
  engineer	
  who	
  are	
  great	
  but	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  botanist,	
  wildlife	
  expert,	
  
ecologist,	
  traffic	
  engineer,	
  etc.	
  In	
  terms	
  of	
  an	
  environmental	
  review,	
  we	
  are	
  almost	
  
exclusively	
  relying	
  on	
  whomever	
  the	
  applicant	
  presents	
  as	
  their	
  lead	
  informant.”	
  
	
  

Ms.	
  Durland	
  went	
  on	
  to	
  discuss	
  the	
  idea	
  that	
  since	
  the	
  applicants	
  have	
  a	
  vested	
  
interest	
  in	
  the	
  outcome	
  of	
  the	
  project,	
  and	
  are	
  paying	
  the	
  consultants	
  themselves,	
  then	
  the	
  
question	
  arises	
  of	
  how	
  authentic	
  the	
  information	
  and	
  objectivity	
  of	
  the	
  contractors’	
  
information	
  actually	
  is.	
  	
  The	
  process	
  in	
  general	
  gives	
  the	
  board	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  scrutinize	
  the	
  
quality	
  of	
  information	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  applicant,	
  but	
  the	
  board	
  has	
  to	
  want	
  to	
  do	
  so.	
  	
  If	
  
there’s	
  a	
  predisposition	
  to	
  accepting	
  the	
  application	
  even	
  if	
  it's	
  arguably	
  not	
  a	
  good	
  
application	
  then	
  that	
  scrutiny	
  won't	
  happen,	
  SEQRA	
  or	
  no.	
  

Ms.	
  Durland’s	
  primary	
  concern	
  when	
  discussing	
  SEQRA’s	
  inefficiencies	
  pertains	
  to	
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“[People	
  are]	
  still	
  filling	
  out	
  the	
  same	
  long	
  and	
  short	
  forms	
  as	
  they	
  were	
  30	
  years	
  ago.	
  Any	
  
regulation	
  of	
  this	
  magnitude	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  updated	
  on	
  a	
  frequent	
  basis	
  to	
  keep	
  up	
  with	
  the	
  
changes	
  in	
  its	
  industry.”	
  	
  
	
  

Mr.	
  Kemper	
  points	
  out	
  that	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  the	
  big	
  environmental	
  issues	
  today	
  aren’t	
  
reflected	
  in	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  forms	
  we	
  use.	
  	
  The	
  documents	
  are	
  structured	
  for	
  “yes/no”	
  
responses,	
  using	
  generic	
  thresholds	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  a	
  project.	
  	
  Mr.	
  Kemper	
  
emphasized	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  more	
  flexibility	
  in	
  SEQRA,	
  acknowledging	
  that	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  the	
  projects	
  
they	
  see	
  today	
  don’t	
  fall	
  well	
  within	
  the	
  current	
  SEQRA	
  structure.	
  	
  The	
  inability	
  of	
  the	
  
SEQRA	
  process	
  to	
  conform	
  to	
  the	
  individual	
  aspects	
  of	
  each	
  project	
  creates	
  many	
  
unnecessary	
  steps	
  and	
  expenses	
  for	
  projects	
  where	
  SEQRA	
  appears	
  to	
  be	
  misapplied.	
  	
  
Another	
  big	
  issue	
  Mr.	
  Kemper	
  discussed	
  was	
  the	
  tremendous	
  amount	
  of	
  confusion	
  SEQRA	
  
creates	
  for	
  the	
  board	
  members	
  who	
  use	
  it.	
  	
  “There	
  is	
  always	
  a	
  fear	
  in	
  local	
  agencies	
  of	
  
SEQRA,”	
  many	
  of	
  these	
  members	
  are	
  volunteers	
  with	
  minimal	
  experience	
  in	
  matters	
  like	
  
these.	
  	
  The	
  documents	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  tailored	
  for	
  these	
  people	
  and	
  include	
  simple,	
  
straightforward	
  language	
  and	
  directions.	
  	
  Mr.	
  Kemper	
  believes	
  these	
  types	
  of	
  changes	
  
would	
  make	
  the	
  whole	
  process	
  easier	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  concerns	
  of	
  many	
  stakeholders.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
+,-.19/6-/'4,0'%@@9326-/'
'

When	
  asked	
  about	
  how	
  his	
  organization	
  goes	
  about	
  reviewing	
  a	
  project	
  and	
  filling	
  
out	
  the	
  EAF	
  Travis	
  Mitchell	
  responded	
  saying:	
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EIS	
  for	
  a	
  project	
  that	
  they	
  know	
  the	
  planning	
  board	
  will	
  be	
  engaged	
  for,	
  but	
  this	
  is	
  on	
  a	
  
case-­‐by-­‐case	
  process	
  and	
  he	
  has	
  experience	
  working	
  with	
  boards	
  on	
  either	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  
spectrum.	
  	
  	
  
'

When	
  reviewing	
  projects	
  and	
  completing	
  reports	
  Mike	
  Ingersoll	
  stated	
  that	
  his	
  firm	
  
starts	
  with	
  the	
  design	
  and	
  leaves	
  the	
  EAF	
  form	
  as	
  a	
  secondary	
  thought	
  attempting	
  to	
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overwhelming	
  agreement	
  among	
  stakeholders	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  certain	
  
consultants/contractors	
  whose	
  work	
  is	
  more	
  respected	
  than	
  others.	
  One	
  professional	
  
planner,	
  of	
  a	
  large	
  municipality,	
  stated:	
  
	
  

“[I	
  am]	
  of	
  the	
  mind	
  that	
  you	
  always	
  do	
  your	
  job	
  and	
  your	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  application,	
  but	
  
there	
  are	
  some	
  whose	
  work	
  you	
  trust	
  more,	
  either	
  in	
  their	
  technical	
  expertise	
  and	
  
where	
  they	
  are	
  coming	
  from,	
  the	
  thoroughness	
  of	
  work,	
  or	
  that	
  aspect	
  of	
  being	
  as	
  
neutral	
  as	
  they	
  can.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  some	
  people’s	
  work	
  that	
  I	
  honestly	
  don’t	
  trust	
  and	
  I	
  
triple	
  check	
  everything”	
  

	
  
This	
  sense	
  of	
  skepticism	
  arises	
  from	
  prior	
  experience	
  with	
  contractors	
  whose	
  

efforts	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  pleasing	
  their	
  clients	
  rather	
  than	
  respecting	
  SEQRA	
  and	
  the	
  
environmental	
  regulations	
  associated	
  with	
  the	
  review	
  process.	
  	
  The	
  contractors	
  and	
  
planning	
  board	
  members	
  must	
  use	
  SEQRA	
  as	
  a	
  tool	
  in	
  their	
  toolbox	
  that	
  if	
  used	
  well	
  can	
  be	
  
extremely	
  useful	
  in	
  mitigating	
  the	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  of	
  all	
  development	
  projects	
  and	
  
permits.	
  

Although	
  many	
  stakeholders’	
  feel	
  that	
  the	
  current	
  documents	
  are	
  inefficient	
  and	
  
cumbersome,	
  there	
  are	
  individuals	
  who	
  disagree.	
  A	
  substantial	
  group	
  of	
  stakeholders	
  
believes	
  that	
  SEQRA	
  is	
  successful	
  in	
  its	
  purpose	
  of	
  establishing	
  questions	
  that	
  outline	
  key	
  
issues	
  for	
  applicants	
  and	
  planning	
  board	
  to	
  consider	
  when	
  assessing	
  all	
  environmental	
  
concerns	
  associated	
  with	
  a	
  project.	
  	
  There	
  was	
  an	
  underlying	
  theme	
  among	
  responses	
  
suggesting	
  that	
  the	
  applicants	
  and	
  reviewers	
  have	
  a	
  dichotomous	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  
process.	
  	
  It	
  appeared	
  that	
  applicants	
  view	
  SEQRA	
  as	
  a	
  procedural	
  step	
  in	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  
getting	
  their	
  project	
  approved,	
  while	
  reviewers	
  view	
  SEQRA	
  as	
  a	
  tool	
  for	
  mitigating	
  the	
  
environmental	
  effects	
  of	
  development	
  projects	
  and	
  permits.	
  Nowhere	
  was	
  it	
  explicit	
  that	
  
developers	
  look	
  to	
  rush	
  through	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process,	
  rather	
  we	
  observed	
  that	
  reviewers	
  are	
  
more	
  likely	
  to	
  use	
  there	
  documents	
  and	
  the	
  review	
  process	
  as	
  effectively	
  as	
  possible.	
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Since	
  its	
  enactment	
  in	
  the	
  mid	
  1970’s,	
  SEQRA	
  has	
  had	
  remained	
  essentially	
  
unchanged.	
  	
  The	
  Full	
  EAF	
  has	
  remained	
  unchanged	
  since	
  its	
  initial	
  adoption	
  in	
  1978,	
  while	
  
the	
  short	
  form	
  has	
  received	
  minor	
  revisions	
  but	
  none	
  after	
  1987.	
  	
  These	
  forms	
  have	
  
become	
  deeply	
  embedded	
  in	
  the	
  overall	
  SEQRA	
  process.	
  Many	
  believe	
  they	
  are	
  out	
  of	
  date	
  
and	
  are	
  in	
  need	
  of	
  a	
  thorough	
  revision.	
  	
  Our	
  results	
  indicated	
  that	
  many	
  stakeholders	
  
involved	
  with	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  process	
  are	
  unhappy	
  wit	
  hthe	
  approved	
  changes	
  by	
  the	
  DEC	
  that	
  
are	
  set	
  to	
  become	
  effective	
  in	
  October	
  of	
  2012.	
  	
  They	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  public	
  feedback	
  and	
  
the	
  changes	
  made	
  was	
  not	
  thorough	
  enough	
  in	
  fixing	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  largest	
  inefficiencies	
  
currently	
  existing	
  within	
  the	
  process.	
  

The	
  process	
  began	
  in	
  2007	
  when	
  the	
  DEC	
  began	
  meeting	
  with	
  subject	
  experts	
  about	
  
making	
  changes	
  that	
  are	
  pertinent	
  to	
  new	
  environmental	
  issues	
  that	
  have	
  arisen	
  since	
  the	
  
creation	
  of	
  these	
  forms.	
  	
  They	
  were	
  then	
  distributed	
  to	
  the	
  public	
  in	
  2008	
  and	
  bounced	
  
back	
  and	
  forth	
  between	
  stakeholder	
  input	
  and	
  DEC	
  feedback.	
  Due	
  to	
  the	
  major	
  implications	
  
the	
  revisions	
  have	
  on	
  the	
  SEQRA	
  documents,	
  the	
  revision	
  process	
  has	
  continued	
  to	
  be	
  
bogged	
  down	
  by	
  the	
  comments	
  from	
  professionals	
  and	
  other	
  stakeholders	
  in	
  the	
  process.	
  	
  
The	
  process	
  of	
  feedback	
  and	
  revisions	
  is	
  fundamentally	
  important	
  because	
  SEQRA	
  is	
  the	
  
standalone	
  act	
  requiring	
  a	
  hard	
  look	
  at	
  the	
  potential	
  adverse	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  of	
  
proposed	
  projects.	
  	
  The	
  public	
  comment	
  process	
  has	
  been	
  completed	
  after	
  multiple	
  drafts	
  
of	
  the	
  documents	
  and	
  the	
  final	
  revisions	
  have	
  been	
  posted	
  and	
  are	
  set	
  to	
  be	
  effective	
  as	
  of	
  
October	
  2012.	
  	
  

When	
  the	
  revision	
  process	
  began,	
  a	
  laundry	
  list	
  of	
  goals	
  for	
  the	
  revision	
  process	
  was	
  
boiled	
  down	
  into	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  aspects	
  that	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  considered.	
  	
  Two	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  
important	
  adjustments	
  to	
  these	
  forms	
  pertained	
  to	
  the	
  length	
  of	
  the	
  forms.	
  	
  Stakeholder	
  
comments	
  indicated	
  a	
  strong	
  desire	
  for	
  improvements	
  in	
  the	
  short	
  EAF,	
  so	
  it	
  could	
  become	
  
the	
  universal	
  assessment	
  form	
  for	
  most	
  unlisted	
  actions.	
  	
  Another	
  desired	
  change	
  pertains	
  
to	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  visual	
  EAF	
  that	
  require	
  more	
  dynamic	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  aesthetics	
  of	
  
projects	
  and	
  how	
  they	
  will	
  affect	
  relevant	
  surrounding	
  sites.	
  Other	
  goals	
  identified	
  by	
  the	
  
DEC	
  for	
  the	
  revision	
  process	
  included	
  allowing	
  for	
  more	
  effective	
  information	
  collection,	
  
eliminating	
  the	
  separate	
  determination	
  of	
  significance	
  forms	
  and	
  the	
  incorporating	
  the	
  full	
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major	
  topic	
  areas	
  and	
  adopted	
  a	
  similar	
  assessment	
  approach	
  as	
  the	
  full	
  EAF,	
  becoming	
  a	
  
much	
  more	
  comprehensive	
  document.	
  	
  This	
  new	
  form	
  has	
  doubled	
  in	
  size	
  from	
  its	
  original	
  
two	
  pages	
  to	
  the	
  now	
  four	
  pages.	
  	
  The	
  revised	
  Short	
  EAF	
  has	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  provide	
  a	
  more	
  
comprehensive	
  basis	
  for	
  the	
  assessment	
  of	
  environmental	
  impacts.	
  	
  This	
  should	
  allow	
  
municipalities	
  to	
  use	
  the	
  short	
  form	
  for	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  development	
  projects	
  that	
  are	
  
reviewed.	
  	
  This	
  shift	
  will	
  allow	
  more	
  smaller	
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How	
  often	
  does	
  your	
  agency	
  meet?	
  
	
  
How	
  do	
  you	
  go	
  about	
  reviewing	
  a	
  permit	
  application	
  or	
  development	
  proposal?	
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