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Based upon this standard, it is respectfully submitted that in spite of the length of
the DEIS and its appendices. while the DEIS does identify the areas of environmental
concern, it is totally inadequate in providing the information necessary 1o allow the Jead
agency to take a hard look at many of the environmental issues identified. Indeed, the
applicant has deferred many studies, reports and plans to a later date afier the
environmental review process will have ended, not allowing the lead agency 10 review
the information contained in those deferred studies in order 1o assure that all appropriate
nnngaugn,;am place. and in order to have all information in front of them so that they

ate dec'l.smn on whether or not to approve the project. Moreover,
Aviron [@ahsgm areas, the DEIS only supplies conclusions,

'spu:rﬁc or detailed anahsis of how those conclusions were
M a, and without the information or analysis necessary for the lead agency 10

review the information provided, and 10 pronde its independent analysis of that
information in order to fulfill its SEQRA obligations.

While these written comments will specifically indicate where these deficiencies
exisl. at the outset, they are no more evident than in the inadequate alternative ami}s]s
section of the DEIS, which is contained on pages 216-222 of the DEIS. An analysis of
alternatives is one of the most important parts of the SEQRA environmental review
process. At least one court has called the alternative analysis the “linchpin™ of the DEIS
and another court has called it the “heart” of the environmental review process.

Therefore, it is extremely important that an appropriate altemmative analysis is contained
‘n the DEIS.

Nevertheless, the alternative analysis in this DEIS is significantly conclusory in
nature, without providing the lead agency with analysis upon which such conclusions
were drawn. Therefore. for example. in Section 3.2, when dealing with the “alternative
projg:ct area”. it is indicated that the prq]cct sponsor reviewed appropriate project sites
the@ﬁg@nwalld stalumcd sites in Chautauqua, Cattaraugus. Erie, Genesee, Wayne

determined that other locations in the region had significant

= -1 O'E \\er"' oot ﬂD}'_‘ DPI";.'E' r"' consi I.E’u.l. On. \ 11: €

n !hc DE!S 1s there an indication of what particular sites were considered, and as 1o each

site, what were the particular development constraints that precluded the alternative site.

Moreover, while not every conceivable alternative must be considered. there is no reason

why the applicant initially looked at only sites within the six county area indicated, or

indeed why sites only in New York State were reviewed. If there is a reason for the
choice of sites. that were reviewed, it is certainly not indicated in the DEIS.


















