A. COMMENTERS ON THE DEIS

Below is a list of all persons or agencies who provided comments on the DEIS:

Designated Comment/Response numbers shown in Red:

1. Ruth Pierpont, New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP),
letter dated 4/14/11

5-1105-5

2. Claudine Jones Rafferty, New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), letter dated 4/27/11

7-3, 16-1t0 16-3

3. Michael B. Kaplowitz, Westchester County Board of Legislators, letter dated 4/28/11

8-1

4. Joseph M. Wilson (Safe Flight Instrument Corporation), letter dated 4/29/11

13-1

5. Peter Tesei (First Selectman, Town of Greenwich, CT), Public Hearing, 5/2/11

2-1to0 2-3

6. Kate Hudson (Riverkeeper), Public Hearing, 5/2/11

2-11,8-21t08-4,9-1

7. Michael Zarin (Zarin and Steinmetz Attorneys at Law), Public Hearing, 5/2/11

2-4, 3-1to 3-6, 4-1, 8-5t0 8-9, 13-2 t0 13-4, 18-1, 22-1

8. Greg Fleischer (Carpenter Environmental Associates), Public Hearing, 5/2/11

8-10, 8-11, 9-2, 9-3

9. Bernard Adler, Public Hearing, 5/2/11

13-5t0 13-13, 13-81

10. Tania Vernon, Public Hearing, 5/2/11

8-12

11. Julius Shultz (Sierra Club), 5/2/11



2-5t0 2-7, 8-13, 9-4, 10-1, 13-14

12. Peter Dermody (Dermody Consulting), Public Hearing, 5/2/11
8-14, 9-5, 13-15, 22-2

13. Ed Glassman, Public Hearing, 5/2/11

22-3

14. Robert A. Porto, Public Hearing, 5/2/11

8-15

15. Karen Shultz (Sierra Club), Public Hearing, 5/2/11

22-4

16. Cynthia Garcia, New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), Pubic
Hearing, 5/2/11

8-16 to 8-19

17. Doug Manconelli, Public Hearing, 5/2/11
13-16

18. Lucille Held, Public Hearing, 5/2/11

2-52, P. 47-48 of Public Hearing Transcript — comments not directly applicable to the proposed
project. No Response Required.

19. Ingrid McMenamin, Public Hearing, 5/2/11

2-8 to 2-10, 13-17

20. Jeffrey S. Morgan (Morgan & Brother Manhattan Storage Co., Inc.), letter dated 5/2/11
2-12

21. Carol De Angelo (Sisters of Charity), letter dated 5/4/11

8-20

22. Steve Hopkins, letter dated 5/5/11

2-13,9-6

23. James W. Ford (BETA Group, Inc.), letter dated 5/10/11

13-18 to 13-39



24. James W. Ford (BETA Group, Inc.), letter dated 5/13/11

13-40, 13-41

25. Thomas Felix, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), letter dated 5/19/11

3-7to 3-9, 13-42

26. Peter J. Tesei (First Selectman, Town of Greenwich, CT), letter dated 5/23/11

13-43, 13-44

27. New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), letter dated 5/23/11
6-1to 6-3, 7-1, 7-2, 8-21 to 8-24, 9-7 to 9-16, 11-1, 13-45, 17-1 to 17-5, 18-2 to 18-6

28. Greg M. Fleischer (Carpenter Environmental Associates, Inc.), letter dated 5/24/11

8-25 to 8-33, 9-53 to 9-56

29. Peter Dermody (Dermody Consulting), letter dated 5/27/11

2-14, 8-34, 8-35, 8-53, 9-17, 9-18, 13-46 to 13-48

30. Marian H. Rose, Croton Watershed Clean Water Coalition, Inc. (CWCWC), letter dated 5/31/11
9-19 to 9-22

31. Richard J. Lippes (Richard J. Lippes & Associates, on behalf of the Sierra Club), letter dated
5/31/11

2-15 to 2-25, 3-13 to 3-24, 4-2 to 4-7, 4-9, 4-11, 4-13, 8-36 to 8-52, 8-54 to 8-56, 13-63 to 13-66, 18-
710 18-11, 22-5 to 22-8

32. Edward Buroughs, Westchester County Planning Board (WCPB), letter dated 5/31/11
2-26, 2-27, 3-10 to 3-12, 6-4, 8-57, 9-23

33. Bernie Adler and Michael P. O’Rourke, Adler Consulting —Transportation Planning & Traffic
Engineering, PLLC (on behalf of Westchester Airport Associates, L.P.), letter dated 5/31/11

13-49 to 13-62
34. Adam Kaufman, Town of North Castle Director of Planning, letter dated 6/1/11
2-28 to 2-33, 3-25, 3-26, 4-15 to 4-17, 8-58 to 8-62, 9-24, 11-2 to 11-4, 13-67, 18-12

35. Ryan Coyne and David Sessions, Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.C. (Kellard Sessions), Town of
North Castle Engineering and Wetlands Consultants, letter dated 6/1/11



2-34, 2-35, 3-27, 3-28, 4-18, 5-6, 6-5 to 6-7, 7-4, 8-63 to 8-71, 9-25 to 9-49, 10-2, 11-5, 11-6, 13-68,
16-4 to 16-8, 17-6 to 17-14, D-1 to D-20

36. John F. Fava, Town of North Castle Conservation Board, letter dated 6/1/11

2-36 to 2-38, 8-72, 8-73, 9-50 to 9-52, 13-69, D-21, D-22

37. Eric A. Goldstein, Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), letter dated 6/1/11
2-39to 2-41

38. Kate Hudson and William Wegner (Riverkeeper), letter dated 6/1/11

2-51, 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, 7-8, 7-9, 8-108, 8-109, 8-110, 8-111, 8-112, 8-113, 8-114, 8-115, 8-116, 9-57, 9-
58, 9-59, 9-60, 9-61, 9-62, 18-17, 18-18, 18-19, 18-20, 18-21, 18-24

39. Michael D. Zarin and Daniel M. Richmond, Steinmetz and Steinmetz (on behalf of Westchester
Airport Associates, L.P.), letter dated 6/1/11

2-42 to 2-50, 3-29 to 3-33, 4-6, 4-8, 4-10, 4-12, 4-14, 8-74 to 8-107, 13-70 to 13-78, 18-13 to 18-16,
22-9to 22-13

40. NYS Office of Watershed Inspector General (WIG), letter dated 6/1/11

8-117, 8-118, 8-119, 9-63, 9-64, 9-65, 9-66, 9-67, 9-68, 9-69, 9-70, 9-71, 9-73, 9-74, 9-75, 9-76, 9-
77, 9-78, 9-79, 9-80, 9-81, 17-15, 17-16, 18-22, 18-23, D-23, D-24, D-25, D-26, D-27, D-28, D-29,
D-30, D-31, D-32, D-33, D-34, D-35

41. Peter J. Tesei (First Selectman, Town of Greenwich, CT), letter dated 5/31/11
3-33,13-79, 17-17, 17-18, 17-19, 13-80
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E kS Andrew M. Cuomo
NEW YORK STATE § Governor

New York State Office of Parks, Rose Harvey

Commissioner

Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau * Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189
518-237-8643

www.nysparks.com April 14,2011

Adam R. Kaufman

Town of North Castle APR 25 2011
17 Bedford Rd ¢
Armonk, New York 10504

Re: FAA
11 King Street, Parking Structure at Westchester
Co Airport
11 New XKing Street/NORTH CASTLE,
Westchester County
11PR0O2501

Dear Mr. Kaufman:

Preservation (OPRHP) concerning your 'project’s potential impact/effect upon historic and/or

prehistoric cultural resources. Our staff has reviewed the documentation that you provided on 2\
your project. Preliminary comments and/or requests for additional information are noted on §
separate enclosures accompanying this letter. A determination of impact/effect will be provided

only after ALL documentation requirements noted on any enclosures have been met. Any

questions concerning our preliminary comments and/or requests for additional information should

be directed to the appropriate staff person identified on each enclosure. )

E]'hank you for requesting the comments of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic mm’\'
cp N\

In cases where a state agency is involved in this undertaking, it is appropriate for that
agency to determine whether consultation should take place with OPRHP under Section 14.09 of (O m@r}
the New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law. In addition, if there is any
federal agency involvement, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations, “Protection 3-2

of Historic and Cultural Propertics” 36 CFR 800 requires thaf agency to initiate Section 106
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)3

When responding, please be sure to refer to the OPRHP Project Review (PR) number
noted above.

Sincerely.

R it . ,f d‘ 8
Ruth L. Pierpont
Acting Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation

Enclosure

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency &3 printed on recycled paper
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ARCHEOLOGY COMMENTS
11PR02501

!L_Based on reported resources, there is an archeological slte in or adjacent to your project area. Therefore the ( W‘ﬁmm\
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) recommends that a Phase 1 archeological survey is
warranted for all portions of the project to involve ground disturbance, unless substantial prior ground
disturbance can be documented. If you consider the project area to be disturbed, documentation of the < 77
disturbance will need to be reviewed by OPRHP. Examples of disturbance include mining activities and multiple
episodes of building construction and demoliticn'.\

=

\ A Phase 1 survey is designed to determine the presence or absence of archeological sites or other cultural
“resources in the project's area of potential effect. The OPRHP can provide standards for conducting cultural
resource investigations upon request. Cultural resource surveys and survey reports that meet these standards will
be accepted and approved by the OPRHP.

Our office does not conduct cultural resources surveys, A 36 CFR 61 qualifled archeologist should be retained to (0 _‘mmvﬁ
conduct the Phase 1 survey. Many archeological consulting firms advertise their availability in the yellow pages. c

The services of qualified archeologists can also be obtained by contacting local, regional, or statewide professional

archeological organizations. Phase 1 surveys can be expected to vary in cost per mile of right-of-way or by the

number of acres impacted. We encourage you to contact a number of consulting firms and compare examples of g -

each firm's work to obtain the best product. - \'\

Documentation of ground disturbance should include a description of the disturbance with confirming evidence.
Confirmation can Include current photographs and/or older photographs of the project area which illustrate the
disturbance (approximately keyed to a project area map), past maps or site plans that accurately record previous
disturbances, or current soil borings that verify past disruptions to the land. Agricultural activity is not_considered
to be substantial ground disturbance and many sites have been identified in previously cultivated land. '.\
[ Please also be aware that a Section 233 permit from the New York State Education Department (SED) may be (omm@\*
“hecessary before any archeological survey actlvities are conducted on State-owned land.If any portion of the :
project includes the lands of New York State you should contact the SED before initiating survey activities.The
SED contact is Christina B. Rieth and she can be reached at (518) 402-5975. Section 233 permits are not ‘[‘) S
required for projects on private Iands.} D

If you have any questions concerning archeology, please contact Daniel A. Bagrow at 518-237-8643. ext 3254

http://sphinx/PR/PMReadForm.asp?iPrn=1&iFI1d=21085&sSFile=form4.htm 4/14/2011
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TOWN OF NCRTH CASTLE
| PLANNING BOARD

June 1, 2011

Mr. John Delano, Chairman
And Planning Board Members
Town of North Castle

17 Bedford Road

Armonk, NY 10504

Attention;: Adam Kaufman
Planning Director

RE: Comment on Draft EIS
Proposed Parking Structure
11 New King Street, LLC

[_It is obvious to anyone who has flown out of Westchester County
Airport that additional parking is sorely needed, and there are doubtless
many people in North Castle and nearby communities who would find Cminenl
additional parking at the proposed location a great convenience. However, ) - 5 L
the Town of North Castle must carefully weigh the potential
negative consequences of allowing 1,450-space building with its 51,000-
square foot footprint to be built. Foremost among the concerns of the North
Castle Conservation Board are protection of water quality in the Rye
Lake/Kensico Reservoir from degradation, loss of natural wetlands and
open space due to construction, and the potential of demand for increased
flights and resultant noise.:\

DETERMINE NEED

EThe existing parking structure at Westchester County Airport provides
1,200 parking spaces. An estimated 200 additional vehicles may be parked @me/\\—
elsewhere on airport property, and an additional 500 parking spaces are
available at nearby SUNY/Purchase University, with shuttle-bus service. \%’LO\
Considering these facts, we question the need for such a large
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parking project as the Applicant’s propose. The Conservation Board
suggests that the need for such a large facility should be substantiated prior
to any consideration for the project.

TLANDS |
ﬁivvr;tland—A. The proposed 1,450-car facility would encroach upon Wetland- (oM (V)O\?l
A by approximately 40 feet, and the required construction access would Q-3
entail a far greater intrusion. The project should be revised to and reduced to
avoid this use of wetlands. )

ﬁNetIand-B, which includes the main stream channel surrounding this site,

would be impacted by widening of the entrance road to the facility, clearing

of woodland vegetation for detention basins and the outlet pipe to the (> mment
stream channel from the proposed W-4 (Wetland #4 pocket wetland). The 8 -
proposed project eliminates nearly all existing vegetation and natural storm 13
water control function. The Conservation Board recommends that these

intrusions be greatly reduced or rejected and be scrutinized by the New York

City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) for impacts to

Rye Lake/Kensico Reservoir. \

STEEP SLOPE SETBACK

[il_"he North Castle Wetlands and Drainage Law, Paragraph 209-5c, v
amended in 2006, requires a 150-ft. setback for slopes over 25%. This (ol o
additional setback as it concerns Wetland-A is not indicated on the D-2)
Applicant’s plan. The plan and calculations should be revised for accuracy.

SEDIMENT & EROSION CONTROL

\Removal of substantial vegetation from the site and resultant soil
disturbance would lead to erosion and sedimentation to Rye Lake/Kensico |
Reservoir unless properly controlled. Experience has shown that such 62 M
control is typically problematic and 100% control of related pollution is .
unattainable. q -5

The applicant proposes sophisticated measures to control pollution

from the finished structure. But, if built, can the Town be sure that they can
and will be properly maintained? What backup measures does the Applicant
propose in case of failurc’?}
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ENCROACHMENT

]:The existing property usage at 11 New King Street encroaches on (oM Mo’
land of the Westchester County as a maintained lawn area off the east corner -
of the existing building and is likely to be used during construction. Any use
of this property should be by agreement by Westchester County.j

RYE LAKE WATER SUPPLY
(While there is great concern with protection of water quality in the
entire Kensico Reservoir system, an especially critical concern is the
constricted Rye Lake area where the dilution of contaminants by inflow
from the Delaware Aqueduct is reduced. It should be noted that the intake om MG
for the water supply of the Town of Harrison and other municipalities is
located about 4000-feet from the project site where sediment and pollutants
from construction and the finished structure would drain into Rye Lake.
What would these pollutants from vehicles and the operation itself be? |
[There are drain pipes from Wetlands A & B that flow under Rte. 120
and Rte. I-684 to Louden’s Cove. The plan in the DEIS shows only one
drain from Wetland-B. The drain from Wetland-A located in the south Commn3
corner of the property at 11King Street should be clearly shown on the plan. ,
In addition, the intake pipe location for the Harrison Water Supply should D-2%
also be shown on the Project Site (Figure #1) map. |

q-5)\

KING STREET CORRIDOR

(The Town of North Castle established the Kensico Watershed
Improvement Committee (KWIC) to develop a plan to protect the Kensico
Reservoir from operations at the corporate and municipal facilities in the
Kensico watershed. The King Street Management Plan for portions of
Routes 22 and 120 in the Town of North Castle was prepared and released
in 2001. At the time it included five major corporations, however u moeny
the southern limits of the King Street Corridor is the common municipal o
boundary with the Town of Harrison located about 3000 feet south of this 0\’57‘
project site. The report includes recommendations for Turf & Landscape
Management, Storm-water, Waste Reduction, Hazardous Materials & Waste
Waterfowl Management, Material Storage, and Wastewater among other
items. This report should be identified and included in the FEIS.

b
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CONCLUSION

he magnitude of the proposed project at 11 New King Street has the
potential of causing severe environmental and water quality problems with
extensive site disturbance during construction, and maintenance of the

storm-water facilities in years to come. A Town policy to protect the CommMen a
long-term water quality related to the Rye Lake/Kensico Reservoir is of 28
greatest concern. 2

The Conservation Board therefore recommends that the North Castle
Town Board, Planning Board, and the NYCDEP exercise particular caution
in regard to potential environmental effects of this project as well as the
possible negative growth inducing long range impacts in the area.]

ohn F. Fava, Chairman
Conservation Board

Cc: Cynthia Garcia, NYCDEP
Conservation Board
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KELLARD
SESSTONS

CONSULTING, P.C. David Sessions, RLA, AICP

John Kellard, P.E.

TO:

MEMORANDUM

North Castle Planning Board

FROM: Ryan Coyne, P E%
Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.C.

Consulting Town Engineers

David J. Sessions, RLA, AIG%
Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.C:

_Town Wetland Consultant

DATE: June 1, 2011

. RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Review
11 New King Street, LLC
11 New King Street

Block 4, Lot 14B & 13A

As requested, Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.C. has reviewed the March 28, 2011 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and associated site ‘plans submitted in conjunction with the
above-referenced application. The applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 267,000 s.f.
multi-story parkmg garage with the capacity for 1,450 cars. In order to construct the new garage
facility, the existing 9,700 s.f. structure and on-grade parking area will be tazed.

Cominents

1.

EThxs office conducted a site visit on December 23, 2010 for the purposes of verifying the
wetland boundary, as delineated by the applicant. At that time, and as outlined in our
December 29, 2010 memorandum to the Board, this office questioned certain segments of the
‘wetland boundary line. As the growing season had ended and the majority of the vegetation
was not present during our December site visit, the wetland boundary could not be confirmed
at that time. However, in an effort to allow the applicant to proceed through DEIS
completeness, our office had provided a sketch illustrating the approximate location of the
revised wetland boundary line.

CIVIL ENGINEERING * LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE ¢ SITE & ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

500 MAIN STREET ¢ ARMONK, NY 10504 * T: 914.273.2323 < F: 914.273.2329
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Our office conducted a second site visit on May 24, 2011 and confirmed that the wetland
boundary, as illustrated on our December 29, 2010 sketch, is accurately represented. All
future submissions should illustrate the wetland boundary line, as depicted on our previously
submitted sketch. In order to have the wetland boundary properly demarcated in the field, it
is recommended that the applicant have the revised wetland boundary line survey-located and
that fluorescent ribbon be hung along the revised wetland boundary line. The document
(plans, text and exhibits) should be revised to reflect the local wetland boundary confirmation
of May 24, 2011. Further impact analysis of the direct wetland disturbance and mitigation
should be provided] - '

2, EThe “project site” should be revised on the plans and throughout the document (plans, textand (D)

exhibits) to include, at a minimum, all areas of disturbance on the adjacent Lot 13A parcel. -2
Impacts (text/discussion) throughout the document should be updated accordingly} —3 Y

3. [The status of the Office of Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) Phase I (ommnt
Archacological Survey review should be updated and the document updated as necessary,y  S-6

4. El'he need for an ACOE Nationwide Permit and/or Water Quality certification should be
determined. The applicant should address' whether the project location within Designated m"\%(
Critical Resource Waters would require an individual ACOE Permit. The extent of ACOE © ~ y
jurisdiction should be described in the text and identified on the plans and exhibilsa

5. E’I’he mapping and jurisdiction of on and off-site wetlands and watercourses and related
regulated areas should be confirmed by the New York City Department of Environmental (o Mgy
Protection (NYCDEP) and the plans and document updated accordingly. Based upon the Q-
NYCDEP’s review memorandum dated May 23, 2011, it appears that their jurisdiction has 65
not been fully confirmed.”\

6. Ef\_n itemized list of activities proposed within each NYCDEP regulated area should be
provided. The text should be revised to expand the discussion of proposed extent of new (¢
impervious surfaces within the NYCDEP regulated areas for reservoir stems. The extent of \"’”1&”_
proposed disturbances/improvements (i.e., disturbance, tree removal, permanent %4 ¢
improvements, impervious surface) within the regulated 300’ reservoir stem arca should be
identified and quantified in the text, )

7. COn and/or off-site wetland mitigation plans in compliance with Chapter 209 of the Town Code Com,
should be provided at this time. As the proposed pocket wetlands for stormwater control are g ’hg”_
3 L 6 ;
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

not an accepted practice for mitigation, the project should be revised to provide other
alternatives for on-site mitigation. The document should be expanded to address the potential
to modify the project site and/or revise the project to provide on-site mitigatio@

EThe Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should discuss the potential impacts to (o) g}
Wetland A and associated wildlife, vegetation and habitat created by the proposed decreased g -
flows to DP-1 in the post-development condition. ) >- 6@

Y’Ihe locally-regulated wetland buffer should be expanded to include slopes 25% or greater, as (o mMayt
required by Section 209-5C of the Town Code. | ’ 8-4 a

fl"he FEIS should discuss the engineering design measures implemented to substantiate the Comn gy
comment on Page 1-5 related to preserving groundwater quality and promoting sustainable o}

groundwatc{-) g-Fo

El'hc FEIS should provide the pre- and post-development acreages (drainage area) contributing (0mment
to each drainage point. \ 4-25

EDetai Is of the 24' driveway exphnsion and its relationship to the existing stream and crossing (o mmépt
should be provided on the plans and discussed in the main document, as well as the 9-724
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) lcx@

{'The FEIS should provide a discussion of mitigation practices which would address the current Lo 67
or future use of sand and salt de-icing practices and fertilizers, pesticides and chemicalson 4 -7 ’77
lawns, roadways and other impervious surfaces on Lot ISAB

El'hc FEIS should identify tree removal within the regulated wetland/wetland buffer area and (oM MEV-
overall tree removal.) k-S

EA conceptual plant list should be provided for each zone illustrated on Figure 6-2 and the ,mmant
landscape plans. Figure 6-2 appears to have planting zones conflicting with Sheet C-8 £-6

[The DEIS text and Sheet C-3 are inconsistent and should indicate significant tree removal. (M Mer
A summary of significant tree removal should be provided on Sheet C-3. All trees on Sheet
C-3 should be labeled. The text and plans should be expanded to describe mitigation fortree (- 3
rcmoval’._l
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17. Erhe landscaping represented on the Perspective Views (T-1), Demolition Plan (C-3) and (o MMay).
Landscape Plan (C-8) do not appear accurate and should be revised accordingly. Similarly,
the landscaping shown on the proposed condition Figure 48A does not appear consistent with L’ -)¢
that on Figure 48B7\

18. El"able 7-5 totals should be revised to coordinate with text total disturbance (122,078 vs. Commar-
120,846). The area of 35% disturbance should be corrected.) 3-y

19. El‘he on-site areas available for staging material storage appear limited. The Sediment and ¢, m.07
Erosion Plan should be expanded to identify the features, as well as expand the detail of

construction sequencing, soil testing and stock pile locations. Will the adjacent property be I3-6
used for staging/access of material storage or parking? '
E i . . (om m%‘r
20. | When will pump test occur/water budget analysis to confirm adequate quantity of \

\-5

21. E)iscuss the potential of de-icing practices and identify potential groundwater impacts. | L2V m@‘:}:
: g -

water/potential impacts to waterbodies adjacent properties occur'.r)

22. El‘he FEIS should address why all contaminated soils would not be removed from the site. A CoMmmay
discussion of the potential impacts of contaminated soils remaining should be provided. The :
FEIS and exhibits should be revised to indicate areas where contaminated fill would be le -4

expected to remaitf.)

23. EThe FEIS should discuss the potential for contaminated fill extending beyond area shown, as om et
well as potential project impacts associated with such condition.‘_\ lo-S

24. LFEIS figures should identify the location of borings with conlaminant@ Commin}-1b -6

25. C_Locations for contaminated fill stock piles should be provided on the plans. Contaminated fill
removal should not be limited to petroleum contaminated but all contaminated soils. The LomM o
FEIS should provide a discussion of mitigation for exposed contaminated soils.. Describe \o—F
potential impacts of exposed contaminated soils to vegetation, habitat, wetlands and
watercourses. The plans and text should be expanded to address the storage of exposed
contaminated soils in a location outside the buffer?)

26. Ehe applicant should address how the inclusion of the portion of 7 Nev? King Street (Lot 13A)  Co mmnt
' within the project site effects the future development potential of that lot. A zoning i
assessment of Lot 13A should be provide&a - 31 3



North Castle Planning Board
June 1, 2011

Page 5

27. EA_ny existing easements/covenants/restrictions on Lots 13A and 14 should be identified within commnt
the FEIS text and provided on the plansD 2-29

28.  LThe text and construction sequencing should be expanded to address the removal of the omymenrt
existing oil tanks. | 13}-3

29. G&s the existing well will be abandoned, the water source to be utilized during constructionto (0 mmn
minimize dust should be identified. 13-8

30. E[‘he document should be revised to incorporate installation and abandonment of all utilities (oM m@ﬂ
into the construction sequence. ) 0

31.  [The FEIS should address construction of new utilities proposed within existing driveway. The oMV}
discussion should include the rationale and impacts of milling rather than completely remove | 3-10
the existing pavement.)

32.  [TheFEIS and plans (Sheet C-1, Note 22A) should address the procedure and timing for testing (oM Mmen
for chemicals pursuant to New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 34
(NYSDEC) 1'equirements.‘) !

33, El‘he FEIS should address the sequencing of the removal of the trailer and abandonment of the s ménT
well & SSDST‘) 3-172

34, EI' he proposed fire truck access path should be referred to the Fire Department for review and (omMent
comment. It does not appear that a fire truck would be able 1o back out, j 0-1

35. [The turning radius for the proposed fire truck access Should be indicated on the plan':_) Comn MR- DY

36. El‘he existing and proposed well locations should be provided on the plans.i\ Commesy D -2

37. E_The FEIS and plans should address pedestrian safety and plantings on the steep slopes Com mend

38

. EThe plans should be revisedlto identify the location of the existing culvert, as well as provide

adjacent to the Lot 13A parking 1@ 2- 35

Comment

D-3

new details of the stream crossing, driveway expansion and installation of proposed guide rail. |
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39.

40.

41,

42,

43.

44,

45,

46,

47.

48.

49.

50.

51

[:Identify the type and location of fuel associated with the proposed emergency generator. (p mm
Describe the potential impacts and mitigation associated with the proposed fuel storage in | -2
regulated ared’)

CThe FEIS should discuss the trench drain connection to the sanitary sewer system depictedon (o /) rom
Sheet C-6.) \\-b

El'he FEIS and plans should address conveyance of water to temporary sediment basins and the Comgy-
protection of wetlands once the building is under conslruction._) q —‘28

CGiven the prbximity of the building to the wetlands, the document and plans should address (om Mf/&
construction practices which avoid additional wetland impact associated with 13-\
machinery/access, etQ

[\j/hcrc will construction-related employee parking occurﬂ Co MMeat \3-1Y

ET he FEIS should discuss the potential freezing of the sand filterbed pipes and clogging in cold coM ent
weather and related effectiveness and operation of the stormwater BMP’s. ) q -qu

[’I‘he SWPPP and FEIS should identify potential pollutants (petroleum products and chemicals) (o m Mg }
will be used and required to be stored at the site?) : q-30

[The document should inventory and discuss the impact of other parking and shuttle services oy
(i.e., SUNY Purchase) which presently supplement on-site parking demand at the airportf] (o 13 -bgg

[_Existing conditions/survey, notes and data on Sheet C-2 should be revised to include survey

information for Lot 13A and all portions of that lot included within the project sitct) (ommen]

| _ D-4
ESheet C-2 should be revised to identify lands with slopes >25% and >35%.—3 lommant D -S

(Sheet C-2 identifies two SB-6 and two TP;l test locations. Testing locations onthe plansand Commesy
document should be updated for consistency™\ D-6

ﬂ:Shect C-2 legend should be updated to include the date of delineation of wetlands by
NYCDEP.) - (emmintD-3

%heet C-2 legend should be updated to identify ACOE Wetlands.} lLomimh- D-8
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52. CShect C-3 should be revised to clearly indicate the location and extent of the utility and stone ComyNé ¥
wall removal.j D-9

53. ESheet C-4 should be revised to show the limits of disturbance and project site boundarics;\ (omnen} D-10

54, El‘ypical plant lists for all proposed landscaping should be provided on Sheet C-8.) (> mmeyt- O~ 1)

55. Edenlify location of proposed “Portable Sediment Tank” detailed on Sheet C-93 cemmint D -112

56. [The landscaping on Sheet A-3.1 does not appear consistent with Sheet C-8) commen: N-17%

57. EI‘he turfstone detail should be revised to identify the turfstone unit on Sheet C-11.\ CommMen’t D-1y

58. El‘he wash bay locations on Sheets A-4.1 and A-2.2 are inconsistenq Comvmn + D-\ S

59. ﬁhe text indicates that a non-community public water supply will be installed on the site. The ¢, nv10}
supply will include a well, storage tank, and applicable treatment devices. The location of the D- o
tank and treatment system do not appear on the site plans. Additionally, the FEIS and plans
should discuss and indicate the required controlling distance around the public well.‘j

60. E_The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) should provide documéhtation of Commyy

' compliance with the 5 step process outlined in Section 3.6 in the New York State Stormwater q’%\

Management Design Manual (N YSSMDM)._‘B

61. fl‘he FEIS shouid identify potential methods to treat presently untreated stormwater on Lot (o mmgv}
134 - | A-32

62.  [Asno stormwater treatment practice is proposed for post-development DP-1, the SWPPP and Commen}
FEIS should discuss how “the proposed condition” will improve stormwater quality and q-
quantity at DP-17) ‘ 33

63. Clt is unclear from the information provided that the project meets the Runoff Reduction and

water quality volume requirements set forth in the NYSSMDM. Summary tables should be Commad
provided detailing the following information: the required Water Quality Volume (WQv), the '
minimum Runoff Reduction Volume (RRv) required, volume provided in each green practice, CI~’3 Y
WQv’s provided in each standard Stormwater Management Practice (SMP), acreage

contributing to each green practice and SMP, impervious area contributing to each Green
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Practice and SMP, Green Practices being utilized for Runoff Reduction, and Water Quality
Volume Adjustment (reduction) based on the Green Practices. The Green Practices should
be sized based on the Water Quality Volume generated by the 1-year, 24-hour design storm
over the post-development watershecﬂ

64. E’I‘he FEIS should investigate the incorporation of additional Green Practices in an effort to

635.

meet the reduction of the entire WQv. It would appear that additional practices, such as green
roofs, rain barrels and/or larger Stormwater Planters, could meet the entire WQv requirement,
which would reduce the size of, or obviate the need for, the sand filter or pocket wetland. Any

reduction in size of these practices would decrease the intrusion into the wetland buffer, *

reducing the overall impacts, required wetland mitigation, ctq

@ased on the requirements set forth in the NYSSMDM, it appears that the entire WQyv is not

being treated with Green Infrastructure Practices. As stated in the Manual, the project should
be designed to achieve 100% reduction of runoff within Green Practices or Standard SMP’s
with RRv capacity. If 100% reduction of runoff cannot be achieved and upon proper
justification, the minimum RRv must be achieved. A table should be provided detailing the
proper justifications that the reduction of the entire WQyv is infeasible. Additional Green
Practices designed in compliance with the NYSSMDM should be considered. Tables should
be provided to show sizing of Green Practices and how the Green Practices meet the RRv
requirements set forth in the NYSSMDM.

66, Et appears that the project does not meet the proper justification to eliminate the requirement

to provide Runoff Reduction practices for the Redevelopment portion of the project. As
outlined in the criteria in Section 9.3.1 of the NYSSMDM, a project must clearly identify and
document inadequate space to treat and control the stormwater runoff from the reconstructed
areas and there should be physical restraints that will prohibit the project from meeting the
required elements of the standard practices. The Green Practices and standard SMP’s should
be sized to accommodate the redeveloped portions of the project, or proper justification
provided.‘.‘k ‘

67. EThe design limitations of a Rain Garden are outlined in the NYSSMDM. The NYSSMDM

states that a Rain Garden should be designed to receive a maximum contributing drainage area
of 1,000 s.f. and shall not be used to treat parking lot or roadway runoff. An alternative
practice, such as Bioretention, should be considered. A table should be provided detailing the
contributing area, WQv, volume treated in the practice, and the design elements of the
practict;.)

(ommegy.
135

CDMW
136
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68. {_The Rain Garden location should be clearly identified on Sheets C-5 and C-6. The landscape Commen3

plan appears to indicate 3 rain garden locations and should be reviewed for consistency with D - )3
other DEIS documents. )

69. Elt appears the Stormwater Planters have been designed to treat runoff from the roof of the

70.

71.

72.

73.

proposed structure. As stated in the NYSSMDM, a Stormwater Planter shall not be designed

to receive drainage from impervious areas greater than 15,000 s.f. The drainage areas merﬂ{’/\—l
contributing to the Stormwater Planters and the Rain Gardens should be depicted on the
stormwater maps. A Roof Plan (Sheet A-2.4) is included in the plan set indicating the C"}Q
locations of the roof drains, but does not show where each drainage discharge point occurs.

A table should be provided detailing the contributing drainage area, size of the Stormwater

Planter, WQv, volume treated in the practice, required elements and the design elements. The
Stormwater Planters should be sized based on the WQv generated by the 1-year, 24-hour

design storm over the post-development watershedf)

[The Stormwater Planter sizing calculation utilizes leaf compost as the hydraulic conductivity C o
for the soil media. According to the NYSSMDM, leaf compost has a hydraulic conductivity omm)

of more than double that of loosely packed soil (typically used). In turn, this reduces the size 9 -L’ 0
of planter by more than half that typically seen. Specifications for the leaf compost should be

provided on the detail sheet.

LIn accordance with the NYSSMDM, flow through the Stormwater Planters and Rain Gardens
are not credited for 100% of their volume in the runoff RRv calculation. As such, the CO(‘(\"”(’/"“~
calculations should be revised to provide 45% of their respective volumes as RRv for (7\,(08
Stormwater Planters and 40% for Rain Gardcnsa :

It is unclear of the permanent pool for the Pocket Wetland has been adequately sized. A table

of the Water Quality Volume Calculation should be provided for the drainage area (om)en+
contributing to the Pocket Wetland to verify that a minimum of 50% of the Water Quality

Volume has been provided within the permanent pool. The Water Quality Volume q""n
Calculations should be based on the resulting l-year, 24-hour design storm over the
post-development watershed contributing to the Pocket Wetland._}

[-ll is unclear if the Pocket Wetland has been designed to meet the required elements, as
outlined in Section 6.2.3 of the NYSSMDM. A table should be provided in the SWPPP to (oM YV'VH
verify the Pocket Wetland has been designed to meet the required elements in Section 6.2.33 q -4
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74, [ Pursvant to the NYSSMDM, the plans should be revised to provide 25' minimum wetland

75.

76.

77.

78

79.

80

81.

plant buffer from maximum water elevation. )

El‘hc Post-Construction Operation and Maintenance in the SWPPP should be revised to
reference the Pocket Wetland.)

Dt is unclear if the Sedimentation Basin and Sand Filter have been designed to provide the
required surface arcas, as required in the required elements, and as outlined in Section 6.4.3
and the design guidance in sectioti 6.4.4 of the NYSSMDM. A table should be provided to
verify the surface area requirements have been achieved for the Sedimentation Basin and Sand
Filter. The sizing calculations should utilize the Water Quality Volume resulting from the
1-year, 24-hour design storm over the post-development watershed._}

E]”he invert of the underdrain in the Stormwater Planter located on the northwest side of the
proposed building structure should be a minimum of 2.5 feet below grade, as shown on the
Stormwater Planter Detail on Sheet C-10. The underdrain for the Stormwater Planter is
shown to be installed at a 0.00% slope throughout the Stormwater Planter. Given the slope
of the land where the planter is shown, the location and invert elevations of the underdrains
should be included on the plans™)

i tSizing calculations for the rip-rap outlet protection should be provided to verify the rip-rap

sizes indicated on detail. The numbering for the end sections discharging to the rip-rap outlet
protections should be reviewed for consistency between the detail and Sheet C-5.\

EThe rim for the Flow Splitter should be reviewed for consistency between the plan and the
Storm Drainage Schedule. The Flow Splitter location, as shown on the plan, will not provide
adequate cover from the rim of the structure to the invert of the inlet and outlet drainage pipes.

. UThe Flow Splitter detail and plan view should be detailed to depict the elevations of the

proposed weir, inlet and outlet pipes and the rim. The detail should be revised to show the
outlet pipe from the Flow Splitter to the Sedimentation Basin prior to the weir wall.’)

Q“l’le outlet structures rims and inverts for the Sedimentation Basin, Sand Filter and the Pocket
etland should be consistent between the Storm Drainage Schedule on Sheet C-5, the detail
sheets and the SWPPP. The weir, emergency spillway, orifice and underdrain elevations for
the Sedimentation Basin, Sand Filter and Pocket Wetland should be provided on the plans and
details?)

Com mad
q-qj

LomMp 4
yy

tommae4.
945

(ommén?
-8

com movt
1Yo

ComMmert
q-4z

Lom men#
-9

Commey
D-20
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82. C’I‘he maintenance path access should be extended to provide access to the outlet structure of () ﬂw)eg,
the Pocket Wetland. Similar access should be provided to the structures in the Sedimentation 3-8
Basin and Sand Filter. ) '

83. El‘he text and plans should be revised to address whether the proposed outfall location disturbs
the beds or banks of the watercourse and the potential for erosion. Alternate locations should
be proposed to reduce potential impacts, if appropria‘re'._J 9= 49

C omemgni

Plans Reviewed, prepared by AKRF Engineering, P.C. and dated (last revised) March 28, 2011:

. . Cover Sheet (T-1)
. Notes Plan (C-1)
Existing Conditions Plan (C-2)
Demolition Plan (C-3)
Site Plan (C-4)
Paving, Grading and Drainage Plan (C-5)
Composite Utility Plan (C-6)
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (C-7)
Landscape Plan (C-8)
Standard Details I (C-9)
Standard Details IT (C-10)
Standard Details III (C-11)
~ Standard Details IV (C-12)
Lower Level Plan (A-2.1)
Main Level Plan (A-2.2)
Typical Level Plan (A-2.3)
Roof Plan (A-2.4)
Elevations (A-3.1)
Photometric Lighting Plan (A-4.1)
Lower Level Plan (MEP-1)
Main Level Plan (MEP-2)
Typical Level Plan (MEP-3)
Electrical & Fire Alarm Riser Diagrams (MEP-4)
Fire Protection Lower Level Plan (FP-001)
Fire Protection Main Level Plan (FP-002)
Fire Protection Typical Level Plan (FP-003)
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Document Reviewed, prepared by AKRF Engineering, P.C. and dated (last revised)
March 28, 2011;

. Draft Environmental Impact Statement
We will continue our review as additional information becomes available.

RC/DJS/de

T:\Norihcastle\Corresp\018SitcPlansWC5002RC-NCPB-11NowKingSircet-DEISReview-Memo-6-11 wpd
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TOWN OF NORTH CASTLE

WESTCHESTER COUNTY
17 Bedford Road
Armonk, New York 10504-1898

PLANNING BOARD

Telephone: (914) 273-3542
ax: (914) 273-3554

John Delano, Chair RECEWVED vw.northcastleny.com
| JUNo1 20m
To: North Castle Planning Board - N
TOWN OF NORTH CASTLE
L PLANNING BOARD
Date: June 1, 2011 o :

Subject: Park Place at Westchester Airport — Substantive Review of Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

As requested, we have completed our substantive review of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above-captioned project, which was accepted by the
Planning Board on March 28, 2011. Based upon our review of this document and
associated plans, we offer the following comments for your consideration:

1. The Applicant should provide a description of the newly operating SUNY
urchase Park and Fly facility. The Applicant should also describe the total
number of cars that are served by the Purchase Park and Fly facility. In addition,
the Applicant should indicate how the operation of the Purchase Park and Fly
would or would not impact the demand for Park Place. It is recommended that a
the Planning Board require the preparation of a parking demand study that
includes the existing on-site airport parking, the Purchase Park and Fly facility and

the proposed Park Place project (also recommended by the FAA).—J '

2. ET'he Federal Aviation Administration and Westchester County has indicated that
the proposed project is located within the Westchester County Airport Runway
Protection Zone (RPZ) for Runway 16 and recommends that the Town not
approve the requested zoning amendments to permit a parking garage at the
subject location. The FEIS should provide a description and summary of the FAA
RPZ regulations._s

Commey.
13-467

Comma]

—

3. CThe NYCDEP has indicated that watercourse and reservoir stems have not yet wmw

been confirmed by NYCDEP. The Applicant should arrange for confirmation of
the watercourse and reservoir stem locations at this time as the location of these
features may have a significant impact on the Proposed Action.]

4, Erhe DEIS states that the Proposed Action would not result in an expansion of the
airport due to the limits of the 1985 stipulation agreement. The Applicant should
provide a copy of the stipulation agreement as an appendix to the EIS as well as
provide a detailed summary of the stipulation. In addition, the Applicant should
explain the process that would be required to amend the 1985 agreemen@



10.

11.

EApproximately 50 feet of the 60-90 foot buffer along NYS Route 120 is located
within the Route 120 right-of-way. The preservation of this buffer is an integral
part of the proposed screening plan. The Applicant should identify any current or
proposed NYSDOT plans that would remove the buffer. In addition, the
Applicant should explain the effectiveness of the screening plan should the
NYSDOT buffer be removed.)

EI'he proposed zoning changes would permit a 60-foot structure where the
underlying IND-AA district permits a maximum height of 30 feet. Other zoning
districts permit a maximum of 55 feet for structured parking. The Applicant
should provide the rationale for permitting the proposed additional height in the
IND-AA District, \

commind
3-26

EThe proposal requires direct wetland disturbance and significant wetland buffer com mént

disturbance. The Applicant should explain why a plan cannot be prepared that
removes the building from the wetlands, minimizes wetland buffer impacts and
provides adequate screening from adjacent roadways’.s

(The wetland analysis treats permanent and temporary wetland and wetland buffer
disturbance differently. The North Castle Town Code does not recognize such a
distinction. The Applicant should indicate the total amount of Town-regulated
wetland and wetland buffer disturbance including permanent and temporary
impacts.)

[The Applicant is proposing direct disturbance to the wetlands and a significant
amount of Town-regulated wetland buffer. The Applicant should include a
functional analysis of the on-site wetlands using the wetland assessment mode],
“A Rapid Procedure for Assessing Wetland Capacity” by D. Magee and G.
Hollands.”

C’l‘he Applicant should indicate, point by point, how the project conforms to the
requirements of Section 209-7 of the Town Code.”

E[he Applicant should begin discussions with the Planning Board, the
Conservation Board and the Town Board regarding identifying a suitable off-site
wetland mitigation location in compliance with Chapter 209 of the Town Code3

-

Commﬁ
8-59
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12. EThe proposed building is taller than 60 feet adjacent to NYS Route 120 and

13

14,

15

16.

17

requires wetland and wetland buffer disturbance. In addition, due to the
environmental sensitivity of the site, the Applicant has attempted to minimize
wetland impacts by constructing vertically and not regrading (burying) the rear of
the building (as regrading would impact the wetland). However, even with that
goal in mind, the proposed footprint and stormwater mitigation area results in
limited areas for screening. Additional grading and planting could potentially
minimize visual impacts at the expense of additional wetland impacts. The
Applicant should indicate whether a combination of the various alternatives (or
new alternatives) would address the potential wetland and height impacts
associated with this project.’)

. [’I‘he Applicant should prepare a revised Alternative A2 that utilizes automated

parking. This revised alternative may very well reduce wetland and wetland
buffer impacts and reduce the height of the building by permitting some amount of
regrading at the rear (and additional screening opportunities). It would appear that
this smaller garage may meet all, or most, of the Applicant’s objectives while
minimizing potential impacts."\

ﬁ’he Applicant should submit a pumping test program, which will include a water
budget analysis and testing of the proposed water supply well, in order to
determine the quantity of available water, the ability for the aquifer to satisfy the
proposed water demand, the safe yield requirements for the proposed potable well,
and the potential for impacts to adjacent groundwater resources.” \

El‘he DEIS indicates that the proposed HVAC equipment would have some amount
of water demand. Given that the site does not have access to public water and
water will be supplied by an aquifer supplied well, it is recommended that the
building be designed to not utilize an HVAC system that requires any water
demand. The Applicant should identify the type of system proposed and provide
alternatives to a water using systemT_\

(The Applicant should provide additional details regarding the car wash, including
details of its operation, water use and recycling ability. )

) EAdditional details should be provided describing the mechanisms used to prevent

the public from entering the parking area.\

Commeny-
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Cos com“w

18.  The Applicant should describe whether additional sgreening, using berms, could o
be created along the property line fronting Route 12(§§

19. E['he DEIS indicates that solar may be used as part of this project. The FEIS (0oMMot
should contain an update as to whether this technology will be used':) 2-3)

20. CThe DEIS indicates that the preliminary Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SPPP) minimizes peak flow, increases infiltration and reduces pollutants in (oM mad
stormwater runoff. The Applicant should indicate whether it has received any )
preliminary comments from the New York City Department of Environmental a L’
Protection (NYCDEP) regarding the proposed SPPP.—)

21. Eﬂle Applicant should indicate the proposed hours of operation of the faci]ity.—J (oM Mért

2-30

L S S T

l: Once all of the written comments have been submitted, responses to all substantive
comments will need to be included in a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). N
This document is typically prepared by the Applicant and then submitted to the Planning Commeﬁ
Board, as the Lead Agency, for its review. Once accepted as complete, the Planning
Board will need to prepare a Notice of Completion, which will be filed and published 7 ’3,29
together with the FEIS. After the FEIS is filed, public comments may be submitted to the
Planning Board for consideration. Finally, the Planning Board will need to prepare a
Findings Statement with respect to the proposed project, potential environmental impacts
and proposed mitigation measures. This step must precede the Town Board's
determination on the zoning changes and special use permit application, as well as any
actions to_be taken by the Planning Board on the environmental permits and site plan
applications.—'}

Adam R. Kaufman, AICP
Director of Planning

FAPLANG O\Airport Parking Garage Documentation\Planning Comments Substantive Reivew of DEIS - Airport Garage.doc
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Ralbert P. Astorino
County Executive

County Planning Board

May 31, 2011

Adam R. Kaufman, AICP
Director of Planning
Town of North Castle

17 Bedford Road
Armonk, NY 10504-1898

Subject: Referral File No. NOC 11-002 — Park Place at Westchester Airport
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Zoning Text Amendments, Site Plan & Special Permit
Dear Mr. Kaufman:

The Westchester County Planning Board has received a draft environmental impact statement (EIS)
(dated accepted March 28, 2011) prepared pursuant to the NYS Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQR) for the above referenced actions. The Board has reviewed the draft EIS under the provisions of
Section 239 L, M and N of the General Municipal Law and Section 277.61 of the County
Administrative Code. Through coordination with the County Department of Public Works and
Transportation, we have also consulted with staff of the County Airport and the Federal Aviation
Administration.

EOur review has identified significant concerns about the compatibility of the proposed development

with the need to protect people and property on the ground within certain zones around the airport. We
consider it incumbent upon the Town of North Castle to place these concerns in the forefront when
making decisions about what land uses should be permitted in runway protection zoncs. As the sole
entity with land use authority at this location, it is the Town’s responsibility to ensure that its land use
controls protect public safcw—.}

The proposed development involves the construction of a privately-owned automated parking garage
for 1,450 vehicles on a 3.3-acre site located at 11 New King Street, to the north of the Westchester
County Airport. This site contains one tax lot (2.47 acres) located at 11 New King Street and a 0.87-
acre portion of an adjacent lot, subject to an agreement to allow the construction of stormwater
management infrastructure. The site currently contains a 9,700 square foot office building which would
be demolished. The site is encumbered with a significant amount of wetlands, as well as a watercourse
which drains to the Kensico Reservoir through the rear of the site.

By using an automated system, the garage could accommodate 1,450 vehicles using five levels (60 feet
of building height) with 267,000 square feet of floor area. An automated car wash facility is also

132 Michaelian Office Building
T8 Maytine Avenue
White Plainz, Noew York 1060 Telepheme: (91 1) 995-4100 Fax: {9714) 995-9098 Website: westchestergov.com

©otgy
3«/()



Referral File No. NOC 11-002 — Park Place at Westchester Airport
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

May 31, 2011

Page 2

proposed for the garage. The garage is intended to serve as off-site airport parking, with access to/from
the terminal provided by a shuttle bus. This parking is intended by the applicant to alleviate what is
described by the applicant as an existing parking shortage at the airport and, according to the draft EIS,
will not encourage the growth of airport customers.

The applicant is petitioning the Town for an amendment to the text of the Zoning Ordinance to allow
parking structures in the Industrial AA (IND-AA) zoning district as a special permit use. If the zoning
amendment is approved, the applicant would then proceed with site plan and special permit
applications.

E‘hc County Planning Board’s review raises serious concerns about the wisdom of amending the Town
Zoning Ordinance to allow the processing of the proposed devclopmen@The analysis that brought us to
this conclusion is presented in the comments below:

1. Location within runway protection zone for Westchester County Airport. Eﬁs noted in the
attached letter to the County from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the proposed location of
the parking garage is within the runway protection zone (RPZ) for runway 16 at the County Airport.
Because the County is responsible as a sponsor for grants received from the FAA, the FAA has
recommended that the County “take action to the extent reasonable to discourage this development
within the RPZ.” Our conveyance of the FAA letter to you, with its strong recommendation against the
change in North Castle zoning that would permit this development, is part of the County’s obligation
under the FAA grant requirements. )

2. Wetland, stormwater and water guality impacts. [The draft EIS states that the development will
disturb approximately 5,700 square feet of preliminary, Town-delineated wetland as well as 79,680
square feet of regulated buffer adjacent to wetlands. Much of the stormwater management
infrastructure is proposed to be constructed within the regulated buffer. This approach conflicts with
the provision of most wetland protection regulations which require avoidance of disturbance of
regulated areas as the preferred course of action and require that altematives be considered that achicve
that objective. As the site is in close proximity to the Kensico Reservoir and in recognition of the
proposed uses which include vehicle storage and car washing, it is particularly important that the
natural drainage areas and filters not be disturbed. Because of these impacts, the site may not be
appropriate for a large development.

S.E’otenli_gl environmental benefits do not outweigh safety concerns. The draft EIS claims several
environmental benefits of the project which may or may not have merit. These benefits include:
reduced traffic in the airport vicinity, improved air quality, lower greenhouse gas emissions and
improved stormwater management over existing conditions. We recommend the Town consider the
merit of these perceived benefits. It is our opinion that they do not outweigh the safety concerns
regarding the RPZ or the potential negative impacts of the project on wetlands and water quality.

Additional comments on site plan. Because we recommend that the Town not amend its zoning
ordinance to permit the proposed use, specific site plan issues need not be addressed. However, in

COMMAJ“
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Referral File No. NOC 11-002 — Park Place at Westchester Airport
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

May 31, 2011

Page 3

accordance with our practice of commenting on all relevant data presented in an EIS, we offer the
following observations:

o E\Ithough the draft EIS identifies a few green building components that are proposed to be oM r’}ﬁl‘}
incorporated in the development, if the project is to be constructed, the applicant should Q"Tﬁ
consider a green roof over the garage to mitigate stormwater runoff impacts.™)

o Ef the project is constructed, the applicant should ensure the proposed automated garage ~ymant
design is secure with regards to wild animals that could potentially enter the structure. In oM
particular, the draft EIS notes that mice, skunks, raccoons, opossum and deer are of a Q;"“‘l
concern in the immediate area, all of which are also common species adept at using human-
altered environments.

* LThe site plan should consider pedestrian access and safety with adequate space for Co/ Moy
pedestrians to wait for the proposed shuttle buﬁ.) T, '.],

Thank you for calling this matter to our attention.

Respectfully,
WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

By:
dward Buroughs, P
Commissioner
EEB/LH

cc: Paity Chemka, Deputy Commissioner, County Department of Public Works and Transportation
Peter Scherrer, Manager, Westchester County Airport
Thomas Felix, Manager, Planning and Programming Branch, Federal Aviation Administration
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Town of North Castle No. 3202 P. 3

May 23, 2011

Mr. Adam Kaufiman, Director of Planmng
Town of North Castle

17 Bedford Road

Armonk, NY 10504-1898

RECEIVED
MaY 25 201

TOWN 5F NORTH ¢4
PLANNING BOARDS o

Re:  Park Place at Westchester Airport DEIS
11 New King Street

Town of North Castle, Westchester County
Tax map#: 119.-03-1-1 & 118.02-2-3

DEP Log #:2008-KE-2045-5Q.1
Dear Mr, Kaufman and Membets of the Planning Board:
The New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has

received from AKREF, Inc. the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the above-referenced project, dated March 28, 2011.

g\!s you are aware, the proposed project is located within the Kensico Reservoir

ainage basin of the New York City (City) Water Supply Watershed. Kensico (171
Reservoir is a terminal reservoir and provides one of the last impoundments of
water from the City’s Catskill and Delaware reservoir systems prior to entering 3 —Z)
the City’s water distribution system. On average, 90% of the water supply for
8 million New York City consumers passes throngh Kensico Reservoir each
day. In addition, several municipalities in Westchester County are served by
an intake located less than a mile away from the project site.

DEP has reviewed the following documents for the above captioned project: 1)
DEIS, dated and accepted March 28, 2011 and 2) site plans prepared by
AKREF, Inc., last revised January 24, 2011.

E?.ased upon the review of the documents received, DEP has a mumber of

concerns about potentral water quality impacts resulting from the project. In
particuliar, DEP is concerned about the project’s potential-for turbidity and
increased pollutant loading, particularly phosphorous, into Kensico Reservoir,
disturbance of steep slopes and wetland buffers, and the lack of “green
infrastructure” practices. The location of certain stormwater management
practices within wetland/watercourse buffer areas may degrade the buffer’s
beneficial water quality attributes. Further, there is a lack of information
regarding mitigation of groundwater and stormwater impacts, construction
sequencing and various other concemns detailed below. The comments are
listed in accordance with the DEIS Chapters and are not listed in DEPs order
of priority. DEP’s priority concern remains the project’s impact on water
quality in the Kensico Reservoir basin.

¢ m
(;),.qf’-}

DEP respectfully submits the following for your consideration:
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Chapter 6: Natural Resources

1. EWith regard to Threatened and Endangered Species, Indiana Bat: A survey of
potential nursery trees would likely be required before the conclusion that there is no 7 A
habitat can be made. The list of trees occurring on site includes Shagbark Hickory oM
which is a preferred species for the Indiana Bat. Bog Turtle: A phase 1 bog turtle -\
assessment would likely be required by the New York State Department of b
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) or United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) to support this conclusion that there is no suitable habitat present at the

site.—)

28 LMmgatlon Measures and Vegetation discussed on page 6-21 donot include a planting ‘\T
plan nor is a planting list included on Sheet No. C-8. This information is necessary (p./nv‘m
and should be provided for review to allow for an assessment of the proposed 2,
landscaping and planting plan. While the principal goal as stated is admirable, ©
without a planting plan it cannot be determined whether it is likely that the goal can
be achieved )

& (.The Black-hooded Parakeet, listed im Table 6-2, is not a species expected tobeonthe (OMT 4
project area. > b -3

Chapter 7: Geology, Soils, Topography and Slopes

1. tl"he topographical map provided indicates that grading will occur on slopes in excess
of 25%. While the use of erosion matting is proposed for stabilization, it is unclear Lommm—}
whether or not the matting as proposed will be sufficient to avoid impacts of erosion. - P \
Either additional information demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposal or
additional measures to control erosion should be considered and provided.”)

2. The landscape plan should indicate that native vegetation, including seed mixes M’A
containing native warm-season grasses, will be used to the greatest extent possible. (oM
While not always necessary in areas maintained as mowed lawn, native grass and
meadow mixes provide optimal stabilization, wildlife habitat, and can even enhance :}"1

- aestk_l_e}tic appeal in areas that will not be maintained on a regular basis over the long
term, :

Chapter 8: Water Resources

1. &11e proposed pocket wetlands for stormwater control may not be claimed for )
mitigation as imaplied in this Section by either the Town or the Army Corp of com el
Engineers (ACOE). Stormmwater practices maximize only a limited subset of the ) 2
range of functions provided by the lost wetland and caunot be considered true
mitigation for the loss of the wetland’s other functionsf}



May. 25. 2011 1:37PM  Town of North Castle No. 3202 P. 5

2. | In accordance with Section 18-23 (b) (5) and (6) of the Rules and Regulations for the
rotection from Contamination, Degradation, and Pollution of the New York City mm o

Water Supply and lts Sources (Watershed Regulations), a property owner or applicant - 7
may request that DEP flag watercourses, reservoir stems, etc., on a property, If the 3 “C5
property owner or applicant provides DEP with a surveyor’s map which includes a
representation of the flagged watercourses, reservoir stems, etc., DEP will confirm or
annotate the findings on the map. Please note that mapping certification is optional,
and not required under the Watershed chulationsf'B

3. @EP visited the site in 2008 to identify and f lag watercourses; however, DEP has not 4
received a surveyor’s map to confirm or annotate. Note that the locations and o MN
associated limiting distances shown in the DEIS for both watercourses and reservoir ] 19
stems may require modification during DEP’s regulatory review processf)

Chapter 9: Stormwater Management

1 EThe DEIS notes that the onsite stream is a NYC regulated reservoir sterm located \
within 500 feet of Kensico Reservoir. Kensico Reservoir is & terminal reservoir in the P yen
NYC water supply system. Addiﬁonally? Westchester County Waterworks draws " o -9
drinking water from this reservoir. It is imperative that water quality impacts from
turbid discharges and pollutant laden runoff be fully avoided or mitigated.)

24 iAlthough two stormwater practices are proposed in series, this approach to WV\‘
; A co
stormwater management provides no guarantee of removing dissolved phosphorus.
The DEIS should include a discussion regarding dissolved phosphorous and how a A
increases will be mitigated.
3. [{\dditional pollutants should be evaluated. For instance, total nitrogen, total +

suspended solids and biological oxygen demand (TN, TSS, BOD) are also considered co/””m
as pollutants of concern and should be assessed. As Kensico Reservoir is a terminal -l 0
reservolr basin, analysis of fecal coliform loading would also be appropriate. )

4 Given the extent of site disturbance and the extent of new impervious surfaces Co mﬂaﬁ
proposed, DEP strongly recommends that the applicant submit full scale drawings A0
depicting pre- and post- development drainage area maps for rcvicw3 ' 4

5. CThe details associated with the proposed drainage easement on the adjoining property Lo yrm‘*
should be provided so that the effectiveness of the stormwater management system, q-"7
including the inspection and maintenance criteria can be evaluated.

6. EI’he discussion of Mitigation Measures in Section G of Chapter 9 is somewhat
misleading. It does not appear that undisturbed areas and buffers will be preserved or ¢ i i1
that clearing and grading has been reduced. Furthennore, very few green - %
infrastructure techniques are actually proposed and some practices such as rain 9
gardens, may not be appropriate for the proposed development. Alternatives that
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address commercial development, such as the use of a green roof, should be
consideradfl

7. [On page 9-2, the bullet referring to Section 18-39(s) (1) of the Watershed Regulations
should be revised. Impervious surfaces are not only prohibited within 100 feet of a , A
watercourse or wetland but are also prohibited within the limiting distance of 300 feet [« i
of a reservoir, reservoir stem, or controlled lake. The bullet referring to Section 18- q- H
39(b) (3) (i) should also be revised. DEP’s review and approval of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for construction of a new commercial
project resulting in the creation of inapervious surfaces totaling over 40,000 square
feet (not 50,00 square feet) in size. ) '

8. Y"_fhe section discussing the requirement for a variance from the Watershed
Regulations should be clarified. As poted in the bullets on page 9-2, expansion of ,
impervious surfaces up to 25% is allowed with an approved SWPPP if any part of the Con) er
expansion is within limiting distances. It appears that the proposed action will result \
in an expansion of tmpervious surfaces in excess of 25% and therefore a variance will A- S
be required. The need for a variance can be avoided, although a SWPP would still be '
required, if an alternative is selected that results in an expansion of impervious
surfaces that is under 25%, even if some of the impervious surfaces are located within
the limiting distance to the watercourse™

9. E[‘he project will generate increases in both runoff quantity and pollutant Joads.
Stonnwater management facilities are currently proposed to mitigate the post com {W’/\+
construction impacts to the quality and quantity of surface runoff in the vicinity. -
Additional information should be provided to demonstrate that impacts associated 9 “' b
with increase in volume of stormwater releases over time can be mitigated. )

Chapter 11: Tnfrastructure

1. E[he proposed parking structure will require DEP review and approval of a sewer (om ﬂ@/\’*
connection for new onsite sewer lines and any modifications to the existing sewage =)
pump stations in the NYC watershed:”) '

Chapter 13: Traffic and Transportation

- X
1. [The consultant should explain the rationale for choosing Wednesday November 26, (ol
2008 for traffic apalysis. ) 3 -9

Chapter 17: Construction -

1. El'hc site plan shows that stormwater management practices are proposed within 100 A
feet of a Town-regulated wetland buffer. This is a practice that DEP consistently (oM on
discourages, as construction in the buffer may impact the natural water quality benefit Z A
of the buffer. It is recormumended that the applicant choose an alternative that avoids \
all impacts to the wetland and wetland buffer. If not, guidelines for construction

4
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activity in the buffer should be developed to minimize impacts. Similarly, significant
changes in landscape are proposed within 300 feet of the NYC designated reservoir
stem to construct stormwater management practices. While this is allowed under
Watershed Regulations, the impacts to the reservoir stem associated with disturbance
of this buffer and installation of stormwater management practices should be
evalated.

2.[The proposed action is taking place in soils where seasonal wetness and high
groundwater are a great concern (i.e. Ridgebury and Woodbridge loams). Although net
erosion and sedimentation measures are shown. on the plans, there does not appear to € o :
be sufficient information to verify that potential impacts can be avoided. For \ 1\,,'2—
example, it is unclear whether or not seasonal ground water will be intersected while
excavating for the parking garage on the southwest side. A detailed dewatering
procedure should be included. Impacts of dewatering excavations or groundwater
leaching from cut sections, construction during: freeze/thaw conditions, etc., should be
fully addressed in the DEIS. )

S.Elt should be noted that the NYSDEC General Permit covers discharges associated (o mf"*"%
with construction activities that result in disturbance equal to or greater than 5000 sq, \"‘“--‘77
ft. of land. The statement on page 17-3 should be corrected?)

4. EAlthough general sequencing has been included, a more detailed sequencing plan is
critical to effective mitigation of potential water quality impacts resulting from the Commrer +
proposed construction, Given the importance of construction sequencing to the &M
effectiveness of the erosion and sediment control plan, additional details should be l ?—"'
provided within the context of SEQRA in order to evaluate if potential water quality
impacts will be adequately mitigatcd.’_s

S.EI‘hc overall cut and fill estimates for the project are provided in the DEIS; however,
no interim cut and fill balances are provided. In addition, limited stockpile areas are i
shown on the plan. The intensity of construction proposed within the site will imit ~ ( , M )
area available for stockpiling, staging, etc. In order to avoid impacts, more detail 13- S
must be provided on how excavation, testing for hazardous content, and stockpiling
can be accommodated within the limited space available.

Chapter 18: Alternatives

1. [_The DEIS should include the comparison of the pre- and post- development pollutant
loading rates from the different altematives suggested. The peak discharge rates for %
the various design storms and their significance at the various discharge points for (oM W
each of the alternatives should also be included. Changes in volume of stormwater
runoff for each of the alternatives should be included along with impacts to the \%;\,
downstream hydrology. These factors must be evaluated in sufficient detail for the
various alternatives in order to make a reasonable judgment.ﬁ_s
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2. CErosion contro] plans for the proposed alternatives were not included in the DEJS. (oM rN?\’\‘
These plans are necessary to demonstrate that impacts due to erosion and 2
sedimentation during construction for each alternative can be fully avoided or '8

mitigated.)

3. E&ltcmatives that minimize impervious surfaces, as well as impacts to wetlands, the (o MW‘”‘A‘— ®
reservoir stem and all buffers, such as Alternative D, should be explored in greater 18~
detail. \DEP also urges the Lead Agency to consider alternatives that provide
opportunities to treat runoff from developed areas that are currently untreated. For
instance, the stormwater management practices for the preferred alternative will be ComMn +
located on an adjoining parce]. Perhaps the development on that parcel can also be
treated in the proposed practices. This would provide a more regional approach to 18- S
stormwater management relative to this project.

4., Qu this stage of the SEQRA review, an opportunity still exists to amend the preferred
alternative to reduce proposed impervious surfaces to adequately mitigate post-
comstruction impacts, which will maintain cwrrent proundwater recharge capacity, m nnt
reduce the level of impervious surfaces proposed and avoid earthwork on slopes in Co
excess 0f 20%. From a purely water quality standpoint, of the alternatives presented \g-b
in the DEJS, Altematives C, D, or E would best reduce many of these impacts as
compared to the preferred altetnative, ™\

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. You may reach me at
cgarcia@dep.nyc.gov or (914) 773-4455 with any questions or if you care to discuss the matter
Sincerely,

further.
Cynthia Garcia
SEQRA Coordination Section

C: SEQRA Unit, ACOE
W. Janeway, NYSDEC
E. Burroughs, WCDP
S. Gates, AKRF Engineering, P.C.
D. Warne, Assistant Commissioner DEP
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Eastern Region, Airports Division 1 Aviation Plaza
Jamaica, NY 11434-4809

May 19, 2011

Ms. Patricia Chemka-Speranza
Westchester County

148 Martine Ave

White Plains, NY 10601

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has received a draft Environmental Impact
Statement under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) for a parking
garage to support Westchester County Airport. The proposed project called Park Place at
Westchester Airport is a multi-level automated parking structure at 11 New King Street in
the Town of North Castle in Westchester, New York. The parking garage is proposed to be
approximately 267,000 square-foot five level structure that would provide 1,450 spaces.

E’-\ccording to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for Westchester County Airport, the proposed
project site, 11 New King Street is located within the runway protection zone (RPZ) that
ensures objects on the ground are compatible with normal airport operations. Based upon [ )
our review of the documentation we have the following comments: 0 '7779\&;01

1. It appears that the proposed location of the parking garage falls within the RW 16 3 “';.
RPZ. The purpose of the RPZ is to enhance the protection of people and property
on the ground. For this reason we recommend that the county, as the airport
sponsor_ﬁie action to the extent reasonable to discourage this development within

the RPZ.

2. E(_‘urant assurance 21, Compatible Land Use. Identifies that the airport owner will CuﬂW‘
take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable, to protect and restrict the land use 7 3
within the Rl’ﬂ

3. El"here is insufficient information known to determine possible aeronautical impacts
associated with this proposal. An FAA 7460-1 Form for aeronautical review must
be submitted by the proponent for review by all FAA offices. The proposed o M {Y@/ﬁ
structure and any temporary construction equipment needs to be evaluated C
regarding whether it has potential to be a hazard to air navigation and what k) -4
mitigation measures may be required. Given the proposed location off airport
property, it should be filed as an Obstruction Evaluation case (OE), unless
otherwise instructed.™

4. G-las a study been completed to determine the need to double the parking for the ~ (OVY) meat
airport? [s there a need for additional parking at the airport?__\ 13- Lf 7



Please contact me at (718) 553-3335 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Thomas Felix
Manager, Planning and Programming Branch

cc. Adam Kaufman, AICP, Town of North Castle
John Dermody, NYADO
Jose Moreno, NY ADO



800 MICHAELIAN OFFICE BUILDING
148 MARTINE AVENUE
WHITE PLAINS, NEW YORK 10601
(914) 995-2848
FAX: (914) 995-3884
Email: kaplowitz@westchesterlegislators.com

MICHAEL B. KAPLOWITZ, I.D., CFP Chairman
Legislator, 4" District Environment & Energy Committee
26 Lalli Drive Member
Katonah, New York 10536 Govemment Reform,

Efficiency & Savings Committee

April 28, 2011

Caswell F. Holloway

Commissioner

Department of Environmental Protection
City of New York

56-17 Junction Boulevard, 13th Floor
Flushing, NY 11373

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS”) for the
Park Place at Westchester Airport (“Project”)

Dear Commissioner Holioway:

| am writing to express my concem regarding the above-referenced proposed
project, for the construction of an additional parking facility at the Westchester County
Airport.

this project would consist of a 267,000 square foot, 5-level, approximately 56 foot

parking garage (for 1,450 vehicles) to be located outside of the Airport property at 11

~“New King Street = a focation which abuts wetlands that protect the Kensico. Further, the
site contains a stream, which feeds directly into the Kensico.

The Kensico Reservoir supplies safe drinking water to almost nine million people in C :
both Westchester County and New York City. That is why in 2003, this Honorable Board bmm%’
passed a Resolution (No. 245-2003) preventing any further expansion at the airport in

order to protect this vital regional asset. 8 )

Resolution No. 245-2003 specifically states “the policy of the Westchester County
Board of Legislators is and continues to be one of supporting no increase in the total
capacily of the Airport's runways, taxiways, ramps, gates, hangars, terminal, motor
vehicle parking areas, or access roads, in order that we may protect our fragile
environment, including the drinking water for almost nine million people..."



This project would pose the very impacts that prompted the passage of Resolution
No. 245-2003, such as expansion, increased traffic and air pollution, which would clearly
result in adverse impacts on our drinking water.

ComMen’}

Piease note that as a Legislative Body, our efforts to prevent expansion of the
Airport have always been prompted by our desire to protect nearby residential 8 ’}
communities. However as the Chairman of the Legislature's Environment & Energy

Committee, my purpose here is to defend the environmental integrity of these
communities and to protect the drinking water for nine million people.

Therefore, | respectfully request that this project be prevented from moving for\/vard._j
Should you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact my

office. Thank you.

Yours truly,

oy

.D., CFP

Michaei B. Kaplowi



NEW YORK I

state department of

Nirav R. Shah, M.D., M.P.H. H EALTH Sue Kelly

Commissioner Executive Deputy Commissioner

April 27, 2011

Mr. Adam R. Kaufman, Director of Planning N '
Town of North Castle MAY & 2 201
Town Hall Annex Building ‘

17 Bedford Road

Armonk, NY 10504

RE: Notice of Completion of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
Notice of SEQRA Hearing — Type I Action:
Park Place at Westchester Airport, Town of North Castle, Westchester County

Dear Mr. Kaufman:

The New York State Department of Health (DOH) recei%r_ed the Notice of Completion of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Type I Action known as Park
Place at Westchester Airport at 11 New King Street, in the Town of North Castle, Westchester
County. Representatives from our Central and Metropolitan Area Regional Office reviewed the
Draft EIS for this proposed project and we offer the following comments for your consideration:

e Chapter 7 - Sdﬂsﬁt is stated that petroleum contamination was identified in the fill

material located on-site. While the site is zoned industrial, based on the understanding ~ ( p/™? (41 +

that the site is designated a "reservoir stem" to the New York City (NYC) watershed, soil
sampling should be conducted to verify that the soil remaining after the excavation work
will not be a source of contamination that could potentially contaminate the watershed.
For example, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) 6 NYCRR Part 375 Soil Cleanup Objectives for Protection of Groundwater
may be applicable in this situati0113

e Chapter 16 - Hazardous Waste.@v’hjle it is noted that the current electrical transformer com Mot

located on the north side of the building was installed in 1997 and does not contain PCBs,

the previous transformer(s) may have contained PCBs. Soils near the transformer should |, =]

be characterized for proper reuse and/or off-site disposal.)

. Eﬁ}:ppendix K - Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, Section 4.1.2. While it is noted
at an identified Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) site (V004993) exists at the

proposed project location, the report incorrectly states that there are no NYSDEC
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal sites located within a mile of the site. In fact,
NYSDEC Inactive Hazardous Waste Registry Site # 360037 (Former Texaco Hangar) is
located on the Westchester Airport property and the report should be revised to reflect
this information. Additionally, a second VCP site also exists on the Airport property,
VCP #V006113 (Hangar B), and this information should also be reflected in the report.

(o

HEALTH.NY.GOV
facebook.com/NYSDOH
twitter.com/HealthNYGov



o @oil surrounding the 1,000 gallon underground storage tank (UST) should be tested since 5 me
a stockpile sample was collected not a post excavation/documentation sample when the -3
former 1,500 gallon UST was removed._) 6

‘Should you have any questions regarding these comments or require further clarification,
please contact Mr. Stephen Bates or Ms. Krista Anders at 518-402-7850.

Sincerely,

Ty S

Claudine Jones Rafferty
Field Coordination Unit
Division of Environmental Health.Protection

cc: V. Pisani
A. Salame-Alfic, DEHI -
S. Bates/K. Anders/C. Bethoney/N. Waltz, BEEI
R. Sokol/P. Young, BWSP
B. Devine, MARO
R. Morrisey, Westchester County Health Department

P:\ECU\2011\Kaufman_ParkPlaceatAirport NorthCastle WestchesterCounty DEIS ECULog#201191.20654.¢jc.doc

MAY @ 2 2011



Comments of the Office of the Watershed Inspector General

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Park Place at Westchester Airport
Town of North Castle
Westchester County, New York

June 1, 2011

The Office of the Watershed Inspector General (“WIG” or “WIG Office”)'
respectfully submits these comments on the draft environmental impact statement
(“DEIS”) concerning the proposed Park Place at Westchester Airport project located in
the Town of North Castle, Westchester County (“Park Place” or “the Project”). Park
Place is an automated parking facility that would be located only six hundred feet from
the Kensico Reservoir. As a terminal reservoir, water from the Kensico is drawn directly
into New York City’s drinking water distribution system following chlorination. The
Kensico Reservoir typically provides unfiltered drinking water to approximately eight
million New Yorkers each day.

EWIG submits these comments because construction activities at the proposed Park
Place project, as currently described, would threaten pollution of the Kensico Reservoir.
WIG recognizes that the Project could have beneficial impacts on stormwater pollution
after construction is complete, especially if significant improvements to the preliminary (omﬁ\ Y
stormwater plans for the Project are implemented. WIG does not oppose development of
Park Place, but secks appropriate modifications of the Project to avoid construction in 8 ~\\ ’.\,
wetland and wetland buffer areas, to improve erosion and sediment controls to prevent
pollution during construction, and to enhance post-construction stormwater practices.
Such modifications are necessary to eliminate and mitigate potential adverse water
pollution impacts from the project in accordance with the State Environmental Quality
Review Act (“SEQRA”). \

I. Summary

The project site includes two contiguous map parcels adjacent to each other north
of Westchester County Airport in the Town of North Castle, one at 11 New King Street
(Lot 14B) and the other located at 7 New King Street (Lot 13A). The 2.47-acre parcel at
11 New King Street currently supports a 9,700-square-foot one-story office building built
in the 1960s and a 35-space parking area. The total extent of impervious area at the

! The position of WIG was established by Governor Pataki in Executive Order No. 86 on August 19,
1998, and continued in orders by successive governors. See 9 NYCRR § 5.86. The WIG’s purpose is “to
enhance current efforts to protect the New York City drinking water supply from activities that have the
potential to adversely affect the New York City Watershed reservoirs and tributaries.” See id., § 5.86. The
WIG is a joint appointee of the Attorney General and the Governor within the employ of the Attorney
General. The comments herein express the views of the WIG and not necessarily those of any State agency
that may now or later be represented by the Attorney General in this matter or in any related matter.



existing project site is approximately 32,000 square feet or nearly three quarters of an
acre. Approximately 0.87 acres of the 4.20-acre parcel at Lot 13A is included within the
project site. This portion of the project site is undeveloped and primarily wooded.

The proposed project would involve construction of an approximately 267,000-
square-foot five-and-a-half-level enclosed automated parking structure with a building
footprint of approximately 51,000 square feet (~1.2 acres). The parking facility is
designed to accommodate 1,450 vehicles. The upper levels and partial lower level would
be used primarily for vehicle storage. The main level would contain a variety of areas
intended for: vehicle and equipment storage, an office, a shuttle bus pick up/drop off
waiting area, vehicle loading bays for vehicle drop off and automated parking, and a car
wash bay. Water from the automated car wash will be filtered, treated, and recycled.
Wastewater that is not recycled will be sent to the municipal sewer. The total extent of
impervious area at the proposed parking facility would be approximately 60,200 square
feet (1.38 acres), or almost twice as much as currently exists on site.

With the exception of the northern corner of the site, watercourses and Town
wetlands surround much of the property. The watercourses include a perennial New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation designated Class A stream and an
ephemeral drainage channel. When leaving the site, the stream flows to the west under
NYS Route 120 and into the Rye Lake portion of the Kensico Reservoir. Due to its
connection to the Kensico Reservoir, the stream is considered a “reservoir stem" by the
New York City Department of Environmental Protection (“NYCDEP"), defined by that
agency as any watercourse segment which is tributary to a reservoir and lies within 500
feet or less of the reservoir. A reservoir stem designation includes a 300-foot buffer that
extends in a circular configuration beyond the 500 foot upstream point from where the
stream enters the reservoir. The western boundary of the Park Place site is located
approximately 600 feet from the reservoir. As such, part of the property is located within
the reservoir stem buffer area. No activities regulated by NYCDEP, such as constructing
new impervious surfaces, are being proposed within the reservoir stem buffer area.

Town of North Castle wetlands have been identified and tentatively delineated on
site. The tentative wetland boundaries are subject to confirmation by the Town this
Spring. Town delineated wetlands are protected by a 100 foot buffer area. Construction
of an impervious surface within 100 feet of a watercourse or wetland without a permit or
variance is prohibited by the Town. Using the preliminary unconfirmed wetland
delineation, approximately 0.13 acres of wetlands are to be destroyed at the site.
Mitigation for this loss consists of creating new onsite wetland areas. In addition, 0.49
acres of wetland buffer would be destroyed. Mitigation proposed for this loss is wetland
vegetation planting, primarily within the proposed stormwater management system,
within the remaining buffer area.

|_As discussed further below and in the attached Technical Appendix, the DEIS's
evaluation of the Project's pollution impacts and plans for mitigation are flawed. Further
environmental review under SEQRA and modifications to the Project are needed to
correct these deficiencies and mitigate potential adverse water quality impacts. Project

Coen
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modifications should include, among other elements: (1) scaling down the development
footprint to reduce wetland and associated buffer area disturbance at the site; (2)
maximizing the use of “green infrastructure” to reduce pollutant loadings and runoff
volumes; (3) revising the preliminary stormwater pollution prevention plan to more
effectively mitigate pollution impacts; and (4) implementing, or funding the
implementation of, additional offsite mitigation projects to further reduce stormwater
pollution‘l

1I. The Kensico Reservoir

The proposed Project is located adjacent to the Kensico Reservoir in suburban
central Westchester County. The Kensico Reservoir holds 30.6 billion gallons at full
capacity and is located approximately 15 miles north of New York City. The Reservoir’s
drainage basin is highly developed, and includes portions of the Towns of Harrison,
Mount Pleasant, North Castle, New Castle, and Greenwich, Connecticut.

The Kensico Reservoir receives most of its water from two aqueducts that
transport water from the city’s six West-of-Hudson reservoirs in the Catskill and
Delaware portions of the New York City Watershed (“Watershed”). As the terminal
reservoir for the Catskill and Delaware system waters, the Kensico Reservoir is ordinarily
the last stop before its unfiltered drinking water empties into the distribution system for
New York City. Water is usually detained in the Kensico Reservoir for 15 to 25 days
before entering the distribution system. The Westchester Joint Water Works also draws
unfiltered drinking water for areas of Harrison, Port Chester, Rye, and Rye Brook,
directly from the western “Rye Lake” section of the Kensico.

b"he proposed Project has the clear potential for significant adverse impacts on the

Kensico Reservoir and its tributaries. These include construction related erosion and ~ofhN \)/\)r
sedimentation (e.g., siltation from excavation) and discharges of turbidity in runoff; Cof®
increased stormwater flow from additional impervious surfaces; and polluted runoff (e.g., q- :r—s
oil, grease, and automotive fluids from parking areas, soaps and detergents from a car

wash, fertilizers and pesticides from lawns, and pathogens carried in stormwater into the
Reservoir from newly created impervious surfacesﬂ In the event these pollutants enter
the Kensico Reservoir from adjacent developments, they will not receive treatment other
than the limited but important protections afforded by disinfection with chlorine
implemented by NYCDEP.

During normal operations, the Kensico Reservoir provides unfiltered drinking
water to roughly 90% of the people who consume New York City water. As a result, the
Kensico Reservoir is a critical component of New York City’s drinking water supply
system and is subject to strict water quality standards as a Class “AA” water body.

A Class AA water body is of sufficient quality when adequately disinfected to
serve as a source of safe and satisfactory drinking water that will meet New York State
Department of Health drinking water standards. 6 NYCRR §701.5. The best usages of
Class AA waters are: a source of water supply for drinking, culinary or food processing



purposes; primary and secondary contact recreation; and fishing. Class AA waters shall
be suitable for fish, shellfish, and wildlife propagation and survival. Id.

The Kensico Reservoir is also regulated by the federal Safe Drinking Water Act,
42 U.S.C. § 300f et seq. (“SDWA”). Under the SDWA, EPA promulgated the Surface
Water Treatment Rule, which requires that a public drinking-water system supplied by
surface waters satisfy water quality standards, either by installing a filtration system or by
meeting criteria, including a “watershed control program,” to protect the quality of the
water in the absence of filtration. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 141.70, 141.71. Under EPA
regulations, the City has avoided filtration of Kensico Reservoir water pursuant to several
filtration avoidance determinations issued by that agency since the 1990s.

Under the SDWA, Kensico water must comply with water quality standards for
turbidity and pathogens. EPA prohibits raw water turbidity measurements in unfiltered
drinking water, such as the Kensico Reservoir, at the intake to the distribution system in
excess of 5 nephelometric turbidity units. See 40 CFR § 141.71(a)(2). Violations of this
turbidity standard could provide grounds for the New York State Department of Health
(“NYSDOH”), which now holds primacy in enforcing filtration avoidance regulations
under the SDWA, to require that the City filter Kensico water. In the 2007 Filtration
Avoidance Determination, EPA found that “significant improvement to the City's ability
to prevent, manage, and control turbidity in the Catskill System [which supplies almost
half of the water in Kensico Reservoir] is required in order to maintain filtration
avoidance for the long-term.”* In addition, because of the health risks associated with
pathogens in a drinking water supply, EPA requires that each unfiltered water system

meet strict requirements “ensuring that the system is not a source of a waterborne disease
outbreak.” 40 C.F.R. § 141.71.

[_Development within the Kensico Reservoir Basin threatens the discharge of
additional turbidity and pathogens, among other pollutants, to that waterbody. If the
Kensico Reservoir fails to meet water quality standards, the City could be forced to

construct a filtration plant for Kensico water, entailing capital expenditures of over $10 m 9\’\
billion and annual operation and maintenance costs exceeding $100 million. Covm
Given the sensitivity of the Kensico Reservoir as a terminal reservoir, new LR )\8

development is generally disfavored within the Kensico basin and any development that
is approved must achieve compliance with strict and heightened pollutant control criteria.
To address concerns arising from polluted runoff from existing development and
impervious surfaces, extensive and very costly efforts have been undertaken by the
NYCDEP and others to reduce pollutant loading from existing development into the
Kensico Resewoia

2 2007 FAD, pp. 13-14.



I11. Stormwater Pollution Associated with
Construction and Development of Land

“Stormwater pollution is one of the most significant sources of water pollution in
the nation.” Environmental Def. Ctr., Inc. v. EPA, 344 F.3d 832, 840 (9th Cir. 2003).
According to EPA, “[u]ncontrolled storm water discharges from areas of urban
development and construction activity negatively impact receiving waters by changing
the physical, biological, and chemical composition of the water, resulting in an unhealthy
environment for aquatic organisms, wildlife and humans,” and can “severely
compromise” water quality.’

The construction and development of land, is a major source of pollutants
discharged to surface waterbodies, such as rivers and reservoirs, in stormwater runoff.
Discharges of stormwater from construction sites include sediment which, when
suspended in water contributes to turbidity (murkiness) in the water and serves as a
carrier of other pollutants, such as phosphorus, metals, organic compounds, and
pathogens. “It is generally acknowledged that erosion rates from construction sites are
much greater than from almost any other land use.” Sediment loads in stormwater
discharges from construction sites are typically 1,000 to 2,000 times the sediment loads
in discharges from undeveloped forested land.’

‘ Development adjacent to the Kensico Reservoir could increase discharges of
stormwater polluted by turbidity, pathogens, and other contaminants. Turbidity not only
facilitates the transportation of pollutants, but it can shelter pathogens from exposure to
attack by chlorine, a disinfectant routinely used in the Kensico Reservoir to protect public
health. In addition, the organic particles that contribute to turbidity can also combine
with chlorine to create disinfection by-products which may increase the risk of cancer or
early term miscarriage for people drinking the WaterT]

"Post-construction stormwater discharges from developed areas are also a major
source of pollution to the waters of the United States. “Urbanization alters the natural
infiltration capability of the land and generates a host of pollutants . . . thus causing an
increase in storm water runoff volumes and pollutant loadings.”’ Land development “can

3 “National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System — Regulations for Revision of the Water Pollution
Control Program Addressing Stormwater Discharges; Final Rule,” 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68724, 68728.
(Dec. 8, 1999) (hercinafter, 1999 Preamble & Rule).

4 “National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System — Regulations for Revision of the Water Pollution
Control Program Addressing Stormwater Discharges; Final Rule,” 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68724, 68728.
(Dec. 8, 1999).

> EPA, “Storm Water Phase II Final Rule: Small Construction Program Overview (Fact Sheet 3.0),” EPA
833-F-00-013 (Jan. 2000), available at http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/fact3-0.pdf.

¢ See National Research Council, “Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply: Assessing the New
York City Strategy” (2000) at 2, 5-6, 102-05, 109.

7 1999 Preamble & Rule, 64 Fed. Reg. at 68725.



result in both short- and long-term adverse impacts to water quality in lakes, rivers and

streams within the affected watershed by increasing the load of various pollutants in

recelving water bodies, including sediments, metals, organic compounds, pathogens, and . mm\»
nutrients.”®  Stormwater pollution to the Kensico Reservoir is of great concern Comk
becauseits drainage basin, including the Project Site, lies within the “sixty-day travel % -1 U\
time” of the water which is supplied to consumers. Sixty days is generally viewed as the

life span for many disease-causing microbes in fresh water, such as Giardia lamblia and

cryptosporidia.

Preventing pathogens from contaminating the water is of particular concern for
the City's Watershed because of the risks pathogens pose to public health. Pathogens
include viruses and bacteria, such as Giardia lamblia, cryptosporidia, and E. coli
0157:H7, which can cause serious illness or death, especially among very young, old and
people with compromised immune systems. "

IV. SEQRA

Under SEQRA, the lead agency “having principal responsibility for carrying out
or approving” an action regulated by SEQRA must determine if the action “may have a
significant effect on the environment.” ECL § 8-0111(6). If the lead agency determines
that the action may have such effect, the agency issues a “positive declaration” and a
draft environmental impact statement is prepared and made available for public review
and comment before being finalized as a final environmental impact statement (“FEIS”™).
ECL § 8-0109(5); 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.7(a)(1).

Environmental review under SEQRA must be comprehensive; it must cover all
“relevant areas of environmental concern.” Har Enterprises v. Town of Brookhaven, 74
N.Y.2d 524, 529 (1989). An environmental impact statement must evaluate alternatives
to a proposed project; any project approval must avoid or minimize adverse
environmental impacts “to the maximum extent possible.” ECL §§ 8-0109(2), (8); 6
N.Y.C.RR. § 617.11."° Because SEQRA requires consideration of alternatives and
mitigation of environmental impacts, it “is not merely a disclosure statute; it imposes far
more action-forcing or substantive requirements on state and local decision makers than
[the National Environmental Policy Act] imposes on their federal counterparts.” Matter

® EPA, Draft Proposed Rule for Effluent Limitations Guidelines and New Source Performance Standards
for the Construction and Development Category, Docket No. 01644, at 49-50. February 12, 2002.

® In August 1999, the largest outbreak of waterborne E. coli 0157:H7 illness in United States history
occurred at the Washington County Fair in New York, when a drinking water supply well became
contaminated with that pathogen, infecting 781 people, and resulting in the hospitalization of 71 people and
two deaths.

' Alternatively, the agency can disapprove the action based on adverse environmental effects disclosed

during SEQRA review or on other grounds. See, e.g., Matter of Fawn Builders, Inc. v. Planning Bd., 223
A.D.2d 996 (3d Dep’t 1996).



of Jackson v. N.Y. State Urban Dev. Corp., 67 N.Y.2d. 400, 415 (1986) (internal
quotations omitted).

V. WIG’s Concerns Regarding the DEIS for Park Place

A. Wetlands and Wetland Buffers

Wetlands provide flood control, wildlife habitat, and improve drinking water
quality by accumulating and retaining nutrients, trapping sediments, removing and
transforming human and animal wastes, and degrading certain pollutants. Any
disturbance to wetlands or their adjacent areas within the Watershed is highly disfavored.
The restoration or re-creation of wetlands that have been disturbed is often far less
successful than anticipated. In short, development should be re-directed away from
wetlands and their buffer areas.

El_"he location of the parking facility and its associated stormwater management W\A

i . . (oM
practices are being proposed in Town regulated wetlands and wetland buffer areas. The

importance of wetlands to the protection of drinking water quality and maintenance of 0\ - :\’S
site hydrology is well accepted and understood. The proposed project should be

redesigned so that wetlands and wetland buffers are left undisturbed.

B. Proposed Project Modifications

LI‘he proposed Park Place project should incorporate the following measures to
mitigate increased water pollution that otherwise would be generated by the project.
These measures may be accomplished in part by implementing additional “Green
Infrastructure” practices. To the project sponsors' credit, the capture and treatment of roof . " Ny
top runoff at the masonry building on Lot 13A, offsite, provide a water quality benefit. (ot
Runoff from other offsite impervious surfaces, such as the parking area, on Lot 13A also
should be captured and treated. Options for this treatment include, but are not limited to: O\ -4 b
bioretention modification to the parking areas; grass swales designed for low velocity;
utilizing chambered water quality units on-line with the stormwater drainage system;
porous pavement replacing impervious pavement in parking areas; pervious walkways;
and disconnecting impervious areas to buffer areas.

A useful aid to designing a retrofit program is available from the Center for
Watershed Protection which has developed a Watershed Treatment Model, that integrates
the latest pollutant removal practices and calculation methodoiogieﬂ See Technical
Appendix, comment 25. g



C. The Preliminary Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is Deficient

t['he stormwater sections of the DEIS are deficient in various respects, as
described in detail in the Technical Appendix. Inadequacies include, construction details
that are incomplete and at times inaccurate for erosion and sediment control and
stormwater management. Proper and complete documentation is missing for hydrology, C© mmm)f
water quality, and runoff reduction calculations. Some steep slopes are not adequately
stabilized and there are no controls proposed for concrete truck wash outs at the site. The q _}1
design for the pocket wetland and for accepting roof runoff from an offsite building on
Lot 13A are deficient.

These inadequacies and others identified in the Technical Appendix, need to be
corrected. Because the SWPPP is only “preliminary,” a revised SWPPP containing these
and other corrections should be included in a Supplemental DEIS, so that members of the
public and interested public agencies will have an effective opportunity to comment on
such matters.

D. The DEIS Does Not Adequately Address Car Wash
and Automotive Fluid Wastewater Treatment

According to the DEIS, a car wash will be operated at the proposed parking

facility.’The car wash will utilize a special treatment and filtering system to allow o)
_ A : kA . Com{Ndy
wastewater to be recycled for subsequent washes. A detailed description of this treatment .
. : , . i . . g <
and filtering system is not presented in the DEIS.\This system is also equipped with an (1 ’:‘“J

oil/grit separator. Once the oil and unrecoverable wastewater have been segregated for
disposal, it will drain to the sewage ejector pit and be conveyed into the municipal sewer.
It is also expected that any automobile fluids leaking out onto the garage floor would be
washed into this ejector unit and conveyed into the sewer. No specific details for the
internal drainage system nor for the car wash system were included in the DEIS
documents other than a schematic shown on Sheet MEP-1. This information must be
provided and made available for public comment.



Technical Appendix:

Park Place at Westchester Airport
Town of North Castle
Westchester County, New York

Prepared by Donald W. Lake Jr., P.E., CPESC, CPSWQ

L Need for Revision of Preliminary Stormwater Plans
ﬁ"hc preliminary stormwater pollution prevention plan (PSWPPP) and associated site 8
“plans contain a number of errors and omissions that need to be corrected to properly (‘gmmg\
evaluate the effectiveness of stormwater controls at the Site. To this end, these
preliminary plans should be revised to develop a stormwater pollution prevention plan, 0‘ p la 5

set of associated site plans, and the stormwater section of the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS), and those documents should be made available for public comment
prior to completion of a final EIS.

II. Erosion and Sediment Control

1. According to page 17-2 of the PSWPPP, 1,200 cubic yards of concrete will be poured
for the foundation and another 2,250 cubic yards will be poured for the concrete slabs. As
a result, approximately 430 truck loads of concrete will be required. Concrete is alkaline
or has a high pH, so‘p_rash water from concrete trucks should be contained and not
allowed to enter and adversely impact the environment. To address this issue, a concrete
truck washout facility should be constructed on site, away from environmentally sensitive \ q —\S
resources, such as water courses, wetlands, and wetland buffer areaQThe details for this

structure should be added to Sheet C-9 and a note should be added to the Erosion and

Sediment Control Plan shown on Sheet C-7.

(‘ommg\»'

encroaching beyond the proposed limit of clearing and grubbing. As a result)the }
proposed construction footprint is probably undersized. A foundation grading plan isnot (O mmﬁ\)f
included in the set of construction drawings C-1 through C-12. This drawing should be

added to assure that the construction footprint stays within the proposed area of ) ’4 "\‘0
disturbancex

2. All plan views show the finished parking facility extending to and possibht

3.(§teep side slopes, 2:1, occur on the east side of the pocket wetland and sedimentation

basin and are shown on the Paving, Grading, and Drainage Plan on Sheet C-5. They are (oM 0 @\)‘
too steep to maintain and should be seeded with a seed mix for critical areas (NYS ‘
Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control, August 2005, page 3.5)

or flattened in combination with construction of a structural retaining wa lq C\ b L,

4. According to the first bullet on page 7-10 of the DEIS and Erosion and Sediment
Control note 8 on Sheet C-1, disturbed site soils need to be stabilized in seven days.



However, the third bullet on page 7-10 states that disturbed site soils need to be stabilized
within 14 days.|Due to the proposed project's proximity to the Kensico Reservoir, we
recommend that disturbed site soils be stabilized within 7 days. In addition, the soil
stabilization time limit note appearing on Sheet C-1 should be moved to the Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan on Sheet C-7.

5. Permanent seeding specifications and a detailed planting schedule are not included on
the construction drawings and should be added to the Landscape Plan on Sheet C-8 and
to the Details on Sheet C-12.

6. On Sheet C-7, a proposed Perimeter Dike & Swale (#2) is shown discharging at the top )’
of a 3:1 slope. Rock riprap needs to be installed to protect this outlet. o m“\\m‘

7. On Sheet C-7, the outlet for Perimeter Dike & Swale #1 joins the outlet for the storm O\ _ \05
drain system on the west side of the proposed project site and flows into Sediment Basin
#2. This combined flow needs rock riprap protection down to elevation 377.

8. Also on Sheet C-7, the outlet from Sediment Basin #1 needs rock riprap protection all
the way down to elevation 377, where it enters Sediment Basin #2.

9. To facilitate and clarify the erosion and sediment (E&S) control component of the
PSWPPP, the E&S notes on Sheet C-1 should be relocated to the E&S Plan on Sheet C-7.

10. Stone check dam details are shown on Sheet C-10. However, these are not mentioned
in the E&S notes on Sheet C-1 nor shown on the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan on

Sheet C-7. These details should be rcmovc@.‘

I11. Stormwater Management

11. According to the second paragraph on page 7-11 of the DEIS,E:mporary conveyances mm)[
to the sediment basins would be designed to transport a 100-year storm event. However, (o

these calculations were not provided in the PSWPPP nor were specific dimensions for the q "b L)
perimeter Dike/Swale presented on Sheet C-1 O.jkl"his deficiency needs to be addressed to

validate the capacity of the temporary conveyances.

12. The PSWPPP is deficient in that the hydrologic and hydraulic calculations for the

construction condition are absent.\Considering the proposed size of disturbance and . _}
construction operations, a curve number of 98 is recommended to size the erosion and (om mev
sediment controls for all areas. In addition, the construction condition hydrologic and "L; q
hydraulic calculations must also be presented. '\ C‘

13.‘tIhe structural details for three outlet structures within the Stormwater Control System W
are absent and should be provided. Validation of the post-developed design HydroCAD  ( oMM
routings cannot be made without these details. A table of dimensions and elevations D -Zv)

needs to be provided on Sheet C-IOTX



14.‘&he flow splitter detail on Sheet C-10 of the construction drawings is incorrect, since

it shows two outlets on the same side of a splitter wall and at the same invert elevations. o W
Also the flow splitter detail does not match the HydroCAD routings, which show a 2' x —z Yy
0.5' orifice below the 24" diameter overflow pipe. This error needs to be correctedj D

ISISpeciﬁc dimensions and elevations should be added to the Stormwater Planter Detail (omm%‘%
on Sheet C-10, and to all the details, as appropriate, on Sheets C-9 through C-12. 915

l()EFhe profile of the outlet structure for the pocket wetland shown on Sheet C-12 is
incorrect. The bottom of the outlet control structure should be raised to elevation 374.0 Ny
and the pipe outlet invert elevation raised to elevation 370.0 to agree with the elevations Comi
show in the table on Sheet C-5 and also to correct the HydroCAD routing, which shows D ZL
the pipe invert at 372.0. In addition, the W-4 wet pond label on Sheet C-12 needs to be

edited to W-4 pocket wetland. )

17.\_T he runoff reduction volume (RRv) calcul