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Park Place at Westchester Airport Draft SEIS 

A. INTRODUCTION 
11 New King Street, LLC (the “Applicant”) proposes to construct a multi-level automated 
parking structure (the “proposed project”) at 11 New King Street (the “project site”) in the Town 
of North Castle, Westchester County. This project would address an existing demand for a 
convenient and assured parking facility for travelers who fly from Westchester County Airport. 
Currently, the lack of convenient and assured parking has created a situation where many 
passengers arrange to be driven to and picked up from the airport rather than risk that parking 
would be unavailable. This existing condition doubles the number of trips per passenger per 
flight from two to four, thus increasing the vehicle miles associated per passenger, and the 
attendant adverse environmental impacts from these additional vehicle trips. Accordingly, the 
proposed project could reduce the number of vehicle trips per flight by providing parking in a 
convenient location proximate to the airport.  

Another notable feature of the proposed project is a plan to manage stormwater by collecting 
runoff from the project site as well as a portion of the adjacent site (that is, Lot 13A). 
Stormwater would be conveyed to multiple treatment mechanisms in a series, including catch 
basins with deep sumps, a sedimentation basin, a sand filter, and a pocket wetland. In contrast, 
the current condition of the project site, as well as other developed sites along New King Street, 
provides no stormwater quality treatment to runoff going into the Kensico Reservoir. 
Currently, stormwater runs off the site(s) and across/under I-684 and then into the Kensico 
Reservoir. Minimal water quality infiltration is provided from a wetland along NYS Route 120 
west of the project site, which would be preserved. The proposed project would capture and treat 
stormwater from the project site and a portion of the abutting site prior to stormwater entering 
the Reservoir - a first along New King Street.  

PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY 

For purposes of review under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the Town of 
North Castle Planning Board assumed Lead Agency. On March 28, 2011, a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project was accepted as complete by the Town of North Castle 
Planning Board for purposes of commencing public review. The DEIS was circulated to involved 
and interested agencies, posted on the Town’s website, and distributed to other parties requesting a 
copy. The DEIS is incorporated herein by reference. A public hearing was held on May 2, 2011 at 
the H.C. Crittenden Middle School in Armonk, New York, with the public comment period 
extending until June 1, 2011 for written comments. At the public hearing, oral comments were 
recorded by a stenographer and a transcript was provided to the Lead Agency and the Applicant. 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) review process was placed on hold pending the 
filing of a drainage easement for the proposed project. A drainage easement was prepared by the 
applicant and recorded in the Office of the Westchester County Clerk on May 3, 2013.  
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The preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) resumed in March 2014 
and a revised pDFEIS was submitted to the Town in June 2014. The Planning Board accepted 
the FEIS as complete on January 13, 2015 and circulated the document to involved and 
interested agencies. Comments were received from the following involved and interested 
agencies, and are contained in full in Appendix A:  

• Charles Philip Bein and Charles Silver, Watershed Inspector General, Office of New York 
State Attorney General, 2/19/15 and 6/1/11. 

• Edward Buroughs, Westchester County Planning Department, 2/11/15 
• Cynthia Garcia, New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), 

2/12/15 
• Michael Sassi, New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), 2/2/15 
On March 9, 2015, the Planning Director for the Town of North Castle submitted a 
memorandum to the Planning Board recommending that a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS) be prepared, stating:  

“While many of the comments received deal with technical issues that can be 
appropriately addressed at the time of site plan review or within a SEQRA findings 
statement, some issues contained within the letters represent new information, not 
previously available, concerning adverse impacts.”1 

Consequently, on March 9, 2015, the Planning Board directed the Applicant to address the 
following issues which were not addressed, or inadequately addressed, in a draft or final EIS: 

1. Obtain a new Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) “Determination of No Hazard” for the 
project. The previous determination expired, new rules governing development within the 
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) have been issued, and the proposed height of the garage has 
been increased. Note: A new FAA Determination of No Hazard was received and a copy is 
included herein. 

2. Address project elements and airport safety with respect to bird attraction associated with 
stormwater mitigation practices and sun glare from proposed rooftop-mounted solar panels. 
Note: Issues concerning bird attraction are addressed herein, and rooftop-mounted solar 
panels have been eliminated. 

3. Correctly identify the ‘limiting distance’ to the NYCDEP-mapped intermittent stream as 100 
feet and potential adverse impacts from construction within this distance. Note: The 
references to a NYCDEP ‘100 foot limiting distance’ have been corrected and the project 
has been reduced in size to further minimize potentially adverse impacts.  

4. Issues raised in correspondence from Westchester County, NYCDEP, and the Watershed 
Inspector General. Note: Responses to these issues are included herein. 

5. Prepare a new alternative for review where no portion, or a reduced portion, of the proposed 
garage building is located within the 100-foot limiting distance to the NYCDEP intermittent 
stream. Note: The project has been reduced in size to further minimize the portion of the 
building within the 100-foot limiting distance. 

                                                      
1 Correspondence from Adam R. Kaufman, AICP, Director of Planning to North Castle Planning Board, 

March 9, 2015. 
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The DSEIS was reviewed by the Town for completeness and declared completed at the Planning 
Board Meeting of March 21, 2016. 

B. MODIFIED PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
As presented in the FEIS, the proposed automated parking facility will use a steel building 
envelope that will contain an automated parking system. The primary structural system will be 
made up of perimeter columns and a clear spanning roof truss. The automated vehicle storage units 
will consist of an independent structural system which will be erected within the building 
envelope. The storage and retrieval of a vehicle will be accomplished with a ‘lift and a shuttle’ 
working in conjunction with one another. The shuttles will operate with chains and pulleys and 
electric motors. Hydraulic lifts that use hydraulic fluid are not anticipated to be part of the 
process. In addition, the vehicles will sit on individual pallets that will prevent migration of any 
drippings from the vehicles whether salt, oil, or water. The residue collected on the pallets from 
the cars will be property disposed of.  

A driver will enter one of several queuing lanes where they will be advised via an overhead LED 
(or directed by a parking attendant) to proceed to an available entry ‘cabin.’ Each entry cabin 
will be roughly the size of a garage in a single family home and will contain sensing devices and 
an LED display. Once directed to proceed, the driver will drive the vehicle into the entry cabin 
and position the vehicle by following the directions and prompts. The driver will exit the 
vehicle, leave the entry cabin, and proceed to a ticketing machine/smartcard scanner station 
located immediately outside the entry cabin. There, the driver will collect a ticket or swipe a 
smartcard. 

The lift will retrieve a vehicle from the entry cabin by positioning itself in front of the entry 
cabin and send a signal to the parking control system (PCS) that it is ready. The roll door 
between the lift and entry cabin will open to allow the vehicle to be moved from the entry cabin 
to the lift. The lift will ascend/descend to the computer assigned parking level while a shuttle on 
the computer assigned parking level will move laterally to position itself in front of the lift. The 
vehicle will then be transferred from the lift to the shuttle and the shuttle will move laterally to 
the computer assigned parking space where the vehicle will be stored. 

To retrieve a vehicle, a vehicle owner will swipe the parking ticket or smartcard at a card reader 
to activate the retrieval process. A shuttle will retrieve the vehicle from its parking space, slide 
laterally and transfer the vehicle to a lift. The lift will then ascend/descend to the ground floor 
and transfer the vehicle to the exit cabin. Once the vehicle is available, the driver will be 
prompted to go to the appropriate exit cabin and retrieve the vehicle and exit the garage.  

In response to comments on the FEIS, the Applicant has again reduced the size/footprint of the 
proposed parking structure to further distance the limits of development from the Town-regulated 
wetland buffer and NYCDEP watercourse buffer, and to further minimize potential stormwater 
runoff impacts (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). Table 1 presents a summary of Project modifications. 
As shown in Figure 3, the proposed building was originally 50,915 square feet (sf) as presented in 
the DEIS, reduced to 44,812 sf in the FEIS, and is now 37,444 sf with the current Draft SEIS 
(DSEIS) plan. Overall, this is a 26 percent reduction in building footprint. The parking capacity of 
the proposed project was reduced from 1,450 parking spaces in the DEIS to 1,380 spaces in the 
FEIS, and is now approximately 980 parking spaces in the current DSEIS plan. Proposed 
impervious surfaces within the NYCDEP watercourse buffer were reduced from 23,642 sf in the 
DEIS to 18,662 sf in the FEIS and are now 13,697 sf in the current DSEIS plan. This is only a 
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5,993-sf increase over the existing condition (existing building and parking surfaces). Lastly, 
proposed impervious surfaces within the Town’s wetland and watercourse buffer, were reduced 
from 40,722 sf in the DEIS to 36,514 sf in the FEIS, and are now 27,466 sf in the DSEIS plan. 
This reduction amounts to a 33 percent decrease overall. A revised Landscape Plan is shown in 
Figure 4, and provided in more detail in the large scale drawings that accompany this DSEIS. 
Additional area is provided for wetland buffer enhancement planting due to the reduced building 
footprint. 

Table 1 
Summary of Project Modifications 

 Existing Condition * 
Original Project 

(DEIS) 
Modified Project 

(FEIS) 
Current 
DSEIS 

Number of Parking Spaces 35 1,450 1,380 980 
Building Footprint 9,700 sf 50,915 sf 44,812 sf 37,444 sf 
Building Height***** 10 ft-- 56 ft 59 ft 53 ft  
Limit of Disturbance Area -- 122,038 sf 110,703 sf 106,450 sf 
Excavated Material   25,075 cubic yards 19,949 cubic yards **** 
Wetland Disturbance -- 5,699 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Impervious Surface Total 33,716 sf 68,579 sf 63,447 sf 47,272 sf 
Impervious Surface within 100-foot Town Wetland and 
Watercourse Buffer** 12,316 sf 40,722 sf 36,514 sf 27,466 sf 

Impervious Surface within 100’ DEP Watercourse 
Buffer*** 7,704 sf 23,642 sf 18,662 sf 13,697 sf 

Notes: 
* The existing building is unoccupied. 
** This impervious surface coverage includes approximately 5,800 sf of pervious pavers.  
*** This impervious surface coverage does not include the pervious pavers, per NYCDEP watershed regulations. 
**** A cut/fill balance has not been completed for the reduced DSEIS building footprint. However, owing to the substantial reduction in building 

footprint, the current DSEIS site plan should realize a similar reduction in excavated material as was seen in the 20% reduction between the 
DEIS and FEIS site plans.  

***** Building height is averaged for the four building sides. The DEIS building proposed 5 levels, increased to 8 levels in the FEIS, and now 
reduced to 7 levels in the current plan. Building height has also varied due to the building’s shrinking footprint which has reduced the height of 
the western façade. The front façade/entrance of the current building plan is 50’ 7” in height measured from the proposed finished first floor. 
The elevation of the building roof is 455’ above mean sea level (msl), which has been approved by the FAA for air navigation.  

 

In response to comments on the FEIS, the project sponsor has provided the following: 

• Appendices: 
- Correspondence – Comments on the FEIS (Appendix A) 
- Pollutant Loading Assessment for Stormwater Plan (Appendix B) 
- Documentation of Stormwater Practice Infiltration Field Tests (Appendix C) 
- Revised Wetland and Wetland Buffer Enhancement Plan Document (Appendix D) 
- FAA Determination of “No Hazard” and Consultant’s Report (Appendix E) 
- NYCDEP Watershed Rules and Regulations (WRR) Variance Application and 

Correspondence (Appendix F) 
• Attachments: 

- Revised Drawings C-1 to C-15 
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Table 2 
Required Approvals and Involved Agencies 

Approval/Permit/Review Involved Agency 
Town of North Castle 
Site Plan Approval Planning Board 
Wetland Permit  Planning Board 
Tree Removal Permit Planning Board 
Zoning Text Amendment Town Board 
Sanitary Sewer Connection Building Department 
Westchester County 
Sanitary Sewer Connection Department of Health (WCDOH) 
Water Supply Well WCDOH 
Roadway/Signal Improvements Department of Public Works (WCDPW) 
New York City 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) 
Sanitary Sewer Connection NYCDEP 
Variance from Section 18-39(a)(4)(iii) of the WRR NYCDEP 
New York State 
Roadway/Signal Improvements (NYS Route 120) Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) 
SPDES Permit No. GP-0-15-002 Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
Federal 
Height Limitation Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration FAA 
Nationwide Permit, if applicable U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

 

SUBMISSION OF VARIANCE REQUEST TO NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (NYCDEP) 

On July 1, 2015, the Applicant submitted an application to NYCDEP seeking an interpretation, 
or alternatively an area variance, from NYCDEP to permit the construction of a multi-level 
automated parking structure, including significant stormwater management infrastructure 
treating both the new construction and existing buildings and parking areas. A copy of the 
Application is included as Appendix F. 

On August 3, 2015 NYCDEP denied the requested interpretation and advised that there would 
need to be a variance issued, as the adjacent lot at 7 New King Street could not be considered 
part of the “existing facility” despite the proposed use of a portion of this lot for the stormwater 
management system and the capture of a portion of the adjacent lot’s existing impervious 
surface runoff in the new stormwater management system.  

Subsequent correspondence from NYCDEP, dated August 17, 2015, indicated that before 
NYCDEP would commence review, the following information is required: 

1. A variance request from Section 18-39(a)(1) of the Watershed Regulations seeking 
permission to construct new impervious surfaces within 100’ of the watercourse. 

2. A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement would need to be submitted to the 
Planning Board and forwarded to the NYCDEP following acceptance by the Lead Agency 

In response to NYCDEP’s requests, and as required by the North Castle Planning Board, acting 
as lead agency, this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared to address 
comments raised by NYCDEP, Westchester County Department of Planning, NYSDOT, and the 
Watershed Inspector General. The Applicant’s July 1, 2015 variance application remains active 
with NYCDEP and will be pursued following the acceptance by the lead agency of this DSEIS. 
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Further reducing the building footprint to eliminate the need for a NYCDEP variance is not 
economically feasible as it would require further reductions below the current 980 parking space 
size. Design of the proposed garage is constrained by footprint and height limitations. The 
current size/design of the garage has been minimized significantly during the SEQRA review 
process. The footprint of the proposed building was reduced from 50,914 sf in the DEIS to 
44,812 square feet in the FEIS and is now 37,444 sf in the current DSEIS plan. This represents a 
26 percent decrease in building footprint overall over the course of the environmental review. 
Impervious surface within the 100-foot limiting distance to the onsite NYCDEP streams under 
existing conditions (current unoccupied building and parking area) is 7,704 sf. With the current 
DSEIS plan, the increase in impervious surface within the NYCDEP 100-foot limiting distance 
has been reduced to 5,993 sf (13,697 sf total). A portion of the proposed increase in impervious 
surface within the 100 foot limiting distance is required for road widening to provide a uniform 
driveway width for safe access to the new building off New King Street, and represents a 
reduction in impervious surface within the NYCDEP limiting distances as compared to the DEIS 
and FEIS site plans. 

As indicated in the NYCDEP Watershed Rules and Regulations (WRR), §18-39.a.4.iii, the 
expansion of an existing impervious surface within 100 feet of a watercourse or wetland at an 
existing facility is allowed provided the total area of expanded impervious surfaces does not 
exceed 25 percent of the area of the existing impervious surfaces. At the project site, the total 
existing impervious surface of the building and parking is 33,716 sf. The proposed facility 
would increase impervious surface to a total of 47,272 sf, representing an increase of 13,556 sf. 
This is a 40 percent expansion over the existing impervious surface. In order to reduce the 
expansion to the 25 percent allowable increase and thereby avoid the need for a NYCDEP 
Variance from the WRR, the expansion would have to be reduced by 5,127 sf, more than a 50% 
reduction in the proposed impervious surface expansion. Considering the Town requirements to 
widen the driveway and the economic limitations on the size of the proposed garage, which has 
already been reduced in footprint by 26 percent as compared to the DEIS, the applicant cannot 
avoid the need for a NYCDEP Variance from the WRR. 

The Lead Agency will need to determine whether the project should be revised to reduce project 
impacts so that a NYCDEP variance would not be required other than any variance associated 
with required safety improvements related to the access drive. 

FAA – DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION 

In 2011, the proposed project received a “Determination of No Hazard” from the FAA, pursuant 
to its FAA 7460-1 Form or Aeronautical Review – Aeronautical Study Number (ASN): 2011-
AEA-2792-OE. The ‘Determination’ expired on August 14, 2014 and the Applicant conducted 
an updated technical analysis regarding the potential effects of the parking garage using the 
modified site plan presented herein. 

The Applicant submitted an updated “Off Airport Parking Garage Height Limitation Study” to 
the FAA that was accompanied by an FAA Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces evaluation to identify 
restrictions over the subject parcel, and a revised FAA Form 7460-1 reflecting updated land 
coordinates and elevation proposed for the parking garage (Aeronautical Study No. 2015-AEA-
4118-OE). (See Appendix E) In correspondence dated August 18, 2015, the FAA issued a 
“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation” for the proposed current Park Place project 
building and plan (DSEIS plan), which was consistent with the prior determination. In its latest 
determination, the FAA indicated that its aeronautical study revealed that the proposed project 
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does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air navigation. The 
determination included one Advisory Recommendation—that, while the structure does not 
constitute a hazard to air navigation, because it would be located within the RPZ of the 
Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway 16/3, “structures which will result in the 
congregation of people within an RPZ are strongly discouraged in the interest of protecting 
people and property on the ground.” (FAA, 8/18/15 [see Appendix E]).  

In cases where the airport owner neither owns nor controls the use of a property (as is the case 
with the proposed project), FAA advisory recommendations are issued to inform the airport 
owner from the standpoint of safety of personnel and property on the ground.  In the case of the 
proposed parking garage, the use will not cause the congregation of people because it will have 
minimal staff and low numbers of people at the facility at any given time dropping off or picking 
up vehicles. The intent of this parking garage is not to support a venue that congregates people, 
such as a sports arena, church, or shopping center, thus eliminating the chance that the garage 
will fill and empty at the same time. 

Furthermore, the FAA’s AIP Sponsor Guide, which serves to assist airport owners with 
administering Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants, provides the following guidance with 
respect to parking structures within a Runway Protection Zones: 

 “The following land use criteria apply within the RPZ: (a) While it is desirable to clear all 
objects from the RPZ, some uses are permitted, provided they do not attract wildlife, are 
outside the Runway OFA, and do not interfere with navigational aids. Automobile parking 
facilities, although discouraged, may be permitted, provided the parking facilities and any 
associated appurtenances, in addition to meeting all of the preceding conditions, are located 
outside of the object free area extension. (B) Land uses prohibited from the RPZ are: 
residences and places of public assembly. (Churches, schools, hospitals, office buildings, 
shopping centers, and other uses with similar concentrations of persons typify places of 
public assembly.)” (FAA Airport Improvement Program Sponsor Guide, §550). 

The project site is outside of the Object Free Area. Therefore, the FAA’s Advisory 
Recommendation does not prohibit the proposed project. 

Both the Off-Airport Parking Garage Height Limitation Study and the FAA’s Determination are 
contained in Appendix E. 

The Lead Agency will need to determine whether there are any significant adverse impacts 
associated with permitting this type of use at this location. 

POLLUTANT LOADING ASSESSMENT 

The pollutant loading calculations were completed in accordance with Simple Method 
calculations. An efficiency reduction was applied to the sand filter and pocket wetland treatment 
systems connected in series. Typical pollutant concentrations were taken from the CPSWQ 
Exam Review Course Workbook (2005). Efficiency rates were taken from the National Pollutant 
Removal Performance Database for Stormwater Treatment Practices (2000). A comparison 
between pre-developed and post-developed conditions showed a reduction in total pollutant 
loading for TP, TN, and TSS for the entire site. BOD loading for post-developed conditions does 
not exceed the loading for pre-developed conditions. An increase in TN and BOD is shown at 
Design Point 2 (As described in the SWPPP, last revised December 9, 2014 and contained in the 
FEIS Document). This increase is created by the increase in drainage area to Design Point 2. 
However, this increase is offset by the decrease in TN and BOD loadings at Design Points 1 and 
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3. Design Points 1, 2, and 3 ultimately flow to the same location. Additionally, to provide 
conservative results, no credit was taken for treatment in the stormwater planters surrounding the 
proposed building. The results indicate the proposed stormwater management facility will 
achieve a net improvement in runoff pollutant concentrations. 

Regarding stormwater runoff to the Kensico Reservoir, it should be noted that the current 
condition of this Project Site, as well as the other developed sites along New King Street, 
provide no stormwater quality or quantity treatment. In the existing condition, stormwater runs 
off the Project Site and across/under I-684 and then into the Kensico Reservoir. The Proposed 
Project will be the first along New King Street to capture and treat runoff from the entire Project 
Site and also a portion of the abutting parcel (Lot 13A). The Stormwater Analyses provided in 
the FEIS and the revised Pollutant Loading Analysis provided in Appendix B show that post-
construction runoff rates and pollutant concentrations will be reduced as compared to the 
existing condition. 

INFILTRATION TEST AND DEEP SOIL PIT SUMMARY 

The infiltration tests and deep soil pit were conducted on December 15, 2015. The tests were 
witnessed by Mr. Giannetta of NYCDEP and Mr. Grau of Kellard Sessions Consulting, P.C., as 
representative for the Town of North Castle. The deep soil pit was conducted within the vicinity 
of the proposed pretreatment basin and the two infiltration tests were conducted in the region of 
the proposed porous paver fire lane. The deep soil pit was dug to a depth of two feet below the 
bottom elevation of the proposed pretreatment basin. No groundwater or mottling was observed. 
The soil conditions meet the requirements of the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design 
Manual because seasonal high groundwater is deeper than two feet below the proposed bottom 
elevation of the pretreatment basin. The infiltration tests provided adequate infiltration rates to 
accommodate the use of porous pavers. Documentation of the infiltration test is provided in 
Appendix C. 

C. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE FEIS 
Comments on the FEIS were received from NYCDEP, WIG, NYSDOT, and the Westchester 
County Department of Planning. These are contained in full in Appendix A. Some comments 
have been shortened or paraphrased below. Included in Appendix A are the comments on the 
DEIS received from the WIG dated 6.1.11, some of which were cited in the WIG’s latest 
comments on the DSEIS. 

NYCDEP DATED 2/12/15 

Comment 1: In Table 1-11, it is unclear what is meant by “limiting distance disturbance.” 
(NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: This table of Required Approvals and Involved Agencies has been revised to 
clarify that the Applicant will be requesting a variance from Section 18-39(a)(1) 
of the Rules and Regulations for the Protection from Contamination, 
Degradation, and Pollution of the New York City Water Supply and Its Sources 
(Codified at 10 NYCRR 128-3.9). As previously noted, the Applicant requested 
an area variance (see correspondence to NYCDEP July 1, 2015 in Appendix F). 
NYCDEP responded that before a variance would be considered the Applicant 
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would need a Negative Declaration from the lead agency for NYCDEP to make 
a Determination of Completeness with regard to the SWPPP. 

Comment 2: The project sponsor has accurately depicted the location of the intermittent 
watercourse and the locations of all reservoir stems on the drawings; however 
the “limiting distance” to the intermittent stream is incorrectly interpreted by the 
applicant as 50 feet. The Watershed Regulations generally prohibit the 
construction of new impervious surfaces within 100 feet of DEP-flagged 
watercourses. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: The “limiting distance” to the intermittent stream has been modified to be 100 
feet, and is shown on the Modified Site Plan Drawings and Figures in the 
DSEIS. 

Comment 3: The project sponsor has met with DEP; however, a negative declaration or DEIS 
must have been prepared in order for DEP to make a determination of 
completeness with regard to the SWPPP. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Upon acceptance of this DSEIS by the Town of North Castle Planning Board, 
the lead agency, a copy will be distributed to NYCDEP along with a revised 
SWPPP for a determination of completeness of the SWPPP. In addition, the 
submitted variance request from Section 18-39(a)(1) of the WRR will be 
considered by NYCDEP. 

Comment 4: Although the project sponsor has provided a revised construction sequence, the 
sequence still does not alleviate DEP’s concerns regarding water quality impacts 
during construction. A design professional should be able to produce a 
construction sequence that can reasonably anticipate the means and the methods 
and steps required to avoid a water quality violation during construction. 
(NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: The Erosion and Sediment Control Construction Sequence has been expanded to 
include a phased approach to minimize impact to the disturbed area during 
construction. Each phase has been depicted and described in a narrative 
sequence on the plans (see Attached Drawings). The proposed phasing includes 
construction of the building foundation as a priority to isolate and stabilize the 
largest portion of the development. The sediment basin in the first phase will be 
constructed close to existing grades to reduce the overall disturbance. Once the 
building footprint is stabilized, the area around the building will be graded and 
stabilized; again as a measure to minimize disturbance. When the area tributary 
to the sand filter has been stabilized, the sand filter will be constructed and the 
pocket wetland area graded to be used as a sediment trap. As the majority of the 
site will be stabilized at this stage of the construction, the detention storage area 
of the pocket wetland will provide sufficient volume as a sediment basin. Upon 
completion and stabilization of the sand filter area, the pocket wetland will be 
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final graded and planted; completing the development of the site. The DEIS 
Chapters 14: Traffic and Chapter 17: Construction address construction staging 
and construction-related traffic in more detail. 

A detailed construction sequencing and erosion and sediment control plans can 
be found on sheets C-8A through C-8C of the site plans. As depicted, all staging 
for construction activities will occur on site. The staging area will be protected 
by erosion and sediment controls to mitigate impacts to surrounding wetlands 
and watercourses. Because most of the excavated soil is intended to be exported 
offsite, it is anticipated that minimal stockpiling will occur onsite. Stockpiles 
that do remain on site will be protected.  

Construction equipment, haulers, and vehicles will enter the site from the 
existing driveway off of New King Street. The entrance will be stabilized as 
required. The project site is less than 0.5 miles from I-684, as a result it is 
anticipated most construction related traffic will utilize I-684; some construction 
traffic may also utilize NY-120 (Purchase Street). The number and type of 
vehicles will vary depending upon the type of work occurring on the project 
site. Construction of the proposed project will be completed in a single phase 
and will last an estimated 14 months. Construction activity will be limited to 
7:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays. Construction activities will take place during daylight hours. 
Construction lighting will not be used. A list of construction vehicles and 
schedule is given below. 

Equipment Duration Construction Period 
2 Excavators/Bulldozers 3 months (intermittently) Site Preparation 

2 Backhoes 3 months Foundations/Utilities 
Crawler Crane 4 months Precast Structure/Skin Erection 

Crane and/or Conveyor 1 Week Hoisting roof equipment and materials 
2 Graders/Rollers 1 Week Pavement Preparation 

Dump Trucks 3-4 Months Site Preparation 
Dump Trucks 1 Month Foundations/Utilities 
Dump Trucks 1 Month Final Site Preparation 

140 Concrete Trucks 3 Months Foundations 
200 Concrete Trucks (2) 2 week periods Concrete Slabs 

 
Excavated soil export and concrete deliveries will be major components of the 
construction traffic. An estimated ±20,000 c.y. of soil material will be exported, 
which means during a portion of the construction process approximately 15-20 
truckloads will on average be exported each day to an approved site.  Concrete 
foundations and slabs will require approximately 3,500 c.y. of concrete to be 
delivered to the project site. This would amount to approximately 350 concrete 
truck deliveries. Concrete source and equipment will determine the number of 
trucks per day. The building structure will be primarily constructed of precast 
concrete panels. Approximately 350 trucks will be required to deliver these 
panels and a crane will be utilized to install the panels. A concrete washout 
station has been included in the site plans. 
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Comment 5: Response 17-2 does not adequately address DEP’s concerns regarding the 
management of groundwater during construction. As designed, Temporary 
Sediment Basin No. 2 may not function as intended because the bottom 
excavation appears to penetrate the seasonally high water table witnessed in 
deep test pit excavations conducted on site. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Sediment Basin No. 2 will not be used until the final phase of the construction 
sequence. As such, the storage volume above the ground water/permanent pool 
elevation of the pocket wetland will be sufficient to provide more than the 
minimum recommended volume of a sediment basin. 

Comment 6: The FEIS does not adequately address DEP’s concerns regarding removal of 
dissolved phosphorus. The stormwater design standards represent the minimum 
regulatory stormwater treatment required by current code and therefore does not 
constitute mitigation in the context of SEQRA. Furthermore, mention of the 
assumed removal of 40% total phosphorus does not substantiate the dissolved 
fraction of the total phosphorus. The project sponsor’s conclusive statement that 
“Stormwater facilities designed in series are effective for removing dissolved 
phosphorus” is not supported in the design and information provided in the 
FEIS. DEP requested that the applicant assess pollutants such as TN, BOD, and 
TSS in the FEIS. The project sponsor states that this was not done and that by 
meeting current stormwater regulatory requirements the project is presumed to 
have achieved appropriate pollutant removals. Again, regulatory compliance 
represents a minimum code requirement and does not constitute appropriate 
mitigation under SEQRA. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Water quality treatment will be provided by placing two (2) primary standard 
practices in series: a sand filter, followed by a pocket wetland. The water quality 
volume will be directed toward the sand filter. Filtered runoff will then be 
conveyed to the pocket wetland. Filtering the runoff will remove the majority of 
the suspended phosphorus leaving the dissolved phosphorus for plant uptake in 
the pocket wetland. This paired practice will provide more than the minimum 
code requirements, and as such, do constitute appropriate mitigation per 
guidance from NYSDEC and NYCDEP. A revised pollutant loading assessment 
was completed for the current DSEIS plan, as described above and in Appendix 
B. A net reduction is shown in all pollutants analyzed with construction of the 
proposed stormwater management plan, as compared to existing conditions.  

Comment 7: DEP expressed concern regarding the adverse impacts associated with post-
development increases in stormwater volume. The data provided in Table 1-4 
show that the revised plan will result in significant increases in post-
development stormwater runoff volumes at Design Point 2. Based on the 
stormwater volume data from Table 1-4 the project will result in increases of 
88%, 49%, and 61% in runoff volume above pre-development levels for the 1-
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year, 10-year, and 100-year, 24-hour storms respectively. Design Point 2 is the 
only design point showing a post-development increase in stormwater volume; 
therefore a “hard look” at adverse impacts due to increased post-development 
stormwater volume is warranted, with impacts either eliminated or mitigated. 
(NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Stormwater regulations are based on peak flow mitigation (i.e. flow rate) for 
larger storm events and volume control for smaller, more frequent storm events. 
The smaller storm volume control is accomplished by providing Green 
Infrastructure (GI) practices to promote infiltration of the stormwater. For this 
site, the GI practice of, permeable pavement will be used to infiltrate the 
increased volume from the development of the site during the smaller storm 
events. Larger storm stormwater volume will be stored in the pocket wetland 
and released slowly by regulating the flow rate out of the pocket wetland with 
an outlet structure. Reduction of volume of runoff from the larger storm events 
would require infiltration practices which are not able to be supported by the site 
soils. 

Comment 8: DEP suggested the applicant consider an alternative that utilizes more intensive 
green stormwater infrastructure, including a green roof. Response 9-13 includes 
the unsupported assertion that a green roof “is not a proven effective measure 
for stormwater quality as they typically require fertilizer, thus increasing 
pollutants…” DEP cannot concur with this unsubstantiated assessment of green 
roofs and strongly disagrees with the assumed potential impact on Kensico 
Reservoir. A green roof combined with the measures to capture and treat 
stormwater runoff proposed by the project sponsor in the selected alternative 
would likely enhance the stormwater management capability of the project, not 
detract from it. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Due to structural limitations of the proposed architecture to provide a green 
roof, references to pollutants regarding the green roof have been removed. 
Instead, runoff from the building’s roof area will be directed into the GI practice 
of stormwater planters to provide runoff reduction. In this manner, the roof area 
will have been treated and cannot be attributed to another practice (i.e., “double 
dipping”). Although a green roof would have provided another option to treat 
stormwater, it is no longer part of the proposed project. Nonetheless, the 
proposed stormwater management plan meets the NYSDEC requirements of 
SPDES GP-0-15-002. Additionally, to provide conservative results, no pollutant 
removal credit was taken for treatment in the stormwater planters surrounding 
the proposed building. The pollutant loading analysis results, contained in 
Appendix B, indicate the proposed stormwater management facility will achieve 
a net improvement in runoff pollutant concentrations 
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Comment 9: The extent of wetland and buffer enhancement should be clarified. The FEIS 
indicates the invasive species management will be conducted in an 8,000 square 
foot area of wetland buffer and 20,000 square foot area of wetland. The FEIS 
also indicates that coverage of invasive species is approximately 50% of these 
areas and cites 4,000 and 10,000 square feet of enhancement for the buffer and 
wetland, respectively. As such removal of 14,000 square feet of invasive species 
may not be adequate mitigation for 36,514 square feet of disturbance. 
(NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Due to the reduction in building footprint, the area of wetland buffer 
enhancement has expanded to 9,800 sf. The wetland enhancement area is 29,200 
sf, for a total wetland/buffer enhancement area of 39,000 sf. A site inspection 
indicates that approximately 50 percent of this area is dominated by invasive 
plants, meaning approximately 19,500 sf of wetland/buffer mitigation is 
proposed.  

The modified DSEIS building plan has been reduced in size, resulting in a 9,048 
decrease in the amount of impervious surface located within the Town’s 100-
foot wetland buffer as compared to the previous, FEIS site plan. The Town’s 
wetland mitigation requirements measure a project’s impacts against the 
existing site conditions. At present, the existing building/parking areas on the 
project site total 12,316 sf of impervious surface within the Town’s 100-foot 
wetland buffer. The modified project now proposed would result in 27,466 sf of 
impervious surface within the 100-foot wetland buffer, representing an increase 
of 15,150 sf of impervious surface in the buffer as compared to the existing 
building/parking areas. This 15,150 sf of new impervious surface within the 
buffer constitutes a permanent “loss” of buffer area. To offset this impact, the 
approximately 19,500 sf of wetland/buffer enhancement planting proposed 
represents a mitigation ratio of 1.3:1, which is somewhat less than the Town 
Code’s 2:1 mitigation requirement.  

Town Code §340: Wetlands and Watercourse Protection, indicates that “the 
mitigation plan shall also compensate for unavoidable wetland buffer losses at a 
ratio of two for one, unless the approval authority determines that such 
mitigation is not feasible.” What constitutes a “loss” of wetland buffer is not 
defined in the Code. “Regulated Activities” are clearly defined at §340-4, 
including such actions as the placement of roadways, structures, deposition of 
fill, modification of land contours, clearing of trees, etc. Thus, it is unclear if the 
2:1 mitigation ratio for impacts to buffers applies to the area temporarily 
disturbed during construction or just the buffer area permanently “lost” due to 
the placement of structures, drives, or other impervious surfaces. As indicated in 
Table 1, the area of permanent impervious surface proposed within the buffer 
has been reduced to 27,466 sf with the current plan. The area of temporary 
disturbance (clearing/re-grading) within the buffer has remained roughly the 
same since the DEIS at 42,177 sf. This is for the stormwater basins and small 
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previously disturbed areas adjacent to the building which will be landscaped 
with native vegetation. This 42,177 sf of temporary disturbance in the buffer 
will be fully re-vegetated with native wetland (within the pocket wetland and 
stormwater basins) and upland species (within upland areas to be replanted) and 
therefore it will be restored to functional wetland buffer. In total, temporary and 
permanent disturbance within the buffer is now approximately 69,643 sf. 
Considered this way, the 19,500 sf of wetland/buffer mitigation plantings yields 
a mitigation ratio of 0.28:1.0.  But as discussed, the majority of this area is 
temporary buffer disturbance that will be replanted with native species and so 
may be considered “impact avoidance” or “mitigation” in itself.  

The Applicant is willing to provide additional offsite wetland buffer mitigation 
at a location of the Town’s choosing and has requested that a meeting be 
arranged with the Town’s Conservation Board to identify appropriate offsite 
locations. Please note, however, that §340-9 of the Town Code explicitly states 
that 2:1 buffer mitigation is required “unless the approval authority determines 
that such mitigation is not feasible.” Furthermore, for wetland buffer mitigation, 
the Code specifies that mitigation take the form of, “preventative practices to 
protect the natural condition and function of the wetland,” and “restoration or 
enhancement (e.g. improving the density and diversity of the native plant 
species) of remaining or other upland buffer to offset impacts to the original 
buffer.” (Town Code §340-9.B.2). In the Applicant’s opinion, the proposed 
Wetland and Buffer Enhancement Plan (contained in Appendix D) does exactly 
this by planting all non-impervious land areas within the buffer in native species 
and by removing invasive plants from areas of undisturbed buffer and wetland. 
In this instance, with limited land onsite for wetland buffer mitigation, the 
Applicant may be found to have satisfied the Town’s mitigation requirement 
with its proposed enhancement plan. The Town will review this plan and has the 
right to make a final determination as to the adequacy of the Applicant’s 
wetland buffer mitigation plan. 

Comment 10: Both mechanical and chemical methods are proposed for the removal of 10 
different invasive species in a 14,000 square foot area. This could potentially 
result in extensive chemical application within a wetland and buffer in close 
proximity to the Kensico Reservoir. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Limited chemical methods for the removal of invasive species will be used. 
However, when used, only NYSDEC-approved herbicides will be chosen to 
spot-treat individual plants. Best practices will include using a backpack or hand 
sprayer, wick applicator, cloth glove applicator, stem injection or herbicide 
clippers. No broadcast herbicide applications (using, for example, a truck-
mounted sprayer) would be permitted. In all cases, any herbicide directions for 
use or restrictions found on the label must and shall be followed by a New York 
State Certified Applicator or Technician in an appropriate category. Herbicide 
spot treatment will require follow-up inspection later in the growing season or 
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the following year to retreat any individuals that were missed. The approximate 
quantity of wetland/buffer enhancement has increased, and is now 19,500 sf. 
This mitigation offsets the added impervious surfaces within the Town buffer by 
a 1:1.3 ratio.  

Comment 11: The FEIS also indicates that native species will be protected during 
enhancement activities but does not explain how. The project sponsor should 
provide a discussion on measures that will be used to protect native species 
during buffer enhancement. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: The protection of existing native and non-target vegetation has been considered 
throughout the development of the Wetland and Wetland Buffer Enhancement 
Plan. As stated, the project ecologist will apply best practices and be on site to 
supervise all activities within the enhancement areas. This professional, who is 
experienced in wetland enhancement and plant ecology, will determine the areas 
where invasive species are not dominant and identify native trees and shrubs 
which are to be protected. Where practical, these areas will be taped off prior to 
the enhancement activities and left undisturbed. In addition, the native and non-
target vegetation will be protected through the methodologies outlined in the 
Wetland and Wetland Buffer Enhancement Plan contained in Appendix D and 
shown in Drawing C-9. As discussed in the plan the preference is for invasive 
species to be removed by hand. Only limited chemical methods of removal 
through manually spot-treating one plant at a time will be used, thus minimizing 
risk of disturbance to non-target species. 

Comment 12: A five year monitoring and maintenance program is indicated in the Wetland 
and Buffer Enhancement Plan. The plan should include a target level of invasive 
species coverage in the enhancement areas, and should include not only 
provisions for continued invasive species removal, but for continued planting of 
native species. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: The maximum amount of invasive species coverage at the end of the five-year 
monitoring period and the end of each year during the monitoring period will be 
5 percent or less. This is the criteria currently required by the USACE for 
wetland mitigation/creation projects. As described in the Revised Wetland and 
Wetland Buffer Enhancement Plan (Appendix D), the extent of invasive species 
colonization within the enhancement areas would be assessed annually, and 
invasive species removal with supplemental planting of native wetland and 
wetland buffer vegetation will occur annually during the five-year monitoring 
period. The Applicant will work with the Town Planning/Building departments 
during Site Plan Approval to ensure the wetland enhancement meets with the 
Town’s approval and the Approval of NYCDEP.  
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Comment 13: The symbol used in the landscape legend of Figure 1-5 for the wetland 
enhancement area does not appear in the figure itself and cannot be discerned. 
Figure 1-5 should be revised accordingly. In addition, Figure 1-5 does not 
clarify the species of plants proposed. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Figures 1-5 and the Landscape Plan on Sheet C-9 have been revised. The 
species of plants proposed for the Wetland Enhancement Area and the Wetland 
Buffer Enhancement Area can be found in the Wetland and Buffer Enhancement 
Document, contained in Appendix D and on the large scale drawings, Sheet C-9. 

Comment 14: Regarding to Response 6-2, Figure 1-10 and Drawing C-9 include a list of 
proposed plant species, yet provide no specific information on where each 
species will be placed in the landscape design. Appendix F, the Wetland and 
Wetland Buffer Enhancement Plan, also does not provide detail about their 
placement in the landscape. The landscaping plan should be more detailed and 
should indicate where each species is proposed for use. (NYCDEP 2/12/15) 

Response: Additional information regarding the placement of specific plant species is 
documented in the revised Landscape Plan (Drawing C-9).  

The species of plants proposed for the Wetland Enhancement Area and the 
Wetland Buffer Enhancement Area can be found in the Wetland and Buffer 
Enhancement Document, contained in Appendix D and on the large scale 
drawings, Sheet C-9. In these areas, plants will be located as determined in the 
field by the project ecologist, who is experienced in wetland enhancement and 
plant ecology, based on field conditions and the extent of invasive species 
removals. No specific planting plan is provided for the Wetland and Wetland 
Buffer Enhancement areas as it is intended to be an Adaptive Management 
program that provides in-fill planting where necessary to fill the growing space 
left upon invasive species removal. The Landscape Plan will be further refined 
by the project Landscape Architect in coordination with the project ecologist 
during the Site Plan review process. 

Comment 15: Drawing C-13 shows planting details for deciduous and evergreen trees, and 
deciduous shrubs on steep slopes. Note that the use of stakes, guy wires, and 
tree wrap is no longer considered to be standard practice and should only be 
used where trees are subject to high winds (for guying materials) and thin-
barked trees to sun-scale (for tree wrap). Should the site have these conditions 
and use of these items is necessary, a note on the plan should then be added to 
require their removal prior to final acceptance (i.e., within 1 year following 
planting) of the landscaping. If these materials are left in place, there is a shigh 
likelihood they will eventually strangle the trees and/or harbor pests or diseases 
and cause mortality. (NYCDEP 2/12/15)  
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Response: Comment noted. The planting details on Drawing C-13 have been revised and 
the following note has been added to the Landscape Plan, Drawing C-9: 

“Tree staking, guy wires and wrap shall not be used unless directed by the 
project landscape architect or project arborist in the field at the time of planting. 
if used, all tree staking, guy wires and wrap shall be removed prior to final 
acceptance and no longer than one (1) year after planting.” 

NEW YORK STATE WATERSHED INSPECTOR GENERAL (WIG) 

Responses to comments 11-21 and 24 & 25 from WIG 6/1/11 correspondence; Responses to 
comments from WIG 2/19/15 correspondence. 

Comment 16: Significant disturbance and encroachments of wetland and watercourse buffers 
remain. The Project still proposes construction of stormwater practices and 
additional impervious areas within the 100’ Town of North Castle wetland 
buffer. The combined disturbances from these activities within the wetland 
buffer amounts to about 40,000 square feet in area. In the FEIS Chapter 3, 
Comments and Responses, on page 3-197, Response 9-76 states: “The Lead 
Agency does not typically permit stormwater treatment facilities in the Town-
regulated wetland buffer.” Given the extremely sensitive location of the site, just 
on the doorstep of the Kensico Reservoir, there is no reason why the Town 
Planning Board as Lead Agency should allow that here. 

Response: The project proposes no wetland disturbance, and with the current DSEIS plan 
proposes to increase impervious surface within Town Wetland Buffer by 15,150 
sf. This 15,150 sf represents the permanent “loss” of wetland buffer area that 
would occur with the proposed project. At present, the existing building/parking 
areas on the project site total 12,316 sf of impervious surface within the Town’s 
100-foot wetland buffer. Additional 42,177 sf of temporary disturbance is 
required in the 100-foot wetland buffer for the construction and planting of the 
stormwater management system but this area will recover into a fully vegetated 
state, occupied by native woody and herbaceous wetland and upland plant 
species. In the Applicant’s opinion, therefore, it is not a “loss” of buffer, only a 
temporary disturbance. The Town may consider the placement of stormwater 
facilities in the wetland buffer and will need to weigh the net benefit of the 
proposed pocket wetland and wetland buffer enhancement in its decision of 
approval on the permanent and temporary wetland buffer disturbance proposed. 

Comment 17: The construction of the parking facility would increase by over 400% the 
amount of impervious surface within the 100’ buffer of a DEP-regulated 
intermittent stream (from approximately 2,043 sf to 10,413 sf). Under DEP’s 
Watershed Regulations, the construction of an impervious surface within 100’ 
of a watercourse is generally prohibited. In light of the extremely sensitive 
location of the site and proposed large encroachment within the buffer, the WIG 
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Office is aware of no reason why a variance to this prohibition should be 
granted. Thus, the Project should be scaled down or reconfigured to exclude 
disturbances and new impervious areas from Town and DEP buffer areas. 
(Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: In response to comments, it should be noted that the footprint of the proposed 
building was reduced from 50,914 sf in the DEIS to 44,812 square feet in the 
FEIS and is now 37,444 sf in the current DSEIS plan. This represents a 26 
percent decrease in building footprint overall over the course of the 
environmental review. Impervious surface within the 100-foot limiting distance 
to the onsite DEP streams under existing conditions (current unoccupied 
building and parking area) is 7,704 sf. With the current DSEIS plan, the increase 
in impervious surface within the DEP 100-foot limiting distance has been 
minimized to just 5,993 sf (13,697 sf total). This is required for widening the 
access drive off New King Street and for the new building, and represents a 
substantial reduction in impervious surface within the DEP limiting distances as 
compared to the DEIS and FEIS site plans. Further reducing the building 
footprint to eliminate the need for a NYCDEP variance is not economically 
feasible as it would require further reductions, below the current 980 parking 
space size. As indicated in the NYCDEP Watershed Rules and Regulations 
(WRR), §18-39.a.4.iii, the expansion of an existing impervious surface within 
100 feet of a watercourse or wetland at an existing facility is allowed provided 
the total area of expanded impervious surfaces does not exceed 25 percent of the 
area of the existing impervious surfaces. At the project site, the total existing 
impervious surface of the building and parking is 33,716 sf. The proposed 
facility would increase impervious surface to a total of 47,272 sf, representing 
an increase of 13,556 sf. This is a 40 percent expansion over the existing 
impervious surface. In order to reduce the expansion to the 25 percent allowable 
increase and thereby avoid the need for a NYCDEP Variance from the WRR, 
the expansion would have to be reduced by 5,127 sf, more than a 50 percent 
reduction in the proposed impervious surface expansion. Considering the Town 
requirements to widen the driveway and the economic limitations on the size of 
the proposed garage, which has already been reduced in footprint by 26 percent 
as compared to the DEIS, the applicant cannot avoid the need for a NYCDEP 
Variance from the WRR.  

Comment 18: The hydrologic analysis performed with the Hydro CAD computer program is 
flawed. Although the updated Northeast Regional Climate Center (NRCC) 
rainfall data values were correctly used in the routings, they were incorrectly 
coupled with a Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Type 3 rainfall distribution, 
which is no longer valid in New York State. The rainfall table from NRCC must 
be imported into the Hydro CAD file, to be converted to the appropriate rainfall 
distributions at the project site. These analyses must be redone. (Office of the 
Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 
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Response: The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Type 3 rainfall distribution curve that was 
used generates a higher flow rate than the site specific NRCC hydrographs that 
can be imported in the computer modeling software. Therefore, the stormwater 
model provided for the proposed project is conservative. The comparison 
between pre-developed conditions versus post-developed conditions compares 
the results of the development to approximate the increase and provides a 
guideline for storage and peak flow mitigation required. As such, the difference 
between the flow rates calculated by the rainfall distribution curves is more 
reflective of the mitigation needed than the subtle differences between the above 
mentioned distribution curves.  

Comment 19: The Hydrologic Soil Groups (HSG) and soil data for this project are outdated 
and incorrect. The SWPPP shows a significant amount of Charlton loam soil on 
site. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation 
Service updated soil survey information for Putnam and Westchester Counties 
in December 2011. As a result, the Charlton loam is no longer mapped for this 
site. The soil replacing Charlton loam is Woodbridge loam… Both of these 
loam soils are HSG C, but the type of land use overlaying different areas of each 
of these soils may have changed which could result in a change in the runoff 
volume. Another change to the soil data is that Ridgebury loam, which was a 
HSG C soil is now an HSG D soils. However, the existing routing results using 
the HydroCAD computer model do not account for any HSG D soil in the 
drainage areas. This change, which occurs over approximately 50-60% of the 
site, as well as HSG C area changes, will result in an increase in the runoff in 
the curve number (RCN) and thus an increase in the runoff volume amount for 
all storm frequencies. Therefore, all the hydrology must be re-calculated with 
this updated soil data. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: A Hydrologic Group D soil provides a higher rainfall runoff than a Hydrologic 
Group C soil. This increases the predevelopment peak flow rate. As such, 
utilizing a D soil in the predeveloped condition would actually reduce the 
difference between the existing predevelop peak flow rate and post developed 
peak flow rates with the additional impervious area. As such, the peak flow 
mitigation using Hydrologic C soil is a more conservative approach, which was 
used in this analysis. 

Comment 20: The data presented in the Stormwater Facility Profile shown on drawing C-13, 
Standard Details IV, is incorrect and does not agree with the current HydroCAD 
routing inputs and results. In addition, drawing C-13 shows the wetland 
permanent pool to be at elevation 377.5, while the HydroCAD routings start at 
pool elevation 378.00. The wetland outlet pipe elevation should be 372.5, 
instead of 368.5+/- shown on the drawing. Therefore, the entire Stormwater 
Facility Profile should be re-drawn once the correct elevations and dimensions 
have been established. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 
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Response: The profile has been adjusted to reflect the proposed site conditions. 

Comment 21: A quality assurance/quality control check should be performed between 
drawings C-6, C-11, C-13, and the HydroCAD input and output to ensure that 
all elevations and dimensions between these documents are in agreement. 

Response: Comment noted. Stormwater engineering design details such as these will be 
performed as suggested and will be included in the plans submitted for site plan 
review.  

Comment 22: Our DEIS Technical Comments, in items 24 and 25, dealt with pollutant loading 
and water quality, and recommended that the sponsor implement additional 
retrofits for the impervious areas on the adjacent lot 13A. In the FEIS’s response 
to these comments, the sponsor stated that it would investigate options for 
retrofitting these impervious areas and include them in the final SWPPP. This 
investigation should not be deferred; rather it should be completed and 
incorporated into the project before it is approved by the Lead Agency. (Office 
of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: The Applicant is sensitive to the fact that much of the existing offsite area near 
the proposed development was developed without concern for water quality as it 
predates the regulations. To address concerns, the Applicant has investigated 
options for retrofitting offsite areas and including them in the proposed SWPPP 
to the extent practicable due to topography and built environment constraints. 
This includes the current proposal to incorporate treatment of approximately 
11,000 sf of impervious surfaces from the abutting property (Lot 13A). If during 
site plan review additional offsite areas are identified that could benefit from 
being integrated into the proposed SWPPP, the Applicant will be willing to 
consider these modifications. A revised water quality analysis has been prepared 
and is provided in Appendix B C. The stormwater management plan captures all 
areas of disturbance and meets or exceeds NYSDEC requirements.  

Comment 23: A concrete truck washout facility must be added to the SWPPP in Sections 7.1, 
Erosion and Sediment Control Practices, and 8.1, Inspections and Record 
Keeping During Construction. It should also be included on the drawing C-1, 
Notes and drawings C-8, Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and C-13, 
Standard Details IC. Although a concrete truck washout facility is 
acknowledged in the “Comments and Responses” on page 3-249 of Chapter 3 in 
the FEIS, it must be placed on the applicable drawings and incorporated more 
fully into the SWPPP. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: A concrete washout area has been added to the site details, see Drawing C-10. 
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Comment 24: The design details for catch basin hoods do not appear on the drawings. These 
hoods are covers which extend over the entrance of the outlet pipes of the catch 
basins. They extend out from the wall and down over the opening of the pipe 
entrance to keep trash out. The omission of design detail must be corrected to 
property assess whether the hoods are properly sized. (Office of the Watershed 
Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: Hoods have been added to the catch basin details, see Drawing C-11. 

Comment 25: Rock outlet protection for the end of the Perimeter Dike and Swales #1 and #2 
has not been included on drawing C-8 in the Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: Check dams, rip rap, and rock outlet protection have been added to the 
perimeter dike and Swales #1 and #2, see Drawing C-11. 

Comment 26: The Storm Drainage Schedule table on drawing C-6 should be amended to 
include information for structure no.18, which is shown on the drawing and 
labeled as structure type ES6. Structure type ES6 is the roof leader or roof 
downspout and extended discharge pipe from the building on Lot 13A to the 
wetland. This outlet should be removed from the building on Lot 13A to the 
wetland. This outlet should be removed from the wetland and re-routed to the 
sediment basin to provide enhanced water quality treatment, by allowing 
particles to settle out prior to directing the flow through the treatment system. In 
addition, structure 9 in the storm drainage schedule needs to be corrected to 
show a 15 inch diameter pipe outletting from the flow splitter instead of the 12 
inch diameter pipe. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 2/19/15) 

Response: Comment noted. The Storm Drainage Schedule table referred to in the above 
comment would not adversely impact the layout of the proposed site plan. 
Nonetheless, the specific comments requiring amendments to engineering 
details will be included in the set of drawings that will be submitted to the Town 
as part of site plan review.  

Comment 27: Temporary conveyances to the sediment basins would be designed to transport a 
100-year storm event. However, these calculations were not provided in the 
PSWPPP nor were specific dimensions for the perimeter Dike/Swale presented 
on Sheet C-10. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment 
#11) 

Response: Comment noted. The design calculations for the temporary conveyances and 
dimensions referred to in the above comment would not have a substantive 
impact in the layout of the proposed site plan. Nonetheless, it is understood that 
the specific request to provide the calculations and specific dimensions for the 
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perimeter dike/swale will be included in the set of drawings that will be 
submitted as part of site plan review.  

Comment 28: Considering the proposed size of disturbance and construction operations, a 
curve number of 98 is recommended to size the erosion and sediment controls 
for all areas. In addition, the construction condition hydrologic and hydraulic 
calculations must also be presented. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 
6/1/11 – Comment #12) 

Response: Comment noted. Using a curve number of 98 to size the erosion and sediment 
controls would not substantively impact the layout of the proposed site plan. 
Nonetheless, the specific calculations concerning the construction condition, 
hydrologic and hydraulic calculations will be provided as part of site plan 
review.  

Comment 29: The structural details for three outlet structures within the Stormwater Control 
System are absent and should be provided. Validation of the post-developed 
design HydroCAD routings cannot be made without these details. A table of 
dimensions and elevations needs to be provided on Sheet C-10. (Office of the 
Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #13) 

Response: Comment noted. The outlet structure engineering details referred to in the above 
comment would not substantively impact the layout of the proposed site plan. 
Nonetheless, the structural details for the outlet structures will be included with 
the stormwater engineering design details that will accompany the plans for site 
plan review.  

Comment 30: The 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. Also the flow splitter detail does not match the HydroCAD 
routings, which show a 2' x 0.5' orifice below the 24'' diameter overflow pipe. 
This error needs to be corrected. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 
6/1/11 – Comment #14) 

Response: Comment noted. The flow splitter details referred to in the above comment will 
be corrected and included in the drawings submitted as part of site plan review. 
Nonetheless, the flow splitter detail requested would not have a substantive 
impact on either the site plan or the effectiveness of the stormwater plan.  

Comment 31: Specific dimensions and elevations should be added to the Stormwater Planter 
Detail on Sheet C-10, and to all the details, as appropriate, on Sheets C-9 
through C-12. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment 
#15) 
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Response: Comment noted. The specific dimensions and elevations for the Planter details 
referred to in the above comment will be provided as part of the drawing set that 
will be submitted as part of site plan review. Nonetheless, these details would 
not have a substantive impact on the proposed site plan.  

Comment 32: The 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 and the pipe outlet invert elevation raised to elevation 370.0 to agree with 
the elevations show in the table on Sheet C-5 and also to correct the HydroCAD 
routing, which shows 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. (Office of the 
Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #16) 

Response: Comment noted. The profile and detail of the pocket wetland and associated 
outlet structure of the above comment will be reviewed and corrected if 
necessary, and submitted as part of site plan review. Nonetheless, if a 
modification is required, it would not have a substantive impact on either the 
site plan or the effectiveness of the stormwater water plan.  

Comment 33: The runoff reduction volume (RRv) calculations performed and included as 
Appendix E of the PSWPPP …. should be validated and the details on the 
construction drawing C-10 for the stormwater planter should match those used 
in the design calculations presented in the SWPPP Appendix E. For example, 
the soil depth shown on Sheet C-10 is 18”, whereas the soil depth presented in 
the design calculations in the PSWPPP is 24”. These inconsistencies need to be 
corrected. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #17) 

Response: Comment noted. Engineering details and RRv calculations as noted in the above 
comment will be reevaluated as part of the preparation of the plans that will be 
submitted as part of site plan review. Nonetheless, these refinements would not 
substantively impact either the site plan or the effectiveness of the stormwater 
plan.  

Comment 34: The Tc flow path to the design point DP-2 does not appear to accurately 
represent the entire PRE-2 drainage area. The same is true for the Tc flow path 
for PRE-3. Corrected Tc flow paths should be used or the drainage areas should 
be further subdivided to more accurately represent the design points. (Office of 
the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #18) 

Response: Comment noted. Subtle differences in the time of concentration flow paths of 
the above comment would not adversely impact the layout of the proposed site 
plan. The specific comments regarding the stormwater engineering design 
details such as these will be addressed during site plan review.  
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Comment 35: It appears that lower mannings coefficients for sheet flow were used while 
higher Kv values were used for shallow concentrated flow, both resulting in 
higher pre-developed peak discharges. These calculations need to be re-
evaluated. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #19) 

Response: Comment noted. Subtle differences in the specific engineering friction factors 
used in calculating the time of concentration of the above comment would not 
adversely impact the layout of the proposed site plan. The specific comments 
regarding the stormwater engineering design details such as these will be 
addressed during site plan review.  

Comment 36: The sedimentation basin used as pre-treatment for sand filters should be sized 
to: 1) contain 25% of the sand filter water quality volume; and 2) to dewater 
over a twenty-four hour period, to effectively retain fines and prevent clogging. 
These details are needed to validate its intended operation. (Office of the 
Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #20) 

Response: Comment noted. The pretreatment and dewatering time period of the above 
comment do not adversely impact the layout of the proposed site plan. The 
specific comments regarding the stormwater engineering design details such as 
these will be addressed during site plan review.  

Comment 37: The contributing areas assigned in the pollutant loading calculations do not 
agree with the drainage areas utilized in the HydroCAD model. These should be 
reconciled. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – Comment #21) 

Response: Comment noted. Contributing areas to the pollutant loading calculations and 
drainage areas used in the HydroCAD model have been reconciled.  

Comment 38: These results indicate a 29% phosphorus reduction below the pre-developed 
load and a total phosphorus reduction of approximately 47.5% of the post-
developed load. These values are significantly less than the 40% to 88% 
reduction shown in Table 6-7 on page 23 of the SWPPP. As a result, additional 
retrofits of impervious areas of Lot 13A should be required to increase 
phosphorus removal. (Office of the Watershed Inspector General, 6/1/11 – 
Comment #22) 

Response: Comment noted. Pollutant loading removal calculations with the reconciled 
areas stated in the above comment and included in Appendix B demonstrate the 
total phosphorus reduction will be 24%.  

Comment 39: In addition to the capture of rooftop runoff from the masonry building on Lot 
13A, offsite, runoff from other offsite impervious surfaces on Lot 13A should 
be captured and treated. A useful aid to designing a retrofit program is available 
from the Center for Watershed Protection (CWP) which has developed a 
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Watershed Treatment Model (WTM), that integrates the latest pollutant removal 
practices and calculation methodologies. (Office of the Watershed Inspector 
General, 6/1/11 – Comment #23) 

Response: Comment noted. As previously stated, the Applicant is sensitive to the fact that 
much of the existing offsite area near the proposed development was developed 
without concern for water quality as it predates the regulations. To address 
concerns, the Applicant has investigated options for retrofitting offsite areas and 
including them in the proposed SWPPP to the extent practicable due to 
topography and built environment constraints. This includes a proposal to 
incorporate 10,931 sf of impervious surfaces from the abutting property (Lot 
13A). This is the maximum amount of impervious surface on the adjacent lot 
that can be readily conveyed and treated in the proposed stromwater 
management system. Other areas of impervious surface on Lot 13A drain 
eastwards, in the opposite direction from the proposed stormwater system. (See 
existing conditions Drawing C-2). To incorporate additional runoff from Lot 
13A would require substantial regrading and disturbance to this abutting 
property. It has been the intent of this project to capture as much offsite 
stormwater runoff as possible and to provide treatment to this previously 
untreated runoff before it goes into the Kensico Reservoir. The applicant will 
continue to work with the Town, the Watershed Inspector General, and 
NYCDEP to identify additional opportunities for improving the quality of 
stormwater entering the Kensico Reservoir.  

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WESTCHESTER COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 
PLANNING DATED 2-11-15 

Comment 40: We have consulted with the FAA and have been informed that the reference to 
the RPZ policy in AC 150/5300-13 is obsolete. In a FAA memorandum dated 
September 27, 2012 (attached), the FAA Office of Airports identified a need to 
clarify policies on land uses within the RPZ. The memorandum contains interim 
RPZ guidance that does not differentiate between the central portion and the 
controlled activity area. Significantly, we point out that this interim guidance 
was issued after the “No Hazard” determination was granted from the FAA on 
August 16, 2011. While documents have been provided noting that this 
determination was extended, it is our understanding that the approval expired on 
August 14, 2014. Because the “No Hazard” determination is no longer in effect, 
and because the proposed building height has now been increased, the FAA has 
informed us that the proposed project must be reevaluated using the interim 
RPZ policy. 

Response: As noted in correspondence from the Westchester County Planning Board, the 
FAA “Determination of No Hazard” for the proposed project, per 49 U.S.C., 
Section 44718, Title 14 of the Code of Regulations, part 77, expired on August 
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14, 2014, and the proposed project needed to be re-evaluated using the current 
RPZ policy. 

A request for re-evaluation was made and a determination was received on 
08/18/2015. The FAA concluded that the proposed structure does not exceed 
obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air navigation, and 
marking/lighting would not be necessary. This determination will expire on 
02/18/2017. Further, the FAA determination requires that within five days after 
the proposed garage reaches its greatest height that the FAA be notified via 
FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alternation.  

The FAA determination includes an “Advisory Recommendation” discouraging 
structures that will result in the “…congregation of people within an RPZ...” if 
the ‘…airport owner can control the use of the property…’ For this proposed 
project, the property is privately owned, thus not controlled by the airport, and 
the proposed structure will not result in the ‘congregation of people.” The point 
of fact is that there will be small groups of people dropping off and picking up 
their car, but no long term congregating of people. Therefore, the FAA’s 
Advisory Recommendation does not apply to the proposed project. 

Consequently, the Applicant has received a renewal of the previous 
determination from the FAA that this is no hazard to air navigation. A copy of 
the FAA documents are included as Appendix E. 

The Lead Agency will need to determine whether there are any significant 
adverse impacts associated with permitting this type of use within the RPZ. 

Comment 41: The plans include stormwater planters to treat stormwater from the roof of the 
proposed garage. The additional plantings surrounding the building raise a 
concern that birds will be attracted to the site and that bird strikes with airplanes 
may increase. We recommend that this impact be evaluated. 

Response: The Westchester County Department of Planning raised the concern that the 
stormwater planters proposed to capture roof runoff may attract birds and 
therefore pose a risk for airplane bird strikes. The vegetation to be planted in the 
stormwater planters would consist of herbaceous/shrub species located directly 
adjacent to the building in elevated planters. These planters would be 
inaccessible to larger birds (geese/ducks). Small perching birds (songbirds) may 
forage on seasonal seeds/fruits or glean insects from the foliage of the 
vegetation in the planters. However, the species of plants and the abundance of 
foraging birds would be no different than those that occur in the existing 
habitats that surround the site and within natural and landscaped areas nearby. 
No substantial increase in the abundance or species of song birds frequenting 
the site is expected to occur with the proposed project. Regarding larger birds, 
which are more frequently associated with conflicts with aircraft, the periphery 
of the site’s proposed stormwater basins (pocket wetland, sand filter, sediment 
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basin) would be fully vegetated with facultative wetland vegetation, both woody 
(trees/shrubs) and herbaceous. Geese utilize open areas occupied by lawns and 
short grasses. Allowing vegetation to grow to full height and including woody 
shrubs/trees in the planting plan, has been shown to prevent use of a site by 
geese.1 By keeping the periphery of the stormwater basins fully vegetated 
(unmowed) with a mix of herbaceous and woody species, and by occupying the 
majority of the project site in a fully landscaped condition, the potential for 
increased use of the site by Canada geese or other problematic waterfowl is 
avoided. The site plan will actually realize a substantial net reduction in lawn 
area, a habitat preferred by Canada geese. In this way, the project will not 
increase goose/duck populations or use of the site or adjacent areas.  

Comment 42: The plans include solar panels to be placed atop the roof of the garage. The solar 
panels may cause glare issues for aircraft. While the FAA requires a review for 
all solar panel installations on airport property, we encourage the applicant to 
follow FAA guidelines as much as possibly if the solar panels continue to be 
considered. 

Response: Correspondence from Westchester County Department of Planning expressed 
concern that the proposal to include solar panels atop the roof of the garage may 
cause glare issues for aircraft. While the proposed project aspires to include the 
maximum amount of green building technology, conventional solar panels were 
never contemplated. The Applicant is aware that if solar panels are proposed 
they will have to conform to FAA guidelines and policies with respect to non-
glare solar panels. 

Comment 43: The proposed traffic mitigation referenced in the final EIS would include 
restriping of the Airport Access Road (County Road 135), east of NYS Route 
120, to create two receiving lanes. This work will require a Road Permit from 
the Westchester County Department of Public Works and Transportation. The 
striping/signage plan must meet MUTCD requirements and must take into 
consideration that at the intersection of the Airport Access Road with New King 
Street, the lane configuration is one eastbound left turn only lane and one 
eastbound through lane. 

Response: As noted in correspondence from Westchester County Department of Planning 
(2-11-15), the proposed traffic mitigation referenced in the FEIS would include 
restriping of the Airport Access Road (County Road 135), east of NYS Route 
120, to create two receiving lanes. This work will require a Road Permit from 
the Westchester County Department of Public Works and Transportation. The 
striping/signage plan must meet MUTCD requirements and must take into 
consideration that at the intersection of the Airport Access Road with New King 

                                                      
1 http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/wildlife_pdf/geese.pdf 
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Street, the land configuration is one eastbound left turn only lane and one 
eastbound through lane. The Applicant has met with Westchester County 
Department of Public Works (DPW) to discuss the restriping and DPW 
expressed no concerns regarding the proposed improvement. A permit 
application along with a drawing that complies with MUTCD guidance showing 
the proposed improvement will be submitted to DPW for their review and 
comment. 

Comment 44: While the final EIS notes that the development will no longer disturb any on-site 
wetlands, there will be extensive site disturbance within wetland buffer areas. 
This should be of concern, especially because the site is in close proximity to 
the Kensico Reservoir and contains a watercourse which drains directly to the 
reservoir. 

Response: It should be noted that the current condition of this site, as well as the developed 
sites along New King Street, provides no stormwater quality treatment to 
runoff going into the Reservoir. In the existing condition, stormwater runs off 
the site and across/under I-684 and then into the Kensico Reservoir. This project 
will be the first along New King Street to capture and treat all of the subject site, 
and a portion of the abutting site. The proposed water quality treatment process 
will include a sand filter and pocket wetland stormwater management system 
designed in series. As such, they will provide greater water quality treatment 
and phosphorus removal than the existing vegetation. The Stormwater Analyses 
provided in the FEIS and revised Pollutant Loading Analysis in Appendix B 
show that post-construction runoff rates and pollutant concentrations will be 
reduced as compared to the existing condition.  

Comment 45: The site plan proposes site work that would denude and extensively regrade the 
forested embankment. Construction of this stormwater management system, 
therefore, would replace the stormwater management benefits provided by the 
existing, naturally vegetated buffer alongside the wetland and watercourse with 
a man-made system that requires proper site and environmental conditions, 
design, construction and long-term maintenance. 

Response: The proposed sand filter and pocket wetland stormwater management system 
will treat runoff from the newly created impervious surfaces constructed in the 
upland areas. In addition, the onsite wetland will be preserved. The conversion 
of a small percentage of the site’s undeveloped upland area is more than 
compensated by the provision of the stormwater management system, as shown 
in the Stormwater Pollutant Loading Analysis provide in Appendix B. At 
present, no stormwater detention or water quality practices exist on the site. The 
forested slope provides some infiltration but no treatment for storms that 
generate substantial runoff. The proposed stormwater management system will 
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provide greater water quality treatment and phosphorus removal than the 
existing vegetation. 

Comment 46: No planting plan or adequate cross-sectional and other details specific to the 
proposed stormwater planters, sediment basin, sand filter and pocket wetland 
have been provided. Therefore, the proposed stormwater management practices 
cannot be adequately assessed by reviewing the current plans. 

Response: A preliminary planting plan and schematic cross section of the proposed 
stormwater management system has been included in the Site Plan Drawings 
that accompany this DSEIS. Further details will be added as the plan is 
developed during site plan review. 

Comment 47: No vehicle accessway is provided to all of the stormwater management 
practices. Therefore, the expected short- and long-term maintenance needs of 
these practices appear not to have been considered. Access to the practices, 
particularly to remove sediment and debris from the sediment basin and sand 
filter, should be provided and shown on plans. 

Response: A permeable grass pavement system has been is provided for maintenance 
access to the stormwater practices. See Drawing C-5. 

Comment 48: The erosion and sediment control plan is inadequate for the work proposed: a) 
an existing, steeply sloping, naturally vegetated buffer alongside a wetland and 
watercourse will be denuded and a considerable amount of earthen materials 
will be regraded alongside the wetland and watercourse in order to construct 
temporary sediment basins, b) the same area will then be regraded again to 
construct permanent stormwater management practices, and c) regrading also 
will occur at the wetland and watercourse crossing on the northeastern side of 
the site. To protect the immediately adjacent wetlands and watercourse, only a 
single line of silt fence has been proposed at the toe of the newly created steep 
slopes. This is not in compliance with sound erosion and sediment control 
practices. 

Response: The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan has been revised and, in the applicant’s 
opinion, is compliant with best management practices for erosion and sediment 
control, see Drawings C-8A, C-8B, and C-8C included in the DSEIS Drawing 
Set, and additional practices have been provided. These practices include slope 
stabilization blankets and the erosion and sediment control sequencing expanded 
to provide a description of the proposed stages to be undertaken during 
construction of the site. All erosion and sediment control practices will comply 
with New York State and Town of North Castle regulations.  
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Comment 49: The erosion and sediment control plan also needs to clearly depict how erosion 
and sediment control practices will be adjusted through the various phases of 
construction. This will require the preparation of more than one erosion control 
plan sheet so that multiple phases of construction and erosion control practices 
can be shown. 

Response: The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan has been revised to include a multi-
stage sequence. These are shown in Drawings C-8A, C-8B, and C-8C, included 
in the DSEIS Drawing Set. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NYSDOT DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2015.  

Comment 50: Please be advised that any work proposed within the State right-of-way 
including, but not limited to, permanent improvements, oversized/overweight 
transportation of materials/equipment, and implementation of temporary traffic 
management plans require a NYSDOT permit.  

Response: Comment noted. A Highway Work Permit (HWP) application will be submitted 
to NYSDOT for their approval for any work to be performed in the ROW. 

  
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Robert P. Astorino 
County Executive 

County Planning Board 

 

432 Michaelian Office Building 
148 Martine Avenue 
White Plains, New York 10601 Telephone:  (914) 995-4400       Fax:  (914) 995-9098       Website:  westchestergov.com 

February 11, 2015 
 
Adam R. Kaufman, AICP 
Director of Planning 
Town of North Castle 
17 Bedford Road 
Armonk, NY 10504-1898 
 
Subject:  Referral File No. NOC 15-001 — Park Place at Westchester Airport 
      Final Environmental Impact Statement 
      Zoning Text Amendments, Site Plan & Special Permit 
 
Dear Mr. Kaufman: 
 
The Westchester County Planning Board has received a final environmental impact statement (EIS) 
(dated accepted January 13, 2015) prepared pursuant to the NYS Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQR) for the above referenced actions. We have also received site plans, dated revised October 15, 
2014. 
 
The proposed development involves the construction of a privately-owned automated parking garage 
on a 3.3-acre site located at 11 New King Street, to the north of the Westchester County Airport. The 
site contains one tax lot (2.47 acres) and a 0.87-acre portion of an adjacent lot that will be used for the 
construction of stormwater management infrastructure by way of a drainage easement. 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 (Rye Lake) through the rear (west side) of the site. 
 
While the project was initially proposed as a 1,450 space automated parking garage with a car wash, 
the project has been revised to reduce the building footprint so as to not encroach on any of the on-site 
wetlands. As a result, the car wash is no longer proposed and the garage has been reduced to 1,380 
spaces. Building height, however, has increased to 59 feet from 56 feet initially proposed. The 
applicant is also proposing to construct the building to LEED certification, incorporating a number of 
green building elements including stormwater planters and a rooftop solar array. 
 
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. The petition 
also proposes raising the maximum allowable building height in the IND-AA district to 60 feet, where 
30 feet is the current maximum. If the zoning amendments are approved, the applicant would then 
proceed with site plan and special permit applications. 
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The County Planning Board has reviewed the final 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. Our review is a continuation 
of our earlier review, in response to the draft EIS, which was provided to the Town in a letter dated 
May 31, 2011. 
 
Our review continues to find 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 zones. As the sole 
entity with land use authority at this location, it is the Town’s responsibility to ensure that its land use 
controls and decisions protect public safety. 
 
The County Planning Board’s review raises serious concerns about the prudence of amending the 
Town Zoning Ordinance to allow the processing of the proposed development. We offer the following 
comments: 
 
1. Location within runway protection zone for Westchester County Airport. As we noted 
previously in our response to the draft EIS, the location of the proposed 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 development within the RPZ. 
 
The final EIS states the following with respect to the project’s location within the RPZ: 

• (The project) is outside of the central portion of the RPZ. According to AC 150-5300-13, uses 
such as automobile parking facilities are permitted outside of the central portion of the RPZ. 

• The project has received a “No Hazard” determination from the FAA, pursuant to its FAA 
7460-1 Form for Aeronautical Review—Aeronautical Study Number (ASN): 2011-AEA- 
2792-OE. 
 

With respect to the above, we have consulted with the FAA and have been informed that the reference 
to the RPZ policy in AC 150/5300-13 is obsolete. In a FAA memorandum dated September 27, 2012 
(attached), the FAA Office of Airports identified a need to clarify policies on land uses within the 
RPZ. The memorandum contains interim RPZ guidance that does not differentiate between the central 
portion and the controlled activity area. Significantly, we point out that this interim guidance was 
issued after the “No Hazard” determination was granted from the FAA on August 16, 2011. While 
documents have been provided noting that this determination was extended, it is our understanding 
that the approval expired on August 14, 2014. 
 
Because the “No Hazard” determination is no longer in effect, and because the proposed building 
height has now been increased, the FAA has informed us that the proposed project must be re-
evaluated using the interim RPZ policy. 
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2. Possible conflicts with project elements and airport safety. While this Board has long advocated 
for every development project to include the maximum amount of green building technology as 
possible, we caution against inclusion of two specific green building project elements at this particular 
site: 
 

• The plans include stormwater planters to treat stormwater from the roof of the proposed garage. 
The additional plantings surrounding the building raise a concern that birds will be attracted to 
the site and that bird strikes with airplanes may increase. We recommend that this impact be 
evaluated. 

• The plans include solar panels to be placed atop the roof of the garage. The solar panels may 
cause glare issues for aircraft. While the FAA requires a review for all solar panel installations 
on airport property, we encourage the applicant to follow FAA guidelines as much as possible 
if the solar panels continue to be considered. Information about FAA guidelines and policies 
with respect to solar installations can be found at:   
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/10/23/2013‐24729/interim‐policy‐
faa‐review‐of‐solar‐energy‐system‐projects‐on‐federally‐obligated‐airports 
 

3. County road. The proposed traffic mitigation referenced in the final EIS would include restriping of 
the Airport Access Road (County Road 135), east of NYS Route 120, to create two receiving lanes. 
This work will require a Road Permit from the Westchester County Department of Public Works and 
Transportation. The striping/signage plan must meet MUTCD requirements and must take into 
consideration that at the intersection of the Airport Access Road with New King Street, the lane 
configuration is one eastbound left turn only lane and one eastbound through lane. 
 
4. Wetland, stormwater and water quality impacts. While the final EIS notes that the development 
will no longer disturb any on-site wetlands, there will be extensive site disturbance within wetland 
buffer areas. This should be of concern, especially because the site is in close proximity to the Kensico 
Reservoir and contains a watercourse which drains directly to the reservoir. 
 
The proposed stormwater management system of stormwater planters, sediment basin, sand filter and 
pocket wetland appears to provide a comprehensive treatment train of stormwater management 
practices that may properly treat stormwater runoff from the proposed structures. However, they would 
be located on a steeply sloping, forested embankment directly adjacent to an existing wetland and 
watercourse. The site plan proposes site work that would denude and extensively regrade the forested 
embankment. Construction of this stormwater management system, therefore, would replace the 
stormwater management benefits provided by the existing, naturally vegetated buffer alongside the 
wetland and watercourse with a man-made system that requires proper site and environmental 
conditions, design, construction and long-term maintenance. 
 
No planting plan or adequate cross-sectional and other details specific to the proposed stormwater 
planters, sediment basin, sand filter and pocket wetland have been provided. Therefore, the proposed 
stormwater management practices cannot be adequately assessed by reviewing the current plans titled  
 

https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/10/23/2013-24729/interim-policy-faa-review-of-solar-energy-system-projects-on-federally-obligated-airports
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/10/23/2013-24729/interim-policy-faa-review-of-solar-energy-system-projects-on-federally-obligated-airports




Memorandum 
SEP 2 7 2012 

Regional Airports Division Managers 
610 Branch Managers 
620 Branch Managers 
ADO Managers 

Date: 

To: 

'rector 
anning and Programming (APP-1) 

ichael J. O' o 	11, Director 
Office of irport Safety and Standards (AAS-1) 

Interim Guidance on Land Uses Within a Runway Protection Zone 

From: 

Subject: 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Background 

The FAA Office of Airports (ARP) has identified the need to clarify our policy on land uses 
within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). This memorandum presents interim policy guidance 
on compatible land uses within Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) to address recurrent questions 
about what constitutes a compatible land use and how to evaluate proposed land uses that would 
reside in an RPZ. While Advisory Circular 150/5300-Change 17(Airport Design) notes that "it 
is desirable to clear all objects from the RPZ," it also acknowledges that "some uses are 
permitted" with conditions and other "land uses are prohibited." 

RPZ land use compatibility also is often complicated by ownership considerations. Airport 
owner control over the RPZ land is emphasized to achieve the desired protection of people and 
property on the ground. Although the FAA recognizes that in certain situations the airport 
sponsor may not fully control land within the RPZ, the FAA expects airport sponsors to take all 
possible measures to protect against and remove or mitigate incompatible land uses. 

ARP is developing a new guidance document for the Regional Office (RO) and Airport District 
Office (ADO) staff that clarifies our policy regarding land uses in the RPZ. This new guidance 
document will outline a comprehensive review process for existing and proposed land uses 
within an RPZ and is slated for publication in 2013. We also intend to incorporate RPZ land use 
considerations into the ongoing update to the Land Use Compatibility Advisory Circular (AC) 
which is slated for publication in 2014. 

This memorandum outlines interim guidance for ARP RO and ADO staff to follow until the 
comprehensive RPZ land use guidance is published. 
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Interim Guidance 

New or Modified Land Uses in the RPZ 

Regional and ADO staff must consult with the National Airport Planning and Environmental 
Division, APP-400 (who will coordinate with the Airport Engineering Division, AAS-100), 
when any of the land uses described in Table 1 would enter the limits of the RPZ as the result of 

1. An airfield project (e.g., runway extension, runway shift) 
2. A change in the critical design aircraft that increases the RPZ dimensions 
3. A new or revised instrument approach procedure that increases the RPZ dimensions 
4. A local development proposal in the RPZ (either new or reconfigured) 

Table 1: Land Uses Reiuirin . Coordination with APP -400 
• Buildings and structures (Examples include, but are not limited to: residences, schools, 

churches, hospitals or other medical care facilities, commercial/industrial buildings, 
etc.) 

• Recreational land use (Examples include, but are not limited to: golf courses, sports 
fields, amusement parks, other places of public assembly, etc.) 

• Transportation facilities. Examples include, but are not limited to: 
o Rail facilities — light or heavy, passenger or freight 
o Public roads/highways 
o Vehicular parking facilities 

• Fuel storage facilities (above and below ground) 
• Hazardous material storage (above and below ground) 
• Wastewater treatment facilities 
• Above-ground utility infrastructure (i.e. electrical substations), including any type of 

solar panel installations. 

Land uses that may create a safety hazard to air transportation resulting from wildlife hazard 
attractants such as retention ponds or municipal landfills are not subject to RPZ standards since 
these types of land uses do not create a hazard to people and property on the ground. Rather, 
these land uses are controlled by other FAA policies and standards. In accordance with the 
relevant Advisory Circulars, the Region/ADO must coordinate land use proposals that create 
wildlife hazards with AAS-300, regardless of whether the proposed land use occurs within the 
limits of an RPZ. 

Alternatives Analysis 

Prior to contacting APP-400, the RO and ADO staff must work with the airport sponsor to 
identify and document the full range of alternatives that could: 

1. Avoid introducing the land use issue within the RPZ 
2. Minimize the impact of the land use in the RPZ (i.e., routing a new roadway through the 

controlled activity area, move farther away from the runway end, etc.) 
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3. Mitigate risk to people and property on the ground (i.e., tunneling, depressing and/or 
protecting a roadway through the RPZ, implement operational measures to mitigate any risks, 
etc.) 

Documentation of the alternatives should include: 

• A description of each alternative including a narrative discussion and exhibits or figures 
depicting the alternative 

• Full cost estimates associated with each alternative regardless of potential funding sources. 
• A practicability assessment based on the feasibility of the alternative in terms of cost, 

constructability and other factors. 
• Identification of the preferred alternative that would meet the project purpose and need 

while minimizing risk associated with the location within the RPZ. 
• Identification of all Federal, State and local transportation agencies involved or interested 

in the issue. 
• Analysis of the specific portion(s) and percentages of the RPZ affected, drawing a clear 

distinction between the Central Portion of the RPZ versus the Controlled Activity Area, 
and clearly delineating the distance from the runway end and runway landing threshold. 

• Analysis of (and issues affecting) sponsor control of the land within the RPZ. 
• Any other relevant factors for HQ consideration. 

APP-400 will consult with AAS-100 when reviewing the project documents provided by the 
RO/ADO. APP-400 and AAS-100 will work with the Region/ADO to make a joint 
determination regarding Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval after considering the proposed land 
use, location within the RPZ and documentation of the alternatives analysis. 

In addition, APP-400 and AAS-100 will work with the Region/ADO to craft language for 
inclusion in the airspace determination letter regarding any violations to ensure that all 
stakeholders (including tenants, operators, and insurers) are fully apprised of the issues and 
potential risks and liabilities associated with permitting such facilities within the RPZ. 

Existing Land Uses in the RPZ 

This interim policy only addresses the introduction of new or modified land uses to an RPZ and 
proposed changes to the RPZ size or location. Therefore, at this time, the RO and ADO staff 
shall continue to work with sponsors to remove or mitigate the risk of any existing incompatible 
land uses in the RPZ as practical. 

For additional information or questions regarding this interim guidance, please contact either 
Ralph Thompson, APP-400, at ralph.thompson@faa.gov  or (202) 267-8772 or Danielle Rinsler, 
APP-401, at danielle.rinsler@faa.gov  or (202) 267-8784. 
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Comments of the Office of the Watershed Inspector General 
 

Final Environmental Impact Statement  
Park Place at Westchester Airport 

Town of North Castle, Westchester County, New York 
 

February 19, 2015 

 The Office of the Watershed Inspector General (“WIG” or “WIG Office”)1 
respectfully submits these comments on the final environmental impact statement 
(“FEIS”) 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 entails construction of a large parking facility in one of the most 
sensitive areas of the New York City Watershed, only 600 feet from the Kensico 
Reservoir, a water body that provides unfiltered drinking water to approximately 
eight million New Yorkers each day.  The WIG Office submitted comments on the 
draft environmental impact statement (“DEIS”) for Park Place on June 1, 2011.  In 
those comments, the WIG sought modifications of the Project to avoid construction 
in wetland and buffer areas, to improve erosion and sediment controls to prevent 
pollution during construction, and to enhance post-construction stormwater 
practices.   

Unfortunately, while some of our DEIS concerns have been addressed, 
serious problems of project design and pollution control remain.  Among these 
problems is the Project’s footprint which is significantly oversized and should be 
scaled down to avoid encroaching on wetland and watercourse buffer areas that 
play a vital role in protecting the Kensico Reservoir from pollution.  In addition, the 
hydrologic analysis, which underpins the Project’s plan for controlling stormwater 
post-construction, is flawed and must be redone.  Otherwise there is no basis to 
conclude that the plan is sufficient to protect the Kensico from stormwater 
discharges.   

Until these and other problems are corrected in accordance with our  
comments, the WIG Office recommends that the Town Planning Board withhold its 
approval for the Project. 

 

1  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. 
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I. Documents Reviewed 

 The WIG Office, with the assistance of its consultant, Donald Lake, P.E., 
CPESC, CPSWQ, reviewed the following documents: 

1. The final environmental impact statement (FEIS) by AKRF for 11 New King 
Street, LLC, dated January 2015 (336 pages); 

2. FEIS Appendices, AKRF, January 2015 (658 pages); 
3. The revised stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), AKRF, dated 

December 9, 2014 (328 pages); and 
4. Large scale drawings, C-1 through C-15, updated for FEIS submission. 

II. Project Improvements 

The application of phosphorous containing fertilizer has been eliminated.  In 
addition, the FEIS reflects several relatively modest improvements in site design.  
The number of parking spaces is reduced from 1450 to 1380 (or 5 %).  The Project 
footprint is reduced from 51,000 square feet to 45,000 square feet (or 12%).  Site 
area disturbance is reduced from 122,038 square feet to 117,081 square feet (or 4%).  
Proposed impervious area is reduced from 68,570 square feet to 62,767 square feet 
(or 8.5%).  Both the proposed car wash and disturbances in wetlands have been 
eliminated.  In addition, the Project’s sponsor has acknowledged and conceptually 
agreed with a majority of the WIG Office’s DEIS comments concerning its 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (“SWPPP”). 

III. Remaining Deficiencies 

1. Disturbances in Wetland and Watercourse Buffers Should Be 
Eliminated:   
 
Significant disturbance and encroachments of wetland and watercourse 
buffers remain. The Project still proposes construction of stormwater 
practices and additional impervious areas within the 100’ Town of North 
Castle wetland buffer.  The combined disturbances from these activities 
within the wetland buffer amounts to about 40,000 square feet in area. In the 
FEIS Chapter 3, Comments and Responses, on page 3-197, Response 9-76 
states: “The Lead Agency does not typically permit stormwater treatment 
facilities in the Town-regulated wetland buffer.”  Given the extremely 
sensitive location of the site, just on the doorstep of the Kensico Reservoir, 
there is no reason why the Town Planning Board as Lead Agency should 
allow that here. 
 
The construction of the parking facility would increase by over 400% the 
amount of impervious surface within the 100’ buffer of a DEP-regulated 
intermittent stream (from approximately 2,043 ft2 to 10,413 ft2).  See attached 
Figures 1 and 2, prepared by Donald Lake using a planimeter.  Under DEP’s 
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Watershed Regulations, the construction of an impervious surface within 100’ 
of a watercourse is generally prohibited.  See 10 NYCRR § 128-3.9(a)(1).  And, 
as DEP has indicated in its February 12, 2015 comments on the FEIS, 
because the planned expansion of all impervious areas at the site is so large, 
an exception to that prohibition for more limited expansions of impervious 
areas does not apply.  10 NYCRR § 128-3.9(a)(4)(iii).  In light of the extremely 
sensitive location of the site and proposed large encroachment within the 
buffer, the WIG Office is aware of no reason why a variance to this 
prohibition should be granted. 
 
Thus, the Project should be scaled down or reconfigured to exclude   
disturbances and new impervious areas from Town and DEP buffer areas. 
 

2. The Hydrology is Incorrect and Needs to be Redone. 
 
a.  Incorrect Use of Rainfall Data: 

 
The hydrologic analysis performed with the HydroCAD computer program 
is flawed. Although the updated Northeast Regional Climate Center 
(NRCC) rainfall data values were correctly used in the routings, they were 
incorrectly coupled with a Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Type 3 rainfall 
distribution, which is no longer valid in New York State. The rainfall table 
from NRCC must be imported into the HydroCAD file, to be converted to 
the appropriate rainfall distributions at the project site. These analyses 
must be redone. 

 
b. Incorrect Use of Soil Data: 

 
The Hydrologic Soil Groups (HSG) and soil data for this project are 
outdated and incorrect. The SWPPP Appendix B, Pre and Post 
Stormwater Drainage Maps, shows a significant amount of Charlton loam 
soil on site. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service updated soil survey information for Putnam and 
Westchester Counties in December 2011. As a result, the Charlton loam is 
no longer mapped for this site. The soil replacing Charlton loam is 
Woodbridge loam which appears on page 4 of the SWPPP Summary. Both 
of these loam soils are HSG C, but the type of land use overlaying 
different areas of each of these soils may have changed which could result 
in a change in the runoff volume.  Another change to the soil data is that 
Ridgebury loam, which was a HSG C soil is now an HSG D soil. (A HSG D 
soil is the least permeable soil type and water will often pool on top of it). 
However, the existing routing results using the HydroCAD computer 
model do not account for any HSG D soil in the drainage areas. This 
change, which occurs over approximately 50-60% of the site, as well as 
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HSG C area changes, will result in an increase in the runoff curve number 
(RCN) and thus an increase in the runoff volume amounts for all storm 
frequencies. Therefore, all the hydrology must be re-calculated with this 
updated soil data. 
 

c. Other Deficiencies: 

Our DEIS Technical Comments, in items 11 through 21, questioned the 
details of the site hydrology and the design analyses. These issues have 
not been satisfactorily addressed. The FEIS responded to these comments 
by stating that these items will be addressed at the Site Plan Review 
stage.  However, these comments concern the calculations and analyses 
for stormwater management practices and infrastructure connections, 
including sizing, placement, and sequencing of practices, which could 
impact the amount of disturbances.  It is essential that these comments be 
addressed at this time to properly assess environmental impacts.  

3. Inconsistencies Between Drawings and the HydroCAD Analsyis: 
 
a. The data presented in the Stormwater Facility Profile shown on 

drawing C-13, Standard Details IV, is incorrect and does not agree 
with the current HydroCAD routing inputs and results. The following 
table illustrates the inconsistencies between drawing C-13 and the 
HydroCAD values: 

Structure & Storm   C-13 Elev.   H’CAD Elev.   

Sand Filter - 1 Yr   387.39   387.00 

Sand Filter – 10 Yr   387.63   387.05 

 Sand Filter – 100 Yr  387.75   387.93 

 Wetland – 1 Yr   378.23   378.60 

     Wetland – 10 Yr   378.93   378.78  

     Wetland – 100 – Yr   379.76   380.16 

In addition, drawing C-13 shows the wetland permanent pool to be at 
elevation 377.5, while the HydroCAD routings start at pool elevation 
378.00. The wetland outlet pipe elevation should be 372.5, instead of 
the 368.5 +/- shown on the drawing. Therefore, the entire Stormwater 
Facility Profile should be re-drawn once the correct elevations and 
dimensions have been established. 

b. A quality assurance/quality control check should be performed between 
drawings C-6, C-11, C-13, and the HydroCAD input and output to 
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ensure that all elevations and dimensions between these documents 
are in agreement. As of now, they are not. 
 

4. Pollutant Loading and Stormwater Retrofits 
 
Our DEIS Technical Comments, in items 24 and 25, dealt with pollutant 
loading and water quality, and recommended that the sponsor implement 
additional retrofits for the impervious areas on the adjacent lot 13A.  In the 
FEIS’s response to these comments, the sponsor stated that it would 
investigate options for retrofitting these impervious areas and include them 
in the final SWPPP. This investigation should not be deferred; rather it 
should be completed and incorporated into the project before it is approved by 
the Lead Agency. 

 
5. The Concrete Truck Washout Facility is Not Properly Specified.  

 
A concrete truck washout facility must be added to the SWPPP in Sections 
7.1, Erosion and Sediment Control Practices, and 8.1, Inspections and Record 
Keeping During Construction. It should also be included on the drawing C-1, 
Notes and drawings C-8, Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and C-13, 
Standard Details IV. Although a concrete truck washout facility is 
acknowledged in the “Comments and Responses” on page 3-249 of Chapter 3 
in the FEIS, it must be placed on the applicable drawings and incorporated 
more fully into the SWPPP. 
 

6. Catch Basin Hoods: 
 
The design details for catch basin hoods do not appear on the drawings.  
These hoods are covers which extend over the entrance of the outlet pipes of 
the catch basins.  They extend out from the wall and down over the opening 
of the pipe entrance to keep trash out. The omission of design detail must be 
corrected to properly assess whether the hoods are properly sized. 
 

7. Rock Outlet Protection: 
 
Rock outlet protection for the end of the Perimeter Dike and Swales #1 and 
#2 has not been included on drawing C-8 in the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan.  This omission must be corrected. 
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8. Structure Type ES6: 
 
The Storm Drainage Schedule table on drawing C-6 should be amended to 
include information for structure no. 18, which is shown on the drawing and 
labeled as structure type ES6. Structure type ES6 is the roof leader or roof 
downspout and extended discharge pipe from the building on Lot 13A to the 
wetland. This outlet should be removed from the wetland and re-routed to the 
sediment basin to provide enhanced water quality treatment, by allowing 
particles to settle out prior to directing the flow through the treatment 
system. In addition, structure 8 in the storm drainage schedule needs to be 
corrected to show a 15 inch diameter pipe outletting from the flow splitter 
instead of the 12 inch diameter pipe. 

 
IV. Conclusion 
 
 In conclusion, the WIG Office requests that the Town Planning Board  
withhold its approval of the Project until these comments are fully addressed.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 //s       //s 

Philip Bein      Charles Silver, Ph.D. 
Watershed Inspector General   Watershed Inspector General Scientist 
Assistant Attorney General   Environmental Protection Bureau 
Environmental Protection Bureau  Office of the Attorney General   
Office of the Attorney General   The Capitol 
The Capitol      Albany, New York 12224  
Albany, New York 12224    (518) 776-2395 
(518) 776-2413 

 
 
Cc:   Dave Warne 
 Cynthia Garcia 
 Matt Giannetta 

John Drake 
Tom Snow  
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AKRF Engineering, P.C.

34 South Broadway

White Plains, NY 10601

Area

(AC) TP TN BOD TSS

6.00 2.57 24.04 151 692

1.96 3.40 23.09 193 1071

1.42 2.11 14.92 121 647

9.37 8.08 62.05 464 2411

Area

(AC) TP TN BOD TSS

5.87 2.34 22.48 138 620

2.79 3.09 27.36 285 587

0.89 0.70 5.61 41 206

9.55 6.13 55.46 463 1413

24%

11%

0%

41%

L = Annual Pollutant Load (lbs) Rv =  Runoff Coefficient 11

P =  Annual Rainfall (inches) C =  Pollutant Concentration (mg/L or ppm)

48.2 inches A = Area (acres)

Pj =  Fraction of Rainfall Events Producing Runoff (90%)

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 3,564 0.08 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.32 1.99 18 106

Woods, Fair3 161,376 3.70 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.27 4.31 7 126

>75% Grass4 96,254 2.21 0.275 0.33 2.97 21 77 0.89 8.03 57 208 1.97 17.75 125 460

Total 261,194 6.00 2.57 24.04 151 692

Project Location:

Project Name:

Date:

Project Number:

   12/30/2015

   80202

   11 New King Street, North Castle, NY

   Park Place

Simple Method Equation: L = 2.72/12 * P * Pj * Rv * C * A

Area    

(AC)

Pollutant Loading Calculations

Area     

(SF)

Total Pollutant Load (lbs)C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr)

Pre‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Pre 1"

Design Point #1

Land Use Type Rv11

Summary Tables

Design Point #1

Total

Design Point #3

Design Point #2

Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Design Point #1

Design Point #2

Design Point #3

Total

Pre‐Development Conditions

Post‐Development Conditions

Design Point

Design Point

TSS Total Reduced Pollutant Loading =  (2411‐1413)/2411 * 100 =

Breakdown of Pollutant Loading Calculations by Design Points

Pre‐Development Total Loading ‐ Post Development Total Loading

Pre‐Development Total Loading
 x 100%Total Reduced Pollutant Loading =

(8.08‐6.13)/8.08 * 100 =TP Total Reduced Pollutant Loading = 

TN Total Reduced Pollutant Loading =  (62.05‐55.46)/62.05 * 100 =

BOD Total Reduced Pollutant Loading =  (464‐463)/464 * 100 =



AKRF Engineering, P.C.

34 South Broadway

White Plains, NY 10601

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Gravel Roads6 1,496 0.03 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.14 0.83 8 44

Woods, Fair3 159,708 3.67 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.27 4.27 7 125

>75% Grass4, 12 94,293 2.16 0.275 0.33 2.97 21 77 0.89 8.03 57 208 1.93 17.38 123 451

Total 255,497 5.87 2.34 22.48 138 620

0.23 1.56 13 72

9% 6% 9% 10%

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 30,862 0.71 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 2.79 17.21 156 915

Woods, Fair3 34,050 0.78 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.06 0.91 2 27

50‐75% Grass5 20,332 0.47 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.55 4.98 35 129

Total 85,244 1.96 3.40 23.09 193 1071

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 4,907 0.11 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.44 2.74 25 146

Total 4,907 0.11 0.44 2.74 25 146

59% 32% 20% 87%

0.18 1.86 20 19

57% 44% 25% 57%

23% 30% 20% 7%

0.14 1.30 16 18

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 6,122 0.14 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.55 3.41 31 182

Gravel Roads6 2,354 0.05 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.21 1.31 12 70

>75% Grass4 6,154 0.14 0.275 0.33 2.97 21 77 0.89 8.03 57 208 0.13 1.13 8 29

Total 14,630 0.34 0.89 5.86 51 281

59% 32% 20% 87%

0.37 3.98 41 37

57% 44% 25% 57%

23% 30% 20% 7%

0.28 2.79 33 34

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2, 12 37,947 0.87 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 3.43 21.16 192 1126

Total 37,947 0.87 3.43 21.16 192 1126

59% 32% 20% 87%

1.41 14.39 153 146

57% 44% 25% 57%

23% 30% 20% 7%

1.08 10.08 123 135

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

Pocket Wetland Removal Efficiency9

Adjusted Efficiency10

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Sand Filter Removal Efficieny8

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Area   (SF)
Area   

(AC)
Rv11

Pre‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Pre 2"

Pocket Wetland Removal Efficiency9

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2C"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Adjusted Efficiency10

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Pocket Wetland Removal Efficiency9

Sand Filter Removal Efficieny8

Design Point #2

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 1"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Design Pt 1 ‐ Pollutant Load Reduction (%)

Design Pt 1 ‐ Pollutant Load Reduction (lbs)

Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Land Use Type

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2A"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2B"

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Adjusted Efficiency10

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Sand Filter Removal Efficieny8

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

C1 (mg/L or ppm)



AKRF Engineering, P.C.

34 South Broadway

White Plains, NY 10601

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Gravel Roads6 2,117 0.05 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.19 1.18 11 63

50‐75% Grass5 6,293 0.14 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.17 1.54 11 40

Total 8,410 0.19 0.36 2.72 22 103

59% 32% 20% 87%

0.15 1.85 17 13

57% 44% 25% 57%

23% 30% 20% 7%

0.11 1.30 14 12

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 5,415 0.12 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.49 3.02 27 161

50‐75% Grass5 8,095 0.19 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.22 1.98 14 51

Total 13,510 0.31 0.71 5.00 41 212

59% 32% 20% 87%

0.29 3.40 33 28

57% 44% 25% 57%

23% 30% 20% 7%

0.22 2.38 26 26

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Roofs7 4,258 0.10 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.39 2.37 21 126

Total 4,258 0.10 0.39 2.37 21 126

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 1,113 0.03 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.10 0.62 6 33

Gravel Roads6 2,183 0.05 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.20 1.22 11 65

50‐75% Grass5 20,037 0.46 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.54 4.90 35 127

Total 23,333 0.54 0.84 6.74 51 225

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Woods, Fair3 14,691 0.34 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.02 0.39 1 12

Total 14,691 0.34 0.02 0.39 1 12

3.09 27.36 285 587

0.31 ‐4.27 ‐92 484

9% ‐19% ‐48% 45%

Sand Filter Removal Efficieny8

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Pocket Wetland Removal Efficiency9

Adjusted Efficiency10

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Sand Filter Removal Efficieny8

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2F"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2D"

Land Use Type

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Adjusted Efficiency10

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Pocket Wetland Removal Efficiency9

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2G"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Reduced Pollutant Load (lbs)

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2E"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

Post‐Development Total Pollutant Load

Design Pt 2 ‐ Pollutant Load Reduction (lbs)

Design Pt 2 ‐ Pollutant Load Reduction (%)

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 2H"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11



AKRF Engineering, P.C.

34 South Broadway

White Plains, NY 10601

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 16,986 0.39 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 1.54 9.47 86 504

Woods, Fair3 25,334 0.58 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.04 0.68 1 20

50‐75% Grass5 19,508 0.45 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.53 4.77 34 124

Total 61,828 1.42 2.11 14.92 121 647

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Paved Parking2 3,842 0.09 0.932 0.43 2.65 24 141 3.94 24.29 220 1292 0.35 2.14 19 114

Woods, Fair3 20,173 0.46 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.03 0.54 1 16

50‐75% Grass5 9,590 0.22 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.26 2.35 17 61

Total 33,605 0.77 0.64 5.03 37 191

TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS TP TN BOD TSS

Woods, Fair3 3,044 0.07 0.068 0.11 1.74 3 51 0.07 1.16 2 34 0.01 0.08 0 2

50‐75% Grass5 2,038 0.05 0.365 0.33 2.97 21 77 1.18 10.66 75 276 0.06 0.50 4 13

Total 5,082 0.12 0.06 0.58 4 15

0.70 5.61 41 206

1.41 9.31 80 442

67% 62% 66% 68%

8 Median Pollutant Removal, taken from Table 3.2, National Pollutant Removal for Stormwater Treatment Practices, Mar. 2000. Assumed 20% for BOD.
9 Median Pollutant Removal, taken from Table 3.3, National Pollutant Removal for Stormwater Treatment Practices, Mar. 2000. Assumed 25% for BOD.
10 
Efficeincy reduced for treatment practices connected in series; E2' = (1‐E1)*E2.

Design Point #3

1 Pollutant Concentration, taken from Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005.

5 50‐75% Grass; assumed Ia=35% and pollutant concetrations are equal to Commercial  in Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005.

Design Pt 3‐  Pollutant Load Reduction (lbs)

Design Pt 3 ‐ Pollutant Load Reduction (%)

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 3A"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Land Use Type Area   (SF)
Area   

(AC)
Rv11

Pre‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Pre 3"

C1

6 Gravel Roads; assumed Ia=98% and pollutant concetrations are equal to Highways  in Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005.

Post‐Development ‐ Drainage Area "Post 3B"

Land Use Type
Area     

(SF)

Area    

(AC)
Rv11

C1 (mg/L or ppm) Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

Post‐Development Total Pollutant Load

4 >75% Grass; assumed Ia=25% and pollutant concetrations are equal to Commercial  in Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005.

3 
Woods,Fair; assumed Ia=2% and pollutant concetrations are equal to Forest/rural open in Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005

2 
Paved Parking; assumed Ia=98% and pollutant concetrations are equal to Highways  in Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005.

Loading Rate (lbs/ac/yr) Total Pollutant Load (lbs)

11 Rv, Runoff Coefficient, is equal to 0.05 + 0.9 * Ia, where Ia is Impervious Fraction.
12 
Area adjusted from value listed in HydroCAD model to reflect the decrease in impervious area caused by the reduced size of the proposed building.

7 
Roofs; assumed Ia=98% and pollutant concetrations are equal to Highways  in Table 6‐8 CPSWQ Exam Review Course Workbook, Feb. 2005.
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AKRF Engineering, P.C.

34 South Broadway

White Plains, NY 10601

Pre‐Soak: 10:00 AM 12/15/2015

Hole No.: Hole No.:

Test Date Test Date

Hole Dia.: Hole Dia.:

Depth: Depth:

Elevation: Elevation:

Drop Drop

(in) (in)

9:00 ‐ 8:55 ‐

10:00 30.00 9:55 24.50

10:45 30.00 10:55 22.25

11:25 30.00 11:55 20.75

12:05 30.00 12:55 20.25

Rate: Rate:

Name:

Depth

0' ‐ 8'

8' ‐ 16'

Mottling: None

Water: None

Infiltration Tests

Test Pit

Native Soil

Fill

Description

TP2015‐1

11 New King Street, North Castle, NY

Park Place

Project Address:

Project Name:

80202

12/16/2015

Project No.:

Date:

6"

12/16/2015

1

Time

2

12/16/2015

6"

0.25' below grade

Time

  20.25 in/hr  45 in/hr

30" 30"

1.5' below grade
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WETLAND AND WETLAND BUFFER ENHANCEMENT PLAN 

Introduction 
Due to the construction of the proposed automated parking facility and the requirements of 
stormwater management, much of the project site at 11 New King Street would be disturbed, 
cleared of existing vegetation and regraded.  Much of the undisturbed area is wetland and 
wetland buffer. Based on site inspection invasive plant cover in these undisturbed areas on the 
project site is close to 50%.   

Invasive plants are typically non-native plant species which disrupt the natural balance of an 
ecosystem by outcompeting with native plants for nutrients, water or sunlight.  These plant 
species, which are foreign to the region, may have been imported from other countries for 
ornamental gardening or agricultural purposes. Having escaped from cultivation and with no 
natural predators these species have become naturalized in the region. The lack of natural 
controls allows these species to become dominant, reducing biodiversity and thereby degrading 
habitats.  Controlling invasive plant populations is important to regain ecological stability, 
maintain habitat for native wildlife and reduce negative impacts on the nearby resources.   

The applicant is planning measures intended to improve the quality of the natural resources 
remaining on the project site as mitigation for disturbance within the wetlands buffer area. The 
information and guidelines in this document outline invasive removal activity and native plant 
augmentation to be conducted as part of the proposed project.  These guidelines would be used 
in the field by the project ecologist who would supervise all activity beyond the project’s limit-
of-disturbance line and within enhancement areas (see Figure 1-4 and Drawing C-9). 

The goal of this enhancement plan is to reverse the degradation of the wetland ecology typical of 
disturbed land.   The intent is to increase the ecological function of the existing wetland through 
intervention. The plan’s objective is to eliminate, or significantly reduce, the target species- the 
non-native, invasive species currently found on the project site- and to reintroduce appropriate 
native plant species.  The augmentation of the native species population, in conjunction with 
removal of invasive species and up to 5 years of monitoring, will provide an advantage to the 
native species types to regain dominance.  

Clearing of invasive species and replanting with native plants is to take place only where 
necessary. All existing native plants and non-target species vegetation in the undisturbed 
portions of the project site will be protected during the enhancement activities.  The activities 
described in this enhancement plan are in addition to the proposed project.  As part of the 
proposed project construction (separate from the Wetland and Wetland Buffer Enhancement 
Plan activities) all unpaved but regraded areas of site will be planted, using exclusively native 
plant species, to address a variety of site design goal including aesthetic concerns, wetland 
functionality and erosion control. The plantings specified for the area within the project limit-of-
disturbance is shown in drawing C-9: Landscape Plan. 

Discussion of use of Herbicides 
Non-chemical means of control are generally preferred, but in some cases the use of chemical 
controls will be necessary to significantly reduce or eliminate invasive species from the 
designated areas. An herbicide-based approach may be required to control an infestation that has 
become well established or widespread. Glyphosate or triclopyr may be used for the control of 
some of the target species. Glyphosate has low oral toxicity (acute or chronic) to humans or 
other animals but some formulations are irritating to skin or eyes.  Glyphosate does not persist or 
bioaccumulate in the environment. The oral toxicity of triclopyr is fairly low relative to other 
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pesticides, but not as low as that of glyphosate. Amine-based triclopyr formulations are 
corrosive and damaging to eyes and skin. Toxicity to birds and fish is relatively low, although 
ester formulations are more toxic to fish than amine formulations or the parent acid of triclopyr. 
An aquatic-specific formula of Glyphosate is approved by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) for use in aquatic/wetlands systems. 

Extent of Enhancement Activities 
As shown in Drawing C-9 and Figure 1-4, the enhancement plan would apply to undisturbed 
areas of the site - i.e. those areas not cleared and regraded for the proposed project. The area 
shown for proposed wetland enhancement is approximately 29,200 SF and the area shown for 
proposed wetland buffer enhancement is approximately 9,800 SF.  The exact location and extent 
of wetland and wetland buffer enhancement activities would be as directed by the project 
ecologist based on field conditions.  

Invasive Plant Removal 
The invasive plants will be removed by hand with cutting tools and digging to remove root mass. 
As discussed in detail below, several of these plants must be disposed of offsite to prevent 
spread of remnant seed and vegetative re-growth of rhizomes. Limited use of herbicide may be 
required for plant species that are less likely to be successfully eradicated by hand-removal 
alone. The determination as to whether and when to use herbicide and its application in the field 
would be made by the project ecologist in consultation with the licensed landscape professional 
who would conduct the application. The landscape professional must be licensed in the 
application of all herbicides used.   

The predominant non-native, invasive plants found onsite and to be removed during the wetland 
and wetland buffer enhancement activities are listed below.  For each target species a brief 
description is provided along with details on preferred removal techniques, alternative removal 
techniques,  and a recommended schedule of removal activities.   

TARGET SPECIES: HERBACEOUS PLANTS 

Common Reed (Phragmites australis) 
Description: Phragmites is a perennial grass that can grow to 14 feet in height. It is capable of 
vigorous vegetative reproduction and often forms dense, virtually monospecific stands. 
Phragmites is most commonly found in freshwater wetlands but it readily invades salt marshes 
that have been degraded by some type of flow restriction. 

 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Herbicides 

Glyphosate should be sprayed in September or October just before the plants begin to senesce 
(i.e. consolidate above-ground water and nutrients from the stems to the rhizome complex). It is 
recommended to use glyphosate with a surfactant to better penetrate the leaf coating.  Repeated 
treatments will likely be necessary. If the plants are too tall to spray, cut back in mid summer 
and apply glyphosate when regrowth reaches 2 to 3 ft tall. Choose Rodeo formulation (or 
approved equal) for applications in standing water or along a shoreline (a permit from New York 
State Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is required for any pesticide application to 
a body of water). In areas where Phragmites in intermixed with other species, best application 



Appendix D:  Wetland and Wetland Buffer Enhancement Plan 

 3  

method includes wiping or wicking with a wand or brush to avoid contact with unintended 
targets.  

RODEO [glyphosate (53.8%)]: 2 fl. oz./gal] 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Cutting and Pulling 

Hand-pulling is not as effective a technique for controlling Phragmites in small areas even with 
sandy soils, due to the aggressive nature of both above and below ground runners.  As an 
alternative, Phragmites stems should be cut below the lowest leaf, leaving a 6" or shorter stump. 
Hand-held cutters and gas-powered hedge trimmers work well. String Trimmers with a circular 
blade have been found to be particularly efficient. Cut or pulled material should be removed 
from the site and composted. Some patches may be too large to cut by hand, but repeated cutting 
of the perimeter of a stand can slow vegetative expansion. Cutting treatments need to be 
repeated annually. The best time to cut Phragmites is at the end of July. Cutting at other times 
may increase stand density. 

 
Garlic Mustard (Alliaria officinalis) 
Description: A naturalized European biennial herb that typically invades partially shaded 
forested and roadside areas. It is capable of dominating the ground layer and excluding other 
herbaceous species. Plants die after producing seeds, which typically mature and disperse in 
August. Normally its seeds are dormant for 20 months and germinate the second spring after 
being formed. Seeds remain viable for up to 5 years. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Cutting and Pulling  

Hand pulling is an effective method for removing small populations of garlic mustard, since 
plants pull up easily in most forested habitats. Plants can be pulled during most of the year. 
However, if plants have capsules present, they should be bagged and disposed of to prevent seed 
dispersal. Care should be taken to minimize soil disturbance but to remove all root tissues. Soil 
disturbance can bring garlic mustard seeds to the surface, thus creating a favorable environment 
for their germination. To avoid this, soil should be tamped down firmly after removing the plant. 
Re-sprouting is uncommon but may occur from mature plants not entirely removed. 

Cutting is effective for medium- to large-sized populations depending on available time and 
labor resources. Cut stems when in flower (late spring/early summer) at ground level either 
manually (with clippers or a scythe) or with a motorized string trimmer. This technique will 
result in almost total mortality of existing plants and will minimize re-sprouting. Dormant seeds 
in the soil are unaffected by this technique due to minimal disturbance of the soil. However, as 
viable seeds may be produced from cut stems, they should be removed from the site when 
possible. Cuttings should be conducted annually until the seed bank is depleted. 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides 

Garlic mustard is a biennial that spreads only by seed. The post-emergence herbicides listed 
below should be applied after seedlings have emerged, but prior to flowering of second-year 
plants. None of these herbicides will affect subsequent seedling emergence of garlic mustard or 
other plants. 

SAFER Superfast Weed & Grass Killer [potassium salts of fatty acids]: Ready-to-use spray 

FINALE [glufosinate-ammonium (11.33%)]: 3 fl. oz./gal 
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Japanese Knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) 
Description: An herbaceous perennial which forms dense clumps 1-3 meters (3-10 feet) high. 
Knotweed reproduces via seed and by vegetative growth through stout, aggressive rhizomes. It 
spreads rapidly to form dense thickets that can alter natural ecosystems. Japanese knotweed can 
tolerate a variety of adverse conditions including full shade, high temperatures, high salinity, and 
drought. It is found near water sources, in low-lying areas, waste places, and utility rights of 
way. It poses a significant threat to riparian areas, where it can survive severe floods. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Cutting and Pulling  

Grubbing is appropriate for very small populations or in environmentally sensitive areas where 
herbicides cannot be used. Typically, the entire plant, including roots and runners, is removed 
with an appropriate digging tool.  Care must be taken not to spread rhizome fragments. Juvenile 
plants can be hand-pulled depending on soil conditions and root development. Any portions of 
the root system not removed will potentially re-sprout. All plant parts, including mature fruit, 
should be bagged and disposed of in the trash to prevent reestablishment. 

Repeated cutting may be effective in eliminating Japanese knotweed, but this strategy must be 
carried out for several years to obtain success. Generally, knotweed is cut close to the ground at 
least three times a year to affect control. Cutting stems over time results in a significant 
reduction of rhizomatous reserves. Manual control is labor intensive, but where populations are 
small and isolated or in environmentally sensitive areas, it may be a good option. Cutting or 
mowing should occur in late June.  

 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides     

Chemical control through spraying with either glyphosate or triclopyr has been shown to slow 
advancement, but has generally been shown to be ineffective for knotweed eradication. 

An effective chemical treatment for knotweed is through individual injection of each plant stem 
with 100% glyphosate solution. Follow-up treatment may be necessary to treat missed stems. 

Glyphosate treatments in late summer or early fall are much more effective in preventing re-
growth of Japanese knotweed the following year. 

Established stands of Japanese knotweed are difficult to eradicate. Adequate control is usually 
not possible unless the entire stand of knotweed is treated (otherwise, it will re-invade via 
creeping rootstocks from untreated areas).  

Both mechanical and herbicidal control methods require continued treatment to prevent 
reestablishment of knotweed.  
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Target Species: Invasive Woody Plant Species 

Japanese Honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) 

Description: commonly found along roadsides, forest edges, and in abandoned fields as it 
quickly invades natural areas after disturbances. Japanese honeysuckle spreads by seeds, 
rhizomes, and runners. It can quickly cover small trees, either stunting their growth or killing 
them completely. Dense growth of the species will also reduce light available to other species, 
deplete soil moisture nutrients, and may cause trees to topple due to the weight of its vines. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Hand-pulling 

For small patches, repeated pulling of entire vines and root systems may be effective. Seedlings 
and young plants can be hand pulled when the soil is moist by holding low on the stem to 
remove the whole plant along with its roots. Frequently monitoring is necessary to identify and 
remove any new plants.  Twining vines should be cut and removed to prevent them from 
girdling and killing shrubs and other plants. An effective method for removal of patches of 
honeysuckle covering the ground is to lift up and hold a portion of the vine mass with a rake and 
have a chain saw operator cut the stems low to the ground. Plants can also be grubbed out using 
a digging tool, taking care to remove all roots and runners.  

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides 

Japanese honeysuckle leaves continue to photosynthesize long after most other plants have lost 
their leaves. This allows for application of herbicides when many native species are dormant. 
For effective control with herbicides, healthy green leaves must be present at application time 
and temperatures must be sufficient for plant activity. Several systemic herbicides (e.g., 
glyphosate and triclopyr) move through the plant to the roots when applied to the leaves or stems 
and have been used effectively on Japanese honeysuckle. A 2.5% rate of glyphosate mixed with 
water and an appropriate surfactant should be applied to foliage from spring through fall. 
Alternatively, a 2% concentration of triclopyr plus water can be applied to foliage by thoroughly 
wetting the leaves but not to the point of drip-off. A coarse, low-pressure spray should be used. 
Repeat applications may be needed. Treatment in the fall, when many non-target plants are 
going dormant, is best. Also, a 25% glyphosate or triclopyr solution mixed with water can be 
applied to cut stem surfaces any time of year as long as the ground is not frozen. 

Foliar sprays: 

RODEO [glyphosate (53.8%)]: 2 fl. oz./gal 

BRUSH-B-GON [triclopyr (8%)]: 4 fl. oz./gal 

 
Japanese Barberry (Berberis thunbergii) 
Description: a multi-branched dense shrub that can grow to 2.5 m (8 ft) in height. Shiny green 
to burgundy leaves are alternate along its thorny stems. Solitary yellow flowers bloom from 
March to April, and the fruit is a round or elliptical red berry. Japanese barberry is a popular 
landscape shrub that has escaped into many natural areas, and can grow in dense thickets in the 
understory of woods and forests. It is a prolific seed producer, and numerous birds eat and 
subsequently disperse the seeds. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Pulling by hand or weed wrench, or mowing/cutting 
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Hand pulling can effectively control small populations of Japanese barberry, since it can be done 
during most of the year and plants pull up easily in most forested habitats. To avoid injury from 
the sharp spines, heavy gloves and long-sleeved shirt are recommended. Barberry breaks bud 
early in the spring, thus it is easy to see in springtime before other deciduous plants leaf out. If 
plants have fruit present, they should be bagged and disposed of to prevent seed dispersal. Care 
should be taken to minimize soil disturbance. If lacking berries, uprooted shrubs can be piled 
and left as cover for small animals. For larger shrubs, a weed wrench provides the necessary 
leverage to pull up the plant by its roots and also minimizes contact with the thorny stems. 

Repeated mowing or cutting will control the spread of Japanese barberry but will not eradicate 
it. Stems should be cut at least once per growing season as close to ground level as possible. 
Hand cutting of established clumps is difficult and time consuming due to the prolific thorns. 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides        

Japanese barberry breaks bud earlier in the spring than most woody species. Thus, it is possible 
to selectively spray its young leaves before other woody species have produced leaves. For such 
early season treatments, triclopyr is usually more effective than glyphosate. Wait until 
significant leaf expansion to ensure sufficient absorption of triclopyr. From mid summer to fall, 
both glyphosate and triclopyr are effective when applied as foliar sprays or as cut stump 
treatments. 

Foliar spray: 

BRUSH-B-GON [triclopyr (8%)]: 

4 fl. oz./gal 

Cut-stump treatment: Undiluted 

 

Multiflora Rose (Rosa multiflora) 
Description: a large, dense shrub that has escaped from ornamental and conservation plantings to 
become a serious invasive plant problem across the eastern half of the U.S. It invades natural 
areas, pastures, and light gaps in forests. Multiflora rose spreads quickly and may grow 1 to 2 
feet per week to form impenetrable thickets of thorny stems. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Cutting or grubbing 

Cutting method is appropriate for small initial populations and for environmentally sensitive 
areas where herbicides cannot be used. Repeated cutting will control the spread of multiflora 
rose, but will not eradicate it. Stems should be cut at least once per growing season as close to 
ground level as possible. Hand cutting of established clumps is difficult and time consuming due 
to the long arching stems and prolific thorns. 

Pulling, grubbing, or removing individual plants is effective when plants are small. Use a 
digging tool to remove the entire plant. Special care should be taken to ensure that all roots are 
removed to prevent their resprouting. If plants develop from severed roots these should be 
removed as well. 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides                                                               

Multiflora rose is susceptible to both glyphosate and triclopyr. Triclopyr can be applied starting 
in spring before or during flowering. Glyphosate is most effective when applied after flowering 
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(early summer) until early fall. Cut-stump treatments with both herbicides also provide control, 
but cutting stumps in established thickets is very difficult because of the numerous thorny 
branches. 

BRUSH-B-GON [triclopyr (8%)]: 

Foliar spray: 4 fl. oz./gal 

Cut-stump treatment: Undiluted 

 

Oriental Bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus) 
Description: a deciduous woody vine that can reach 19 m (60 ft) in height, and can grow to 10 
cm (4 in) in diameter. It is a serious threat to plant communities due to its high reproductive rate, 
long-range dispersal, ability to root sucker, and rapid growth rate. Climbing vines severely 
damage or kill trees and shrubs by constricting and girdling stems, and by blocking sunlight. 
Oriental bittersweet has a wide range of habitat preferences including roadsides, thickets, young 
forests and dunes. It is shade tolerant, readily germinating and growing under a closed forest 
canopy. Seeds are dispersed readily by birds and small mammals. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Cutting or Grubbing   

Cut climbing or trailing vines as close to the root collar as possible. Cutting will reduce seed 
production and strangulation of surrounding woody vegetation. Oriental bittersweet will re-
sprout unless cut so frequently that its root stock is exhausted. Treatment should begin early in 
the growing season and be repeated at 2-week intervals until autumn. 

Grubbing is carried out by using a "pulaski" or similar digging tool to remove the entire plant, 
including all roots and runners. Juvenile plants can be hand pulled depending on soil conditions 
and root development. Any portions of the root system not removed will potentially re-sprout.  

All plant parts, including mature fruit, should be bagged and disposed of in a trash dumpster to 
prevent reestablishment. 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides 

Young vines or low-growing patches can be sprayed with triclopyr any time during active 
growth. Larger vines or vines that have climbed high into trees should be cut or girdled just 
above ground level in summer or early fall. Paint undiluted triclopyr into the freshly cut surfaces 
of the stump. Repeated applications may be necessary to eliminate re-sprouting. 

BRUSH-B-GON [triclopyr (8%)]: Foliar spray: 4 fl. oz./gal.  

Cut-stump treatment: Undiluted 

 
Porcelainberry (Ampelopsis brevipedunculata) 
Description: a deciduous, woody vine.  It twines with the help of non-adhesive tendrilsand 
closely resembles native grapes.  Porcelain-berry spreads by seed and through vegetative means. 
The colorful fruits, each with two to four seeds, attract birds and other small animals that eat the 
berries and disperse the seeds in their droppings. The seeds of porcelainberry germinate readily 
to start new infestations. Porcelainberry is often found growing in riparian areas downstream 
from established patches, suggesting they may be dispersed by water also. The taproot of 
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porcelain-berry is large and vigorous. Resprouting will occur in response to cutting of above-
ground portions.  

Preferred Removal Strategy: Hand Pulling 

Hand pulling of vines in the fall or spring will prevent flower buds from forming the following 
season. Where feasible, plants should be pulled up by hand before fruiting to prevent the 
production and dispersal of seeds. If the plants are pulled while in fruit, the fruits should be 
bagged and disposed of. For vines too large to pull out, cut them near the ground and repeat 
cutting of regrowth as necessary. Because the roots of porcelain-berry plants often merge with 
shrubs or other desirable vegetation, this type of manual removal is difficult in well established 
patches without damaging the desirable vegetation as well. 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicides 

From summer to fall, apply a water-based solution of 2.5% Garlon® 3A (triclopyr amine) to 
foliage or cut plants first, allow time for regrowth and then reapply the mixture. Smaller 
infestations can be controlled to some extent with spot applications of glyphosate to leaves, used 
sparingly to avoid contact of desirable plants with spray. Cut the vines back during the summer 
and allow to re-sprout before applying herbicide, or apply glyphosate to leaves in early autumn. 

To control climbing vines, cut large stems close to ground level and immediately treat the stump 
tops with Garlon 3A or a glyphosate herbicide with a 25-percent solution (3 quarts per 3-gallon 
mix). ORTHO Brush-B-Gon, Enforcer Brush Killer, and Vine-X are effective undiluted for 
treating cut-stumps and available in retail garden stores (safe to surrounding plants). For large 
vines, make stem injections using Arsenal AC*, Garlon 3A, or a glyphosate herbicide.   

Herbicide treatment is most effective when applied toward the end of the growing season when 
plants are actively transporting nutrients from stems and leaves to the root system.  Follow-up 
treatments may be needed in subsequent years to remove plants which have sprouted from seeds 
remaining in the soil. 

Additional Removal Information 

Because porcelainberry vines can grow up to 15 ft. in a single growing season, especially when 
rainfall is abundant, and seed may be viable in the soil for several years, effective control 
requires dedicated follow-up. Treatment measures often must be repeated during the growing 
season and for several years afterwards to fully eradicate the plant. Prevention of flowering, 
fruiting and production of mature seeds will help reduce its spread. Chemical control in 
combination with manual and mechanical methods is effective and likely to be necessary for 
large infestations.  

Wineberry or Wine  Raspberry (Rubus phoenicolasius) 
Description: a perennial shrub with long, arching canes up to 9 feet long. It produces a large 
number of fruits that are readily eaten and dispersed by birds to forme dense, impenetrable 
thickets, crowding out native vegetation.  It also spreads when tips of the canes touch the soil 
and take root.  It can thrive in disturbed areas, wetlands, forest edges, floodplains, open canopy 
woodlands and roadsides.  It can rapidly form dense monotypic thickets that crowd out native 
vegetation. Since the fruits are tasty, it is often not recognized as a problem. Copious fruit 
production and subsequent bird-dispersal contribute to its spread across the landscape. 

Preferred Removal Strategy: Hand Pulling  
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No tools are necessary for hand removal of wineberry other than gloves to protect from thorns.  
The easiest time to remove this plant is in the fall or winter after a rain when the soil is moist.  
The stem should be grasped near the base to remove the entire root system.  Broken roots left in 
place will likely re-grow.  It is recommended to pull in series of tugs rather than one strong pull 
to achieve greater root removal. 

Alternate Removal Strategy: Herbicide 

A cut stump application of glyphosate or triclopyr in the fall is recommended when necessary 

              

HABITAT ENHANCEMENT / AUGMENTATION OF NATIVE SPECIES 

The primary objective of the revegetation effort will be to create a foundation for long term 
stability of a productive wetland ecology.   The initial planting must address erosion control 
issues while providing an environment which gives an advantage to the establishment of native 
species. 

Based on site inspection, the cover of invasive plants in portions of the site’s buffer and wetland 
areas approaches 50%. Clearing of invasive species and replanting with native plants is proposed 
only where necessary. This is a conservative estimate used to approximate plant cover/density 
and costs required to implement the initial replanting of the site after selective removal of 
invasive species has occurred.  As shown in Sheet C-9, this amounts to approximately 4000 
square feet of invasive plant removal in the wetlands buffer and 10,000 square feet of invasive 
plant removal in the wetland.  These areas will be re-vegetated with native plant seedlings and 
plant-plugs soon after removals are complete for erosion control and habitat restoration.  

Both woody plants and herbaceous species appropriate for the site conditions will be specified.  
There is an opportunity to collect desirable species from areas of the project which will be 
excavated and /or regraded prior to site demolition.  The project ecologist will be on site to 
direct collection activities.  All collected plant material must be replanted immediately or stored 
in appropriate conditions to maintain its viability. 

Additional plant material will be required to supplement the collected material and to introduce 
natives species not currently found on the project site. Herbaceous plant material will be 
specified in a variety of sizes for each species; in small containers and plugs.  Depending on the 
species, the vegetation will be planted at 6” to 2’-0” on-center to provide uniform cover of the 
enhancement area within the first year of growth.  Woody plant materials will be specified in a 
variety of types and sizes; containerized plant and live stakes.  Planting of all herbaceous 
materials will take place in the spring.  Containerized trees and shrubs will take place either 
spring or fall.  Live stakes of shrubs will be planted during the shrub’s dormant season.   

A list of appropriate plants to be used during the enhancement effort is provided below. 

Wetland Enhancement Plant List: 
Tussock sedge (Carex stricta) 

Fox sedge (Carex vulpinoidea) 

Soft rush (Juncus effusus) 

Woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus) 
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Swamp milkweed (Asclepias incarnata) 

Pale false mannagrass (Glyceria pallida) 

Common three square (Scirpus americanus) 

Sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis)  

Smooth alder (Alnus serrulata) 

Redosier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera)  

Winterberry (Ilex verticillata)  

Swamp azalea (Rhododendron viscosum)  

Swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor)  

 

Wetland Buffer Enhancement Plant List: 

Red chokeberry (Aronia arbutifolia)  

Sweet pepperbush (Clethra alnifolia)  

Silky dogwood (Cornus amomum)  

Red- pinicled dogwood (Cornus racemosa) 

Spicebush (Lindera benzoin)  

Arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum)  

Elderberry (Sambucus canadensis)  

Highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosom)  

Red maple (Acer rubrum)  

Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua)  

Nannyberry (Viburnum lentago)  

Pin oak (Quercus palustris)  

Bayberry (Myrica pensylvanica)  

New York fern (Thelypteris noveboracensis)  

Lance leaved goldenrod (Euthamia graminifolia)  

giant goldenrod (Solidago gigantea)  

Switchgrass (Panicum virgatum)  

Yellow birch (Betula alleghaniensis)  

River birch (Betula nigra) 
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Topsoil 

Any existing topsoil which exhibits the presence of invasive species should not be reused within 
the enhancement area.  If additional topsoil is required, it will be brought in from an approved 
source, will be free of any undesirable materials, and will meet appropriate levels for pH, 
nutrient balance and texture. Topsoil placed in the wetland enhancement areas should not be 
rolled or compacted.  The surface must be scarified prior to planting. 

Watering  

Newly planted vegetation in the enhancement areas should be monitored for up to 5 years.  
Irrigation is important during the first two growing seasons for plant establishment. During the 
first  3 to 5 years trees and shrubs should be irrigated during the dry periods and mulched to 
retain moisture.  Native grasses and wildflowers need no supplemental irrigation.  

Pest control 

Generally, native plants do not require the use of insecticides or fungicides. However, if 
pesticides are required, pesticides labeled for aquatic use will be used.  Label directions for 
application, usage and disposal will be followed. Fencing and or bird mesh will be installed and 
maintained for a minimum of five years to deter grazing by wildlife.   

Fertilizing/Innoculation  

In general, fertilizers are not needed or recommended for herbaceous wetland vegetation 
projects. However, the addition of mychorrizal inoculants is recommended for soil enhancement 
and best practice for tree and shrub establishment. Depending on site condition and performance 
of the installed vegetation, native trees and shrubs may benefit from a twice yearly application of 
a slow release or organic fertilizer for two years after planting.  

Maintenance Practices  

The pruning of native trees and shrubs is not required. Consistent and on-going monitoring and 
maintenance will be critical to identify and mitigate problems in the post-construction period. A 
five year monitoring period will be required to ensure the success of the initial enhancement 
plantings in taking hold and occupying the growing space. Dead or diseased material should be 
removed and replaced during this time. During this period subsequent invasive plant removal 
will also likely occur. 

Successful “filling” of the growing space by the enhancement plant can itself help prevent re-
colonization by invasive plant species. Annual monitoring and all subsequent removal activities 
will be overseen by the project ecologist on all occasions.  The techniques employed to remove 
invasive plants, and the decision to use herbicide, will be re-evaluated annually.  Based on 
annual monitoring and an assessment of invasive plant presence, the techniques will be adjusted 
as necessary to maximize invasive plant removal while minimizing negative effects to the site’s 
wetlands and existing native flora/fauna. The project ecologist will provide a letter report to the 
Town Planning Department documenting the monitoring and maintenance activities that occur 
each year. This report will provide photographs of the enhancement areas, details on plant 
survival, and cover estimates for any re-colonization of invasive plants. 



Appendix E 



OFF-AIRPORT PARKING GARAGE HEIGHT LIMITATION STUDY

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT
SUBMITTED TO: 
11 New King Street LLC
c/o Jeffrey Brown and Kim Frank
Westchester County, New York

AUGUST 2015



   

1 | P a g e  
 

 
Introduction 
This report provides a supplement to the report prepared by DY Consultants in July 2011 that provided a 

technical analysis for the height limitations of a proposed vehicular parking facility (parking garage) in 

proximity to Westchester County Airport (HPN). The project is being planned by 11 New King Street LLC. 

 

Project Location 
The construction is proposed to take place at 11 New King Street, White Plains, NY 10604 to the north of 

the Westchester County Airport within the airport’s runway protection zone (RPZ). See Figure 1a and 1b. 

 

Figure 1a – General Project Location 
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Figure 1b. – Project and RPZ Location 
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Project Development 
The general project description is an off-airport parking structure primarily used to relieve the airport’s 

existing shortage of long-term parking. Since 2011 the 11 New King Street, LLC. had the parking garage 

plans revised such that the overall footprint of the building is smaller than initially proposed and the height of 

the structure remains 455 feet above mean sea level (455’ AMSL) which is the same elevation AMSL as 

described in the 2011 report. The proposed finished floor of the parking garage is approximately 404’-7” 

above mean sea level and the roof of the proposed parking garage is 50’-7” above planned finished first floor.  

See Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2. – Parking Garage Rendering 
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FAA Requirements 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) sets forth criteria for the protection of airspace around airports, 

essentially through the definition and application of various "imaginary surfaces" or slopes which radiate out 

from an airport's runways. Under Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), proposed structures that 

would exceed any of the defined imaginary surfaces, or which would stand a certain height above ground, are 

considered "obstructions" and must be reviewed by the FAA to determine if the obstructions would also 

constitute "hazards" to aviation.  

In 2011, the project received a “No Hazard” determination from the FAA, pursuant to its FAA 7460-1 Form 

for Aeronautical Review—Aeronautical Study Number (ASN): 2011-AEA-2792-OE. 

 

However, in a FAA memorandum dated September 27, 2012, the FAA Office of Airports identified a need to 

clarify policies on land uses within the RPZ. The FAA interim guidance was issued after the “No Hazard” 

determination was granted from the FAA on August 16, 2011 and has since expired on August 14, 2014. 

Subsequently, as part of this effort a new FAA Form 7460-1 was submitted to the FAA. This new submission 

reflects the updated land coordinates and elevation proposed for the parking garage (Aeronautical Study No. 

2015-AEA-4118-OE). The FAA has determined that the structure does not constitute a hazard to air 

navigation. See Attachment 1. 

 

Conclusion 
While the structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation, the FAA acknowledges that it would be 

located within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of the Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway 16/34.  

 

Pursuant to FAA planning criteria “Structures, which will result in the congregation of people within an RPZ, 

are strongly discouraged in the interest of protecting people and property on the ground, and in cases where 

the airport owner can control the use of the property, such structures are prohibited.” 

 

Should the project be constructed, an FAA Form 7460-2 will be required. This is required for advance notice 

to the FAA for actual construction and is shown at the end of Attachment 1. 

 

Attachment 1 can be found on the following pages. 

 



Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
Obstruction Evaluation Group
10101 Hillwood Parkway
Fort Worth, TX 76177

Aeronautical Study No.
2015-AEA-4115-OE
Prior Study No.
2011-AEA-2803-OE

Page 1 of 5

Issued Date: 08/18/2015

Kim Frank
11 New King Street LLC
2337 Philmont Ave
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building Park Place - Parking Garage (pt 1)
Location: North Castle, NY
Latitude: 41-04-54.42N NAD 83
Longitude: 73-42-52.98W
Heights: 404 feet site elevation (SE)

51 feet above ground level (AGL)
455 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

ADVISORY RECOMMENDATION - While the structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation, it
would be located within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of the Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway
16/3..

Structures, which will result in the congregation of people within an RPZ, are strongly discouraged in the
interest of protecting people and property on the ground. In cases where the airport owner can control the use of
the property, such structures are prohibited. In cases where the airport owner exercises no such control, advisory
recommendations are issued to inform the sponsor of the inadvisability of the project from the standpoint of
safety to personnel and property.
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This determination expires on 02/18/2017 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This determination cancels and supersedes prior determinations issued for this structure.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (404) 305-6531. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AEA-4115-OE.

Signature Control No: 258694595-261189446 ( DNE )
Darin Clipper
Specialist

Attachment(s)
Case Description
Map(s)
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Case Description for ASN 2015-AEA-4115-OE

The proposal is for an off-airport, long term parking structure to support the airport.
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TOPO Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4115-OE
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Sectional Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4115-OE



Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
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10101 Hillwood Parkway
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Aeronautical Study No.
2015-AEA-4114-OE
Prior Study No.
2011-AEA-2792-OE
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Issued Date: 08/18/2015

Kim Frank
11 New King Street LLC
2337 Philmont Ave
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building Park Place - Parking Garage (pt 2)
Location: North Castle, NY
Latitude: 41-04-53.33N NAD 83
Longitude: 73-42-54.87W
Heights: 404 feet site elevation (SE)

51 feet above ground level (AGL)
455 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

ADVISORY RECOMMENDATION - While the structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation, it
would be located within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of the Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway
16/3..

Structures, which will result in the congregation of people within an RPZ, are strongly discouraged in the
interest of protecting people and property on the ground. In cases where the airport owner can control the use of
the property, such structures are prohibited. In cases where the airport owner exercises no such control, advisory
recommendations are issued to inform the sponsor of the inadvisability of the project from the standpoint of
safety to personnel and property.
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This determination expires on 02/18/2017 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This determination cancels and supersedes prior determinations issued for this structure.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (404) 305-6531. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AEA-4114-OE.

Signature Control No: 258694594-261189442 ( DNE )
Darin Clipper
Specialist
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Case Description for ASN 2015-AEA-4114-OE

The proposal is for an off-airport, long term parking structure to support the airport.
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TOPO Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4114-OE
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Sectional Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4114-OE



Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
Obstruction Evaluation Group
10101 Hillwood Parkway
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Aeronautical Study No.
2015-AEA-4116-OE
Prior Study No.
2011-AEA-2804-OE
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Issued Date: 08/18/2015

Kim Frank
11 New King Street LLC
2337 Philmont Ave
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building Park Place - Parking Garage (pt 3)
Location: North Castle, NY
Latitude: 41-04-53.29N NAD 83
Longitude: 73-42-55.37W
Heights: 404 feet site elevation (SE)

51 feet above ground level (AGL)
455 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

ADVISORY RECOMMENDATION - While the structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation, it
would be located within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of the Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway
16/3..

Structures, which will result in the congregation of people within an RPZ, are strongly discouraged in the
interest of protecting people and property on the ground. In cases where the airport owner can control the use of
the property, such structures are prohibited. In cases where the airport owner exercises no such control, advisory
recommendations are issued to inform the sponsor of the inadvisability of the project from the standpoint of
safety to personnel and property.
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This determination expires on 02/18/2017 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This determination cancels and supersedes prior determinations issued for this structure.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (404) 305-6531. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AEA-4116-OE.

Signature Control No: 258694600-261189443 ( DNE )
Darin Clipper
Specialist
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Case Description for ASN 2015-AEA-4116-OE

The proposal is for an off-airport, long term parking structure to support the airport.
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TOPO Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4116-OE
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Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
Obstruction Evaluation Group
10101 Hillwood Parkway
Fort Worth, TX 76177

Aeronautical Study No.
2015-AEA-4117-OE
Prior Study No.
2011-AEA-2805-OE
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Issued Date: 08/18/2015

Kim Frank
11 New King Street LLC
2337 Philmont Ave
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building Park Place - Parking Garage (pt 4)
Location: North Castle, NY
Latitude: 41-04-54.50N NAD 83
Longitude: 73-42-56.60W
Heights: 404 feet site elevation (SE)

51 feet above ground level (AGL)
455 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

ADVISORY RECOMMENDATION - While the structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation, it
would be located within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of the Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway
16/3..

Structures, which will result in the congregation of people within an RPZ, are strongly discouraged in the
interest of protecting people and property on the ground. In cases where the airport owner can control the use of
the property, such structures are prohibited. In cases where the airport owner exercises no such control, advisory
recommendations are issued to inform the sponsor of the inadvisability of the project from the standpoint of
safety to personnel and property.
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This determination expires on 02/18/2017 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This determination cancels and supersedes prior determinations issued for this structure.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (404) 305-6531. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AEA-4117-OE.

Signature Control No: 258694601-261189445 ( DNE )
Darin Clipper
Specialist
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Case Description for ASN 2015-AEA-4117-OE

The proposal is for an off-airport, long term parking structure to support the airport.
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TOPO Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4117-OE
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Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
Obstruction Evaluation Group
10101 Hillwood Parkway
Fort Worth, TX 76177

Aeronautical Study No.
2015-AEA-4118-OE
Prior Study No.
2011-AEA-2806-OE
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Issued Date: 08/18/2015

Kim Frank
11 New King Street LLC
2337 Philmont Ave
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building Park Place - Parking Garage (pt 5)
Location: North Castle, NY
Latitude: 41-04-55.80N NAD 83
Longitude: 73-42-54.36W
Heights: 404 feet site elevation (SE)

51 feet above ground level (AGL)
455 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

ADVISORY RECOMMENDATION - While the structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation, it
would be located within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of the Westchester County Airport (HPN) Runway
16/3..

Structures, which will result in the congregation of people within an RPZ, are strongly discouraged in the
interest of protecting people and property on the ground. In cases where the airport owner can control the use of
the property, such structures are prohibited. In cases where the airport owner exercises no such control, advisory
recommendations are issued to inform the sponsor of the inadvisability of the project from the standpoint of
safety to personnel and property.
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This determination expires on 02/18/2017 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This determination cancels and supersedes prior determinations issued for this structure.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (404) 305-6531. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AEA-4118-OE.

Signature Control No: 258694602-261189444 ( DNE )
Darin Clipper
Specialist
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Case Description for ASN 2015-AEA-4118-OE

The proposal is for an off-airport, long term parking structure to support the airport.
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TOPO Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4118-OE
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Sectional Map for ASN 2015-AEA-4118-OE
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