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July 31, 2005

Ms. Lois Stemcos'ky, | _ SERrERIYVE ‘
Planning Board Sécretary m> ‘.‘: @ E B U (&
City of Glep Cove Planning Board ‘ \[ o

9 Glen Street ‘ ' v U'\ ;| .

Glén Cove, NY 11542 | I h[ JUL 31 2009

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement “UANNING BOARD
‘ ~ CITY OF GLEN COVE

RXR Glen Isle Parmers, LLC
Proposcd Mixed-Use Waterfront Redevelopmient

Deaar Ms. Stemcosky.

The New York State. Depaitment of Environmental Conservation {Depanument) has received and
reviewed the RXR Glen Isje Mixed-Use Waterfront Development Draft Environmental Igpact Statement

(DEIS). The Department welcomes the opportunity to participate iu the review of the DEIS for this
important project. There are many facets of the Depantment’s yurisdicton and interest in the project.
This letter focuses on the status of remediation efforts on the various properties comprising the 56 acre
site and the effects the project may bave upon, Gresnhouse Gase emissions (GHG), aix resources and
wetland xesources (tidal and fresh). Comments or; the GHG, wetland and air {ssues wers developed by
Region One staff and comments relating to remediation efforts were generated by the New Yok State
Departroent of Environmertal Conservation, Division of Environimental Remediation (DER) in Albany.

Due to the conxplexity of the project and site, the DEIS shouid acknowledge the various New York State
Department of Environmerntal Conservation IHvisioms and distinguish their respective roles, including the
Division of Environmemtal Permits {DEP), Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources - Madine
Habitat Protection (MHP). Divigion of Solid and Hazardous Materials (DS&HM), Division of
Enviroumental Remediation (DER). Division of Air Resources (DAR), Division of Water (DOW),

Bureau of Habitat (BOH).

Coouments Relating to Tidal Wetlands

A large portion of the project’s upland area was previously detenmitied to be outside the jurisdiction of
6NYCRR Part 661, Ttdal Wetlands Land Use Regulations (TWLUR), due to either the elevation (> 10'
above MSL) or the existence of jurisdiclion-limiting bulkheads and roads that were in place priar to the
implerentation of the noted regulations. Upland areas that may remain within the jurisdiction of the
TWLUR include portions of the properties known as the Angler's Club and Gladsky’s. While these two
properties are not proposed as sites for lutensive coverage with siructures and paving, it still 16 Lnportant
for the DEIS 10 clearly illustrate those areas subject to the TWLUR, and those that ere not.
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The overall configuration of the proposed project will include residential and cormmercial
components as well as land uses requiring water access and others that do not. The DEIS should
acknowledge that the TWLUR specifically distinguishes between the compatibilify of residential
and commercial uses in regulated tidal wetlands =nd adjacent areas. Similarly the compatibility of
eommercial fecilities requinng water access (e.g., a warina) is specifically distingutshed from
those that do not (e.g., a 1estaurant}, Proposed development strategies should specifically
consider the compatibility of any use proposed within arcas regulated under Part 661.

The closest freshwater wetland is the Mill Pond, east of the new connector highway. Although
not in the in the project area per se, it must be determined if any aspect of the proposed project is
within the 100 adjaccnot area (AA) repulated pursuant to ENYCRR. Part 653, Freshwater Wetland

Permit Requirement Regulations (FWWR).

Based on the project plans and ioformation provided It's not possible to determine definitively
which of the proposcd project activities will ocvur within NYSDEC Tida! Wetland jurisdiction.
However, the Usc Guidelines contained in the TWLUR have 37 different use categories and the
exclusion of many of the uses from table ULC-2 (Page I.C-36) docs not accurately depict other
applicable categories, From the information that h4s been provided in the DEIS it appears tie
table is mussing a number of potentially relevant 1egulated use categories as provided In 661.5(b),
We r.ote the following additional categories (at a minimuxs) that nyay spply :

Use

Use Categdry

(9) Establish plantings.

This use is generally compatible (permit required
n tdal wetlands., No permit Is necessary in the
Btjacent area,

(15) Construction of open plle catwalks and docks more than
four feet in width; or constructing more than one cGpen pile
Catwalk and/or dock greater than four feet in width for any
brincipal building

This use Is presumptively Incompatible in
vegetated marsh areas and generally compatible
(permit required) In shoals, mud flats, littoral
zone and adjacent areas.

27) Dredging

This use is presumptively incompatible in all
reguilated tidal and adjacent areas.

(30) Fliling

This use Is presumptively incompatible in all
requlated tidal wetland areas and generally
rompatible (permit required) in adjacent areas.

(31) Disposal of dredged material

This use is Incompatible in vegetated marsh
greas, presumptively Incompatible In sheals, mud
flats, littoral zone and generally compatibie
(permit required) in adjacent sreas.

Ltillties where such Installation will Involve restoration of
pxisting ground 2levation [other than activities covered by tem

(41) Installation of underground electric, sewer, Wa?er, or other

This use Is generally compatible (permit requlired,
n all regulated tidal and adjacent areas.

f0). i -
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43) Installation of a dry well, retention basin, filter, open
Ewale or pond

|

This use (8 presumptively incompatible in all
Fegulated tidal wetland areas and generally
Fompatible (permit requlred) in adjacent areas.

(44) new discharge of any pollutant requiring a SPDES permit
pursuant to the environmental conservation faw and complying
with the requirements of the issuarice of such a permit.

Is use requires a permit In all regulated tidal
wetlards and adjacent areas.

(45) Installation of 3 sewage disposal seplic tank, cesspool,
each field or seepage pit and discharge of any pollutant into
puch facilities not requirling a8 SPDES permit pursuant to article
i/ of the environmental conservatian law

This use is presumptively incormpatible in all
regulated tidal wetland areas and generally
rompatible (permit requirad) In adjacent areas.

(46) Construction of single family dwellings and muitiple family
Hwellings.

This use is presumptively incompatible in all
Fegulated tidal wetland areas and generally
rompatible (pefrit required) in adjacent areas.

(48) Construction of commerclal and industrial use facliitiss not
requiring water access and public or semi-public bujldings not
fequiring water access; and undertakirng commercial and

Industrial use activities ot requiring yater access,

This use is Hresumptively Incompatible i all
regulated tidal and adjacent areas.

(49) Construction of accessory structures or facilitles for any
Lise listed In items 46 and 47, [other than accessory structures
br facillties covered by item 50] or covered specifically in this
ist, ‘

his use Is presumptively incompatible |n all
Fegulated tidal wetland areas.and generaliy
compatitle (permit required) in adjacent areas.

(51) Construction of accessory structures or facilities for any
Lse listed In item 48. '

This use is prelsumptively incompatible In all
)'egulated tidal and- adfacent areas.

(57) Any type of regulated activity not speciﬁ'caliy listed in this.
Chart and any subdivision of land. '

"[This use requires a permit in all regulared tda!

wetiands and adjacent areas.

The project's open space and 1ecreational use propasal includes several expansive lawn arcas and
public amenities including obscrvation picrs, boardwalks, patking areas, amphithearers, and a cafe
and testaurant. Where waterfront amenities occur in regalated tidal wetland or rogulated adjacent
areas, they will require Part 661 purmity from the NYSDEC. Overwater structures may also
requize Fart 608 permits as well as Water Quality Centifications.. Although sufficient detail is not
provided for sn assessment of the proposed amenities, the applicant will need to meet use and
development requirements, maintain adequate buffer areas and minimize adverse impacts 10

natural resources.

The DEIS dsscribes numerous areas along the Glen Cove Creek and Henspsiead Harbor where
activities reguleted under the TWLUR will oceur. The document does ot contain tae specificity
that the Department would require for review of a permit application [or these activities so our

respomges will also bo genelized.
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Dredging existing open viater areas and excavating upland areas to expaod the Glen Cove
Creek. ‘ ’

Before feasibility of any proposed dredging project can be assessed, site-specific sediment
contaminant analysis, {ncluding separate arialyses of the matimia) to be dredged and the owaterial 10
remein as tne expnsed bottom after dredging, will need to be provided. In addition, proposed
dredging to creste ngw underwater lands or to create new depths in excess of those that have
Jegallv existed within Lbe Jast twenry years, is deemed to be a presumptively iccompatible activity
under Part 661 repulations, regardless of whether the dredging is proposed in an existing wvetland
or ¢ regulated adjacent area. The applicant shall have the burden of Hyvercoming the presumption

of incompatibility.

Tidal Weir and Turning Basiu, pages ITLC-16-19

Over the course of vur meetings and conversatons with the project spensnr the Departiment staff
bas come to understand the importance of the tiruing basin/weir complex to the project sponsor.
However, the DEIS raises quest{ons that are not satisfactonily answered with regad to the
potential for negative impscts to the vpper reach of ths Glen Cove Creek,

Page J1.C18 dizcusses the potential for the basin to became a deposition basin for the Mill Pond
outfall, without offering assurance 7ot proper preventative maintenance after construction. Also
rnentioned are possible impacts to finfish and crustaceans; stratilication of the water colunz,
decreased circulation, temperanure and salinity changes, decreased exygen and sediment redox.

The potentinlity of these negative impacts is not clearly asticulated. Additionally, the mitigation
efforts to prevent the negative impacls arc vague.

By definition, a turmng basui is an open area at the end of a canal or narrow waterway to allow
boats to turn around. However, it 18 clear that boats large enough to require a turning dasin will
not be able to access the proposed “turning basin” cnce the tidal weir is constructed. More than
90% of the time, the tidal conpection to the tuming basin will be completely blocked. The
remsaining 8% of the time, the weir will be coversd by an average of spproxirnately six inches of
waler, or less. The project description indicates that fish passage will be possible 8% of the tioas
but daas not clarify boat access. It seems apparent that this proposed “turning basw’ caunot
function as proposed but the applicant shouid clarify the issue of boat access. In addition, sny
structuce lying below the water siirface part of the time has the potential fo create a navigation
hzzard, How will this hazard be mitigated? '

Constructing a new tidal weir at the proposed location will sigrilficanty alter an existing area of
tidal wetlands. The statement that the area upstream of the proposed weir “contains no natural
wetland communitics” (Page TL.C-1¥) is aaceucate. The TWLUK recognizes and regulates
several wetland zones. inclnding the coastal shoals apd mud flats found at this projectsite. The
suggestion that the avea upstream of the proposed weir will 450 act as a secondary sedimentation
basin for mnoff ertering the creel will fusther limit the proposed habitat value of the arza for
marine resourcas, such as finfish and invertebrates. Althoug}} the DEIS suggests t}u-bxdny‘ it the
upstream area may be reduced dus to the reduced tidal flushing, rurbidity and sedimentation

“agyocizted with storm events may be exacerbated in the basin.
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As noted previously, before the feasibility of any proposed dredging project can be assessed, site-
specific sediment contamninant analysis, including separate analyses of the material to be dredged
and the material to remain as the exposed bottom after drzdging, will need (v be provided. This
mcludes the areas of upland that will be exeavated to becovte new Glen Cove Creek biottor.
Dredging associated with the turning basin includes dredging of the Gateway property, which
hasn't besn adequately (nvestigated. .

What standards will be employed to ascertain tho ruccess of the weir/turning basin aspect of the
project? If aver time uracceptable negative impacts develop due to the placement of the weir,
what are the contingencies, can the weir be removed? If 30, who will be responsible for the
re;xoval? :

Whoss responsibility will it be to conduct the mainlenance pecessary 10 preclude the potential
adverse impacrs noted in the DEIS? :

Given the speculative outcomes forecast for the placement of the weir and construction of the
turning basin ares, the Department suggests that an appropriaté raodeling software program be
upplied to the proposed chianges. As itis described and supported. in the ducument it would be
difficult for the Department to make a positive determaination with regard to the standards of

penpit lssuance
Large Boat Marina Page L.C-18 & 35

Tae DEIS does not roake a compelling argurnent for the placament of the large bost marna ia vne
of the few remaining intertida] marsh areas on the creek. As proposed the large boat marina will
aecessitate the relocation of §,520 sq fi of intertidal wetland. The project sponsor needs (o justify
this site disnubarnce, '

Relocation and creation of vegetated macsh areas are less successful and genorslly exhibit reduced
values and functions than existing, naturally occwring marshes. Tbe proposal to recreate a marsh
0 a location landward of a low-s1}] bwlkhead will further ~educe the values associated with the
restored marsh since it will be physically separated by the bulkhead fom adjncent communities.
Accees 10 and from the site will be restrieted for a varicty of organisms. Efforts should be taken
10 avoid and minimize impacted marsh sreas rather than proposing 1o ralecate and restore new
marsh areas, Relccating proposed marina areas should be more fully evalusted. The proposed
“intertidal wetland salvage” wonld require a permit under Past 661, Applicatle Use categories
regulating this activity may inctude 9, 27, 30, and 57. Monitoring and mainteviance of plant
survivorship is generally required for A miniruen peziod of five years.

The DEIS should explore altematives 0 placement of the large boat marina in this exifing marsh,
Swnall Boat Marina, Renaissance Park Cut-Back and Intertidal Wetlaad Relocation

Similax 10 ather wrzas of proposed dredging, before feasibility of any proposed dredging or
excavation project can be assessed, site-specific sediment conturminant apalysis. including
Sepavate apalyses of the material fo be dredged and the matenal to remaia ag the exposed botiom

afier dredging, will need 10 be provided.

Detailed site plans mcluding a planting plan and elevaticing, will be required for a complete
¢valuation of the project with regard © the TWLUR.
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Captain’s Cove Intertida] Marsh and Shosls and Mudlflaty, pages IILD-33

The Department does not have any conceptual objection 1o the restoration (conversion of shoals
and roudflars to intertidal marsh) of 17.500 sq f1 of intertidal marsh, nor the adjacent slope
restoration and planting described in the DEIS. However. the {nformation in the DEIS falls short
of providing the Department with sufficient infonnation to determine if the proposal meets the
standards of penrit issuance of the TWLUR. Additionally, the success and value of these
ransformed wetlands must be weighed if the project spousor intends to apply this-effort towards
mitigation of cther negative impacts on the site, such as the relocation of the intertidal marsh at
the proposed large boat cuanna site. The information provided in the DEIS does not allow such a
determmnation of valug or chance of sucscess.

The DEIS notes impacts, including disturbance and turbidity, from the construction of the
proposed walkways and cbservation pier. However long-term impacts associated with
authorizstion of the sinictire (e.g,, shading, loss of habitat, impacts 1o water sediment transport)
should also be discussed.

Bulkhead Removal and Beech Expansion at Gurvies Point.

The feasibility of the proposed placement of sand landward of the delineated tidal wetland a
Garvies Point Beach wili depend on the velume of sand; slope, propused grade changes and
proxamity to delineated tidal wetland areas. Placement of sand in areas immeciately lundward of
vegetated wetlands can result in exeessive sedimentation ard adverse impacts 1o the existing:
wetlands. The DEIS should address the seriment control measures that wouid be in place during
comstruction and post-censtructiont. Remaova] of the bulkbead end regrading the material to a
hesght less than 10' MSL will canse thet arca to retunt wo the jurisdiction of the TWLUR to the

poiut where the 10' contour reswines.

Stormywater Condifions

Pages V-4 & V.5 discuss slormwater filiretion as mitigation for other impacts the project may
have. If the inproved stormwater manageinent is to be considerad mitigation the requurements of
the TWLUR will need 10 be sausfied. ' ’

Stormwater management systems for structures, driveways and paved ereas that are designed and
constructed in or adjacent to regulated iids) wetlands or that have outflows discharging fnto
regulated tidel wetlands may be subject to the perruitting requirements o fthe TWLUR. I
addition to developmental restrictions for structures, driveways, reads, parking areas etc,, Par 661
regulates the installation of drywells, retention basins, filters, swales, ponds and any new
dischagge of 2ny pollutant requiring & SPDES permit. Applicable restricuons under T WLUR for
installarion of stonrwvater control struciures may nclude setback requarements, rinimun vertical
separation from groundwater and rupoff containment requiremerts.

The proposed retendouw and teatment of stormwater will be dt:signed..to allow for collecton and
discharge of up 0 the fiist 1w inches of rainfall. Stormwater ranoff in excess of 2" willbe
directed wito the downstream sewer conveyance system. Hewever, the DEIS also states that if
soils are not permesble or groundwater elevations are too Wgh, the infllitration systems may be
removed from the design and the stormeaarer will be cotrvevsd from the irrigation chamber 1o the
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sunk sewer line and wiil ultimately discharge (o the adjacent tidal water bodies 7Page J{{.C-29)
if soul permeability or depth ta gmundwater precludes the use of the proposed Infiltrator or
Rainscore units, alternative raetheds of teatment should be more fully explored.

Althoogh the DEIS wdenufies the Glen Cove Creex as SR-Saline Surfsce Waters, it does not
appear that the Hempstead Harbor waters have been considered. Paragraph 661.6(a)( 8) of the
TWLCR reads thus'

(8) Auy substuntiel increase in surface water runoff ro tidal seaters classified 8.4, us defined in
section 7015 of this Tide, or 1o any erher surface waters which are within 1,000 feet of any 54
warers and gre adjacent or mibutary (o such SA waters, shall be prevented from @irectly
runering into any such waters by the utiffzation of sufficient runoff conrol nieasuras, including
but nat éimited to the installation of dry wells, retention basins, filteys, open swales or ponds.
Any such dry well, retention basin, filter, open swale or pond 1o be constricted in order to
prevent diract surface wates runoff to sald §.4 and other surfuce waiers shall be designed and
constructed fo handle the water runoff produced on the project site by u fhye-year starm.

The DEIS showld consider whether or not this paragraph will upply.

The DEIS correctly notes 1hat the project will need coverage under a NYSDEC SPDES Greneral
Permit far Stormwater Discharges. To obtain coverage the project sponsor will be requized to
file a Notice of Intent and prepare s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWFP) for
cepstruction activities and post-development activities. “If the stormwater management system is
located primarily oo the Glen Lsle propercty who will have reavowbdn) for its long-tenw

nRintenance?

Greehouse Gas Emissions and Air Quality, Sections II.G & X,

The DEIS should update page UG-8 to reflect the newly released NYSDEC Guidance. Assessirg
Energy Use and Greenhonse Gas Emissions in Environmenral Impact Starements which is now
aveilable to the public { hittp./www . dec.ny.guvidocs/adninistation_pdfeisgbepolicy pdf 1.

The Departiment recognizes that the natuge of the proposed project lends itself'to a design that
helps reduce GHG emissions. The clusleriag of living units, sthe reliance on mass wansit (ferry,
bus, bus-to-rail) and the energy conservation roewsires cited in Seetions XU & X, [such as “green
Luilding” components and the secddng of Leadership in Energy and Environmenta] Design
(LEED) certification), all contribute to the mitigation of energy use, theresy reducing the
crission of greenhouse gases. ‘

The DEIS goes into soxie detail on tlie corstruction aspects of air quality. The DEIS also
indicatea that “cnergy componeuts of the Preposed Actimn weuld be provided y either the Long
Island Power Authority (“LIPA™ or KevSpan” In Secrion X, Page X-1 it is stated that “Heat acd
hot water will likely be fueted by patural gas, which is cJcaner burning and more efficiert”

The DEIS does nct appear 10 address the boilers thet will be required to generste this heat and hot
water. The DEIS should address the air permitting and GHG aspects of this power generation.
The identification of this source is germane to both GH(G considerations aud whether or not Art.

19 Sermiits are required,
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Comments prepared by the New York State Deépartment of Environmental
Couservation, Division of Environmental Remediation (DER).

The Captain’s Cove Condominiums Site renaias & Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Waste
Site. The Record of Decision (ROD) for tus site limits futire use 10 comunercial,
Although the City has raised the issue of changing the acceplable future use to
restricted residential through a ROD change or an Explanation of Significamt
Differences (FSD), the City bas made ne subguszion to the DEC to accomplish this
change. The propenty vannot be developed for occupancy for any use witi: the deed
restrictions required in the ROD are filed. The control of the property cannot be
transferred to another entity until all the requirements of the Consent Order have beex
satisfied. It i also IDER’s posirien that the DEIS caonot be finalized unnl all
properties are sligible to be developed as described jn the DETS.

The Li Tungsten Site contipues o bhe on the EPA’s Mational Priorities List QONPL) a3
well as un the Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Site. Although EPA has
indicated that three of tho four parcéls comprising the site are sujtable for residential
development if proper institutiona) contrels are implemented, these controls are yet to
be formalized. A such, these parcela cannat, as of yet, be developed.  The fourth
parcel continues Lo be cotumnercial use only although the TJSEPA i3 considering a
change to thig usage as requested by the City.

Other properties within the project are desciibed differently in various sections of the
DEIS. Only the Gladsky Site which is in the Environment Restoration Program
{ERP) is in a regulatory program for remediating cnvironmental conditions on the
site. The Doxey, Angler’s Club. Gateway and Pump Stetion parcels are not in a
program (FRP, Brownfizle, or Superfund). Applicatians have not been received for
admission to the Biownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) for any sites in the praject drea
and applications are not being approved for the ERP as there are no funds available in
that Program. Refercuces that the environmental cleanup ¢f these parcels will
addressed through the BCP and’or ERP 1oust be clarified and be conaistent through
the document It showld be clear to all who read the document that although the
developer may apply for adnussior to the BCP for certain parcels, a0 appiications
have been made, and no assurance can be given that admission of any of ‘these sitey
will occur. The documenis currently imply just the opposite to the casual reader.

‘Throughout the document and several of the appendices, there are references to a

“multi-agency accord” or “multi-agency agreement” to address environmental
conditions on tiee properties. The language referring to this docuent has been very
carefully structured 10 be correct in the absolute. However, a person not privy to facts
surrounding the “pulti-agency accord” would assume that Lllae'vanous agencies have'
been actively involved in developing such 8 document. DER 1s not aware that any of
the mentioned ngoocies is planning to sign such a dotument. None bave been
involved in developing one. DER, specifically, Las statod te th; City and‘ the
developer, prior to the release of the DEIS, that it had no intention of signing such a
document. The DEIS should be revised to reflect that altbough the developer may
want such a documeat, no agreement has been zigned or agreed o by sy o.f the
azencies. As it appears that all the sectious felating 10 environmental condinons rgfcr
back to this document. all of these sectious need o be revised te provide the public

with the factua] inforvaation which caonot be misconstqlcd. ‘ o
The environmestal conditions on the various parcels will be addressed through the
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ptograms they are i1, or are eligible to participate in, [fa parcel 1s net eligible for a

program, all work is the responsibility of the propeorty owaer.

Appendix G iy the Draft Site Management Plan. Although this docunent is Listed as

draft, it gives a clear implication thar the DEC has reviewed the document, 1t is

recornmended that 4 watermurk be added to cach page as follows, “DRAFT- not
submitted to NYSDEC." As this document refers to a “mulii-agency agreement,” na
detailed review wes made of this document. Additionally, this docunent can only be
reviewed relative ‘o the ROD (or ESD) and the Environmental Easement (or deed
restrictions) asseciated with the Site Meanagement Plan. This documernt does not

stand on its ovmn. ,

6. The DEIS indicates that the NYS Deparinent of Health (INYSDOH) bas to “certity
compliance with public health and safcty” with respect to the environmental
remediation of properties. NYSDOH does not administer any regulatory programs
with respect ta remediation of sites but works tirough the NYSDEC to assere that
actions are protective of public health;,

i

Commnients Summary:

The document should identify the different Divisions within the New York State Department
of Envivonwaental Conservation that will be involved in the distinet aspecis of each pbase of
the project.

Al requirements of the: Division of Environmental erecﬁationmuét be met.

Upland areas of TWLUR jurisdictownon-iwisdiction should be detemuned.

Al areas that are to be dredged or excavated to create open water must sampled in accordsnce
with the requirements of the Division of Environmental Remediation, the Divition of Sohd
and Hazardous Materia's and Office of Marine Habitat Protection.  The retnaining under-
lying soils must also be characterized in all testing, so assure that centaminated sojls are not

Jeft exposed to the marine environment.

Pages -5 & 6 v

The summary of required approvals should be revised to include Art 19, Alr Pollution
Control (or explain why Art. 19 does net apply), Art. 15, Long Isiand Well (dewatering),
SPDES General Penmut for Stormwater Discharges (not “SPDES pemmit™) .

Pages II.C-16-19 ‘

The turping basin and weir complex needs comprehensive decumentation, perhaps computer
modeling, (0 demonstrare its viability. Both upland areas and wetland areas must be sanpled
down to include the marerials that will remain exposed in addition to any requirements by
other agencics.

Page L.1-33 & 34

Thea large boat marina gection requures a mote thawvough explanation of why this sensitive sitc
must be disturbed, talatg 1nto accouyt reasonable alternatives.

Snall boa! marina and Renaissance Park Cut-backs and Wetland relocation will peed detailed
plans to demonstrate the proposals can mect the standards of penmit issuance
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e Stormwater Matagement

The DEYS should address the vequirenzents of NYSDEC SPDES General Pernit for
Stormwater Discharges (GP-62-01) and the intent of the TWLUR. If the project sponsor in
tends to wilize the sto::pwaler muanagement 45 mitigation the benefits to the environment must
clescly denonsirable. '

&  Greevhouse Geses & Ay Quality

The DEIS should be wdated to 1ellect the recently issued NYSDEC policy guidance. The
DEYS shiould identifs the source of the heat and hot water for the proposed project for
per atting apd GCHG cuomiderations. )

Shov d v have any que 1ons I can'be reachad directly at (631) 444-0361 or at the above
addr=ss.

Sincerely,

éf (&
Rogéf Evans

Regional Permit Administrator

cei P A Scully, NYSDE
D. McReynoeids, NYSDEC
K. Graulich, N YSI 3¢
J. Yavendittee NY D IC
M. Genece, NYSDLC
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