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	No.
	COMMENT
	RESPONSE

	WRITTEN COMMENTS

	Introduction

	
	What conditions or information changed between the writing of the original Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and now to indicate that the mechanical methods stated in the EIS are not preferred for this job?  And if nothing changed, then is this yet another example of how the EIS and other information given to the public and legislatures was deliberately slanted to get the Bronx site approved?  
	At the time of the preparation of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Final SEIS), the blasting method was eliminated as a means to minimize the environmental impacts and disruptions including noise and vibration of the work proposed at Jerome Park Reservoir.  However, since the decision to eliminate blasting was made, the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) and its consultants have learned a great deal about controlling blasting during extensive rock removal on City Tunnel No. 3, CRO-311, and more recently on the Raw Water Tunneling under CRO-313. NYCDEP now believes there are considerable benefits to blasting that better address the environmental concerns of the Bronx High School of Science and the surrounding area. 

	
	When was it decided that blasting was preferred for this part of the project and why wasn’t there immediate notification to the public about this significant change?
	NYCDEP started reevaluating the potential to use blasting in early 2008.  This process started with a technical evaluation with respect to controlling vibrations and minimizing the risk of damage to the adjacent historic structures. The technical evaluation concluded that a controlled blasting program could be developed and implemented that would control both excessive vibration and minimize risk of damage to the adjacent aqueducts and other structures. Therefore, NYCDEP determined that blasting for the CRO-312OS Shaft and Meter Chamber (SMC) rock excavation is technically feasible.  In order to make this rock removal option available as part of contract CRO-312OS-G, the option was added as part of Addendum No. 2 on 3/28/08 during the contract bidding period.  However, the final decision regarding blasting was decided with the completion of the CRO-313 and CRO-312OS Minor Modification.

	A.  Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and/or Environmental Assessment (EA)

	1
	How will this decision to change the method described in the EIS affect the schedule for a new Environmental Assessment and/or Supplemental Impact Statement and analysis?  When will you start the public scope and how long will the study take?  Won’t this further delay the project as no work on this part of the project can be done while the EAS and supplemental EIS are being done?
	According to the Environmental Conservation Law Part 617.9(a)(7)(i) Supplemental EISs: The lead agency may require a supplemental EIS, limited to the specific significant adverse environmental impacts not addressed or inadequately addressed in the EIS.

The Minor Modification includes the documentation and analysis that supports the conclusions for the finding that no new significant adverse environmental impacts would occur as a result of the project changes.  Therefore, a Supplemental EIS is not required.

	2
	How long do you plan to mitigate the noise from surface blasting and excavation since the EIS stated that raise bore drilling is the most practical and feasible method, and no other method was studied for impact and mitigation purposes?
	As recommended in the Final SEIS, a noise attenuating barrier was planned to be constructed to reduce the construction-generated noise.  Since the Final SEIS, plans were developed to construct a 20-foot high noise wall to the north, east, and south of the SMC.  In addition, a noise attenuation blanket will be installed on the existing fence to the west of the SMC, adjacent the Jerome Park Reservoir perimeter wall.  The noise wall was put in place prior to any surface blasting or excavation.  As a supplement to these noise attenuation systems, NYCDEP has established a monitoring program and dedicated complaint response system to address any unforeseen construction-related noise impacts.  (Please refer to the Noise section of the Minor Modification for further details.)  

	3
	How do you plan to mitigate the air pollution from the blasting in an area of the City with high asthma rates?
	The blasting method is the best applied technique for bedrock removal because it reduces the amount of diesel-fueled construction equipment and the associated diesel particulate matter (PM) and fugitive PM.  Detonating the explosive charges would last only a few seconds.  By comparison, backhoes and hoe-rams would be anticipated to operate nearly continuously during the construction day if rock removal were by mechanical means alone.  With blasting, the backhoes and hoe-rams would be used intermittently (for breaking rock loosened by explosives into smaller pieces for removal).  

Blasting would require placement of blasting caps and explosive charges within holes drilled in the bedrock.  The bedrock does not contain loosely consolidated soils and dirt, and the fugitive PM generated by the blasting event would be small.  Air quality emissions would be minimized through the use of a controlled drilling and blasting program.  This would involve drilling many small (i.e., 2.5-inch diameter) holes in the rock using rock drills, and then placing small amounts of explosives in each hole.  Blast mats would be placed on the rock to control potential flying debris, PM, and fugitive dust during blasts.  

When blasting is conducted, one to two blasts would be expected to occur on a given day.  The typical blasting sequence is as follows:

· Drilling of blast holes

· Placement of explosives 

· Placement of blasting mats

· Clearing area in vicinity of blast

· Detonation of explosives

· Removal of blast mats

· Removal of rock 

Additional fugitive dust emissions reductions associated with blasted material would be achieved through the implementation of best management practices.  The Contractor would be responsible for controlling visible dust caused by work operations and the moving of vehicles and equipment.  Dust control would be implemented when soils are exposed, before, during and after work activity ceases (including weekends).  The Contractor would apply water or employ other dust control methods when visible dust is present on-site.  Drill rigs are anticipated to be equipped with sprays to suppress dust during drilling.  (Please see the Air Quality section within the Minor Modification for additional details.)

	B.  Specific Information Concerning the Work Methods at JPR

	4
	Where near the worksite (the Jerome Park Reservoir) will the Construction Manager’s office be located?  What is the contact number for the community?
	The CRO-312OS Field Trailer Office Complex, which will include the Construction Manager's office, will be located approximately 200 feet northeast of the SMC construction area (or 680 feet northeast of Gate House No. 5) and immediately west of Goulden Avenue.
The contact number for the community is the NYCDEP Outreach Office at 718-231-8470.

	5
	How do you plan to notify residents in case of extraordinary circumstances or emergency situations?
	Notification of the community in emergency situations at Jerome Park Reservoir or in any neighborhood in New York City are governed by procedures of the Office or Emergency Management (OEM), Fire Department of the City of New York (FDNY), and New York City Police Department (NYPD).  The NYCDEP Police will respond to and coordinate on any Jerome Park Reservoir incident, along with the aforementioned emergency responders.  These agencies manage incidents and take command, passing information to residents and schools when and as appropriate.  

However, in non-emergency situations NYCDEP notifies the community to provide information about activities in or near Jerome Park Reservoir.  This is done by contacting the Croton Facilities Monitoring Committee (FMC), nearby schools and the management offices of residential buildings.  Contacts may be by email, phone and/or fax with a short message.  

Should the need to make notifications occur after hours or on weekends, the 311 communications system will contact the persons and organizations noted above.      

For routine questions and general information, contact NYCDEP’s community office at 718-231-8470 or call 311.  For site specific information about Croton work at Jerome Park Reservoir, call the construction manager [James Morris at 718-696-2031/Joseph Jao at 718-696-2039].  The construction manager’s information is listed on the construction trailer at the site. You may also contact Martha Holstein from the construction management team at 718-625-1005 x 223.

	6
	How do you intend to remove the debris and muck from surface blasting?
	The bedrock removed during surface blasting would be removed using mechanical excavators to remove the material from the excavation area and load into trucks.  The trucks would transport the material from the site along either the Northern or Southern Route, as described in the Traffic section of the Minor Modification.

	7
	Since there were no prior traffic impacts with the raised bore drilling method, and now there may be impacts, how will you find a route that the contractor will use to truck material in and out of the site that will not adversely impact the neighborhood and/or schools’ students?  Where do you plan to wash the trucks and/or the streets?  Will you put in a weigh station?  How are you going to mitigate traffic congestion?
	As described in the Traffic section of the Minor Modification, the Northern Route would be utilized for site-generated vehicles entering at Gate House No. 5, and the Southern Route would be utilized for the vehicles entering at Gate House No. 6.  Allowing the two routes to the Reservoir would split the construction related vehicles between the Northern and Southern Routes, which would provide the most direct routes to the respective work sites and reduce traffic congestion within the community.
As described in the Air Quality section of the Minor Modification, the Contractor would apply water or employ other dust control methods when visible dust is present on-site.  Drill rigs are anticipated to be equipped with sprays to suppress dust during drilling.  The beds of any trucks removing soil, rock, or material from the site will be covered with tarpaulins, and soil/sediment will be removed from vehicle tires prior to equipment leaving the work site.  No weigh station installation is planned.

As described in the Traffic section of the Minor Modification, the existing signal timings at four intersections (i.e., Bailey Avenue/Van Cortlandt Park West/I-87 NB Exit Ramp, Bailey Avenue/West 230th Street/I-87 NB Exit Ramp, Kingsbridge Road/Bailey Avenue, and Sedgwick Avenue/Goulden Avenue/Dickinson Avenue) would be adjusted to avoid adverse effects of construction.  In order to implement three of the recommended signal timing adjustments, new equipment will be installed (i.e., Bailey Avenue/Van Cortlandt Park West/I-87 NB Exit Ramp, Bailey Avenue/West 230th Street/I-87 NB Exit Ramp, and Kingsbridge Road/Bailey Avenue), providing an additional benefit to the Bronx traffic control system. These recommended signal timing adjustments, since they are proposed to be set permanently, would improve the existing traffic network in the project area and would provide long-term benefit to the community.

	8
	Where will you relocate the school buses so that they do not interfere with Scott Tower residents?
	The school buses will not be relocated.  The SMC blasting is planned for after-school hours.  Therefore, the buses will continue to operate within their existing routes and the regular bus schedules will be followed.  
As described in the Traffic section of the Minor Modification, the bedrock removal trucks would utilize the Northern Route if entering at Gate House No. 5, and the Southern Route would be utilized for the trucks entering at Gate House No. 6.  NYCDEP will be in close coordination with the bus companies to avoid any unforeseen conflict between the truck and bus schedules.

	9
	How are they going to organize the traffic flow and mitigate its affects to the community?  Also, what is the affect on parking on Goulden Avenue?
	Please see Response #7 above for a description of the traffic improvement measures.
As described in the Traffic section of the Minor Modification, on-street parking along Goulden Avenue would be available to accommodate the 21 worker vehicles on weekdays and the 12 worker vehicles on Saturdays with no expected adverse impact to the community due to the fact that there is sufficient on-street parking capacity along Goulden Avenue to accommodate the workers and the public.  The workers could park along Goulden Avenue north of Bedford Park Boulevard close to the project site, or if there is insufficient capacity there the workers could also park at the parking meters south of Bedford Park Boulevard. 

	10
	What is your projected need for night work and/or blasting?  Many of us remember midnight lights, noise, dust and rats during the Dividing Wall construction.  We are not in favor of night work.
	Night work is not planned.  Most of the project work would occur during regular work hours (7am – 3pm) and blasting would occur after school hours.  The blasting is planned to occur in the late afternoon but could occur sporadically later due to delays in blast preparation.

	C.  Specific Methodology Used to Compare and Contrast the Two Methods

	11
	Can you provide us with your studies which determined that surface blasting would take less time than raise bore drilling?
	Experience from the work on City Tunnel No. 3, CRO-311, and more recently on the Raw Water Tunneling under CRO-313 showed that removing rock by blasting would take half as many days compared to removing rock by mechanical means alone.  Blasting allows deep and large excavation areas to be removed with a single shot (blast).  

	12
	Did you review the risk to the Branch Aqueduct?  Did you review the risk to the other under and above ground structures?
	Yes. Extensive studies were undertaken to evaluate the effects of vibrations from blasting on the Jerome Park Reservoir and associated structures.

Excavation required for construction of the SMC would come within ten feet of the enclosed New Croton Branch Aqueduct (NCBA) and the Jerome Park Reservoir perimeter wall, both of which are historic structures. As noted in the Historic and Archaeological Resources and Infrastructure sections of the Minor Modification, a vibration analysis was conducted to address concerns regarding potential damage to these structures from construction activities, including the proposed blasting of rock for the construction of the SMC and associated yard piping. Based on the vibration criteria used for the analysis, neither the proposed blasting nor mechanical excavation would damage the Jerome Park Reservoir perimeter wall or the enclosed NCBA.  Impacts to other existing water distribution system infrastructure in the Jerome Park Reservoir area are not anticipated since they are at greater distances from the construction site than the NCBA. As a precaution, seismographs would be installed and operated in the vicinity of the SMC construction site to monitor the velocities of ground vibrations and air-blast overpressure to ensure that they do not exceed safe levels.  In response to a July 28, 2008 addendum to the original Cultural Resources Assessments, related to Contract CRO-313 and CRO-312OS work on the SMC, the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation accepted the finding that a controlled blasting program can be developed that would prevent impacts to historic resources, and also agreed that there would be no adverse impacts to archeological or architectural resources. The Minor Modification contains additional detail on the vibration analysis.

	13
	What is the risk assessment to the students in the schools and the community?
	As detailed in the Project Background section of the Minor Modification, the proposed blasting would involve development and implementation of a Blasting Plan to protect workers and the public. The public would be notified about the blasting program.  In coordination with the FDNY, blasting would be timed to occur after school hours in order to avoid disturbing students in the area schools. Blasting would be limited to one to two blasts on a given day, with blasts occurring three to five times a week.  The blasting would also be planned to occur before hours when residents in the surrounding community would likely be sleeping.
The SMC is proposed to be located further away from the Bronx High School of Science as compared to the originally proposed locations of the Flow Meter Chambers and Shaft Chamber, which is anticipated to help minimize construction-related impacts to this sensitive receptor since construction activity would be consolidated in one location at a greater distance from the school.

Also, as was done for the construction activities at Mosholu for the Croton Water Treatment Plant (WTP), a Quality of Life Plan would be developed and approved for Contracts CRO-313 and CRO-312OS, which the CRO-312OS Contractor would be required to implement. The Quality of Life Plan includes the following construction activity requirements: noise control, dust control, particulate control, rodent control, cleanliness and maintenance of the site and surrounding areas, adherence to traffic and parking stipulations, emissions control for non-road vehicles, and emissions control for on-road vehicles. These work restriction requirements would help to further minimize potential impacts to students in the nearby schools and the surrounding community.

	14
	Can you compare impacts of removing the spoils through the tunnel to Croton WTP to trucking the spoils through the streets of the Jerome Park Reservoir community and the surrounding communities?
	As stated in Table 1 in the Minor Modification, the Final SEIS indicated that the shaft in the Shaft Chamber would be constructed using the raise bore method (rock spoil would drop into the tunnel below and be removed from the tunnel at the WTP site).  As for the remainder of the rock excavation for the SMC and yard piping, the spoils would be removed from the surface and removed from the site using trucks as this would be the most efficient method of removal for this volume of material. Removal of these spoils through the tunnel to the WTP site would result in a longer construction period due to the slower removal of materials through the tunnel, and additional equipment would need to be introduced to the site to lower the materials into the tunnel. The longer construction period would also delay completion of the CRO-313 Tunneling Contract, delaying the completion of the overall project, because this method of removing rock would impede the Tunnel Contractor from placing the lining pipe inside the tunnel until the rock excavation work is completed for the SMC, since removing the rock through the tunnel could damage the tunnel lining pipe. Furthermore, the footprint of the work area at the SMC site would need to be expanded to accommodate this activity. Therefore, surface road trucking is the preferred method of spoils removal. 

	D.  New Consolidated Valve Chamber Impact on Harris Park Annex Public Access

	15
	It seems that the valve chamber is substantially bigger than what is described in the FSEIS.  Whether or not consolidating the facilities is a good idea is not the issue here.  If all the facilities are below grade in Harris Park Annex, do you plan to allow public access to the area above the facilities upon completion of the project?
	Once SMC construction is complete, the disturbed area within the Harris Park Annex would be graded and the grass replaced to resemble pre-construction conditions.  Additional trees would not be planted above the water supply structures to allow for future maintenance and access to the SMC. Public access would be provided to this area. It should be noted that the Department of Parks and Recreation along with NYCDEP are designing a new Jerome Park Reservoir pathway that will include the area above the SMC. This pathway would further enhance public access to, and enjoyment of, the reservoir and surrounding area.

	16
	If not, the parkland will have to be alienated and this will trigger multiple processes that have to be completed before you can begin work.  Won’t this further delay the project and add to the already growing costs?  How will all of this affect public access to Jerome Park Reservoir and the lands and parkland surrounding it?
	The Harris Park Annex is City property and is not mapped as parkland. Therefore, alienation of this land is not required.

	E.  Contract and Costs

	17
	Can you provide us with the details of the contracts, such as the cost and when it was awarded and to whom?  How much money do you plan to save?  Explain how it would cost the city less money now that the contract is already bid?
	CRO-312OS-G in the amount of $96,842,500 was awarded to Picone/Schiavone JV on 10/01/08.  Notice to Proceed (NTP) was issued on 2/05/09.  There are two separate bid prices for rock excavation in the contract CRO-312OS-G, which has a rock quantity of 9,000 cubic yards.  Item G2- Rock Excavation by Blasting Method was bid by Picone/Schiavone at $75/cubic yard.  Item G2A- Additional Cost to Excavate Rock by Mechanical or Chemical Method was also bid at $75/cubic yard.  Therefore, if all 9,000 yards are removed by blasting the savings would be $675,000 (9,000 cubic yards x $75/cubic yard = $675,000).  This would be the maximum savings.  

Since rock removal by blasting would take less time and cost considerably less than rock removal using the mechanical method, it would help NYCDEP by allowing the Contractor to meet the Consent Decree Schedule.  

	18
	If you have a provision in the contract which expressly details this new method, please prepare those documents for distribution.  When did you first discuss this new method with the contractor?
	Detailed Specification 02414-Rock Excavation by Blasting was added as an alternative rock removal method on 3/28/08 by Addendum No. 2 during the bid period.

	19
	Can you provide other examples of how a contractor suggested method saved the city money?  For instance, we understand that CRO-311 was completed sooner than expected, but it still had a cost over run of $6 million.
	NYCDEP does not know when this contract will end as the Contractor only started in February 2009 and has 1,451 consecutive calendar days to complete his work.  Contract CRO-311 was completed two days ahead of schedule and had a $13 million under run, not a $6 million over run.


	F.  Miscellaneous

	20
	Now that you are suggesting opening up avenues not previously explored in the 2004 FSEIS, let’s make another change.  Review Membrane Filtration which is proven to be a better, cheaper and smaller process train than the one chosen in 2004.  Please add the comparison of Membrane Filtration as well as the study of Blasting for the Shaft and Valves at Jerome Park Reservoir to the scope of the new EIS.
	The Minor Modification was prepared to document changes relating to the work at Jerome Park Reservoir.  NYCDEP does not plan to review the WTP filtration process as construction for the current design is almost 50 % complete.


	VERBAL COMMENTS


	1
	There is no mention of the Old Croton Aqueduct (OCA) in the Historic and Archaeological section of the Minor Modification.  Federal consultation is required because OCA is on the National Register (NR).
	No specific mention is made of the Old Croton Aqueduct (OCA) because it is not the closest National Register (NR) or National Register eligible (NR eligible) historic resource to the proposed area of excavation for the Shaft and Meter Chamber (SMC).  The OCA is located in the perimeter wall along with the New Croton Branch Aqueduct (NCBA).  The NCBA is NR eligible and is, in fact, closer to the excavation area.  The OCA is located within the wall on the interior side closest to the Reservoir and the NCBA is on the exterior closest to the excavation; therefore, if no impacts are anticipated on the NCBA, as noted in the Minor Modification, then no impacts are anticipated for the OCA since it is located further from the blasts.  
As for special consideration, all NR and NR eligible structures are treated equally, as mandated by environmental regulations.  The New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), administered through the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) administers programs authorized by both the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980.  These programs include the Statewide Historic Resources Survey, and the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places. No federal consultation is required unless requested by SHPO, or if the project is a federal undertaking.

	2
	Provide copies of the Cultural Resources Assessments for work at the Jerome Park Reservoir.
	Copies of the Cultural Resources Assessments and their Addenda were mailed to the Commenter on July 7, 2009.  These assessments were generated in order to assist DEP in the decision-making process regarding the project components at Jerome Park Reservoir and design changes that have occurred during the project development.  As part of the decision-making process NYCDEP submitted these assessments to the OPRHP in order to obtain their expert opinion on the potential for adverse impact to the historic Jerome Park Reservoir from the proposed project as it evolved.  

It should be noted that NYCDEP, as a normal business practice, consults with OPRHP whenever it proposes to undertake projects that could potentially impact the City’s water supply infrastructure in order to evaluate the potential impact from the proposed projects during the planning phase of the projects since the New York City Water Supply System is of significant historic importance.
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